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NATIONAL COUNCIL ON CRIME AND DELINQUENCY 

CONTINENTAL PLAZA. 411 HACKENSACK AVENUE. HACKENSACK, N. J. 07601 • (201) 488-0400 

August 2, 1977 

Mr. Wayne Kanagawa 
Executive Director 
Hawaii Intake service Center 
1149 Bethel Street, Room 400 
Honolulu, Hawaii 96813 

Dear Mr. Kanagawa: 

Ever since our first direct involvement in Hawaii in 
1968, the National Council on Crime and Delinquency 
has had a special interest in your state. In perhaps 
no other place have so many forms of enlightened prac­
tice been implemented together. While your criminal 
justice system is small in comparison to many others, 
it is large in terms of the inspiration it offers. 

Because the Intake Service Center is a critical aspect 
of your Correctional Master Plan, we are ple~sed to 
have this opportilllity to contribute to its development. 
As outsiders to your system, we are very aware of the 
implications of your experience for the rest of the 
country • 

We hope that this report will be useful in your efforts 
to better a good system. 

MGR/gb 

GI'F((,~S IN CA/JP01lN/A • HAWAII. INDIANA' IOWA. NBW oIZRSay • Nrif MEXICO· NEW YORK CITY • OIUO • T!XAS • WAIlHlNGTON, D. C. 
RE~E.\I\CH CE~ r~R. DAVIa, CALIPOIlN/A' • '~;' •• ;l{ ... 01\ Yoc'm DE\'ELOPME~T' HACXJN8ACIt, NBW .IIRSIIY· \'lp, ROYAL OAK. M1CHlOAN 
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INTRODUCTION 

This report is the result of a technical assistance contract 

between the National Council on Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) and 

the Hawaii Intake Service Center (ISC). It was made possible by 

funds provided by the Hawaii State Law Enforcement and Juvenile 

Delinquency Planning Agency. 

The purpose of this project was lito develop a series of 

specific program activities which will facilitate the needs of 

persons admitted to the Intake Service Center." Initially, the 

scope of the program activities to be considered were for "those 

admitted to the Intake Service Center during various stages of 

the c~iminal justice system from pretrial to release from incar­

ceration." However, in order to provide the best service within 

the time and resources available, it was agreed with the ISC Di­

rector that emphasis would be placed on front-end or pretrial 

processes and services. These were seen as the best potential 

sources for generating program suggestions consistent with ISC 

responsibilities and early implementation. 

The programs suggested in Part I of this report are based on 

information the NCCD team deemed program-suggestive from among 

those data the team was able to collect, analyze and interpret 

within the time and resources available for this project. Addi-

tional criminal justice data, interpretations and some research 

suggestions for the ISC are included in Part II. With further 

refinement, some of these data could be used to generate addi­

tional program ideas. 

vi 
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The team wishes to thank the staff of the ISC, members of 

the Ad Hoc Advisory Committee and others for their help with 

orientation to the Hawaii criminal justice system, for furnish­

ing documents and observation and for reviewing preliminary pro­

gram suggestions. 

This report is presented in two main sections, plus Appen­

dices. Some of the latter are attached to each copy of this re-

port. Other materials of a technical assistance nature have been 

f furnished to the ISC Director in single copy. The content of the , 
I 
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two main sections is as follows. 

PART I 

Programs Recommended for ISC Implementation 

P~ogram #l--Polic~ Citation in Lieu of Arrest 
and Booking 

Program #2--Deferred Prosecution of Misdemeanant 
and Felony Cases 

Program #3--Counseling and Referral Services for 
Alcohol and Drug Users 

PART II 

Hawaii Criminal Justice Data and Research Suggestions. 

The NCCD team notes that the ISC mandate, as reflected by 

the Correctional Master Plan, current legislation, and the ISC 

Advisory Board statement'of goals and objectives constitutes a 

large, difficult and long-range_task. This mandate involves di-

version of offenders from the criminal justice system, screening 

and diagnostic services, evaluation of offender adjustment plus 

coordination and referral services. 

The team found much evidence of progressive thinking and 

practices in Hawaii among law enforcement, judicial and correc-

vii 
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tions personnel. It 1 
a so found interest and support for the ISC 

and its concepts am n 
o 9 representatives of the private service 

sector. These speak well for the d 
evelopment of diversion and 

correctional services in Hawaii. Th 
e team hopes this report 

will contribute to these efforts. 

vii i 
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! Il PROGRAMS RECOMMENDED FOR ISC IMPLEMENTATION POLICE CITATIO~ IN LIEU OF ARREST AND BOOKING 
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POLICE CITATION IN LIEU OF ARREST AND BOOKING 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

This program consists of police issuance of a citation and 

notice to appear in court at a specified time in lieu of the 

traditional arrest, transportation to the police station or 

police lockup, booking and subsequent holding in police deten­

tion or release thrQug~ bailor other means. 

3 

The citation and notice to appear could be issued in petty 

misdemeanor, misdemeanor and Class C felony cases under certain 

circumstances as described in the section entitled IICriteria for 

Use of Police Citation in Lieu of Arrest and Bookingll. 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

This program is intended to reduce the incidence of incar­

ceration subsequent to arrest in certain petty misdemeanor, mis­

demeanor and felony cases. Such a reduction should result in the 

following benefits: 

(1) reduc~d police officer time and costs in trans­
porting arrested persons to the police station or 
police lockup for booking; 

(2) reduced costs for holding arrested persons in cus­
tody pending pretrial release or subsequent trial; 
and 

(3) reduced time and costs for judicial and pretrial 
service services staff by decreasing the number 
of cases where pretrial release methods such as 
bai 1, ROR, etc., must be considered. 

RATIONALE FOR THE PROGRAM 

Traditionally, when a police officer concludes that a crime 

has been committed, connects an individual with that crime and 

.. I 
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makes an arrest, the freedom of movement of that individual is 

obstructed and detention occurs. Unless released by the officer, 

he is taken to the police station or lockup and booked. He then 

may be released on bail, ROR or through some other method. 

Even though an arrest is made and court action anticipated, 

in many instances it is not necessary to book and detain pending 

court action. Generally, a large proportion (and, in many com­

munities, most) of those arrested are released pending trial. 

Law enforcement personnel should have the authority to release 

or detain at the point of arrest. The Hawaii State Legislature 

has given police officers the authority to issue citations in 

lieu of arrest and detention. The Honolu1u Police Department 

currently is investigating the possibility of instituting such a 

practice. 

It is impossible to judge at this point the exact impact a 

citation system would have on pretrial incarceration in Hawaii. 

However, it appears that it could be substantial, considering 

the numbers now admitted to police lockups and those subsequently 

transferred to Halawa. 

NCCD staff were told that the Honolulu Police Department 

does not keep a total count of all admissions to their lockup 

facility, although each admission is recorded in one or more 

police documents. NCCD staff, therefore, made a tally of all 

persons placed in secure detention for the week of July 25 

through July 31 as reflected in the Honolulu Police Department 

IICustody LoglI, IIBooking Logil and IITurnkey l s Daily Report Sheet 

for Cellblock ll . This count of persons in custody showed the 

following. 
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TABI.,E I 

Persons in Custody By Day 
Honolulu Police Department Cellblock 

July 25-31, 1977 

Date Admissions 
Male Female Tot~l 

July 25 9 2 11 
26 19 3 22 
27 18 3 21 
28 8 4 12 
29 17 1 18 
30 13 3 16 
31 15 1 16 

99 IT 116 

Assuming the week of July 25-31, 1977 were typical, a total 

of about 6,000 admissions to the police lockup in Honolulu would 

occur annually. 

Although the total admissions to the Halawa Correctional 

Facility are not recorded, the figures for average daily popula­

tion and average length of stay are available. The Division of 

Corrections computed the average (mean) daily population of 

Halawa for FY 1975-76 to be 142.1 The mean length of stay at 

Halawa as reflected in two sample groups examined by the Correc­

tions Research and Statistics Bureau (now the Office of Correc­

tional Information and Statistics) was 17 and 31 days.2 Assum­

ing a mean length of stay midpoint between 17 and 31 days, the 

1 Hawaii Division of Corrections, "Assigned Count, Head Count Report", 
FY 1975-76. 

2 
Corrections Research and Statistics Bureau, "A Study on the Length of 
Presentence Detainment at Halawa Correctional Facility', April, 1977. 

• 0 

1 

f 
I 
I 
I 
I 
r; 

'[ 

1,li .' , t, 

1 •• 

I 
.t.::::r 

'liiI 

• ,X> 

.". 
t .. 
'r 

""" 

~ ,,' " 'r 
l[ I 

[ 

3 

average length of stay would be 24 days at Halawa. Multiplying 

24 days by the average daily population of 142 would suggest a 

total of 3,408 annual admissions. 3 

6 

As reflected elsewhere in this, report, Honolulu Police make 

about 16,000 arrests annually. Based on the above estimates, it 

would appear that about 6,000 (or 37.5 percent) spend some time 

in the police lockup, and about 3,400 or 21.25 percent go on to 

spend some time in Halawa. 

The NCCD sample of persons detained in the Honolulu Police 

Department Cellblock reflected the following lengths of stay. 

TABLE II 

Persons Detained By Time 
Honolulu Police Department Cellblock 

July 25-31, 1977 

Hours Detained Number Percentage 

Less than 1 6 5.17 1 through 5 33 28.45 
6 through 10 18 15.51 

11 through 15 6 5.17 
16 through 20 12 10.34 
21 through 25 6 5.17 26 througn 30 2 1. 72 31 through 35 4 3.45 36 through 40 0 0.00 41 through 45 1 0.86 Over 45 0 0.00 

Not recorded or not 
yet released 28 24.14 

Total 116 99.99 

In a very: gross sense. We are aware th?t the population figure includes 
federal prereleasE'[; prisoners and some felons from the state prison, for 
example, and that this reduces the reliability of the estimate. 
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Thus, about 33 percent spend less than 5 hours in the police 

lockup, and a total of 49 percent spend 10 hours or less. Most 

were released as a result of District Court action, and although 

the actual release/continue detention decisions on these cases 

is not known, a great many are released by District Court. We 

know this because the 6,000 estimated annual lockup admissions 

shrinks to 3,400 estimated Halawa admissions, and a number of 

the 3,400 are there serving sentences. A total of 19 of the 116 

sample lockup cases (or 16 percent) were shown released on bail 

at the police station as a separate category from those where the 

release was listed as "Discharge to· District Court". 

Although the lack of case details precludes final judgments, 

the nature of the initial charge of those held at the lockup 

during the sample period suggests that some might have been han­

dled by citation rather than booking and detention. 

TABLE III 

Persons Detained By Offense 
Honolulu Police Department Cellblock 

July 25-31, 1977 

Loitering, public drunk, 
disorderly or trespass 

Driving without license 
Dniving under the influence 4 

Harassment 
Theft, 3rd degree 
Discharged, pending investigation 
Discharged, insufficient evidence 

Number of Cases 

11 
2 

11 

3 

10 
4 
2 

43 

4 We do not advocate that intoxicated drivers be cited and allowed to drive 
home, yet a citation ma.y be used. See Appendix A-S of this report. 
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These 43 cases represented 37 percent of those admitted to 

the lockup during the one-week sample period. NCCD is not sug­

gesting that all of ~hese cases should have been given citations 

rather than being admitted to the lockup, but it seems likely 

that it would have been appropriate in many. Experience else­

where supports this conclusion and can serve as encouragement in 

the use of police citations in Hawaii. 

A 1969 California statute, a total departure from 
traditional arrest legislation, requires that law en­
forcement agencies investigate the possible use of ci­
tation in lieu of arrest procedure in every misdemeanor 
apprehension. Statistical data on practices under the 
new law in Contra Costa County, Oakland, and elsewhere 
in the state demonstrate that many misdemeanor defend­
ants can be released safely on their signed promise to 
appear in court, that the rate of non-appearance is not 
directly related to the rate of release, and that the 
c~tation procedure seems particularly appropriate when 
the offense charged is petty theft or shoplifting and 
may also be appropriate for disorderly conduct.5 

As part of its mandate to "Establish intake screening that 

emphasizes the diversion of individuals" and "Monitor the adjust­

ment of individuals and effectiveness of programs",6 the ISC 

should assist law enforcement personnel throughout Hawaii in 

developing and implementing police citation programs. This as­

sistance should take the following forms: 

1. serve as a catalyst in helping law enforcement (in 
concert with prosecutors and the courts) develop 
criteria and policies for the use of police cita­
tions; 

2. assist in the development of forms and other rec­
ords necessary for operation of the citation sys­
tem; and 

5 Hickey, William L. "Depopulating the Jails" (Hackensack, New Jersey: 
National Council on Crime and Delinquency, 1975), p. 237. 

6 H .. ak . 
awal.~ Int e Serv~ce Center Advisory Board, "Goals and Objectives, Intake 

Service CenteJ.:''', developed in 1977 (undated). 
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3. assist in the creation and application of a re~ 
search design to evaluate the program1s ability to 
meet its objectives, impact on other criminal jus­
tice system components, effect on the crime rate, 
cost factors and so forth. 

TARGET POPULATION 

Initially, those considered for police citation release 

might only be those arrested for petty misdemeanors and misde-

meanors. Later, as many other jurisdictions have done, more 

serious offenses such as Class C felonies could be added. 7 

The number of persons handled by citation release in Hawaii 

could amount to thousands annually, but a precise estimate of 

the number cannot be m~je at this time. First, the number of 

misdemeanor and petty misdemeanor arrests is not known, because 

the arrest categories used by law enforcement to report arrests 

do not reflect that information. Police tend to use UCR termi­

nology, not the language of the Hawaii Penal Code. Many of the 

arrest categories used actually include a combination of felon­

ies, misdemeanors and petty misdemeanors in an unknown propor­

tion. Identifying petty misdemeanor and misdemeanor arrests 

would currently require checking individual arrest reports, 

which totalled over 16,000 for the Honolulu Police Department 

alone in 1976. 

Secondly, some cases in the petty misdemeanor/misdemeanor 

cat ego r i e s w 0 u 1 d bee xc 1 u de d fro m c'i tat ion, as i s e v ide n t fro m 

the section IICriteria for Use of Citations ll below. The size of 

the potential group is also somewhat clouded by the fact that 

7 Bruce Beaudin, "How to Implement Criminal Justice Standards for Pretrial 
Release", American Bar Association L 1977. 
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some cases which might be ruled ineligible for citation at time 

of initial arrest might still be released on a citation at the 

police station. These would consist of cases which required ar­

rest and booking to accomplish full identification, or where the 

individual was not cooperative in establishing identification or 

determining his degree of risk until that point. 

Considering those categories of arrest used by police which 

apparently include only misdemeanors and petty misdemeanors (that 

is, classified as such in the Penal Code), there would appear to 

be a large group of arrested individuals who could be considered 

for citations as shown by 1976 arrests by the Honolulu Police 

Depa rtment. 

TABLE IV 

Arrests In All-Misdemeanor Categories 
Honolulu Police Department 

1976 

Offense 

Larceny II I, Under $50 
Larceny III, Under $ 5 
Other Assaults 
Vandalism 
Gambling 

Number Arrested 

1 ,194 
805 
807 
183 

1,272 
4,261 

In addition, other arrest categories used by police which 

include both felonies and misdemeanors/petty misdemeanor~ would 

yield some cases for which citation may be appropriate. There 

are several such categories. 

, 
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TABLE V 

Arrests in Mixed (Misdemeanor/Felony) Categories 
Honolulu Police Department 

1976 

Offense 

Narcotic drug laws 
Disorderly conduct~ 
All other offenses 

Number Arrested 

990 
701 

5,982 
7,673 

11 

Discounting some of the 4,261 misdemeanor/petty misdemeanor 

cases which would not be eligible for citation release, and add­

ing some of the 7,673 cases in the mixed felony/misdemeanor cat­

egories which would be eligible, there would appear to be a 

large group of arr.ested individuals potentially eligible for ci­

tation release in lieu of arrest and booking. If it were only 

half of each group, this would amount to about 5,900 cases an­

nually. This number certainly appears to b~ large enough to 

make initiation of a police citation program feasible and profit­

able. Only experience will tell if there are less or more than 

this number. It seems clear that the potential target group is 

sufficiently large to justify at least a pilot project. 

8 In disorderly conduct cases, a primary (and salutary) police policy is 
often to separate parties by removing the arrested person from the scene. 
In many of t.hese cases, however, we feel it may be possible to then cite 
and release at the police station, the initial separation and transporta­
tion having sufficiently served that policy. 

9 Many cases in this large category, such as those contempt of court cases 
which are included for failure to appear as scheduled, aI~e clearly in appro­
priate for citation. Others, such as perjury, harassment with no physical 
contact and littering, among others, may well be suitable for citation. 
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CRITERIA FOR USE OF POLICE CITATION IN LIEU OF ARREST 

Police citation in lieu of arrest and booking may appropri-

1 b d · 1 . t 10 ate y e use ln severa lns ances. 

1. For petty misdemeanor and misdemeanor offenses, 
unless the police officer has reason to believe: 

2 . 

3 . 

a. that the continued liberty of the accused 
constitutes an unreasonable risk of bodily 
injury to himself or others; 

b. that arrest and detention are necessary to 
carry out legitimate investigative action; or 

c. there is evidence that there is a sUbstantial 
risk that the accused will not appear on the 
basis of the citation (for reasons of no ties 
to the community, attitudes, or previous fail­
ure to appear on the basis of a citation). 

When the accused offers sufficient identification 
or cooperates sufficiently to establish his iden­
tification. 
When the accused signifies his acceptance of the 
summons and his willingness to appear by signing 
the citation form and accepting a copy of it from 
the arresting officer. 

Later, as experience with the citation system is gained in 

petty misdemeanor and misdemeanor cases, the criteria may be ex­

panded to many felony cases as has been done in other jurisdic­

tions. 11 

PROGRAM METHODS 

The program method consists essentially of issuing a cita­

tion to the arrested individual, specifying the violation(s) of 

law for which the arrest has been made and the time and place 

at which the individual is to appear at court. 

10 Paraphrased from the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals, Task Force Report: Corrections, Washington, D. C., 
1973, p. 116. 

11 Beaudin, op. cit., p. 9. 
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In the instances in which it is used, the ci.tation replaces 

the practice of arrest, transportation to the police station or 

police lockup, booking and subsequent holding or release. Ex­

cept, as noted earlier, some advantages accrue from a two-tier 

system. That is, consideration for release may be raised again 

at the police station and at that level may be applied to some 

individuals with whom it could not be appropriately used on the 

street. 

A number of the procedural issues and operating problems 

attendant to a citation system are covered in materials appended 

to this report and will not be elaborated here. These include: 

(1) integration of citation forms with other police department 

forms;, (2) problems of identification of the offender; and (3) 

how to get sufficient information quickly enough at point of ar­

rest to issue a citation in lieu of arrest and booking. Suffice 

it to say that other jurisdictions have developed solutions to 

these prob1ems. Also, the issuance of a citation in lieu of ar­

rest and booking is dependent upon the cooperation of the ar­

rested person, and if identification and cooperation are lacking 

at point of arrest and subsequently, the citation system would 

not be used. 

~TIMATED COSTS FOR STAFF AND SUPPORT SERVICES 

Over a period of several years, the citation system should 

result in a net saving rather than an increase in costs. Sav­

ings should occur in officer time and expense in transporting 

arrested persons from the point of arrest to the police station 

or police lockup, in pretrial detention costs, and in court and 

.. i 

14 

service costs necessary for pretrial release consideration. There 

would also be direct savings to individuals in terms of saving 

bail costs and wages not lost. 

Some staff time would be necessary for developing citation 

p0licies, procedures and forms, for training officers in the use 

of the citation system and for designing and operating a record 

system to assess the impoct of the citation system. 

The amount of savings would depend upon a number of factors, 
, 

including the number and types of cases for which citations are 

used as well as the number who do not respond to citations and 

who subsequently must be brought to court on warrants or by 

other means. 

SUMMARY OF POSITION DESCRIPTIONS AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

No new positions are anticipated for this program, since 

regular officers on the beat (perhaps with the assistance of 

police supervisory personnel) would be making citation decisions. 

Existing police administrative services and ISC central office 

staff would be involved in developing the program and maintain-

ing the record system. 

SUGGEST~D MEASUREMENT OF ACTIVITIES AND OUTCOME 

Several performance measures are immediately apparent: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

measurement of citation use by volume of cases and 
offenses for which used; 

comparison of arrests ~nd.bookings.in ~ period im­
mediately prior to beglnnlng the cltatlon system 
with the citations plus arrests and bookings for a 
comparable period subsequent to initiation of the 
citation program; 
a comparison of the number of admissions and aver­
age daily pretrial holding population at the 
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police lockup prior to and !~bsequent to initia­
tion of the citation system ; 

4. a count of the number of citation cases which do 
not appear for court; and 

5. comparison of the subsequent arrest records of an 
experimental and control group. 

ISC ROLE IN THE RECOMMENDED PROGRA~ 

15 

Citation release, being a component of the arrest process, 

should be administered by the police. As indicated earlier in 

the section IIRationale for the Program", the ISC I'ole should be 

facilitative and two-fold: 

1. serve as a catalyst in helping develop policies 
and criteria for use of the citation system; 

2. assist in the development of forms and records 
necessary for operation of the citation system; and 

3. assist in program assessment and monitoring, par­
ticularly as performance impacts the criminal jus­
tice system in general. 

To the extent that the ISC can assist law enforcement per­

sonnel in the implementation of citation practices, it will have 

made an important contribution to its responsibilities for di­

version, reduction in the usa of incarceration and criminal 

justice system coordination. 

12 NeeD staff were told that currently the Honolulu Police Department does 
not keep an aggregate count of admissions or the average daily population 
at the lockup. These data should be kept for a variety of purposes and 
are a prerequisite to evaluating the impact of the citation syst~~. 
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DEFERRED PROSECUTION OF MISDEMEANOR AND FELONY CASES 

DESCRIPTION OF PROGRAM 

This program consists of the delayed filing of charges by 

the pro sec u tor (0 r de 'I aye d act ion by the pro sec u tor 0 n c h a r g e s 

filed) in selected mi#demeanor and felony cases pending the vol­

untary participation of the arrested person in a designated pro­

gram. If the individual consents and participates in the program 

and remains arrest-free for a specified time, the prosecutor 

drops the charges. If the individual fails to satisfactorily 

complete the program or is again arrested within the speiified 
I 

period, the prosecutor may proceed with the original charges. 

The basic concept of this program is somewhat similar to 

the II Defe.rred Acceptance of Guilty Plea" (DAGP) program currently 

used by the courts in Hawaii. In the case of deferred prosecu­

tion, however, the diversion'takes place earlier in the criminal 

justice process--at the point when the decision to prdsecute or 

not prosecute is being made, rather than later at a court hear­

ing. 

Various types of services can be linked to the deferred 

prosecution program. The clusters of services offered should be 

designed to fit the needs of individuals accepted for deferred 

prosecution. In actual practice, the types and extent of ser­

vices provided often are greatly influenced by the availability 

of funds. 

NCCD is suggesting that the services to be provided in con­

junction with the Deferred Prosecution Program consist of screen­

ing, individual and group counseling, employment counseling, 

------ ----
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skill training, job placement and followup. 

The primary responsibility for developing and administering 

these services (either directly or through contract with commu­

nity agencies) would be that of the Intake Service Center. Cri­

teria for case referral should be developed jointly by the Pros­

ecutor and ISC. Decisions about whether to prosecute or refer 

individuals to the program would rest with the Prosecutor. 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

Primary objectives of this program involve both the criminal 

justice system and individual offenders. At a minimum, this 

approach should intend: 

I,. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

to increase the employability and employment of 
selected misdemeanor and felony offenders by pro­
viding special services in lieu of prosecution and 
court disposition; 
to allow the prosecutor (and the courts) more time 
for handling more serious cases by diverting from 
prosecution less serious cases and certain first 
offenders; 
to reduce the number of cases processed in court 
and thereby save judicial, prosecutorial, defense, 
law enforcement, and court service staff time and 
funds; and 
to reduce the debilitating (and, some theorists 
argue, criminogenic) effects of a criminal record 
for select offenders. 

RATIONALE FOR THE PROGRAM 

Under our. system of criminal justice, the prosecutor has 

considerable discretion in determining whether a case will be 

prosecuted or dropped prior to trial. Unless the case is weak 

in terms of evidence or the charge is insufficient to justify 

the costs of prosecution, the prosecutor generally feels com­

pelled to prosecute. Growing caseloads and associated backlogs, 
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however, often preclude effective processing of all cases. In­

creasingly in the United States, a third alternative has emerged 

--deferred prosecution under certain conditions. 

Many programs which have recently been developed around the 

country operate on the principle of deferred prosecution in one 

of its many forms. Much literature has been produced describing 

the concepts, procedures, legal issues, supporting services and 

program outcome of these efforts. Some of the more helpful 

sources and some of their materials include: 

1. U.S. National Institute of Law Enforcement and Crim­
inal Justice, Research Operations Division, IICase 
Screening and Selected Case Processing in Prosecu­
tor's Offices,1I (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government 
Printing Office, 1973); 

2: National Center for Prosecution Management, liThe 
Prosecutor's Screening Function: Case Evaluation 
and Control ll (Chicago: National District Attorneys 
Association, 1973); 

3. American Bar Association, National Pretrial Inter­
vention Service Center, Washington, D.C.: 

IISource Book on Pretrial Criminal Justice Inter­
vention Techniques and Action Programs ll

, 1974; 
"Portfolio of Descriptive Profiles on Selected 
Pretrial Criminal Justice Intervention Programs ll

, 

1974; 
IIMonograph on Legal Issues and Characteristics of 
Pretrial Intervention Programs ll

, 1974; and 

4. U.S. National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice, Research Operations Division, 
II Pre t ria 1 R e 1 e a s e Pro g ram s: Ph a s e I S u mm a r y R e -
port ll

, (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Print­
ing Office, April, 1977). 

Clearly, there is national experience to demonstrate that 

selected misdemeanor and felony cases can be diverted success­

fully at the point of prosecution. Specific examples include: 

----~~-----

1. Operation de Novo, Minneapolis, Minnesota, which 
reported a 64 percent rate of successful project 
terminations; 

2. The Court Resource Program, Boston, Massachusetts, 
which reported a 64 percent rate of successful 
terminations also; and 

3. The Pretrial Intervention Project in Dade County 
(Miami), Florida, which reported a 77 percent rate 
of successful project termination. 

20 

IISuccessful project termination ll was defined to mean successful 

participation in the program and either no new arrests or con­

victions which excluded them from program participation. 13 

A larger group of pretrial intervention programs witn a man­

power training and employment focus were evaluated by ABT Asso­

ciates of Cambridge, Massachusetts. 14 This evaluation covered a 

twenty-month period of program operation involving 2,684 partici­

pants in nine projects. The overall rate of favorable termina­

tion was 76 percent. A total of 270 participants, or 10 percent, 

were re-arrested during their period of program participation. 

This same evaluation indicates that significant gains in employ­

ability and employment of offenders were achieved in these pro-

grams: 

1. 51 percent of all participants were referred to 
one or more jobs; and 

2. '43 percent of all participants were placed on at 
least one job. 

This evaluation report, however, cautions against over-reliance 

on these data, because they are drawn from a group which might 

13 Joan Mullen, "The Dilemma of Diversion: Resource Materials on Adult Pre­
trial Diversion Programs" (Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1975), p. 77. 

14 "Third Interim Progress Report, Pretrial Intervention Program of Manpower 
Administration, U.S. Department of Labor", reprinted in Diversion from the 
Criminal Justice System; Technical Assistance Handbook on Pretrial Inter­
vention and Action Programs, OPe cit., p. 17. 
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not be truly representative of all program participants. 

A later and more rigorous examination of the employment 

status of pretrial intervention program participants offered 

these generalizations. 

According to the technical assessment of evaluative 
research conducted on PTr (pretrial intervention), 
programs were responsible for changes in employment 
status, wage, and skill levels of alleged.offenders 
during program participation. Methodologlcal problems 
limited the certainty with which we could conclude 
that these changes continued into the post-program 
period, although some data suggested that the impr~ved 
employment situation remained stable for up to a SlX­
month postprogram period. 15 

21 

Item six of Appendix A contains four descriptive profiles of 

pretrial intervention programs. The profiles cover the follow­

ing categories of general program information: 

1. authorization and establishment; 
2. eligibility criteria; 
3. program duration; 
4. termination options; 
5 . s t a f fin g p"a t t ern s ; 
6. screening and selection process; 
7. supportive services; 
8. research and evaluation; 
9. participant characteristics; and 

10. results. 

A statement which succinctly summarizes these projects was 

recently published by the National Pretrial Intervention Service 

Center. 

Functionally, deferred prosecution was the mechanism 
enabling the pretrial intervention sequence to.develop. 
Prosecutorial discretion in the charging functl0n 
serves as the triggering device, and screening of ac-
cused persons against predetermined eligiblity re- . 
requirements is the quality control measure for exerC1S­
ing this alternative to court processing. Personal 

15 Roberta Rovner-pieczenik, Pretrial Intervention Strategies: An Evaluation 
of Policy-related Research and Policy-maker Perceptions, (Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: D.C. Heath, 1976), p. 124. 
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recognizance is the form of release to intervention 
services used by most projects at preliminary stlges 
of the criminal justice process. Various legal safe­
guards to protect constitutional rights of prospective 
intervention cases have been adopted ,by several proj­
ects (e.g.) waiver of right to speedy trial, assistance 
of counsel, statute of limitations waiver) and use is 
made of interagency operating agreements to formalize 
diversionary placement procedures. 

Once enrolled, participant progress is gauged using a 
treatment services plan which keys activities to the 
usual 3-6 month diversion period. Supportive services 
follow a standard regimen of counselling/treatment/ 
manpower upgrading utilizing either in-house resources 
or referral agency options. With few exceptions, 
projects are situated in the community with adminis­
trative and operational links to participant referral 
sources. Staffing patterns reveal a mix of trained 
and paraprofessional workers serving a predominantly 
joint counseling/job development function. Few proj­
ects have adequate research and evaluation capabili­
ties beyond periodic statistical reporting of cases 
admitted and discharged. 

Screening, intake, career and counseling services, and 
followup monitoring are the basic components of pre­
trial intervention programs. Funding of demonstration 
projects derives mainly from Labor Department (Manpower 
Administration) and Justice Department (LEAA) sources 
with local government sharing in operational costs to 
institutionalize the innovation. 16 

22 

In Hawaii, current data suggest the need for employment and 

employment training services, particularly for the younger of­

fender. A sample of 159 of the 730 cases referred to the ROR 

Unit by the First Circuit Court (Honolulu) in 1976 showed that 

52 percent of the persons referred were unemployed. 17 About 64 

percent of this same group were under age 24. 18 

16 

17 

National Pretrial Intervention Service Center, "Portfolio of Descriptive 
Profiles on Selected Pretrial Criminal Justice Intervention Programs", 
American Bar Association, Washington, D.C., 1974. 

Special ROR Unit Staff/Correctional Information and Statistics Office of 
ISC Study of ROR Cases, July 1, 1977 (based on 159 case sample of the 730 
cases referred in the 1976 calendar year). 

18 Ibid. 
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Data on the educational background and employment history 

of these individuals is currently not available. However, a high 

proportion of the general group of the unemployed as well as the 

arrested unemployed have been found to have lower levels of aca­

demic achievement, fewer marketable skills and less work experi­

ence than the general population. Given the relatively high cur­

rent rate of unemployment in Honolulu, the arrested unemployed 

are not successful competitors. 

Communities attempting to increase employment among offend­

ers have generally provided a combination of services which in­

clude employment counseling and training, individual and group 

counseling and education. Some have provided additional services 

such a~ housing, stipends, medical and psychological services, 

loans and transportation. 

Based on program experience elsewhere and Hawaii·s data Gn 

young, unemployed offenders, a program of employment/employment 

training is recommended as the primary support service for the 

deferred prosecution program. 

TARGET POPULATION AND CRITERIA FOR CASE SELECTION 

Choosing the target population for a program of this nature 

involves a series of issues which are unique to each particular 

community and to the point in time at which the issues are being 

addressed. For these reasons, no pre-packaged program which de­

fines the target population and the service methods is suitable. 

The selected target population, as we~l as the service methods, 

should be the result of a planning process among those involved. 

Definition of the target popUlation and subsequent specifi-
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cation of the case selection criteria are dependent upon the 

resolution of two general groups of issues. One group concerns 

the ability of criminal jUstice agencies to agree upon the cases 

which are given the opportunity for deferred prosecution. 

A second group of problems center around the serVices which 

are necessary for program implementation. Sub-issues here con­

cern specification of the service methods to be employed, devel­

oping the program service plan and procedures and obtaining the 

necessary funds to administer the program. Also, if program 

evaluation is to be conSidered, the methods of evaluating pro­

gram outcome, and who is to administer such measurements must be 
determined. 

C~early, these decisions must be reached through a collab­

orative process of planning in the community where the deferred 

prosecution program is to be implemented. However, these deci­

sions should be made to the extent possible within the framework 

of experience elsewhere, modified as needed to suit local condi­
tions. 

The criteria for program eligibility used by a group of 15 

pretrial intervention programs are described in detail in Appen­

dix B. The elements considered for eligibility by these projects 
were: 

1. age; 
2. sex; 
3. charges included; 
4. prior record (juvenile and adult); 
5. employment status at time of arrest. 
6. residence; , 
7. lega~ status (on probation, parole, etc.); and 
8. speclal problems, i.e., drug addiction, alcoholism. 
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As can be seen from the chart in Appendix B, although there 

are many similarities in eligibility criteria, there are many 

differences as well. Unfortunately, as Rovner-Pieczenik points 

out, itA multitude of participant, program, and setting variations 

cloud any interpretation of which participants were most success­

ful in PTr programs. 1t19 However, she goes on to say that despite 

difficulties in "equatinglt factors such as programs, partici­

pants, treatment methods and evaluation methodologies, Itindivid­

uals who were described by programs as 'best risKs ' have remark­

ably similar profiles. 1t20 She describes them as follows: 

1. An individual's preprogram employment status is the 
best predictor of his postprogram status on that 
variable. A Itgood lt preprogram employment history 
(e.g., steady employment, relatively high ski1ls 
and wages, employment at program entry) results in 
favorable program termination and a relatively 
good postprogram e~ployment history; 

2. Program success is more likely among older, mar­
ried participants and more educated participants; 

3. Minority status may be less related to program 
success than it is to other variables such as em­
ployment, educational achievement, and age; 

4. An individual's preprogram arrest history (e.g. 
number of prior arrests) is a good predictor of 
his program success and postprogram recidivism; 

5. Offense charged at time of arrest does not appear 
to be related to termination status, although there 
is a greater tendency toward postprogram rearrest 
for individuals initially charged with assaultive 
crimes; 

6. An individual's ability to have completed a man­
power training program successfully prior to or 
during program involvement is predictive of favor­
able termination status; 

7. The absence of a prior arrest record is likely to 
lead to a favorable program termination, but it is 

19 "k 't 77 Rovner-P~eczen~ , op. C~ ., p. . 

20 Ibid., p. 79. 
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a variable closely linked with employment, stabil­
ity, educational status and race; 

8. Drug addicts who come through intake procedures 
established to screen them out of program eligi­
bility were a large proportion of the population 
not effectively served; 

9. Favorable program termination is not related to 
whether a participant is receiving welfare assist­
ance at some time during program participation; 

10. Successful juvenile participants appear to come 
from a background of relative stability, in terms 
of family environment, the absence of drug use, 
and consistency in school attendance; 

11. Participants who come from a family with a rela­
tively high income are likely to be successful 
program completers; 

12. Sex is related to program success; females are re­
arrested less often than are males with a similar 
criminal history; and 

13. Participants who use more self-initiative in find­
ing a job and have a positive emotional involve­
ment with their work are more likely to have com­
pleted a program favorably.21 

26 

These findings would seem to suggest that those individuals 

who do best in the programs are those who least need the ser­

vices the program seeks to offer. Improperly applied, these 

findings could lead to a situation whereby the criteria developed 

to select program participants could exclude the very people who 

most need the services--the educationally disadvantaged, unem­

ployed offenders. Or, conversely, criteria could be developed 

which would select individuals who did not need the services the 

program offers. 

Rovner-Pieczenik's findings do, however, support the effi­

cacy of providing employment and counseling services and offer in 

addition some guidance on program participant selection criteria. 

21 b'd I ~ ., p. 79. 
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The Nine-sites (a group of 9 employment-based di­
version projects) evaluation, using correlation 
coefficients and interaction models of analysis to 
analyze program effects on favorably terminated 
participants, found systematic variations of ser­
vice intensity among different types of partici­
pants. Programs varied in their services accord­
ing to particip&nt background. Employment ser­
vices, training programs, and educational place­
ments, for example, focused on those most in need, 
that is, the participant with a longer criminal 
record and history of unemployment. Within this 
group, however, the IIbetter risk ll participant re­
ceived the most services. Similarly, the delivery 
of counseling services focused on the more disad­
vantaged, younger, less educated, lower-wage Rar­
ticipant. 22 

27 

The report goes on to summarize the impact of the employment and 

counseling services on the participants in the Nine-sites Pro-

grams. 

r. The delivery of employment services affects em­
ployment-income related outcome measures, although 
employment services are less effective with fe­
males and the older participants. 

2. The delivery of employment services has a positive 
impact on recidivism reduction, and the effects 
are stronger for groups with the best and the 
worst employment records. 

3. The impact of counseling services is conditioned 
by the nature of the participant. Having a rea­
sonably stable employment history is positively 
associated with successful participation in coun­
seling, as measured by subsequent recidivism. 

4. The delivery of counseling services may be a means 
of insuring the good behavior of such low risk 
participants as males and the employed-at-intake. 23 

It appears clear from pretrial intervention program evalua­

tions to date, that research from these programs cannot answer 

all the questions about which criteria should be used for par-

22 b'd 84 I ~ ., p. . 

23 b'd 84 I ~ ., p. . 
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ticipant selection. However, even if eXisting data from other 

projects were to indicate clearly which participants could pro­

fit from a deferred prosecution program, data is currently not 

available in Hawaii to apply to such criteria to determine the 

specific size of the target group~ For example, current data 

are not available to determine how many individuals meet much 

combinations of criteria as: (1) unemployed misdemeanants under 

age 25 who are not alcoholic or regular drug users; or (2) how 

many unemployed Class C felony first offenders are without ser­

ious alcohol or drug problems. 

28 

Furthermore, the extent of resources which can be obtained 

for these problems is unknown at this point. It is probably safe 

to assume that resources will be limited and would be able to 

meet only a portion of the need--at least initially. 

For these reasons, NCCD suggests that program implementa­

tion not await the development of more refined data. Rather, it 

is recommended that a deferred prosecution program be instituted 

as soon as possible on the dimensions indicated in the following 

section, IIProgram Methods ll and with existing, if limited, infor-

mation. 

PROGRAM METHODS 

Methods for the Deferred Prosecution Program involve ser­

vices and considerations primarily by two agencies: (1) the 

Prosecutor's Office; and (2) the Intake Service Center. While 

the services are inter-related, they consist of quite different 

service methods. The role of the Prosecutor's Office should be: 

, 
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1. to identify the types of cases which will be con­
considered for deferred prosecution and the time 
period for such deferral; 

2. to develop the procedures and forms for such de­
ferra 1 ; 

3. to select cases and make referral to the ISC sup­
port service portion of the program, explain the 
legal requirements and implications of the Defer­
red Prosecution Program; and 

4. to drop charges or, when necessary, proceed with 
the charges. 

29 

The Intake Service Center should offer a two-stage program con­

sisting of the following. 

Stage A. Basic services for all cases referred by the Prosecu­
tor's Office for consideration of deferred prosecution should 
consist of the following program methods: 

1. 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

5 . 

6. 

screening to determine if individual is suitable 
for deferred prosecution program services; 
orientation to the program if accepted; referral 
back to the Prosecutor if not accepted; 
individual and group counseling, testing, etc., 
to determine service need, provide insight, moti­
vat1on, etc.; 
referral to the appropriate community agency and/ 
or to the Stage B program; 
case monitoring; and 
provide feedback to the Prosecutor on the individu­
a l' s progress in the program. 

Stage B. Supplementary employment or employment training assist­
ance for those participants who require heip with job finding, 
motivation, employment placement, or training (educational or 
vocational) : 

1. educational/employability assessment and planning; 
motivation (individual 2. 

3 . 

4. 

employment counselin9 and 
and group approaches); 
job development and job finding; 
job placement and followup; and 

5. academic or vocational skill training or referral. 

During Stage A, ISC or Program staff can determine the num­

ber of participants who need the services of the Stage B program, 

as well as obtain an assessment of the types and extent of em-
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ployment and training services the group needs. These determi­

nations can best be made through the steps in Stage A rather 

than by a retrospective examination of records or by one-time 

interviews such as might be set up initially at the Prosecutor1s 

Office or at the locus of pre-trial detention. 

Only experience with community training/ employment services 

(state employment service, skill training sites, etc.) and the 

local and current job market will reveal the full extent of ser­

vices needed and thus the number and types of staff needed to 

carry out the five program methods delineated in Stage B above. 

The evolution of a full complement of employment and training 

services which will be necessary to implement a large-scale de­

ferreo prosecution program will take time both to identify need 

and develop the necessary resources. Some of the needed services 

are undoubtedly now available in the community. Others must be 

developed. Some of these will develop within current agencies or 

in new agencies which may emerge. Some, undoubtedly, will have 

to be provided, at least initially, by the Stage B program it­

self. 

It should be noted at the onset of program planning that a 

number of factors suggest not attempting to provide occupational 

skill training within the program itself. The multitude of pos­

sible occupational roles and trainee interests, the problem of 

gathering sufficient trainees at a particular time just from the 

Deferred Prosecution Program and the cost of a basic unit of 

teaching staff and skill training equipment all indicate using 

community manpower training resources. These community resources 

should be viewed as the core manpower services for the Stage B 
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program, rather than creating duplicating programs. 

However, as other manpower training programs for offenders 

have found, staff will have to be extremely skillful in locating 

training sites, helping offenders find financial resources to 

pay the cost of training subsistence, motivating participants 

~nd assisting in modifying community programs to better serve 

offenders. 

Many such programs have found that for some participants, a 

period of combined counseling/education/job finding and applica-

tion service is necessary before they can make effective use of 

outside resources. Depending on the size and characteristics of 

the group, the basic education, remedial education and high school 

equiva1ency services may be appropriate for ISC administration 

within the group of Stage B services. 

STAFF AND ESTIMATED COSTS FOR STAFF AND SUPPORT SERVICES 

Although complete staff and costs for the Stage A and Stage 

B program cannot be determined because the size of the target 

group and service needs are not known, some beginning service 

program costs can be specified if certain assumptions are made. 

The following assumptions are for an initial, partial program, 

based on the first year after staff are employed. 

1. Number of participants to be served. 

Assuming 300 referrals from Prosecutor's Office. 

Stage A: 200 accepted for Stage A counseling and 
referral services. 100 not accepted 
due to lack of eligibility (i.e., new 
arrests, lack of motivation, found 
employment during intake, etc.). 
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2. 

Stage B: 90 accepted for Stage B employment and 
employment training services. Other 
110 completed service in Stage A 
through finding employment, enrolling 
in community training program, etc. 

Referral rates. 

First 2 months-- No referrals, since lead time is 
necessary for program development, 
staff training and identifying re­
sources, etc. 

Next 10 months-- Average 30 cases per month from 
Prosecutor"s Office for intake 
screening. 
20 cases per month accepted for Stage 
A counseling and referral. 
10 cases per month accepted for Stage 
B employment and employment training 
during 9 months from the cases ini­
tially accepted for Stage A services. 

3. Period of time in the program. 

Intake --One month maximum. 
Stage A--Three month average. 
Stage B--Six month average. 

A six month period of deferred prosecution is sug­
gested. However, there should be the possibility 
of extension for those individuals who require 
more than two months to complete Intake and Stage 
A, with the result that they have less than four 
months exposure to the Stage B program. 

For those who complete the service program and ob­
tain employment or enter a training program at In­
take or Stages A or B, the period of deferred 
prosecution should be six months. 

4. Worker caseloads. 

In actual practice, worker caseloads should vary 
according to the function they are expected to 
perform, as well as a host of other ~ariables 
which affect their productivity (i .e., travel 
time, degree of support services, etc.). However, 
with the exception of three pretrial intervention 
programs which were not typical, the 14 progr~ms 
described in Appendix C reported caseloads WhlCh 
averaged from 20 to 30, with an average of 25 
clients per worker. 

32 
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For the purpose of computing program costs for the 
service portion of the Deferred Prosecution Pro­
gram in Hawaii, an average caseload of 25 is being 
used overall, although there may be some variation 
in the actual caseloads assigned to individual 
workers. The 25 client per worker caseload assumes 
that a substantial proportion (most) of the employ­
ment/employment skill training services are pro­
vided by community agencies. 

5. Salary levels. 

Program Administrator 

Professional Service 
Staff 

Paraprofessional 
Service Staff 

Clerical staff 

SR-24 ($1,359-1,715 
monthly) 
SR-18 ($1,037-1,297 
monthly) 
Various (some at Hawaii 
salary levels for BA 
level staff; some CETA 
funded staff) 
1 middle grade secretary 
1 middle grade clerk/ 

receptionist 

--- ---~ 
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Combining the assumptions for referral volume, the monthly 

referral rate and the average program duration, the following 

case flow chart can be constructed. 
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Service 
Function 1 

Intake 
300 referrals 0 

@ 30/mo. 

Stage A 
200 accepted 

@ 20/mo., 
3-month 
average 
service 
duration. 

Stage B 
90 accepted 

@ 10/mo. 
6-month 
average 
service 
duration. 

TABLE VI 

Case Flow Chart 
Deferred Prosetution Program 

Month of Program Funding 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

o 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 

A 

Go 10 
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10 
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10 10 
20 10 

20 

10 
10 

10 
10 
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10 
10 
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10 
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34 

Carry 
OVer 

o 
A 

monthly 
program 
caseload 

10 
10 10 
20 10 10 

20 10 

10 
10 10 
10 10 
10 10 
10 10 
10 10 

10 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

Monthly 
Caseload 

o 0 50 70 90 100 110 120 130 130 130 130 70 

In the case flow chart above, horizontal columns represent 

the number and duration of each program group. The vertical 

columns represent the total program caseload .for each month. 

As the chart indicates, of the 300 referrals from the office 

of the Prosecutor, 200 are accepted for Stage A services. The 

other 100 complete service at intake by referral to a community 
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agency or are deemed ineligible because of lack of interest, re­

arrest, etc. Of the 200 accepted for Stage A services, one-half 

or 10 per month complete service at Stage A. The other half pass 

on to Stage B. 

Gradually, the total active caseload builds to 130 in the 

ninth month of program operation and continues at that level un­

til the end of the program year. At that time, there will be 90 

cases to be carried over, 40 in Stage A and 50 in Stage B. These 

cases will then need to be handled by a continuation of the pro­

gram--or if the program were to be discontinued, and unless they 

were dropped summarily it would take an additional 5 months to 

complete the phasing of the last of the Phase B program partici­

pants ~ho were accepted in the 12th month of the first year's 

operation. 

The preceding case flow chart can be used to suggest staff­

ing needs, since it shows the maximum number 'of participants 

who must be given service at anyone time. As can be seen by 

the case flow chart, the maximum number of program participants 

(130) is reached in the n,'nth month. B d h ase on t e 25 cases per 

worker standard, these 130 cases would require five plus staff 

members (exclusive of administrative/supervisory and clerical 

personnel). Obviously, the case flow does not produce units of 

clients that exactly match the 25-per-worker 1 case oad standard. 

Some shared tasks would be necessary or less efficient use of 

staff would occur. 

While this method of computation produces a gross number of 

staff needed, it does not indicate how many of which types of 

staff are required. There are two primary dimensions to this 

! . latter question: (1) what functions will the staff perform 

--and thus what training, experience, personal characteristics 

or special skills should they have; and (2) how should the 

staff unit be composed in terms of the proportion of profes­

sionals, paraprofessionals, volunteers and ex-offenders? 

36 

Functions the staff ~re to perform can be classified ac­

cording to the three program phases: (1) intake; (2) Stage A; 

and (3) Stage B. The essential tasks for these three phases are 

as foll,ows: 

Intake. Screen to determine if the individual refer­
red by the Prosecutor meets the eligibility cri­
teria for the Deferred Prosecution program ser­
vices. 
Explain the conditions for participation in the 
Deferred Prosecution Program, what services are 
offered. 
Collect such intake data as are necessary for 
program participation and program accountabil­
ity. 
Furnish the Prosecutor's Office with an assess­
ment of the individual's suitability for partic­
ipation in the Deferred Prosecution Program. 

Stage A. Assess the individual's need for employment 
and/or skill training services. 
Provide individual and group counseling, test­
ing, etc. as necessary to provide individuals 
with insight and motivation concerning their 
employment problems. 
Provide information about community resources 
for employment and employment training and as­
s~st in making referrals to such services. 
Determine whclther the individual can best be 
served by a community agency or by referral to 
the Stage B program. 
Collect and record such information as is nec­
essary for program participation, program ac­
countability and referral to community re­
sources. 
Furnish the Prosecutor's Office with an assess­
ment of the individual's participation in the 
Deferred Prosecution Program. 
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Stage B. Conduct an individual employability assess­
ment of persons referred to the Stage B program, 
using such vocational, educational and psycho­
logical testing as necessary to determine the 
need for employment counseling, work motivation 
or ski 1 1 t.r a i n i n g . 
Conduct individual and group employment counsel­
ing interviews to assist individuals in job­
finding and employment training. 
Provide information to individuals about commu­
nity employment and training resources and 
assist in making referrals to these resources. 
Collect and record such information as is neces­
sary for program parti,cipation, program account­
ability and referral to community resources. 
Furnish the Prosecutor's Office with an assess­
ment of the individual IS participation in the 
Deferred Prosecution Program. 
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Evidence from evaluations of pretrial intervention programs 

to date is not very helpful in determining the special type of 

staff needed, as Rovner-Pieczenik points out. 

24 

Whether different degrees of staff professionalism 
and/or training was, in fact, related to participant 
success could not be ascertained from program evalua­
tions. Nine-sites,24 the only evaluation that at­
tempted to explore this question, used quantitative 
data to indicate that the use of ex-offender counse­
lors had a positive impact in the reduction of reci­
divism among females. This conclusion, however, was 
based on statistics and was not fully interpreted. The 
data also indicated that programs generally assigned 
the most experienced counselors to the higher risk 
cases. Whether this method of case assignment was 
related to participant success, again, was not ascer­
tained. Most programs felt that formal educational 
criteria and work experience were of limited relevance 
to staffs ' ability to fulfill positions successfully. 

Programs generally concluded, on the basis of subjec­
tive interpretation, that their staff proved excel­
lent in establishing rapport and gaining credibility 
for the program with its participants (independent of 
who comprised the staff), or omitted altogether any 

Nine-sites is a group of 9 employment-focused pretrial intervention pro-
grams. 
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remarks about the quality of staff work. A few pro­
grams that used nontraditional staff (e.g., Crossroads 
and Boston) found such personnel to be very effective, 
but indicated that such staff needed screening, orien­
tation and in-service training to achieve a high level 
of proficiency in work. MCEP indicated that ex-offen­
ders were particularly good interviewers who could 
elicit information important for Qarticipant selec­
tions, such as drug dependence. 25 

38 

This does not establish that there is no relationship between 

the type of staff and participant success. It merely shows that 

evaluations to date have not established such a relationship. 

Clearly, some guidelines for the selection of staff can be drawn 

from the earlier specification of tasks to be performed by pro­

gram staff. Certain training, skill and personal attributes are 

required. Ideally, 'staff should be selected who have already 

demonstrated their knowledge and skills in interviewing, under­

standing behavior, eliciting information and motivating people. 

Also, skill in locating and making use of volunteers and commu­

nity resources is required. Specific skills in vocational and 

educational assessment and knowledge of manpower problems and 

resources are needed. However, all these do not have to exist 

in each staff member. 

There are numerous combinations of possible staff for such 

a project--using professional, paraprofessional and volunteer 

staff. A mixed staff, particularly if some ex-offenders are em­

ployed, would provide more assurance of a broad range of skills 

and experi~nce. Volunteers can be particularly helpful in roles 

as co-counselors, resource locators and, secondarily, by helping 

interpret the program to others. 

25 " . 
Rovner-P~eczen~k, op. c~t., pp. 85-86. 
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Given the previous estimate of a program with a maximum 

monthly caseload of 130 program participants and the belief that 

a mixed, rather than a homogenous, staff is desirable, the fol­

lowing staffing pattern is recommended. 

1 Program Supervisor 

1 Intake worker 

2 Stage A counselors 

2 Stage B Counselors 

1 Educational/employment 
specialist 

2 Clerical positions 

S R-24 

SR-18 

One SR-21; one paraprofessional 
who works under general supervi­
sion of SR-21 counselor 

One SR-21; one paraprofessional 
who works under general supervi­
sion of the SR-21 counselor 

One SR-21 or level necessary to 
obtain individual with educa­
tional and vocational assessment 
experience 

One secretary; one clerk/ . 
receptionist 

This unit of professional and paraprofessional staff should be 

augmented by the inclusion of volunteers. Volunteers should be 

used both for internal program services as well as providing 

linkage to existing community resources and helping to modify 

current resources or create new ones. Ideally, the program would 

not institute its own special volunteer program, but rather draw 

upon the expertise and experience of the justice-related volun­

teer programs which already exist in the state. Their skill in 

recruiting and training volunteers should be utilized to the 

fullest extent. In return for that assistance, the program of­

fers a broader range of experiences for volunteers and an oppor­

tunity fer volunteer agencies to contribute to the solution of 

systemwide problems. 
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MEASUREMENT OF ACTIVITIES AND OUTCOME 

1. the number of cases screened for determination of 
eligibility for deferred prosecution. 

2. the number of individuals accepted separately for 
Stage A and Stage B programs. 

3. the number and types of service units provided at 
i n t a k e, S tag e A a.nd S tag e B ( i n t e r vie w s, t est -
in9, counseling sessions, referrals). 

4. characteristics of cases accepted and rejected for 
deferred prosecution, including arrest data, em­
ployment status and employability. 

5. number and types of referrals made, to whom, for 
which services and the outcome of those referrals. 

6. for all program participants, arrest and employ­
ment status at beginning and termination of pro­
gram participation and at a 3 or 6 month intervals 
after participation. 

7. number of individual participants arrested during 
program participation. 

8. rate of absconding for those placed on deferred 
prosecution. 

9. comparison of arrest and employment rates of de­
ferred prosecution participants and a comparable 
control group. 

40 

Extensive material on the evaluation of employment-focused 

pretrial intervention programs is contained in Roberta Rovner­

Pieczenik1s Pretrial Intervention Strategies, a copy of which has 

been furnished to the Intake Service Center. 

INTAKE SERVICE CENTER ROLE IN THE RECOMMENDED PROGRAM 

As indicated in the initial description of this program, the 

Intake Service Center role consists primarily of developing re­

ferral criteria and providing the support services necessary to 

implement the Deferred Prosecution Program. Essentially, these 

support services consist of intake screening, individual and 

group counseling, employment counseling, educational and skill 

assessment, skill training, job placement and followup. 
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The services are to be provided through a combination of 

ISC-administered activities and services provided by community 

agencies. Depending upon the ISC's ability to obtain resources, 

some may be provided through contract with community agencies. 

Initially, at least~ it is recommended that the ISC admin­

ister this program. During its developmental phase, particu­

larly the first year, it is important that the program be oper­

ated within the general framework of other ISC pretrial services 

programs. Coordination of the Deferred Prosecution Program with 

the pret~ial release recommendations of other staff is extremely 

important. 

Since the Deferred Prosecution Program has such a high po­

tential impact on the number of individuals coming into the crim­

inal justice system, the ISC should give a high priority to th~ 

development of this program and to its implementation during the 

first year. The first year of operation should provide an ade­

quate demonstration of the worth of the program. 

The ISC, in addition, should assume the responsibility for 

developing an evaluation plan for the program and applying it to 

monitor its operation in all phases. Careful analysis should 

help the improvement of selection criteria and produce policy­

related data to justify the institutionalization of the program 

if it meets expectations. 
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PROGRAM NUMBER THREE 

COUNSELING AND REFERRAL SERVICES 
FOR ALCOHOL AND DRUG USERS 

IN PRETRIAL DETENTION 

4·2 
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COUNSELING AND REFERRAL SERVICES FOR ALCOHOL AND DRUG USERS 

IN PRETRIAL DETENTION 

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROGRAM 

43 

This program consists of screening, counseling and referral 

to community services of persons in pretrial detention who have 

alcohol and drug use problems. 

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 

This program is intended: 

1. 

2 . 

3-. 

to reduce the incidence of alcohol and drug abuse 
among those arrested and detained for misdemeanors 
and felonies; 
to reduce the number of individuals arrested and 
detained for alcohol or drug-related offenses; and 
to identify any unmet treatment needs for pretrial 
detainees with alcohol and drug problems. 

RATIONALE FOR THE PROGRAM 

There is evidence to suggest the need for individual coun­

seling, group counseling and referral services for alcohol and 

drug users currently in pretrial detention. Data on cases re­

ferred to the Circuit Court Adult Probation Division for presen­

tence investigations in the First, Second, Third and Fifth Cir-
26 cuits reflect the following drug use. 

1. of those receiving presentence investigations 
(N-346) : 

A. 19 percent reported alcohol involved in the 
present offense; 

B. 31 percent reported they had used some mind­
altering sUbstance within 24 hours of the 

26 Hawaii First Circuit Court Adult Probation Statistical System, "Substance 
Use or Abuse as Reported. by Adult Offenders", May 13, 1977. 
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prese~t offense or use of the substance was 
connected to the present offense; 

C. in addition, 28 percent were known to abuse 
alcohol; and 

D. 72 percent had a previous history of some use 
of mind~altering substances; also, 18 percent 
reported some use of opiates. 
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2. of those placed on probation or sentenced to prison or 
jail : 

One type only 

Alcohol 
Opiate 
Other 

Two types used 

Alcohol and 
other mind­
altering 
Alcohol and 
opiate 
Opiate and 
other mind­
alter-ing 

All three types 
used 

(13.2%) 
( 0.7%) 
(25.7%) 

(30.2%) 

( 0.4%) 

(lCJ.9%) 

Probation 
(N=265) 

39.6% 

Prison or Jail 
(N=55) 

38.2% 

~ ~::%~ 
(30.9%) 

41.5% 45.5% 

(29.1%) 

( --- ) 

(16.4%) 

6.4% 9.1% 

Thus, self-reported data on the population referred for pre­

sentence investigation by probation staff serving the Circuit 

Court indicate that a substantial number exhibit alcohol or drug 

problems and that a large group report use of alcohol and some 

other psychoactive substance. 

It is recognized that the group receiving pr~sentence in­

vestigations by Circuit Court proba~ion staff represents a more 

serious group of offenders than does the total popUlation ad­

~itted to pretrial detention. Thus, the proportion of those 
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detained who have alcohol or drug problems may be lower than the 

statistics above from Adult Probation suggest. 

Although the' number of individuals with alcohol or drug 

problems admitted to pretrial detention or who do not receive 

presentence investigations, probation or sentences to jailor 

prison is not known. NCCD believes the number to be substantial. 

For example, there are about 3,400 admissions to the Halawa Cor­

rectional Facility per year (this estimate is based on an aver­

age daily population of 142 in FY 1975-76 and a 24-day average 

length of stay during that period). At the time of the NCCD one­

day count of the Halawa population on June 20, 1977, about two­

thirds of the residents were in an unsentenced status (120 of 

182). If this sample is representative, two-thirds of the FY 

1975-76 population of 3,400, or about 2,200 individuals in 

Halawa, were there primarily awaiting sentence. Adjusting for 

thos~ tried but not yet sentenced would reduce the number some. 

If only 20 percent of those held in pretrial detention were con­

sidered to have alcohol or drug problems, this would result in 

a group of about 400 individuals with identified alcohol or drug 

problems. This many individuals would certainly warrant atten­

tioh. The group is, in fact, probably larger. 

According to a study by the Corrections Research and Statis­

tics :Bureau, about 50 percent of those currently released from 

Halawa spend at least five days there. 27 This suggests that a 

27 corrections Research and Statistics Bureau, "A study on the Length of Pre-
sentence Detainment at Halawa Correctional Facility", April, 1977, p. 13. 
This organization is now known as the Office of Correctional Information 
ano.. Statistics. Reports issued under its previous title are shown as 
such. 
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substantial number'remain long enough to allow initial screening 

and one or more individual interviews for purposes of alcohol or 

drug problem identification and possible referral to a community, 

agency for service. 

The NeCD one-day count of the Halawa population on June 20, 

1977, indicated that 57 percent were 24 years of age or younger. 

Of the total Halawa population, 22 percent were under 21 years of 

age. This youthfulness suggests the wisdom of intervention at 

thi~ point, before alcohol and drug use become a pattern of long 

standing. 

TARGET POPULATION AND CRITERIA FOR CASE SELECTION 

The target population for this program consists of admis­

sions to the pretrial holding facility who have alcohol 28 or drug 

use problems. 

Excluded from consideration would be those who are the re­

sponsibility of probation or parole staff plus those released 

prior to the time ·an initial screening interview could be held 

(hopefully within 24 hours of admission). 

PROGRAM ~ETHODS 

Program methods consist essentially of case screening, indi­

vidual and group interviews to provide the individual with in­

sight about his alcohol or drug use problems, motivation and 

28 We hav: occa,sionally used "Halawa" as the term for the place of pre-trial 
dete~t~on, because that is currently where that activity takes place. More 
prec~sely, we mean the locus of detention, and references to "Halawa" may 
be a~sumed to,app~y to the "Community Correctional Facility" when the de­
tent~on funct~on ~s transferred there. 
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assistance in making use of community alcohol and drug treatment 

services and monitoring to ensure that contact is actuallY made. 

Success of the program is dependent not only ~pon the abil­

ity of the staff to motivate detained persons to seek help for 

these problems, but also upon staff awareness of the capabilities 

and limitations of available alcohol and drug treatment services. 

For this reason, there must be a followup of all referrals to de­

termine: (1) whether the referral was accepted and given ser­

vice; (2) if not, why not; and (3), if service was given, the 

outcome. Aggregation of t~ese data after six months of p,rogram 

operation should provide insight for possible re-direction of 

the program. 

STAFF AND ESTIMATED COSTS FOR STAFF AND SUPPORT SERVICES 

Staff needs for the be~inning program suggested here are 

based on currently available (and limited) data. The first few 

months exnerience with the program may suggest a smaller or 

larger staff, or the need for staff to function in a different 

manner, such as an emphasis on resource development (advocacy) 

for alcohol and drug treatment. 

Another important consideration in staffing is the relation-

ship of this drug screening and referral service to other ser­

vices for detained adults. Many of these individuals will be 

interviewed by ROR unit staff for pretrial release consideration. 

Others will be picked up by probation staff for investigation 

purposes (or by whoever has responsibility for the PSI). Coor­

dination of effort with these other services is important if 

duplication is to be avoided. 
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In cases for which a presentence investigation 'ha~ been 

ordered (or where probation staff become involved for any rea­

son), the responsibility for alcohol and drug screening and 

referral should be transferred to probation staff. 

The relationship to the ROR Unit is a somewhat different 

matter. Pretrial release consideration begins virtually at the 

point of detention--the same time that is suggested for alcohol 

and drug screening by the newly recommended program. For'this 

reason, it is suggested ,that these new services and the existing 

ROR Unit s'ervices be unified, that is, performed by a single 

staff unit working under common diriction. 

The assumptions upon which the staffing needs for the new 

program are based are the following: 

1. an estimated 2,200 pretrial detention cases to be 
interviewed or records check made to identify al­
cohol and drug problems; 

2. an estimated' 400 of the 2,200 cases to be inter­
viewed for exploration of their alcohol and drug 
problems and for possible referral to community 
agencies; 

3. a mean case duration period of 30 days (to corre­
spond approximately to the 24 day mean length of 
stay at Halawa). Although many will be released 
prior to the 24th day, this average time will al­
low for some post-release contact and followup; 

4. a one-month period for initial program development 
without any case responsibilities to allow staff 
time to become familiar with the jail setting, per­
sonnel and records and the community diagnostic and 
treatment services for alcohol and drug problems; 
and 

5. caseload sizes (monthly) 
A. two hundred cases per worker per month (or 9 

cases per day for a 22 working day month) for 
purposes of checking records or interviewing 
for purposes of case identification; and 

B. fifteen to 20 cases per worker per month for 
purposes of more intensive interviewing, moti­
vating and referral. 
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Based on these assumptions, a service staff of three would be 

required as illustrated below. 

1. For case identification -- 1 worker 

Computation 

2,200 pretrial detention cases divided by 11 pro­
gram months equals 200 cases per month 

200 cases per month divided by 200 cases per 
worker per month equals 1 worker 

2. For interviewing and possible referral -- 2 workers. 

Computat"jon 

400 cases divided by 11 program months equals 36 
cases per month 

36 cases per month divided by (15-20) cases per 
worker per month equals 2 workers 
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While a distinction is made here between case identification and 

interviewing/referral functions ,for staff computation purposes, 

in practice no such distinction is recommended. The unevenness 

of daily pretrial detention admissions and other factors would 

suggest that both functions be performed by the same worker (also 

note the earlier recommendation for integration of these func­

tions with the pretrial release functions). 

Administration of this program should be under the direction 

of the administrator/supervisor of the ISC pretrial services (ROR) 

unit. A data analyst should be assigned to develop data collec­

tion instruments for program operation and evaluation and to mon­

itor data collection. 

Service staff for this program should be at the full journey­

man level (SW III, SR-18: $1,107-1,297 monthly). One clerical 

position allocated to this program should be sufficient. 
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SUGGESTED MEASUREMENT OF ACTIVITIES AND OUTCOME 

1. The number of cases streened to identify the in­
carcerated individuals with alcohol and drug prob­
lems. 

a. The number of record checks. 
b. The number of individuals interviewed. 

2. Demographic data and descriptive data concerning 
alcohol and drug use (type, frequency) and offen­
ses at time of incarceration. 

3. N~mber of individuals accepted for Stage A ser­
vlce~, plus the number of individual and group in­
tervlews conducted. 

4. The number of referrals made during Stage A, to 
whom) for wh·ich types of service, whether accepted, 
and outcome. 

S. Post-program status at 3 or 6 month intervals With 
respect to arrest and alcohol and drug use. 

ISC ROLE IN THE PROGRAM 

SO 

As specified earlier, this program should be integrated with 

other pretrial services for detained persons. Thus, the program 

should be developed and administered by the Intake Service Center. 

However, depending upon staff experience in locating and making 

referrals to community resources, the ISC may find it desirable 

to develop subcontracts for specialized treatment programs in 

the community'. 
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PART II 

A REVIEW OF HAWAII CRIMINAL JUSTICE INFORMATION 

A. Current Data 

B. Research Suggestions for the Intake Service Center 
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CURRENT DATA 

The following compilation of Hawaii criminal justice data 

is the result of efforts of staff of the National Council on 

Crime and Delinquency (NCCD) to gather information which might 

be suggestive of programs which could be implemented by the 

Hawaii Intake Service Center (ISC). The information in this sec-

tion represents an abstraction of infDrmation from numerous pub­

lic documents and two data collection efforts by NCCD staff. 29 

One of these latter efforts was an analysis of a one-day sample 

of the population at the Halawa Correctional Facility, and the 

other was an analysis of a one-week count of persons detained at 

the Honolulu Police Department lockup. 

Initially, the NCCD staff thought it would be possible to 

abstract sufficient data from exi~ting sources to construct a 

system flow of cases which would represent the criminal justice 

system in Hawaii. This could then be compared to national 

standards as a basis for identifying major system problems. 

These problems, in turn, along with certain offender character-

istics data, were to be used to indicate needed services or pro-

grams. 

After a review of the materials the study team was able to 

collect on the basis of two field trips to Hawaii, it became evi­

dent that eXisting data from which such a system flow could be 

constructed were not sufficient for more than limited planning 

purposes. 

Initially, it was also thought that the offender profile data 

29 A list of the documents examined is shown in Appendix D. 
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for Cor rectional Master Plan pu~poses might be collected in 1971 

useful. However, the fact that by 1977 the data were 6 years 

ld tha t it included o , only 
"
ncarcerated individuals, and that for 

d t we re missing or unknown for some individual characteristics a a 

caused NCCD staff to decide 30 percent or more of the offenders, 

. es The deci-not to use the material for present plann,ng purpos . 

sion was also influenced by the fact that the present assignment 

was directed largely toward IIfront-end ll or pretrial services. 

By the time the NCCD staff had interviewed principal offi-

. 1 J'ust,'ce system and collected and reviewed cials in the crim,na 

was no t enough time remaining within the available data, there 

d allowed for field work in the contract (a relatively short perio 

months) t o plan and collect data from primary sources total of two 

records, interviews ~ith offenders, and so forth. such as case 

amount Of staff time pro~ided in the contract Also, the limited 

efforts . With temporary assistance provided budget precluded such 

did collect data from Halawa and the Hono­by the ISC, NCCD staff 

lulu police lockup. 

To the extent NCCD staff deemed the data to be relevant, 

they have been used in formulating the programs recommend~d in 

Ea ch of the three recommended programs Part I of this report. 

includes specific reference to the data used. 

data wh,'ch is presented in this section The larger mass of 

) cons,'sts of materials which have been ab­of the report (Part II 

stracted by NCCD from various documents plus two original popu-

lation counts. This information covers broadly the extent and 

nature of crime and arrests in Hawaii, some offender character­

istics and dispositions of cases by component agencies of the 
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criminal justice syst~m. 

Admittedly, these data are fragmentary and sometimes of 

questionable reliability. Some require a return to the source 

document for proper interpretation. In many instances, it is not 

Possible to compare data reported by one criminal justice agency 

with that collected by another ror reasons of varying definitions 

of terms, differences in reporting methods or periods and so 

forth. For these and other reasons, the material presented here 

should be viewed as illustrative, rather than definitive enough 

for an accurate description of the present system, its problems 

,and client needs. At the same time, however, the limited data do 

give some insights on the size and nature of the crime problem in 

Hawaii! something about the characteristics of offenders and how 

criminal justice agencies handle these cases. 

CRIME IN HAWAII 

The extent and nature of crime i'n Hawaii obviously have many 

. implications for the operation of the criminal justice system and 

for the ISC. However, measurement of the volume of crime and 

assessment of its causes are complex and difficult. Whether 

measured by the actual occurrence of criminal acts (which in­

cludes a large and unknown amount of unreported crime), or by re­

ported crimes, or by arrests, clearances, or convictions, getting 

the complete and accurate picture is extremely difficult. At­

tempts to make comparisons between different geographic areas 

involve additional problems, reflecting variations in life style, 

social policy, culture and physical environment. 

Additionally, there is little agreement among social scien-
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tists about the causes of crime or, even, the conditions which 

are usually associated with it. However, at the same time, every 

community faces the probl em of crime and tri es to measure crime 

and understand its causes as well as to make some attempts to 

prevent it and to rehabilitate or redirec~ some of those individ­

uals'involved in criminal behavior. 

Judging from some of the variables frequently considered to 

be indicators of criminality, Hawaii might be expected to have a 

high crime rate when compared to the United States as a whole. 

Some of these indicators are contained in Table VII on the next 

page, and they indicate that these conditions exist to a greater 

degree in Hawa i i than the U. S. in genera 1 • 

S~me other factors not reflected in Table VII which might 

affect Hawaiils crime rate are tourism and its accompanying tran­

sient popUlation, high median income, high property values and 

the markedly different ethnic composition of the state. Some of' 

the latter would tend to influence Hawaii toward a low crime rate, 

but the impact of these factors is 1argely unknown. 

Two measures of the crime rate in Hawaii were examined by 

the NCCD study team: (1) a comparis.on of Hawaii IS crime rate 

with that of other states (as reflected in the FBI Uniform Crime 

Reports); and (2) a comparison of crime in Honolulu (as reflected 

by FBI index crimes) with that in 9 comparably sized cities. 

1. Hawaii IS Crime Rate as Compared to Other States 

Based on reported index crimes, Hawaii ranks 8th highest 

among the states in such crimes per 100,000 population, "with 

Hawaii being lower in violent crime and higher in property crime, 

as reflected in Table VIII on page 56. 
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TABLE VII 

Variables Sometimes Considered Indicators of Criminality 

Variable 

Population density. Number of perso.ns 
per square mile, 1975. 

Population growth. Percent increase, 
1960-1970. 

Residential mobility. Percent changing 
residence, 1965-1970. 

Migration. Percent migrating (whites), 
1960-1970. 

Minorities. Percent nonwhite popula­
tion, 1970. 

Foreign born. Percent, 1970. 

Youth. Percent aged 14-21, 1975. 

Illiteracy. Percent illiterate, 1970. 

Unemployment. Percent labor force 
unemployed, 1974. 

Hawaii 

134.6 

21. 5 

48.0 

28.8 

61.2 

33.4 

15. 14 

1.9 

7.6 

Rank 

15 

10 

9 

3 

1 

NA 

NA 

9 

3 

·U. S. 

60.3 

13.8 

41. 8 

1.4 

12.5 

16.5 

13.78 

1.2 

6.1 

Source: Statistical Abstracts of the United States, 1976, pp. 
11, 12, 26, 28, 30, 32, 125, 361. 

From Table VIII it can be seen that Hawaii has less than 

half of the U.S. rate of violent crime, but approximately 20 

percent more property crime. In terms of rankings among the 

states, Hawaii is 39th for violent crime, but the higher rate 

of property crimes (which constitute the ~ulk of index offenses) 

brings Hawaii up to 8th highest for the total index crime rate. 

2. Honolulu Compared with Nine Other Cities of Comparable Size 

A conSl~ 3rably different picture emerges wh~n Honolulu (which 
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TABLE VIII 

U.S. and Hawaii 1975 Index Crimes 
(Crimes per 100,000 Population) 

-
Cr ~ >'e U . S . 

Violent Crimes (481. 5) 

Murder', 9.6 
Rape 26.3 
Robbery 218.2 
Assault 227.4 

Property Crimes (4800.2) 

Burglary 1529.9 
Larceny-Theft 2804.8 
Auto Theft 469.4 

Source: Uniform Crime Reports, 1975, Table 3. 

Hawaii 

(218.4,) 

7.7 
24.7 

127.6 
58.3 

(5808.2) 

1826.8 
3457.7 

523.7 

comprises about 81 percent of the state's population) ;s com­

pared to other comparably-sized cities. This comparison re­

flects a very low rate of crime, as illustrated by Table IX, 

with Honolulu ranking next to the lowest (onl~ Milwaukee was 

56 

~~ lower). Honolulu was the very lowest for violent crime. It was 

hig·her than about one-third of the cities in property crime. 
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Whether the Hawaii-U.S. or the Honolulu-other city compari­

son is the more valid is arguable. The latter does a better job 

of accounting for the factor of urbanization. The former re-

fleets part of the population not included in the Honolulu-other 

city comparison. Other factors would have to be considered be­

fore settling this issue. 

It should be noted that the City and County of Honolulu has 
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City 

Dallas 

Baltimore 

San ,L\ntonio 

San Diego 

Washington D.C. 

Honolulu 

Milwaukee 

San Francisco 

Phoenix 

Cleveland 

R = Rank 
Rte. = Rate 

-~'-rr;;----;-"'-::;:::;='---:--':;;':;O:::J __ ' _---.;::~__: ,·.,.....-:;-,.,·co,..,: 

1976 
fQ1h. R 

864,655 1 

864,100 2 

768.814 3 

768,713 4 

716,000 5 

705,252 6 

674,369 7 

669,977 8 

668,046 9 

r,-~ .=.., 
Q • LI 

TABLE IX 

1976 Crime 'Index 
For 10 Cities, Population 660,000-865,000 

(Crimes, per 100,000 Population) 

Fore. 
Total Murder Rape Rob. Assault Burg. 
Rte. R Kte. R . Rte. R Rte. R Rte. R. Rte. R 

10550 3 266 2 684 4 361 5 383 3 2652 4 

7820 7 234 4 532 5 874 3 686 1 1773 8 

8010 6 155 6 332 7 164 9 '213 7 2702 3 

8140 4 077 9 303 8 295 6 202 8 2061 5 

6940 8 262 3 709 3 984 2 371 4 1658 9 

9490 9 057 10 233 lO 158 10 054 10 1947 7 

5490 10 085 7 249 9 240 7 125 9 1059 10 

11540 1 196 5 924 1 989 1 504 2 3282 1 

107702 079 8 359 6 222 8 31] 6 3218 2 

659,931 10 8050 5 358 1 755 2. 876 4 350 5 1992 6 

.. .t:t.:-:~<4~ 

'oJ- 11 

Larc. 
Rte. R 

6473 1 

3722 6 

4392 5 

4735 4 

3423 8 

3698·7 

3418 9 

5126 3 

6372 2 

7861 10 

~J~:"~ 

J;If ..... 

Auto 
Theft 
Rte, R 

593 8 

681 4 

483 9 

809 3 

412 10 

604 6 

611 5 

1520 2 

604 7 

1911 1 
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abnllt the same rate of index crime as does the remainder of 

Hawaii, as revealed by Table X. 

TABLE X 

Comparison of Population and Index Crimes 

S8 

Population % Index Crimes Violent Non-violent 

State of Hawaii 

City and County of 
Honolulu 

Remainder of state 

886,,000 100 

719,.919 8t. 25 

166,081 18.75 

100.00% 

79.9 

20.1 

100.00% 

81. 9 

18.1 

100.00% 

Source: Crime Trends in Hawaii; First Quarter, 1977, Hawaii Criminal Justice 
Statistical Analysis Center, 1977, Table 1. 

The most recent crime statistics in Hawaii show some possi­

bly significant developments. In the f,rst quarter of 1977, for 

exampl e, there was an overa 11 increase. of 3 percent in the 

amount of crime reported to the police. This occurred during a 

period when many other areas of the country showed a lesser in­

crease, with some showing an actual reduction in the rate of 

violent crime. During this period in Hawaii, the 3 percent in­

crease in index crime consisted of a 6.1 percent increase in vio­

lent crime and a 2.9 percent increase in non-violent crime. Vio­

lent crime is somewhat more prevalent in Honolulu than the rest 

Hawa ;,," s ,'ncrease in index crime (if it continues) of the state. 

should be cause for concern, since many other areas of the coun­

try are showing lesser increases in index crime or outright de­

creases in violent crime. 
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Althoug~ Hawaii's comparative standing with other states is 

important, of more importance is the fact that Hawaii has to 

contend with a sUbstantial volume of criminal behavior--about 

50,000 annual incidents of reported property crimes and about 
30 1,900 violent crimes (1975), 

Crime Clearance Rates. 

The above index crime figures reflect reported crime, but 

do not reflect clearance rates, that is, reported crimes for 

which an arrest is made. Regarding clearance rates in 1975, 

Honolulu compared with 19 cities having populations of 500,000 to 

1,000,000 as shown in Table XI. 

TABLE XI 

Percentage of Reported Crimes Resulting in Arrest, 

Index P'roperty Crimes Murder Rape Robbery Assault Offenses 

Honolulua 
21. 2 44.8 55.9 30.4 56.3 20.4 

19 U.S. Citi esa 20.2 77.5 51. 8 25.8 60.1 17.6 
H "b awa" 21. 6 50.7 56.S 32.8 59.1 c 

aUniform Crime Reports, 1975, Table 18; Hqnolulu Police Department Statisti­
cal Report, 1975. 

bCrime in Hawaii, 1975, Statistical Analysis Center. 
CBurglary, 19.7; larceny-theft, 21.0; auto theft, 22.9. 

30 

This table illustrates the fact tbat only a fraction of the 

Hawaii Criminal Justice statistical Analysis Center, Crime Trends, in Hawaii, 
1975,. 
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reported crimes result in an arrest. This rate of arrest 

ranges from about 1 arrest for every 5 reported property crimes 

to one-half or slightly more for violent crimes. 

The fact that 25 percent to 80 percent of reported crimes 

(depending upon the crime) do not result in arrest is important 

in a number of respects. Most obviously, it means that only a 

fraction of offenders come to public attention. Secondly, it 

means that while a selected group (out of all the offenders) is 

arrested, it is not known if they are representative of all of­

fender~, or whether they are composed of the IIless efficient ll or 

the IImost persistent ll law violators. These issu:':j .ire important 

both in crime prevention as well as treatment of those offenders 

who arft brought into the criminal justice system. 

ARREST DATA 

In 1975 in Hawaii, a total of 29,706 arrests were made, of 

which 8,869 involved juveniles and 19,837 were adults. Part I 

offenses accounted for 9,168 arrests and 14,209 were for Part II 

offenses. Some 72.5 percent of the ~rrests were of males. The 

proportion of arrests accounted for the remainder of the U.S., as 

shown in Table XlI. 

1. The Ages of Arrested Persons 

The ages of arrested persons are examined in Table X II I . It 

is apparent that more of the individuals arrested in Hawaii are 

under the age of 18 than is the case nationally. 

An analysis of the reasons for arrest by age was not made. 

Hencp., no conclusions can be drawn as to whethel these differ­

ences represent a real age difference in individuals arrested 
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TABLE XII 

1975 Arrests, by Sex of the Offender 

Type of Offense 

Index Offenses 

Hawaii 
U.S. Total 

Total Offenses 

Hawaii 
U.S. Total 

Percentage%' 
Male ~'male 

72.5 
80.0 

79.0 
83.3 

27.5 
20.0 

21. 0 
16.7 

61 

Source: Uniform Crime Reports, 1975 r Table 31; Crime in Hawaii, 
1975, Tables 11 and 13. 

TABLE XIII 

Arrests 1975, by Age of Offender 

Type of Offense Percentages 
Under 18 Over 18 

Index Offenses 

Hawaii 55.1 44.9 
1I . S . Tota 1 42.7 57.3 

Total Offenses 

Hawaii 33.2 66.8 
U. S. Tota 1 26.1 73.9 

Sources: Uniform Crime Report5, 1975, Table 31; Crime in Hawaii, 
1975, Tables 11, 13. 

for comparable offenses or whether the differences reflect prac­

tices in the arrest of juveniles in Hawaii differing from those 



[ 

[ 

[ 

r 
I 
r 

r 

t 

l 

! 

I 
[ 

L 
f' 
r 
r 
r 
[ 

62 

in the rest of the United States (see later information on age 

of individuals referred to pretrial release and those committed 

to the Division of Corrections). 

2. Ethnicity of Arrested Persons 

The ethnicity of arrested persons in 1975 differed markedly 

from that reported for the remainder of the United States, as 

reflected in Table XIV shown below. These rate differences by 

racial groups are attributable in part to the different ethnic 

composition between Hawaii and the rest of the U.S. For Hawaii 

alone, it is possible to compute ethnic-specific arrest rates, 

which are as follows (expressed in terms of arrests per 100,000 

persons in each group in the general population). 

Hawaii (%) 
U.S. Total 

Sources: 

'f I 

TABLE XIV 

1975 Arrestss by Race of Offender 

White Negro Indian Chinese Japanese 

35.5 4.3 2.1 8.5 
(%) 72.2 25.2 1.5 .1 .1 

Uniform Crime Re~orts, 1975, Table 39; Crime in Hawaii, 
Table 9. 

Race 

White 
Negro 
Chinese 
Japanese 
Other 

Arrests per 1,000 persons 
of each group in the 

general ~opulation. 

34.95 
168.55 

11. 70 
11. 61 
77.87 

Others 

49.7 
.9 

1975, 
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PERSONS DETAINED AT THE HONOLULU POLICE DEPARTMENT LOCKUP 

NCCD staff were told by representatives of the Honolulu 

Police Department that no annual count is made of the number of 

individuals admitted to and released from th l' e po lce lockup. 

With the cooperation of the Honolulu Police Department and with 

temporary assistance from staff of the ISC, NCCD examined a one­

week sample of the persons detained at the police lockup in Hon­

olulu. Using the period July 25-31, 1977, a check was made of 

the "Custody Log", "Booking Log", and "Turnkey's Daily Report 

Sheet for Cellblock" to obtain a count of the persons admitted, 

their sex, the date and time released and the initial charge. 

TABLE XV 

Admissions to Police Lockup 
.July 25-July 31, 1977 ' 

..... Date Male Female Tota 1 

July 25 9 2 11 26 19 3 22 27 18 3 21 28 8 4 12 29 17 1 18 30 13 3 16 31 II -1. 16 
Total 99 17 116 

As can be seen from Table XV, a total of 116 persons were 

admitted during the week of July 25-31, 1977. If this one-week 

sample were representative of the rest of the,year (and this is 

not known), there would be a total of 6,032 annual admissions to 

the police lockup l'n Honolulu. E' ht f' 19 y- lve percent were male and 

15 percent female. 
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A comparison of admission and release dates and hours for 

individuals released from the police lockup during the week of 

July 25-31, 1977 revealed the following. 

Less than 1 
1 through 5 
6 through 10 

11 through 15 
16 through 20 
21 thr'ough 25 
26 through 30 
31 through 25 
36 thr.ough 40 
41 through 45 
46 through 50 

TABLE XVI 

Persons Released from Police Lockup 
July 25-31, 1977 

Number Percentage 

6 5.17 
33 28.45 
18 J.5.51 

6 5.17 
12 10.34 

6 5.17 
2 1. 72 
4 3.45 
0 
1 0.86 
0 

Not recorded or not Tota 1 
yet released 38 24.14 

Tota 1 116 99.99% 

Adjusted 
Percentage 

6.82 
37.50 
20.45 

6.87 
13.63 

6.82 
2.27 
4.55 

1. 14 

100.nO% 

As can be seen, 34 percent were released within 5 hours 

(5.17 plus 28.45). A total of 49 percent were released within 

10 hours. Discounting the group for whom the release time was 

not shown or who were not yet released, the periods of detention 

would be even srorter, as the "adjusted percentage" column above 

shows. Those released within 5 hours increases to 44 percent 

and those within 10 hours to 55 percent. 

Tabulations were not made on all initial charges which were 

recorded, but as pointed out in the program recommended for the 

use of police citation, 37 percent of those in the same group 

admitted to the police lockup appeared to NeeD to be possible 
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candidates for police citation rather than booking and cell­

block detention. 
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RESULTS OF THE NeeD ONE-~AY SAMPLE OFINDIVIDUAL~ HELD AT HALAWA 

The original plan was to take a random (serial order) sam­

ple of three subpopulations at Halawa on June 19, 1977--detention 

cases, committal cases (those scheduled for circuit court) and 

sentenced misdemeanants. However, because of difficulties in lo­

cating many of the files, the method used was to record data from 

all available files. Individual files and the daily report log 

were used. The population at Halawa on June 19, 1977, totalled 

182, consisting of 158 males and 24 females. Only one file on a 

female inmate could be located, so the data reported here consist 

of that for males only. 

The sample examined consisted of 73 of the total of 182, ex­

cept,as noted above, the characteristics do not represent the 24 

females who are not included. The sample distribution was: 7 of 

detained males; 32 of 103 male committals (selected randomly); 

and 35 of 41 sentenced male misdemeanants (all available records). 

It is difficult to assess the possible bias in the sample, 

which turned out to be essentially a "convenience" sample. Ex­

cept for committals~ however, the sample size is large enough to 

reduce the effects of bias. 

Table XVII shows the classification of those at Halawa on 

June 19, 1977. 

The age distribution of persons residing at Halawa on June 

18, 19]'7~ is included in Table XVIII. 
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TABLE XVII 

Halawa Correctional Facility Inmate Population, June 19, 1977 

Unsentenced Inmates Sentenced Inmates 
Category Numbers Category Numbers 

Detention 
Committals 
Federal 

detainees 

M 

7 

97 
9 

F 

1 

6 

Misdemeanants 
Federal 

misdemeanants 
Felons 

Subtotal 120 Subtotal 
Grand Total 182. Males = 158, females = 24. 

Source: Halawa CF Daily Report, 6-19-77. 

~t f 

TABLE XVIII 

Age Distribution of Halawa Sample 

~ Detention 

18 0 
19 1 
20 0 
21 0 
22 1 
23 0 
24 0 
25 0 
26 1 
27 0 
28 0 
29 0 
30 0 
31 0 
32 0 
33 0 
34 0 
35 0 
40 0 

45 0 
48 1 
50 0 
Unknown 
Totals '4 

Committals 

o 
4 
2 
2 
3 
o 
4 
2 
2 
o 
o 
3 
1 
1 
o 
1 
o 
o 
1 
1 
o 
1 

28 

Sentenced 
Misdemeanants 

3 
4 
o 
4 
3 
1 
4 
1 
o 
o 
2 
2 
3 
o 
o 
o 
1 
o 
1 
1 
1 
o 

"IT 

M 

29 

9 

8 

62 

Total 

3 
9 
2· 
6 
7 
1 
8 
3 
3 
o 
2 
5 
4 
1 
o 
1 
1 
o 
2 
2 
2 
1 

10 
IT 

F 
4 

13 

66 

it 

I 
1 
! 

ar.i\ 
ruJ 

67 

Computations based on this age distribution reveal that 22.2 

percent were less than 20 years of age and 57 percent were 

less than age 24. 

Among the unsentenced inmates~ 60.5 percent were listed as 

residents of Hawaii, 21 percent were nonresident and 19 percent 

had no data on residence. 

Time spent in confinement at Halawa this instance is shown 

in Table XIX. 

TABLE XIX 

Time Spent at Halawa in Current Confinement 

Time 

0-7 days 
8-14 days 
15-30 days 
1-2 months 
2-3 months 
3-6 months 
6 months-l yea)~ 
1-2 years 
2-3 years 
Unknown 

Totals 

Detention 

o 
2 
1 
1 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

4 

Committal 

1 
2 
4 
3 
4 
9 
2 
o 
2 
2 

27 

Misdemeanant 
Sentences 

2 
4 
7 
9 
5 
7 
o 
o 
o 

_ 0_ 

34 

Total 

3 
8 

12 
13 

9 
16 

2 
o 
2 

_8 _ 

73 

Table XIX indicates that for tommittal cases the mean time 

spent at Halawa in current confinement (as of the date of the 

sample) was three months, and for sentenced misdemeanants it was 

between one and two months. Seventeen~ or half, of the misde­

meanant sentenc8S (less than one year) were pronounced in Circuit 

Court. 
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The offenses for which those in the detained population 

were charged are contained in Table XX. 

TABLE XX 

Offense Charged for Halawa Sample Population 
(N=50) 

68 

Offense Det. Com. Sent. Total Offense Det. Com. Sent. Total 

Murder 
Rape 2 
Assault 
Robbery 
Kidnap 
Weapon 1 
Burglary 
Theft 
Auto theft 

3 
1 
2 
8 

4 
2 
1 

3 
2 
4 
1 
3 
5 
2 
2 

3 Forgery 
6 Welfare fraud 
4 Drugs 2 

12 Di sorderly 
1 DWD* 
4 DW/OLic.** 
9 Property 
4 damage 1 
3 

1 1 
1 
5 
1 
1 
1 

2 
1 
7 
1 
1 
1 

1 

* Driving while drunk. 
** Driving without license. 

The sentences given the 34 sentenced misdemeanants housed at 

Halawa are shown in Tabie XXI. 

Sentences 

Under 1 mo. 
1 month 

2 months 
3 months 
6 months 
1 yea r 
Over 1 yr. 

TABLE XXI 

Sentences Given the Halawa Population 
(Sentenced Misdemeanants) 

Number Comment 

2 
5 Three are for extradition, one on weekends 

only 
3 Two are for weekend confinement only 

.9 Three are for weekend confinement only 
9 
5 One is for weekend confinement only 
1 Three yrs. for weapons poss., 1 yr. and 

9 mo. susp. 

34 Sentencd not recorded in one case (N = 35) 
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An analysis of time remaining before discharge revealed 

that 44 percent of sentenced misdemeanants were scheduled to be 

released in less than one month. 

TABLE XXII 

Amount of Bail 
Halawa Unsentenced Offenders 

(N=38) 

$ 1,000 
1,500 
2,000 
5,000 
7,000 

20,000 
25,000 
50,000 

300,000 
Unknown 

Number 

10 
1 
7 
7 
1 
4 (1 reduced to $5)500) 
4 (1 reduced to $5,000, another to 
2 $20;000, one up from $5,000) 
1 (Reduced to $50,000) 
1 

Total 38 

In 6 of the 37 cases where bail was known, bail was increased 

or decreased from the initial bail set. The reductions in these 

instances did not result in release. 

Most striking among the observations that can be made regard­

ing this sample of persons h~ld at the Halawa Correctional Facil-

ity are: 

1. the seriousness of the offenses, especially among 
those awaiting trial in Circuit Court; this sug­
gests a judicious use of pretrial release by the 
courts through bailor other means; 

2. the long time in jail, particularly among those 
awaiting trial; this wquld be expected, gi·ven the 
seriousness of offenses among those being held 
awaiting trial; 

3. the youthfulness of the population held at Halawa; 
and 

4. the large number of convictions by court trial (as , 
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guilty plea) among those sentenced to HalawR. 
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Because of sampl:ng problems. the lack of opportunity to in­

vestigate the validity of some of the findings, and because there 

was no opportunity (due to time constraints) to check possible in­

terpretations, i~/any of these data are merely presented in non·­

interpreted form. Some additional items such as the frequency of 

multiple charges, reduced charges and appeals had too high a pro­

portion of missing cases to include here. 

CRIMINAL ACTIONS FILED AND DISPOSITIONS OF THOSE ACTIONS 31 

In FY 1975~76, there were a total of 19,006 criminal actions 

filed in all circuits in Hawaii as shown below: 

District Court 

Circuit Court 

TABLE XXIII 
Total Criminal Actions Filed 

FY 1975-76 

17,018 (2,809 Part I; 14,209 Part II) 

1,988 ,(864 Part I; 1,124 Part II) 

Circuit court dispositions for FY 1975-76, as evidenced by 

the 717 cases which received presentence investigations by the 

Adult Probation staff (statewide), are shown in Table XXVI. 

31 D t . th' . k a a ~l ·_~s sect~on was ta en from The Annual Report, The Judiciary, 
S·~;.a'Ee-of'-Hawaii;-' July' 1975-Julle 1976. 
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TABLE XXIV 

District Court Case Dispositions 
FY 1975-76 
(N=16,409) 

Misdemeanors (15,671) 
Discharge or dismissed 
Nolle pros. 
Stricken 
Ba i 1 forfei ture 
Committed to Circuit Court 
Convictions 

Felonies (728) 
Stricken or discharged 
Committed to grand jury 
Committed to Circuit Court 

TABLE XXV 

3,500 
891 

1,125 
1, 097 

392 
8,666 

231 
312 
195 

Circuit Court Case Dispositions 
FY 1975-76 

No service 
Dismissal by judge 
Non-j ury tri a'/ 
Non-jury trial, not campl. 
Jury trial, verdict 
Jury tri c.l) not compl. 
No trial held (guilty plea) 
Other 

(N-l, 638) 

Part I 

124 
14 
27 

2 
106 

10 
335 

36 
654 

Part II 

336 
69 
54 
o 

94 
17 

310 
104 
984 

Total 

460 
83 
81 

2 
200 

27 
645 
140 

1,638 

71 
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Prison 

J ail, plus j a i1 

Probation, plus 

TABLE XXVI 

Circuit Cnurt Dispositions 
FY 1975-76 

Number 

104 

with probation 67 

probation with 
other conditions 476 

Fine only 27 

Suspended sentence 43 

Tota 1 717 

Percentage 

14.5 

9.34 

66.39 

3.77 

6.00 

100.00 

SPECIALIZED STAFF OF THE DISTRICT AND CIRCUIT COURTS 

72 

Currently, both the District Court and Circuit Court have 

specialized staff a:tached to them, performing functions which 

were included in the Master Plan as ISC responsibilities. At the 

present time, some pretrial and post-trial services are under 

court administration and some pretrial services (the circuit 

court pretrial release prcgram) have been transferred to the ISC. 

The two groups of staff still attached to the courts are 

used somewhat differently. The volume and nature of their ac­

tivities are illustrated by the following data (which includes 

the Pretrial Services Unit currently attached to ISC). 

1. District Court Counseling Services (Data for 1st 
district only) 

FY 1975-76. (From Quarterly Reports prepared by the 
Counseling Service, District Court of 
the First Circuit) 
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Criminal case referrals 

Dispositions 
Presentence reports completed 
Supervision cases discharged 

Alternative community service 
placements monitored (ACS) 

Active caseload March 1977: 
Cases on supervision 
Cases on DAGP* 

972 
483 

356 

Cases awaiting presentence 
Cases awaiting post-sentence (ACS) 

2,167 

1,478 

150 
481 
428 
248 

73 

*DAGP--Deferred acceptance of guilty plea. 

2. 

3. 

Circuit Court Adult Probation Services, FY 1975-76 

(Data taken from The Annual Report Th 1975 to June, 1976) -, e Judiciary, July, 

Cases pending at start of year 

New placements 

Terminations 

Cases pending at end of year 

Investigation activity 
Presentence reports 
Post-sentence reports 
Other 

Total cases on 12-31-76 
including DAGP and co~ditional 
release supervision 

907 
86 
35 

1,814 

888 

764 

1,938 

1, 028 

2,395 

Circuit Court Pretrial Services Unit (1st Circuit only) 
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a. From reports furnished by Adult Probation staff: 

1975 32 1976 Jan/Mar 33 

Appro·va 1 of ROR 

Supervised release 

Denied ROR/Bail red. 

Ba i 1 reduced 

Ba i 1 before campl. 
of report 

Initial bail confirmed 

Released to appear 
(District court) 

Discharged 
(District court) 

Other 

N=642 N=473 N=730 

% % % 

26.6 

19.6 

27.6 

7.0 

12. 1 

5.6 

24.5 

35.9 

19.5 

7.4 

3.4 

1.3 

1.4 8.0 

99.0 100.0 

43.0 

8.5 

9.2 

3.7 

20.4 

0.7 

3.4 

99.9 

N=132 

% 

29.5 

6 .• 8 

12.9 

7.6 

31.1 

6.1 

1.5 

2.3 

100.0 

b. From Dr. Gene Kassebaum1s study of 1974-]5 cases 
which were investigated by Adult Probation Office 
and received sentences 

32 Eleven months only. If average montyly tc)tals were added, yearly total 
would be 516. 

33 If first 3 months experience were extended for full year, total would be 
528. Projected total for approval of ROR would be 156 and for supervised 
release, 36. 
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ROR 
recommended 
& granted 

N = 58 
46.0% 

Felonies: 
N = 33 
41.3% 

Misdemeanors: 
N = 24 
55.8% 

TABLE XXVII 

Actions on ROR Requests 
1974-75 

ROR. 
recommended 
& denied 

N = 2 
1. 6% 

N = 2 
0.3% 

N = a 
0.0% 

ROR not. 
recommended 
but granted 

N = 4 
3.2% 

N = 2 
0.3% 

N = 2 
4.7% 

ROR not. 
recommendea 

and not 
granted 

N = 36 
28.6% 

N = 23 
28.7% 

N = 11 
25.6% 

ROR 
application 
withdrawn 

N = 26 
20.6% 

N = 20 
26.0% 

N = 6 
14.0% 

75 

The preceding table covers 126 randomly selected cases in­

volving ROR applications taken from a total of 851 cases handled 

by Adult Probation staff for presentence investigation. Where 

ROR recommendations were made by staff, the court concurred in 94 

percent of the cases. In only 2 out of 100 cases was ROR denied 

when it was recommended; and in 4 cases, ROR was granted even 

though staff did not recommend it. The rate of concurrence was 

equally high for felonies and misdemeanors. Overall, staff rec­

ommended ROR in slightly less than. 50 percent of cases, recom­

mended against it in about 1/3 of the cases, and in the remaining 

20 percent the ROR application was withdrawn. 

The outcome for a group of 819 cases in the Kassebaum study 

was as follows. 
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Ba i1 release ( N = 466) 56.9% 

ROR release (N = 227) 27.7% 

Detained in (N = 126) 15.4% 
jail 

Within the same group, but for felonies only, the data are simi-

lar. 

Ba il release (N = 314) 54.0% 

ROR release ( N = 155) 26.7% 

Detained in ( N = 112) 19.3% 
jail 

Since analysis of cases (misdemeanors and felonies) indi­

cated that 227 persons received ROR and only 126 ROR applications 

were reported, it would seem that almost half the cases given ROR 

received it without being screened by staff. 

c. The Special ROR Staff Correctional Information and 
Statistics Office study of ROR cases. 

A special study of a 159 case sample (21.78 percent) of the 

730 cases referred to the Pretrial Release Unit in 1976 produced 

the following data (data items from the study were selected and 

interpreted by NCCD Staff). 

1. ROR decisions: 41.5 percent granted; 58.5% not 
granted (N = 159) 

2. Length of time from arrest to ROR application: 
(N = 73) 

median time 8 days; 

37 percent were over 50 days; reasons not known; and 

only 24 percent were 3 days or less. 

3. Length of time from ROR application to release: 
(N = 82) 

median time 6 days; 
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27 percent took over 10, days; reasons not known; 

and only 16 percent were 3 days or less. 
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4'. Bail amounts (N = 102) (mean for all cases $3,864): 

a. Employment 

Employed 
Not employed 

Mean Bail 

$3,711 
$4,000 

b. Bail amount according to VERA score 

Vera Score 

° or minus 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 or more 

Mean Bail 

$6,426 
2,812 
3,250 
3,133 
3,028 
3,046 
3,857 

c . Bail amount by type of offense 

Offens~ 

Homicide 
Assault 
Kidnapping 
Sex 
Burglary 
Theft 
Robbery 
Drug 
Other 

5. Marital status (N = 159) 

Single 
Married 
Divorced 
Unknown 

74.8% 
11. 3% 

6.3% 
7.5% 

6. Employment status (N = 159) 

Employed 48.4% 
Not employed 51.6% 

7. Age (N = 77)34 

Mean Bail 

$20,000 
2,000 
3,000 
5,244 
3,112 
1,658 
5,020 
4,333 
2,278 

34 Thus, those referred for pretrial services are a very young group, with 
almost 2/3 being under 24 and 85 percent under age 30. 
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18-20 31. 2% 
21-23 32.5% 
24-26 11. 7% 
27-29 9.1% 
30-- 15.6% 

B. Length of residence in Hawaii ( N = 

1 month or 1 es s 20.1% 
2-6 months 18.2% 
7-12 months 8.2% 
1-5 years 17.0% 
over 5 years 36.5% 

DIVISION OF CORRECTIONS 

Assigned Count in State Institutions (FY 1975-76) 

Halawa 
Hawaii State Prison 
KQlani Honor Camp 
Conditional Release Centers 
Community Correctional Facilities 

.!:!.i9..b. 
167 
289 

59 
40 
52 

607 

159)35 

Low 

118 
243 

44 
30 
14 

448 

Mea n 

142.35 
267.05 
49.66 
35.72 
30.99 

525.77 

Source: Division of Corrections, "Assigned Count, Head 
Co u n t Rep 0 r til , FYI 975 - 7 6 . 

Incarceration and Commitment Rates 

78 

Compared to other states, Hawaii has a very low rate of com­

mittment to state institutions and a low number of inmates held 

. t t . t't t' 36 1n s a e 1ns 1 u lons. 

United States 
.!:!.i9..b. Low Mean 

1975 projected commitments 254.43 17.26 81.46 a 
per 100,000 population 

aFor 36 states. 

Jiawaii 

23.89 

35 Thus, slightly less than half (46.5 percent) were reported to be residents 
of Hawaii for 1 year or less, with 20 percent being residents for 1 month or 
less at time of arrest. 

30 National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and Architecture, "U.S. 
Incarceration and Commitment Rates, 1974 and 1975", Urbana, Illinois, 1976. 
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1975 inmates per 100,000 
population 

bFor 48 states. 

237.99 
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27.11 39.02 

Hawaii was the second lowest of all the states in commitments and 

third lowest in incarcerated inmates. 

When crime index, commitments and incarceration in state 

institutions are compared, Hawaii's standings in relation to the 

average (mean) of the U.S. are as follows: 

1. 

2 .. 

3 . 

Based on information furnished NCCD by the Hono­
lulu Police Department, Honolulu had 84 percent as 
great an incidence of reported index crimes as the 
average of 9 comparably sized cities in 1976 
(6,490 per 100,000 in Honolulu compared to 7,730 
for the 9 cities). 

Commitment rate (Hawaii) is only 29 percent of the 
average (mean) for the U.S. (23.89 per 100,000 for 
Hawaii as compared to 81.46 for the U.S.). 

Inmates held in state institutions in Hawaii is 
42.5 percent of the national average (39.02 per 
100,000 as compared to 91.71 for the U.S.). 

Length of Stay at Halawa BAsed on Two Samples 

Sample one consists of all releases in 1974, 1975 and the 

first 6 months of 1976. Sample two is 50 percent of 1976, con­

sisting of all cases in uneven months. Both are shown in Table XXVIII. 

Ages of Offenders Committed to the Division of Corrections 

Younger offenders are responsible for a disproportionate 

number of commitments to the Division of Corrections (1961-1975). 

Fifty-four percent are 25 or younger. 



Source': 

TABLE XXVIII 

Length of Stay at Halawa 

Mean 
Med i an 
t~ode 

10 days or less 

less than 1 
5 days or less 

11 to 90 days 
over 90 days 

Sample 1 
(N = 884) 

17 days 
4 days 

less than 
1 day 

75.3% 

(18.2%) 
(60.9%) 

18.6% 
6.1% 

Sample'2 
(N = 427) 

31 days 
6 days 

less than 
2 days 

63.4% 

(12.6%) 
(49.7%) 

24.3% 
12.2% 

80 

Corrections Research and Statistics Bureau, IIA Study on 
the Length of Presentence Detainment at Halawa Correc-

21 
22 
26 
36 

tional Facility",April,1977 . 

TABLE XXIX 

Commitments to Corrections 
Division By Age 

~ Percent of Commitments 

and under 29.2 
through 25 24.7 
through 35 36.6 
and over 19.5 

to D.C. 

Source: Corrections Management Data Book, 1976, Figure 8. 

Offenses on Which Commitments to the Division of Corrections Are 
Based 

During the past 10 years there has been a decided shift in 

the type of offenses for which individuals have been committed 
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to the Division of Corrections. Offenses against persons have 

gradually increased and offenses against property have decreased. 

1I0ther il offenses have more than tripled. In terms of numbers, 

the ratio of person/property offenses has reversed--from 36/51 to 

50/36. 

Year 

1966 
1975 

Source: 

TABLE XXX 

Comparison of Offense Groups 
1966-1975 

Offenses against Offenses against 
Persons Propert.l 

38.7% 54.8% 
44.5% 32.1% 

Corrections Management Data Book, 1976. 

Other 

6.5% 
23.2% 

A comparison of arrest data for 1966 and 1975 should be made 

to determine the degree to which this shift is due to a change in 

the types of arrests, changes in sentencing practices or other 

factors. 

USE OF ALCOHOL, OPIATES AND OTHER SUBSTANCES 

Although the frequency of use and the amount of dosage is 

not known, there is a high reported incidence of alcohol, opiate 

and mind-altering drug use among those offenders referred to the 

Adult Probation Department for felony presentence investigations 

(statewide) . 
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OfT h 0 s eRe c·e i v i n 9 Pre - sen ten c e I n v est i gat ion s (N = 3 4 6 ) 

Use of alcohol 

Known to abuse alcohol 27.7% 
Alcohol involved in present offense 19.1% 

Any known use of opiates 

Other mind-altering substance 

Previous history 
Used within 24 hours of present offense 

or connected to present offense 

46.8% 

17.9% 

72.5% 

30.9% 

Of Those Being Placed'On Probation Or Incarcerated In 
Prison Or Jail 

No use 

One type only 

Alcohol 
Opiate 
Other 

Two types used 

Alcohol and other 
mind-altering 

Alcohol and opiate 
Opiate and other 

mind-altering 

All three types used 

Probation 
(N = 265) 

12.4% 

39.6% 

(13.2%) 
(0.7%) 

(25.7%) 

41. 5% 

(30.2%) 
(0.4%) 

(10.9%) 

6.4% 

Prison or Jail 
(N = 55) 

7.3% 

38.2% 

(7 . 3%) 

(30.9%) 

45.5% 

(29.1%) 

Adult Probation Statistical System, "Substance Use or 
Abuse as Reported by Adult Offenders", May 13, 1977. 
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RESEARCH SUGGESTIONS FOR THE INTAKE SERVICE CENTER 37 

Each of the following research suggestions is aimed at en­

hancing some aspect of the planning capacity o'f"theTSC .. The data 

generated by these efforts constitutes the minimum set of infor­

mation requirements, especially in the pre-trial and community 

corrections areas. Some of these data may ultimately be included 

in one of the several large-scale automated data systems currently 

being developed. But the study team received estimates that com­

pletion of these automated systems is at least three to four years 

in the future. Moreover, it ;s unclear exactly how the ISC will 

coordinate its own planning activities with the routine function­

ing o~ the computerized data systems for corrections, the courts 

and the prosecutor's office. 

A number of issues should be considered in the implementa­

tion of the proposed research program. The first issue involves 

whether the ISC should conduct these studies with available staff 

or contract with local universiti~s or others for specific re­

search products. The contract route often produces faster results 

but may postpone the development of a fully operational in-house 

research capability. A mixed approach that involves outside re­

searchers in collaborative research ventures with ISC staff is 

proposed. The outsiders bring specific skills~ and the ISC staff 

can facilitate access to data and interagency cooperation. 

Another issue surrounds the appropriate managerial responsi­

bility for the proposed research. At present, it appears that 

37 B ' b arry Kr~s erg, Ph.D., Research Center, National Council on Crime and 
Delinquency, August, 1977. 
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the director of the Office of Correctional Information and Sta­

tistics represents the logical ieader of this research program, 

but we recognize that his unit i~ vastly overtaxed in,its cur­

rent responsibilities. The'ISC must clarify the role and objec­

tives of this office in the immediate future. This clarification 

might result in the appointment of a research director within the 

ISC planning component who would take principal responsibility 

for planning-focused research within the ISC. Under this ap­

proach, the Office of Correctional Information and Statistics 

would continue its work with the large scale data systems cur-

rently being developed. 

Implicit in all of the proposed research projects is exten­

sive cooperation among agencies. Other agencies must be invol'ved 

in the design and implementation of these studies. We recommend 

that a research advisory committee similar to that which assisted 

the NCCD study team be permanently established or that the ISC 

Advisory Board perform that function. The ISC research advisory 

group would assure the needed levels of interagency support and 

cooperation necessary to advance the research and planning activ-

ities of the ISC. 

1. A Cohort Study of Persons Arrested 

This study consists of selecting a sample of 3000-5000 per­

sons who were arrested during a specific time period and tracking 

them through the entire criminal justice process. The study 

should focus upon dispositional outcomes of different types of 

offenders (e.g., felons vs. misdemeanants) and should examine 

data such as time intervals between various steps in the legal 
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process, Information should include decisions made from arrest 

through final disposition of the case. Theoretically~ data on 

costs and resource allocation could be included with the time 

and outcome data. This is a difficult study to conduct, requir­

ing careful planning and necessitating a high degree of coopera­

tion from other agencies. We suggest that the ISC consider con­

tracting with a university-based team of criminal justice re­

searchers to accomplish tr.is study. It is estimated that such a 

cohort analysis would take 18-24 months to complete but would be 

the single most useful planning document for the various functions 

of the ISC. 

2. Developing a Needs Assessment Instrument 

The ISC should develop a needs assessment instrument keyed to 

the development of community-based programming. The needs assess­

ment instrument should he~p identify different types of program 

needs and help link offenders to available relev,ant services. The 

needs instrument should be administered to the entire confined 

population in Hawaii and could be accomplished through interviews 

with individual inmates. The instrument requires thoughtful de­

sign work and would benefit from input by Corrections Division 

personnel. The needs assessment should not focus exclusively upon 

psychological profiles of inmates but center upon the practical 

needs of inmates such as health care, educational needs, civil 

legal problems, counseling needs and related social service re­

qUirements. The needs assessment should attempt 'to gauge inmate 

interest and willingness to participate in a range of eXisting 

and contemplated programming. This instrument might also prove 
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useful for planning purposes in probation services, pretrtal 

services and the district court counseling services. 

3. Study of the ROR Program 

86 

This study involves a simple tabulation of the Vera score 

sheets used in ROR decisions. The tabulation should reveal the 

characteristics of the individuals who receive prettial release 

and those denied this option. Results of this tabulation will 

reveal program operation and identify special groups that need 

additional kinds of support to make ROR. To complete this study, 

a sample of persons (both released on ROR and not) should be se­

lected. Police records should be collected to determine if re­

arrests occurred during the pretrial period. The same procedures 

could be applied to examine the workings of the DAG program and 

the Alternative Community Service program. 

4. Intensive Study of DAG and Alternative Community Service (ACS) 

An evaluation of the DAG and ACS programs should develop both 

process and impact data on these efforts. The main issue would 

be to identify bases for program expansion and/or enhancement. The 

research would seek to identify what kinds of services for what 

kinds of offenders produce the maximal results. This study might 

provide an excellent opportunity for ISC planners to routinize 

evaluation procedures into their planning processes. 

5. Study of Term-Setting Practices of The Hawaii Paroling 
Authority 

The ISC should develop a research design to monitor signifi­

cant changes in term-setting by the Hawaii Paroling Authority. 
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Changing policies should be examined in light of changes in the 

size of the institutionalized population. The ISC may have to 

establish a new data collection method yielding numbers on parole 

and average lengths of stay. This study should examine parole 

practices and their impact on the incarcerated population over a 

5-year period. Interviews with Paroling Authority members, pa­

role agents and selected inmates could supplement the statistical 

data and generate ideas for ISC program development in the post­

release area. 

6. Survey ~xisting Private Community-Based Services 

An integral part of the ISC mandate is the effective utiliza-

tion of community resources. A prerequisite of effective plan­

ning is a thorough inventory of existing resources, particularly 

those offered by the private sector. The survey should yield a 

complete listing of agencies as well as information on their 

availability, capacities and geographic location. The survey 

should be geared to offender needs at various points in the crim­

inal justice process. Representatives of the private sector 

would be crucial resources in compiling an accurate and updated 

inventory of community resources. Part of this study would en­

tail an assessment of critical areas for program development by 

the ISC. 

7. Analysis of Jail Data 

The ISC should set up a simple, yet accurate, system of data 

on admissions and releases from the police and the detention 

facility. Data to be collected include volumes of admissions, 
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status of confinement, length of stay and characteristics of the 

confined population. A jail information system is central to 

the ongoing development of pretiri'al services and monitoring of 

system changes effecting the incarcerated population. The loca­

tion of the ISC within the CCC complex poses an obvious opportu­

nity for the ISC to operate and maintain a carefully designed 

data system. 

8. Study of Population Serving Time in Jail as a Condition of 
Probation 

The goal of this study is to determine the characteristics 

and special needs of those in this group who might better be 

served by community alternatives. Data should include offense 

characteristics, background variables on the offender, length of 

jail sentence, prior criminal record and any history of drug or 

alcohol related problems. The probation data currently collected 

and stored by the Court Information System would be an appropri­

ate source for specifying the nature of the jailed probation 

grou p. 
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APPENDIX A 

MATERIALS DELIVERED IN SINGLE COpy 
TO THE 

DIRECTOR OF THE INTAKE SERVICE CENTER 
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(1) Beaudin, Bruce, IIHow to Implement Criminal Justice Standards 
for Pretrial Release ll

, American Bar Association, Second 
Printing, 1977. 

(2) Hickey, William L., IIDepopulating the Jails: A Special Re­
port from Crime and Delinquency Literature ll

, National Coun­
cil on Crime and Delinquency, Hackensack, New Jersey, 1975. 

(3) Mullen, Joan, liThe Dilemma of Diversion: Resource Materials 
on Adult Pre-Trial Intervention Programs ll (excerpt), Na­
tional Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 
Washington, D.C., 1975. 

(4) National Pretrial Intervention Service Center, IIDiversion 
from the Criminal Justice System: Technical Assistance Hand­
book on· Pretrial Intervention Techniques and Action Pro­
grams ll

, American Bar Association, Washington, D.C., 1973. 

(5) National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 
IIPretrial Release Programs: Phase 1 Report", Washington, 
[J.C., 1977. 

(6) National Council on Crime and Delinquency Abstracts 

S 10949 Schenck, W. J., "The drinking driver: citations in­
stead of jail?1I Police Chief (Gaithersburg, Md.), 
39(7):38,40, 1972. 

S 17158 Truax, Lyle H., Judge's Guide For Alcohol Offenders, 
New York, National Council on Alcoholism, 1972. 

S 17218 National Center for State Courts, "An Evaluation of 
Policy Related Research on the Effectiveness of 
Pretrial Release Programs ll

, Denver, Colo., 1975. 

S 18310 National Association of Counties Research Foundation, 
Programs to Re-educate, Readjust, and Restore 
Inmates of the count, Jail, S. Anthony McCann, 
Washington, D.C., 19 6. 

(7) Rovner-Pieczenik, Roberta, Pretrial Intervention Strategies: 
An Evaluation of Policy-related Research and 
Policy-Maker Perceptions, D.C. Heath and Company, 
Lexington, Mass., 1976. 
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Selected Descriptive Profiles of Pretrial Criminal Justice 
Intervention Programs (excerpted from "Portfolio of Descrip­
tive Profiles on Selected Pretrial Criminal Justice Inter­
vention Programs", National Pretrial Intervention Service 
Center, American Bar Association, Washington, D.C., April, 
1974) . 

1. Atlanta Pre-trial Intervention Project, Atlanta, 
Georgia. 

2. The Boston Court Resources Project, Boston, 
Massachusetts .. 

3. Dade County Pretrial Intervention Project, Miami, 
Florida. 

4. Operation de Novo, Minneapolis, Minnesota. 
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APPENDIX B 

INITIAL CRITERIA FOR PARTICIPANT ELIGIBILITY 
IN PRETRIAL INTERVENTION PROGRAMS 
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INITIAL CRITERIA FOR PARTICIPANT ELIGIBILITY IN PRETRIAL-INTERVENTION PROGRAMS 13-1 

Atlanta, 8altimore 80ston. Cleveland. 
Georgia Md. ~lass . Ohio Minneapo'ils 
(Pretrial (Pretrial ( COUl't San Jose. Ca. Santa Rosa. Ca. lIayward. Ca. (Offender Mil. 

Eligibility Intervention Intervention Resource (Project ( Project (Project Rehabil itat i 011 (Operation 
CI'1 tel'i a Project) Project) Project) Intercept) Intercept) Intercept) Project) DeNovo) 

Age 17-18 16-17 (ex- 17-26 18-26 18-26 10-26 10+ (expanded 18t, 
panded to 15) to sed ous 

cases under 10) 

Sex M & F M (expanded M (expanded M & F M & F H & F M & F M & F 
to F) to F) 

Charge: ~11 sdemeanors • All juvenile Mi sdemeanors. Misdemeanors Misdemeanors; Misdemeanors Mi sdemeanors Hisdemeanors 
Included felonies (in- complaints, felonies. un- (primari ly minor felonies. (primarily petty including A&Il, (expanded to 

cluding mari- except those der District petty theft) theft. intoxica- petit larceny, selected 
juana posses- listed below Court juris- tion from drugs. reCeiVin! stolen felonies) 
sion) diction alcohol) property ; 1 s t 

offender felon-
ies (including 

.--

auto theft. pos-
session drugs) 

Specifically Age. assault. Armed robbery; Serious felon- 1\11 felonies Serious misdemean- Felonies All misdemean- Serious crimes 
Excluded robbery and narcotics; of- ies of violent: ors; most felonies ors. felonies of violence; 

other crimes fenses with nature not listed welfare board; 
of Violence; 1 i ke 1 i hood of above use of weapr'ns. 
sex offenses; significant prostitution; 
drunkenness restitution drugs. alcohol. 
or intoxicated (exclusions 
dl'iving; nar- overtime 
cotics; pros- dropped) 
tl tution 

Pl'1or No incarcel'a- Minor arrest Not more than Not more than No prior record of No serious prior Fi rs t offenders No extensive 
Record tlon of 6 and conviction one prj or rec- one charge conVictions; ju- juvenile offensQs; only; juvenile pl'lor record 

mos. + record accept- ord (restltu- pending, nor venile record ac- no mul tiple of- record ~nd traf-
able tion later evidence of ceptable fenses nor previ- fic offenses ac-

lifted) referred cr Ime ous convictions cepted. unless 
pattern aggravated 

Labor force Unemp 1 oyed or Unemployed or Unemployed or Must meet Those permanently Unemployed or un- Unemployed or Unemployed or 
Status at . underemp 1 oyed; originally in underemployed; poverty employed with good deremp 1 oyed or job underemployed marginal em- , 
Arrest full-time stu- school no full-time guidelines job securi ty threatened by ar- p 1 oyment 

dents accepted students excluded rest; welfare 
clients accepted 

Other Charged in Residence in Residence in No drug No drug addicts or No drug addicts or No drug addicts. No drug ad-
Ful ton Co.; no project areas 80S ton (re- addicts or alcoholics; no alcoholics; no pa- alcoholics. per- dicts. alco-
drug addicts. strlction alcoholics carolees or pro- rolees or proba- sons wi th per- holics, per-
alcoholics, 1 if ted); no ati oners tioners sonality dis- sons with per-
mentally ill, drug addicts orders sonality dis-
confirmed orders 
homosexuals, 
pros t itu \:es 

l' 

~r I 
~ / 
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San Antonio, 
Tx. 

Eligibility (Project) 
Cri teria Detour) 

A!)e 17-46 

Sex M & F 

Charge: Misdemeanorsj 
Included Domestic rel. 

cases (excluded 
overtime)j se-
lected felonies, 
(expanded to in-
c 1 ude ma ri 1 uana 
possession 

Speci fically Sel-i ous crimes 
Excluded of violencej 

armed. \-obbery j 
intoxicated 
driving 

Prior Mi nor lid sdemcan-
record ors acceptablej 

exclusion of 
hab Hua 1 crim-
inal 

Labor force Unemp 1 oyed 01' 
status at earning less than 
arrest $70/week; fu11-

time students 
accepted 

Other Resident of Bexar 
Co. j no drug ad-
dicts or alco-
holics; ROR 
eligible 

N=­
W ~ 

Washington, 
D.C. 
(Project 
Crossroads) 

16-25 (ex-
panded to 45) 

M & F 

Mi sdemeanors 
(including pe-
tit larceny, 
auto theft, 
simple assault, 
marijuana pos-
session, pros-
ti tuti on, 
burglal-Y) 

I'll felonies 

No prior crim-
ina 1 record as 
adul t, or ju-
venile record 
in past year 

Unemployed or 
underemployed, 
tenuous school-
employment sit-
uation for 
JUVeniles 

No drug addicts 
or alcoholics, 
serious emo-
tional disturb-
ances; ROR 
eligible 

New York, N. V. 
(r'lanhattan 
Court 
Employment 
Project) 

16-25 (expanded 
to 45) 

M (expanded to 
F) 

Mi sdemeanors j 
lesser felonies 
(including 
marijuana pos-
session) 

Violationsj 
homicidej rapej 
kidnappingj 
arson 

Not more than 
1 year incar-
ceration 

Unemployed or 
underemployed 
(less than 
$125/week) 

Residence in 
NVC; no drug 
addicts or 
alcoholics 

Source: Roberta Pieczenik-Rovner, Pretrial Intervention Strategies 
Reprinted by permission of the publisher. 

, 
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Flint, Mich. 
New Ilaven (Genesee Miami, Fla. 
Conn. Nassau Counly (Dadl! County 
t Pretri a 1 County, N. V. Citizens Pretrial 
Diversion (Operation Probation Intervention 
Progl-am) Midway) Authority) Program) 

161- 16-25 17-21 (expanded to 17-25 
17+) 

M & F M & F M & F M & F 

Misdemeanorsj Felonies (each case Nonviolent crimes Misdemeanors, non-
Class 0 felons considered indi- violent 3rd degree 

vidually) felonies (including 
grand larceny, auto 
theft, marijuana 
possession) 

Serious felons Misdemeanorsj Crimes against per- No automatic exclu-
homicide sons of assaultive sions 

nature 

1 felony or 3 Previous record No felony fl'!cord No prior criminal 
misdemeanor acceptable (later 1 imited to record 
convictions in pattern of anti-
past 5 years social behavior) 
acceptablej no 
pending charges 

Unemployed or No restrictions No restrictions Unemployed, under-
underemployed employed, or tenuous 

school enrollment 

:\ 
I \ 

II 
6 mos, res i- Jlesident of Nassau Residence within Domiciled in Dade II 
dence in New County feasible supervi- County; no drug Ii Haven sion area; informal addicts 

but written admis- , sion of guilt (later 
limited to accepting 
moral responsibil-
ity); restitution 
when appropriate 

(Lexington, Massachusetts, D.C. Heath and Company, 1976), pp. 190-192. 
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APPENDIX C 

INITIAL PROGRAM CHARACTERISTlCS IN 
PRETRIAL INTERVENTION PROGRAMS 
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Program 
Characteristics 

Funding 
dates 

Sponsor 

Relationship 
to court 

Advisory 
board 

Length 

Continuance 
possiblc 

Recru HOlen t 

I'!r=­
II, .. 

Boston, 
Mass. 
(Court 
Resource 
Project) 

U.D. DOL, May 
1971-Feb. 15, 
1973, $552,478. 
Refunded 2/16/73-
2/15/74, DOL, 
LEAA, i n-ki nd­
match from Sorner­
vi lle, Lynn, 
Malden counties 

Technical Devel­
opment Corpora­
tion 

Independent, 
nonprofit 
corporation 

X 

90 days 

Yes 

Probation card 
of arrestees 
reviewed by 
screener 

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

San Jose, 
Cal if. 
(Project 
Intercept) 

3/71 to 3/74, 
DOL. Refunded 
with Revenue 
Sharing money 

Foundation for 
Research and Com­
munity Develop­
ment of San Jose 

Independent 

X 

90 or 120 days 

Yes 

County court 
arraignments; 
ROR, D.A. IS 

defender 
referra ls 

r 
" - ... 

''''1 f 
. 

1 r l r 'I [" 

INITIAL PROGRAM CUARACTERISTICS 

Santa Rosa, 
Calif. 
(Project 
Intercept) 

3/71 to 3/74, 
DOL, refunded 
by LEAA 

North Bay lIuman 
Development 
Corporation 

Independent 

X 

90 or 120 days 

Ycs 

County court 
arraignment, 
ROR, D.A. 
defender 
referral 

-, 

Hayward 
Ca 1 if. 
(Project 
Intercept) 

3/71 to 3/74 
DOL. Refunded 
by California 
Department of 
Education 

Southern Alameda 
Co. Economic Op­
portunity Agency 
of Hayward 

Independent 

X 

90 or 120 days 

Ycs 

County court 
arraignment, 
ROR, 0.1\. 
defender 
referra 1 

.-._. 

1 ~ 
. 

1 

,'\tlanta, Ga. 
(Pretrial 
Intervention 
Project) 

9/71 to 6/74 
by DOL 

r~ 

Georgia Depart­
mcnt of Labor 

] cr " D 

Baltimore, 
Md. 
(Pretrial 
Intervention 
Project) 

~, 

J 

9/71 to 12/74 

'"'D 

Services subcon­
tracted to 
Learning Systems, 
Inc., private 
profit making 

Part of Fulton Independent 
'County Superior & 
Criminal Court 

No No 

90 days 90 days 

Ycs Yes (1 yr. max.) 

Defendants charged 
in hearing to 
establish probable 
cause 

Police arrest or 
complaint brought 
to Youth Services 
Division of Po­
lice Depa rtmcn t 

"" - D ~'~\.'r-' .,; ... iol 

Nassau, N.Y. 
(Operation 
Midwi:Y) 

C-l 

7/70 to 11/30/71 
Refunded 

Nassau County 
Probation 
Department 

Part of Probation 
Department 

No 

Discretionary, up 
to staff 

1 year 

Defcndants aged 
16-25, charged 
with felonies, are 
informed about 
Midway at their 
postindictment 
arraignment. De­
fense counsel 
must file for en­
rollment within 
30 days 

, 

:'t) 

\ 
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Flint, Mich. C1eveland, 
(Genesee Miami, Fla. 011"10. New York, N.Y. 
County (Dade County San Antonio ~JashiQgton , (Cleveland Minneapolis, (Manhattan 
Citizens Pretri a 1 Tx. D.C. Offender Mn. Court 

Program Probation Intervention (Project (Project Rehabil itation (Operation Employment 
Characteristics Authority) Project) Detour} Crossroads) Project) DeNovo) Project) 

Funding 11/68 to present 1/72 to presen t 3/71 to 8/73 1/68 to 2/71 11/15/71 to 1/71 to 11/30/72 11/67 to 9/,70 
dates Not refunded refunded present DOL funded 

Sponsor Genesee County Dade County Jobs for National Commit- City of Cl eve- Urban Coalition U.S. Department 
Board of Board of Progress, Inc. tee for Children land, Department of Minneapolis of Labor 
Commissions Commissions (Operation SER) and Youth of Human Re-

sources and Eco-
nomic Development 

Relationship Part of prosecu- Part of prosecu- Independent "Ide pendent Independent Independent Independent 
to court tOI"S office tor's office 

Advisory board X No X X No Yes Yes 

Length 12 mos. 3 mos. to 6 mos. 90 days 90 days 90 days 6 mos. 90 days 

Con t i nuance Up to 1 year Yes (I yr. agg.) Yes Yes Yes Yes (1 yr. max. ) .Yes (3 YI's. 
possible max. ) 

Rec ru Hmen t Automat I c refer- Bai 1 bond hear- Arraignment, Probation Divi- Staff examination Nonparticipant Arraignment; ROR 
ences of those ings, interviews, ROR, forwarded sion U.S. Attor- of papers at from referral, 
who meet eligi- with prospective by DA; di rect ney, Citation arraignment walk-in Juvenile 
bi 1 i ty cri teri a clients, 'arrest- referra 1 s by cases, lock-up, Court referrals, 

ing officer and bench and DA former cl ients, 10-day investiga-
victim defender tion for felons; 

arrest docket 
received. 

\ 

-, 
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Boston, baltimore, 
Mass. San Jose, Santa ~osa, Hayward, Atlanta, Ga. Md. 
(Court Calif. Calif. Calif. (Pretrial (Pretrial 

Program Resource (Project (Project (Project Intervention Intervention 
Characteristics Project) Intercept) Intercept) Intercept) Project) Project) 

[1' ] 

Nassau, N. Y . 
(Operation 
Midway) 

C-3 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ----, 

~f I 

Selection Advocate Super- lO-day assess- lO-day assess- 10-day assess- Screening from Screener select 

Service emphasis: 
In-house 
Referral 

Services offered: 
Employment 
Counseling 
Training 

Counseling 
Individual 
Group 

Education 

Othel' 

Stafr': 
Profess iona I 
Paraprofes­

sional 
P & p 
Volunteer 

Caseload 

Staff training 
Initial 
Ongoing 
Group 
Individual 

visor determines ment period; re- ment period; re- m8nt period; re- arrest dockets divertable 
service plan for quest for jury port for jury port for jury interviews with cases, followed 
perspective trial postpone- trial postpone- trial postpone- prospective par- by interviews 
client, assess- ment made; court ment; court ment; court ticipant approval with ,juvenile 
ment made for 14 accepts accepts accepts from prosecutol' and parent; 
days, after for program entry wri tten consent 
which project from parent and 
makes recollillenda- juveni Ie 
tions to the 
court 

x 

X 
Referral 

x 
X 
Referral 

Emergency hous­
ing fund; resi­
dential advisor 
program 

X 

25 

X 

X 

x 

Referral 
Referral 

X 
X 
Volunteer and 
referral 
fo 11 ow-up i nter­
vie\~s; emergency 
houses 

x 
X 

25 

X 

X 

Re ferra 1 
Referral 

X 
X 
Volunteer and 
referral 
follow-up inter­
views; emergency 
loans 

X 
X 

25 

X 
X 

" 

X 

Referral 

X 

X 
X 

25 

X 
X 

x 

x 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Fund for food, 
clothing, trans­
port at i on, loan 
fund for rent, 
tuition, etc. 

X 

35 

X 
X 

X 

x 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Fund for cloth­
ing, transporta­
tion, etc. 
Follow-up on 
successful 
participants 

X 

15 

X 
X 
X 

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

I f there is an 
opening in the 
program, and pro­
vided defendant 
is charged with a 
crime for whi ch he 
would be eligible 
for parole if con­
victed, assessment 
interviews are 
conducted with the 
defendant, his 
fami ly and defense 
counsel. 

X 

X 
Referral 

X 
X 

Psychological and 
vocational tests 

X 

20 

X 
X 
X 
X 

, 

, 
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Program 
Characteristics 

Selection 

Service emphasis: 
In-house 
Referral 

Services offered: 
Employment 

Flint, Mich. 
(Genesee 
County 
Citizens 
Probation 
Authority) 

Interview and 
investigation. 
prosecutor makes 
decision to in­
include partici­
pant in program 

x 

Counseling X 
Training Referral 

Counseling 
Individual X 
Group X 

Education 

Other Referral 

Staff 
Profess i ona 1 X 
Parapro fess i ona 1 
P & P 
Volunteer 

Caseload 100 or less 

Staff training 
Initial X 
Ongoin9 X 

Group 
Individual 

Miami, Fla. 
(Dade County 
Pretrial 
Intervention 
Project 

With consent of 
all parties, 
waiver of right 
to speedy tria 1 
is executed 

x 

X 
Referral 

X 
X 

Referral 

X 

20 

X 
X 

1 0 I) 

San Antonio, 
lx. 
(Project 
Detour) 

Intervi ew with 
counselor, 
career developer, 
educational co­
ordinator 

x 

X 
Re ferra 1 

X 
X 
Referral 
primari ly 
Di screti onary 
emergency 
fund 

X 

25 

X 

X 

Washington, 
D.C. 
(Project 
Cross roads) 

Eligibility check 
on defendants 
interviews, con­
sent for diver­
sionary placement 
obtained 

x 

X 
Referra 1 

X 
X 

Scholarship, 
emergency fund, 
supel'vi sor of 
out-of-state 
participants 

X 
X 

30 

X 
X 
X 
X 

Cleveland, 
Ohio 
(Cleveland 
Offender 
Rehabi 1 i til t i on 
Project) 

One week continu­
ance permits as­
sessment by proj­
ect 

x 

X 
Referral 

X 
X 

Med i ca 1 welfare 
referral; emer-
gency loans 

X 

30 

X 

X 

Minneapolis, 
Mn. 
(Operation 
DeNovo) 

Interview to 
assess behav­
ioral charge cap­
ability through 
project services 

x 

Referra 1 

Referra 1 
Individual only 

Intake assessment 
using Personality 
Inventory and vo-
cational, educa-
tional skill 
level 

X 

25 

X 
X 

New York, N.Y. 
(Manhattan 
Court 
Employment 
Project) 

C-4 

Paper eligibles 
interviewed 
twice, informa­
tion verified 

x 

X 
Referral 

X 
X 

Sad a 1 Servi ces 
Center provides 
Iletty cash, medi-
cal, housing aid 

X 
X 

20 

X 
X 

SOUl'ce: Roberta Pieczenik-Rovner, Pretrial Intervention Strategies (lexington, Massachusetts, D.C. Heath and Company, 1976), pp. 200-206. 
Reprinted by permission of the pUblisher. 
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APPENDIX 0 

Partial List of Materials Reviewed 

0-1 

corrections Research and Statistics Bureau, Corrections 
Management Data Book, December, 1976. 

Corrections Research and Statistics Bureau, "Preliminary 
Report on the Study of Admissions and Releases at 
Hal a waC 0 r r e c t ion a 1 Fa c i 1 i ty ,II Apr i 1, 1977. 

Corrections Research and Statistics Bureau, IIA Study of 
the Length of Presentence Detainment at Halawa Cor­
rectional Facility,~ April, 1977. 

Corrections Research and Statistics Bureau, IISummary Re­
port on the Analysis of Population Distribution Among 
Correctional Facilities,1I February, 1977. 

Department of Social Services and Housing, IIAssigned Count, 
Corrections Division, FY 1975-1976,11 1976. 

Federal Bureau of Investigation, Uniform Crime Reports, 
1975. 

Glaser, Daniel, Strategic Criminal Justice Planning, 1975. 

Hawaii Council on Crime and Delinquency, IIToward a Con­
trolled Crisis: A Response to the DSSH Report on 
Correctional Facilities and Populations, II 1977. 

Hawaii Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis Center, 
"Crime in Hawaii,1I 1975. 

Hawaii Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis Center, 
"Crime Trends in Hawaii: First Quarter 1976,11 1976. 

Hawaii Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis Center, 
IICrime Trends In Hawaii: First Quarter 1977,11 1977. 

Hawaii Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis Center, 
IICrime Trends In Hawaii: Flrst Six Months 1976,11 1976. 

Hawaii Criminal Justice Statistical Analysis Center, 
IICrime Trends in Hawaii: First Three Quarters 1976,11 
1976. 

Hawaii State Government, Hawaii Revised Statutes (Title 37: 
Hawaii Penal Code), with revisions to 1976. 

Honolulu, City and County of, "Deferred Prose.cution and 
Deferred Acceptance of a Guilty Plea," 1972. 
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Honolulu Police Department, 111974-1975 Annual Report,1I 
1975. 

Honolulu Police Department, 111975-1976 Annual Report,1I 
1976. 

Honolulu Police Department, IIAnnual Statistical Report 
1974,11 1975. 

Honolulu Police Department, IIAnnual Statistical Report 
1975,11 1976. 

Honolulu Police Department, IIAnnual S ta tis tic a 1 Report 
1976, II 1977. 

Intake Service Center, IIPretrial Release Referrals and 
Dispositions, January, 1976 to January, 1977 and 
July, 1976 to April, 1977,11 1977. 

Judiciary, State of Hawaii, IIAnnual Report: July 1, 
1975 to June 30, 1976,11 1976. 

Judiciary, State of Hawaii, IISubstance Use or Abuse as 
, Reported by Adult Offedners,1I May, 1977. 

0-2 

Kassebaum, Gene, IISummary: Contracting for Correctional 
Services in the Community,1I (draft) 1976. 

National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and 
Architecture, Correctional Master Plan, Vols. I-V, 
Summary Document, 1972-73. 

Nat ion a 1 C 1 ear i n g h 0 use for C rim ina 1 Jus tic e P 1 ann i 'n g and 
Architecture, Hawaii Pre-Design, 1974. 

National Clearinghouse for Criminal Justice Planning and 
Architecture, IIUnited States Incarceration and Commit­
ment Rates,1I 1976. 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals, Task Force Report: Corrections, 1973. 

National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards 
and Goals, Task Force Report: Courts, 1973. 

National Council on Crime and Delinquency, Correction In 
Hawaii,1969. 
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Peat, Marwick, ~itchell & Co., IICorrectional Master Plan: 
ISC Informatl0n Systems Requirements and Design Con­
cepts,1I 1976. 

Peat, Marwic~, M~tchell & Co., IICorrectional Master Plan: 
ISC Organlzatlonal, Structure and Assumptions,1I 1976. 

Sakai, Ted, liThe Saga of Act 179,11 1973. 

U.S. Government Printing Office Statistical Abstracts of 
the United States, 1976. ' 

Plus numerous files, memoranda and unpublished raw data. 
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