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INTRODUCTION 

On June 9-11, 1981, a Technical Assistance team frc;>'ffi the Criminal 
, .. '. 

Prosecution Technical Assistance Project visited the offices of Richard M. 

Daley, State's Attorney for Cook County. Illinois. The T~chnical Assistance 
" -

team examined the State's Attorney's management a~d operations functions 

in accord with the terms of a contract with the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration. Members of the team included:* 

Leonard R. Mellon, Director 
'-

Criminal Prosecution. Technical Assistance Project .. 
Dominick R. Carnovale, Consultant 
Chief Assistant Prosecuting Attorney 
Wayne County Prosecutor's Office 
Detroit,.Michigan 

Michael Belson, Consultant 
First Assistant 
Offic~ of the DistrictPAttorney 
Brooklyn" New York 

Warren K. Smoot, Consultant 
Bureau Chief 
Maricopa County Attorney's Office 
Phoenix, Arizona 

The purpose of the visit was to analyze problems related to the 

Felony Review Unit, the Victim/Witness Assistance Program and the Juvenile 

Division. An overall assessment of the entire office was not attempted, 

nor was it desired. The purpose of a technical assistance visit is.to 

evaluate and analyze speci!ic problem areas and provide recommendations ~ 

and suggestions ~or deal ing with those areas. It i~ pesigned to address 

a wide range of problems stemming from paperwork and organizational 

procedures, financial management arid budgeting systems, space and equipment 

-,-.-----------------
* Vitae are attached as Appendix A 
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.. 
requirements and specialized operational programs, projects and procedures 

., 
unique to the delivery of prosecutorial services. 

During the visit, interviews are conducted with those members of 
" 

the office who are most directly involved in the problem area. Their 

functions and tasks are examined, as well as their perceptions of the 

problem. The flow of paperwork and the statistical system may also be 

examined if they are problem areas. Interviews may also be conducted 

with personnel. involved in other ~omponent areas of the criminal justice 

system, such as pol ice, courts and the public defender1s office. 

The basic approach used by the Technical Asiist~nce team is to 
, , 

examine the office with reference to its functionsl responsibilities. 

This means that the process steps of intake, accusation, trials, post-

conviction activities, special programs and projects, juveniles and other 

areas are examined, as required, with respe~t to their operations, admini-

stration and planning features. Taking a functional analysis approach 

permits observation of the interconnecting activities and ope:ations in 

a process step and identification of points of breakdown if they exist. 

Once the problem and its dimensions have been specified, an 

in-depth analysis is made which results in an identification of the major 

elements and COCIlp0nents of the prob·lem, and an exposition of needed chang~, 

where appl icable. 
. " .. , . ' 

.... , .\ 

After the~roblem has :been fUlIY,',~Xami~ed" its. dim¢n~,~·bn{:'dT.;tcussed 
, . . &.... • 

and the analysis of the critical component factors.undertake'n,:'r:eccmmendations 

~hat are practical and feasible are made. 
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The visit to the State1s Attorney for Cook Co.uQty, Illinois focl1sed 

on problems related to th~ Felony Review Unit, the ~ictim/W~tness 

Assistance Program and the Juvenile Division. 

The Technical Assistance team would like to thank Mr. Daley and 

his staff for their cooperation and assistance during th,e visit. Reception 

of the team was excellent, and the staff's willingness to discuss the 

strengths and weaknesses of the office was of considerable assistance to 

the Technical Assistance team in carrying out its tasks. .. 
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II. SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

Develop a written policy manual for the Felbny Review Unit 
describing the fun~tion; to be performed As well as some gene~al 
policy guidelines. 

Draw clearer lines of command and responsibilLty, functional in 
nature, for the suburban review units 

• Eliminate the dupl ication of paperwork by developing an investiga-
tor1s worksheet and a prosecutor1s impression sheet to be made part 
of the official file. This will eliminate the necessity of using 
the log book. 

. '-
4. Revise the official file folder to include check marks Instead tf 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

requiring the assistants t~write entries in long-hand. 

Review the makeup of the paper itself as well as the paperflow. 

Consider increasing the legal staff of the Juvenile Division to 
40 attorneys. 

Develop a Juvenile Division charging strategy, and increase the 
use of diversion and probation Rfograms. 

Establish short and long term goals for the Juvenile Division, 
set priorities, and develop an outline of specific duties of 
personnel with realistic standards of performance .. 

Review the juvenile referral paperflow to determine if redundant 
steps can be eliminated. 

Consider increasing the office space for the Juvenile·Dlvis:on. 
At the present time, there is not enough space for the present 
staff and no room for expansion. 

Consider the use of word- processors and give the support staff 
the necessary technological assistance. 

Consider developing a legislative I iaison, a full-time pol ice 
liaison deputy and.a citizen juvenile advisory committee to 
coordinate needed juvenile changes • 

. 
Closely scrutinize the initIal stages of conta,ct between the new 
Victim/Witness Unit And its clients to insure a smooth and even 
flow without interruptions to the court processes • . . 

.. 

14. Consider phasing out the Court witness notification system and 
replacing it with one operated solely by the Victim/Witness Unit. 

15. Create a program to place witnesses on telephone.call. Use the 
system for police officers. 
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16. 

17. 

18. 
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. -
Extend the proposedPROMIS system to include witness information. 
This will allow the,unit Jmmediate access to ~ll continuance 
information which they can deliver to the witnesses. 

Monitrir the level of work of the new Victim/Witness-Unit so to 
avoid the prospects of cri~ically overloading the st~ff. 

Closely watch the development of the Victim/Witne~s Unit so that 
potential problems with assigned trial attorneys do not develop. 

19. Consider the creation of a Victim/Witness Passenger Van to 
transport victims and witnesses to court. 

20. Centralize all disposition reporting through one source and 
p1 ace report i ng res pons i b i li'ty 'on every ass i stant throughout 
the office. 
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III. SYSTEM OVERVIEW 

" 

The State1s Attorney for Cook County, Illinois has held that office. 

since January 1981. He oversees a staff of 933 employees, of whom 545 
" 

are attorneys, who serve at the pleasure of the State1s Attorney. The 

office is organized into an Administrative Division with' two assistants 

assigned to it; a General Criminal Prosecutions Bureau, which is comprised 

of a Felony Division and a Municipal nivision, each with ~pproximately 

150 assist~nts; a Juvenile Section' with 32 assistants, a Criminal Appeals 

Section with 57 assistants and a Traffic Section which employs 14 assistants. 

The Civil Actions Bureau is divided into the General titigation Division, 

with 31 assistants, the Chancery Litigation Di~ision and the'Tax Litigation 

Division, each with several sections an~ employing approximately 24 assistants. 

The Special Prosecutions Bureau is composed of several task forces, 

such as a task force on arson and one on drugs. Approximately 30 assistants 

are assigned to this bureau. The Public Interest Bureau deals with such 

matters as consumer fraud, child support and criminal housing violations. 
. . 

With a population of over six million, the jurisdiction of the Cook 

County State1s Attorney is served by 130 police agencies. The largest of 

these is the Chicago Police Department, which brings approximately 70 percent 

of the workload to the office. The three most prevalent felonies during 

the past year were burglary, theft and armed robbery. 

The State1s Attorney ·is responsible for prosecution of all actions, 

suits; indictments and prosecutions, civil and c~iminal, in the county. 

This includes juvenile matter~ and appeals. There are fourteen branch 

offices maintained throughout the c~unty. 
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The Felony Rev i e\'I Sect ion, wh i ch ·i s pa rt of tile Mun i ci pa I 0 i vis ion 

of the Criminal Prosecutions BUi'eau, advises the-police in all felony 

cases and has responsibility for the evaluatio~ of all serious felony 

charges occurring in the City of Chicago, as well as "suburban lIovernightll 

and "holiday court" felony charges. The assistants in this Section 
c~ , . 

decide whether or not a felony shall be charged and at what level. The 
. ~ 

practice in Cook County is to review.the facts as the po~ice present them, 

offer assistance relative to interviewing witnesses and evaluating physical .. 
evidence, and then to charge in accordance with what the facts support. 

The Victim/Witness Assistance Program is not currently in full 

operat'ion, although plans have been formulated'and staff hired. It is 

anticipated that this program will supply notification and informational 
~. 

assistance to all victims and witnesses in felony crime categories. The 
. 

program i? also designed to provide outside services involving referrals 

to social service agencies and the Crime Compensation Board of Cook County. 

Representatives of the unit will meei with all victims and 

witnesses in order to inform them of the court process and advise them on 
/ 

crime related problems. A major responsibility of the unit will be to ,,; 

notify all witnesses of court adjournments. A brochure has been planned 

and when completed, will be distributed to all witnesses. 
~ 

The Juvenile Division has several responsibilities in addition to 

prosecuting charges brought against juveniles. This section prosecutes 

all criminal actions committed by parents and relatives against children 

if the charge brought is a misdemeanor. It also prosecutes all paternity 

cases involving mothers who are minors and non-support cases in which 
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parents were required to pay the placement costs for- heglected children. 

The Juveni Ie Division screens 'all del inquent cases referred to the Joveni l~ ,,/ 

Court from any police department within Cook County. 

During 1980, it is estimated that the Juvenil~ Section received 

approximately 30,000 del inquency and child abuse referrals, with about 

14,500 of these coming from the Chicago Pol ice Department. Approximately 

21,000 of the delinquency charges anq 5,000 of the dependent and neglect 

petitions were filed in Circuit ~o,urt., of which each of the ten juvenile 

trial judges currently has approximately 1,000 cases pending. 
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IV. ANALYSIS 

The analysis of th~ Cook,County State's Attorney's'office focused 

on improvements to the Felony Review Unit and the Juvenile Division. 

In a~ition, the plans for the offices' Victim/Witness' Assistance Program 

were reviewed for their efficiency of operation. 

A. Felony Review Unit 

As the initial contact point in the criminal justice system for 

the State's Attorney'~ office, the 'Feiony Review Unit has the responsibility 

for making the initial det~rmination concerning the legal sufficiency of a 

case. As a review mechanism, screening units have traditionally been 

known as the "gatekeepers" of the prosecution function. As sucli, the 

Cook County Felony Review Unit was exami~ed concerning its substantive 

output, general and specific policy, and points of control and responsibility. 

In addition, since paper flow and organizational structure have impact 

upon these areas, they were reviewed when deemed appropriate. 

Generally, the overrid~ng consideration in ~ny such re~iew depends 

upon the function which the Chief Prosecutor, i.e. the Cook County 

State's Atto/'ney, wants this unit to perform, and whether or not his concerns, 

intentions and policies are those communicated to and understood by the 

assistants actually performing this function on a day-to-day basis. More"! 

over, in addition to this down side communication, there is a continuation 

in the lateral movement of th~ cases, an active and open communication of 

the chief prosecutor's concepts'. The vast majori ty. of the cases' in a system 

,as large and complex as Cook County's are disposed, of in a modular, 
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lateral manner, and since the Felony Review Unit is .the source of all· of these 

cases, its function is of,para.mpunt importance t~ carrying out the PQlicies 

of the State's Attorney. 

Perhaps the most noticable aspect of the function performed by 

the Felony Review Unit is that it is not conducting the ,traditional 

screening function that has come to be associated with screening and review 

units in many prosecuting attorneys offices. It is clear that the exercise 

of discretion in the charging decision, at least as to the traditional 
, ' 

factors promulgated b~ the American Bar Association Standards, has 1 ittle 

or no bearing upon the actual charging of the case by t~e'assi~tant 

state's attorneys in the-Felony Review Unit. About the only screening 

that this unit performs is to keep cases out of the system where elements 

are missing or evidence is lacking. Rather than exercise discretion in 

such areas as the prosecutor's reasonable doubt, the extent of harm 

caused by the offense, punishment as it refates to the facts of the 

offense and other critical factors considered by most screening units of 

most prosecutor's offices,·the attorneys in, the Felony Review Unit seem 

more concerned with establishing facts, satisfying the elements of a 

particular crime and, if established, proceeding to authorize the charge 

requested by the pol ice agency. Rather than a screening unit it appears 

to be more of an investigative assistance unit. Clearly that is what th~ 

police see as the function of this unit. They believ.e that as long as 

sufficient facts are there to establish the elements of a particular charge, 
. 

that the assist~nts in the felony review units are then obI iged to authorize 

ihat charge. Nonetheless, amongst the assistants there appears to be some 

difference of opinion relative to what the charge should be. One assistant 

I 
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seemed to believe that the Felony Review Unit should authorize the charge 
- . -

that is simplest to prove at a preliminary hearing, simply because other 

ch,arges could be added-subsequently. Others note that at. least one 
I ,.,. 

important function of the Felony Review Unit is to continue in the' 
. 

investigative area by obtaining more and better. statements from witnesses 

where applicable, and then looking at the case and evaluating it to 
I 

determine what laws have been broken. Looking strictly to the facts then, 

those attorneys will charge the felony that the facts support. 
-

Thus, it-would appear that the function performed 'by the -Felony 
- . 

Rev i ew Un i tis not the t rad i ti ona'l screen i ng funct i on encompass i ng a 

wider exercise of discretion at the charging stage seen in many pr~secuting 
~ ~ .... 

.. attorneys offices around the country.' The Coo~ County practice is to review 

the facts as the police present them, offers assistance relative to 

interviewing witnesses and evaluating physical evidence, and thenmake'charges 

in accordance with what the facts support. 

Assuming that the Felony Review Unit operates under an informal 

policy, the Technical Assistance team was unable to discover a formal 

written document establishing the policies, beliefs and desi~es of the 

State1s Attorney anywhere within the office. Whatever the function of 

the Felony Review Unit should be, whatever the desires of the State1s 

Attorney as to its function, some general standards and observations should 

be regularly provided for. a.ll assistant statel.s attorneys in Cook Count)!.; 

especially thos~ who will be working in the Felony Review Unit, both in 

Chic~oo and the suburban area. A policy manual including brief general 

duties and responsibilities of the various units'within the of'fice would 
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be a start in that direction. The Felony r~view Unit could be described .. . 

in such a manual and the functions to be performe~as well as some general 

policy guideline~could then be set forth within thls ~anual. This infor-
" 

mation is for the benefit of not only people as~igned to the FelonY'Review 
. 

Unit, but for all assistant'state's attorneys. Moreover, some more 

specific policy guidelines could be established i~ this area for those 

assistant state's attorneys actually working in the field within this unit. 

As an example of both the general departmental description as well as 

some specific policy guidelines see Appendix Band Append)x C. 

Obviously, one of the most important aspects of using guidelines and informing 

the members of a Chief Prosecutor's staff what is expec~ed of them, is 

to seek uniformity wi~hin·the'~f!ice. The uniformity expected is in accordance 

,with the desires, intentions and philosophy of the Chief.Prosecutor. The 
I . 

Technical Assistance team suggests that~'some demonstratiQn of written policy 

would be extremely important not only to maintain uniformity within the 

Cook County State's Attorneys Office, but also to demonstrate to the many 

assistant state's attorneys in Cook County that there is in face a philo-

sophy of the State's Attorney; that there is in fact a direction which the 

State~s Attorney seeks to maintain in the enforcement of the criminal laws 

within Cook County. 
," ..... ,." ..... ' 

. . 
And, to insure un'iformit-y", the State's Attorney must seek control. 

,The assistants performing ,the day to day tasks require control supervision 

to insure perform~nce in accordance with policy, and uniformity and control 
. 

require a central ization of'responsibility relative to that function being 

performed. The·State's Attorney should have a ~ehtral point to focus on, 

for each function being performeq, in order to insure that his policy 

commitments are carried out. 
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In order~o maintain control over the utilization and implementation 

of the State's Attorney's policies and thereby insur.e.uniform applicatron 
. 

of his philosophies, it is necessary that within.his orgahizational command 

there is a centralization of authority for funotions to be performed, and 

thereby a centralization of responsibility. Organizationally, within the 
. f 

City of Chicago the Felony Review Unit function follows ~ definite and 

positive chain of command so that authority and responsibility are clearly 

noted not only by those who are supervisory, but also bY,those assistants 

who are perfoming the day-to-day func~ions. 

A recent innovation within the State's Attorney's office has made 

the function performed by the Felony Review Unit in C~ieago similarly· 

performed in the out-country, suburban areas .. The personnel.performing 

this function in the suburbs were trainea in the Chicago operation by the 
(.' 

supervisory personnel in (i)icago and are now assigned directly to the various 

suburban municipal district units. However, their sole function is to 

provide the same services as tbe Chicago Felony Review Unit and so they do 

not perform the pre lim i nary hearing functions associated wi th other 

, . assistants in the municipal district uni ts., 
/ 

The Technical Assistance team suggests that po Ii cy gui del i nes to 

insure uniformity and control are perhaps even more necessary in the several 

municipal units in the suburban area, since there is a great deal less 

contact with the supervi'sory personnel in the Felony Review section in Chicago. 
0: 

1ndeed what contact there is between the Felony ~eview sections 
. 

seems to be somewhat in question. Discussions with relevant personnel . 
indicated a feil ing of unsureneS~ of the chain of r~view relative to the 

function being performed by the Felony Review Units in the suburban areas. 

I 
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While the assistants performing the function are nominally assigned to a 

suburban municipal district" the fu~~~i.on thE}y are performing is mor.e .. 

directly in line with the Felony Review Unit of Chi.cago. Nonetheless, 
'I 

authority was not clear even in the minds of those who assume they.have 

it; therefore responsibil ity was not clear, making t~e St~te's Attorney's 

ability to control administratively weak. The Technical Assistance team 

realizes that this is the start of a new function being performed in the 

out-county suburban areas and that various individuals at the same level 

on an organizational chart cannot be 'automatically deleted or ignored 

by lesser ranking assistants worKi'ng at the same locations. However, 

organizational and admini~trative control may depend more on function than 

physical location, ~nd a direct chain of command, functional in nature, 

might better center responsibility. In any event, the Technical Assistance 

team recommends that clearer lines of command and responsiblity be drawn. 

This will eliminate indecisiveness in the minds of those having supervisory 

control, ~nd, therefore will aid and assist those performiQgthe day-to-day 

function of felony review, both in Chicago and in the suburban out-county 

districts. 

In reviewing the operations of the Felony Review Unit, the 

Technical Assistance team focused on the flow of paperwork, not only from 

the standpoint of ease and efficiency of operation, but also from the 

standpoint of lateral communication to other modular units of prosecuti0:!1 

within the office. Moreover, since the Felony Review Unit is the initiat:ing 

unit within the State's Attorneys office, the flow of paperwork becomes 

increasingly important because the'data collection eftort begins here. 

d'" 

, , 

,\ 

, 



-
, ,~ 

15 

At the present time there is a great deal of paper work being generated 

by the attorneys assigned to the unit as each individual case is comm~o.ced. 

It is also clear that one of the problem areas noted by tpe assistant ., 
prosecutors performing the day-to-day tasks was the duplication of paperwork, 

much of it being written out in long hand. 

The assistant state's attorney in the Felony Review Unit must ~ake 

a long hand entry in a "log book" reciting the facts of the case as he sees 

them as well as referring to witnesses, statements or other evidence which 

may have been accumulated during the course of his review of a particular 

case. However', he must then rep~Clt that same entry on the State's Attorney's 

official file folder (work product file) so that his view of the facts are 

available for the assistant state's attorneys handling the case at later 

. stages. The felony review attorh~y does:h.ave, availa,b'te at this time the . . ~. ...... .. . . . . 

initial police arrest report, which bri~fly summarizes the facts. Since 

this is available, tather than use the hand written entries duplicated in 

both the 10gibook and on the file folder); the Technical Assistance team 

recommends that the assistant state's attor~eys use the police report 

as it is presently constitut~d, or devise a new one with carbons, which 

would then be inserted within the state's attorney's work product file 

folder. Moreover, to eliminate lost paper work problems, the file folder 

should be of the type which has a clip attached to the folder itself. 
(. 

Appendix D, "Details of'll')vestigation Worksheet'!, is an example of the: 

type of paperwork which can be prepared by the police and then utilized 

by the prosecutor in his own work product file. 
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Obviously there will be occasions where the police recitation of 

facts will be considered incomplete. However, rathe.r-than restating a 

new version both in a log ,boo~'and on the file fGlder, a ~rosecutor's 

impression sheet (see Appendix E) could be devi~ed. This will allow a 

continuation of the lateral communication to the assi'stant-state's 

attorneys handling the next stages of a particular prosecution. It would 

also alleviate a problem forseen by some of the assistant state's 

attorneys relative to the way the pol.ice agencies would recite facts, 

as compared to the way a state's a~torney would phrase them. If the 

prosecutor's impression sheet is adopted, both the police version and any 

additions or corrections by the assistant prosecutor would all be within 

the file folder, and the duplicate entry In the log book would seem to 

have little or no value. Long hand duplrcate entries by attorneys could 

be drastically curtailed, eliminating a clerical function from the duties 

to be performed by the professional. To the same end, it is also 

recommended that the file folder be revised as to require fewer long-hand 

written out entries by substituting check m~rk entries to be done by the 

attorneys working on the files (see Appendix F). Not only will this add 

to the feel of professionalism by those attorneys performing the felony 

review function, check mark entries cpn be a much simpler starting point 

for data accumulation. Word processing systems which are sufficiently 

sophisticated to categorize, add, subtract, and perform other simple 

functions are now available on the market which are. user programable and 

should be ser:ously considered for use by the clericals within the 

Felony Review Unit. 
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B. Juvenile Division 

The Juvenile Division has the strong pers6nal and public committment 

of the State's Attorney, t,he s~J?l?ort of the Chicago'Police Department. 

and' the Juvenile Probation Department. The str:,ong support of this division 
. 

should be utilized in the future to promote the improved efficacy of the 

unit. 

Perhaps the most noticable aspect of the examination of the Juvenile 

Division was the exce?sive case volume and paperflow for the available 

legal staff. In 1980, the Juvenile Division received approximately 30,000 
. ' 

delinquency and child abuse referrals, with nearly 14,500 del inquent cases 

from the Chicago Pol ice Department alone. Of the total referrals received 

in 1980, according to the statistics of the Circuit Court of Cook County, 

'approximately 2] ,000 delinquent charges and nearly 5,000 dependent and 
., 

neglect petitions were filed in the Circuit Court. The Juvenile Division 

currently has 30 active trial deputies. Taking a conservative estimate that 

14,000 petitions would reflect 21,000 delinquent charges '0.5 charges per 

peti tion), each juveni Ie deputy wou1d have to close a,t least two juveni le 

cases (or petitions) a day to process the 1~80 delinquency caseload. This 

type of caseload cal"! qnly produce "assembly line justice" with I ittle time 

for case preparation and adequate victim protection. In addition, it was 

indicated that each of the ten juvenile trial judges have approximately 

1,000 cases pending before them. 

The major, consequence of an excessive caseload upon the Juvenile 

Division assistants is inadequate case preparation and witness management, 

with the additional collateral eff~cts of persc;>nne't' "burnout" and 

unnecessary case washouts. 
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To alleviate this situation, the Technical Assistan~e team recommends 

that the State's Attorney immediately consider increa~ing the legal staff of 

the Juvenile Divisi6n, either by hiring new attorne~s or through internal 
'. ••• • • I' 

reallocation of personnel. The Technical Assi~tance team feels that a total 

of 40 assistant state's attorneys are . r~qu i red as fo 1 fows': 
I::;? 

30 trial attorneys (3 attorneys per courtroom) , 

2 supervisofs (Division Chief and First Assistant) 

3 gang task force attorneys 
.~ 

3 suburban attorneys 

~hild abuse supervi~or 

attorney for miscellaneous court calL, 

In addition, since the State'~'Attorney is faced with the contemporary 

dilemma of excessive public demands on limited resources, he must decide, 

with the advice of his Juvenile Division Chief, the most effective and 

efficient application of Juvenile Division energies. To accomplish this, 

the Technical Assistance team recommends that, first, a juvenile charging 

strategy be developed which would permit the elimination of select cases 

from the screening and trial caseload that, on balance, do not merit the 

immediate prosecution of the Cook County State's Attorney. In addition, 

juvenile diversion and probation departmental adjustment programs can 

assist in reducing the Juvenile screening and trial workload. For example, 

the Probation Department ma~ be permitted to initially screen certain ~ 

non-serious misdemeanor and felony offenses committed by juveniles between 

the ages of 8 - 12, leaving"them the options of adjustment or petition 

request. Also, city diversion programs should be encouraged for similar 

juvenile offenders. 

----~----------., 
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The Technical Assistarice team also suggests that ~he Juvenile 

Division Chief consider incorporating the principles of Management By 
" 

Objective. As part of this process, she shoull immediately begirt 

establishing short and long term goals for the office, setting appropriate 

priorities, and developing an outl ine of specific duties for her respective 

personnel with realistic standards of performance. 

In addition, the Juvenile Division Chief should review the present 

.juvenile referral paper flow to determine if unnecessary~or redundant 

steps can be eliminated. The Technical Assistance team suggests considering 

whether, in the long run, the Juvenile Division and the i~terf~cing public 

agencies would benefit from a screening system that would have the State1s 

Attqrn,e'y'~s office filing petitions after reviewing long form' police reports 

:-md. comp I a i nts. 

During its visit to the Juvenile Division of the Cook County 

State1s AttorneY .. ls office, the Technical Assistance team noted that there 

was inadequate office space for the present staff as well as for any 

future expansion. Presently, the Juvenile Division consists of 32 attorneys, 

six secretaries, three clerks, and one receptionist. These personnel are 

compressed into a small area that necessitates the mUltiple sharing of 

offIce space by attorneys, without adequate facilities f6r research, witness 

interviews or telephone communication. In a~dition, file cabinets line.the 

office corridor making entrance and exit difficult as well as inhibiting 

efficient office communication and traffic. 
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At a minimum, the Technical Assistance team suggests that each 

assistant state1s attorney should be provided with ~pproximately 120 
..... 

~ 0 

squ.are feet of offi·ce space with the corresponding office necessities 

(e.g., phone, desk, file cabinets, Illinois Statutes, etc~). Each 

clerical assistant should have the appropriate business and personal space 

for ~ffective production. Cramped space and lack of necessary professional 

tools prompt low self-image, low moral and less than optimum productivity 

and effectiveness. 

The Technical Assistance te~m ~lso n6~ed the needs of the clerical 
II 

staff for appropriate technological assistance. The absence of contemporary 

word processing equipment and storage capacity inhibits the output 

capabilities of the support staff. The appropriate use word processors and 

paper flow management is cost effecti'le--'and can substantially improve 

office produ~tivity. After the appropriate personnel have acquired manage-

ment training and the support staff have received the necessary technological 

assistance, then the issue of increased clerical staffing should be reviewed. 

In the long run, the proposed computerized management. information 

system should be developed to permit the St~tels Attorney to determine 

not only what the Juvenile Division is doing but also how well they are 

doing it. Accurate case and workload statistics are necessary to adequately 

perform the management functions of planning, organizing, staffing and '0 

controlling. 
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Repeatedly, in interviews with Juvenile Division assistants and 

with probation officers, it became apparent to some raembers.of the'Te~'h~ical Assistance 

team that with some notable exceptions y the juvenile bencn in Cook County 

was not highly regarded. In some instances, several~bf those interviewed 

said that some of these judges lacked a "knowledge of ' the law," and in 

deciding many of their cases "were so out of touch with reality that they 

were unable to effectively represent the legitimate interests of either 

the community or the juvenile." 

Finally, some other sugges~ions that may benefit the Juvenile 

Division would be to consider developing a legislative liaison to coordi-

nat~~,~he legislativi programs for the office"lncluding' the Juvenile 

Division; consider developing a full-time police liaison deputy who would 
... " . 

effectively interface the combined efforts of the two offices; and 

consider developing a carefully selected citizen juvenile advisory 

committee that could effectively lobby for needed Juvenile Division 

changes. In addition, the Juvenile Division Chief should review the 

following areas to determine if viable and" cost effective changes can be 

made: (1) the automatic criminal prosecution for certain classes of 

"juvenile" offenders; (2) lengthening the mandatory trial date of 

in-detention juveniles; and (3) determining probable cause at the initial 

hearing upon police reports without witnes~ ~estimony. 

c. Victim/Witness Assistance Program 

At the time of the site visit, the Victim/Witneas Assistance 
,'Ii 

Program was not operational but was almost totalfy developed. The Victiml 

Witness program had'orig"inallY been developed unde~ the auspices of an lEAA 

grant to the National District Attorneys Association, with Cook County one of eight 
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localities involved throughout the United States. 'In 1974: the Cook County 

State's Attorney's office began its share of the funding and the frame-
" , 

work of the program continued 'un'til LEAA func!in9'wa? terminated in 

1977. No attempt was made at that time to coniinue the program with 
.. ., 

local funding and accordingly the program was phased out •. 

Since the beginning.of 1981, the Victim/Witness Nssistance Unit 

Chief has been researching the issues of victim witness and developing a 

viable program for the office'. In an effort to develop an overall . 
perspective of the issues, input was gathered from bot~ the Felony , ' 

Division and Municipal Division attorneys. At the time of the site visit, 
j 

all members of this unit had been hired and were under-going an extensive 

training and orientation session. The unit is' comprised of eleven full-

time professionals directed by the Unit Chief. 

As originally conceived, the unit is intended to supply notification 

and informatlbnal assistance to all victims and witnesses in felony crime 

categories. The program is also designed to provide outside services 

involving referrals to social service agencies and the Crime Compensation 

Board of Cook County. 

Since all felony arrests are ultimately forwarded to a preliminary 

hearing stage in Felony Court, it is the intention of the unit to engage 

in an initial contact with these witnesses at the time of first court 

appearance. Simi lar contact' is intended with those t·hat are 
, . . 

immediately presented to the Grand Jury. 

The Technical Assistance team recommends that, at the initial 

contact with the witness, specific efforts should be made to verify all 

pedigree information gathered at intake by the Felony Review Unit. The 
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Unit Chief should determine the format for this initial in.terviewand 

decide whether or not there will be any attempt to s~qndardize it. At·· 

this time, it is difficult to pr9ject the length pf"time necessary tQ 

conduct these very important initial interviews. It is strongly suggested, 

however, that t~~ ,Unit Chief c!osely scrutinize this"area and that proposals 

and modifications be made to insure a smooth and even fl9W without 

interruptions in' the court processes. 

It is also the intention of the 'Victim/Witness Assistance Unit to 

meet directly with all victims and witnesses in an effort to inform them 
, , 

of the court process and advise them on relevant crime related problems. 

A major responsibility of the unit is to notify all witnesses of future 

court adjournments. These notifications may take the form of either tele-

phone or mail contact. Apparently a current notification system based 

on clerk calendars is operated by the Court and supplemented by the Chicago 

Crime Commission. The Technical Assistance team suggests that the 

continued need for this program be determined so that the dupl ication of 

notification contact is totally eliminated. If the Unit 'Chief were to make 

the policy judgment that the Victim/Witness ynit alone is res~onsible for 

the notification of all State witnesses, it would be extremely helpful in 

establishing the unit's identity and integrity. 

Inherent in the victim witness notification component is the need 

: to develop an extensive and centralized telephone notification system. 

Since there is no assurance that the case will proceep on the first adjour-

ment at preliminary hearing,'there is a need to create some program to 

place the witnesses on telephone call. The unnecessa'ry physical appearance 

of a witness in court when the case is to be continued by the defense, 
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can only serve to frustr~te, if not lessen, the continued ,c;ooperation 

of the victim in future appearances. If the witness remains at his home . . . 
or place of business and is near a telphone, a call"can simply be made . . .. 
requesting his appearance in court within a tw~ hour time period. Such 

a system should also be developed with respect to on-call notifications 

of police officers. 

The introduction of a PROMIS System into the office is scheduled 

for delivery some time in the early fall of 1981. It was unclear at the 

ti~e of the site visit whether or not the Victim/Witness ~ssista~ce Unit .. 
would De able to utilize the system for its purposes. Notwithstanding 

. " 
the ~os and cons of the system design, it is the recomm~ndation of the 

Technical Assistance team that the unit be plugged into the system to 

the extent that witness information be a part of the computerization 

format. First, this might eliminate the need for constantly preparing 

streams of handwritten continuance material. Secondly, given the 

decentralization of the file room and the fact that the unit will not 

have i.mmediate control of prosecution fi les., computer contact wi 11 enable 

the unit to efficiently handle all inquirie~ from the witnesses by 

enabling them to Immediately locate the case on a computer screen and 

provide the witness with relevant adjournment information. 

Given the volume of felony intake cases, and the boundover ratio 

to either information or Grand Jury, it is very difficult to project th~: 

volume that the !Jnit will ha·ndle. Generally speaking, the numbers will 

probably reach into the thousands. There is a ·need to constantly monitor 

the level of work 50 as to avoid the prospects or·critically overloading 

the staff. It will be virtually impossible for a unit member to carry a 

caseload of several hundred cases on an ongoing basis. 
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Since, at the time of the visit the Victim/Witness program was not 

operational, it remains difficult to assess or predict the extent of ._ 

success that the program will accomplish. The prog~am f~rmat certainly ., 
has incorporated some of the classical designs of a model Victim Witness 

Assistance Unit. However, it is clear that the program ·is .qdoptin~ a very 

small portion of'that model and is conceptually operatinq under very 
; , 

specified limitations established by the State's Attorney. The emphasis 

of the unit is simply geared to service the needs of the -~isistants in 

victim witness matters. The very essence of the program seems 'to be 

controlled by 'the principle that"i't is the .lawyer who should have direct 

and immediate contact and control with the witnesse~. There is a Nery 

definite impression giv~'~ that under no"circumstancesshould the unit interfere with 

or affect ~hat relationship. Given this emph~sis, it is very 

conceivable that problems may develop with the assigned attorneys as the 

unit commences its involvement with witnesses. 

There appears to be a general positive reaction from the various 

assistants in the office to the introduction of a Victim Witness Unit 

into the system. But also a certain degree of oversensitivixy to the 
, , 

prospect that if the Victim Witness Unit is active and helpful, that is 

may be construed as an inability of the assi(~tant to lido the job." The 

attorneys feel very committed to the premise that it is they who must 

develop the contact wifh the witness and insur.e court presence when nee~ed. 

It is quite possible that if the individual attorneys do not contact the 

unit and seek to involve them in the case, the unit will have virtually 

nothing to do with felony trials. It is somewhat counterproductive to 
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believe that the unit may only be activated at this level' based upon the 
1 r---) 

individual feel ings of the assigned prosecutor,. Presumably, the unit _ 

has dealt with the witness throughout the preliminary stage and conceptually 
'I , •• 't 

thi.s interaction should be unhampered until· the completion of the case. 
, , 

The Technical Assistance team recommends that this potential area of confl ict . . . 

should be closely scutinized by the leadership of'the Cook County State's 

Attorney's office and that a standard for professional interaction of the 

staffs be developed . 

Fi na 11 y, the burden of transport i ng wi tnesses to tne Cour'thause 

has traditionally fallen upon th~ ~houlders of the Chicago Police 

Department. It is the team's understanding that this system has proved 

to be dependable over the years. Notwithstanding, in an effort to' 

forge ahead with Victim Services and establish a framework of viability, 

the Court should consider developing and operating its own transportational 

services. Perhaps the creation of a Victim Witness Passenger Van might 

be in order. There is also a public relations aspe~t to this issue which 

should not be discounted. 

The examination of the office also provided the team with a glimpse 

at the entire statistical and reporting system. Most of the statistical 

-Jat~,gerierated is com'piled on a bureau by bureau basis. 
This emphasis on 

decentralized data reporting often loses the overall impact intended and 

results in questionable aC,curacy. The Technical Assistance team suggest's 

that ~ disposipon reporting be centralized through one source and an 

.lIaction form" be designed to" accompl ish thisend~ The reporting responsi­

bility should be placed on every as'sistant througllbut the office no ma.tter 

what state of the prosecution they are involved with. 
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v. CONCLUSIONS 

This analysis and these recommendatiqns are presented with the .. 

realization that the State1s Attorney for Cook County already has an 
" 

effective, working system in place. The areas hi9hlighted in this~eport 

are those ar~as that should next be aridressed as the Stat~ls Attorney 

strives to constantly improye the delivery of prosecution services to the 

citizens of Cook County. 

The Cook County Felony Review Unit does not perform what many in 

the prosecution field believe to be the traditional screening function. 

They screen cases for their legal'.sufficiency rather than exercise 

discretion in such areas as the prosecutor1s reasonable doubt, the,extent of 
, , 

harm caused by the offense, punishment as it relates to ,+:.he facts of the 

offense, and other critical factors considered by the screeniOQ,units 

of many. prosecutor1s offices. Und,er ,the .C9?~.County practice t~e State1s P,ttorney 

reviews th~ facts as the pol ice present them, offers assistance relative to interviewing 

witnesses and evaluating physical evidence, and then charges in accordance 

with what the facts support. 

The decisions made later in the prosecution process a~e strongly 

influenced by what occurs at the intake and review stage. It is ab the 

intake stage that the State1s Attorney has h1s greatest opportunity to 

form his pol icy for the rest of the offic,e tel follow. He may decide to 

have his review assistants do minimal screening, similar to what is 

being done at the present time, or he may decide to become more actively 

involved in shaping the philpsophy of the criminal justice process. However, 

these policy decisions are those af the Cook County State1s Attorney and 

his advisors to make. 
.\ 
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• ,>'--Obviously, one of the most important reasons for establishing pql.w,:-) 

and communtcating it to the members of the staff, is to a9hieve uniformity 
" 

and consistency in decisionmaking in the office. The uniformity expected 

is in accordance with the desires, intentions and philosophy of the 

State's Attorney. One of the most efficient and useful ways to accomplish 

this is through a policy manual designed in the most general way to set 

out duties and responsibilities for the various units within the office. 

The Felony Review Unit could be descr)bed in such a manual and the 

function,? to be performed by them';' there c:ould also be some qeneral 

policy guidelines set out for those assistants working in ·the f,ield. 

The policy guidelines are perhaps even more important for the Felony 

Review units located in the out-county, suburban areas as there is a 

great deal less contact with the superil~ory personnel in the Felony Review 

section in Chicago. ' Uniformity, and the attendant organizational and 

administrative controls, depend on a direct chain of command, functional 

in nature, to better center responsibility. The Technical Assistance 

team recommends that clearer lines of command and responsibility be drawn. 

This will eliminate indeciveness in the minds of those having supervisory 

control, and, therefore, will aid and assist those performing the day-to­

day fun(;\tion of felony review, both in Chicago and in the suburba'n out-

country districts. 

At the present time there is a great deal of paperwork being 

generated by the attorneys assigned to the Felony Review Unit. Much of 

this is duplicated information, with the spme set'of,facts written 

out in longhand for the log bpok and for the official file folder. The 

" Technical Assistance team recommends that the Felony Review Unit adopt 
c--

some simple, easy to complete forms sucl1:~'as an "Investigator's Report" 

:. 

which can be completed by the police, and a prosecutor's impression sheet 
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to update the police recitation of the facts. In t~is waYa both the 

police version a~d the additions and corrections by t~e prosecutor wil~ 

be within the official fi~.e fO,l~,er. In addition, the file folder shC?uld 

be revised to require fewer longhand written e~tries by substituting 

check mark entries for the attorneys working on the file. This will also 

become a simple starting point for the accumulation of data through 
I 

automation. Examples of these forms are attached as Appendices O-F. 

The examination of the Juvenile Divislon by the Technical Assistance 
. . 

team focused on'the problems associated with caseload, space requirements 

and th~ need for ~utomated word, p'roces~ i ng equ ipment ~ 

The most noticable aspect of this examination wa~ that excessive 

case volume and paperflow exists for the available legal staff. With a 

staff'size of 30 active trial attorneys, the Juvenile Division is 
... 

insufficiently staffed to effectively process the amount of petitions 

and delinquent charges that are filed. To alleviate this situation, 
II 
" 

" 
the ~echnical Assi~tanceteam tecommends that the State's Attorney 

immediately consider increasing the legal ~taff of the Juvenile Division 

to a total of 40 assistant state's attorney~. This could be·accomplished 

by either hiring new attOrneys or through the internal reallocation of 

personnel. The recommended needs' in the Juvenile Division are as follows: 

30 trial attorney~ (3 attorneys per courtroom); 

2 supervisors (Division Chief and First Assistant); 

3 gang force attorneys; 

3 suburban attorneYii; 
\"~"'~ 

~ '1~\ 

child abuse supervisbr; 

attorney for miscellaneous court call. 
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In addition, the State's Attorney and his Juvenile ~ivision Chief 

need to establish priorities for the Juvenile Divisio~ and develo~ them 

in a Juvenile charging st~ategy~, This would eliminite cas~s early in the 

:I 
process which do not merit the immediate prosec~tion of the State's' 

Attorney's office. Diversion and probation programs should also be utilized 

to reduce the Juvenile workload. 

The Juvenile Division Chief should begin establishing short and 

long term goals for the office and develop an outline of specific duties 
. 

for her 'personnel with realistic standards of performance. Paper flow 

should also be examined to determine if unnecessary or redundant steps 

can be eliminated. 

The Technical Assistance team also noted the lack of office space 

available for the present staff, as well as for any future expansion. At 

the time of the site visit, the Juvenile Division was compressed into a 

small area that necessitated attorneys sharing office space, leaving 

inadequate faciliti~s for research, witness interviews and telephone 

communication. Th~ team suggests that eac~ attorney be provided with an 

individual office complete with the corresp~nding office necessities. 

Each ~lerical assistant should have appropriate business and personal 

space for effective production. Cramped workspace and the lack of professional 

tools have a negative effect on productivity and effectiveness. 

There is also the·n.eed for the clerical staff to obtain the necessary 

technological assistance. The appropriate use of word processors and 

paper flow management is co~t effective and can substantially improve office 

productivity. In the long run, the propos~d compUterized management 

information system should be developed to provide accurate case and workload 

statlsticsfor the Juvenile Division as well as the rest of the State's 

Attorney's office. 
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The ,juvenile Division may also benefit by considerin'g: (t)'a 

legislative liaison to coordinate legislative prograffis for the office; 

(2) a full-time pol ice 1 iaison"C!epu'ty who could combine the efforts of 

the two offices; and (3) a carefully selected c"itizen juv~nile advisory 

committee that could effectively lobby for needed chan~es in the juvenile 

law area. 

In addition to the Felony Review Unit and the Juvenile Division, 

the Technical Assistance team reviewed the proposed plans for the new 

Victim/Witness Assistance Progra~., As originally conceived, the program 

is intended to supply notification and informational assistance to all 

victims and witnesses in felony crime categories. 

One area that deserves close scrutiny is the initial contact point 

with th~ victims and witnesses of felony crimes. The Program Chief 

JJ 

should develop a~interview technique which would verify all pedigree information 

gathered at intake by the Felony Review Unit. The Program Chief may 

decide later whether or not to standardize this interview format. 

The progra,r:n as contemplated also intends to notify all witnesses of 

future court adjournments (continuances). .- ' ... '.", . However, a current notification 

syste~ is operated by the Court and supplemented by the Chicago Crime 

Commission. The Technical Assistance team suggests ,that the continued 

need for the Court program be appr~ised so t~at the duplication of notifi-

cation contact is totally'eliminated. To establish the Victim/Witness 

. Assistance Program's identity and integrity, it may be useful to announce 

that the Unit will be responsible for the notification of all State 

witnesses from a certain time f9rward. If the unit 'will be assuming this 

function there is ~ need to develop' an extensive and centralized telephone 

notification system. 
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A program should be created to place a witness on telephone' call 

requesting' his appearance" in court within a two hour· time period. This­

will serve to lessen the frusti-'.Hion·of witnesses who continual!ly app-ear 

only to find that the· case has been adjourned. 'Such a sy~tem ihould also 

be developed with respect to on-call notificatio~ of police officers. 

The Technical Assistance team recommends that the Victim/Witness 

Unit become a part of the proposed computer man~gement information system 

to the extent that witness information be a part of the c9mpute r!zed format. 

This will enable the unit to efficiently handle all inquiries from witnesses 

by locating the case on the computer screen and providing the witness with 

relevant, up-to-date adjournment information. '. 

The underliing assumption in the creation of the Victim/Witness 
'...-, ~ 

Assistance Unit is that it is the.prosecutor.wbp ~houl.d have direct and 

immediate contact and control with the witnesses: As such, the unit is 

geared to service the needs of the prosecut~rs i~ victim witness related 

matters. Given this assumption, it is conceivable that problems may 

develop between the members of the unit and the assigned attorneys as the 

unit commences its involvement with witnesses. Although there appears 

to be a general postive reaction to the introduction of a Victim/Witness 

Unit into th~ system, prosecutors interviewed feel very committed to the premise 

that it is they who must develop the contact with the witness and insure 
'. court presence when needed. It is possible that if the unit is not . 

. contacted by the assigned ..., ' .. 
~rosecutor, it will have virtually nothino to do 

.with felony trials. It is counter,productive to believe that the unit .. 
~y only be,activated at this level based upon the individual feelings 

of the assigned prosecutor. The interaction between the unit and the 
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witness should be unhampered until the completion oJ the case. The 

Technical Assistance team recommends that this area ,be c1osf!ly scrutihlzed 

by the leadership of the Cook County State's Attorney's office, and that 

standards for or9fessional interaction be developed. 

The implementation of these suggestions and recommeodations sho~id 

result in a more efficient and effective offic~ The savinqs in time 

and money, it wi 11 produce wi 11 make the State's At to rne'Y-; s off i ce a 

more cost effective productive one. 
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(LEONARD, R. MELLON 
.' Ie' 

Research Assoclate r Bureau of ,Social Science Research. since 
January 1978. Formerly. Project Director~ Na,ttonal District Attorneys 
Association. 1975-1977; special counsel~ National Center for Prosecution 
Management. 1974-19.75;chlef assistant stat.e .. attorney. 12th Jud,lcial 
Circuit of florida~ Sa~asota. 1974; assistant ~tate attorney. 11th 
JudicIal Circuit of Florida, Dade Coun+y, t4laml, 1971-197~; Counsel, 
Transccmmunlca+lons Corporation, '1969-1971; sole 'practitioner, Mia'mi, 
1965-1969; assistant attorney general, Florida, 1958-1965. 

Instructor, Florida State University,' 1958-1960; Florida Sheriff's 
Bureau of Law Enforcement Academy, 1960-1964; Florida Bar Association's 
Continuing Legal Education Program, 1966; Criminal Justice Institute, 
MlamJ Dade Community College, 1972-1973; University of Oklahoma, 1974; 
Northwestern University School of law, Summers of. 1976 and 1977 • 

• J ' . , 
Education: B.S. (politici.!1 science) ~ 'Floritla State University; 

B.S.F.S. and LIb. Georgetown Urdversity. 
, ' 

Current Research: 

Project Director, Criminal Prosecution Technical Assistance 
Project--a facil ity to provide national level technical assistance 
In the prosecution area and participate in the development and 
Improvement of criminal prosecution projects and programs 
supported by LEAA (Law Enfo~cement Assistance Administration). 

Deputy Proj ect Oi rector, Phase II, Rese arch on Prosecutor i a I 
Oecisionmaking--a cOQtinuation of the Phase I program ,to conduct 

• research on prosecut ion nat i onw i de and to 'test techn I ques and 
procedures to measure uniformity and consistency in decisionmaking 
(law Enforcement Assistance Administration)'. 

. 
Recently cOmpleted Research: 

Research Associate, White Collar Crime Study--a systematic review 
and analysis of major 'data sources relevant to white collar crime, 
supported by a grant from the Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration. 

Deputy Project Director, Phase I, Research on Prosecutorial 
Oeclsionmaking--a nationwide research program to develop 
techn t ques a,nd procedures for i ncreas i ng un.i form ;'TY ,and 
'consistency In dedsionmaklng, supported by the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Admin!stratloci. 

Past Ex per I en ce : 

As Project Director, National Dist~ict Attorneys As;soci.atlon, 
directed a large-scale DHEW-supported stud ywh i c h' as~ I sted and 
encouraged prosecutors and others nationally to participate In the 

1 

.. ~ ........... -.~. ,'" .. """ .... ~ .... , ..... _ .. ... ----.. - ....... - - ....... -_., -

Q 

tt 

I 



.. 

0, • 

Federal Child Support Enforcement Act (Title IV-O of the Social 
Security Act). 10 cQnnectlon with the study, conducted reg lonal 
orientation and training conferences natIonwide, developed a 
reference source for prosecutors on child support enforcement, and 
8 clearinghouse on curreht child support 'data; dIrected and 
partlclp~ted In technical vIsits by child support enJorcement 

,consultants to prosecutors ,offices natlonwige. . 

As special counssl to the National Center for Prosecution 
Management, prepared under an LEAP. grant, s1:andards arid goa" s . for 
homogeneous groups of prosecutors in the U.S., organized the 
groups, supervised the meetings and assisfed In preparation of 
documentation on standards and goals. 

As assistant state attorney, 11th Judicial CIrcuit of Florida, 
Dade COunty, Miami, created special trial division for speedy 
processing and trial of defendants, assisted in the development of 

. pretrial Intervention (diversion) program ·(under an LEAA grant) 
and established a Magistrate's Divfsion in"the State Attorney's 
Off.lce. After undertaking a survey of case" Intake and screening, 
recanmended the estqb.1 i shment of anew system and was appo i nted 
head of the new Intake and Pre-Trial Division In the State 
Attorney's Off ice. 

Selected Publications: 

"The Prosecutor Constrained by His Environment: A New Look at 
Discretionary Justice in the United States" (with Joan E. Jacoby 
and Marion A. Brewer>.. Jour..nal 6f Criminal Law and Criminology (in 
press) • 

"A Concept f.or Measuring the Legal Evidentiary strength of a Criminal 
Case." Paper presented at 1979 Annual r.1eeting of the American 
SocIety of Criminology, November 7-9, 1979, 14pp. 

• 
Transmift'ing Prosecutorial Pol icy:. A·Case Study In Brooklyn, New York 

(with Joan E. Jacoby, et ~) .-Research Report No.2, Project 556, 
November 1979 • . 

~Quantitative An~J.1sis.£i th~ Fact~.!:~ Af~£!~ Prosecutorial 
Deci $; onmak·j ng (wi th Joan E. Jacob y, et !!.1...!.). ResearchReport 
No.1, Project 556. October 1979. 

Policy .Analysis for Prosecution (witt) Joan E. Jacoby) Final report for 
Phase I of .Project 550, Bureau of Soci al Science Researc.h, Apri I 
1979. . 

Pol Icy Analysis for P.rosecutlon: Executive S~mmal-y (with Joan E. Jacoby) 
Final report fot Phase I of Project 550, Bureau of Social Science 
Research, Apri I 1979. 

"Probable Cause Deter~lnatlon," (Commentary) National ProsecutIon 
Standar"ds, National Dlstrlct'Attorneys Association, ChIcago, 1977. 
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"The Child Support Enforcement Act." Prosecutors' Deskbook, WashIngton, 
D.C.: National District Attorneys Association, 1976. 

Handbook on the Law of Search. SeIzure and Arrest, dIstrIbuted by the 
Florida AttorneYC-.eneral's Offlce;1960! .revlsed, 1962. 

"Can EffectIve Res1:rlctlve LegIslation Be Wr'ltten" Paper' d~llvered to 
the Southeastern A~soclatlon of 8ci.aras of·Pharmacy !n 1962 and 
publIshed In The Journal of the American Pharmaceutical 
Association. - --- -- - ' -~---------

(November 10, 1980) 
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DOMINICK R. CARNOVALE 

'f • • •• ". 

BIOGRAPHY 

Dominick R. Carnovale, a native of Geneva, New York, received 

a Bachelor of Arts Degree from Hobart College in up·-state New York, 

and after service in the Armed for~es, attended the Detroit College of 
, ' 

Law. Upon graduating with the number one scholastic average in his 

class, he was awarded the Degree of ~uris Doctor in 1960. He 

thereupon served as law clerk for the Honorable Theodore.Souris in the 

MJchigan Sup rene Court. Mr. Carnovale then worked as both appellate 

and trial lawyer in the Wayne County Prosecutor's Office for two 

years, ,before going into private practice with the' firm of Carnovale 

and McCall. He spent six years in private practice as a criminal 

defense trial 'and appellate lawyer until Novemb~:r of 1969, when he was 

appointed by Prosecutor Cahalan to 'be Chief of the Appellate 

Department of the Wayne County Prosecutor's Office. In 1973, his 

duties were expanded and he became Chief of the Recorder's Court Trial 

and Appellate Departments until March of 1974, when he was appointed 
'-

ChIef of' the Criminal Division, in which capacity he served until his . 
appointrrent in february, ~977 as Chief Assistant Prosecuting Attorney • 
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Dominick R. Carnevale 

Biography 

Page -2-' 
. , ..... 
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, . 

While Mr. Carnovale was Chief of the Appellate Department, he 

was instrumental in obtaining LEAA funding fot law student' intern 

programs, .and served as the project dire9tor and immediate o,verseer of 

these programs for the next three' years. A number of these former 

student interns are now members of the Wayne County Prosecuting 
'. 
() " 

Attorney's staff, another is the Prosecuting Attorney of Hillsdale 

county J Michigan, and others are assistant prosecuting attorneys in 

other jurisdictions throughout Michigan and "in u ... ...... . 
Carnovale was also instru/t.Emta1 in creating the Victim-Witness 

Assistance Program of the Wayne County Prosecutor's, Office, without 

the benefit of LEAA funding or any additional County funding, solely 

through the use of regular bu~get funds and the so+icitation of 

donated time and services f~om a local printer and the criminal 

Justice Institute. Mr. Carnova1e was also the initiating project 

director under Federal funding for three additional units of the Wayne 

Coun~y Prosecutor's Of rice: The Consumer Protection Agency, ~he 

FTosecutor's Management\Information System (PROMIS) J aJ:ld the 

Prosecutor's Repeat Offenders Bureau (PROB) , whi'ch is Wayne County's 

Career Criminal Unit. . . 
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Dominick R. Ca'rnovale 

,Biography 
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'0' Mr., Carnovale is a member of the Michigan state Bar 
~ ~ 

Association, is a Charter Member of the Criminal Law Section ci' the 
o ' 

'State8ar of Michigan, and an elected Council Member of that Section. 

,He is a fcJrmer e,lected member of 'the Representative' Assembly of the 

state Bar. 'He is a rrember'·' of the National District Attorneys 

Association, as well' as of ,the Pr~secuting Attorneys Associqtion of 

Michigan, and the Detroit, Bar Association. He is a former member of 

AFSCME. A Democrat, he served as a Special., Group Chairman for the 
, 

1976 Jefferson-Jackson Day Dimer of ' "the Denbcratic Party of th~ Slab:~ 

,of Michigan. 
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RESUj:.E 

.. 
'·Uchael Be130n 
197 RUBby Road 
Brooklyn, New York 
Tel # 282-92/i6 

"' 

. 
Married: Chlldren 

ACADEI'1IC 

Erasmus Hall Hieh School 
Brooklyn, New York 
Graduated June 1950 

Droo1\l~·n Colleee 
BrookJ.~/n. New York 
Graduated June 1954 

'.J 

. Brao l~]. \pn LD.";~~ Selloo1 
.' Brool\lYn. [,J'ew Y.o'rk· 

Craduated June 1967 

.... 

ADHITTED 
" ' , ' 

Appellate DiVision Second Department 
March 1968' • 

United States Dintrict Ccurt 
Eastt:l'n and ::iou thl2rr;" DL:; Lpj c:t.. 

United States Circuit Court of Appea13, 
Second Circuit·: 

EHPf.OYNENT . . 
(-.~~~) :~ 

QFFICE OF THE"DI,STRICT 'A1"rORNEY KINGS COUNTY 
ASSI STANT DISTRt CT i; TTORNEY 

CHIEf" OF 'PHt-: SUrnEi·m COURT BUREAU. i) 

October 1976 to Present 
.,' Supervjsinr.; the disposj,tinn'\'1lnO tri·:11 of' 

all fe] onv tndictments, tnel uc! I ill:. j"hjcr' 
Offen0e Ctlr.es and Juven i 1 c Prni;'t~cu t, ! 0:-1:i. 
The bl.l~eau is compri ned of r:,o A~;!i'l!:~ t.'Hl t 

. Distri ct. Attornr.ys and un Dct.r..>ctJV(:' 
Inves t t.aa t,QI':,\ • 

. , 
CHtE;.' OF THE CRHiINAL COURT BUREAU 
,janunry 1972 too October 1976 

,< Supervised the pro.sec\~tion,o( all C!"i'r:ir':~~ 
cases in th(', Bronk'] yn Cr i 10 i n~.! 1 :;QIJI'! .. :': i I 

Cl t.y of N/.:'\·/ York. Under my tonlJt'C:· tr:1: 'n," " 
~litnp.~r., A:wit,tor,.:~e Froj('ct of the> V,,'{',~ '-
In:;tj, t.'.ltC "llei tll':' ft:-Il"ly C:I!:;I" /\:;:;c:.~" ,~·.t 
Prnr,rfl'nw('re crr,r! tee!. 
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RESUF,E 
~ 

... 
' ''"chael Belzon 
191 Rugby Ror.1d 
Brooklyn, New York 

. Tel # 282-92146 
'I 

ACADEi'HC 

Erasmu~ 'Hall Hieh School 
Brooklyn, New York 
Graduated June 1960 

D~ool\lyn ColleGe 
Brooklyn. New York 
Graduated June 1964 

~rooklyn Law School 
"Brooldyn, New '{.o,rk· 

Graduated June 1967 

Born: November 19, lr!!~:.' 

Ma~rled: Child~en 

, ~; \. 

-~ .. '. 

, ,r ADtlI TTED 

,,' 

. " . , ' 

Appellate Division Second Department 
March 1968' • 

United States DLntrict Ccurt 
Eas ti:l'D and 30u tb€:rn'" Dt ~ Lr jet 

United States Circuit Court 6f Appeal~ 
S'ec6nd Ci rcui t .' 

EHPLOYNENT 
OFFICE OF THE DISTRICT 'ATTORNEY KTNGS COUNTY 
ASSI S1'ANT nrS'T'RI CT ;; TTORNEY <:, 

CHIEF' OF THE SUPREi·m COURT BUREAU 
Octobei~ 1976 to Pre!3ent· 

" S'upervisinr; the disposi.ti..nn ~:nci tri;:ll of' 
all felony indictments, i.ncl ud! il[:; i'hj~r' 
Offenr-e Canes and Juvenile Pr()::;r~cut·ir:'n:;. 
The bureau 1s compr:i~ed of 60 A!.;n}!:~t,~nt 

, Distri ct. I\. t:torn0Ys and 4() Dc t.r!C tj V~:' :. 

Ihves t i £;atol'~. 
, . 

CHtE'" OF' THE CRTHINI\.L COUnT BUREAU 
,1anw'1ry 1912 to October 1976 

Supervised the pro.secl~tion o~ all c:r'i"r:ir':': 
cases in th0, BrooKlyn Crirnin·.!l ::QlJI'! .. :' :;, 

'-

.'.; 

Clt.y of Ne\'/ York. Under my lOl\lJf'C' tr:~ 'n I"~ 
tli tnp.nr;. A:i :.; i ~> tunte Fro jec t. r) f th (> '·i I' r.:. 
In:~ti t,1..:tC. :ll1d Vl':' R'1l"1 Y 1.::IHf" I,:-.::r,,·r:," (~'I t 
Prnf,.rwn w('ro crr.::l ted. 
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~1EMBER · . 

CREDITS 

DEPUTY CHIEF OF- THE INDICTI·1ENT BUREAU 
June 1971 to October 1971 

c 

TRIAL ASSISTANT DISTRICT ATTORNEY IN SUPRE}IE· -
COURT and BOHI CI DE BUREAUS .. 
January 1970 to June 1971 . . 

Conducted jury tr-ials in over 25 felony' 
cases, including -15 murder indictr.:r:nt;'3. 

TRIAIJ ASSISTANT DISTRICT ATTORNEY CRIilINAL CO:.~:1i.' 
,September 1969 to January 1970 

ASSISTANT DISTRICT ATTORNEY APPEALS BUnEAU 
April 1968 to September 1969 

Prepared briefs and oral. argument before 
the Appellate Term; Appellate Division; 
and Court of Appeals. . 

.. 

Brooklyn Bar Association '. . 
National District Attorneys Associa:tion' 
New York State District Attorney's Association 
Brandeis A3sociation . 0 

Kings County Criminal Bar Association 
New York State Association of Community Mayors 
Brooltlyn. Lmv School 'Alumni As,soci<:l.1:ion 

· - .... 
Unit Chief ,National District Attorneys Association 
Commission On Victlm \'/i tness Assistance, 
W~shlngton, D.C. • 

Staff Lecturer Prosecutol'0 .Insti tute 
• c 

Representative guest speaker before many 
communi ty, ci vi c and religious organizi]'t.ion.s 
in Kings County. 

REFr~RENCES '. · . . 
Upon requeat. 
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PERSONAL DATA: 

. nate of Birth: 
Marital Status: 
Address: 

EDUCATIONAL DATA: 
" 

RESUME OF: 

WARREN K.. SMOOT 

December 27, 19'37 
Married (Two Children) 
524 E~st Meadow Lane, Pho~nlx, Arizona 85Q22 

Scholastic Record Period Degree 

High School 
College 0 

Law S'chool 

* 
* 
* 
* 

Honors Or Awards 

Hi.gh School 

C~llege 

* 
* 

Dearborn High (Michigan) 
Calvin College (Michigan) 
Wheaton College (Illinois.) 
University of Hichigan 

' .. " 

-
1951-55 
1955-56 
1956-69 
1961-64 

;. 

National Hono'r' Society '., ('l' 
Michigan Boys' State~"\RepresentativeJ \ 
Superior Rating in the College Comprehensive 
Examination ~,' ,'.' . 

H.S.D. 

A.B. 
J.D. 

Member of the. Wheaton College MCSO CO - Champions . (, 

Professional * Facul ty Lecturer ." 

. " 

, . 

. ' 
"Prisoner Civil Rights" The National College of 
District Attorneys; University of 'Houston, Bates 
College of Law; October, 1971 . 

"Prisoner Civil Rights" The National District 
Attorneys' Association; Regional Seminar, Williamsburg, 
Virginia; November, 1972. l 

"Stafe Tactics and Philosophy in Defending Against 
Prisoner Civil Rights'Litigation: Practicing Law 
Institute Seminar; Chicago, Illinois; December, 1972. 

Speaker. "Prisoner civil Rights" 20th National 
. Institute on Crime and Delinquency; New Orleans, 
Louisiana; June 1973. 

Lecturer. "State and Fe,deral Drug Laws: Ill.inois Cook 
Coun ty Drug Ed uca tion Conf erence ; December, 1-971. 

Panelist. 
Abuse. 

Chicago Tribune's Seminar on 0Youth & Drug 

Member of the ]\dvisory Boa~rd, The National Council on 
Drug Abuse and Natio~al Federation of Concerned Drug' 
Abuse Workers (Phoenix). ' 

Consultant. Supreme Court of Arizona and Arizona 
Prosecuting Attorneys' Advisory Council re: Arizona 
Re~ised Criminal Code (Octobe~ 1, 1978). 
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________ O_F: WARREN K. SMOOT (Co~tinucd) 

Protessional * 
"":)1 

Publications 
" 

* 

Supreme couri of th~ United states. Briefed and Argued 
(Pro Hac Vice)~for the Respondents, Haines v. Kerner, 
et al., No. 70-5025 (1971). 

Briefed for the Appellees, united Airlines, Iuc.l'v. 
Mahin, et a.l., No. 71-682 (19~2). ,"-~/ 

Of Couns~l on' 'the brief for: the Respondents 'in Lego v. 
Twomey, No. 70-5037 (1972).. 

., .. ,. 
"Introductory Outline to ~~lected Prisoner Federal ~ 
Civil Rigpts Probl.ems, Article 34~ Chapter 12, Volume II, 
Prisoner ~ights, (Practicing Law Institute, 1972). 

* 

I) 

* 

Criminal Justice System Research Projects Report: 

Sub':::P:b;ject I: 

Sub-Project II: 

Sub-Project III: 

A Stud~ of the c~st of Enforcement 
~f Selected Statutory Offenses 

A Study of the Comparative Costs of 
Rehabilitation and Inca~ceration 

A Study of the Volume of Adjudicatory 
Activity and sentencing 

= 
Sub-'Project IV: A"-,Study of Attitudes and Opinions 

Relative to the Criminality and 
Severity of Selected Statutory 
Offenses -

-'(Sponsored by the Arizbna State Legisiature and 
Criminal Code Commission, '1974) ~ 

• peroin Addiction in Arizona: A State-Wide Study of 
the Hard-Core Adi;lict (Sponsored by the Arizona State 

-t." 

, Legislatllre and C'rimina.l Code R!ommiss'ion, November, 1974). 
o 

* 

L;,,, 4_' 

1('-" , 

[,::-', .' 

* 

* 

L.'".ec~ 
1,* .. _-

~-Drug Us~ & Abuse: A Study of the State of Arizona 
'(Sponsored by the Ari~.ona State Legislature and 
Criminal Code Commission, March, 1975). 

.' Arizona Revised Criminal Code (Sponsored by the Arizona 
State Legislature and Criminal Code Commission, 
November~ 1975). Q, ~ 

~IJuven.ile Law", Chapter 24, Law Enforcen'~~nt Office.:,; I s 
Manual (A Joint Project by Arizona Prosecuting Attorney's 

. Advisory Council and Arizona Law Enforcement Offi,cers I 
Advisory Council). Ie, 

L~.: .~ Extra' Curricular ActJ. vi ties 0 

High School * Boys' State Representative 1 Basketball, ,Baseball, Golf, 
I'" . Choir & Glee Club"Chapel Speaker, Latin Club, Oratorial 
b ""~' Contestant If V . t Cl b 

.. ' ,'" College * Business Club, SOCCEP,", Basketball, Go , arsl. Y u 
f:-dO' .Law School * Case Club 
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tE~U~m OF: WARREN K. SHOOT (Continu<!d) 

, Extra Curricular nctivities (Continued) 

I 
I 

Professional * Bar Association 
American Bar nssociation 
Illinois State Bar Association 
Arizona State Bar Associution 

American Judicature Society 

" 

IEMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCES: 

, Employer Period 

I, 
I' 

,I 
I ', 

J, 

I 
I: 

Madison School (Illinois) 
University of Michigan 
St. Thomas School (Michiqan) 

, ~ 

John Nuveen & Co. (Illinois) 
Riverside-Brookfield H.S. 
(Illinois) 

1960-61 
1962 Summer 
1963 

1964-65 
1966-68 

Office of the Attorney General :, '1969-72 
State of Illinois 

Arizona State Legislature 

Office of the Maricopa County 
Attorney 

1972 

197.2-75 

1976-77 

, 1978-80 

IrtMILITARY SERVICE STATUS: 

( 'Classified 3-A 

REFERENCES: 

( 

( 

I 
I 
I 
r· , 

I 

The Honorable James R. Thompson 
Governor 
State of Illinois 
554 West Fullerton Parkway 
Chicago, Illinois 60614 

The Honorable Jack L. Ogg, 'Judge 
Arizona Court of Appeals 
Division One, Depurtment A 
Capitol Annex, West Wing 
Phoenix, Arizona 85D07 

-3-

., ~ 
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. 
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position 

Instructor/Coach 
Research Assistant 
Director: Physical 

Fitness 
Investment Banking 
Instructor/Coach 

t. Economics 
2. Law 
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;IRE~~ME .oF: WARREN K. SMOO'l' (Continued) 
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The Honorable Joel Flaum 
united States District Court Judge 
F"or the Northern District of Illinois \1 Dirkson Build'ing, Room 2378 
219 South Dearborn Street , .. '. 
Chicago, Illinois 60604 

~I Mr. Charles Hyder 
Maricopa county Attorney 

)1 101 ~~est Jefferson 
\ ' Phoenix, Arizona 85003 
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APPENDIX B' 

I .. 

'\ WARRANT SECTION --
MAlN OFFICE ANC )UT -COUNTY OFFICE 

Assistant Prosecuting A ... .>rneys assigned toa Warrant Section, 

wilJ review Reports of Investigation presented by po~ice agencies and, 
, -

determine whether to recommend that a criminal warrant be issued by a 

judge. Each .Report of Investigation will be assigned a P-number in regular 

order before presentahon 'tp an Assistant Prosecut~ng Attorney and shall be 

randomly assigned for determination except as determined by the head of 

the Warrant Section of his superior. Upon presentation of, a P-number and 

properly assigned Report of Investigation, an Assistant Prosecuting' Attorney 

shall review it and any other report (e.g., Preliminary Complaint Reports 

(peRi, criminal records, laboratory analysis reports, etc.),' and interview the 

officer in charge of the case, the complainant, and any other person as 

necessary to determine whether to recommend that a criminal warrant 

issue. If it is deterrnin~d that addith".al investigation is required, that fact 

should be noted on the face of the ,Report of Investigation and the police 

of.ficer instructed as to what additional information is required. 

, 
. It is recommended that any Assistant Prosecuting Attorney 

asSigned to the ·Warrant. Section review the American Bar Association 

Standards Relating to the Administration ot Crimina! J!JStice The 

Prosecution Function, particularly: 
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. 3.9 Discretion in the charging decision. 

(a) It is unprof~s~ional conduct for a prosecutor to institu~e or 
cause to be instituted criminal charges when he Knows that the charges are 
not supported by probable cause. . . 

(b) The ~rosecutor is 1I0t obliged to, pr.esent ~l charges which 
the evidence might support. The prosecut~r n:1ay m s,ome ~Ircumstances and 
for good cause consistent with the pubhc mterest dechne to pros~c~te, . 
nothwithstanding that evidence may exist which would support a con':lctlo~. 
Illustrative of the factors which r prosecutor may .properly consIder m 
exercising his discretion are: 

(1) the prosecutor's 'reasonable doubt that" the accused is in 
fact guilty;" . 
(il) the extent of th"e harm· caused by the of~ense;. . 
(iii) the disproportion of the authorIzed purushment in relatIon 
to the particualr offen~ or the offender; . , , 
(iv) possible improper motives of a complainant; 
(v) reluctance of the victim to testify~ . 
(vi) . cooperation of the accused 10 the apprehensIon or 
conviction of others; 
(vii) availability and likelihood of prosecution by another, 
jurisdiction. .' 

cJ In making the decision to prosecl!te, the prose.cutor should 
gi ve no weight to th~ personal o~ poli tical adv~tage: ",or 4: ~~(,\~~~ta~es 
which might be involved or to a deSlre to enhance his recur", 04 \,,;unvu,,;;[lOiiS. 

(d) In cases which invnlve a serious thr:atto the communitr, 
the prosecutor should not be deterrc=d from prosecutIon by the fact t~at 10 
his jurisdiction juries have tended to acquit persons accused of, the particular 
~~~~~~~~. ". , 

, ., (e) The pr.osecutor sh( "not bring or seek charges greater in 
number or degree than he can reasonanly support with evidence at trial. 
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The decision to recommend the issuance of a criminal .warrant 

neces~arily inCludes consideration of what crime or climes should be char.ged 
't .. ' 

and an Assistant Prosecuting Attorney is also to be guided by the sp~cific 

policy statements that follow. After appropriate entries have been made on 

the Recommendation form, the Assistant Prosecuting Attorney is to sign 

his/her 'name and enter below the signature and his/her State Bar P-number. 

It is the duty of each ,'\ssistant Prosecutil)g Attorney when, 

recommending that a felony warrant issue to insure that the names of all res 
, . 

gestae witnesses are on the witness Hst to be endorsed on the Information. 
,. 

Finally, the Prosecutor's Impression Sheet is 'to be fHIed out for 

each felony recommendation noting pecularities or difficulties' regarding the 

case and listing those witnesses necess~ry for the Preliminary Examination. 

Assistant Prosecuting Attorneys assigned to the Main Office 

Warrant Section sign In in Room 1100 Frank Murphy Hall of Justice and are 

assigned to ~ office by the head of the Section. 

Assistant Prosecuting Attorneys. assigned to the Out-County 

Section sign in o~tside of Room 126, 3000 Henry'Ruff Road. 
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,,"," A-Prosecutor's 6ffice Nanual Does Not Confer Substantive Rights On Criminal De-
, ,fendants.· The manual 1I1 acks the Torce of law" and .does not alter or change standards for' 

I , determining \.,thether prosecutorial misconduct exists in a given case. So ruled the' U.S .. " . 
. ~ District Cour~ for Southern New York •. The defendant claimed t.he· procedure specified .for 

:. U.S.' Attorneys in the "U.S. Attorneys -Manual" had not ~been followed in his case.,:' The .. court 

I
· . ruled that the manual' .' ...' ,.., . . ,.,;'"\ 
. ':.'.: ' :.· •• l'ep1'C!8ent8 an attempt by ~he depa~tmcr:t to (Juitie~ i.ndootJ"1:~.at(! and aontJ"~l. . ::... ./ 
......... . the Zartlenwnber of pel'oons l.n t71e ri1,stl'tots who apr! veotcri ~'l-th procaautoruxZ . ,,X 

-rr--::,; :rw1(·tior.J.r~ FOJ"TTIiJl'ly" this was done by t.'ord of mouth" tJ"adit7:on and the oon- .,') '1"'- .. stm1:rlt;r::6fJudiaiaZ pJ"caedent • . ' . ..' , - .', .,~.'..: 
. ; The opinion notes and perhaps prosecutors should' also note a s'ection of the manual quoted' 
'. in the court's opinion: -".. . . .. 
I 1Jt'fs m.m:u~Z p",?v{deo only ,in tel'ncl

t
l bpera:tl~?adn t of J7

t
W t. (oe (ltU 1:rtaw.·c., h~ t ia bnott ~ : . ':, .. 

• ' l-ntellaea to" does not" and may no e J"e,,'Z..c upon 0 Ol'ea e any :t'tg r;8" BU B arz- ' 
, tit'£' 02' pro(Jl?dul'al J enfol'acabZe at Zcau by (l,Jzy pal'ty in any manncl' aivil OJ" Cl'itir- ·\ ... t/ 

I ': i,ul.Z. Nor' are any ZimitationR heJ"eby pl-<.7r!cd. .on o[.hc1'Wise laLJ[i.(Z UHgcitive (sid). 
; . pJ"cll~}9at-l.veB of the DrJpa!·tment of Jus t:ioe. _ : 

' : u.s. V Shulman, US DC SNY, 24 CrL 2523, 3/28/79. 
) 

/ 
• f ~-

I ·.t .... 

. , 
... " '~" 

I' .~ .-.-! .' 

I 
'1'-

o .. t' 

I.: 
,( 'of 

.1 
. 
I. 

" 

" 

.. 

* ,.' 

, 
" 

" 

.. , 
i 

' .. 
j •. 

· ',~ . 

. !" .. ·t..t •• 

" .. '. • • .;,- 7' 

~, - " 
" ", : , . , " 

i '. 
l • ,.... ... .. ;. 

· .. ~ 
•. ;..., • I;. ! t~ 

,,,,' , 

.. ~ ". 

. ,. , 

. ' , 

".'" 
~ .. • 1-

.'. 

" 
,:., ~. 

I . . ' . 
i"'-' : ~-- .. : 

. I' .... ." .,.. "t..: .. ('. 

" ... 
"I • -, .: '" ...... 

~. ," :, -. '" ... 

, . 

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

~ t.' f''''':; l • . '. .... ·.f 

~ , . " 
I, • .' •• ' ........ -- .. 

~ :" 
;..:-t 

" , 

" 

" 

.. ' .... 
.* .' 

~ .... : 
> , 

...... 

...... ; 

.. .' : . 

." .. ;.' 

..., .'... . 

.* : . '\.' , 
•• "'t'" • .r· ... , _ .. ' 

., 'J,. ~. 

" . 

III 

.j 

. . 

APPENDIX C. 

u 
U 
iJ 
0 
0 
U 
D 

J' ¥ • 

"; n i 
1: 

" 
, 

i : 



I' i> 

I 
I .. 

I 
I 
I 
I " t' 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
-I 
,:1 

I 

RE: SEX CRIME UNIT - NOTICE - DI~~ISSALS 

" 

All assistant prosecuting attorneys' are requested to ad,vise the 

Sex Crime Unit of the Detroit Police Department immediately if dismissal 

of one of its cas.es which involves a cOrJ1plainant and a,~cused living in the 

same householc! is being considered. ThJis policy applies to cases in our 

office or in court, so that a recomrilenda~ion from the Sex Crime Unit may 

be included in determining the 'k ~er disposition of these cases. This is 

. uI l' t t w.hen dismissal is based upon failure of the partic ar y Impor an 

complainant to appear. 

An assistant prosecuting attorney who denies such a warrant or is 
. .,' 

present in a courtroom when such a case is dismissed, is to immediately . 

contact the Deputy Chi~f, Screening and Trial Preparation; 

4 

v 

POLICY MANUAL: November 5, J976 

32-1 
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l 

RE: CRIMINAL.. SEXUAL, CONDUCT 

. ' 
Under the crIminal se~,",al conduct legi~latiol1, it is enUrely 

possible that a given, Cou~e of conduct may. constitute more than, one 

offense under the new Jaw, i.e. that the complainant is between the ages 

of 13 and 16, and that the compJaint is related to the defendant. 

In these 'cases where the same action may constitute more 

than one offense, the assistant prosecutor recommending issuance of the 

warrant is advised that he should recommend multiple counts couched in 

the alternative. 
, . 

If, in the discretion of the Assistant Prosecuting Attorney 

recommending the warrant, the number of counts ~vai1ab!le is unwieldy 

for trial, he should then go with the best provable counts. 

.. 
POLICY MANUAL: January 23, 1980 
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REI POSSESSION OF "1EARM IN COMMISSION OR 
ATTEMPTED COMMI~SION OF ANOTHER FELONY 

MeLA 7.50.227b (Pubdc' Act 6 of 1976) provides for a 

mandatory t~rm of imprisonment of two (2) years for those persons 
. 

convicted of committing or attempting to commit a· felony while in 

possession of a firearm. This act further provides that" upon a second 
I 

conviction lIlder this section, a person shaH be imprisoned for five (..5) 

years and upon a third or subsequent conviction under this section, a 

person sha.11 be imprisoned for ten (10) years. 

. At the warrant stage th'e prosecutor will recommend warrants 

under this statute if theeJements of the offense are present. 111is wiH 
. , 

be a second count in the charp'ing docum~nts' because the underlying 

felony or attempt to commit a felony wiU also be charged. This count 

will be charged ~ven in tho~~ instances where a person .is charged with 

possession of Heroin and is found to possess a firearm at the same time. 

In those instances in which more than one defendant is 

arrested for the underlying felony and in which there is any evidence 

that the co':'defendants had knowledge that one of them possessed a 

firearm, aU defendants wUl be charged the second count of posses.'Sion of 

a firearm d~ring a felony on an aider and abettor theory. 

:. 

POLlCY MANUAL: January 23, 1980 
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RE: POSSESSION OF FIREARM IN COMMISSION OR 
ATTEMPTED COMMISSION OF ANOTHER FELONY (cont.) 

" , ..... 

If there is no evidencp. that the other co-defendants knew of the 

gun; i.e., the gun was in the pocket of one of the defe~dants ataJJ times, 

was never displayed, nor were there conversations concerning the gun, the 
I 

other defendants will not be char~ed with the second count of possession of 

a firearm during a felony. 

At the pre-trial confer~nce no reduced plea wiU be accepted on a 

count of possession of a firearm during the commission or attempt to 

commit a felony. Pre-trial prosecutors should "exercise care, however, so 

that the underlying felony or attempt to commit a felony is not reduced to a 

crime which would not support the second count. 

In "'um~""'''.. : .... ..., ..... 1 
.. ~ "'""':'" JL Is Tne poiicy of the Wayne ~ounty Prosecuting 

Attorney that an additional cou' --rlarging a violation of MeLA 750.227b be 

charged in every instance where the facts wiU support such a Charge and 

that there be no re·juced pleas of any charg'e of a violation of MCLA 

750.227b. 

Every instance in which a trial court reduces or dismisses a count 

charging a violation of MeLA 750.227b must immediately be brought to 'the 

attention ~f the head of the AppeUate Department by memorandum • 

. , 
POLICY MANUAL: September 23, 1977 
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RE: WARRANT RECOMMENDATION· PROCEDURES 

ADDITIONAL INSTRUCtiONS: .... 

RECOMMENDATION FORM1. -

WITNESS LIST . . 
• i .. 

COMPLAINANT: -----

COMPLAINING WITNESS-

POLICY MANUAL: November 5, 1976 

71-1 

A handwritten. recommenda-
(, 

tion ·form is required for 
, 

every warrant recommend-

ed. 

A witness list is required for 

every warrant recom-

mended. The last name on 

. the witness list must be the 

nam~~ of the Officer in 

charge of the case, his 

ba~, and Precinct number. 

.5 always the VICTIM of the 

crime. 

Is always the person signing 

the complaint (could be the 

same as complainant). 

, . 

• 
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... 

" 
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H 
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. .. 
'RE: WARRANT RECOMMEND~ TIONS PROCEDURES (con.t) 

. -
" 

ADDITIO~AL INSTRUCTIONS (cont.) 

ADMISSIONS-CONFESSIONS _ 

.. 

DEFENDANTS 

IMPRESSION SHEET 

POLICY MANUAL: November 5, 1976 

71-2 
\ -

.' 

. . " 

If any, dq not remove form 

from typewriter. At the 

bottom of the form in the 

space provided therefore 

type name of person making 

co~iession or adr:liss"ion and , 

date of s~me. Not 

~flecessary to indicate 

. whether oral, written, etc • 

If more than one defendant' 

is charged, they should be 

numbered. 

Every felony warrant should 

be accompanied by a Pro-

,~ecutor's Impression Sheet, 

filled in by the assist~t 

prosecuting attorney who 

recommended the . , 

warrent. 

• 
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. RE: WARRANT RECOMMENDATION ~ROCEDURES (cont.) 
'i 
, -

ADDITION AL INSTRUCTIONS:" (ront.) 

RECORDING 

" 

.. 

CRIMINAL RECORD 

POLICY MANUAL: November 5, 1976 

71-3 

~pon completion of the 

--,warrant process, 
I 

the PrO-

,$ecutor's copy of the, 

warrant and related papers ' 
. 

should be forwarded to the 

employee at the desk for 

entry in the Master Log. 

l~n the event that the 

defendant has an 

outstanding criminal record, 

·a copy of such record 

. 'should be attached to the 

Prosecutor's pa,cket. 
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,RE: WARRANT RECOMMENDATION PROCEDURES (cont.) 

ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS: 

" 

POLICE IDENTIFICATION NUMBER- No warrant for 8 felon~ 'or 

high misdemeanor shall be' 

recommendec;l unless the 

Report of Investigation 

bears a defendant 

identification number, with 

the exc~ption 'of not-in-

CUStocy warrants for 

defendants with no 

previous police contact. 

If the defendimt is in 

custody but has no previous 

police contact Cie. no 

identification n~mber) and 

u~n determination by the· 

assistant prosecutor that a 

warrant shall be 

recommended; the officer 

,in c~arge is to obtain the ~ 

new identification number 

by telephone. The number 

Is 'to be secured and placed 

~ ." .; ~eport ot 

POLICY MANUAL: September 23, i977 
' .. ,y;:~I,:;~~~ti~ation before the 

~, . ,~ , ~' !,.., ~ ~ . ~ 

. .. ~ ,;assistan~ . prosecutor. signs 

71-4 
t~e warrant recom-

'mendetion. 
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RE: WARRANTS - SHOPLIFTING 

" 

ii, 
\, 

.. 
; 

All assistant pr.osecuting attorne)ts are advised that warrant 

recomrrlendations for shoplifting G ·,s are to be charged as Simple Larceny 

and not Larceny in a Building. 

In the event the prospet.Live defendant has three convictions for 

Simple Larceny in the last two years, the assistant prosecuting attorney may 

charge Larceny in a Building. . 

In the event that a defendant does not. fit inte this exception 'but 

the assistant prosecuting attorney is of the opinion that for· other reasons 

the defendant should be charged with the felony, the case should be referred ,. 

to the Chief of the Warrant Section for approval. 

POLICY MANUAL: November.5, 1976 
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\( . ~ .. ' 

RE: EXECUTION OF SEARCH WARRANTS FOR NARCOTICS: . 
MUL TIPLE COMPLAINTS AND WARRANTS ,-

., 

Whenever a report 01 vestigation is presen~ed which results 

... ,from the execution of a search warrant for narcotics, the assistant 
j • 

, prosecuting attorney will inquire wJ-."!ther warrant recommendati·:ms will be 

sought against oth~r persons. 

If the answer is affir~ati.ve, the assistant will ~djourn 'the matter 
. . 

until such time as all reports of 'investigation are submitted to hlm. 

If an arrest warrant is to be recommended after the presentation 

of all reports, a single complaint and warrant which 11sts' all counts of 

felonies against all defendants 'should be drafted. 

POLICY MANUAL: November 5, 1976 
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RE: WARRANT REQUESTS - MULTIPLE WARRANTS AGAINST 
SAME DEFENDANT, MULTIPLE, DEFENDANT WARRANTS, MULTIPLE COUNT WARRANTS 

I. MultipleWarrants Against Same Defendant -

Where an individual has committed two or more separate and 

distinct offenses (not committed at the same time, as part of a continuing 
, .' 

course of conduct, or arising ou.t ,o~ the same transaction), the ,offenses must 

be charged in separate complain'~s and warrants. 

II. Warrant R~9uest InvoJ":ng More Than One Defendant -

Where more than 0':le defen,dant has joined in the commission of a 

crime, or has participated in part of' a continuous course of criminal 

conduct, or has committed a criminal act in the same transaction, all de-

fendants may be charged in one comp'!aint and warrant, using one or more 

, counts as appropriate. 

POLlCY MANUAL: November 5, 197: 

79-1 
.1' /. 

RE: WARRANT REQUESTS - MUL TlPLE WARRANTS AGAINST 
SAME DEFENDANT, MUL' PLE DEFENDANT WARRANTS, 

MUL TlPLE COUNT WARRANTS (continued.) . 

m. Multiple Count Warrants -

(a) Same Act Constitutes More than One Offe~se 

Assistant should recommend multiple counts in one warrant covering 

other offenses. 

(b) Multiple Offenses Committed in the Course of, or 

Arising Out of the Same Trans~ction - That is, oH~nses \Yhich are 

"committed in a single time, seqt:Jence and display a singl~ intent and 

goal." People v White, 390 Mich 5 (f973). Assistant ~ recommend 

aU such offenses in separate counts of ~ warrant. 'No more than ~e . 

warrant is to be recommended against any defendant on 'any possible 

multiple offense. Failure to charge ,all such offenses in one prosecution 

forever bars the prosecution from charging uncharged offenses within 

the "same transaction." Thus, it is imperative that an assistant know and 

understand the application of People 'v White, 'supra. 

POLICY MANUAL: January 23, 1980 
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RE: WARRANTS - JUVENILES IN VOL YED 

" 
..... . 

Whenever an assistant prosecuting attorney recommends i~suance' 

of a warrant against an adult and the Report of Investigation indicates the 

involvement of a juvenile - ages 15 or 16, and the warrant prosecutor is of 

the opinion that either because of the active participation of the juvenile in 

the offense or trial strategy would indicate that the case against the adult 

would be lost without charging the' juvenHe, the warrant' prosecutor, on the 

attached form, should make a'r'equest to the Prosecutor's JuVenile Division 

to review the report of investigation for the purpose of seeking a waiver. 

The form should be fWed out in duplicate, one being sent to the 

Prosecutor's Juvenile Division with a ~opy of the report of investiga~ion,and 

and and and the other to be placeu In the prosecutor's file for the purpose of 

alerting all assistants later' dealing with the file that a waiver on the 

juvenile may besought. 4 

It will be the responsibility, of the Juvenile Department to 

consider waiver to a criminal court, upon receipt of the request and report 

of investigation, and to call for the complete file and to revle,wsame for the 

purpose of determining if a waiver wlII be sought with an eye to seeking a 

waive: if at alI possible. ,Further, the assistant prosecutors in the JuvenUe 

Department ,are responsible for answering the request to consider wai ver 

as soon as possible, indicating: 
r. 
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RE: WARRANTS - JUVENILES IN VOL V, ED (cont.) 

" 
... ~. 

a. They will not seek a waiver 

b. They will seek a w~iver 

c. If they have sought a waiver, 'the end result of such pe-

tition. 

and communicating such information bot,h to the DepuJY Chie,f, Trial and 

Appellate and Deputy Chief, Scr:eening and Trial Prepara,tion., 

It will further be the responsibility of the p'rosecuting attorneys 

in the Juvenile Department that should they seek'a waiver on a juvenile in a 

case wherein an adult was also involved upon which they have received no 

request from a warrant prosecutor, to communicate with the warrant 

section and inform them of their. .10ns. 

4 
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RE: WARRANT - NAMES OF WITNESSES 

" 

, ':, At the time of the recommending' of a warrant by an assistant 
. , 

prosecuting attorney, it is also his duty to review the witness list for the 

following purposes: 

I. That the full names of all other witnesses are included. 

2. That all res gestae' witnesses are included. 

3. That witnesses included on the witness' list be witnesses 

whose testimony will be admissible, i.e., ,the wife of a 

defendant cannot be listed unless the crime is against the 

wife and the children o~ the wife and/or defendant. 

4. That unnecessary witnesses are not endorsed, i.e., generally 

• 'a police officer who responded in the second or third car 

who took neither evidence nor admission or c;onfession from 

a defendant. 

:. 
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RE: WARRANTS - FUGITIVE 

The Detroit Pollce Department is a participant in a system 'wnereby 

outstanding warrants 'are -centralized state-w.lde by the computer· for the 

purpose of effecting an arrest. 
, ' 

One of the requirements is that the detective in charge of the case 

must also indicate to the centralized computer whethet or not our office will 

stand the expense of returning a fugitive and if so, for what offenses and how 

far within the state we will be intetested in seeking a retyrn. 

On a state-wide ,basis-, we have advised th~ Detroit Police 

Department that we will authorize the return of any fugitive against whom 

there is a felony or high misdemeanor warrant ou'tstanding and we will 

authorize the return of any non-traffic misdemeanor defendant who iS'located 

within the lower Michigan Peninsl . 

On a national level, the Detroit Police Department is participating 

in the National Crime Information Center which performs the same function 

on a nation-wide basis • 

We have advised the police departments that we will return the 

foHowing type of felony defendants from other states: 

1. All defendants in crimes of violence; 

2; . All def~ndants in which a bondsman or complainant will par the 

cost. 

When other felony fugitives are apprehended, the facts will be presented to 

this office for decision as to whether or ,}ot we will ~xtradite. 
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RE: WARRANTS - FUGITI V E (cont.) 

In the event an assistant prose~uting. attorney recomm'cnds a 

warrant for someone for whom the assistant determines' an exception to th~s 

policy should be madet the assistant should ~onsult the .Deputy Chief, Civil 

Division, regarding the avaU&bility of funds for extradition. If approval for an 

exception is granted, the assistant should so inform the 'detective seeking the 

warrant so that he can make the appropriate entries in the computer system. 

'. 

4 

:. 

.. 
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RE: WARRANTS 

..... 

Whenever a warrant is to be denfed,because.of reasons extran­

eous to the elements of the crime (because the complainant does not wish to 

prosecute but where eleme~ts of me crime do appear to'be present, e.g., bad 

check cases), the criminal record of the defe~da~t should be considered prior 

to denying the warrant request. . ~f the. criminal recor.d of the defendant 

would not be a determining factor regardless of what it was, then, of course, 

this rule need not be followed. 

4 
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REt WARRANTS - FINGERPRINTS 
. -

" 

Write-ups often abbreviate and· condense chain-of-evidence 

pJroblems regarding f1ngerpr~nt testimony. Where such 'testimony is 

necessary at the examinatIon stage, we must lIst all 'the technicians and 

n'ltnesses who comprise the chain; the officer who dusted the object in 

'question, the officer who photog~aphed the prints fro~ that. object, the 

officer w~o fingerprinted the .defendant, and the officer whC? compared the 

two sets of prints. 

:. 
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RE: WEAPONS - CARRYu~~ CONCEALED AND IN A MOTOR' 
VEHICLE - MCLA 750.226 and MCLA.750.227 . _ 

" 

. 
POLICY - It3s the policy of this office with -respect to offenses 

involving the carrying and transportation of pistols and firearms that a 
I 

felony ~ be recommended at the warrant stage. Only where the proofs 

are que,stionable, or the facts as related do ,~ot permit a felony charge, 

should a misdemeanor war'rant be recommended. A pistol is defined as "any 

firearm thirty (30) inches or less in'length," MCLA 750.222.' 

EXCEPTIONS -

1. Equitable considerations are not an exceptio~ to this policy • 

,Exceptional circumstances shoula De 'brought to the attention of the warrant 

'crew chief. 
", , .. 

, 
2. Firearms over 30 inches in length have been held not to be 

, - .& I 

dangerous weapons, per se, within the meaning of MCLA ·750.227, People v 

Smith, 393 Mich 432. Hence, felony charges for firearms over 30 inches are 

appropriate only under MCLA 750.226, where the proofs must show that the 

weapon waS carried with an unlawful intent. 
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':R~: 'WkAPONS-CARRYING CONCEALED AND . 
IN A MOTOR VEHICLE - MCLA 7.50.226 and. 7.50~227 (cont~) 

I . • 

...... 
" ' 

OFFENSES WHICH MAYBE CHARGED - ~her~ .a fe~ony pro­

secution under MCLA 7.50.226 or MCLA 7.50.221 is precluded by facts or 

questionable proofs •. 

Example: Defendant ;c; arrested in' a motor vehicle. A 32-inch 

rifle is in ~he car (no proof of ~I'Jawful intent). (I 

and 2 below). 

Example: Defendant is observed carrying 'a gun, but tl1ere is' no 

evidence that it was either concealed on his person 

and/or transported in a motor vehicle (3 below). 

1. 

2. 

~. 

Faiiure to PresentJor Safe~y Inspection, MCLA 7.50.228 

Transporting'L,...,.ded Pistol or Firearm in ,an Auto.mobile, 
, . 

MCLA 312.10(d) and MCLA 312.10(d)(l) - 90 day Mis-

demeanor. 

Violation of Detroit City OrdInance prohibiting any person 
'. 

from transporting a firearm in or on a vehicle, unless 

unloaded .and in the luggage compartment and from carry­

ing a firearr.n on a public p, street (does not f,rquire 

concealment) - (Code'f of City of Detroit, Chapter 66, 

Article 4) - 90 day Misdemeanor. 
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RE: POLICE OFFICER INVOL VED - WARRANT RECOMMENDATIONS 
, . 

" 
..... 

. All assistant prosecuting attorneys ar'e instructed that' all 

writeups, both Main Office and Out-County, which involve a' police officer, 

either as a victim or as an accused, OTHER THAN HOMK;~DES BY A, 

POLICE OFFICER, are to be referre' . the chief of that particular warrant 

department or, in his absence, to the act~ng chief of that department. On 

weekends the writeups shall be referred to the warrant 'crew chief for 

decision. If the crew chief is not present he shall be consulted by'telephone • 

All writeups which involve homicides c.ommitted by a police 

officer, are 'to be referred to the Chief of Operations wJ10 will then refer 

them to the Department Chief, Screening ~ Trial Preparation. The Deputy 

Chief will then specially assign the case to an Assistant Prosecuting 

Attorney so that an independent investigation can be performed by this 
~ .'. . 

office. Witnesses are t~ be ini~rviewedby the person assigned"to' th~ ·~a~~. 

S~chperson shall complete a written memorandum containing the facts of 

the case, the details of his own person'al investigation, and a re-

commendation for disposition of the case. This memorandum will be for- ~ 

~arded to the Deputy Chief who will review the report and recommendation 

andwiH attach to it his own written rev lew. 

AU these recommendations wilJ then be reviewed by the Chief of 

Operations and submitted to the Chief Assistant Prosecuting Attorney f.or . , 
'review and submission to Prosecutor William L. Cahalan. 
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I RE:W ~~~NTS - ELECTION VIO~~ T!ONS 

" 

I 
1. ELECTION 

. I' Cl 

I 
/, 
',' 

I .' 

. volving a violation of the election laws, or Any matters In , '. 

h ther the request for warrant IS in any way related thereto, we. . . 

. D rtment or in fhe Detroit OffIce, made in the Out-County epa , 

" " Chief, Criminal Division, are to be referred to-\~he. Deputy 

c ..... \~\ I Screening and Trial Preparation. 
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RE: WARRANTS - APARTMENT DEFINED _ DWELLING HOUSE. _ 

" 

. 
Office policy defines "dwelling house" as referred to i~ MCLA 

750.110 (breaking and entering) to include an apartment or multi-unit 
dwelling. 

AU assistant prosecutors should use this definition in 

recommending' warrants. Situ~ti0!ls which suggest an exception to the 
, . 

. : definition should be brought to the attention of the immediate supervisor in 

. ",' 'the warrant section. 

" 

:. 
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RE: WARRANTS - SAFES 

. , ..... . 
Many firms employing driver sales.men operating trucks and other 

. . 
motor vehicles within the Detroit Metropolitan Area equip their vehicles 

with small, burglar-proof safes. 

MCLA 7.50 • .531. B,A"1( SAFE AND VAULT ROBBERY - Any 

person who, with intent to commit· the crime of larceny,. or any,felony, shall 

confine, maim, injure or wound, or attempt, or threaten to coniine, kill, 

maim, injure or wound, or shall put in fear any person for the purpose of 

stealing from any building, bank, safe or other depository of money, bond or 

other valuables shall by intImidation, fear or threats compei, or attempt to 

compel any person to disclose or 0 surrender the means of opening any 

bulIding, bank,i .. $afe, vault or other depository of money, bonds, or other 

valuables, or shall'attempt to break, burn, blow up or-otherwise injure or 
4 • 

destroy any' safe, vault or other depository of money, bonds or other 

valuables in any building or place, shall, whether he succeec;fs or fails in the 

perpetration of such larceny or felony, be guilty of a felony, punishable by 
,I 
,i 

imprisonment in the state prison - - life or any term of years. 

It is the policy of this office that warrants will be recommended 
:. 

under this section WHEN'THE ELE."ENTS OF THE CRIME ARE PRESENT. 

Po 
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R.~: W.ARRANTS - SAFES (cdnto) 

All assistant prosecutors are advised also to inclu~e a count in 

,such war~ant recommendations under MClA 7.50.356a; 

breaking or entering mo~or vehicle with intent to commit larceny 

over the value of $5.00. 

or 

breaking or entering motor vehicle with intent to ~ommit Iarcetly 

of any value if in' so doing ,such person breaks, tears, cuts or co' 

otherwise damages any part of such m9tor vehicle. 

Q, '.) 

0' 

r •. 
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RE: WARRANTS - AUTO THEFTS 

" 

Where an automobile is stolen in one jurisdiction (even though it 
. . . 

be in different jurisdictions within the county, i.e;, out-co~nty within the 

County of Wayne) and the automobile is located in another jurisdiction with 

the defendant in possession: 

1. Where there is pr.oof that the defendant was ~he original 

thief other tha'n the mere fact of possession the warrant 

will be recommended in and charge the: situs of. the theft. 

2. Where the defendant's P?ssession is the only proof of his 

theft, the warrant ,should issue within and charge the 

jurisdiction of the situs of the recovery and the arrest. 

3. Where the automQbVe is stolen within Wayne County and 
I, ' f 

recovered in another cOlJnty, as described in 1 above, but 

the county of recovery \;'Iill no~ issue a warrant, we will 

consIder the issuance of a warrant .in Wayne C04nty 

assuming the charge can be otherwise sustained. 

:. 
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RE: WARRANTS - ASSAULT ON Pc ~E OF-FICERS OR RESISTING ARREST 

In the event a 'Rep()t't of Ir."estigatlon is presented to an assls:ant 

prosecuting attorney relative to the charge of Assault upon.a Police ~fficer 

amd/or Resisting an Arrest, it shall be referred ,to chief o~ the warrant 

department or in his absence the acting chief. On weekends these writeups 

will be presented to the crew chief for decision. ~he assistant prosecuting 

attorney, prior to making a final decision on ~he warrant, myst determine: 

, . 
1. Whether the defendant has been injured and the prognosis 

of such injury. 

2. If all witnesses tC' +he incident have been interviewed and 

statements are available (this is particularly important ,in 

the case of civilian witnesses). 

3. The extent of injur)' to th~ officers and any medical 

records sL!bstantiating t~em. 

, , 

If a weapon has been used in the assault upon the. police officer, 

the policy of our office is to charge a Felonious Assault where facts will 
, ,I 

substantiate the charge. 

" 

In the event 'the assault has arisen out of another offense, the 

assistant prosecuting attorney should make a determination as to whether 

such offense should be charged wit~ the assault. 
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RE: WARRANTS - SHU~IKEN (KAR-: ~E STARS) 

" 

A Shuriken (Karate' Star) is a cutting or stabbing we.apon and 

warrants may be issued charginf, _ ..... rrying a' concealed weaF.n ~nder ~S~~·,·~,,;.''' 
• ~. 'v ~, '. .-.. • '. 

750.227 consistent with People v Smith, 393 Mich If.23 (l975)~' . " .', '.<' 

Similarly, if the weapon is carried without peing concealed, but 

under circumstances indicating unlawful intent, a warrant under MCLA .. 
7 '0.226 would be appropriate. 

:. 
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RE: WARRANTS - BRE~KING AND ENTERING 

., .... 

. The person who Is last tl') leave the premises before the ,break-in 

is an essential wit~ess not only for trial but also for'exa~ination; without 
I 

him, there is no way to show that the doors and windows were not wide open 

when the burglar arrived at the- scene. If the write-up does not indicate who 

Jocked uP,. question the complainant as to the identity of this necessary 

: :': witness. .' " ... 

.. 
.' 

, .' 
!:, 

Wherever possIble, try to confirm information in the w~ite-up by 
, . 

questioning the available witnesses; there are often errors. When requesting 

witnesses, list first and last names ,on both the impression sheet and the 

police fHe wherever there can be ;lny possibility of confusion. 

Do not charge co-defendants unless they can be physically tied to 
... 

the scene of the crime; recent r'tossession of stolen p~operty alone is 

insufficient. 

:. 

I, 
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RE:' WARRANTS - BREAKING AND ENTERING (cont.) 

" 

Even 'an admission ("we're stealing!") is not enough unless the, apartment or 

residence concerned is also ment!oned. 

'. 

" 
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REs ,WARRANTS - ASSAULTS 

Because of an lncreasing nlimbero~ assault warrants resulting in 

dismissals because of the complainant's, subsequent refusal to prosecute, all . . 

assistant prosecuting attorneys are 'asked to adher~ to the foHowing 

gUldelines in assault cases where then~ is some prior relationshie. between 

the complainant and the defendant. 

1. It is the duty of" the assistant prosecuting attorney to deter­

mine if in fact there is a relationShip between the defendant and 

complainant. 'By the term ~elatio~hie." is meant not only blood lines, 

marriage, but also neighborhood n, ~lonships. 

2. The complainant must be interviewed in all such cases, and 

every effort should be made to intervi~!w. the defendant as weIl, even if an 

adjoumment of the warrant request iSJ"equireq. 

3. Adjournments should be considered where there is reasOn to 

believe that within a period of time the: complainant will change his or her 

attitude toward the prosecution. 

4. Where the recommendation of the assault warrant is decided 

~ upon, consideration should be given to the recommendation of a misdemean-

or warrant so that the matter wUl be judicially determined more 

qukkly,while the parties are dispor of to cooperat~ in the prosecution. 
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o 0 2. .1· . -

003. ., 
004. 

OrUN$! ITO If PIlIlD IN IY nOSECUTOII 

-=~---~~~~~~~~~~-------------------~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-TIIII! I DATI or OPlENS, I 'LAcr or OffENSE, ___ DATI O=N' COUIT rlu NUMIII JAClClT NUMIII 
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, 'Description of Offense and Investigation; include Dote. Time and Circumslance of Arrest and Medical Attention admlnillered to 
Officers, Oefendants and. Complainants. Cantin~_e on Page 2 if necessary. • 

REVIEWED AND 

(SIGNATURE OF INVESTiGATING OFFICERI 
APPROVED BY -'---__ ---c-__ --__ ----__ -:-----__ ---

(SIGNATURE OF COMMANDING OFFICER) DISTlICT 01 .U~fAU 

WAYNE COUNTY . 0 PROSECUTING A TiORNEY'S 0 
RECOMM.END~JION 

------. 

I I PRECINCT (DETROIT) I DATE 
n MISDEMEANOR n FELONY IN CUSTODY? 0 YES [J NO ~~~~~~~~~~~_L~~~~~~~~~~~~ ____________________ ~L--------> 

I 0 DENY 0 RECOMMEND TH'E ISSUING OF A WARRANT AGAINSt': 
NAME ADDRESS 

D.O.B. IDENT. NO. AGE SEX RACE 

ornNSE [TO IE fILLED IN IY 'IOSECUTORI 'APr HUM!!I 

-sS~;;I~O~Nr[T~O~."E~r~IL~LE~D~IN~IY~'~~~OS~E;~U~T~O~II~--_______________________________ • _______________ -j~I-E'-fR-E-NC~f-N~O-.----! 
'AGE NUMUI 

COM'LAINANT'S NAMr ADDUSS STAn 

IN~TlUCTIONS SIGNED 
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Name of 

CofO-450·RE(Rev, 10-77) 

INVESTIGATOR'S REPORT SUPPLEMENT 

Page __ -,. __ _ 

Defendt;mt #1 only ____________ ...-__________ _ Offense No. _____ -,-________ _ 

(Date of Campl.oint: 

( DETAilS OF INVESTIGATION (Continued) 
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AOl SEX RACl D.O." f,! A Tf & LOCAL 1.0, 

. .' .. Detroit HI 26 ~, W B-5-S4 

bL-' ~. ::--:-:-:--::-'--;-------:---1-~.'"--'--., '---:.-' "---1, j 
Offense {To be filled in by Prosecutor) I . 

.' . 

/. '\ 
Place of Ollen~e: 
Hidi1gan ~ Porath. o-,:.lrborn HI 

D,Ite: 6-,{l-{II -
Tim.: 1520 .P11 

Phone No. ((oI!'.~~in'l)t'~ ~~ .. ~e (Last, First Middle) '. Full Address Age Sex Race. I 
. ',,- :..~ .... : .. ~ ,a: ,;. ~.. ~,O~ilrborn MI 49'4:': 

~p:~~~~,~!:~~~:i~~~:~I=\~=~t=.::fi=~=t:M=id=d=le=)================~~:lRe~!~;~r~_g_A_tt_o_m~~~y"~~_,d_.~~,~~."N_,~_.~,~! __ ~~ __ ~,._;_ .. '_. __ .'_! ______ • ____ ~ 
DETAILS OF INVuTIGATION ,', 

504-6712 

.... !lIED ,~ It<'LUDIINJUAED, __ _ 

, On June 21. 1981 at !pnroltimately 3: 20 ~!. Dt:arborn pol!C~ officer , Alan Ruprecht was 
-radioed to the area of Hfchigan AVl'!nu!!! and P~rJ.'lth, Dearborn,to che<:k ff10 f:o.tO men fighting. 
Upon arrfyal. at the scene, officer Ruprp.cht ohserv~d cc~platn!nt .' standing alone in the 
center of ·the street 'and apoea~ t..) b~ ~o;lli~t 1ntoxkated and spo:ce little eng1 ish. 
Witness. ;':,-:;": ..... ,. :. infor:r:ed tr.e offf~~r that she- observed a W/M fi!lhting with , ... 
add that the W/M kfck~d P-onr in the buttock wi ttl h1sriqht foot 4nd punched hfr4 in th~ back 
forcing bill! to the grocnd, Sh~ then observ .. ·(/ the ~/I~ UK!! an ntl.1ect irOl!! . • real'" right 
pants pocket ",hich appeare<i to be a w~l1~t ;:.nri then the subject left the area walking lollS 
on .1fchigan A.'!'-'1ue. .'. described tlle.subjej;t as a lill:. 5Q7 to 5-a, earlY.20's. 

I I 
I 
! 
I 

'light brown Cllrly hair, shorter th'!" sh:~·uldp.r lenqth. wearing It wt'tite 10M <;leevp. prfnt shirt 
possfblya fl/Ner print wfth the ;;Iee.!!!!!: rallt''! UP. dar" pants possibly dress ty~, &1nd 
carrying a brown bag. Offfcer RUf.'''~ht spoke to Witn2SS. -:'.: ..!":,:'.... who. o;~ted tMt he 
obSened ::.:'.; " .stagger across the sr"eet and tllat a .W/I~ jlushed h1i:l to the !Jround and tOok 
sc:i:i;eU',ing from his p,3nts podl't.The sub.iect left the arQA wdlkina WIB on Hfchir,dn ·Avenue. . i . 

t Offfcl!'? Ruprecht then Clade a local broadcast of the 1ncident. CC:<101a1ni1nt ;_._ '-wu Uter .' I 
!-' t'1l::en hoo:e where officer Ruorecht obta1ned II st."t~lent tros hilll \>Ihfle his brother" '-'. . . 
~. !' "":." ,cted as an interprt!ter. ' ~.- stated~' 3t h:! 'lo'<lS wilHing home on I1fc:h1q~tj Avenue I 
" fl"O!ll a store with a six-pad: of Pabst beer in a brolin paper bag and ;,;as approacni!d by a ;.liM ~ 

who stated "I'll kfll yeu!'. The ~iH then pushed... to the ground and pund:~d hii:l three t 

. UI!IeS and then took his wailet c{>n~in1ng three dol1ars. keys, and I!!eul cigarette lighter, I 
;' and package of N~po.rt c1:;~rettes. '1 

At 3:25 P.M. oiffc~r Fr;::d Stanton obs~r ... e(. :fendant:. '".:~? :i.,,:; .. h1tchMkfn!) '.l/n on ::,' 
Ford Road fn front of Bill Hin!: Chevrolet dCI'l~rship who p.ltcr;aL! the descripticn of the J 

r 

suspect involved fn the incident. Offic~r S~"ton sto,,~d and asked'hili! for fdent1f1cat on.1 
and in doing so observed that he had We wallets, one with hfsown.1dent1ficat1on. and ~. ! 

Reviewed III . I __ .,..,..... (;l"':--'h~ I ." .' ..... r=' 
.~: Di'Sgt John Sl1gay 
i 
f 
t 

i 
OffIcer. In Charge 

109 
Emp. No. 

8ZUE Approved By: &k .... '/'I~ • ..plJ. ~lliflt.c . .J:.".,J, 8Zv~ 
Oept./Pracinc:tlBureau Commanding Officer DeptJPrKinc:tlBuroau 

, 
.,:: 
... 

WAYNE COUNTY P.ROSECUTING ATTORNEY'S RECOMMENDATION 
0; 

! ~1~~C~U~S=TO~O~y~--~lo~c-Pt-.p~r-ec~in-c-t----------~I~'oa~t-e---------------rrID,.F~u7.rt~he~r~/n=v=es=ti~ga~t~io~n~0~rd~er~ed~------~--, 
!: eYES DNO /j !3Z DE I f..-22-Hl o Further Investigation Completed 
~ I WOENY q!!.ECOIl1.1END THE ISSU,ING OF A WARRANT AGAINST: MISDEMEANOR U FELONY G!' /,'". I ~~._:f;...:.:.::~,~~, '~~-'~-.~-:-:--~-~~-'I.-~:-I:...;.I'-I ..... -~.----.-.•. _!~'_:._!.._.:.-~-;-:-.:-~~-~F.-S~-t-ro-.-',,-t-:~-:---:. :.-:;-. ~: :_':':--, t"-::-t' _.:_:tf!IA_W_"f..-:-.8--~D~o:_~a-~-. -T-~~-~ ~-:-:~_7-:-'2_~-:-'D_' --:"1, 

I. 

I ,. 
I 
i 

.1 
·1 

1 
I ~ 
i 

~ 1---------------~----~----~------------~----~--~~--L-~~~~~~------~_1 i. I: t- i"" ........ " '1 

f' .. OfOfff:nsense' A

2

1
uemPte<10 Md~ " ..... ~ .. : "., .~' ... ", "'1 . .J '. ' ..' Oeto No 1 2 '3 :11 

l~ ~ Dcfo No, t . ..L>l-3 __ -l t AttemptedD MCLA ______________________ -:-_______ ~---_t .' 
r. Offen5'J 3 __________________________ -:-_____ ' __ p--in ';. i 2 J J 
~ AuemptedO MCLA . J. 

! Denial Ret:n: '1' 
~~~~~--~~------~------------.------~----------------------, 
f
" Denial Code • 

Detn. No.1: Oeln. No.2: Deln. No.3: . . • ~ 
:. Inltructionl:_--!.,.:.~-___'_J;:.........; __ • • ____ :... .. .;...'_...;! ______ -:-__ .:.. _______ :_._. -------__ --1 ! 

[~ I SignEd:_-:.. ____ ~______ ., • 
." :.. ., .: . - ~' .. ,---~-~-=---:---:----- A' P • & B N 
........... " .... ,.,.. l!', Date Completed ... ~:!'.~n ~~~ec~!ln~ '~H~rne)! •• ~.r, 0: J-. _ • __ ... ~ •• 
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I 
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; -r (Use .Typewriter) 

(Page 2) 

REQUEST FOR WARRANT RECOMMENDATION 
• t ." 

., 
/ 

t4·ame of _ ____ - . >" 

· tfendanl # 1 only __ -_· "_-=-_'..:...7""_:_' _._. :_ .• _ •. '_._ .. ..;... •• .:_-_r'_._ ... _. ___________ ·Offense No •. 81-14811 

, 
• i 

[ DETAILS O~ INVES~IGATION (cont.inued) . 

other with fdentification belonging to .... .- :'. :' .. :--'S was arrested and advtsed ofhfs 
~nstitutional Rights by Offfcer Stanton. On the way to the station Heldt admitted taking t,,:: ::,~= and kays from :'~:'~"J ."-':~\;~~; 1ll1so had in his PQ~~esI10Q one Pabl~ b~r.;.~~n Wh~~b . 

.. , • of • • '. ~ .. • ." * 

[r~TEN£NT . 
.. '.- On June 21lt 1981 at 4:08 PM def~ndant ,-,,:Y~.:.:":·,;: .'::::"~~ was advised of 'his Constitutbnal 

. {t9hts at the Dearborn 0.13: by Sgt. Slfgay. ;',,-.-~, made the followfng statementr 
~ .. ::~'-.:.."~--~ s~ted that /he \ltaS in the ,biAS s~ld area near f.fichfgan and '~'yomtng" Dearborn. 

- talkfng to a W/F around 30yrs old. \~hl1e talking to the ~JIF an older W/M. apprclxiw.ately . 
'. ("'lyres. ~oldJ foreign speil~ingJ walked passed ," ',>:.;,:; a.nd the W/F. The HIM appeaJ'(.ad dl~n~ and . 
. :. 1most walked into the girl. A short tima later the older W/f-1 fell on tha grouf!ld and ;::;': .... , "'" .. 

-rfed' to help him up. The older man ~ung ~t··;·:··:·;· and than~· . .-"", pushed him to the 

tE
und. The older IMn appeared drunk so: '::.J:.' decided to take his wallet because he needed 

· ~me money. .: ';f<\ .:,-~ further stated that he too:. the o'ldr-r man's \'Jilll~t and kelrs fro..'11 his pants 
: ~:jcket. ~~'l'-='>~~ :.:, ~dded that the keys fell out of the o'jc;,.¥'. man's pants pocket ~fhen he fen to' 

.' the grtlund. :.'" .: .. ::";'. also picked up ~fJ empty beer can t:~:r'G the older man was ciu'ry1ng. ,~" "',.:': 
, r.:atc-a that he leoked fr.to the tllalletand found that it did not have any money .. nit but .. , -": 
L~idad to keep the wallet in oi"der- to toll it J"~ei" on .. -":.>:.··~·.;:left the ·area and s~ .. ted 
hitchhiking on Ford Road near Wyoming \1here he .-!.J ~rFOst by'the Dearborn Police; ~~.~"~,' .. :. . 

· f.wther stated that hct did not bi~ the older man, but .Just ~USl~ed ~:~1l1 to th~ ~~r~~~d •. ';~.~.':~'. . 

. iVIDS:CE .' . :. . : .. !. . 

.' ".. ... .'" tn. One brown wallet conuin1n~ misc. 1dentif1Qt10Q' b~10ngi~g ~.~.;:,:~;::: ,.::. ,.': ;: .<"':. . :.'. .~ , 
, -1 A set of (3) I{eYS tn a bla\ok hol~er" .. .. <' •.. > ;1".,' ::.: ..•.... -', .. ;'.:.':,::. :,.:" ., ..• :~. .. ': .. _, ....... . 
" 31 One Pabst beer can. 12 oz. . ., . ; ':-r., .. ~:.~';;.;: . > {-...... _:;.r-:::,u}:~~.~'~,'; (> i·.l·tl~.; .. f.,::.::,.,;;~." ..... ~: "'; : :, : I' .' O~ silver colored cigarette 119htc~. .. . ,~<:.;:.: ... ",>;;:;:;;:-~_:;.:::~:,~.~:.,,~,~ ':/;'::}!~.:l~'{~~'··~:~'::~:;;l f~.>::J'~ \~: .. {:: . 
. : Above evfdence tak. from tthe pos·sessioR of :~~.:' " "~Y· .. 6rfie~r:Stanton~::;~. ::~·;i.\::·~.:;;::f .~~: ..... : ."; . '::., 

t.' I ~.. . ~t .. ~"": ~;~\:~«:;' ... :,.::.': ":-:: ·;:?:1::·~·'~~ ·.··i:~·:·:~ '~"':<'::: ..... ," ,l,-'· J 
,. . ; :.~. :~.: 1\: ~:C',· . ~.. ;. ". :. : - " -' . ".: .:- .. 
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• ASSIST ANT: 
DEFENDANT: ________________ _ 

P,NUMBER: 

'PROSECUTOR'S [~I?RESSrON SHE::T 
,-

WARRANT I~IPRESSIONS: 

I 
. AI'IY PENDING CASES OR APPEAL aOND ON DEFENDANT? 

:;:,WAS COMPLAINANT PERSONALLY INTERVIEWED BY WARRANT APA? 

WITNESSES NECESSARY FOR ·EX.-'I~\(NATION: 
1, ________________________________ __ 

2, ________________________________ _ 

3, ________________________________ _ 

4. __ ~-----------------------------
WITNESS LIST CHECKED TO SEE IF PROPER WITNESSES L[5T::D7 

EXAMINA nON: 

ASSISTANT: DATE: 

IMPRESSIONS: 

PROSPECTIVE DEFf,NSES: 

010 TESTr~IONY' ·~,:--l.L ADD!T!ONAL WITNESSES TO 8E ENDORSED'? 
IF YES, WERE TREY ADDED TO THE INFOR~[ATION PRiOR TO FILING? 

SHOULD COMPLAINANT :IE CONTACTED FOR PRE-TRIAL? 
• IF YES, TELEPHONE NU~IBER _______________________ _ 

YES 

U 
NO 

o 
CJ 

YES NO 

n 

JUDCE: 

YES 

o 
o 
0' 

1-' 
I_I 

NO 

f"l 
o 
n 

. -- -- --- -- ----- - -. - .. ------ - -- -- -------- -- ---- -
PRE-TRIAL: 

AsSISTANT: 
DATE: 

IMPRESSIO~S: 

------- -- -- - ~ ------------- - - -- ------- ------ --
TRIAL PR .. s,cnCE 

ASSISTANT 

MOTIONS., TYPE 

DISPOSITION: 

'JUDGE: 
DATE HEARD: 

.. -------------- .. - . -- - ---- .. ------. ---
HAS WITNESS LIST BEEN CHECKED FOR ACCURACY? 

1976 (Pad 1980) 

.. 

YES NO 

I I 

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

VI 

"' .. ,', 

.. 

APPENDIX F 

EXAMPLE OF OFFICIAL FILE FOLDER 

(Reduced for inclusion) 
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DEF. NAME: 

CHARGES: 

STATE of MICHIGAN 

COUNTY of WAYNE 

WARRANT APA: 

. WARRANT DATE: 

PERSONNEL PROCEEDING DATES ACTIONS 

Examination A,PA 

E1<amination Judge 

Pre-trial APA 

Pre-trial Judge 

Motion Judge 

Certifying APA 

Trial APA 

Trial Jud~e 

EXAMINATION SET FOR 

C ____________ ) 
EXAMINATION ADJOURNED TO 

C ) 
EXAMINATION COMPLETED ON 

C) 

o Adjourned o Adjourned for Foren.i. o C.;>iu " 

o Waived, Bound Over 

§ Held, Bound Ov.r 

Dism::lsed· No Testimony 

Dismissed After Testimony o GuiltyPl .. 

o DiYluion 

PRE.TRIAL CONFERENCE ON PLEA, NRP· AUTHORIZED' • 

( ) C ____ ~_) 
PLEA TAKEN ON GUILTY PLEA TO 

C ~ ( - ) 
MOTION/HEARING ON 

(-------) 
COURT CERTIFIED FOR TRIAL ON 

C ~ 
TRIAL SCHEDULED FOR 

C---~: 

TRIAL ADJOURNED TO 

1:.C, ).-
TRIAL ADJOURNED TO 

o Gronted Ind All 
Charge. Dismissed 

. -, 

o Jury Trial Held o Waiver Trill Held 

.. 0 Dismissed Durin9 Trial 

o PI .. to Originll Chlrge 

o Guilty A. Chlrged o GulllvOf: 

2C: ~ C __ · _) 
VERDIC.T ON 

\ .. ) 
_____ ~._ • • ·w __ "'~ _~_j 

SENT[NCING SCHEDULED FOR 

( 
, , 
i 

8 NOIGuilty 

_ Hilr,~ Ju~iMistri" 

SENTENCE: 
('~ .--_ ... - ... 

" 

• 

-' 

I • 

, 1) 

I Ii 
[I 

J r 1 
l1 
'1 U 

I 
,l 

~~====~.=. =.=.==_~ .. ~.~_==,,=,_=====,.F=====_ .. ====~~====:==---~~_=', D ;, ,if of ;" ~=;; <ti-·:; { ~ Jnidd\" ...... 

DEF, NAME: 

CHARGES: 

STATE of MICHIGAN 

COUNTY of WAYNE 

WARR,I\'NT APA: 

WARRAINT DATE: -
PERSONNEL PROCEEDING DATES AtTIONS 

Examination APA 

EXamination Judge 

Pre,trial APA 

Pre-trial Judge 

Motion Judge 

Certifying APA 

Trial APA 

Trial Judge 

EXAMINATION SET FOR 

( ~ 
EXAMINATION ADJOURNED TO 

C ) 
EXAMINATION COMPLETED ON 

C ) 

o Adjourned o Adjourned for Forensic o Copi •• 

o Wai.ed. S·aund Over 

§ Held, Bound Over 

Dismissed .. No Testimony 

Dismissed Aft.r Testimonv o GuiltyPI .. 

. 0 Diversion 

PRE.TRIALCONFERENCE ON PLEA· NRP, AUTHORIZED 

C ) C ___ ) 
PLEA TAKEN ON 

( 
\. 

MOTIONIHEARING ON 

) 

(----_--..---) 
COURT CERTIFIED FO'R TRIAL ON 

( ~ 
TRIAL SCHEDULED FOR r--.. ~~ 
TRIAL ADJOURNED TO (- .. --~ 

1 \ .J. 
, ........ --- -~.-----. 
TRIAL ADJOURNED TO 

2 (--.• --•. ------.,' 

.',- -~ 
VERDICT ON .... _ ... - ._-.---_. --.... 

t 

.-/ 
SENTfNCING SCHEDULED FOR '.. - -- ..... -
( . 

GUILTY PLEA TO 

( 

o Grlnled and All 
Chlrge. Dismissed 

o Jury Trial Held o Waiver Trial Held 

o Di.missed During Trial o PI •• 10 Ori9inol Charge 

o Guilty A. Charged 

o GuiltyOf: 

8 NOIGuiltV 

• Hung JuryiMislriai. 

SENTENCE: .. 
( 

) 

) ) 
") ...... _,~ .. ~_ ••• ~4 __ ........... • ... > __ .,. ....... _.. .... ....~ .... ,." '"'''' " .. ---------.-.-) 

'--__ , __ ..... ,..:.. _____ ~ __ _.._, _____ ~ _ ___.l ____ .... _. ____ • __ ~_"_ ............. ~ _____ ,." 

• • 
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