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FOREWORD 

Every year up to two million individuals facing trial on criminal 
charges, awaiting sentencing following conviction, or seeking treatment 
while in prison are screened and evaluated for mental aberration. Such 
mental health examinations involve determinations of competency to stand 
trial, judgments about insanity and the degree of responsibility that should 
be assigned to the defendant, predictions of dangerousness, recommendations 
for disposition after criminal conviction, and other psycholegal questions. 
They may be invoked for various patent and latent purposes at several stages 
in the criminal justice process, and may take place in court clinics, 
forensic hospitals, community mental health centers, and corrections 
facilities. This volume is directed to practitioners in the areas of m@.ntal 
health, criminal justice, law enforcement, and corrections who plan, 
administer, or evaluate mental health examinations in criminal justice 
settings. 

This volume is the culmination of an "evaluability assessment" of 
forensic mental health examinations in criminal justice which was funded by 
the National Institute of Justice (Grant No. 79 NI AX0070) as a part of its 
National Evaluation Program (NEP). The study was conducted by my colleagues 
and me at the National Center for State Courts in Williamsburg, Virginia 
between October 1979 and June 1981. Of course, the propositions made in the 
book, the model procesls presented, and other views expressed are those of 
the authors and do not necessarily reflect the positions of the National 
Institute of Justice or the National Center for State Courts. 

, As we began ou!' study, our focus was narrowly on the practices and 
tools of psychiatrists, psychologists, social workers, and other mental 
health workers, as they are applied to the examination of criminal offenders 
in the determination of various psycholegal questions. It soon became 
apparent that any study of forensic mental health examination, as an 
instrument of the legal system, must take into account the manner in which 
that system defines the use of that instrument, as well as the ways in which 
the results of the examinations are communicated within the system. Hence, 
our broadened focus of inquiry, introduced in Chapter 2, includes the 
delineation of the psycholegal question and the provision of the acquired 
information to criminal justice authorities, as well as the actual data 
acquisition component of the forensic mental health examination process. 
Although the broadened focus clearly encompasses a very significant 
interaction of the criminal justice and mental health systems, this volume 
eschews the analyses of the v@.ry complex and abstract psycholegal concepts 
in criminal law (e.g., criminal responsibility) which have already filled 
the pages of many books and periodicals. Instead, it is 'concentrated on the 
da~to-day practices and procedures of the mental health and criminal 
just;ice systems in delineating, acquiring, and providing information about 
the mental aberrations of criminal defendants. 

As with any study of this size and duration, many people helped, 
besides those of my colleagues noted on the title page. Also, for seeing 
this volume to completion, I owe thanks to quite a number of persons. Most 
of them, if not all, do not need the public acknowledgement in these pages 
that may prove to be, as one astute reader of such acknowledgements put it, 
a droopy flower in their lapels. Suffice it to say 
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d t hey remain. f them though unname 
that 1 am sincerely grateful to each 0 token'of my gratitude, forgive its 

t this volume as a 
hope that they accei i its merits as their own. 
shortcomings, and cam 
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Chapter: 1 

AN INTRODUCTION TO FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH 
SSREENING AND EVALUATION 

On March 30, 1981, ill the Na.tion' s capitol, John Wa:r.nock Hinckley, 
Jr., a 25-year-old gunman descri bed in the media as an "aimless drifter," 
a "loner," "loser," and a "psycho," shot President Ronald Reagan and 
three others in the President's party in order to gain the attention of a 
teenage actress he had never met. The evening of the shooting, former 
President Gerald R. Ford, himself the target of an attempted 
assassination during his administration, commented that no protection can 
be given against a "crazed gunman." He put Hinckley in a class of 
"loners, kook.s, [and] screwballs." A pawnbroker in Dallas, Texas, who 
apparently sold Hinckley the gun used in the at~empt, stated that he knew 
Hinckley was "nuts." Similar reactions came from the public in letters 
to newspaper editors and in television interviews • 

. President Reagan himself, on April 22, in the first interview he 
gave the press after the shooting ack.nowledged the possibili~y of 
Hinckley's mental illness by making these comments: "I hope, indeed I 
pray, that we can find an answer to his problem. He seems to bE! a very 
disturbed young man. He comes from a fine family. They must be 
devastated by this. And I hope he'll get well, too." Shortly after 
these comments were made, Thomas Szasz, the controversial author of The 
Myth of Mental Illness (1961) who believes that "it is wrong to say tiia't 
a person is mad or his act is insane when what we really mean is that he 
is bad or his behavior is offensive" (Szasz, 1970), took the President to 
task publicly, saying that his remarks about Hinckley were "unfounded and 
misguided and ••• have gravely prejudiced his trial" (Szasz, 1981). 

Undoubtedly, it is a troubled person who thinks that the killing 
of a President could win him the love of a stranger. Here there can be 
little disagreement. The complexities, difficulties, and disagreemen.ts 
arise in trying to separate criminal conduct from behavior rooted in 
mental aberration, badness from madness, if you will. It would be wrong, 
either as a matter of common or statutory law, or as a matter of mora.l 
theory or practice, to convict and punish someone for committing acts of 
which he or she was unaware and did not consciously choose to commit. 
Further, common-law doctrine has long held that a person charged wi~h a 
crime could not be required to stand trial it h@ or she were so mentally 
disordered as to be, in effec~, mentally absent from the proceedings. 
And, like· any "normal" individual, the mentally disturbed person who is 
charged with a crime is entitled to the entire panoply of constitutional 
guarantees and protections under law, such as the presumption of 
innocence until proven guilty. 

But how and when is the fitness of a criminal defendant to undergo 
the rigors of an adversartal trial tested? How is the legitimacy of the 
claim that psychological forces impaired a defendant's capacity to 
refrain from criminal behavior evaluated? Why are these questions raised 
in some cases and not in others? Who makes these determinations of 
mental inco~~etence to stand trial or lack of criminal reponsibility due 
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to psychological impairment? Controversial cases such as John W. 
Hinckley, Jr., periodically bring these questions to the public attention 
in dramatic fashion, but the legal, methodological and moral issues that 
the questi~ns evoke have troubled the courts for some time. 

For many persons facing trial on criminal charges, awaiting 
sentencing after conviction, or hoping to serve their sentence in a less 
restrictiv(~ environment than a prison, much can hinge on the outcome of a 
mental health examination conducted by a psychiatrist, psychologist, or 
social worker. It is estimated that one to two million forensic mental 
health scrE~enings and evaluations are conducted in the United States .each 
year (National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1979; 
Pollack, 1968). Screening and evaluation may occur for various reasons 
at any of £leveral stages in the criminal justice process. They may be 
performed in <:;ourt clinics, c.ommunity and regional forensic mental health 
centers, hospitals, and corrections facilities. The process may be 
informal (relying primarily on intuitive judgment) or formal (using 
standardized methods), extensive or circumscribed, and may serve specific 
disposition, placement, or treatment decisions. The mental health 
evaluator or examiner may be a policeman, a jailor prison counselor, a 
probation or parole officer, a social worker, an attorney, a nurse, a 
psychologist, or a psychiatrist. 

The results of such forensic mental health evaluations can have 
profound effects on the destinies of persons charged with or convicted of 
crimes. The opinions of mental health professionals routinely form the 
basis for such determinations as whether a client-offender is competent 
to proceed to trial or be sentenced, is criminally responsible, is 
capable of responding to conditions of probation, or simply is more 
appropriately processed by the mental health system than by the criminal 
justice system. Indeed, the findings of the mental health professional 
in large part determine whether a client-offender is to become a patient', 
a prisoner, or a free person. 

We have, no doubt, entered a period of considerable debate 
regarding the proper stance toward the management of aberrant behavior, a 
debate that has spawned a considerable literature. For instance, small 
libraries could be filled solely by the writings concerning the 
ideological and theoretical underpinnings of the perceived shift from a 
criminal justi~e to a "t:hera;peutild just.ice," where criminal devia.nce is 
equated with sickness and punishment is replaced by therapy, and where 
the authority of the helping professions seems limitless (see, generally, 
Robitscher, 1980; Miller, 1980; Morse, 1978; Kittrie, 1971). The legal 
criteria that, to a large degree, define the forensic mental health 
examination process have not escaped the scrutiny that has generated 
recent works on competency to stand trial (Roesch and Golding, 1980), 
insanity (Thornberry and Jacoby, 1979), and dangerousness (Monahan, 
1981). Much has been written to w~ave these criteria into the fabric of 
mental health law (Wexler, 1981), psychiatry (Halleck, 1980), and 
psychology (Monahan, 1980). Many state legislatures appear tireless i~ 
their seemingly yearly alterations of the semantic formulation of the.ir 
mental health statutes. And certainly, court decisions in mental health 
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law have drawn the attentions of an increasing number of psychologists, 
social workers, and psychiatrists, as well as legal scholars. 

However, although much has been written about the subtle points of 
the language and content of the law that affects forensic mental health 
screening and evaluation (e.g., the admissability of conclusory 
statements by a psychiatrist testifying in support of an insanity 
defense), not much attention has been paid to the day-to-day operations 
that constitute forensic mental health screening and evaluation, and what 
Michael Perlin (1980) has termed the "socializa.tion of the law." It is 
almost as if the central process of forensic mental health screening and 
evaluation were a "black box" into which the criminal justice system 
places requests for information (e.g., court-Clrdered examinations of a 
defendant's fitness to stand trial) and later retrieves the requested 
information (as, for example, in expert testimony), but whose inner 
workings remain mysterious. 

Consider the Washington Post's account of the preliminary 
examination of John W. Hinckley's competence to proceed to trial. 

John W. Hinckley, the drifter accused of shooting President 
Reagan, was tentatively declared mentally fit to stand trial on 
assassination charges yesterday. But a federal judge ordered him 
to undergo further mental examinations, primarily to determine if 
Hinckley was sane at the time of the shooting. 

Hinckley's lawyers--faced with evidence said to include 
videotapes of him firing at the president and a letter to actress 
Jodie Foster saying he would shoot Reagan in an effort to impress 
her--said in court that they were considering entering a plea of 
guilty by reason of insanity. His parents have said he was under 
psychiatric care for five months before the shooting. 

ROliever, U.S. Attorney Charles F .C. Ruff asked that the 
government be permitted to thoroughly examine Hinckley's mental 
state before a team of defense psychiatrists hired by Hinckley's 
lawyers. 

Shortly after yesterday's initial hearing began, a report was 
presented from James L. Evans, a court-appointed psychiatrist who 
had examined Hinckley for three hours Wednesday at Quantico Marine 
Base. 

In a brief, one-paragraph statement read to the court, Evans 
said that he found Hinckley was able to understand the charges 
against him and was capable of assisting in his own defense--a 
routine~. 'preliminary finding of mental fitness to stand trial. 

Ruff had already requested, however, that a full investigation 
be made to determine whether Hinckley was sane at the time. But 
Hinckley's chief defense counsel, Vincent J. Fuller of Williams & 
Connolly, said such an examination Would be premature • 

"we are concerned • • • that government [mental experts] not. 
have access to the defendant prior to our having done so on our 
own terms," Fuller said. 

Ordinarily, it is the defense lawyers who request such 
hospitalization to determine mental competency. Ruff's early 
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request to do so appeared to indicate that federal prosecutors are 
anxious to block an insanity plea. • • • 

Although Bryant's order gives the defense team ~.qual access to 
Hinckley, it will be the gOVEllrnment staff that has h:lm under 
constant observation while h.:l is confined in the federal 
facility--granting them what.one observer said yesterday would be 
"the .first crack" at evaluatj:ng Hinckley's mental state. 

Legal sources familiar wtth the case said that prosecutors are 
probably cuncerned that if dfe government's mental examination 
takes place after the defense conducts its evaluation, the defense 
might later at trial challenge the validity of the government's 
findings. 

"It's the beginning of the battle of the experts. It's the 
first volley," one source' said. (Pichirallo and Kiernan, 1981) 

We are told plenty of the complex tactical maneuvers by 
prosecution and defense lawyers aimed at getting to the "black box" 
first. First, a judge gives the order for a preliminary examination of 
Hinckley. Then, James L. Evans, a court-appointed psychiatrist, delivers 
his terse verdict--Hinckley is fit to stand trial--after spending three 
hours with Hinckley two days after the shooting. But what tests or 
proceQures did Dr. Evans subject Hinckley to? What mysterious wisdom did 
he consult to reach a veLdict? What was done for three hours to reach a 
conclusion that might have been self-evident to the public at large? 
What are the inner workings of the "black box"? 

Developing Practice Versus Developing Theory 

. Bertrand Russell (1961) distinguished between two sorts of 
knowledge, knowledge of truths and knowledge of things, and he put a lot 
of stock in the latter, saying that it always involves "some knowledge of 
truths as its source and ground (p. 218)." Closer to the subject at 
hand, Roesch and Golding (1980, p. 12), in their very thorough and 
thoughtful treatise on competency to stand trial, distinguish between 
observational and theoretical terms in the principles of law. 
Theoretical terms of law are such constructs as competency, insanity and 
mens rea. Observational terms are those descriptive of operations and 
observable behavior. Echoing Bertrand Russell, Roesch and Golding note 
that "it is important to realize that even 'observational terms' have a 
low-level inferential abstract quality." As poinced out by Monahan and 
Loftus (in press) in their review of psychology and law, researchers of 
equal commitment to the scientific method will differ as to whether it is 
a more fruitful research strategy to first develop theory and only then 
proceed to gauge the fit with reality, or first view actual operation!3 
and then, perhaps, inductively generate theory. 

This book will focus primarily on practice, or knowledge of 
things. if vou will. We hope to guide the reader, at least initially, 
not by'ideoiogy or theory, nor by an analysis of the psycholegal concepts 
of competency, insanity, or dangerousness, but rather by scrutiny of the 
day-to-day operations of the criminal justice and mental health systems 

6 

c) 

u 

() 

() 
L 

, '. 

I .... 

· l 
,CI~ /, 

_. ~._.~q ______ ,.-~~t:~.:u;;;2t~r:-.a.:i! .............. ".~ ... r, ",~, 

. . ",~ 

.. '1 I . " 

... . ... 

I 
, J 

1 ' • 
. 1 

I 
I 
'I 'f 

. , ( )! 

:1 

r 

J 
\ :-1 

') 

, () 
1 ,I • 

',j 

/ 

in providing forensic mental health screening and evaluation. The 
purpose of this book is to record, discuss, and evaluate the procedures, 
involving the often complex alli~nces of the legal and mental health 
professions, for making determinations of a defendant's mental 
aberrations that may affect the course of the criminal proceedings. 
Simply put, our purpose is to open the "black box" of forensic mental 
health examination, unravel its mysteries, and ~onnect its inner workings 
to those procedures that impinge upon it. In this book we do not attempt 
to examine the consistency of the American system of jurisprudence, nor 
do we seek to address the broad issues of the role of psychological 
disturbance in criminality and the efficacy of the helping professions in 
the area of mental health and thl~ law. Legal issues are not elaborated 
here in great depth. Our position is that it is better to arrive at 
propositions for mental health screening and evaluation in the criminal 
justice context by extrapolating from observation of practices, rather 
than by logical deduction from a priori assumptions. 

We assume, as do other writers (Miller, 1981; Wexler, 1981), that 
the relationship between theory and practice in mental health law is 
inconsistent. An inductive approach to the study of forensic mental 
health examination that looks at what actually happens on a daily pasis 
in court clinics, community mental health centers, jail services, 'and 
other facilities that evaluate mentally disabled offenders, seems to us a 
far more timely and productive approach than a deductive analysis of 
legal and psychological precedents, rules, and assumptions. And, as has 
been argued by Morris and Hawkins (1970), "[r]ivers of ink, mountains of 
printers' lead, and forests of paper have (already] been expended on an 
issue [insanity] that is surely marginal to the chaotic problems of 
effective, rational, and humane prevention and treatment of crime. We 
determinedly insulate ourselves from the realities we are facing (p. 
176)." Michael Perlin (1980) put it this way: 

In the practice of law, just as in the practice of other 
professions or trades, it is often the mores and customs which 
deserve the attention usually paid to the written rules of 
substance and procedure. Although thousands of words are written 
about the subtle points of a significant court decision or 
statutory revision, usually limited analysis is given to what can 
be termed the "socialization of the law." (p. 194) 

In summary, this book encourages rethinking what is actually done 
to determine the existence of mental aberration in a defendant that would 
alter the course of the criminal proceedings. It advocates beginning 
this rethinking with a hard look at what happens in praceice. Consistent 
with this orientation, the second part of the book is devoted entirely to 
a detailed description of the practice of forensic mental health 
screening and evaluation in twenty different forensic units throughout 
the country. The discovery of practice departing from the legal 
assumptions wi.ll, hopefully, begin to challenge those assumptions and 
lead the way to reform of practice, and the reformulation of theory 
"grounded" (see Glaser and Strauss, 1967) in the practice. 
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Overview of the Book 

This book should serve to bound and define forensic mental health 
screening and evaluation for the reader, provide an understanding and 
appreciation of its complexity, and finally provide a framework for 
-effectively addressing change and innovation. In the first three 
chapters of the book, Part I; we attempt to explain the logic of forensic 
mental health screening and evaluation from a functional perspective. 
Part I introduces the issues, describes the elements of an operational 
definition, and provides a logical framework of inquiry useful for 
viewing and understanding the operations conducted in the name of 
f,orensic mental health examination. 

This introductory chapter is meant to explain the organization and 
content of this book, and to communicate its major emphasis on practice, 
on the "knowledge of things" postulated by Bertrand Russell. It also 
attempts to show, by citing the case of John W. Hinckley, Jr., that the 
distinctions made between disturbance and depravity--between madness and 
badness, if you will--are something that the public has no difficulty 
expressing itself about. And, while the specialized and technical 
judgmen~s made by psychiatrists, psychologists and social workers may be 
foreign and mysterious to them, it has no difficulty in recognizing what 
is ~·crazy." 

Starting in Chapter 2, the book begins to consider specifically 
the process of forensic mental health examination. Here is presented the 
operational definition upon which the strategies, tactics, and contexts 
discussed later in the book heavily depend. The chapter explains the 
types of offenders or alleged offenders subject to screening and 
evaluation; the types of criminal justice authorities who initiate the 
screening and evaluation process; the process by which criminal justice 
authorities delineate the information required; the types of mental 
health personnel who conduct the mental health examination; the mental 
health information collected; the process by which the mental health 
information is provided to the criminal justice authorities; and, 
finally, the manner in which the mental health information is used by the 
criminal justice authorities. The chapter ends by introducing a 
functional model of the forensic mental health screening and evaluation 
process, which is elaborated in Part III of the book. 

In Chapter 3, we discuss the rationale and purposes of the method 
of inquiry called "evaluahility assessment" that we used to address four 
basic questions: What is the nature and scope of the forensic mental 
health examination proces~? How does it operate in practice? Can and 
should it be subjected to disciplined inquiry by evaluation research 
methods? And if so, how and by what methods? The chapter also presents 
the results of a telephone survey of 121 selected forensic .menta.l health 
programs throughout the country by_which we intended to generate a . 
preliminary answer to the first of the basic questions in the context of 
reality, and set the stage for the study of the practice ot the forensic 
examination process. Thus, equipped, in Part I of the book, with an 
operational definition, a framework of inquiry, and an appreciation of 
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the issues involved in mental health screening and evalu&tion, the reader 
is introduced to the description of the practice in court cliniCS, jails, 
men.tal health centers and other forensic facilities throughout the 
country. 

The detailed descriptions of actual forensic mental health 
screening and evaluation conducted by means of various types of 
collaborations between the mental health and-criminal justice systems are 
gi ven c~nsiderable prominence in this book. P<:Irt II of the book, 
beginning with Chapter 4, describes the operation of mental health 
screelning and evaluation in five court clinics, four jails, seven 
community and regional forensic mental health centers, two centralized 
hos;dtal units, and two community corrections programs throughout the 
country. Each of the twenty distinct operations is described using the 
logical framework of inquiry--encompassing the acquisition, delineation, 
and provision of mental health information--suggested by the operational 
definition in Par~I of the book. Each forensic mental health screening 
and evaluation program description contains a brief history of the host 
agency or facility where the program operates; a summary of the program's 
goals and objectives; an illustration of the flow of client-offenders 
into and through the program; discussio'ns of how memtal health 
information is delineated by the referral source, acquired by the program 
staff, and provided to the user; and a review of tht~ procedures and 
systems used for feedback, quality control, and program evaluation. 

The prominence and importance that the detailt~d descriptions of 
the practice of screening and evaluation are given heire, are based on the 
premise that kno~ledge about the actual operations of such programs is 
lacking. "How do they do it in other places?" is a question we heard 
asked repeatedly by administrators and pl;oactitioners alike, m.any of whom 
were well acquainted with the rules, assu.mptions, and theories in mental 
health and the law. Another reason for the space given to description of 
procedure is the hope that improved knowledge abo'lt practice, and the 
discovery of practice departing sharply from theory, will lead to the 
reform of practice and, perhaps, the clarification of the theory. 

Parts I and II of the book provide the conceptual and factual 
bases for Part III, in which we propose, beginning in Chapter 9, how a 
model process of mental health screening and evaluation might operate at 
each step of the process and how it might operate within an actual 
interagency context. Chapter 9 introduces a model process of forensic 
mental health screening and evaluation, which is divided into three major 
components and fourteen steps. This generalized model is articulated in 
greater detail, ~nd more forcefully, in Chapters 10, 11, and 12 of the 
book. Each of these chapters discusses a major component of the model 
process and its operations and includes a number of specific tersely 
stated propositions. Each proposition is positioned in the model proeess 
and discussed in terms of its viability from various perspectives of 
practice, research, and theory. 
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In Chapter 10 we explain, and make a number of propositions about, 
the process component of delineation including all activities, standards, 
rules, and established procedure that serve to initiate, focus, and 
define the legal-psychological question that confronts the criminal 
justice authorities and is passed on to mental health personnel. The 
delineation of the forensic mental health screening or evaluation, when 
done properly, answers the questions "Who is to be examined by whom, 
when, and for what reasons?" The chapter discusses issues centering on 
the formal evaluation referral. It suggests, however, that formal 
procedures, such as the transmittal of a court order, are but one very 
limited means by which the needs and wishes of the criminal justice 
system are conveyed to the mental health system. In Chapter 11, we 
describe and propose several steps in the data collection process by 
which mental health workers acquire information directly from the 
defendant by means of interviews or tests, or get information about the 
defendant from sources (e.g., a family member) other than the defendant. 
This chapter opens the "black box" and, perhaps, lends at least some 
credence to the contention ~f prominent spokespersons of the mental 
health and legal professions that the judgments made by mental health 
professionals in deciding between mental illness and criminality are not, 
in fact, exclusively technical and specialized but moral, social, and 
political as well (Szasz, 1970; Bazelon, Note 1). Chapter 12 describes 
the transfer of the information, delineated (as discussed in Chapter 10) 
and acquired (as discussed in Chapter 11), to the criminal justice 
authorities. Although the courtroom testimony of psychiatrists and 
psychologists grabs the headlines, especially in controversial cases 
most of the information acquired by.mental health workers to support' 
opinions about competence to stand trial, mental state at the time of the 
offense, sentence disposition, amenability to treatment, dangerousness, 
and other psycholegal questions are communicated by means of formal 
(often standardized) letters or reports to the court. The chapter 
discusses the process of provision, entailing both formal and informal 
mechanisms whereby the mental health professional responds to the 
requests by criminal justice authorities for mental health information 
about defendants. 

The last chapter of the book places the model process into a 
discussion of the context of the systems, agencies, facilities, and 
situations in which it might be realistically applied. The chapter 
explains how the complex relationships and alliances formed by the mental 
health system, law enforcement, and the judicial system are shaped by a 
number of factors related both directly to the client-offender and his or 
her entanglements with the law, as well as other factors only indirectly 
related to the individual, the crime (or alleged offense), and his or her 
mental state. The propositions articulated in this last chapter have 
implications for social policy and the p,rogram evaluation of forens'ic 
mental health facilities. Also discu3sed are recommended strategies for 
monitoring, quality control, and pr.ogram evaluation of forensic mental 
health screening and evaluation programs. It is argued that the ultimate 
goal of improved forensic mental health programs may best be served by 
developing the interna~ program evaluation capacity of such programs, as 
opposed t'o commissioning external evaluation efforts. 
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Notes 

1. Bazelon, D.L. The role of psychiatry in judicial 
decisionmaking. Presentation at the New York University Law School, New 
York, April 23, 1981. 
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Chapter 2 

A DEFINITION AND A FRAMEWORK OF INQUIRY 

It has been observed that change depends heavily on how the issues 
are initially defined (Ryan, 1971; Caplan and Nelson, 1973; Skinner, 
1971). Walter Lippmann once said that "[fJor the most part we do not 
first·see, and then define, we define first and then see" ('::'ippman, 1927, 
po 81). In this chapter, we attempt to define forensic mental health 
screening and evaluation in operational terms. This effort at definition 
may at first seem antithetical to the suggestion in Chapter 1 that the 
introduction of the principles and rules of a system before observation 
and understanding of practice and convention may impede improvement of 
the system. The definition and framework of inquiry presented here will 
not, however, attempt to place screening and evaluation in the contex·t of 
ideology, theory, rules and assumptions but instead ground our 
understanding of screening and evaluation in operations and procedure. 

Definition 

Operational.definitions describe entities in terms of how they are 
put to use or how they work. They group specific procedures or 
operations into particular, clearly identifiable aspects or elements in 
order to allow for a better understanding of those procedures and the 
identification of related issues and problems. The general operational 
definition of forensic mental h~alth screening and evaluation which 
guided our study is as follows: 

Screening and evaluation is the process conducted by mental 
health personnel, at the direction of criminal justtce 
authorities, for the purposes of delineating, acquiring, and 
providing information about the mental condition of 
client-offenders that would be useful for decision-maki.n$ in the 
criminal justice system. 

This general statement encompasses all the activities, procedures, and 
operations occurring in the interaction of mental health and the law, 
conducted to determine mental disturbances in convicted and alleged 
offenders. Each of the nine elements, italicized in the above statement. 
~Qnstitutes a distinct aspect of the operation of forensic mental health 
screening and evaluation. 

The elements, presented in a slightly different order than in the 
general statement for eaSe of discussion, are further defined in the 
following pages. Tihe objective is to amplify the f.~ll meaning and 
discuss the impore of the individual elements, proVide the necessary 
commentary supporting the concise general statement of definition, and 
introduce the framework of inquiry discussed in the second part of this 
chapter. 
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Process. A particular activity or set of activities, directed 
toward a client-offender, subsuming many different methods and 
involving a number of steps or operations. 

The screening and evaluation process may include a number of 
operations that vary in complexity, terminology, and formality and may 
entail differential allocations of mental health staff resqurces. For 
example, the process, as defined above, may be a clinical interview 
conducted by a psychiatrist or psychologist, a psychological test, a 
neurological evaluation, a mental status examination, a social.history 
interview a nursing assessment, a ward observation, or a comb1nation of 
these. The process may be invoked at various stages of the criminal 
proceedings for various psycholegal reasons. Staff resources devoted to 
the process may vary with the professional discipline and training of the 
personnel involved and the amount of time consumed by the process. A 
cursory mental status examination may take only twenty minutes, while the 
administration of a battery of psychological tests may require an entire 
day or more. 

This broad conception of the process of forensic screening and 
evaluation is reflected in the writings of both the mental health. . 
professions and in legal formulations. For example, in hi~ desc~1Pt10~ 
of a "theoretical ideal model of a psychiatric evaluation, Gerard (1974, 
p. 26) notes that the model need not be followed as he outlined it since 
"[e]very mental health professional develops his own style. The crucial 
question is not the format in which the information is presented, but 
rather whether all the information has been gathered and considered." 
The American Law Institute, in their Model Penal Code (1962), propose 
that the psychiatric examination of a defendant entails "any method • • • 
which is accepted by the medical profession for the examination of those 
alleged to be suffering from mental disease or defect." 

The process may be given various names. Some observers make clear 
distinctions between screening and evaluation. For instance, Pelc (1977) 
views screening as the simplest form of evaluation, one which a 
paraprofessional is capable of performing. "The purpose of screening is 
assessment of an offender's suitability of eligibility for a specific 
intervention or rehabilitation program," writes Pelc, a psychologist (p. 
277). In his view, classification is an intermediate step used to select 
the most appropriate intervention alternative. He suggests that 
evaluation is "the most psychologically sophisticated process for 
assessing an offender's psychosocial functioning" (p. 279). The latter 
is conducted by a professional with graduate training for the purpose of 
assessing personality development and the likely response to treatment 
intervention. These differences in terminology may be reflected in a 
jurisdiction IS practices. In the District of Columbia, for example, 
"screening examinations" are conducted in the~Superior Court by. staff of 
the District Forensic Psychiatry Division. II further examinat10n for 
competency or criminal responsibility is needed, a screening recommends 
further evaluation. 
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Information About Mental Condition. Data concerning an 
individual's physical, emotional, and/or cognitive functioning, 
and behavioral and social history, including inferences drawn from 
this information with regard to past, presaut, and future behavior. 

Information about mental condition subsumes almost all that may be 
known about an individual, including his or her social and physical 
environment. Included are such observable characteristics as gender and 
general appearance, speech, mood or affect, orientation, social and 
family history, and behavioral responses in formal testing settings. 
Subtle inferences about personality and abnormal mental trends 
(delusions, hallucinations, toxic states) may be drawn from an 
individual's reactions to tests like the Rorschach or the Minnesota 
Multiphasic Person~lity Inventory (MMPI), or from insights gained by 
interview of the client-offender. Accumulated documentary and research 
materials, and medical data gathered during physical examinations, X-ray, 
and laboratory tests may also contribute to the available information 
about the mental condition of an individual. 

Of course, uncertainty about the mental condition of a 
client-offender may not be the primary purpose of the psycho legal 
exercises but only serve to hide latent objectives (Roesch and Golding, 
1980; Roth, 1980; Steadman and Braff, 1975). Pretrial requests for 
mental health screening and evalua,tion, for example, may be prompted by 
considerations of legal strategy (e.g., assistance in plea bargaining, 
test of ~he court's receptivity to the insanity defense), preventive 
detention, 'or a lack of other, clear alternatives (Geller and Lister, 
1978). A recent survey of North Carolina judges and defense attorneys is 
revealing. Two-thirds of the judges responding believed that motions for 
competency evaluations were used by the defense to delay trial; however, 
most of the judges said they grant such motions "unless they believed the 
motion was being used as a transparent delay tactic" (Roesch and Golding, 
1978). Questioned about their reasons for requesting competency 
evaluations, most attorneys were unclear or gave reasons suggesting 
motives unrelated to concerns about their client's competency to 
participate in the judicial proceedings • 

Client-Offenders. Individuals who are involved in the criminal 
justice process as convicted criminals or alleged offenders, and 
whose mental condition has been questioned. 

Client-offend'ers are all those persons suspected or convicted of 
crime~, whose mental health has been questioned by criminal justice 
authorities at some point before, during, or after the criminal justice 
proceedings. This includes, but is not limited to: (1) persons who may 
have not been previously institutionalized but who have been brought to 
the emergency room of a hospital by a police officer (Who has observed 
the person engaging in bizarre behavior); (2) individuals detained under 
an emergency detention statute, awaiting mental health screening; 
(3) persons suspected to be or found to be incompetent to go ahead with 
criminal proceedings; (4) defendants found not guilty by reason of 
insanity;' (5) persons adjudicated under special statutes as, for example, 
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Is"· (6) convict.ed offenders receiving "sexually dangerous individua t. 'f t.heir probat.ion program; and 
mental healt.h treat.ment. as par °d h have become mentally dist.urbed (7) convicted and sent.enced offen ers w 0 
while incarcerated. 

" t,:-offender" may not be the best t.erm. 
It is acknowledged that clie~ d i the criminal justice system 

to describe individuals somehow invo ~e s n The word "client," used 
who are in need of mental hea~~~as:~~i~er;lationshiP with a ~ental health 
alone, denotes a voluntary, ~d p licable in the criminal Justice 
professional--a situation se "om app If su ests that the 
process. The word "offender, used by ~~~e 'Ter!! such as "defendant" 
individual already has been ad~~dge~ ;uth ~~ve restrictive meaning and 
and "patient" ~ve similar pr~ e~sdiv~duais suspected or convicted of usage inappropr1ate for denot ng n 
crimes who may also be mentally disturbed. 

not only one of semant.ics. The disclosure and 
The problem is tatements made durir~ mental health screening 

admissability of data and s evidentiary privileges such as the 
may hinge on the existence of lient privilege protecting such i t ri vilege or the attorney-c h 
doctor-pat en p f th doctor-patient privilege rests on t e 
information. The argument or e i between a patient and doctor 
claim that the quality of the relations~J~au and cannot. be threat.ened by 
is essential to the psychotherapeut~c m 'While it is doubtful that a case 
disclosure of privileged communicat10n. e the use of the term. 
would turn on the correct usage of ~:ng~::e~tation of confidentiality 
"patient," for example, may create e ti the possibility of 
that, in fact, may not exist, thus ~reatha~ a client-offender understands 
self-incrimination. Fur~heri e~s~re~n though t.he examiner is a doctor, 
that he orhshe ;~l~o~eanoP:~i~l~ged communication, may hamper t.he 
:~!U~:~~i~ne~~ ~nform.ation volunt.arily and intelligent.ly given. 

h rm. "client-offender" is used Thus, as awkward as it may be, t e b~~h clients of the criminal 
here to denote those individuals who ar~ential pat.ients of t.he mental 
justice system, as well as actuailo~o~irmed and potent.ially mentally ill 
health system. It. encompassdes l a i olved in the criminal justice system. and mentally ret.arded indivi ua s nv 

t.i the mental healt.h Mental Health Personnel. Persons repres.en ng 
bilit of conducting the system who are charged with the respons1 y 

process of screening and evaluation. 

hiatrists psychiatric interns, Mental health personnel may be P:y~hometrici~ns, social workers, 
clinical psychologists, ne~rolo:!~::;sP ~ounselors, or their agents. 
jail nurses, medical secur.ty 0 i f'the process of screening and 
They may be involved in :nrrP~~;ko~nopubliC or private psychiatric 
evaluation and conduct t e . . ils and 
hospitals, detention cientte~:d ~!ga~~~:~i~e~~:1e~:a~~hJ~enters. courthouses, or commun y . 

possess no formal mental health experience These individuals may f i 1 boards 
licensed or certified by pro ess ona or training. Or they maybe 
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or the state government. The approximate pecking order in practice and 
in law, according to diSCipline, is psychiatry, clinical psychology, 
Social work, psychometrics, followed by other disciplines. This order is 
revealed in the position, pay, and status as expert witnesses reflected 
in states' laws. Generally speaking, psychiatrists and clinical 
psychologists conduct clinical interviews and testify in criminal trials 
on questions involving mental condition or competency to stand trial; 
psychologists administer, and testify regarding interpretations of 
psychological tests; social workers conduct social history interviews and 
very seldom testify, except perhaps in presentence hearings; other mental 
health personnel support the efforts of psychiatrists, psychologists, and social workers. 

Most states authorize only psychiatrists or clinical psychologists 
to perform. evaluations, although at least one state (Tennessee) permits 
social workers, nurses, and even lawyers to do forensic evaluations in 
certain circumstances (Petrila, 1980). Connecticut recognizes social 
workers as experts on the issue of competency, and Illinois recognizes 
psychiatric nurses, social workers and psychologists as qualified 
examiners for some examinations (Slovenko, 1977; Fitzgerald, Peszke, and 
Goodwin, 1978). Laws in some jurisdictions are quite specific regarding 
Who may perform. particular types of examinations. In California, 
court-ordered examinations of "mentally disordered sex offenders" must be 
conducted by two or three "clinical psychologists, each of whom shall 
have a doctoral degree and at least five years of postgraduate experience 
in the diagnosis of emotional and mental disorders," or by a medical 
doctor who has "directed his professional practice primarily to the 
diagnosis of and treatment of mental and nervous disorders for a period 
of not less than five years" (California Welfare Code § 6307). In other 
states, requirements are more vague. In Virginia, competency evaluations 
are performed by judge-appointed "psychiatric committees" containing "one 
or more physicians skilled in the diagnosis of insanity" (Virginia Code 
§ 19.2-169). 

At least one court has recognized a minimum degree of proficiency 
in the English language sufficient to enable effective communication with 
client-offenders as a necessary qualification for forenSic evaluators 
(Beran and Toomey, 1979, p. 43). Seymour L. Halleck suggests the reality 
of the issue: 

The issue of psychiatrists understanding the English language 
is a serious one. Forty percent of American psychiatrists are 
foreign medical graduates and on the eastern seaboard that number 
is sixty percent. Many foreign graduates are superb 
psychiatrists, some of our better psychiatrists, but as a rule 
they have serious problems,with the English language. On a site 
visit to Florida, I actually saw a patient labeled as delusionary 
because she told the psychiatrist at the beginning of the 
interview that she had butterflies in her stomach. These are 
serious, real issues. Some psychiatrists who work in our forensic 
units are superb, but many of them have serious problems with the 
English language. (Commenting on a paper presented by Nicholas 
Kittrie in Beran and Toomey, 1979, p. 52.) 
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The expertise of mental health evaluators is often challenged :l.n 
the courtroom (see Perlin, 1980). According to one prominent forensic 
psychiatrist, a "growing, zealous, and activist 'mental health bar' has 
developed which increasingly has challenged psychiatric competence, 
particularly in state mental health settings and in the legal process" 
(McGarry, 1980a). Attorneys are coached in model cross-examination 
techniques and are advised to prclbe in such areas as past and continuing 
education, licenses, certifications, employment, professional 
affiliations and contributions, and facility with statistical techniques 
and "learned treatises" (Poythress, 1978). 

Mental health personnel may provide screening and evaluation· 
services to the courts through a variety of arrangements. They may serve 

'as independent consultants, without large staffs or organizations, acting 
at the request of the client-offender at their own, or the state's, 
expense. Court clinics or mental health workers on the court's staff may 
perform the necessary requested screenings or I~valuations, 01: a 
contractual arrangement with mental health fad.lities or individuals may 
assure the provision of services. Mental health personnel employed to 
conduct screening and evaluation may be securely enmeshed in the 
bureaucracy of the mental health system,the criminal justice system, or 
both. 

Delineating. The procedures involved in d.efining the psycholegal 
questions, delimiting the information about the client-offender 
required by the criminal justice authorities, and determining the 
scope of the screening and evaluation process. 

Clearer questions obviously lead to more relevant answers. A 
great source of confusion and dissatisfaction of those involved in the 
process of forensic mental health screening and evaluation is psycholegal 
questions that are not clearly articulated (McGarry, 1980a). 

Mental health laws are often imprecise and may cause confusion in 
the criminal justice and mental health systems about the meanings of 
mental illness (a clinical diagnosis), and insanity (a legal 
definition). While the public thinks it knows quite well what is 
"crazy," there is longstanding uncertaincy and intellectual debate about 
what legal insanity is and how to deal with it. A judge making a case 
referral must deal with a complex array of legal and psychological 
issues, such as the ability of the client-offender to give a statement 
voluntarily, competency to proceed with trial, diminished responsibility, 
placement in a mental hospital instead of jail, amenability to 
supervision on probation or parole, possibility of future dangerousness, 
and amenability to treatment. 

Communication between the judge and mental health personnel should 
be complete and lucid, but often is incomplete and flawed •. As a r.esult, 
mental health personnel may perform unnecessary evaluations and report 
their findings in nonlegal terms. Clarificacion of the questions "What 
psycholegal question needs to be addressed?" and "Why?" may occur through 
informal communications or institutionalized practices. Or confusion may 
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reign, and resour'.!es of both the mental health and criminal justice 
systems may be w~sted. 

Acquirin~. The actual procedures, techniques, tests, and other 
data-ga~hering operations used to collect information about the 
mental condition of client-offenders. 

As noted above in the commentary on the meaning of the term 
"process," all other factors being equal, the specific methods of 
forensic meT.ltal health screening and evaluation differ among forensic 
mental heaJ:th agencies and individual examiners. Of course, each case 
may dictate a different method of acquiring mental health information, 
depending on the psycholegal question delineated (e.g., mental state at 
the time (jf the offense), the referral source (e.g., judge, defense 
attorney), the charge and stage of criminal proceedings, the resources 
available to do the screening or evaluation, and the skills of the 
examip.er or team of examiners. Although preferred or even "ideal" 
data-gathering methods and procedures have been proposed (cf. Gerard, 
1974; Lawrence, 1980; RJ.lzicka, 1980) there seems to be no consensus on 
even the minimum criteria for an adequate evaluation and "much research 
must be carried out before more than tentative proposals can be advanced" 
(Bonnie and Slobogin, 1980, p. 496). 

Methods for acquiring information range from intensive clinical 
interviews and extensive sophisticated psychological cesting to 
relatively quick subjective judgments. The mainstay of the screening and 
evaluation process is the clinical interview, typically conducted by a 
psychologist, social worker, or psychiatrist, supported by psychological 
testing, compi.lation of a social history of the client-offender, and 
other inquiries into other sources of information, including, although 
rarely, medical examination, credibility assessments (polygraph 
examination, administration of sodium amy tal [truth serum]), and 
interviews of witnesses. Depending on the psycholegal question posed, 
the examiner's attention may be focused on the individual's understanding 
of the alleged crime and surrounding events, present ability to assist an 
attorney in preparing a·defense, or future threats of harm to self or 
society. An interview with a family member or other person close to the 
client-offender may be conducted to verify the statements made by the 
client-offender and gain a fuller appreCiation of his or her mental 
status. The mental status examination entails observations of the 
client-offender to determine general appearance and behaVior, speech, 
mood, or affect, intelligence, sensorium (e.g., attention span, memory, 
concentration), and any abnormal mental trends. 

The nature and specificity of the psycholegal question posed to 
the examiner, the policies and resources of the forensic mental health 
facility, the nature of the case, the client-offender's behavior at the 
time of the evaluation, as well as the background, experience, and 
preferences of the examiner, dictate the specific operations performed 
during the information acquisition phase of screening and evaluation. 
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Providi~. The procedures involved in the creation, transmittal 
and receipt of information acquired by the mental health system to 
the criminal justice authorities. 

Perhaps nowhere else in the forensic mental health screening and 
evaluation process is the "gap problem" (Monohan and Loftus, in 
press)--discrepancies between practice and formal legal requirements and 
rhetoric--more noticeable than in the provision stage. Often there is 
little relationship between the information requested by the court and 
that provided by mental health personnel. The information provided to 
the court may not only be short of that required by the psycholegal 
question, delineated by statute, or implied by the referra.l agent, but 
also different from what mental health workers actually learned about the 
client-offender. The observations of Geller and Lister (1978) dramatize 
persistent difficulties in the provision of information: 

The first step of the commitment process is an evaluation of 
competency and/or criminal responsibility done at the court by a 
psychiatrist designated to be forensically qualified. At the 
central district court in Worcester [Massachusetts], the following 
instructions appear at the desk where the examining psychiatrist 
writes his report. "Attention Psychiatrists: There is a question 
of his competency to stand trial and his criminal responsibility 
at the time of the alleged cr~mes. (The above must be put in your 
statement upon examination of patients.)" In spite of the 
forensic qualifications of the examining psychiatrists and' in 
spite of the explicit directions supplied, 65% of the reports made 
no mention of competency, and 93% of the reports made no mention 
of criminal responsibility. 

Although testimony by mental health personnel in open court 
clearly draws the public's attention, the influence of the helping 
professions on criminal justice comes not primarily from the witness 
stand, but much more frequently from written reports and informal oral 
communications to judges, attorneys, probation and parole officers. The 
influence of the mental health system on legal proceedings usually begins 
and ends with the submission of a written report to the court or to the 
adversaries in a case. Practical guidelines for preparing formal reports 
have been outlined for psychiatrists and psychologists (e.g., Bromberg, 
1979, pp. 33-37; McGarry, 1980b; Lawrence, 1980). Yet mental health 
personnel are relatively uninformed about how criminal justice 
authorities review and utilize evaluation reports. For example, the 
simple procedure of beginning a written report with a terse summary or 
set of conclusions, rather than having them trail after pages of 
discuSsion of past history of the client-offender, review of the purposes 
of the examination, an account of the alleged offense, etc., seems to be 
an anathema to mental health personnel, even though such organization has 
clear advantages to those reading the report. Empirical studies, 
critical commentaries, and our own data indicate that judges often read 
only the concluding statement or summary of reports and typically be.se 
their decisions on that reading (Bazelon, 1975; Roesch and Golding, 
1980). It seems that criminal justice aut~orities and mental health 
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personnel rarely discuss the communications between them, except perhaps 
for an occasional, informal telephone call from a judge seeking 
clarification of a written report. This state of affairs prevails 
inspite of the widely acknowledged importance of psycholegal reports in 
affecting the outcome of legal actions (McGarry, 1980b). 

Decisionmaking in the Cdminal Justice System. The process of 
chOOSing among the options available to the criminal justice 
system for dealing with suspected mentally ill offenders. 

A finite number of legal options are available to the criminal 
justice system for dealing with mentally aberrant individuals. Brooks 
(1974) has enumerated seven general categories of such legal options 
available for dealing with the mentally ill offender: 1) acquittal of 
criminal charges by reason of insanity, followed by immediate release or 
continued confinement pursuant to involuntary civil commitment 
proceedings; 2) criminal commitment after a finding of diminished 
capacity due to mental illness and conviction of a lesser included 
offense; 3) confinement in a criminal hospital, and perhaps later in a 
ci viI hO~lpital, after a determination of incompetency to stand trial; 4) 
conviction of the crime charged (perhaps after a "guilty but mentally 
ill" verdict) and confinement in a special institution or hospital 
designed to deal with a special category of offenders, such as dangerous 
offenders, sex offenders, or habitual offenders; 5) original conviction, 
and subsequent transfer from prison to a hospital for criminally insane 
persons because of a determination of mental illness during imprisonment; 
6) involuntary civil commitment, although offenses and criminal charges 
may be involved; and 7) straight conviction for offenses, and dispOSition 
(probation, parole, etc.) based, to some degree, on the mental condition 
of the client-offender. Of course, a client-offender may simply be 
released or placed in a community-based, nonresidential treatment program 
without criminal sanctions. 

Criminal Justice Authorities. Prosecutors, defense attorneys, 
judges, corrections officials, and their agents who are involved 
in decisionmaking concerning client-offenders. 

Depending upon the degree of the client-offender's involvement in 
the criminal justice sJ'stem, a variety of criminal justice employees may 
be instrumental in initiating and facilitating screening and evaluation 
decisions. For example, if a client-offender is incarcerated, a jail 
paramedic or sheriff may bring the inmate to the attention of mental 
health personnel if a mental examination is indicated. In the courtroom, 
upon motion of either party or upon his or her own initiative, a judge 
may order a mental examination. State statutes may specify who may raise 
the issue of a client-of fender I s competency to stand trial and the 
procedures for doing so, or the statutes may be silent on the issue. 
Attorneys, judges, corrections personnel, mental health workers, or 
client-offenders themselves usually are the ones to raise the issue of 
mental health. Typically, judges authorize the evaluation and judicial 
agents communicate the request for screening and evaluation'to mental 
health workers •. Judges are the initial recipients of the evaluation 
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results, and in turn communicate th~ results to their agent and the 
parties. 

A Framework of Inquiry 

There are three elements in the foregoing definition-
"delineating," "acquiring," and "providing"--by which the entire process 
of forensic mental health screening and evaluation can be logically 
organized. Thus, as we conceived it, the process of forensic mental 
health screening and evaluation consis~$ of three functional 
components--delineation, acquisition, and provision (the noun form 
instead of the gerund form of the w~rds will be used from here on for 
convenience of discussioll)--that occur once the issue of mental health is 
raised in criminal procel~dings but before mental health information is 
used to affect the outcollle of the proceedings. These three components 
are given equal weight in our framework of inquiry. 

Delineation, as nClted earlier in the definition, includes all 
activities, standards, rtl.le!3, and established proceedings that serve to 
define and focus the psyc,holegal question before the ~r.iminal justice 
authorities. Provision, simply, involves the transfer of the information 
acquired by mental health personnel to the requesting agent or agency. 
Obviously, the delineatio,n and, later, the provision of mental health 
information necessitates communication between the two systems. In fact, 
the delineation and provision of information subsume almost all 
interactions of the criminal justice system and the mental hearth system 
in the screening and evaluation of client-offenders. In the delineation 
component of the process, the flow of communication is primarily from the 
criminal justice system to the mental health system; obviously, in the 
provision component the direction of the flow of communication is 
reversed. 

The delineation and provision components provide, from the 
perspective of the courts, for example, the greatest opportunity for 
relatively inexpensive and expedient improvement of the mental health 
screening and evaluation process. On the other hand, the third component 
of our conceptual foundation, acquisition, the actual operations of 
gathering data about the mental condition of a client-offender, is more 
resistant to change from the "outside" by criminal justice authorities. 
As mentj,oned earlier, the acquisition component of screening and 
evaluation is often viewed by judges, attorneys, law enforcement and 
corrections workers as a "black box" whose inner workings are known only 
to the "shrinks." 

Even when considerable light is shed on the acquisition component 
of screening and evaluation--as in the small number of highly publicized 
cases of Jack Ruby, Patty Hearst, Son-of-Sam, and Dan White--public 
skepticism and judicial criticism of the validity and reliability of the 
workings of the '''black box" increase every time two or more mental health 
experts face each other in the courtroom with diametrically opposed 
positions. Yet, instituting improvements in the actual acquisition of 
mental information is relatively difficult (though not impossible) for 
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agents of the criminal justice system, just as it is equally difficult 
for mental health workers to influence the raising of the issue of mental 
health in criminal proceedings and controlling the court's use of the 
information in sentencing. Consider, for example, one judge's insistence 
that court-appointed psychiatrists in his court are "obsessed with 
quality" and his recommendation ~hat the personal clinical interview with 
the client-offender be dispensed with in favor of direct observation of 
the individual by a psychiatrist during arraignment. Or, conversely, 
consider the receptivity among judges to the suggestion made by court 
clinic mental health personnel in one jurisdiction that most of the 
requests for mental health examination be denied on probable cause 
grounds, because it was quite obvious that the requests were 
unwarranted. In the first instance, what may have been a sincere 
judiCial concern for efficiency and economy would likely be viewed by 
court appointed psychiatrists as an unacceptable intrusion into their 
business. Likewise, judges would be none too happy, in the second 
example, about the suggestion that they have not exercised proper 
discretion in determining the legitimate grounds for requests for mental 
health examinations. In both instances, the parochial concerns of a 
profession may have deafened the mental health and criminal justice 
systems to suggestions for change worthy of a fair hearing. 

The purpose of this framework of inquiry is to stimulate and 
structure change strategies applicable to forensic screening and 
evaluation, other than along the lines of parochial reactions by mental 
health professionals and criminal justice personnel. Forensic mental 
health screening and evaluation process, conceived in terms of logically 
related operational components of equal weight, rather than as isolated 
activities guarded by narrow professional interests, may be at the same 
time more comprehensible and susceptible to change. 

In the next chapter, we turn to a brief review of the method of 
inquiry we used to study the process of forensic m~~tal health 
examination. An early step in the method was a survey of forensic mental 
health facilities to determine what constitutes forensic mental health 
examination, from the perspectives of the management personnel of the 
facilities. The results of this survey, which provided the context for 
the operational definition in Chapter 2, are also reported in Chapter 3. 

23 

I 
I 

, 



" .. 

.--".... .......... 

References 

American Law Institute. Model Penal Code (Proposed Official Draft). 
Philadelphia: Author, 1962. 

Bazelon, D.L. A jurist's view of psychiatry. Journal of Psychiatry and 
~, 1975, 1, 175-190. 

Beran, N.J., and Toomey, B.G., eds. Mentally ill offenders and the 
criminal justice system: issues in forensic services. New York: 
Praeger, 1979. 

Bromberg, W. The uses of psychiatry in the law: A clinical view of 
forensic psychiatry. Westport, Connecticut: Quorum Books, 1979. 

Brooks, A.D. Law, psychiatry and the mental health system. Toronto: 
Little, Brown, 1974. 

Caplan, N., and Nelson, S.D. On being useful: The nature and 
consequences of psychological research on social problems. 
American Psychologist, 1973, ~, 199-211. 

Fitzgerald, J.F., Peszke, M.A., and Goodwin, R.C. Competencyevaluationa 
in Connecticut. Hospital and Community Psychiatry, 1978, ~, 
450-453 • 

Geller, J.F., and Lister, E.D. The process of criminal commitment for 
pretrial psychiatric examination: An evaluation. American 
Journal of Psychiatry, 1978, 135 (1), 53-60. 

Gerard, J.B. Psychiatric evaluation. In A.D. Brooks (ed.), Law, 
psychiatry and the mental health system. Toronto: Little, Brown, 
1974. 

Lawrence, S.B. Manual for the Lawrence Psychological-Forensic Examination 
(Law-Psi) for use within the criminal and juvenile justice 
systems. San Bernardino, California: Author, 1980. 

Lippman, W. Public opinion. New York: Macmillan, 1927. 

McGarry, A.L. Operational aspects, training, and qualifications in 
forensic psychiatry. In W.J. Curran, A.L. McGar~T, and C.S. Petty 
(eds.), Modern legal medicine, psychiatry, and forensic science. 
Philadelphia: F.A. DaVis, 1980. (a) 

McGarry, A.L. Psycholegal examinations and reports. In W.J. Curran, 
A.L. McGarry, and C.S. Petty (eds.), Modern legal medicine, 
psychiatry, and forensic science. Philadelphia: F.A. DaViS, 
1980. (b) 

Pelc, R.E. A primer to p~3ychological evaluation in the criminal justice 
pr?cess. Offender Rehabilitation, 1977, 1 (3), 275-282. 

24 

¢4¢!! ""7""'*""'. .. "";-' .. ~ 

t / . \ 

... ~. 
. ,-

(.1 

(\ 

, 

I 

-
(li)'.. 'I 

.I 

I 

j CIJI 

1 
I 
i 

I 
I~ 
1 
'j 
1 
I 

I~ 
j . 
i 

t 

Perlin, M.L. The legal status of the psychologist in the courtroom. 
Mental Disability Law Repo~ter, 1980, 4, 194-200. 

Poythress, N .G. Psychiatric expertise in c!v'il commitment: Training 
attorneys to cope with expert testimony. Law and Human Behavior, 
1978, 1(1), 1·~23. 

Roesch, R., and Golding, S.L. Competency to stand tdal. Urbana: 
University of Illinois Press, 1980. 

Roth, L.H. Correctional psychiatry. In W.J. Curran, A.L. McGarry, and 
C.S. Perry (eds.), Modern legal medicine, psychiatry, and forensic 
science. Philadelphia: F.A. Davis, 1980. 

Ruzicka, W.J. Psychodiagnostic assessment procedures in psycho-legal 
practice (Monograph Series on Law and Applied Psychology). Palo 
Alto, California: Psychological Health Services, Inc., 1980. 

Ryan, W. Blaming the victim. New York: Random House, 1971. 

Skinner, B.F. Beyond freedom and dignity. New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 
1971. 

Slovenko, R. The developing la~ on competency to stand trial. 
Journal of Psychiatry and Law, 1977, ~, 165-200. 

Steadman, H.J., and Braff, J. Crimes of violence and incompetency 
diversion. Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 1975, ~, 
73-78. 

25 

'~-"',7'::;;:-~, _'~~'_"~~~"'-"''''''-r-,,_ ""to xc" _A._....:.:wA_.,, __ =:~~.~~~."' ___ .. ...:-~~~ .. --.-_ , ~,.~ __ ~_~~.~_.~~ .,'c __ ~"'''''~~'~~~::.~~.:;.:~:::=~~_",:,:"::::-''''':-_' __ ~' <._. ~~"."' __ .~ __ 
. . , 

!'I, 
i' 



« . 

-'."" . 

1 I 

I, 

/ . 

.-
, . , 

.. 

'. 

\ 

',/ / 

\ ~1 
I 

1,1 . 

110 
I 

o 

(I 

r 
~,=,....-...."~",,.,...,.........-"r ~'-'TT"-'~._ 

/ 

Chapter 3 

A METHOD OF STUDY AND SOME PRELIMINARY RESULTS 

What is the nature and scope of the forensic mental health 
examination process? How does it operate in practice? Can and should it 
be subjected to disciplined inquiry by evaluation research methods? And 
if so, how and by what methods? These questions introduced us to the 
study of mental health screening and evaluation as instruments of the 
legal system. They also expressed the basic purpose of a type of program 
evaluation, an "evaluability assessment," of forensic mental health 
screening and evaluation commissioned by the Office of Program Evaluation 
of the National Institute of Justice and conducted by my colleagues and 
me at the National Center for State Courts from October 1979 to June 
1981. It is out of this "evaluability assessment" that this book was 
conceived and derived its primary focus on practice, rather than ideology 
or theory. 

To avoid a possible confusion between our references to the 
process of forensic mental health evaluation and our references to 
program evaluation, it might be beneficial to distinguish between these 
two types of evaluations. The process of forensic mental health 
evaluation, as defined in the preceding chapter, focuses on the 
individual client-offender. It is an instrument of the legal system to 
assist in decisionmaking concerning an individual's fate in the criminal 
justice system. Program evaluation, on the other hand, is the process of 
determining the value, worth, or merit of a program or its consequences 
(Scriven, 1980). It is an instrument of program managers, planners, and 
policymakers. As confusing as it may sound to the uninitiated, we were 
in the business of conducting a particular type of program evaluation 
(i.e., an evaluability assessment) of the thell loosely conceived program 
of forensic mental health screening at:id evaluation. 

Evaluability Assessment and Program Evaluation 

"Evaluability assessment"--a term coine.d by Joseph S. Wholey and 
his colleagues at The Urban Institute (see Wholey, 1977, 1979; Rutman, 
1980)--is an inquiry technique used in advance of the assessment of the 
effect, outcome, or impact of a particular program. It is a tech~ique 
that relies on analysis of documents, interViews, and observations of the 
operations of a program. It is a logical, relatively quick, and 
inexpensive prelude to program planning, management, and its ultimate 
evaluation. Evaluability assessment sorts those aspects of a program 
area for which evaluation is ripe from those which require more study to 
enhance their "evaluability." It is based on the common-sense premise 
that it is first necessary to fully understand a program or process 
before it can be evaluated. Or, as Scriven (1980) has expressed the 
underlying principle of evaluability assessment:: "~t is not enough that 
good works be done, it must be possible to tell that (and, more 
importantly, when) good works have been don~ 
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Wholey (1980, p. 43) describes the common-sensical, sequBntial 
series of steps, each of which has something valuable to bring to 
evaluability assessment: 

(A) Bounding of the program to be studied. 

(B) Collecting of program information thclt defines the programs 
objectives, activities, and underlyiIlg assumptions. 

(C) Developoment of a logic model that describes the program and 
the interrela~ionships of activities and objectives. 

(D) Determining to what extent the progra:rn definition, as 
represented by the model, is sufficiently unambiguous that 
further inqui~~ based upon it is likely to be useful. 

(E) Feedback of thle results of the evaluability assessment to 
representatives of the intended users .• 

The emergence of evaluability assessment as a distinctive and 
legitimate method of inquiry represents a growing concern about the 
excessive cost and time of program evaluation efforts in relation to 
their benefits (Evaluation Research Society, Note 1). Moreover, the 
exploratory and formative nature of evaluability assessment was viewed by 
many as an answer to impact (summative, clutcome, effectiveness) 
eva.luations that reported the alleged impacts of undefined, or worse, 
nonexisting program interventions (Evaluation Research Society, Note 1; 
Rutman, 1980). That is, evaluability assessment was seen as a technique 
to make sense out of a program which is to be evaluated before expending 
valuable resources to make determinations of its ultimate worth. 

Our evaluability assessment of forensic mental health screening 
and evaluation conformed generally to Wholey's steps outlined above. It 
conducted under the auspices of the National Institute for Justice's 
"National Evaluation Program" (NEP) which consisted of a series of phased 
studies that would collect relevant information in an orderly fashion and 
avoid the problems of premature and wasteful program evaluation efforts. 
The first phase of the NEP studies included the collection, synthesis, 
and assessment of what is already known about a program or topic area, 
and recommendations for further, more intensive program evaluation to be 
conducted in a second phase at some later time (see National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 1977). The first phase of NEP 
studies are state-of-the-art reviews of major categories of programs such 
as those involving forensic mental health screening and evaluation; they 
descd'lle the programs in question, present information gathered in 
representative program sites, assess the utility and reliability of 
existing data about program components, and identify aspects requiring 
further. investigation. Although the term "evaluability assessment" is 
not used by the National Institute, the first phase of its NEP 
constitutes a version of the evaluability assessment: procedure developed 
specifically for the u.s. Department of Justice by The Urban Institute 
(Nay, Barnes, Kay, Ratner, and Graham, Note 2). Under their NEP, the 
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National Institute of Justice has supported 30 evaluability assessments 
in maj~r categories of programs such as street lighting projects and 
police liaison offices, and functional program areas such as family 
counseling activities in the criminal justice system (National Institute 
of Justice, 1980). In commissioning an evaluability assessment of 
forensic mental health scr.eening and evaluation programs, the National 
Institute of Justice acknowledged that impact 'program evaluation in this 
area would be prohibitively costly, and the effort itself unrewarding, 
since the kinds of information necessary for initiating the evaluation of 
the accomplishment of such programs in this area simply were not 
available (National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, 
197 9a). 

Our evaluability assessment of forensic mental health 
examinations, begun in October 1979, entailed three phases of work: a 
state-of-the-knowledge assessment, field observations, and model 
development. In th~ first phase we sought to describe the prevailing 
attitudes, expectations, and theories in the topic area. We sampled 
projects funjed by the Department of Justice relating to mental health 
services, conducted telephone interviews with project personnel~ 
performed document and literature searches, and constructed the 
preliminary operational definition of forensic mental health screening 
and evaluation presented in the previous chapter. We characterized this 
first phase of the evaluability assessment as the "read, listen, and 
think" phase of the study. (The results of the telephone survey are 
described in detail later in this chapter.) 

In the second phase, we literally got on the bus (and airplane) 
and saw the real world of forensic mental health screening and 
evaluation, visiting twenty facilities (court clinics, jails, community, 
regional, and centralized forensic mental health centers, and community 
corrections programs) throughout the country. We talked to hundreds of 
people at every level of involvement: management, line staff, 
client-offenders, and persons outside the facility but allied with 
program operations; we interviewed judges, lawyers, court administrators, 
corrections officers, psychiatrists, psychologists, social workers, and 
other representatives of the mental health and legal systems. We also 
observed screening and evaluation in these facilities as it occurred when 
we were permitted. And w~ recorded this information in graphic and 
narrative form. This record constitutes the second part of this book. 

Finally, in the last phase of the study, we attempted to integrate 
our state-of-the-knowledge assessment from the first phase with what we . 
had learned on the road in the second phase. We were thus able to 
compare the programs, or sets of programs, constituting the evaluation of 
defendants' possible mental disturbances as defined by theorists, 
managers, and policy make~s, with reality. Discrepancies between 
prevailing theories, attitudes, assumptions and reality were noted. 
Conspicuous gaps in our knowledge abqut mental health screening and 
evaluation were articulated. Lastly, a model process of forensic mental 
health examinations was developed. 
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The development of the operational definition and framework of 
inquiry, the major products of the state-of-the-knowledge assessment of 
the first phase of our evaluability assessments described in the previous 
chapter, drew heavily from the results of a telephone survey of 121 
forensic mental health programs throughout the country. The survey also 
served to place the logic of the definition and framework of inquiry 
safely in reality. It was intended to generate, however, only a 
preliminary, cautious view of how forensic screening and evaluation were 
conducted in various settings. We turn our attention to the survey next 
as a final introduction to the detailed description, in Part II, of the 
book, of the operation of forensic screening and evaluation in twenty 
different facilities. 

A Survey of Forensic Facilities 

The survey was conducted as an initial phase of our evaluability 
assessment of forensic mental health screening and evaluation. Its focus 
was on program identification, program description, and hypothesis 
generation. The selection of programs was much closer tp what can 
described as theoretical sampling than to traditional statistical, 
represe~tative sampling. 

Theoretical sampling is the process of data collection 
for generating theory whereby the analyst jointly col
lects, codes, and analyzes his data and decides what 
data to collect next and where to find them, in order 
to develop his theory as it emerges • • • The initial 
decisions are not based on a preconceived theoretical 
framework. (Glaser and Strauss, 1967, p. 45) 

The initial focus was on projects funded by the Department of 
Justice relating to mental health services. The search for projects 
began with PROFILE printouts of all gr.ants and subgrants awarded in the 
area of mental health se~rices in recent years~ The PROFILE system 
is a computerized database hlsnagement system under the control of the 
Department of Just.ice. Printouts for individual projects identify grant 
informa- tion and usually provide a brief abstract of the proposed 
project. 

PROFILE printouts described projects that received "block" gr.ant 
awards since 1974 or "nonblock" awar.ds since 1969. The listings reviewed 
were'current as of October 19, 1979. Indicated as having received block 
funding (categorical. funds passed to or through state agencies for 
criminal jUf;tice purposes) wet:~ l,583 projects, which were given a total 
of $102,499,390 in grant mOD~es. The nonblock awards (generally discre
tionary grants) printouts listed 101 projects, with grant monies 
totalling $16,843,957. 

The procedures used to select projects for examination involved 
(1) identifying projects with PROFILE titles or summaries con- tainiog 
specified key words, and (2) excluding those projects falling into 
certain categories. Projects having titles or summaries containing at 
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least one word from each of the lists of key words appearing in Table 1 
were initially identified. All projects apparently involving inmate 
classification or intake screening were also selected, whether or not the 
key word criterion was satisfied. Of those projects sampled on these 
bases, any project falling into one of the categories set out in Table 2 
was excluded. 

By this process, approximately 450 block-fuuded and 28 non
blockfunded projects were identified. In order to reduce the sample size 
to a manageable one, projects having received awards before 1977 were 
excluded from consideration. As a consequence, the sample was reduced to 
153 projects, 149 with block awards and four with nonblock awards. 

The use of key words and phrases in PROFILE project titles and 
project abstracts is an imprecise procedure for identifying mental health 
screening and evaluation projects. PROFILE information was compiled at 
the time of the grant award, and the project summary was abstracted from 
the grant application. In general, the information contained in PROFILE 
descriptions is quite meager, making selection and classification a 
difficult task. Relevant projects may be excluded, while irrelevant 
projects may be included. Since the goal of this effort, however, was 
not to provide a comprehensive survey of such projects but rather to draw 
a sample from which to define current practices, the initial sample was 
deemed sufficient with some sample ed:tting. Relevant projects (including 
those not funded by the Department of Justice) were added to the survey 
sample when they were suggested by respondents during telephone 
interviews. These additions partially replaced those projects in the 
initial sample that were eliminated. By means of this field input, 
considerable flexibility was provided for eliminating initially selected 
but irrelevant projects and adding previously undiscovered, relevant ones. 

Of the 153 projects initially satisfying the selection criteria, 
a total of 58 were subsequently excluded from the sample. Twenty 
exclusions were duplications in the PROFILE sample due to continuation 
funding; 10 projects were defunct; 25 projects performed no scraening and 
evaluation or served primarily juveniles, alcohol or drug abuse programs, 
or were projects that appeared to fall into the exclusion categories 
(Table 2) only after more complete or accurate information was obtained 
about them; and repeated attempts to obtain information about 3 projects 
proved unsuccessful. 

A total of 26 projects were subsequently added to the sample as a 
result of responses to telephone survey Question 14: "Do you know of any 
other criminal justice mental health screening and evaluation programs 
that seem par,!=icularly effective or that are particularly innovative?" 
The final sample thus consisted of 121 forensic evaluation projects of 
which 95 were selected from the PROFILE and 26 were added at the 
suggestion of survey respondents. 

Introductory letters were sent to each of the 149 block grantees 
initially identified in the PROFILE sample in order to identify potential 
respondents to the survey. (The 4 nonblock grants were already identified 
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Table 1 

Key Words Appearing in PROFILE Titles or Summaries 

List A 

diagnosis 
forensic 
mental health 
psychiatric 
psychological 
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List B 

assessment 
care 
classification 
counseling 
court clinic 
evaluation 
placement 
procedure 
program 
referral 
screening 
services 
testing 
therapy 
transfer 
treatment 
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Table 2 

Categories of Excluded Projects 

(1) juvenile justice projeces 

(2) projects primarily concerned with education or screening of juseice 
system employees (police, correctional officers, etc.) or' other 
non-offenders (victims, witnesses, etc.) 

(3) projects primarily concerned with alcohol or drug abuse 

(4) projects involving medical screening only 

(5) exclusively research-oriented projects 

(6) 

Note: 

primarily treatment-oriented projects (see Note) 

Unless the List A key word requirement was satisfied by the word 
"diagnosis"; or the List B key word requirement was satisfied by 
"screening," ;r;valuation," or "testing"; or the word "referral" 
was used with respect to the mental healt~aspect of the project 
(or it appeared that referral to mental health services was an 
aspect of the project). 
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by the name of a project director in the PROFILE and therefore did not 
require the identificat~on of contact persons.) Each letter contained a 
summary of the goals of the evaluability assessment, a copy of the 
individual project's PROFILE entry describing the grant award, and a 
request that the name and telephone number of an individual capable and 
willing to answer a few questions about the identified project be 
supplied by return mail. A total of 103 contacts were identified in this 
manner as a result of two sequential mailings. The names of contacts for 
the balance of the projects were obtained by telephone search. 

The questionnaire requested information about overall project 
objectives, target populations of the projects, descriptive data specific 
to screening and evaluation activities, and other supplementary informa
tion. Questionnaires were administered informally over the telephone by 
five interviewers during the period December 1979 through February 1980. 

Results and Discussion 

The results are presented under eight topics: 1) purposes; 2) 
stage(s) in the criminal justice process at which screening and evaluation 
take place; 3) facilities where screenings and evaluations are conducted; 
4) caseload; 5) staff size and compOSition; 6) problems encountered by 
the project; 7) respondents' views toward innovation; and 8) program 
evaluation history of the project. 

Respondents were asked whether any of seven categories of 
functions was a purpose of their projects and if so, whether the purpose 
represented a major or minor purpose. Table 3 summarizes responses to 
this question. The modal response was in the category of treatment; 105 
respondents (87 percent) indicated that a purpose of their project was 
determining whether client-offenders needed "treatment" for mental health 
problems; 83 (69 percent) said that treatment was a major purpose. 
Approximately half of the respondents indicated that facilitating 
decisions concerning the use of pretrial diversion (47 percent), making 
input to sentencing decisions (52 percent), or screening for inmate 
classification and intake (47 percent) were purposes of their projects. 
About one-third indicated that their projects were aimed at determina
tions of competency (40 percent), determinations of criminal responSi
bility (32 percent), or facilitating parole decisions (31 percent). 
Other purposes indicated were determinations of fitness for vocational 
education programs, work release programs, examinations of offenders on 
probation, and post-release treatment referrals. 

A compa,rison of the percentage of respondents reporting competency 
determinations (40 percent) as a major or minor purpose with the 
percentage reporting criminal responsibility (32 percent) is intriguing 
in light of the view that the issue of competency is far more important 
than criminal responsibility, at least insofar as the issue of ~ompetency 
is called intel question more than ten times as often as the insanity 
defense is used in criminal proceedings (Laban, Kashgarian, Nessa, & 
Spencer, 1977; Morris & Hawkins, 1970; McGarry, 1971). However, the 
forensic evaluation for the defense of insanity tends to be'more time 
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Table 3 

Percentage of Mental Health Screening and 
Evaluation Units with Major and Minor 

Purposes in Various Function Categories 

PurEose 
Category Major Minor 

Treatment 69 18 
Sentencing 29 23 
Prisoner Intake Screening 36 11 
Pretrial Diversion 26 21 
Competency 23 17 
Criminal Responsibility 17 15 
Parole 10 21 
Other 7 8 

N :a 121 
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Combined 

87 
52 
47 
47 
40 
32 
31 
17 
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consuming and often involves courtroom testimony by mental health 
personnel (Laban et al., 1977). 

Fifty-five (44 percent) of the projects can be characterized as 
comprehensive in that they were described as having at least five purposes 
(major and minor purposes combined) or at least three major purposes 
indicated in Table 3. Twenty-one (17 percent) had more than five 
purposes, either major or minor. An example of a c~ehensive project 
is the Summit County Forensic Center in Akron, Ohio. This community 
forensic center provides comprehensive mental health screening and 
evaluation at various stages in the criminal justice process. The staff 
performs court-ordered evaluations for competency and insanity hearings, 
provides presentence reports, and advises the courts on probation and 
parole supervision. The center serves offenders incarcerated through the 
municipal and common pleas courts. Its staff of seven, mostly part-time 
psychiatrists, psychologists, and social workers, handles approximately 
35 cases per month. 

Screening· and evaluation may occur for various reasons at any of 
several stages in the criminal justice process: before or during trial, 
between trial and final sentencing, after sentencing and upon first 
entering jailor prison, and during or after incarceration. Seventy-six 
of the units surveyed (63 percent) indicated activity at the pretrial 
stage; 59 (49 percent) proVided input to the courts between trial and 
sen7encing; and 67 (55 percent) were involved in general intake screening 
or 1nmate classification as offenders first entered jailor prison. Half 
of the projects conducted screening and evaluation during and/or after a 
prisoner's confinement in jailor prison: 61 (50 percent) respondents 
indicated that their programs involved mental health screening 
and evaluation during incarceration; and 15 projects (12 percent) con
ducted screening and evaluation at the probation and parole stages, 
including preparation of inmates for release or transfer to halfway 
houses. 

Thirty projects (25 percent) indicated that they conducted 
forensie mental health screening and evaluation at all four stages, i.e., 
pretrial through incarceration. An additional 20 projects (17 percent) 
were, active in three stages, i.~., pretrial, sentencing, and during 
impr1sonment. Thirty-three prOJects (27 percent) conducted their work in 
only two stages of the criminal process, and 38 projects (31 percent) 
operated only at a single stage. Of those specialized projects with 
activities at only one stage i~ the criminal process, the majority 
operated at the pretrial or jail/ prison intake stage. These specialized 
projects tended to have a singular purpose such as determination of 
treatment alternatives, pretrial diversion, or job placement in the 
community after release. 

If one restricts the earlier definition of "comprehensive" 
forensic units (i.e., five purposes, major and minor combined, or at 
least three major purposes) by excluding programs occurring in less than 
three stages of the criminal process, 34 (28 percent) programs qualify. 
Thus, a little more than one quarter of the projects surveyed are 
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comprehensive in that they conduct screening and evaluation for most 
purposes and involve client-offenders in several stages of the criminal 
process. 

Forensic screening and evaluation are conducted in various 
locations: mental health institutions, court clinics, community-based 
correctional facilities or forensic units, community mental health 
centers, jails, and hospitals. Of a total of 121 projects surveyed, 84 
projects (69 percent) conducted screening and evaluation in a single type 
of facility; 29 (24 percent) in two separat.e types; and 8 projects in 
three or more types of facilities. The most common places for screening 
and evaluation were local jails or detention centers, followed by state 
prisons and courts. Table 4 summarizes' survey respondents' answers to 
the question of the facilities where most screening or evaluations for 
their project are conducted. 

The relatively large percentage (28 percent) of responses in the 
"other" category of facilities (see Table 4) suggests a certain 
makeshift, non-standard character in the conduct of screening and 
evaluation conducted by many projects. Examples include probation 
department, city building, private offices of psychiatrist and 
psychologist, halfway house, "field office," spe~ial diagnostic and 
evaluation center, police building, scene of crisis, public defender's 
office, converted sorority house, and special project office. 

Respondents were asked to indicate the average monthly caseload of 
the projects that they represented. The total monthly caseload of the 
120 projects reporting this information was about 17,000. Figure 1 
summarizes the monthly caseload of the surveyed projects as reported by 
the respondents. More than half of the surveyed units have an average 
monthly caseload of less than 50 client-offenders, with the modal 
response category being 0-25. Caseloads range from 3 to 4000 monthly, 
with a median of 40. 

Caseload differences among programs can be understood in the 
context of debate among mental health personnel about the appropriate 
role of treatment versus screening and evaluation services provided by 
forensic units, assuming that treatment is generally more time and 
resource consuming than evaluation. According to Beran and Toomey 
(1979), some directors of forensic units in Ohio believe that treatment 
and evaluation are of equal importance, while others believe that while 
treatment is a legitimate activity it clearly takes a much lower priority 
than screening and evaluation services. Others simply believe that 
treatment has no place in community forensic units. The different views 
of the relative importance of screening and evaluation, as compared to 
treatment, may be reflected in the caseloads of two community forensic 
units described by Beran and Toomey (1979, p. 121): one center's 
caseload was reported as 50 percent screening and evaluation and 50 
percent treatment, while another center's caseload was approximately 1 
percent treatment over a l7-month period. 
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Table 4 

Percentage of Projects Involving Forensic 
Mental Health Screening and Evaluation 

by Types and Number of Facilities Involved 

Facility N 

Type 

Number 

Court 
Local Jailor Detention Center 
State Correctional Facility 
Community Clinic or Center 
Hospitala 

Other 
Totalb 

Single 
Two 
Three or More 

Total 

19 
71 
22 
16 

9 
34 

171 

84 
29 

8 
121 

aIncluding forensic units within hospitals. 
bA project could operate in more than one facility; 

responses possible. 
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27 

13 
1.2 

9 
7 

5 5 
3 

26-50 51-100 76-100 101-150 151-200 201-300 301-500 501+ 

Average Monthly Caseload 

Distribution of monthly caselo~d of 120 forensic men.tal health 
screening and evaluation units. 
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No clear relationships between caseload size and project purpose, 
stages in the criminal process and facility type, seem evident. Even the 
expected relationship between caseload and staff size was not in 
evidence. An exception occurs in the projects handling extremely large 
caseloads. The profiles of the eight projects with ,the reportedly largest 
monthly caseload, where one might logically expect to see some similari
ties suggesting patterns of relationships, are displayed in Table 5. ' 
Several characteristics common to forensic units with large caseflows are 
suggested by this table: (1) they tend to be located in large metropoli
tan areas; (2) they tend to be housed in local jails or state prisons, 
facilities equipped to accommodate large numbers; (3) their major purposes 
are inmate screening and classification, treatment, or pre.trial diversion; 
(4) most employ largely psychologistsj and (5) they tend to have small 
staff-client ratios, suggesting only screening and cursory mental health 
evaluation. 

The median staff size of the 121 projects surveyed was 4 persons 
engaged in screening and evaluation, with a range from the full- time 
equivalent of less than one staff member to a total of 50 staff members. 
Only 13 projects had staffs exceeding 15 individuals. 

Psychiatrists, psychologists, and social workers were the three 
professional groups predominantly involved in conducting screenings and 
evaluations. Forty-six projects (38 percent) employed psychiatrists, 67 
(55 percent) employed social workers, and 78 projects (64 percent) 
employed psychologists. Beyond these three professional groups, the list 
of personnel types is diverse, including persons with various titles: 
psychometric technician, counselor (with degree in political science), 
psychological intern, law enforcement officer, screener, case manager, 
probation officer, defense attorney, sheriff, treatment team member, 
behavioral clinician, educational coordinator, mental health nurse, 
diversion officer, priest, minister, college student, mental health 
specialist, vocational services counselor, human resource technician, 
chief of security, counseling therapist, rehabilitation officer, 
correctional officer, nurse, and attorney. 

The staffing patterns of the six community forensic units 
described by Beran and Toomey (1979) suggest a similar diversity of 
backgrounds, experience, and disciplines: 

f I 

The directors of three centers, Butler, Dayton, and 
Toledo, possessed master's degrees in social work and the 
directors of the two other centers, Akron and Columbus, had 
master's degr~es in psychology. The center in Cincinnati 
was administered by a clinical director with an M.D. and a 
clinical coordinator with a master's degree in social work. 
Staff size ranged from 20 to 7, with consultants and 
part--time employees comprising the majority of t,he 
personnel. Typically the full-time personnel were 
psychologists and social workers. Psychiatrists worked 
primarily on a consulting, part-time basis. (p. 122) 
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Table 5 

Profiles of Forensic Mental Health Screening and Evaluation Projects 
with an Average Monthly Caseload of 300+ Client-Offenders 

, 1 
it 
"! 
f' ,! _________________________________________________________________________________ ~Il 
~j 

Project Location Caseload Major Purposes Criminal Process 
Stage 

Facilities II r, 
Staff 

Size Composition 
----------------------------------------:;,,1 

1 Chicago, IL 4000 inmate screening pret rial local jail 10 psychologist !i 

2 Uewark, NJ 1500 

3 Frankfort, KY 950 

Birmingham, AL 800 

5 Atlanta, GA 580 

6 Columbia, SC 400 

7 Kansas City, HO 400 

8 Clevel<lnd, 0/1 

'. 
" , 

!\ treatment intake psychiatrist tl 
incarceration social worker .r:l 

inmate screening 
treatment 

pretrial diversion 

inmate screening 
treatment 

sentencing 
inmate screening 
parole 
treatment 

inmate screening 
parole 

pretrial diversion 
inmate screening 
treatment 

inmate screening 
treatment 

intake 
incarceration 

pretrial 

pretrial 
intake 

pretrial 
sentencing 
intake 

intake 

pretrial 
intake 
incarceration 

intake 

! 

state prison 

local jail 

local jail 

court 
local jail 
state prison 
other 

state prison 

local jail 

local jail 

3 

3 

6 

50 

10 

5 

4 

psychologis t 
social worker 
other 

11 
II 
\J 
I' d diversion officer I' 

I social worker 

psychologi s t 
social worker 
behavioral 
specialist 

psychologis t 
psychometric 
technician 

psychia t ris t 
intake screeners 

psychiatris t 
psychologist 
social worke r 
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The survey was partly designed to provide initial information that 
might guide later research. Two questions answered by the respondents 
were particularly relevant: "In your opinion, what aspect of your 
program is especially noteworthy or unique with respect to screening and 
evaluation?" (Survey Question No. 11) and "What is the biggest problem, 
if any, that hinders the program's work?" (Survey Question No. 12). 
These were designed to draw out facets of the operations of screening and 
evaluation projects that may not be evident from the literature or other 
sources of background information. The questions were not, of course, 
intended to bring forth more than a small portion of the variables that 
must be considered in an evaluation design. As will be discussed below, 
one interesting finding, derived partly from responses to Question 11, is 
that the respondents typically conveyed little knowledge about 
innovations in the forensic mental health screening and evaluation. 

Typically, respondents emphasized problems caused by people or 
events outside the control of program staff. The great majority of the 
problems mentioned were, in essence, lack of support of the program by 
pthers. Table 6 lists categories of responses and percentages of 
respondents providing answers in those categories. 

It should be expected, perhaps, that the great majority. of the 
problems mentioned are the result of outside forces and not of the 
programs' personnel. This suggests for evaluators the obvious warning 
that a participant is likely to stress failures for which he or she is 
not accountable. This is an important bias. On the other hand, it also 
suggests that the outside forces--especially adequacy of funding and 
cooperation by criminal justice officials--should be given considerable 
attention in an evaluation design. The effectiveness of a program may 
indeed be largely determined by the friendliness of its peculiar environ
ment. A differ.ent environment--e.g., if the program were in another 
community--may mean a totally different evaluation result. 

It is interesting that many respondents said their programs had 
problems dealing with criminal justice officials. Perhaps in the same 
vein, seven respondents (11 percent) indicating "noteworthy or unique" 
aspects of their programs (in answer to Question 11) mentioned efforts 
aimed at coordination of the program with criminal justice officials, and 
another five respondents mentioned the program's relationships with 
community resources. Hence, the problem of meshing operations of the 
mental health and criminal justice systems appears to be a major trouble 
spot, alongside the more publicized problem of meshing definitions of 
mental health defects. 

Eleven (or 14 percent) of the respondents did mention problems not 
clearly outside the control of their programs. The most common, given by 
five, was dissatisfaction with staff quality. Four respondents stated 
that, for varying reasons, their programs had trouble conducting 
sufficiently comprehensive evaluations. That this is a major point is 
supported by the finding that, in response to Question 11, about half 
indicated that the comprehensiveness of evaluations or the evaluation 
procedures used was a noteworthy or unique aspect of their projects. 
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Table 6 

Percentage of Respondents Indicating Problems in 
Various Program Areas 

Problem 

More resources needed 

Needs more funds 
Needs more staff 
Needs more space or facilities 

Lack of cooperati.on or support from others 
(other than lack of resources given) 

Coordination or, usually, cooperation problems with 
police, jailors, and others with whom the program 
interacts 

General lack of community support for the program 
Problems caused because people outside the program 

control who gets placed in the program 
Delay problems caused by people outside the program 

Other special problems caused by the program's environment 

Shortage of places to refer clients, including 
lack of community supporting services 

Travel problems--bringing clients to the program, 
or staff traveling to clients 

Other 

Problems potentially under control of the program staff 
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Percentage 

20 
15 
11 

20 
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8 
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5 
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Respondents generally conveyed little knowledge about new or 
innovative procedures for mental health screening and evaluation. This 
was indicated primarily in the answers to Survey Question 14, the 
"snowballing" question, designed to enlarge our sample. The questi~n 
read: "Do you know any other criminal justice mental health screenl.ng 
and evaluation programs that seem particularly effective or that are 
particularly innovative?" Only 38 percent of the respondents were ~ble 
to identify any programs; only 3 percent (four respondents) identifl.ed 
two rojects and none mentioned more than two. Many of the references 

Peg a nearby sheriff's office recently initiated a screening 
were vague-- • " 
program in the local jail. 

The answers to Question 14, moreover, suggest that the respondents 
are insular. Only two mentioned programs outside their own states, 
suggesting limited information about developments outside their 

jurisdiction. 

Respondents were able to say little about innovative procedures in 
mental health screening and evaluation. The interpretation of this 
finding however is not clear at this early stage of the study. Perhaps 
there i~ little innovation in this area. This would be an importan: an~ 
startling finding. But a more likely interpretation., based on our l.ni~l.al 
impressions, is that respondents are not cognizant of work outside thel.~ 
sphere of activity. Illustrative is the fact that the programs identifl.ed 
in response to the snowballing question (Question l~) were almost always 
in-state pt'ograms. Another interpretation problem l.S that the 
respondents typically project directors (and often directors of rather 
small proje~ts) may have less contact with innovations elsewhere than 
many other officials involved in mental health screening and evaluation, 
especially psychiatrists (seldom project directors) and upper-level 
supervisors. Respondents' inability to mention new or innovative 
procedures (whether caused by lack of innovations or lack of knowledge by 
respondent) stands in marked contrast to the extreme problems.and 
uncertainties in forensic mental health as described in the ll.terature on 

the subjecte 

How should program evaluation of forensic mental health screening 
and eVlaluation projects be carried out? This is an essential question 
for our evaluability assessment. On the assumption that at least partial 
answers to this question may be found in the reports of completed program 
evaluation efforts, survey respondents were queried as to the. . , 
availability of research or evaluation efforts focused on thel.r projects 
screening and evaluation efforts. 

Of the 84 respondents answering the question of documentation of 
past evaluation efforts, 43 (51 percent) indicated that t~ey were unaware 
of the availability of reports describing program evaluatl.on results, 
this in spite of the mandate for program evaluation of federally funde4 
project activities. (See, for example, Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration~ 1978.) Fifteen respondents (18 percent) indicated that Q 

program evaluation had, indeed, been conducted but a written report of 
the results was, unfortunately, not available or easily accessible. 
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Using the criterion of a completed feedback loop between evaluator and 
decision makers, the lack of availability to program managers (the 
majority of survey respondents) of completed evaluation results is the 
functional equivalent of no program evaluation at all. 

Twenty-six respondents (31 percent) indicated that their projects 
had been evaluated and that written reports of results were available. 
Reports related to 13 projects were obtained and reviewed. Four of the 

. projects, located in Ohio, were described in a commercially published, 
widely disseminated evaluation report of a forensic mental health 
services delivery system in Ohio (Beran and Toomey, 1979). While only 
four respondents indicated their awareness of this volume and deemed it 
to be directly germane to program evaluation issues in their project, it 
has relevance to all 18 Ohio projects surveyed, since it addresses the 
ent~re statewide forensic services delivery system. 

With the exception of Beran and Toomey, most of the evaluation 
reports seem to be part of a "fugitive" literature of program evaluation-
literature created primarily in service to federal or state requirements 
for periodic reports under the topic headings of "program evaluation," 
"monitoring," or "progress reporting" (Breitmeyer, Note 3; Heaton, 
Note30; Larimer County Community Corrections, Note 5; Metropolitan 
Critllinal Justice Planning Unit, Note 6; Messina, Note 7; Vera Institute 
of Justice, Note 8; Morgan, Note 9; Franzese, Note 10). Unfortunately, 
few of these reports seem to provide adequate answers to the question of 
how forensic screening and evaluation activities can be evaluated. 

One such report (one of the more comprehensive ones) of an 
evaluation of a pretrial services project is illustrative and typical of 
the fugitive, limited-access literature that is uninspiring for the 
program evaluator of screening and evaluation projects (Heaton, Note 4). 
To its credit, the report is valuable in that it contains a description 
of the objectives of the project, a description of the initial screening 
interviews and the subsequent more intensive mental health evaluation, a 
flow chart of the court system served by the diversion project, and 
samples of forms used at various .points in the project. But in terms of 
useful program evaluation information the report is disappointing. In 
the descriptions of the mental health evaluatio~s, the utilization of 
five projective tests (Rorschach,. the Thematic Apperception Test, the 
Bender Motor Gestalt Test, the Goldman Memory Test, and the Rotter 
Incomplete Sentence Test) and five objective tests (the WAIS, WISC, Beta 
Intelligence Test, the Competency Screening Test, and the MMPI) are 
discussed. Of 59 mental evaluations conducted during the first year of 
the project, 32 were complete mental evaluations utilizing both 
projective and subjective analysis, and 27 examinations utilized only the 
MMPI. We are not told what constitutes "complete" evaluation, nor what 
factors dictated the use of this type of assessment. In describing the 
underlying rationale and logic of the program evaluation methodology, an 
outcome sought in the conduct of mental health evaluations was the 
reduction of the time between arrest and trial. This measure of time or 
delay between arrest and trial is a potentially interesting standard 
measure of the effectiveness of screening and evaluation, a fact seemingly 
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not lost to the authors of the report. Unfortunately, no data are 
reported relating to this measure. Fifty-six persons were referr~d to 
community agencies to be treated during the first year of the prOJect 
operation and 36 received counseling from pretrial services personnel. 
The only ~valuation data reported is user-satisfaction information. 
Twenty-two percent of the judges, district attorneys, probation officers,. 
referral agencies, and other clients responding to the questionnaire 
reported that mental health evaluations were the most valuable aspect of 
the service provided by the project, competing with other options such as 
diversion, release with service, release on recognizance, and investiga
tive services. 

The reports documenting evaluation efforts were, on the whole, 
silent on issues of quality in the delivery of forensic mental health 
evaluation and screening, dealing primarily with program description 
comprising discussions of purposes, objectives, procedures, or~aniza
tional structures, and enro11~ent figures. Outcome measures d1scussed 
were on the broad program level rather than on procedur~s of screening 
and eva1uation--the focus of the present effort. For example, in his 
evaluation of a pretrial intervention program in Florida, involving 
screening of offenders, Messina determined the program's impact on 
diverting adult defendants from the criminal justice system by assessing 
the overall percentage of participants who were unsuccessful in completing 
the program due to rearrest or noncompliance with program rules (Messina, 
Note 7). A comparison of the program's criteria for selection of 
participants with those of other pretrial programs concluded that no two 
programs appear to have identical criteria. Interestingly, when specific 
measures for evaluating forensic mental health personnel activities were 
recommended it was done in the context of an "evaluabi1ity assessment"-
not an acco~plished program evaluation--of a detention-rehabilitation 
program (Breitmeyer, Note 3). 

f I 

The most comprehensive (and most effective) program evaluation of 
forensic mental health services Was conducted from 1972 to 1975 by the 
Ohio State University Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency. 
This effort, involving the evaluation of six of the earliest established 
community forensic evaluation treatment centers of Ohio (i.e., those in 
Akron, Cincinnati, Columbus, Dayton, Hamilton [Butler County], and 
Toledo), resulted in the writing of eight monographs, the last of which, 
representing an analysis of the total state forensic services delivery 
system, was widely disseminated throughout Ohio to decision makers within 
the mental health and criminal justice system. This program evaluation 
effort in Ohio has been further described and placed in a national 
context by Beran and Toomey (1979). Their volume is a notable exception 
to the evaluation reports of surveyed projects that were reviewed, in 
that it directly addresses pro~ram evaluation issues. 

The purpose of the Ohio evaluation project was to compare the 
services provided in the various community forensic centers with those of 
each other and with those services previously arranged with the 
centralized forensic units within the state institution. Evalu~!tion 

research questions, relevant to this discussion, were the following: 
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o Who referred clients to the centers, what kinds of clients 
were being served, and how did they differ from those served 
in the institutional setting? 

o What professional staff were involved in the variety of 
diagnostic and treatment services? Was there an optimal mix 
of disciplines for meeting services needs? 

o What were the qualifications of staff members? 

o What were the costs and benefits of using community rather 
than institutional settings for evaluations? 

o What coordination and cooperation were necessary to 
facilitate the most efficient operation of the total 
forensic system? (Beran and Toomey, 1979, p. 112) 

The above questions were addressed comprehensively by the Ohio 
evaluation project. Multiple measurements were made for and about various 
groups, including clients, consultants, referral agents, and administra
tors. A comparative descriptive design guided the acquisition of 
objective data on clients (i.e., demographic characteristics, charges, 
current court status, previous record, previous mental health involvement, 
referral source, referral reason, types ()f evaluations performed, 
recommendation of evaluator, and court disposition), attitudinal data 
from mental health personnel, judges, probation and parole officers, and 
systems data (e.g., costs, staff size and composition, and length of time 
for processing clients). Beran and Toomey summarize the findings of the 
Ohio evaluation project which support the development of community-based 
programs for disordered offenders: 

. The findings presented clearly indicate that the 
anticipated benefits of forensic psychiatric centers 
• • • are in large measure being realiz,ed by the 
centers in Akron, Butler County, CinCinnati, Columbus, 
Dayton, and Toledo. The caseload sizes of 
significantly greater proportions than served by LSH 
[Lima State Hospital] prior to the centers' openings 
are clear testimony that the centers are supplementing 
the evaluation and treatment services of LSH, 
lightening LSH's caseload from the counties served by 
the centers, and preventing the institutionalization 
of some individuals and thus the disruptive influence 
on the client, his family, and the community of such 
institutionalization, not to mention the easing of 
the reintegration problem. Cost arialyses demonstrated 
that the centers negate a sizable proportion of costs 
incumbent upon institutionalization at LSH. Generally 
speaking, the centers are providing not only evalua
tions, recommendations, treatment, and emergency 
intervention services, but also consultation and 
education services for local criminal justice system 
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agents. The centers are performing Ascherman [post
conviction examination to determine whether an 
offender is mentally ill, mentally retarded, or 
psychopathic] and competency/sanity evaluations in 
significantly shorter spans of time than typical of 
LSH, and the periods between referral and admission 
and release and court disposition are also much 
shorter for the centers. Given all this, it is not 
too surprising that most criminal justice system 
referral agents strongly endorse the cente'rs and 
describe them as quite superior to LSH. (pp. 139-140, 
text in brackets added) 

In spite of the relatively comprehensive nature of the Ohio 
evaluation effort, the former associate director of the Ohio project 
states that "[t]here appears to be no satisfactory objective way to 
address quality issues in the FPSDS (forensic psychiatric service delivery 
system), given the current state of research in the mental health and 
criminal justice fields" (Carlson, 1979, p. 170). Carlson's statement 
reinforces a basic premise of the present evaluability assessment of 
forensic mental health evaluation and screening throughout the country, 
as well as impressions drawn from the dearth of documented program 
evaluation efforts gleaned from the telephone survey: namely, that the 
current state-of-the-art in program evaluation has not yet advanced to a 
level where large-scale program evaluation seems sensible; that standard 
measures of program quality are yet to be identified, developed, and 
communicated; and that such measures must yet be placed in the context of 
viable measurement and program evaluation systems. In short, program 
evaluation models for forensic mental health evaluation and screening 
remain to be developed and demonstrated. 

Conclusions 

Growing out of the operational definition and framework of inquiry 
described in the previous chapter and the programs analysis presented in 
this chapter is something of a forensic programs typology, or more 
modestly stated, a categorization of forensic mental health programs. 
A number of characteristics of forensic programs might be considered 
elements in such a categorization, such as the stated purposes of the 
program; the reasons for referral of client-offenders to the program; the 
criminal justice agencies that are served by the program; the stages in 
the criminal process at which the program is active; the type of facility 
in which the program is located; staff size and composition; caseload; 
governing statutes; and resident population. Yet the development of 
typologies based on these sorts of unidimensional characteristics seems 
fraught with problems. For example, a typology based on client-offender 
populations may be quite fragile because of the difficulty one encounters 
in defining, dividing up, and managing the deviant population. There is 
significan~ controversy about whether to maintain separate facilities for 
"mental patients," "criminals," and those who may be identified by both 
labels. One study committee, for example, has proposed that defendants 
found to be incompetent should be treated as would any patient in civil 
proceedings (Brakel and Rl)ck, 1971, p. 416). 
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Another set of characteristics that might form the basis for a 
categorization of forensic mental health screening and evaluation programs 
relates to the basic elements of the forensic service delivery system. 
The forensic service delivery system generally consists of five elements 
(cf. Carlson, 1979): centralized state institutions, local and state 
corrections agencies, court clinics, community-based mental health 
centers, and civil mental health institutions and training schools. 

Perhaps the oldest element of the forensic mental health service 
delivery system is the centralized institution. This type of forensic 
unit, a maximum security, inpatient facility located within a prison or 
hospital for the criminally insane, typically serves an entire state or 
region. Client-offenders for whom mental health services are required 
may have to travel long distances and be hospitalized for weeks or months 
for relatively simple procedures such as evaluations to assess competency 
to stand trial. Lima State Hospital in Ohio and Central State Hospital 

,in Virginia are examples of centralized forensic mental health evaluation 
units. Centralized facilities generally have two main purposes. First, 
they serve as institutions of custody for "criminally insane" offenders 
(including those persons found incompetent to stand trial, persons 
committed under some psychopath statute, and those committed after being 
found not guilty by reason of insanity). Second, they serve as centers 
for the screening and evaluation of offenders (cf. Carlson, 1979). 

There are strong national trends moving towards community-based 
services as an alternative to institutionalization for most human service 
needs. Forensic mental health screening and evaluation is no exception 
to this trend. For example, in 1971 Ohio established its first community 
forensic center; by early 1974, six state-supported centers were in 
operation; and, as of August 1978~ Ohio had established 16 community 
forensic centers across the state (Roth, 1979). State legislation 
designates the community centers, rather than a central facility, as the 
setting for court-ordered mental health evaluations for competency and 
criminal responsibility. Some states plan to phase out cent,ral institu
tional facilities entirely and develop smaller forensic centers on the 
grounds of existing state civil hospitals and training schools for the 
retarded (Roth, 1978; Petrila, 1980). 

State and local corrections agencies also may conduct forensic 
mental health screening and evaluations. These decentralized programs 
typically differ from the centralized institutional programs in terms of 
comprehensiv.eness of purpose, reasons for referral, type of client
offender (i.e., mentally ill, mentally retarded, or psychopathic 
offender), and caseload. They differ from the community-based forensic 
centers in terms of security, caseload, and type of offender. 

The final element in the forensic mental health delivery system is 
the court clinic. Court clinics generally are located within the 
environment of a courthouse and thus are community-based, but they differ 
from the four other elements with respect to the stage in the criminal 
justice process at which their work is focused (usually almost entirely 
pretrial) and t.he thoroughness of their forensic examination (some only 
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screen offenders to determine whether or not further evaluation may be 
necessary). As late as 1966, a national survey by Guttmacher (cited in 
Beran and Toomey, 1.979, p. 109) identified only 27 court clinics in the 
entire United States. By 1974, a single state, Massachusetts, had 30 
such clinics in operation (Lipsitt, 1974, cited in Beran and Toomey, 
1979, p. 110). 

A tentative typology based on the primary elements of a forensic 
mental health delivery system--court clinics, civil institutions, local 
and state corrections agencies, community-based mental health centers, 
and centralized institutions--has several advantages. It is ordered 
along a practical dimension with centralization of services on one end 
and decentralization on the other. It is grounded in political and 
administrative reality.. The discrimination within basic types can easily 
be sharpened; and a program evaluation approach based on the logical 
components of the examination process--delineation, acquisition, and 
provision--enriched by subdividing them according to purposes, reasons 
for referral, stages of use, caseload, staff size, and staff type, is 
quite feasible. Similarly, the differences between types can be 
highlighted by ordering the types according to such primary functions as 
information- generation, deeision-making, custody, and treatment (cf. 
Carlson, 1979). 

A final advantage, for the evaluation, of a tentative typology of 
forensic programs based on the primary elements of the forensic service 
delivery system is that such a typology is consistent with the procedul~al 
emphasis of program evaluation. Themes and issues in the interaction clf 
the mental health system and criminal justice systems seem to be too 
fluid and complex and may be partly to blame for the grossly inadequate! 
communication among various sectors of these systems (see Beran and 
Toomey, 1979, p. 178). A typology based on the delivery system--apart 
from themes, issues, and even purposes and aims--may not entirely avoid 
complexity, but it ~hould at least provide a common lexicon, grounded in 
procedure, capable of facilitating program evaluation in the area of 
forensic mental health screening and evaluation. 

In Part II of this book, which we will turn to next, twenty 
forensic mental health programs are grouped according to the typology 
described above. Although there were clear disadvantages to this 
typology (as we will see) the advantages outlined above clearly 
outweighed the disadvantages. 
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The issues, definitions, framework of inquiry, and categorization 
of forensic programs described in Part I of the book, set the stage for 
the detailing of practice. Part II of the book describes the in-depth 
study of 20 forensic facilities in 17 states and the District of Columbia 
which was conducted in the second phase of our evaluability assessment. 
Although no systematic attempt was made to sample programs representative 
of the pGpulation of forensic programs, or the subset which we surveyed 
by telephone (see Chapter 3), a number of loose criteria were considered 
and applied to the selection of the 20 in-depth study sites. The 
majority of these criteria were drawn directly from the results of the 
telephone surveyor stimulated by them. However, as was the case in the 
sample of the telephone survey, the criteria were not based on any 
preconceived theoretical framework. Specifically, the 20 sites were 
selected from the 121 programs identified in the telephone survey in 
consideration of the following broad criteria: 

./ 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

Comprehensiveness: Programs that satisfied this criteria 
were those that involved forensic mental health screening 
for various legal purposes at a number of points in the 
criminal proceedings. 

Specialization: Programs that are restricted to a 
particular psycholegal purpose, a specific stage in the 
criminal process, or to a particular referral source • 

Academic Affiliation. 

Longevity: Programs that have been in existence for some 
time. 

Microcosm: Programs in small states that can be readily 
studied as a microcosm (e.g., programs in Alaska, Hawaii, 
and, perhaps, Arizona). 

Representation of Key States: Programs in states 
particularly active or innovative in their mental health 
laws • 

Representation of Metropolitan Areas. 

Innovativeness: Programs that represent particularly new 
developments. 

Representation of Nontraditional Staff: Programs that 
utilize mental health personnel deviating from the 
traditional disciplines (i.e., psychiatry, psychology, and 
social wor k) • 

Centralization: Programs involving forensic examination 
of client-offenders from a broad geographical area, 
perhaps an entire state. 
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(11) Proximity to the Community: Decentralized, 
noninstitutional programs in the community. 

Twenty-eight programs were identified that generally satisfied 
these criteria, including five that were highly recommended by project 
consultants but were not represented in the telephone survey. Letters of 
initiation, followed by telephone calls, were se.nt to key persons at the 
site. The original list was subsequently reduced to 20 programs where 
cooperation for in-depth study was assured. 

The in-depth study design called for on-site interviews with 
various program role representatives: administrator, director, or 
coordinator, examiner, "screener," referral agent, and various support 
staff (see the definitions of "mental health personnel" and "criminal 
justice authorities" in Chapter 2). When permitted, personal interviews 
with client-offenders, and case conferences were observed. Relevant 
documents, reports, and forms were studied. Typically, two or three days 
were spent on-site followed by several telephone calls and an exchange of 
written communications. 

The five chapters in Part II describe program representatives in 
each of the five categories in a forensic mental health delivery 
system--court clinics, jails, community and regional forensic mental 
health centers, centralized forensic mental health facilities, and 
community corrections (see Chapter 3). Each of the twenty forensic 
mental health programs profiled in Part II conform generally to the 
framework of inquiry--i.e., delineation, acquisition, and 
provision--outlined in Chapter 2. Each program is described in general 
accordance with the following outline: 

Brief Description of Program 
History 
Description of Host Court or Agency 
Goal and Objectives of Program 

Clientele 
Purposes 
Stages in Criminal Process 

Case Process Flow 
Diagram 
Text 

tklineation of Mental Health Information Requirements 
Referral Sources, Agencies, and Agents 
Referral Mechanisms 
Referral Instruments 

Acquisition of Mental Health Information 
Staff 
Procedures and Techniques 

Admissions 
Interviews 
Social History 
Psychological Testing 
Case Coaferences 
Report Preparation 
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Data Gathering Instruments 
Provision and Use of Mental Health Information 

Reporting Source, Agencies, and Agents 
Mechanisms 

Reporting Instruments 
Timing 

Target Audiences 
Use in Decision Making 

Feedback, Monitoring, and Program Evaluation 
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Chapter 4 

COURT CLINICS 

This chapter describes one type of arrangement between the 
criminal justice system and the mental health sy,stem--the court clinic. 
The most significant and substantial portions are the descriptions of 
fi ve such' court clinics: the Medical Office of the Supreme Bench of 
Baltimore (Maryland), the Cambridge (Massachusetts) Court Clinic, the 
Forensic Psychiatry Clinic (New York City), the Pima County (Arizona) 
Court Clinic, and the Court's Diagnostic Clinic (Hartford, Connecticut). 

In a number of jurisdictions throughout the country, mental health 
questions of immediate concern to the court are referred to outpatient 
mental health clinics located in or near courthouses and designed to 
serve exclusively the courts and their agencies. The first known survey 
of court clinics in the United States was conducted in 1966 by Manfred S. 
Guttmacher (Guttmacher, 1966). Guttmacher, a psychiatrist and director 
of the Medical Service of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore (described later 
in this chapter) from 1930 to 1966, identified 30 psychiatric clinics of 
varying descriptions serving adult criminal courts throughout the 
country. The responses to another survey taken in 1970 of community 
mental health clinics in the United States indicated 53 court clinics in 
ten states and the District of Columbia; 21 were in Massachusetts; 12 in 
New York; 5 in California; 3 each in Maryland, Missouri, and Ohio; 2 in 
Pennsylvania; and one each in Florida, Hawaii, Utah, and the District of 
Columbia (McGarry, 1980). Many more such clinics are probably operating 
today. By 1974, Massachusetts alone had 30 court clinics in operation 
(Lipsitt, 1974, cited in Beran and Toomey, 1979, p. 110). Only two of 
the clinics profiled in this chapter appeared in Guttmacher's original 
survey. One forensic mental health facility identified as a court clinic 
by Guttmacher, the San Mateo County Courts and Corrections Unit, was 
studied by project staff but not described as a court clinic because it 
seemed to be functioning today more as a community forensic mental health 
center not primarily aligned with courts. (A description of the San 
Mateo program appears in Chapter 6.) 

Jonas Robitscher, a psychiatrist, characterized court clinics as 
"groups of psychiatrists, psychologists and other professionals attached 
to trial courts to provide advice on medical issues in the cases being 
tried" (Rob1tscher and Williams, 1977). Court clinics differ in their 
organization and operation. Some are funded totally by the court systems 
which they serve; others are allied with courts but receive only a 
portion of their funds from the courts; still ethers are agencies of 
local or state departments of mental health. Some provide relatively 
extensive evaluative services, and a few provide limited treatment for 
criminal defendants, witnesses, and their famili.es; others still are 
designed merely to provide advisory op~nions on specific mental health 
questions for judges and other court personnel. Court clinics can be 
differentiated on the basis of caseload, sources of referral (e.g., 
courts, probation departments, and police), time of referral (e.g., 
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pretrial~ at sentencing, or postconvic~ion), staff, budget, type of. 
reporting mechanisms (testimony and wr~tten reports), treatment opt~ons, 
data collection methods, and many other factors (cf. Guttmacher, 1966, 
Table U. 

In this chapter, the described for7nsic me~t~l h7alt~ programs are 
referred to as court clinics; however, th~s class~f~cat~on ~s tenuous at 
best. Several of these programs are, in many ways, like other pro~rams 
examined by project staff and classified differently. (e.g., commun~ty 
forensic mental health centers, jail services, inpat~ent mental . 
hospitals, usually with secu:ity faci:it~es, . an? community ~o:rect~ons 
programs). The characterist~c best d~st~ngu~sh~ng cour: cl~n~c~ from 
other types of facilities where forensic mental ~e~lth ~s pract~ced seems 
to be their setting within, or within close prox~m~ty.o~, a courthouse. 
But this characteristic does not disting~ish court cl~n~cs from oth~r 
forensic programs in all cases--the Wyandotte County (Kansas) Pretr~al 
Services Project, for example, is located in the cou~t~ courthouse and 
performs many of the functions performed by court cl~n~cs. Perhaps the 
feature that most clearly distinguishes these programs from the others 
are the words "clinic" or "court" in their names. 

The primary function of most court clinics is to examine.criminal 
defendants and render opinions regarding competency to stand tr~al, 
suitability for pretrial release, and the psychos~cial c~n?ition of. the 
client-offender (bearing on sentencing and probat~on dec~s1ons). ~1th 
regard to certain forensic questions (e.g.; c~~p7tency t? ~tand tr1al), 
some clinics perform a threshold screening funct10n, adv1s1ng.the court 
whether the question merits further evaluat~o~ (perhaps mor~ prolonged 
evaluation in a hospital setting); other c11~1cs are author1zed to 
conduct thorough evaluations and address ult1mate mental health-legal 
questions. Virtually every court clinic w~rks c~osely with ~rea 
psychiatric hospitals, and most recommend 1n-pat1ent evaluat~on of 
difficult cases. 

The staff of a typical court clinic consists of a core group of 
full-time mental health professionals (including psychiatrists, 
psychologists, and social workers) and support perso~nel and any n~m?er 
of part-time, consulting psychiatrists and psycholog~sts. ~ome cl~n1cs 
.have large, full-time staffs well coo:dinated ~s a t 7am, wl\1l.1e others 
rely heavily on consultants who funct10n relat1vely ~ndepet\dently. 

Although the process by which mental bealth information is 
acquired varies from clinic to clinic, mos~ clinics, rely upon the 
clinical interview as the primary means for assessing the mental state of 
client-offenders. Most court clinics compile baCkground infllrmation 
about the defendant, conduct clinical interviews, and perfo~~ 
psychological testing, the latter including objective tests i~f 

intelligence and subjective personality inventories. NeuroH~~ical 
testing and other more extensive procedures generally are tYP1cally 
performed on a referral basis in area hospitals. 
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THE MEDICAL SERVICE OF THE SUPREME BENCH OF BALTIMORE CITY 

The Medical Office of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City (SBMS) 
was instituted in 1920 to provide psychiatric evaluations to the judges 
of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City at various stages of the court 
proceedings. The SBMS is a department of the Supreme Bench, supported by 
city taxpayers, and its services are reserved solely for city judges. 
The Chief Medicai Officer of SBMS reports to the Chief Judge of the 
Supreme Bench. The Supreme BenCh of Baltimore City is the Eighth Judicial 
Circuit of the Maryland Circuit Court. The Eighth Judicial Circuit 
consists of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City, which includes the 
Superior Court of Baltimore City, the Court of Common Pleas, the Baltimore 
City Court, the Circuit Court of Baltimore and the Criminal Court of 
Baltimore. Baltimore City judges serve these courts on a rotating ba:;is. 
Judges are elected by the voters of Baltimore. The Circuit Court is the 
court of general, unlimited trial jurisdiction in Maryland. 

From 1918 to 1930 John Rathbone Oliver served as the chief medical 
officer of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City, initially as a friend of 
the judges, performing without compensation "mental examinations" 
consisting primarily of intelligence testing of delinquents; then as "a 
bailiff, acting as 'psychiatrist to the court'''; and finally, as official 
head of the Medical Service of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City 
(Oliver, 1929). 

[I]n founding it, we laid down certain lines of development 
that have been of the utmost importance. Hitherto, in other 
cities, like Boston and Chicago, the court clinics, so called, had 
been devoting their entire time to the mental examination of the 
cases referred to them. They were mental clinics and nothing 
else. In Baltimore, we wanted our clinic to be a medical sarvice 
and to cover the whole domain of legal medicine. 
We planned to examine footprints and blood stains; for, even 
though I had no money for microscopes, I was still a member of the 
Out-Patient Staff of the Phipps Clinic, and I had its marvelous 
laboratories at my disposal. We determined also not to restrict 
ourselves to mental tests and examinations. Every patient that 
came to us for a mental test must be physically examined also. 
Whatever his or her handicaps might be, mental o~ physical, it was 
Our business to discover them and to make them known to the court. 

In fact, our ideal was, in a sense, a social one. Our 
service was to give the destitute offender as well as the 
delinquent of moderate means t:he same opportunities before the 
court that had hitherto been the privileles of the rich. The 
accused who has money can pay a physician to exam~ne him and to 
come into court to testify to his mental or physical condition. 
The poor man cannot afford this, and so his real condition often 
remains unknown to the court. We intended that in Baltimore, so 
far as in us lay, the poor offender should pave the same chance as 
the rich to make his physical or mental handicaps known to his 
judges (p. 18). 
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Oliver, who achieved wide prominence as a psychiatrist, prolific 
author, lecturer, priest, and criminologist, was succeeded as chief 
medical office~ by Manfred Guttmacher. Guttmacher, a psychiatrist 
trained at Johns, Hopkins, headed SBMS from 1930 to 1966, expanding its 
operation from mentally deficiency and bastardy, to issues of criminal 
responsibility and competency. Guttmacher was an internationally eminent 
forensic psychiatrist; he was involved in several controversial cases 
(cf. Bromberg, 1979, pp. 124-141), wrote textbooks (e.g., Guttmacher and 
WeIhofen, 1952), and drafted standards for courts and legislatures (~. 
Guttmacher, 1955; Note 1). After his death in 1966, this tradition of 
national and international leadership in forensic psychiatry by the Chief 
Medical Officer of SBMS was continued when the court employed Jonas R. 
Rappeport in 1967, who has main~ained that position until the present. 

The SBMS provides consultative psychiatric evaluations to the 
Supreme Bench of Baltimore City (the Eighth Judicial Circuit Court), the 
Maryland District Court Number 1 (the District Court is a court of limited 
jurisdiction and includes the City of Baltimore), and the Federal District 
Court. SBMS makes treatment recommendations and referrals but conducts 
no treatment on its own. Evaluations performed at the request of Supreme 
Bench judges are financed as part of the Supreme Bench budget. 
Evaluations requested by the other referral courts are conducted by SBMS 
on a fee basis of $225 per evaluation. SEMS performs three types of 
basic evaluations: pretrial j presentence, and post-sentence. It also 
conducts evaluations in some civil cases, such as complex custody 
disputes. 

Pretrial evaluations typically involve questions of NGRI (not 
guilty by reason of insanity), dangerousness, or incompetency and result 
in pretrial reports or consultations with judges. Presentence evaluations 
represeT.lt the major work of SBMS, assisting judges to make appropriate 
dispositions. Post-sentence evaluations are requested when a judge wishes 
to consider a change in sentence, to alter conditions of probation, or to 
consider feasibility of a referral to an institution. Probation officers, 
with the judge's approval, may also request post-sentence evaluations. 

A separate component of SBMS, the Pretrial Screening Services 
Program, performs pretrial competency screening solely for the District 
Court of Maryland Number 1 (Baltimore City). Altnough located within 
SBMS and administeI'ed by SBMS, this program functions as an agent of the 
Maryland Department of Health and Mental Hygiene. It diffi.ers from the 
SBMS evaluation procedures in its scope of referral sourC.E~S (i.e., it 
serves only the District Court of Maryland Number 1), initiation and 
coordination of referrals (e.g., referrals are initiated bya commitment 
order to the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene for the purpose of 
competency evaluation), and reporting mechanisms. This chapter will' 
exclude a description of the Pretrial Screening Services Program (see 
Note 2 for a description of procedures of this unit). 

The professional staff of SBMS includes psychiatrists, 
psychologists, and social workers supported by administrative and clerical 
staff. In 1979, a total of 1,101", cases were referred to SBMS, a figure 
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comparable to that referred in the three previous years; 81 percent of 
the referrals in 1979 wer.e from the Supreme Bench of Baltimore, and 18 
percent from the District Court of Maryland Number 1. 

A Function Model 

Figures 2-4 capture the flow of cases, operations, choice points 
and processes in the evaluation of accused individuals in the SBMS, for 
all the basic evaluations performed by SBMS. Figure 2 presents events 
before the accused individual's entrance into SBMS, and the ~~tivities 
and events involved in the delineation of the information so~~ht about 
the individual case. Figure 3 shows the process of acquis~~ of the 
mental health information about the accused individual. Finally, Figure 
4 shows the provision of information to those requesting it. This 
function model of SBMS simplifies a complex evaluation process; it 
represents a conceptualization, hope,fully sufficiently simple enough to 
allow later validation of elements and relationships represented, yet 
sufficiently complex to persuade knowledgeable people that it is a close 
approximation of reality. 

Figure 2 illustrates the process of delineation, how a defendant 
comes to be seen by SBMS and how prior information is readied to prepare 
for the evaluation. The initial decision to involve mental health 
professionals in a case is made by a judge in a referral court for SBMS, 
i.e., the Supreme Bench of Baltimore City, the District Court of Maryland 
Number 1, and the Federal District Court. A request takes the form of a 
referral form submitted by a judge or a telephone call by a judge to the 
Medical Administrator of SBMS. The referral form or the telephone call 
establish why the case is being referred to SBMS for eval,uation. Once a 
referral form has been received by SBMS, procedures to pI;epare the case 
are implemented, including a check of whether the defendant or accused 
individual has been evaluated by SBMS before and the gathering of 
indictment folders, offense reports, and prior arrest records. The case 
is scheduled to accommodate a 30-day time limit from the receipt of the 
referral to provision of the final evaluative report. The Criminal 
Assignment Office of the Supreme Bench automatically schedules a case 
thirty-five days from the day of referral to provide the judge five days 
to study the report. Once the case has been prepared and SCheduled, it 
is assigned to a staff psychiatrist. 

Figure 3 depicts essenti~l operations and events wherein SBMS 
acquires evaluat~,ve information about the defendant. This acquisition of 
information directly from the defendant begins with a clinical interview 
of the individual by a staff psychiatrist who has at his disposal all 
case materials and other information sought by the courts. The 
psychiatrist's clinical interview typically consists of a face-to-face 
session with the defendant in which mental status is asse~sed and a 
clinical decision is reached. Such evaluations range in duration, but 
rarely exceed two hours. Approximately one-third of the cases referred 
to SBMS require no further case data acquisition beyond the psychiatric 
interview • 
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Figure 2. Case processing function model of the Hedical Service of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore: Delineation 
of E,:,alllat~:on Information. 
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If a clinical decision is not reached at this stage, preparations 
are made to secure additional infQrmation, including the social history 
of the defendant, standard psychl)logica1 test results, and responses to 
projective psychological instr~knts. }~so, the counsel of other 
professional staff in SBMS may be sought by the psychiatrist assigned to 
the case. If the psychiatrist still feels that there are insufficient 
grounds upon which to base a clinical decision, a case conference is held. 
Following the conference, a report is written, thus completing the process 
of acquisition of case information. 

Clearly, Figure 3 is a simplification o~ a process to which there 
are exceptions, such as in controversial cases that may require much more 
dialogue between SBMS and the judges, or in cases invo1vingc;exua1 
offenses in which clinical decisions always follow the full process 
depicted in Figure 3. Further, Figure 3 suggests a formality and, 
perhaps, inflexibility ~hat are not the norm. . 

The final phase of the SBMS forensic screening and evaluation, the 
provision of the case information to judges is depicted in Figure 4. The 
findings of the evaluation conducted by SBMS are transmitted in a written 
repp~0 to th~ judge who originally referred the case. The SBMS reports 
aC1dre~is the specific issues raised (e.g., competency and criminal 

'responsibility); make specific recommendations (e.g., defendant is 
competent but not responsible; defendant is dangerous; defendant is 
amenable to treatment); present the base:s of the recommendations 
(psychological, social, medical, and legal history; diagnosis); and 
include relevant facts of the case (case name, charge, referring judge 
and court, examination date and examiner[s]). Reports are typically no 
longer than three pages, written and signed by the examining psychiatrist 
or physician (e.g., in. cases of electroencephalogram examination), and 
usually are not appended by supporting documents. The judge receiv~s 
three copies of the report and distributes copies as he sees fit. If 
more information on the case is requested, or if clarification is needed, 
the judse calls the medical administrator. 

n 
Once the judge has reviewed the report and has made any' necessary 

informal follow-up contact with SBMS, the ca.se exits the forensic mental 
health system of SBMS. 

Delineation of Mental Health Information Requirements 

When an arrest takes place wi thin tha juriscii,ctions of the 
re;ferra1 courts for SBMS, tl;.e defendant is taken to a police station in 
the district where the alleged crime took place. There the defendant is 
booked and processed, informed of the charges, and notified of, the right. 
to counsel. A preliminary trial date is set initially in arraignment in 
the District Court (District Court of ~ry1and Number 1). The def'Emdant 
is released on bailor on his own recognizance, incarcerated in the 
Baltimore jail without bail having been set, or incarcerated in the 
Baltimore jail in lieu of posting bail. 
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Figur~ 4. Case processing function model of the Medical Servic~ of the 
Supreine Bench of B/lltimore: Provision of Evaluation Infonnation. 
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Various pretrial issues are addressed at this stage in the 
District Court: criminal responsibility (NGRI), competency to stand 
trial, determination of jurisdiction, assurance of proper counsel, 
continuances, motions, and requests for jury trials. The pretrial issues 
of competency and criminal responsibility are addressed by the District 
Cou:rt by having the defendant sent to a regional hospital, or by making a 
request for evaluation to SBMS if (1) the defendant is a juvenile or '(2) 
the alleged crime is punishable by more than three years of impris~nment. 
If the defendant was originally charged with a felony, the case is sent 
directly to the Supreme Bench of Baltimore (the court of general 
jurisdiction) after processing at the District Court. After Supreme 
Bench arraignment, pretrial mental health issues may again result in a 
request to SEMS for evaluation of the defendant. Defendants may also be 
rl!ferred by judges of the referral courts for SBMS when the court has a 
cc:mcern during the trial proceedings that the defendant has mental 
deficiencies. 

Formal delineation of mental health infprmation requirements with 
regard to issues of competency and criminal responsibility is provided by 
M.:1.ryland statute. Relevai:dt sections of Maryland law (Maryland Annotated 
Code Article 59, Sections 23-28) as it applies to competency, criminal 
responsibility, judicial rel~ase, copies of important cases dealing with 
these issues, and a U.S. attorney's paper on these issues are contained 
in an operations manual available to SBMS staff (see Note 2.). 

The types of evaluations referred to SBMS are delineated in detail 
in the procedural manual of SBMS (An Overview of the Medical Office, 
Revised May 24, 1979; see Note 2, pp. 1-2): 

Pretrial: These referrals involve two types of cases: (1) 
determination of bail risk (habeas corpus); and (2) cases in which 
the court has agreed to allow SBMS to do a full pretrial 
evaluation in order to answer the questions of competence to stand 
trial or responsibili,ty at the time of the crime. 

Presentence: These cases represent the major work of SBMS. The 
goal is to assist judges in making appropriate dispositions. Each 
report includes a lengthy SOCial, medical, and legal history. If 
called for by the psychiatrist, psychological tests and social 
work interviews are also included. The report further includes a 
summary and recommendations, hopefully as realistic and meaningful 
as staff is able to accomplish. SBMS attempts to answer the 
court's requests, as well as give impressions of the individual's 
dangerousness, amenability to treatment, and facilities that might 
offer such treatment. 

Post-Sentence: Such requests usually occur when the judge wishes 
to consider a change in sentence within the allowa'ble period of 
time, or to alter conditions of probation, or to consider 

cfeasibility of a referral to Patuxent' Institution. Probation 
Officers, with the judge's approval, may also request a 
post-sentence evaluation if such ,an evaluation seems warranted. 
These reports are of the same depth as presentence reports. 
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Record Reviews: On occasion a judge may request a review of 
hospital reports (medical or psychiatric) in order to interpret 
certain statements or decide whether other evaluations are 
indicated. In reports, SBMS usually only answers the specific 
questions asked by the court. 

Emergency: These cases usually require an immediate visit to 
either the courtroom, Baltimore city jail lock-up in the 
courthouse, or the sheriff's lock-up. They may range from a 
psychiatric emergency to a physical problem that requires medical 
attention. Such evaluations are followed by a phone call and 
brief written report. 

Consultations: SBMS will, when the situation arises, provide a 
judge, probation officer, attorney, police officer, or citizen a 
consultation on medical legal matters. No formal request is 
required or report rendered. All information is handled on an 
"off the record" basis. 

Of 1101 cases in 1979, 41 percent resulted in pretrial reports, 32 percent 
pre-sentence reports, 7 percent post-sentence reports, and 18 percent 
custody reports. 

Referral Courts 

Formal requests for evaluations are made only by judges in the 
three formal referral jurisdictions for SBMS: the Supreme Bench of 
Baltimore, the District Court of Maryland Number 1, and the Federal 
District Court of Maryland. The Supreme Bench is the largest of the 
Maryland Eighth Judicial Circuit with 12 criminal courts, 10 civil courts, 
1 motions court; and 23 judges, including 1 administrative judge. SBMS 
formally serves the Supreme Bench as an arm of the court. 

The second referral court is the District Court of Maryland Number 
1 (Baltimore Police Court) with 8 criminal court judges, 10 civil court 
judges, and 6 traffic judges. The District Court has jurisdiction in 
non-felony cases in which the penalty does not exceed three years' 
imprisonment. SBMS serves this court on a fee basis of $225 per 
evaluation report. Requests for evaluations from the Federal District 
Court, the third and most infrequent referral court, are also handled by 
SBMS on a referral basis. All but a few referrals are made to SBMS by 
the Supreme Bench and the District Court. Of a total of 1,101 cases 
referred to SBMS in 1979, 889 came from the Supreme Bench and 196 came 
from th~ District Court, together accounting for over 98 percent of the 
evaluation referrals. 

/~eferral Procedures 
'1 \0 

Once a"\5equest is initiated, the work of SBMS to provide mental 
health evaluation to the courts is conducted within .30 days. Typically, 
SBMS receives a referral form along with the formal court 'order for 
evaluation or telephone request by a judge. The form is usually hand 
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delivered by a court law clerk, except in referrals from the Federal 
District Court, which are mailed and only very seldom complemented by 
telephone contact with SBMS. 

The referral form that initiates ~ost evaluations indicates 
standard case information (e.g., defendant's name, birth, offense(s), 
attorney, and present status), type of evaluation requested (pretrial, 
presentence, or post-sentence), and a checklist of reasons for the 
referral (see Appendix A). As soon as SBMS receives a referral form, 
case preparatory procedures are initiated. 

Once received, 'evaluation referral forms are date-stamped 
immediately. initiating the 3O-day time frame for the completion of 
evaluations. Frequently, the referral form is, at this stage, routed to 
the medical administrator, who may make informal telephone contact with 
the referring judge, especially in controversial cases. SBMS records are 
reviewed to check whether the case is "old," that is, whether it has been 
previously referred to SBMS for evaluation. Simultaneously, the case is 
given a number, and a folder is prepared. 

On the day of the receipt of the referral j or immediately 
thereafter, court personnel are telephoned in order to obtain the 
following case information': (1) history of previous hospitalizations; 
(2) a brief history of where the patient has lived; (3) the name of a 
family member who might be interviewed for additional information about 
the patient; and (4) verification of current address as listed on the 
referral form and verification of patient's current location (Baltimore 
city jail, Department of Corrections, etc.). Requests are directed to 
police or State's Attorney's office for past record, offense report, and 
indictment folder. Psychiatric and medical records are subpoenaed if 
necessary. 

At this stage the case is placed into a "cases to be seen" file 
and assigned by administrative staff to an examiner, who maintains 
responsibility for the case. Finally, appropriate arrangements are made 
for the client to be examined in the SBMS. If the client is in custody 
or hospitalized in an institution, he or she is escorted to SBMS for 
evaluation; clients not in custody are sent letters requesting 
their appearance in SBMS on a particular date. 

Acquisition of Mental Health Information 

Staff 

The staff of SBMS includes psychiatrists, psychologists, social 
workers, and administrative and support personnel. Case responsibility 
rests primarily with "medical officers," physicians who are licensed in 
the state of Maryland and have completed a residency in psychiatry, and 
state"'licensed clinical psychologists. Both full-time and consulting 
(part-time) psychiatrists and psychologists serve on the SBMS staff. The 
social work staff consists of a chief of social work (who also is the 
SBMS Administrator), three consultant social workers, and severaJ. social 
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work students from local colleges and universities. Students representing 
various disciplines (medicine, social work, psychiatry, and psychology) 
are integrated into the work of SBMS, assisting in much of the evaluation 
work and performing special projects. Most students work without 
monetary compensation, to gain experience in a court clinic with a history 
of providing good experience in forensic mental health evaluation. 

The clinical and administrative organization ofS.BMS overlap, with 
most staff members doing "double duty." 

Procedures and Techniques 

Examination of a defendant focuses first on a clinical interview, 
conducted by the psychiatrist or clinical psychologist assigned 
responsibility for the case. Case assignment is made on the basis of 
staff availability except in rare controversial cases when case 
responsibility may be totally assumed by the Chief Medical Officer. The 
responsible examiner, psychiatrist, or psychologist initially determines 
the resources of SBMS to be used on the case. Incoming referrals are 
screened by a social worker who determines in which cases social work 
evaluations would most probably be necessary. Typically, the social 
worker schedules and conducts a one- to two-hlour interview with one 
member of the defendant's family. The purpose of the interview ~to 
develop a dynamic view of the defendant's social structure. In all 
presentence, postsentence, and pretrial cases involving serious offenses, 
social workers conduct evaluations before the clinical interView. 
Typically, the social worker gives a one- to two-page report to the 
responsible psychiatrist or psychologist, and often discusses the case as 
well. 

The actual clinical interview of the client by the responsible 
psychiatrist or psychologist is preceded by a review of past arrest 
records, witnesses' statement~, and case documents of past medical and 
psychiatric histor.ies. The interview is typically conducted by one 
examiner, although in some complex cases more than one examiner may 
interview the client simultaneously. The interview usually lasts about 
60 minutes and seldom exceeds 90 minutes, and is concluded in one 
sitting. The format of the clinical interview is a relatively 
unstructured question-'answer dialogue in which the clients' mental state 
is examined, with special regard to the issue(s) at hand, i.e., criminal 
responsibility, competency, bail release, amenability to treatment 
probation, and incarceration. If the findings on exam:i.nation are ' 
sufficient to allow a cH.n:i.cal deCision, and if no more information is 
necessary for reaching a conclusion about the case, the examiner proceeds 
to prepare a wri tten repO,rt. Operationally, the question of sufficiency 
of information after only the clinical review ;ls, "Would I be able to 
give live courtroom testimony on this case under direct and 
cross-examination?" ApproxImately 30 percent of the cases are concluded 
after only the clinical interview by a psychologist or psychiatrist. 

In the remaining 70 percent of the cases requiring (according to 
the determinations of the responsible examiner) further evaluation, the 
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responsible psychiatrist or psychologist arral'lges addit'ional SBMS 
resources to assist in reaching a decision preparing a report. In cases 
involving possible sexual psychopathy or charg\~s of sexual crimes, all 
the appropriate available evaluation resources are brought to bear on a 
clinical decision. 

Allor' any combination of the following resources may be used in a 
case, at the request of the responsible examiner: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(5) 

Social worker interviews with family, community persons, and 
others. 

Administration of a standard battery of tests including the 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, the Bender 
Visual, Motor Gestalt Test, a figure drawing test, and the 
Competency Screening Test (National Institute of Mental 
Health, 1973,) by non-certified administrative personnel. 

Further psychological testing administered by a 
psychologist, including administration of standard I.Q. 
tests and projective instruments (Thematic Apperception 
Test, Rorschach, etc.) and/or interview of client by 
psychologist. . 

Staff conference(s), size and duration determined by need. 

Special testing or examinations such as 
electroencephalography, neurological work-up, etc. Special 
examinations are typically arranged with outside facilities 
(e.g., University of Maryland, School of Medicine) on a 
consultation basis. 

Social casework, as indicated earlier, and the administration of a 
standard battery of psychological tests may actually be performed prior 
to, simultaneously with, or after the clinical interview, depending on 
the complexity of the case and the wishes of the responsible examiner. 
Some SBMS examiners request the" standard battery of tests in all cases 
(although they may not actually ~ti+ize the results in reaching a clinical 
decision or preparing the(~ritten report), others use the battery 
sparingly. Results of the battery of standard tests are communicated to 
the responsible examiner by a psychologist. Similarly, the social 
worker's results are sometimes communicated to the examiner informally, 
often followed up by a report of one or one and a half pages. 

In approximately 10 percent of the cases, further psychological 
testing and interviewing by"a psychologist is requested for the purpose 
of sorting out the "antisocial criminal from the sick." In rare cases, a 
psychologist and a psychiatrist simultaneously interview a client. 
Althoug~ the delineation and provision of psychological information 
requested by the responsibie examiner may involve the transmission of the 
"Psychological Evaluation Referral She,~t'· (see Appendix B), d:hese 
processes ,are c;ommonly handled inf<;l,rmally by SBMS staff. -
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Small, informal "mini-conferences" of psychiatrists, 
psychologists, social workers, and other clinical staff occur frequently 
as needed add initiated by the examiner. Rarely, full staff conferences 
are held to discuss controversial or complex cases. Some very 
controversial, "V.I.P." cases are spearheaded by the Chief Medical 
Officer, Chief Psychologist or the Medical Ad~pistrator; in such cases, 
most details of the evaluation effort, including psychological testing 
and social histories, are documented in a formal evaluation report, 
followed by live courtroom testimony. 

Provision and Use of Evaluation Information 

As discussed in an earlier section, there are basically three 
separate types of formal evaluation reports: pretrial, presentence, and 
post-sentence. 

Pretrial cases involve two types of evaluations. In the first, 
the psychiatrist determines the degree of dangerousness of the patient in 
a question of bail risk (habeas corpus). In the second, the psychiatrist 
is asked to answer the questions of competence (the ability of the 
defendant to assist counsel in his defense) and responsibility 
(substantial capacity to appre~iate the criminality of his conduct and to 
conform his conduct to the requirements of law). 

The presentence evaluations represent the major work of the SBMS. 
The goal in these cases is to assist judges in making appropriate 
dispositions. The evaluation reports include a lengthy description of 
social, medical, and legal history as well as a summary and 
recommendations. An attempt is made to answer the court's specific 
request, as well as to give an impression of the individual's 
dangerousness and amenability to treatment and to suggest facilities that 
might offer such t~~atment. 

A post-sentence referral is made when the judge wishes to consider 
a change in sentence witht~n the<allowable period of time, or to alter 
conditions of probation, or to consider the feasibility of a referral to 
an institution (e.g., Patuxent Institution). 

The format of the written reports usually follow the medical 
tradition, covering history, abstracts of documents from other physicians 
and hospitals, findings on examinations, analysis of current problems, 
summary, and recommendations. The aver~ge length of the reports is 
approximately two to three pages; however, presentence reports generally 
are three to four pages and have a separate summary 'and recommendation 
page. Except in controversial cases or special testing cases (e.g., 
neurological work), reports are concise summaries without addenda. The 
SBMS procedures manual (Note 2) suggests the following outline for 
reports: 

Statement of problem 
Early and family history and physical history 
School 
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Work 
Military service 
Sex and marital history 
Recent activities 
Current offense and defendant's statement 
Previous offenses 
Mental status 
Psychological 
Social work 
Summary and recommendation 

Recommendations in Written Reports 

Table 7 suggests the variety of recommendations in the various 
reports prepared by SBMS. The degree of specificity of the 
recommendations in the reports ranges from no recommendation, or only 
very vague recommendations, to multiple but specific recommendations. 
According to past evaluation reports (see, for example, Note 5) and the 
judgment of SBMS staff, agreement between SBMS recommendations and court 
disposition is good, the court disposition of the case being largely in 
accord with the recommendation in four out of five cases. 

Distribution of Reports 

The following is the official dissemination of SBMS evaluation 
reports as stated in the SBMS procedures manual (Note 2): 

. " 

Pretrial Reports 

(A) An original copy of the report is sent to the referring 
judge. 

(B) A carbon copy of the pretrial report is filed with the court 
clerk. 

(C) Copies are sent to the attorneys via the judge. 

Presentence and Post-Sentence Reports 

(A) The original copy is to be sent to the referring judge. 

(B) A copy of the report is filed with the clerk of the Criminal 
Court. SEMS then checks on the disposition of the case. 
Depending on the disposition, one of two things is done by 
SBMS: 

o A copy of the report will be sent to the Reception 
Center at the Maryland Penitentiary. 

o A copy of the report will be mailed to the Probation 
Department. 
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Table 7 

Categories of Recommendations in Various Types of 

Written Reports by SBMS 

Report Type 

Pretrial Reports 

CompetencY/Responsibility 

Bail Risk (habeas corpus) 

Other 

Presentence Reports 

Post-Sentence Reports 

77 

Recommendation 

o Competent and criminally responsible 
o Competent, ~ responsible 
o ~ competent, not responsible 
o Release on bail---
o Release on bail ~ recommended 
o Reverse waiver to Juvenile Court 
o Alcohol substance abuse 

o No recommendation 
o Treatment 
o Incarceration 
o Incarceration with early parole and 

treatment 
o Special offender clinic 
o Probation 
o Probation and community agency 
o Community agency 
o Hospitalization 
o Self-support unlikely 

o Continued incarceration 
o Treatment 
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(C) Reports are available to the attorneys only through the 
judge and may not be distributed directly by the Medical 
Office. 

Psychiatric evaluation to assist in outpatient or inpatient 
treatment of patients seen by SBMS are available to treatment facilities 
and are generally released at the discretion of the Chief Medical Officer 
and/or the Medical Administrator. 

In approximately ten percent of the cases the evaluation continues 
beyond the 30-day limit for completing evaluation report's. Delays occur 
only in very complex cases, and are communicated to and anticipated by 
the judge. In the cases in which delay occurs, it typically does so for 
the following reasons: 

(a) special testing or examination (e.g., 
electroencephalography); 

(b) especially broad psychological testing; 

(c) in-depth family, social history determinations; and 

(d) the need for staff conferences and, generally, the 
allocation of greater than normal SBMS resources. 

Quality Control and Program Evaluation 

Quality control and overall program evaluation of SBMS services 
take three basic forms: (1) management, monitoring, and informal feedback 
to SBMS staff; (2) routine statistical reporting; (3) special studies and 
reports. 

Management, Monitoring, and Feedback 

A main concern of SBMS is responsiveness to the judges of the 
referral courts, both in terms of timeliness and in quality of reports. 
A procedures manual (see Note 2) guides the staff in matters of law and 
procedures to be followed in delineation, acquisition, and provision of 
evaluation information; also, numerous examples of actual written reports 
are provided in the manual. 

As discussed earlier, formal procedures involving the receipt, 
recording, and scheduling of cases are accomplished within the 30-day 
limit for completion of reports. Memoranda stipulating case deadlines 
and special circumstances, and requesting that involved staff contact 
administration immediately should problems occur, are routinely 
circulated. 

The Medical Administrator reviews each report subsequent to the 
filing of a report with the referring judge. If the report is generally 
satisfactory, i.e., consonant with SBMS policies and delineation. of 
requested information, no further action is taken. If he discovers 
problems with a report, he discusses those problems with the author. If 
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similar problems persist in subsequent reports, the reports are brought 
to the attention of the Chief Medical Officer, who may further discuss 
the matter with the author. If the problem or its resolution is of 
larger significance, beyond difficulties specific to the individual, a 
staff conference may be called to discuss the legal, psychiatric, and 
management issues involved. 

In some cases, informal quality control is involved in responses 
to telephone inquiries made by judges who request clarifications or 
explanations of specific reports. This type of informal contact ~s 
reinforced by SBMS; it is v:!oewed as integral to its service to its 
"clients," the judges of the referral courts, and is consonant with the 
history of SBMS. 

Routine Statistical Reporting 

The following statistics are routinely compiled, reported, and 
distributed: (1) total number of calendar year referrals from courts, 
compared to pre'lTious years; (2) monthly breakdown of cases referred in 
the calendar year; (3) average monthly caseload; and (4) monthly breakdown 
by type of report (i.e., pretrial, post-sentence, etc). 

Special Studies 

Most of the efforts that may be described as "program evaluation," 
(i.e., and ~ management, monitoring, and other process quality control 
procedures) derive from (1) special studies conducted by students under 
fellowship programs, assistanceships, or other relationships forged by 
SBMS with teaching institutions, or (2) studies pursuant to, or as a 
result of grants from, state or federal agencies. Five of these reports, 
which were available for review, are discussed briefly below, with 
special emphasis on measurement points and measures used in the study. 
It should be noted that our discussion of the following reports is not 
meant to be a critical review but rather an attempt to explicate 
measurement points, measures, and variables that may prove to have future 
usefulness in constructing forensic program evaluation studies. 

An Evaluation of the Medical Service of the Supreme Bench of 
~iltimore (Olsson, Note 4). This 1972 study was supported by a grant from 
the Governor's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice 
to the Supreme .Bench Medical Services. The main purpose of the study was 
to investigate the referral-eva1uation-disposition process for· cases 
referred to SBMS. The report details the findings of the study, describes 
the ch~pges prompted by the study, and makes recommendations for further 
changesr·. Although this report is eight years old, it delineates 
measur~ment points and measures that may be useful. 

One goal of the study was to categorize and assess the referrals 
received by SBMS from the courts. Referrals were divided into seven 
categories: no information, vague statement of referral, question of 
mental I~ondition, question of dangerousness, question of treatment 
options, question of diagnosis, and, finally, question of disposition. 
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The study concluded that many refer'rals did not contain enough information 
about the reasons for examination. 

The study also categorized and evaluated SEMS recommendations to 
the courts, and evaluated the extent to which recommendations were 
followed by the state's attorney's office and other offices in the court's 
and by the probation department. Pretrial evaluation recommendations 
were divided into legal categories, i.e., competent, not competent, 
responsible, release on bail (habeas corpus), bail release not 
recommended, and witness competent. Presentence recommendations were 
categorized as follows: no recommendation, incarceration, probation 
only, probation and community agency, hospitalization, community agency 
only, dangerous individual, and miscellaneous. The degrees of 
specificity or vagueness of the recommendations were categorized as 
follows: no recommendation, very vague recommendation, general 
alternatives given, specific alternatives given, one or more general 
recommendations, multiple but specific recommendations, and one specific 
recommendation. The study concluded that most recommendations gave 
generally adequate and appropriate suggestions to the judges, but that 
improvements could be made in presenting clearer, more specific, and more 
practical recommendations. 

In assessing the agreement between SBMS recommendations and court 
dispositions, complete agreement, partial agreement, and total 
disagreement were noted. Partial agreement. in a case meant, for example, 
that the court agreed to place an offender on probation, but did not 
agree to include a treatment recommendation in the disposition. Perhaps, 
as the report indicates, a judge may have intended the individual to 
receive such treatment, but did not consider it necessary to make 
treatment a condition of probation. 

A sample of 104 cases involving follow-up of probation officers 
was assessed. An interesting finding in this portion of the study was 
that SBMS evaluation reports were part of the probation department case 
files in only 67 percent of the cases. According to the report, the 
"apparent reason for reports not reaching the Probation Department is 
that bailiffs and clerks in many instances, either neglect or are not 
completely informed as to the procedure involving in forwarding Medical 
Service reports to probation departments" (p. 7). 

A follow-up of probationers in the community was also conducted as 
part of the study, involving interviews with offenders, their ratings of 
the evaluation and screening services provided by SBMS, as well as their 
rating of the probation officers themselves. Seven rating categories 
were used, ranging from "very harmful/negative" to "very 
helpful/positive." The study concluded that, by their own admission, 
probation officers only fully implemented one-half of the SBMS 
recommendations. "While there may be many varied and complex reasons for 
lack of imple~entation of the recommendations, it is obvious that much 
could be done in this area to increase the number of cases in which some 
implementation is actually carried out" (p. 19). 
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An attempt was also made in this study to contact agencies serving 
probationers since their evaluation by SBMS. A follow-up was conducted 
with 26 different agencies and 5 individual practitioners who had served 
58 individuals. Data were collected by telephone and visits to agencies 
and by requesting records by mail. The number and percent of 
probationers using 13 community agencies and facilities was reported in 
the study; further, the frequency of treatment visits by probationers to 
agencies or private practitioners was documented. Recidivism data were 
obtained from both FBI records and the Baltimore City Police Department 
records for the period between SBMS evaluation and the time of the 
follow-up. Measures included the number of offenses and convictions for 
the probationers sample, and the length of time between SBMS evaluation 
and the first offense. The results of the follow-up of probationers are 
summarized as follows: 

Follow-up interviews with probationers who could be located 
in the community indicated that, while they generally favorably 
rated probation officers and community agencies, complaints 
centered around the inability of probation officers and agency 
personnel to help the probationer in a relevant way. Although it 
was difficult to determine probationers' contact with agencies in 
many cases, it appeared that contact was nonexistent or minimal in 
most instances. Recividism for a sample of 104 cases was just 
over one half for follow-up period averaging almost three years. 
Individuals who purportedly received treatment in agencies did not 
have a lower recividism rate than those individuals not having 
such treatment. (p. 22) 

An Evaluation of the Presentence Aspect of the Medical Service ~ 
the Supreme Bench of Baltimore (Panitz & Phillips, Note 5). The 
essential question of this 1978 study was whether or not, screening 
evaluations are accurate in identifying those persons who are incompetent 
to stand trial and not criminally respon~ible. This study followed the 
establishment of a two-phase pretrial eV',aluation system utilizing the 
services of SBMS to reduce unnecessary tlospitalization in the Clifton T. 
Perkins Hospital Center in Jessup, Maryland and to reduce delays in the 
criminal justice system. A measure used was the percentage of agreement 
between opinif~ns of SBMS and those of the Clifton T. Perkins Hospital 
Center. The first phase was a two- to four-hour outpatient evaluation by 
SBMS. Approximately 70 percent of the cases evaluated in this first 
phase were found to be clearly competent and responsible. A second phase 
was instituted for the remaining 30 percp-nt who were believed to be 
possibly not competent and not responsible. 

Records' of all pretrial cases seen in the calendar years 1975 to 
1976 by SBMS and subsequently sent to Clifton T. Perkins were reviewed. 
Of these 113 (28 percent) were thought to be possibly not comptetent or 
not responsible. Sixty-five were referred to regional hospitals. Thirty
nine were referred to Clifton T. Perkins for further evaluations. All 
medical information and recommendations were obtained from the files of 
SBMS and Clifton T. Perkins Hospital. The' final opinions of SBMS staff 
and Clifton T. Perkins staff were used in assessing the results. 
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There was generally concurrence in the recommendations of SBMS, 
Clifton T. Perkins, and the courts. The reasons for disagreements, 
according to the study, were generally based on a change in the patients' 
observed behaviors. The study concluded that the effe(~ti veness of a 
pretrial screening procedure and selectively reducing the number of 
hospital admissions had been demonstrated. 

Pretrial Screening--Is It Effective? (Rappeport, Golombek and 
Zimmerman, Note 6). This report was prepared in 1979 by two student 
r.esearchers (Golombeck and Zimmerman) who were at that time attending the 
Johns Hopkins University School of Medicine in Baltimore. The goal of 
the study was to assess the extent to which SBMS evaluations were used by 
judges in their disposition decisions. A sample of presentence cases was 
drawn from 1978 cases seen between January and October of that year. The 
following data were drawn from each of 30 cases sampled: name of 
offender, date of birth, sex, xace, case number, charge, referring judge, 
referral date, psychiatrist, and indictment number. The study found that 
in 80 percent of the cases sampled the recommendations were used by 
judges in their disp/ositions. 

Medical S~~.ce Project: Improvement of Medical Service Reports 
and Recommendations (Grau, Note 7). This 1974 report was prepared as part 
of a summer research assistantship and was designed to improve the quality 
of SBMS reports and recommendations. Dispositio~s for each case were 
researched through the various dockets in the clerk's office. Each 
disposition was recorded along with the date of disposition. To determine 
comparability, dispositions were then compared with the recommendations 
i.e., whether the recommendations suggested incarceration, probation, or 
special conditions, and whether the recommendations were actually 
included in the dispositions. The court records were also reviewed to 
determine whether special conditions were included. The probation 
officers and several judges were notified and meetings were scheduled to 
discuss respective cases. A total of 363 cases were assessed. 

Correlations of recommendations with dispositions were categorized 
according to total agreement, partial agreement, disagreement, 
and not applicable. A simple agreement percentage was also noted for 
correlation of recommendations of probation-with-special-conditions with 
their respective dispositions. The report noted various problems and 
concluded with specific recommendations for change. 

The Supreme Bench Medical Service Pretrial Psychiatric Screening 
Service: Description and Evaluation (Note 8). This most recent report 
(currently :i.n preparation), and perhaps the most sophisticated study 
reviewed in this report, attempts to add to the body of knowledge of 
alternatives to hospitalization for pretrial psychiatric examinations; 
these hospita1i2ations often involve 60 to 90 days of observation, with 
concomitant large expenditures of time, money, and trial delays. The 
study describes the process of pretrial psychiatric evaluations conducted 
by SBMS; d~:scribes the population of defendants that are served; and 
attempts to categorize the differences between those judged not competent 
to stand trial, or those found not responsible for their crime, and those 
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who are determined to be competent and responsible. The study 
attempts to construct a predictive "equation" of demographic 
characteristics that may distinguish between these two groups. 

also 

The following variables and measures were used to conduct several 

analyses: 

(1) disposition trends for 1975 and 1976, i.e., competent, 
res'ponsible, not competent, etc; 

(2) 

(3 ) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

(9) 

(10) 

(11) 

distribution of competency disposition by respo'o,sibility 
disposition; 
referral of defendants after SBMS disposition; 

distribution of offense by c~mpetency disposition; offenses 
included homicide, rape, robbery, assault, theft, arson, sex 
offense, narcotics and "other"; 

distribution of offense by responsibility disposition; 

primary and secondary diagnoses according to psychiatric 
categories: neuroses, personality disorder, schizophrenia, 
other psychosis, mental retardation, OBS (non-psychotic), 
alcoholism, drug dependence, etc; 

distribution of diagnosis by offense; 

court-relevant variables including offense, source of court 
referrals, type of psychiatric interview (patient only or 
patient and others), psychological services (psychologist 
used or no psychologist), type of psychiatric interview 
(test only or test and interview), sQcial worker services 
(social worker used or no social worker used), and type of 
social worker interview (patient only or other informants); 

demographic variables of defendants including age, sex, 
race, place of birth, education (in grades), occupation at 
time of arrest, best job, number of jobs held, longest time 
at one job; 

domestic information including marital status, living with 
spouse, living with parents or in-laws, living with 
siblings living with children, living with other relatives, 
living wi.,~h friends, liv:l,ng alone, and family background; and 

Ii 

psychiatric history variables including present degree of 
alcohol use, history of drug abuse, alc.ohol treatment, drug 
treatment, number of hospitalizations in a mental 
institution, length of time spent in mental institutions, 
outpat.ient treatment history. 
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Using univariate analysis, the report outlined.major differences 
found between defendants with different competency dispositions, i.gnoring 
the dimension of criminal responsibility. Similarly, using the 
above-named variables, the report attempted to distinguish between 
defendants judged responsible and those found not responsible. 

Using discriminant analysis, an attempt was made to find the best 
combination of variables that discriminate between the various disposition 
groups (i.e., responsi.ble, not responsible, disposition deferred, etc.). 
The discriminate analy,sis resulted in high percentages of correct 
classification in the major disposition categories, and relatively 
unsuccessful attempts at classification in the "deferred" groups for both 
competency and responsihility dispositions. 

NEW YORK CITY'S FORENSIC, PSYCHIATRY CLINIC 

Forensic psychiatry in New York City had its beginnings in 
colonial times at Be11evu\~ Hospital. As the city grew, Bellevue became 
overcrowded, and several t\f its functions were given over to regional 
hospitals and agencies throughout the city. In 1967, a clinic was 
established at the Criminal Courts Building in the borough of Manhattan 
for the purpose of screeniI~ court-referred defendants suspected of 
incompetency to stand trial. The clinic was staffed by Bellevue 
psychiatrists. The screeni'.ngs would result in either a judicial finding 
of competency to stand trial or a court referral to Bellevue Hospital,for 
further e,"aluation to assess', competency. In 1968, a second psychiatrl.c 
clinic was established in the court. This clinic was operated by the 
Department of Probation and was responsible for assessing the mental 
health treatment needs of cl:lent-offenders to assist judges in fashioning 
probation plans upon disposition. In 1970, these two clinics were 
combined to form the Forensic' Psychiatry Clinic. 

The Clinic is adminit3tratively responsible to the New York City 
Department of Mental Health, Mental Retardation, and Alcoholism Services. 
The clinic serves the New York City Criminal Court, the New York State 
Supreme Court (the general trial court), and the New York City Department 
of Probation. It provides three basic services: assessments of fitness 
to proceed (competency to stand trial), assessments of mental health 
needs for probation purposes, and general mental health assessments as 
requested by judges on an informal basis ("court assessments"). The 
Clinic is not respon~:tble for conducting evaluations to assess criminal 
responsibility; such evaluations are arranged by the defense with private 
psychiatrists. 

Fitness-t,o-proceed assessments are made at the pretrial stage, 
while assessments for probation and general assessments up?n j.·nforma1 
judicial request may be made posttrial as well as pretrial.~, ~l 
evaluations are conducted on an outpatient Basis in the Clinic s offices 
in the Crtminal Courts Building in Manhattan. Evaluations of persons 
under the jurisdiction of the Criminal Court are conducted in a secure 
area on the twelth floor; evaluations of persons under the jurisdi~tion 
of the Suprem~ Court are conducted on the first floor. The Clinic s 
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administrative staff. are located on the fifth floor. The staff numbers 
24 (some part-tiitl1e) and includes psychiatrists, psychologists, 
paraprofessional::;, an administrator, and clerical personnel. 

In 1979, the Clinic. received 657 referrals for evaluations to 
assess fitness to proceed: 411 from the New York Criminal Court, and 246 
from the New York: State Supreme Court,; In all, 536 persons were evaluated 
for fitness to proceed. Of this total, 355 were recommended as fit, 82 
were recommended liS not fit, and 99 were referred to Bellevue Hospital 
for more extensive evaluation. The Clinic received 655 referrals for 
evaluations related to probation in 1979. The number of probation-related 
evaluations performed was 545, of which 211 related to Criminal Court 
Cases and 334 related to Supreme Court Cases. No statistics were 
available with respect to the number of "court assessment" cases 
processed; however, it has been estimated that there were "very few" such 
referrals in 1979. 

In addition to the three basic evaluation services described 
above, the Clinic conducts an interdisciplinary weekly training seminar 
on issues pertinent to the fields of psychiatry and law. Sessions are 
attended by personnel from both courts, the Department of Probation the 
District Attorney's Office, and the New York City Police Department: 

Case Process Flow 

The flow of mental health evaluation cases into, through, and out 
of the Clinic is depicted in Figures 5 through 8. 

Fitness to Proceed 

Figure 5 and 6 illustrates the process by which the question of 
fitness to proceed is raised, referred to the Clinic, addressed by Clinic 
staff, and resolved. 

The issue of fitness to proceed may be raised by the defense, the 
prosecution, or the court. If the court determines that the defendant 
should be evaluated for his fitness to proceed to trial, it will order 
that he be so evaluated at the Forensic Psychiatry Clinic. When the 
Clinic receives the order, an appointment is made for the defendant to 
visit the Clinic and be evaluated by two psychiatrists. If a defendant 
who is on bail (i.e., is not incarcerated) fails to meet his apPOintment, 
the court is notified. The court is not notified in cases involving 
incarcerated defendants until those responsible for transporting the 
defendant have failed to meet appointments on at least three occasions. 
As an alternative to scheduling new appointments, the Clinic occasionally 
will refer cases to Bellevue Hospital for evaluation, particularly if it 
is anticipated that serious mental health questions will be presented or 
the defendant will be unusually difficult to control. 
In such cases, Bellevue conducts the evaluation and reports to the court. 

When the defendant arrives for his appointment, he is interviewed 
by two psychiatrists. The psychiatrists may conduct their evaluations 
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simultaneously, or they may interview the defendant at different times. 
At any time during the interview(s), a psychiatrist may request that a 
Clinic psychologist administer psychological testing. Also, a 
psychiatrist may request the paraprofessional staff to subpoena partlcular 
information. If either psychiatrist believes that the case presents 
unusually difficult mental health questions or if for some other reason 
he is unsatisfied with the results of the Clinic's evaluation, he may 
refer the case to Bellevue Hospital for a more extensive evaluation. 

If the evaluation is completed at the Clinic, each psychiatrist 
prepares a report summarizing his findings and submits it to the court. 
If the two psychiatrists are in disagreement as to the defendant's fitness 
to proceed to trial, a third psychiatrist will also evaluate the 
defendant, and his opinion will be submitted to the court to serve as a 
"tie-breaker ... 

Upon receipt of the reports of the psychiatrists, the court 
determines the question of fitness to proceed to trial. Anyone or all 
psychiatrists submitting evaluation repO.rts may be called to testHY" 
regarding the defendant's fitness to proceed. If the court determines 
that the defendant is fit, the case proceeds to tcial. If the court 
determines that the defendant is unfit, the defendant is processed in one 
of two ways: (1) if the charge is a misdemeanor, the court issues a 
"final order of observation," charges are dropped, and the person is 
remanded to the custody of the Commissioner of Mental Hygiene, who mayor 
may not institute proceedings to have the person civilly committed to a 
city mental health facility; (2) if the charge is a felony, the court 
issues a "temporary order of observation," charges are not dropped, and 
the defendant is sent to Mid-Hudson State Hospital (in upstate New York) 
for treatment designed to restore fitness. 

Probation Assessments 

Figure 7 illustrates the process by which the Forensic Psychiatry 
Clinic receives referrals, conducts evaluations, and reports its findings 
regarding the mental status of persons on or being considered for 
probation. 

Referrals of this nature come from the New York City Department of 
Probation. The probation officer making the referral may be seeking 
mental health information to include in a presentence report for the 
court Qr may be investigati~~ the mental health ~reatment needs of an 
offender already on probation.. The probation officer makes th~ referral 
initially by telephone call and then sends the Clinic a copy of the 
Probation Department's preliminary report. An appointment· is scheduled 
for a Clinic psychiatrist or psychologist to interview the offender. 
Periodically, the Clinic's Chief Psychologist examines the files of 
pending ?robation evaluation cases and selects appropriate cases to be 
reviewed by a paraprofessional prior to the clinical interview. The 
paraprofes!;donal conducts an inte.rview and obtains medical and social 
information to supplemen.t the preliminary report of the probation 
department. A psychiatrist conducting an evaluation may request that a 
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Clinic psychologist conduct psychological testing. (Psychological testing 
is scheduled automatically if the offender is 21 years of age or younger.) 
Upon completion of the evaluation, the psychiatrist or psychologist 
prima~i1y responsible for the evaluation prepares a report of his findings 
and submits the report to the referring probation officer. The report 
may be used to supplement a presentence report prepared by the probation 
officer or to fashion recommendations to the court for a change in 
conditions of probation for someone already on supervised probation. 

Court Assessment Cases 

Figure 8 illustrates the process by which the Clinic receives 
referrals, conducts evaluations, and reports its findings regarding the 
mental status of client-offenders informally referred by a judg~ for a 
clinical assessment. 

.Court assessment referrals are made informally over the telephone 
by the judge or his clerk. The Chief Psychologist arranges for a 
paraprofessional to conduct an initial interview with the offender or 
alleged offender. Following the paraprofessional's interview, a 
psychiatrist or psychologist conducts an interview similar to that 
conducted for probation cases. The psychiatrist or psychologist 
responsible for the evaluation prepares a report of his findings and 
submits it to the judge who made the referral. Judges use the 
information provided in making pretrial or presentence re1e.ase 
determinations and in sentencing. 

Delineation Of Mental Health Information ~~9uirements 

The Courts 

The Forensic Psychiatry Clinic provides its services for the New 
York Criminal Court, the New York State Supreme Court, and the New York 
City Department of Probation. The New York City Criminal Court has trial 
jurisdiction over misdemeanors and ordinance violations. The judges also 
act as arraigning magistrates for all criminal offenses. The Supreme 
Court is New York's highest court of original jurisdiction and has 
unlimited original jurisdiction, but it generally hears cases outside the 
jurisdiction of other courts, such as civil matters beyond the 
jurisdiction of lower courts; divorce, separation, and annulment 
proceedings; equity suits such as mortgage foreclosures and injunctions; 
and criminal prosecution of felonies and indi~table misdemeanors only 

. exercised in New York City, where there is no county court. The court 
may issue writs relevant to its jurisdiction. 

The Law 

The standard for determining whether a defendant is fit to proceed 
to t~ia1 is whether he "as a result of mental disease or defect lacks 
c~pacity to understand the proceedings against him or to 
o~~ defense" (New York Criminal Procedure Law, §730.10). 
p~~vides that two psychiatrists be appointed to evaluate 
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"any method which is a~cepted by the medical profession for the 
examination of persons alleged to be mentally ill or mentally defective." 
The eXamination may be performed on an outpatient basis, in a hospital, 
or in a jail. A psychiatrist or psychologist retained by the defendant 
may be p~esent duri~ the examination. When a defendant is examined for 
his fitness to proceed to trial, "any statement made by him for the 
purpose of the examination or treatment shall be inadmissible in evidence 
against him in any criminal action on any issue other than that of his 
mental condition, but such statement is admissible upon that issue whether 
or not it would otherwise be deemed a privileged communication" (New York 
Criminal Procedure Law, §730.20). 

In any case tl1here a person is convicted of a felony, the court 
must order a presentence investigation of the defendant and it may 
not pronounce sentence until it has received a written report of 
such investig,ation • • • Where a person is convicted of a 
misdemeanor a presentence report is not required, but the court 
may not pronounce any of the following sentences unless it has 
ordered a pre-sentence investigation of the defendant and has 
received a written report thereof: 

(a) A sentence of probation; 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

A reformatory or alternative local imprisoument; 

A sentence of imprisonment for a term in excess of 
ninety days; 

Consecutive sentences 
aggregating 
more than ninety days. 
§390.20) 

of imprisonment for terms 

(Criminal Procedure Law, 

The presentence investigation consists of the gathering of 
information with respect to the circumstances attending the 
commission of the offense, the defendant's history of delinquency 
or criminality, and the defendant's social history, employment 
history, family situation, economic status, education and personal 
habits. Such investigation may also include any other matter 
which the agency conducting the investigation deems relevant to 
the 'question of sentenej:) "'"~ _ .. _ ... .1 __ •• '. ..... ...• .. .' 

.. ..... ------~-j- ............ '- .LUC.L.uae any matter the C!ourt 
directs to be includTd • ••• Whenever information is avaiiable' 
with respect to th~ dafenda~,t' s phYSical and mental condition, the 
presentence investigation ~~St: include the gathering of such 
informatiqn. In the case ~:(,a felony or class A misdemeanor, or 
in any case where a person under the age of twenty-one is 
convicted of a crime, the court may order that the defendant 
undergo a thorough physical or mental examination in a deSignated 
facility and may furth .. ,.. o"d"'- .... 1.._.~ .. ~., .. 'd - ... -

.. ..... . --~----' ~ ...... '-11<:1(; "cne erendant remain in such 
facility for such purpose for a period not exceeding thirty day~. 
(Criminal Procedure Law, §390.30) . .,., 
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The Delineation Process 

The question of the defendant's fitliess, to proceed to trial may be 
raised at any stage of the proceedings by the def~nse" the prosecution, 
or:l:he court. The question most often arises' tit arra'~,gnment. If the 
court believes the question is properly I'aiser,iv it will issue a written 
order directing two psychiatrists to evaluate the defendant: and assess 
his fitness to proceed to trial. The order indicates whether the 
defendant is iucarcerated and specifies the date on which he is scheduled 
to return to court. Copies of the charges against the defendant and the 
defendant's 'criminal record ordinarily accompany the order; however, not 
infrequently the order arrives without these materials, and the Clinic's 
clerical staff must arrange to receive these. FItness ref.errals from the 
Supreme Court are hand-delivered by court personnel; Criminal Court 
referrals are routed through the inter-building mail in the Criminal 
Courts:;;:Building, which houses both the Clinic and the Court. 

'-·>~r 
Referrals for probation assessments may be made post-trial/ 

presentence or dur~ng an offender's period of probation. Such referrals 
most commonly are made to assist probation officers in developing 
presentence reports or supervising persons already on probation. The 
referral is made over the telephone to the Clinic's cle'rical staff; the 
probation officer follows up this telephone call by sending a copy of the 
preliminary probation report, typically containing a social/medical 
history, an outline of the offense, and the reason for the referral (i.e., 
to assess mental orientation pursuant to a presentence investigation or 
to assess mental health treatment needs of gn offender on probation). 

"Court assessment" referrals are made informally over the 
telephone by judges who have reason to suspect the mental or emotional 
stability of defendants in their courts. Typically, the informatIon 
sought is intended to assist judges in sentencing defendants for whom no 
presentence report was prepared or in making pretrial or presentence 
release determinations (to assess bail risk). Ordinarily, the only 
information the Clinic receives upon referral is that supplied by the 
judge or his clerk over the telephone, including the defendant's name 
location and a brief (summary of the basis for the judge's concern and 
reason for the referral (e.g., "he says his name is Adolph Hitler and 
he's discovered some Jews he missed; is he safe for bail?") 

and 
the 

Acquisition Of Mental Health Information 

Staff 

The staff of the Clinic is multi-disciplinary and works as a 
team. The staff consists of a director, who is a psychiatrist, a 
director of administrative services, with a masters degree in public 
administration, seven part-time psychiatrists, one Ph.D. psychologist, 
one master's degree psychologist, three paraprofessionals with high 
school education, and ten administrative/clerical staff. 
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Procedures and Techniques 

Fitness to Proceed. Upon receipt of a referral, the clerical 
staff prepares a case file containing identifying information and enters 
the case into a docket book. The clerical staff then conducts a search 
of old Clinic records to determine whether the defendant has been 
evaluated by the Clinic previously. If old records are located, they are 
incorporated into the new file and the old case file folder is retained 
with appropriate notation. The clerical staff then schedules an 
appointment for the defendant to be interviewed by two Clinic 
psychiatrists. Interviews ordinarily are scheduled within five days of 
the referral. If a court order is not accompanied by a copy of the 
charges against the defendant and a co~y of his criminal record, the 
clerical staff will arrange to have these materials sent by calling the 
court clerk or checking court records. 

If a defendant is not incarcerated (i.e., on bail) and fails to 
meet his appointment, the clerical staff will notify the court of his 
nonappearance.' If the defendant is incarcerated and does not appear 
because of failure of release, transportation, custody problems, etc., 
the staff will schedule a new appointment; if this happens a second and 
third time, the court is notified. 

When the defendant arriv~s for his appointment, the Clinic's 
security guards notify the clerical staff of his arrival, search him for 
weapons, and ,escort him to a waiting area. Defendants who are 
incarcerated pending trial are isolated from those on bailor otherwise 
released pending trial (waiting areas and interview rooms are separate). 
The clerical staff arranges for two available psychiatrists to interview 
the defendant. If two psychiatri sts are not ava:Uablesimultaneously, 
the defendant will be interviewed by the one who is available and then 
will remain at the Clinic until a second becomes available. If a second 
psychiatrist does not become available on the day of the appointment, a 
new appointment will be scheduled for the second interview. 

When a psychiatrist becomes available, the clerical staff gives 
him the defendant's file and arranges for a Clinic security guard to 
escort the defendant to an interview room. At the outset of the 
interview, the psychiatrist(s) warns the defendant that the information 
he acquires m.:.y not ~ held eaufidential (although the information is not 
admissible on the question of guilt or innocence). During the course of 
the interview, the following information typically is sought: 

o 

o 

o 

psychiatric history (treatment, hospitalizations, nature of 
illness, diagnosis, if available); 

medical history (surgery, head or birth injuries, convulsive 
disorders, blackouts, headaches, other neurological 
disorders, venereal disease, and major medical illnesses); 

alcohol use (duration, amount, frequency); 
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drug use (addiction or habituation, substances used, 
duration, amount, frequency); 

arrest record (including time served); 

o military service (including type of discharge); 

o family history (current living conditions; early living 
conditions; family history of mental illness, alcoholism, 
drug use, violent and aggressive behavior); 

o educational history (academic performance, diSCiplinary 
record) ; 

o work history (employment record, future goals); 

o sexual history (longitudinal sketch of psychosexual 
development); and 

o social history (friends, hobbies, interests, cruelty to 
animals, running away from home, inferiority feelings). 

Additionally the psychiatrist(s) conducts mental status examinations, 
not.ing the following: 

0' appearance and behavior during interview; 

0 

0 

0 

0 

characteristics of speech and thought; 

emotional state; 

mental trends (anxiety, depression, suicidal tendencies, 
hallucinations, mistrustfulness, ideas of reference, 
delusions, sleeping difficulties, loss of appetite, 
obsessive compulsive symptoms, phobias, ability to deal with 
impulses); and 

sensorium (orientation, memory, recall, calculating ability, 
reading ability, fund of general information, estimated 
intelligence"i.nsight and judgment, ability to understand 
proverbs)",·, 

Fiqally the p$ychiatrist(s) inquires, specifically as to the defendant's 
knowledge of the I':harges against him and of the court process in 
general. The defendant's responses to the foll9wing questions are noted: 

o What is the charge against you? 

o Have you entered a plea? What plea have you entered~ , 

o What is the name of your attorney? 
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0 What is the. function of a defense attorney? 

0 What is the function of a district attorney? 

0 What is the fut)ction of a judge? 

0 What is the function of a jury? 

0 What are the consequences of being found guilty? 

Psychiatric interviews typically last 45 minutes to one hour if 
the defendant is cooperative. Either psychiatrist may refer the defendant 
for psychological testing by a Clinic psychologist. The referral is 
accomplished by completing a "Request for Psychological Testing" form 
(Appendix C) and delivering it to the clerical staff, who arrange for the 
testing.. If a psychologist is available, tests will be administered the 
same day as the psychiat~ic interview; howevp-r~ it may be necessary to 
schedule an appointment for psychological testing on another day. The 
psychiatrist indicates what information he desires, but the psychologist 
determines which tests to administer. The following tests commonly are 
administered: 

o Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS) 

o Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test 
o Figure Drawings 

o Thematic Apperception Tests (TAT) 

o Rorschach 

o Incomplete Sentences 

Upon the completion of psychological testing, the psychologist provides 
the psychiatrist with a written report of his findings and the 
psychiatrist incorporates this into his report for the court. 

On relatively rare occasions, the psychiatrist will feel it 
necessary to obtain particular information (i.e~, hospital or employment 
records) by subpoena before preparing his evaluation report. The Clinic's 
paraprofessionals acquire this additional information at the request of 
the psychiatrist. The subpoena proces's may be time-consuming and require 
a continuance of the court date in order to allow the psychiatrist to 
receive the subpoenaed information and prepare his report for the court. 

Probation Assessments. Upon receipt of a referral from a 
probation officer for a probation assessment, the clerical staff 
establishes a case file and enters the ,ca$e into the docket book. After 
making ,~, referral, the probation officer ordinarily sends the Clinic a 
copy of~a preliminary probation report. If the report is not received 
withi~ two to three days of the referral, the clerical staff will arrange 
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for a copy to be sent. The psychiatrists and psychologists will not 
initiate probation evaluations without receipt of a preliminary probation 
rept,rt. 

Only one psychiatrist (or psychologist) evaluates cases referred 
for t)robation assessments. As a matter of Clinic policy, all offenders 
21 yej!ars of age or younger who are referred for probation assessments 
automatically are scheduled for psychological testing. Additionally, a 
psychiatrist conducting an evaluatiq:n of someone over 21 may request 
psychological testing by complet~r..g a "Request for Psychological Testing" 
form and delivering it the cler~cal staff. The clinical staff will 
schedule the interview and the psychological testing. If the offender 
fails to keep his appointment, the clerical staff notifies his probation 
officer. When the offender arrives for his appointment, the clerical 
staff arrange for him to be interviewed by a paraprofessional (if 
indicated by the Chief Psychologist), evaluated by a psychiatrist or 
psychologist, and tested by a psychologist (if he is 21 years old or 
younger) • 

The interview by the paraprofessional results in a limited social 
history. The paraprofessional summarizes the information collected 
in a report for the psychiatrist or psychologist assigned to conduct the 
clinical interview. The interview conducted by the psychiatrist or 
psychologist closely resembles that conducted to assess fitness to 
proceed, as described above. Only the questions related to the person's 
knowledge of the charges against him and knowledge of court proceedings 
are omitted. Similarly, psychological testing is conducted in the manner 
described above, and the results are provided to the psychiatrist or 
psychologist primarily responsible for the probation assessment. 

Court Assessment Cases. Upon receipt of a jud1~:la:l c:-.c'equest for a 
"clinical work-up," the clerical staff notify the Clinic's Chief 
Psychologist, who arranges for a paraprofessional to secure 
background information on the person referred. The paraprofessional 
ordinarily will contact the court for any ba(:kground information it might 
have on the person and also may schedule an initial interview with the 
per so!!. to obtain a medical arid social histoIJ~' 

Provision and Use of Mental Health Information 

Upon completion of an evaluation to assess fitness to p~oceed to 
trial, each psychiatrist submits two reports to the court, one on a state 
Department of Mental Health form resembling an order (Appendix D) and one 
on a Cl1ni~ form (Appendix E). On the state form, the psychiatrist 
indicates his opip,j.on regarding the defendant' s fitn~:ss to proceed; if 
the psychiatrist's opinion is that the defendant is not fit,; ~ he ·.also 
presents a" clinical summary (including mental status)! a diagnosis, a 
prognosis, and reasons for his opinion (specifying those aspects of the 
proceedings wherein the defendant lacks capacity to. understand or assist 
in. his own defense). The Clinic form also indicates the psychiatri.st' s 
opinion with regard to the defendant I ~ fitness~ to proceed; for defendants 
believed. to be not fit, the psychiatrist presents a diagnosis, a 
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prognosis, therapeutic recommendations, a one-page summary of psychiatric 
findings, and the defendant's responses to the questions relating to his 
knowledge of the charges against him and his knowledge of court 
proceedings generally. The cour't relies to a large extent on the reports 
submitted in making its determination of whether the defendant is fit to 
proceed to trial. Anyone or all psychiatrists may'be called to testify 
with regard to the fitness question. 

Evaluations conducted upon referral from probation officers and 
judges result in clincial reports containing a social history, a mental 
status assessment, a diagnosis, a. prognosis, and a discussion of 
particular treatment needs that might be addressed by appropriate 
probation plans. Community programs or other resources for which the 
offender is thought to be peculiarly suited often are indicated by name. 
Reports prepared for probation cases are submitted to probation officers, 
who use the information contained in the reports to construct their own 
reports to the court containing recommendations with respect to probation. 
Reports prepared for court assessment cases are submitted to the judges 
requesting them. The judge may use the information to determine matters 
of pretrial or presentence release or to fashion an appropriate 
disposition of a case (possibly entailing probation with mental health 
treatment conditions). The judge may telephone the Clinic psychologist 
or psychiatrist whose name appears on the report for more information or 
a clarification of the information presented; but Clinic staff rarely are 
called to testify in these cases. 

At any time during the evaluation process, the primary evaluator 
(either psyahiatrist conducting a fitness evaluation) may refer the 
person evaluated for a more extensive evaluation at Bellevue Hospital. 
If such a referral is made, a one-page referral form is completed, which 
indicates reasons for the referral. Copies are sent to Bellevue 
Hospital, the Department of Corrections, and the court. Addi.tionally, 
copies of any preliminary reports on the offender or alleged offender 
prepared by or otherwi.se in the possession of Clinic staff are sent to 
Bellevue with the referral. 

Feedback, Monitoring, And Evaluation 

There is no formal, ongoing program evaluation mechanism operating 
in the Forensic Psychiatry Clinic. However, a number of the Clinic's 
functions serve to monitor operations and provide a measure of quality 
assurance. 

The Clinic conducts an interdist:iplinary weekly training seminar 
on issues pertinent to the field of psychiatry and law. Sessions are 
attended by Clinic staff, New Yc)rk UniV'ersity law and medical students, 
New York City psychiatrists, and persons from the cou~t. the Department 
of Probation, the district attorney's office, and the New York City 
police department •. While such seminars do not directly entail program 
evaluation, participants routinely discuss topics that are directly 
related to the Clinic's operation. 
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. The administrati~e s7ructure of the Clinic provides for a degree 
of 1nternal program mon1tor1ng. The Director of the Clinic is 
responsible to the Commissioner of the Department of Health and Mental 
Retardation; the professional staff of the Clinic is responsible to the 
Director; the administrative staff is responsible to the Director of 
Administrative Services; and the paraprofessional staff is responsible to 
the Social Services Supervisor. Annual personnel evaluations are 
conducted. 

The close proximity oj: the Clinic to the judges and the probation 
officers it serves (all in onLe buildiLlg) also provides for a measure of 
informal program monitoring. On a number of occasions in the past . ' Judges have telephoned the Clinic's Director and requested that a person 
previously evaluated by Clinic staff be reevaluated by different 
psychiatrists. Further, the Clinic's close working relationship with the 
staff of Bellevue Hospital se.rves to expose its work to external scrutiny. 

On several occasions, the Director of the Clinic has engaged in 
research drawing upon the work of the clinic. In one study, entitled "An 
Analysis of Demographic Variables in Adolescent Defendants Evaluated in a 
F?rensic Psychiatry Clinic" (Rosner, Wiederlight, Horner-Rosner, and 
W1eczorek, 1977), specific demographic characteristics of 16-, 17-, and 
18-year-old offenders examined at the Clinic in 1974 were analyzed. 
Another study, entitled "Sex Offenders: A Descriptive Analysis of Cases 
Studied at a Forensic Psychiatry Clinic" (Bonhem and Rosner, 1980), is 
based on forensic evaluations conducted at the Forensic Psychiatric 
Clinic in 1974 of defendants charged with at least one count of sexual 
assault. 

Finally, the following statistics routinely are col~ected by the 
Cl~nic: number of fitness cases referred; number of probation cases 
referred; numbe: of fitness interviews; number of probation interviews; 
and number of f1tness cases recommended as fit, not fit, or referred to 
Bellevue. The statistics are used by the Director and the Director of 
Administrative Services to forecast case load, maintain effective staff 
distribution, and demonstrate the accomplishments of the Clinic to the 
Commissioner of the Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation. 

COURTS DIAGNOSTIC CLINIC, HARTFORD, CONNECTICUT 

The Courts Diagnostic Clinic was established in July, 1975, to 
accommodate changes in Connecticut law decentralizing the forensic 
evaluation ~rocess. (Prior to 1975, all evaluations to assess competency 
to stand tr1al, for example, were performed on an in-patient basis at a 
state ~ospital.) The ?onnecticut State Departments of the Judiciary, 
Pr?b~t10n, . and Correct10ns.collaborated to develop the Courts Diagnostic 
C11n1c, wh1ch began operat10n as a three-year demonstration project funded 
by the Law Entorcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). Upon the 
expiration of LEAA funding in 1978, the Connecticut Department of Mental 
Hea~t~ assumed fiscal responsibility for the Clinic's operation. In 
add1t10n, the Department appropriated funds for the creation of courts 
diagnostic clinics in New Haven and Bridgeport. The New Haven Clinic 
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functions independently of the Hartford clinic, while the Bridgeport 
clinic is operated temporarily by Hartford Clinic staff. Long-range 
plans provide for the establishment of two additional courts diagnostic 
clinics in Connecticut, to result in a network of five clinics throughout 
the state providing forensic services to all Connecticut trial (Superior) 
courts. 

The Hartford Courts Diagnostic Clinic functions as an agency of 
the Department of Mental Health. It performs forensic evaluations at the 
request of judges, public defenders, probation officers, and staff of a 
drug diversion program. Services are provided in 15 of Connecticut's 32 
Superior Courts. In addition, the Clinic receives orders for 
competency-to-stand-tria1 evaluations from other courts in the state; 
however, the Clinic refers these cases to state hospitals for evaluation. 
(Because it entails no screening or evaluation; this referral function 
will not be addressed in this report.) Cases received from courts and 
probation officers are processed at no cost to the referring party, while 
all other referrals are processed on a fee-for-services basis. 

The Courts Diagnostic Clinic performs two general types of 
evaluations: evaluations to assess competency to stand trial and 
psychosocial evaluations to assess drug dependency, mental hea~th 
treatment needs, and general mental status. (Evaluations to assess 
criminal responsibility are arranged by the defendant or his attorney 
with private psychiatrists.) Evaluations are performed either at the 
Clinic's private office suite in downtown Hartford (if the person 
evaluated is not incar~erated) or at the Hartford Correctional Center (if 
the person is detained). Competency evaluations are conducted by a mental 
health team consisting of a psychiatric social worker, a psychiatrist, 
and a psychologist. Psychosocial assessments are performed either by a 
psychiatrist or a psychiatric social worker. 

During 1978-79, the Clinic performed 310 psychosocial assessments 
and 219 competency-to-stand-tria1 evaluations. Of those cases received 
for psychosocial assessments, 167 were referred by the Public Defender's 
Office, 90 by the Probation Department, 43 by judges, and 10 by the drug 
diversion program. All cases received for competency- to-stand-tria1 
evaluations were referred by court order. Of the defendants evaluated 
for competency to stand trial, 71.5 percent were found by Clinic staff to 
be competent, and 28.5 percent were found to be incompetent. 

A Function Model 

The casef10w of client-offenders into, through, and out of 
the Courts Diagnostic Clinic is depicted in Figures 9 and 10. 

Competency-to-Stand-Tria1 Evaluations 

Figure 9 illustrates the process by which the question of a 
defendant's competency to stand trial is raised, referred to the Clinic, 
addressed and responded to by Clinic staff, and resolved. 
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The issue of competency to stand trial may be raised by the 
defense, the prosecution, or the court. The issue most often arises at 
arraignment, although it may be raised at any time prior to disposition. 
If the court is of the opinion that a defendant may be incompetent to 
stand trial, it will order that he be evaluated. Upon the issuance of a 
competency evaluation order, the court may either hire a private 
psychiatrist to conduct the evaluation (paid for out of court funds) or 
direct the case to the Court Diagnostic Clinic, as agent for the 
Department of Mental Health. (Of the competency evaluations ordered by 
Connecticut courts to which the services of the Courts Diagnostic Clinic 
are available, 95 percent are referred to the Clinic.) 

On the day that the court issues the order, the court clerk 
telephones the Clinic with the referral. The Clinic's secretary/ 
administrative assistant receives the call, completes a telephone referral 
form (Appendix F) and makes an entry in the competency referral log book 
(Appendix G). The court clerk follows up the telephone call with a 
mailing to the Clinic containing a copy of the order, a biographical data 
sheet ("face sheet") on the person referred, and a copy of the police 
report. Once per week, the Clinic Director reviews new referrals and 
schedules them for evaluations. An evaluation team consisting of a 
psychiatric social worker, a psychologist, and a psychiatrist is assigned 
to conduct the evaluation. If the defendant is not incarcerated, he is 
sent a letter specifying a date and time for an interview appointment at 
the Clinic's offices. If he is incarcerated, the Clinic's 
secretary/administrative assistant notifies the head nurse of the 
Hartford Correctional Center that the evaluation team will be visiting on 
a particular day to interview the defendant. If the informat'ion supplied 
by the court at referral suggests that the defendant is mentally retarded, 
arrangements are made for a psychologist from the Department of Mental 
Retardation to participate in the evaluation. Finally, if it is suspected 
that the defendant's primary language is not English, arrangements are 
made for the employment of an interpreter. 

The interview is conducted, and the evaluation team formulates its 
opinion regarding the defendant's competency to stand tdal. The 
psychiatric social worker prepares the team's report, arranges for 
obtaining signatures of team members, and submits the report to the court. 

If the 'court determines that the defendant is competent to stand 
trial, a trial date is set. If the defendant is found incompetent to 
stand trial, he is admitted to a state hospital for treatment designed to 
restore competency. Subject to periodic review, the defendant may remain 
hospitalized, without being civilly committed, for as long as the maximum 
sentence he could receive were he convicted of the crime with which he 
was charged, or 18 months, whichever is less. 

Psychosocial Assessments 

Figure 10 illustrates the process, by which cases referred for 
psychosocial assessments are directed to and processea by the Courts 
Diagnostic Clinic. 
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Referrals for psychosocial assessments are made in much the same 
manner as are referrals for competency-to-stand-trial evaluations. 
Re:Eerrals may be made at the pretrial or posttrial stage of criminal 
proceedings. They may be made by judges, public defenders, probation 
officers, or staff of the "Treatment Alternative to Street Crime" (TASC) 
pr'ogram, a diversion program operated by the Probation Department for 
dr'Ug-dependent offenders. Referrals are made by telephone to the Clillie's 
secretary/administrative assistant, who completes a telephone referral 
form (Appendix F), makes an entry in the psychosocial assessment re.ferral 
log book (Appendix H), and schedules a time for the client-offender to be 
interviewed. If the referral is from a probation officer, a public 
def.ender, or a TASC staff member, the referring person also completes a 
referral form (Appendices J, K, L) and mails-, it to the Clinic. 

Probation officers and public defenders are responsible for 
arranging for their clients to keep their ir.~~erview appointments. . 
Incarcerated client-offeneers are intervieweJd in the Hartford Correctional 
Center at times arranged with the CorrectiOlj~ll Center's head nurse. 
Court-referred client-offenders who are not':i.n custody are sent letters 
notifying them of their appointments. 

The psychiatric social worker or psychiatrist assigned the case 
conducts a clinical interview and prepares a report for the person or 
agency responsible for the referral. The psyc~iatric social worker or 
psychiatrist may request that psychological testing be conducted by one 
of the Clinic's consulting psychologists. The results of such testing 
are incorporated into the report by the staff primarily responsible for 
the evaluation. 

Delineation Of Mental Health Information Requirements 

The Courts Diagnostic Clinic provides its services upon order or 
request of Superior Court judges, probation officers, public defenders, 
and TASC. The Superior Court is Connecticut's sole court of original 
jurisdiction and has family, civil, and criminal divisions. There are 32 
Superior Courts in Connecticut, 15 of which are served by the Courts 
Diagnostic Clinic. 

The standard for incompetency to stand trial in Connecticut is 
whether the defendant "is so insane or so mentally defective that he is 
unable to understand the proceedings against him, or to assist in his own 
defense." (Connecticut Cr:d,minal Procedure Statutes, §54-40(a» Should 
the question of the defendant's competency to stand trial be raised, the 
judge may either order an evaluation by "one or more physicians 
specializing in psychiatry" or "may order the commissioner of mental 
health to effect an examination of the accused • • • either by a clinical 
team consisting of a psychiatrist, a clinical psychologist and a social 
worker or by one or more psychiatrists." (Connecticut Criminal Procedure 
Sta,tutes, §54-40(b» The Courts Diagnostic Clinic, as designee of the 
C~mmissioner of Mental Health, conducts all evaluations referred to the 
co~issioner by courts to which the Clinic's services are available. 
Rep\orts must be submitted to the court within 15 days. of :i:he date on 
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which the evaluation was ordered. 
Statues, §54~40[b)) 

" ..... _._---------

(Connecticut Criminal Procedure 

Pretrial psychosocial assessments may be ordered by the court to 
generate information helpful to the judge in making pretrial release 
determinations and diverting appropriate cases to community drug, 
alcohol, or mental gealth programs. In cases for which no presentence 
report is prepared by the Probation Department, the judge may order a 
presentence psychosocial assessment to assist him in arriving at a 
sentencing decision and fashioning a suitable probation plan. Probation 
officers request presentence psychosocial assessments to h,elp them 
prepare presentence reports for the court. They also may request 
psychosocial assessments of offenders on supervised probation for the 
purpose of identifying changes in mental health needs. According to 
Connecticut's Chief Public Defender, public defenders typically request 
pretrial (and, less often, posttrial) psychosocial assessments to "gain a 
better understanding of their clients" and to lay the groundwork for plea 
bargaining or raising the insanity defense. (As indicated previously, 
evaluations to assess criminal responsiblity are conducted by private 
psychiatrists.) The budget of the public defender's office allows for 
the referral of a maximum of 15 cases per month. TASC requests pretrial 
psychosocial assessments to identify drug-dependent offenders eligible 
for diversion into the TASC program. 

Referrals are initiated by a telephone call to the Clinic. The 
Clinic's secretary/administrative assistant receives the call, completes 
a telephone referral form (Appendix F) and makes a log book entry 
(Appendices G and H). The telephone referral form records type of 
referral (i.e., competency or psychosocial); referral source; name, age, 
address and telephone number of person referred; name of court and judge , , 
with jurisdiction over the case; bond amount; name of referred person s 
attorney; next court date; charges filed and pleas entered; reports being 
sent to the Clinic; and date and location of interview appointment. The 
completed form is the first item placed in the client-offender's case 
file. Log book entries record the progress of the evaluation. They 
document the name of the person referred, the Clinic file number, the 
court with jurisdiction, the referral source, the date the referral was 
received, the date the evaluation was ordered (if court-ordered), the 
court hearIng date, the person's current address, the interview 
appointment date, the names of clinicians conducting evaluations, the 
date the evaluation was conducted, the cl,inical finding (for competency 
cases), the date the report was prepared, whether or not the clinician 
was called to testify (for competency cases), and any special 
information. Separate 10& books are maintained for competency referrals 
and psychosocial referrals. 

After making a telephone referral for an evaluation to assess 
competency to stand trial, the judge or court clerk mails the Clinic a 
'copy of the court order (which officially directs that an evaluation to 
assess competency to stand trial be performed but which presents no 
information not already communicated by telephone), a "face sheet" 
containing biographical information about the defendant, and a copy of 
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the police report indicating the particulars of the offense(s) charged. 
Probation officers making referrals for psychosocial assessments complete 
and mail the Clinic probation referral forms (Appendix J) containing 
information supplementing that provided in the telephone referral, 
including a summary of the incident(s) leading to arrest, the reason(s) 
for the referral, and available medical or psychiatric history. Public 
defender referrals include the mailing of a public defender referral form 
(Appendix K) indicating the charges pending, the reason for the referral, 
and other pertinent information. Public defender referral forms are 
completed by a social worker in the. state public defender's office who is 
responsible for screening evaluation requests from the public defender 
staff and limiting the number of cl:f.nic referrals to 15 per month. TASC 
staff follow up their telephone refE,~rrals by completing and mailing TASC 
referral forms (Appendix L) indicadng whether the reason for the 
referral :f.s to assess "drug dependertce," "rule out mental illness," or 
collect "general psychosocial" infol:mation. 

Acquisition Of Mental Health Information 

Staff 

The staff of the Courts DiagIl!.ostics Clinic consists of four 
full-time psychiatric social workers, two full-time secretaries, five 
part-time, consulting psychologists, and four part-time, consulting 
psychiatrists. Evaluations to assess competency to stand trial are 
conducted by three-person evaluation teams composed of a psychiatric 
social worker, a psychologist, and a psychiatrist. The teams are 
assembled by the Clinic director. Psychosocial assessments are performed 
by a social worker or a psychiatrist, as assigned by the director. 

Procedures and Techniques, Competency to Stand Trial 

Upon receipt of a referral, the Clinic's secretary/administrative 
assistant prepares a file containing the referral materials and delivers 
it to the Clinic director. The director arranges for the psychiatric 
social worker on the evaluation team assigned the case to carry the file 
to the interview and share its contents with the other members of the 
team prior to commencement of the interview. If the director or 
secretary/administrative assistant has reason to believe that the 
defendant is non-English-speaking, arrangements are made for an 
interpreter to attend the interview. If the Clinic has reason to believe 
that the defendant is mentally retarded, arrangements are made for a 
psychologist from the Department of Mental Ratardation to attend. 

Competency interviews are performed one day per week. Four to six 
interviews are conducted on each interview day. Most interviewsa~e 
conducted at the Hartford Correctional Center; however, defendants 
released prior to trial are interviewed in the Clinic's offtces. If the 
defendant is incarcerated, the Clinic secretary/administrative assistant 
telephones the Hartford Correctional Center the afternoon before and the 
morning of the day scheduled for competency interview's and notifies the 
head nurse which inmates. are to be interviewed that day. If the 
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defendant is female, the Connecticut Correctional Institute in Niantic, 
Connecticut, the state's only prison for women, is notified, and the 
defendant is transported to the Hartford Center to be interviewed. Since 
most interviews are conducted at the Hartford Correctional Center, the 
team scheduled to consider cases that day meets at the Correctional 
Center in the morning unless they are notified in advance that an 
interview is scheduled in the Clinic's office. Interviews in the 
Correctional Center are conducted in interview rooms in the infirmary. 

Competency interviews generally last approximately ~O mi~utes. 
Before each interview, the team reviews the referral mater1als 1n the 
defendant's file. There is an "initial interviewer" who directs the 
questioning. The team members rotate serving as initial interviewer. 
The questioning addresses the defendant's understanding of 

current legal situation; 
the charges; 
the relevant facts; 
the legal issues and procedures; 
the function of court personnel; 

• the mechanics of pleading and plea 
bargaining; and 

the possible dispositions and penalties; 

and ability to 

• identify and locate witnesses; 
• comprehend instructions and advice; 

make decisions after receiving advice; 
maintain a collaborative relationship with 

his attorney; 
• follow testimony for accuracy; 

testify and be cross-examined; 
• tolerate stress; and 

~ • refrain from irrational behavior. 

E,ach team member complete.s a competency evaluation form (Appendix /1), on 
which he rates the defendant as excellent~ good, fair, or poor with 
respect to each of the items of inquiry listed above. 

Following the interview, the evaluation team members discuss their 
impressions and arrive at an opinion regarding the defendant's competency 
to stand trial. Psychological testing is neve~ conducted. 

~~ocedures and Techniques for Psychosocial Assessments 

Upon receipt of a referral, the Clinic's secretary/ administrative 
assistant prepares a file containing the referral materials and delivers 
it to the Clinic director. The director assigns the case for 
evaluation. The evaluation typically is conducted at the Clinic's 
Hartford offices and consists of a one- to two-hour clinical interview. 
Inquiry is made in the following areas: 
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• family and marital history; 
school history; 
work history; 
drug and alcohol hi.story; 

• psychiatric and medical hiLstory; 
• arrest history; and 
• mental status. 

Some psychosocial referrals (notably TASC referrals) specifically request 
that the evaluation assess the person's drug dependency. In such cases, 
the interviewer additionally questions the person in the following areas: 

• type of drugs used; 
• amount used and duration of use; 
• extent of detoxification; 
• prior addiction; 
• prior treatment, and 
• arrest history related to drug charges. 

If the psychiatric social worker or psychiatrist conducting the 
interview believes that psychological testing is nec!essary before an 
accurate description of a client-offender's psychosocial state can be 
produced, he may request that one of the Clinic's consulting psychologists 
administer a battery of tests to the client-offender. The psychologist 
conducting the testing completes a "psychological testing summary" 
(Appendix N), which describes psychological functioning in the areas of 
intelligence, achievement, personality, neurological functioning, an,d 
vocational aptitudes. 

Provision and Use Of Mental Health Information 

Competency to Stand Trial 

The opinion reached by the clinical team following its evaluation 
of a defendant is summarized in a report for the court prepared by the 
psychiatric social worker. Signatures of each team member are attached. 
The report is submitted typically within ten to fourteen days of the 
evaluation order. The clerk of the court arranges for copies to be sent 
to the defense attorney and the prosecutor. 

The report contains two standard paragraphs describing the manner 
in which the interview was conducted (Appendix 0) and one page assessing 
the defendant's responses and reactions to the questioning and presenting 
the team's opinion regarding competency. If a member of the evaluation 
team disagrees with the majority opinion regarding competency to stand 
trial, his views are expressed in terms of possible qualifications of the 
clinical finding agreed to by the team; minority opinions are not 
expressed. The Clinic's policy is that competency to stand trial is a 
narrow legal question not to be confused with mental illness generally. 
Accordingly, the evaluation team may be of the opinion that a particular 
defendant is competent to stand trial (understands the nature of the 
charges against him and is able to assist in his own defense) but at the 
same time is mentally ill. As a result, competency reports occasionally 
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suggest follow-up medical, neurological, or other mental health 
examinations. 

The courts receiving competency evaluation reports determine the 
question of competency to stand trial primarily on the basis of the 
information presented in the reports. Not infrequently, clinical 
testimony is requested. In such cases, the psychiatric social worker 
ordinarily is the team member who testifies, as permitted by Connecticut 
Criminal Procedure Statutes, §54-40(b). 

Psychosocial Assessments 

At the conclusion of his evaluation of an individual's 
psychosocial condition, the psychiatric social worker or psychiatrist 
prepares a report summarizing his findings. The report incorporates the 
results of any psychological tests administered. If the test results are 
especially revealing, the clinician attaches a copy of the testing 
summary. If the psychosocial assessment was court ordered, the report is 
sent to the court. If the assessment was requested by a public defender, 
a probation officer, or TASe, the report is sent only to the requesting 
person or agency and confidentiality is maintained. The evaluation is 
completed and the report is sent ordinarily within two to three weeks of 
the date on which the evaluation was ordered or requested. 

The report summarizes the manner in which the interview was 
conducted and provides information in the following areas: 

• family and marital history; 
school history; 
work history; 
drug and alcohol history; 
psychiatric and medical history; 
arrest history; 

• mental status; 
• diagnostic impressions; and 

recommendations (i.e., treatment). 

If the referral specifically requests a drug dependency assessment, the 
report also indicates: 

type of drugs used; 
• amount and duration of use; 
• whether detoxification has been accomplished; 

prior addiction; 
prior treatment; 

',arrest history related to drug charges; and 
• medication currently in use to detoxify. 

Judge~ may use the information provided to determine pretrial or 
presentence conditions of release, to divert a case out of the criminal 
justice system and into a community drug, alcohol, or mental health 
treatment program, to order mental health treatment as a condition of 
probation, or otherwise to dispose of a case taking into account the 
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client-offender's mental health requirements. Probation officers use the 
information provided either in preparing presentence reports for the 
court or in modifying (or requesting the court to modify) the conditions 
of probation for persons whose probation they are supervising. Public 
defenders use the information provided to lay the groundwork for plea 
bargaining and to determine whether the insanity defense should be 
raised. TASC uses the information provided to determine whether a person 
is drug dependent and therefore qualified for diversion into its program. 

Quality Control and Program Evaluation 

Quality Control and overall program evaluation of the Courts 
Diagnostic Clinic takes three basic forms: 1) management, monitoring, 
and informal feedback to Clinic staff; 2) routine statistical reporting; 
and 3) special studies and reports. 

Management, Monitoring, and Feedback 

The primary concerns of the Courts Diagnostic Clinic are that 
evaluations be focused, consistent, and thorough, and that reports be 
responsive and timely. To facilitate this, each new clinic staff member 
is given an orientation to the evaluation process. The staff members 
work together closely and regularly discuss cases on an informal basis. 
Lunch time typically finds the staff assembled in the conference room 
discussing issues ranging from mental health to religion and politics • 
In addition, the Clinic sometimes receives feedback on an informal basis 
from judges, public defenders, and probation officers using the services 
of the Clinic. Finally, the Clinic provides the Connecticut Department 
of Mental Health with annual reports summarizing its work during the 
previous year. 

Statistical Reporting 

The Courts Diagnostic Clinic collects the following statistics: 

• number of referrals from each source; 
• number of cases referred for psychosocial assessments; 
• number of evaluations performed to assess competency to stand 

stand trial; 
• number of women evaluated for competency to stand trial; 

number of competency-to-stand trial assessments performed at 
the Clinic and at the Hartford Correctional Center; and 

• number of defendants evaluated for competency to stand trial 
recommended as competent or incompetent. 

The Clinic's director uses this information to monitor demand for the 
Clinic's services and to prepare annual reports for the Connecticut 
Department of Mental Health. In addition, the Clinic provides the 
De.partment with extensive biographical and diagnostic information on 
persons evaluated. This information is entered into the state's 
computerized mental health information system, which tracks all cases 
receiving Department of Mental Health services. 
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Special Studies and Reports 

In 1977, the Connecticut Department of Mental Health sponsored a 
study (Note 9) that described the work of the Clinic, analyzed the costs 
of the Clinic's operation (and compared the cost of evaluations performed 
by the Clinic with that of.evaluations performed by private, 
court-appointed psychiatrists and psychologists), and surveyed judges and 
probation officers regarding their satisfaction with the Clinic's 
services. 

Among the study's findings were the following: 

o 

o 

o 

Approximately two-thirds (62 percent) of those examined for 
competency were found competent to stand trial, a percentage 
consistent with the findings of other groups (psychiatrists 
of the Department of Mental Health and private 
psychiatrists) who examine accused for competency. 
Competency findings evaluated in the light of demographic 
factors suggest that accused are more likely to be found 
competent if they are white, male, young, and accused of 
relatively serious crimes, i.e., crimes against people. 

The competency examination reports of the Clinic were 
returned to the court significantly faster (11.6 days) than 
were those of the other examining groups (19.0 days). 

The cost of each competency examination performed by the 
three-member Clinical Team was $76. This amount was lower 
than that estimated for the private psychiatrist ($83) but 
higher than that for the examinations performed by 
psychiatrists of the Department of Mental Health ($60). The 
last figure, however, does not take into consideration the 
loss of patient care services to the Department of Mental 
Health. 

o In general, both judges and probation officers indicated 
favorable response to the Clinic's procedure and favored its 
expansion so that all members of their respective groups can 
avail themselves of the Clinic's services. 76 percent of 
the judges and 92 percent of the probation officers who 
responded so indicated. Some additional findings were that 
72 percent of the judges who used the Clinic service agreed 
that the clinical team was expert in its ability to render 
competency opinions and 67 percent agreed that the clinical 
team members demonstrated professional expertise in their 
testimony at competency hearings. Of the probation officers 
who responded, 92 percent agreed that the reports of 'the 
Clinic are an aid in the disposition of cases and that the 
Clinic's interpretation contributes to a better 
understanding of the potential probationer. 
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In 1979, the Chief Public Defender's Office conducted a survey of 
public defenders in Connecticut who had used the services of the Clinic. 
The survey was designed to ascertain the reasons for public defenders' 
referrals and to assess the way in which the information provided by the 
Clinic affected the outcomes of cases. According to the Chief Public 
Defender, the most common reason given for referring a case was to "gain 
,a better understanding of my client." Additionally, respondents 
indicated generally that the evaluations increased the likelihood of 
"probation with treatment" where incarceration might otherwise have 
resulted. 

In addition to these evaluations, the Clinic's work has formed the 
basis for a number of studies and articles relating to mental health 
evaluations for the courts. The benefits and problems (actual and 
potential) of performing competency evaluations in a courts clinic 
setting are assessed in an article by Fitzgerald, Peszke, & Goodwin 
(1978) that focuses on the work of the Courts Diagnostic Clinic. 
Demographic profiles of persons referred to the Courts Diagnostic Clinic 
and outcomes of cases for which the Clinic performed public-defender
referred evaluations are discussed in a recent volume by Fitzgerald 
(1979). 

CAMBRIDGE (MASSACHUSETTS) COURT CLINIC 

The court clinic system in Massachusetts traces its roots to a 
Massachusetts Department of Mental Health "pilot project" established in 
1948. The project, "brainchild" of Norfolk County juvenile court 
probation officer Jim Devlin and child psychiatrist Don Russell, entailed 
the establishment of a clinic operating out of existing Department of 
Mental Health facilities to provide mental health services to delinquent 
or alleged delinquent juveniles in the Boston area. As a result of the 
project's success, the clinic concept in Massachusetts was expanded in 
1954 with the establishment of the Cambridge Court Clinic as a district 
court "demonstration project" to serve adult cases as well as juvenile 
cases. In 1956, a Division of Legal Medicine was established within the 
Massachusetts Department of Mental Health for the purpose of facilitating 
the growth and operation of the court clinic system in the state. To 
date, 26 clinics have been established. All but two, the Norfolk County 
Probate Court Clinic and the Suffolk County Superior Court CliniC, are 
located in and serve district courts. The Cambridge Court Clinic has 
operated continuously since 1954. 

The Cambridge Court Clinic provides its services primarily for the 
Third District Court of Eastern Middlesex (Cambridge District Court), 
which has original criminal jurisdiction of misdemeanors and felonies 
carrying sentences of less than two and one-half years imprisonment; 
unlimited non-jury, civil jurisdiction; and exclusive juvenile 
jurisdiction. Additionally, the District Court conducts preliminary 
hearings in felony cases within the Superior Court's jurisdiction. The 
Clinic occasionally provides services on an informal basis for the 
Middlesex County Superior Court, which is Massachusetts' highest court of 
general trial jurisdiction, having general jurisdiction of all criminal 
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offenses and unlimited civil jurisdiction. Superior Court services are 
provided on a fee basis. Finally, the Clinic is administratively 
responsible for the Family Services Clinic, which is located in and 
provides services for the Middlesex County Probate Court, the 
jurisdiction of which includes probate matters and divorce and child 
custody contests. 

The Cambridge Court Clinic provides the following services: 

(1) screenings to assess competency to stand trial and criminal 
responsibility (the clinic recommends whether or not further 
eval~ation is warranted); 

(2) evaluations of persons claiming drug dependency (for 
deferred prosecution or. treatment during sentencing), to 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

assess drug dependency and treatment suitability; 

post-conviction, presentence evaluations of criminal 
offenders, to assess mental health treatment needs; 

evaluations of persons on supervised probation, to assess 
mental health treatment needs; 

evaluations of parties or potential witnesses, to assess 
competency to testify; 

screenings of applications for "warrants of apprehension" 
(warrants to detain persons for civil commitment hearings); 
evaluations of persons detained on warrants of apprehension, 
to assess civil commitability; 

(7) screenings of requests and preparation of applications for 
temporary hospitalization of persons believed to constitute 
a "likelihood of serious harm" (to Self or others) by reason 
of mental illness; 

(8) evaluations of persons with respect to whom petitions for 
the involuntary COmmitment of an alleged alcoholic have been 
filed, to assess committability to a public health facility; 

(9) pre-disposition evaluations of juvenile offenders to assess 
mental health treatment needs; 

(10) evaluations of "CHINS" (children in need of service), to 
assess mental health treatment needs, as well as "care and 
protection" evaluations of abused and/or neglected children; 

(11) supervision of the Family Service Clinic and evaluations of 
that clinic's overflow cases (primarily evaluations of 
children and their parents involved in custody/viSitation 
contests); 
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(12) treatment of offenders or alleged offenders on probation or 
pretrial release with stipulations for treatment; 

(13) education and training of graduate psychology and social 
work students and psychriatric residents; and 

(14) research. 

Only those services entailing screening and evaluation of criminal or 
allegec criminal offenders (1-5 above) will be described in detail in 
this ~eport. 

The core of the Cambridge Court Clinic's operation is funded by 
the Massachusetts Department of Mental Health. State-funded positions 
include one full-time psychiatrist (the Clinic Director), two half-time 
psychiatrists, one half-time psychiatrist permanently loaned to another 
court clinic, one half-time psychologist, two full-time social workers 
(one of whom is the Chief Social Worker), one part-time consultant 
psychologist ("forensic clinician"), and two secretaries/administrative 
assistants. In addition, there are a varying number of staff funded by 
federal and foundation grants. Among these are a masters-level drug 
counselor, a masters-level psychologist, and several graduate students in 
psychology and social work. With the exception of 
secretaries/administrative assistants, all of the staff participate in 
the evaluation and treatment of offenders and alleged offenders and may 
be referred to as "clinicians" in this report. Students serve as 
clinicians under the close supervision of staff. 

The Director of the Cambridge Court Clinic estimates that the 
Clinic receives 800-900 new referrals per year, of which 200-300 are 
"court calls" (generally t~ assess competency to stand trial or criminal 
responsibility or to assist in psychiatric emergencies). In all, the 
Clinic averages 400 visits per month for evaluation and treatment. 

Process Flow 

The flow of mental health evaluation cases into, through, and out 
of the Cambridge Court Clinic is depicted in Figures 11-15. 

Competency to Stand Trial and Criminal Responsibility 

Figure 11 indicates the typical process by which the questions of 
competency to stand trial and criminal responsibility are raised in a 
particular case, referred to the Clinic, addressed and responded to by 
Clinic staff, and resolved. 

Questions of competency to stand trial and criminal responsibility 
typically arise at arraignment, although they may be raised at any time 
prior to or during a trial. (Competency may be raised at any time prior 
to disposition.) Each day, prior to arraignment, a probation officer 
interviews all defendants to be arraigned. If the probation officer 
observes behavior that indicates that a particular defendant may be 
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mentally disordered, he brings this to the attention of the judge at the 
opening of court. The judge appoints an attorney for the defendant and 
'Usually orders the (~ambridge Court Clinic to screen her or him. The 
probation officer calls the Clinic secretary, who makes a note of the 
names of the defendar~t and attorney and the crime(s) charged. The 
secretary then checks ,the Clinic files to determine whether the defendant 
has been screened or e'valuated at the Clinic before. The secretary 
delivers this informad,on to either the "forensic clinician," if he is 
available, or to a psychiatrist, if the forensic clinician is not 
available. (The forensl,c clinician is an MA-level psychologist who works 
three days per week and ,,~creens "court calls" prior to the psychiatric 
scr.eening. ) 

Upon receiving the referral, the clinician (forensic clinician or 
psychiatrist) immediately ~isits the courtroom and speaks with the 
probation officer, the defe'nse attorney, and the court officer regarding 
their impressions of the def.endant's behavior. The clinician then . 
interviews the defendant. When the forensic clinician has performed 
these services, he then telephones the Clinic's secretary and requests 
that a psychiatrist be dispaJ;ched also to interview the defendant. 
(Massachusetts law requires lehat competency and criminal responsibility 
evaluations be performed by a qualified physician.) The psychiatrist 
reports to the courtroom immediately and speaks with the forensic 
clinician before interviewing the defendant. After the interview, the 
psychiatrist and the forensic clinician discuss their impressions and, in 
order to verify or supplement what the defendant has said, may telephone 
doctors, hospitals, relatives, or others mentioned by the defendant 
during the interview. They also ask for the defense attorney's opinion 
about his client's ability to carry on a reasonable conversation 
regarding his case. The clinicians determine whether inpatient 
evaluation is required and then formulate an opinion regarding the 
defendant's competency to stand trial and/or criminal responsibility. 
This information is presented verbally to the court. (If a psychiatrist 
was assigned the case from the beginning, he alone conducts the 
evaluation and reports to the court.) 

With regard to competency to stand trial, the court either finds 
the defendant competent and proceeds with arraignment or orders that he 
be evaluated further for competency. With regard to criminal 
responsibility, the court either orders the defendant evaluated further 
for criminal responsibility or proceeds with arraignment. (The court 
ordinarily may not, at this stage and. on the pasis of this screening, 
rule that the defendant was criminally responsible at the time that he is 
alleged to have committed an offense, since criminal responsibility is a 
defense that may. be determined only at trial.) If the defendant, though 
not requiring further evaluation for competency or responsibility, is 
believed to have other mental hea.lth problems, the judge may recommend 
that he receive treatment at the jailor as a condition of rele~se in the 
care of a probation officer. If the judge orders further eVall!,ation, he 
will ask the clinician(s) to re.commend whether the evaluation ·rihould be 
performed on an inpatient or an outpatient basis and, if on aJ:r inpatient 
basis, whether the defendant should be admitted to a regular Department 
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of Mental Health hospital or to the. maximum security facility at 
Bridgewater State Hospital. (Only males may be admitted to 
Bridgewater.) With this recommendation, the Clinic contacts staff of the 
facility in which the defendant is to be hospitalized and advises them of 
the impending transfer and of the clinical condition and legal status of 
the defendant. The defendant may be hospitalized for a period not to 
exceed twenty days, at the end of which time the hospital either reports 
its findings regarding competency and/or responsibility or requests a 
twenty-day extension for further observation and evaluation. The 
hospitalizati~n may not exceed forty days from the date of the initial 
court order of hospitalization unless the defendant requests continued 
care and treat,nent during the pendency of the criminal proceedings 
against him. 

The hospi.tal or other clinical facility performing the evaluation 
reports its findings to the court, and the court determines the question 
of the defendant'$ competency to stand trial. If the defendant is found 
competent, the criminal process resumes. If he is found incompetent, he 
may be admitted to a hospital for a period of forty days for observation 
and examination (maximum of fifty days including all previous 
hospitalization for evaluation). According to the Director of the 
Clinic, at the end of this period the'defendant is either committed by 
the criminal court under civil commitment standards (until such time as 
his competency to stand trial is restored), or held under criminal 
standards for the maximum period for which he might have been sentenced 
if convicted of the most serious offense charged (and then committed 
civilly, or released if not found committable). The question of criminal 
responsibility is determined at trial if the insanity defense is raised. 
If the defendant is found not guilty by reason of insanity, he may be 
admitted to a hospital for observation and examination for a period of 
forty days (maximum of fifty days including all previous hospitalization 
for evaluation), at the end of which time he is either committed or by 
civil standards released. Incompetency and insanity commitments are 
initially for six months and may be renewed annually thereafter at formal 
commitment hearings. 

Party or Witness Competency 

Figure 12 illustrates the process by which the Cambridge Court 
Clinic receives referrals, conducts evaluations, and reports its findings 
regarding the competency of a party or a potential witness to testify as 
a witness. The question of witness competency may arise prior to any 
court hearing and may be raised by the prosecutor, the probation officer, 
the defense attorney, or the court. If the judge believes there may be 
some question as to the mental capacity of the party or witness to 
understand and participate in the proceedings, he will order the 
defendant evaluated by a Clinic psychiatrist. A written order is issued 
and routed by inter-office mail to the Clinic's Director, who assigns a 
qualified physician to conduct the evaluation and schedules an 
appointment for the party or witness to be evaluated. The evaluation is 
conducted, and the physician either testifies or submit.s his findings in 
writing to the court.. The court uses the information provided in 
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determining whether or not to declare a potential witness incompetent to 
testify. 

Presentence Evaluations 

Figure 13 illustrates the process by which the Cambridge Court 
Clinic receives referrals, conducts evaluations, and reports its findings 
regarding the mental condition of a criminal offender prior to sentencing. 

After a finding of guilty and prior to sentencing, if the court 
believes that an offender's mental condition may warrant special 
consideration in sentencing, it may order the offender evaluated at the 
Clinic. The evalua~ion may be requested by the defense attorney, the 
prosecutor, or the probation offic'er, or it may be ordered ~ sponte. 
If the court believes an inpatient evaluation is necessary, a written 
order is issued and the offender is hospitalized for a period not to 
exceed forty days. If an outpatient evaluation is specified, a verbal 
order is issued, and the court probation officer sends a clinic referral 
form to the Clinic through the inter-office mail along with a copy of a 
"face sheet" and any other pertinent material on the offender. The 
Clinic's Director receives the referral, assigns a clinician to evaluate 
the offender, and schedules an appointment for the offender to be 
evaluated in the Clinic's offices. The evaluation is conducted and the 
clinician submits his findings in writing to the court within forty days 
of the date of the evaluation order. The court uses the information 
provided to fashion an appropriate sentence. 

Probation Referrals 

Figure 14 indicates the process by which the Cambridge Court 
Clinic receives referrals, conducts evaluations, and reports its findings 
regarding the mental condition of a criminal offender on supervised 
probation. 

If a probation officer believes that an offender whose probation 
he is supervising may be in need of mental health services, he sends a 
referral form to the Clinic through the inter-office mail along with a 
copy of a "face sheet" and any other pertinent material on the 
defendant. Probation referrals ordinarily are directed to the Chief 
Social Worker, who meets with the Clinic Director weekly to assign cases 
to particular clinicians. The evaluation is conducted, the case is 
d:t,:;cussed» and the clinician submits his findings and any treatment 
recommendations to the referring probation officer. If treatment is 
indicated, the probation officer ordinarily attempts to persuade the 
offender to enter into treatment on a voluntary basis, either at the 
Clinic or elsewhere. If the offender resists treatment, the probation 
officer may notify the court and request that the conditions of probation 
be amended to include treatment. Before making such an order, the court 
appoints counsel for the offender and hears the matter. Once treatment 
has begun, confidentiality is maintained under the patient
psychotherapist privilege. 
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Drug Dependency 

Figure 15 indicates the process by which the Cambridge Court 
Clinic receives referrals, conducts evaluations, and reports its findings 
regarding the drug dependency and treatment suitability of offenders or 
alleged offenders. 

Every person charged with a drug offense is advised of his right 
to request in writing an evaluation to assess whether or not he is drug 
dependent and would benefit by treatment. Further, persons convicted of 
offenses other than drug offenses may request a drug dependency 
evaluation prior to sentencing. Upon receipt of a request for 
evaluation, the court may find the person drug dependent without ordering 
an evaluation or may order the person evaluated by a psychiatrist at the 
Clinic. Evaluation orders are issued in writing and are routed through 
the inter-office mail to the Clinic's Director, who assigns a clinician 
to conduct the evaluation. The evaluation is conducted and a written 
report is submitted to the court. 

If the court finds that a person charged with a drug offense is 
drug dependent and would benefit by treatment, it may, with the person's 
consent, assign him to a drug facility for treatment on an inpatient or 
an outpatient basis for a period not to exceed eighteen months or the 
maximum sentence he could receive were he convicted of the offense with 
which he is charged, whichever period is shorter. Criminal proceedings 
are stayed during the period of the treatment. If the person completes 
the treatment program successfully, the court as a matter of practice 
dismisses the charges against him. If the person fails to complete the 
treatment program successfully, the court revokes the stay of proceedings 
and tries the person on the charges pending. 

If the court finds that a person convicted of an offense other 
than a drug offense is drug dependent and would benefit by treatment, it 
may, with the consent of the person, order that the person be either 
treated while incarcerated or admitted to an in-patient or an out-patient 
treatment program as a condition of probation. 

Delineation of Mental Health Information Requirement's 

The Cambridge Court Clinic receives referrals for evaluation by 
telephone, by written court order, and by clinic referral form. 

Competency to Stand Trial and Criminal Responsibility 

Screeni.ngs to assess competency to stand trial or criminal 
responsibility are ordered verbally by the court upon request of the 
court probat1.on officer, the defense attorney, the prosecutor, or sua 
sponte. Th~ probation officer relays the order by telephone to the 
Clinic's Eecretary, delineating for the secretary the defendant's name, 
the crime(s) charged, the judge before whom the case is pending, and the 
fact that a mental health examination was ordered. At this stage ,of the 
proce~dings, the defendant's suspected mental disorder typically will not 
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have been classified as incompetency to stand trial or lack of criminal 

responsibility. 

The test for competency to stand trial is whether the defendant 
has ""ufficient present ability to consult with his lawyer with a 1 
reaso~able degree of rational understanding and whether he has a r~tiona 
as well as a factual understanding of the proceedings against him. 1 
Commonwealth v. Hill, 375 N.E. 2d 1168 (1978). The test for crimina 
responsibility is whether the defendant, "as a result of mental disease 
or defect, ••• lacked substantial capacity to appreciate the 
criminality of his conduct or to conform his . conduct to the require~e.nts 
of the law." Commonwealth v. O'Conner 387 N.E. 2d 190 (1979) •. Out 
atient screenings to assess competency to stand trial and crim1nal 
~esponsibility are authorized by Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 123, 

§15(a). 

Party or Witness Competency 

Referrals for evaluations to assess the competency of a party or a 
potential witness come by written court order issued at the request of 
the defense attorney, the prosecutor, the probation officer, or ~ 
sponte. The order is routed to the Clinic Director through the 
inter-office mail. The order indicates the name of the person to be 
evaluated, the caption of the case in which he is expected ~o testify, 
and the date of the next court hearing, and directs that a §19 
examination" be performed by a qualified physician to ascertain the 
'person's competency to testify as a witness. Evaluati~ns to assess a 
person's competency to testify as a witness are author1zed by 
Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 123, §19. According to th7 Director 
of the Clinic, the evaluation is designed to assess the person s mental 
capacity to understand the proceedings, realize the consequences of his 
testimony, and participate meaningfully in the proceedings. 

Presentence and Probation Evaluations 

Presentence evaluations are ordered verbally by the court at the 
request of the defense attorney, the prosecutor, the probation officer, 
or sua sponte. The probation officer completes a referral form and· 
routeS it along with a copy of a "face sheet" and any other pertinent 
material ~n the defendant, through the inter-office mail to the Director 
of the Clinic. Referrals for evaluation of offenders on supervised 
probation also come by referral form with a face sheet attached, but are 
directed to the Clinic's Chief Social Worker. The referral form 
indicates the offender's name, age, address and telephone number; 
offense' reason for the referral (i.e., "presentence evaluation upon 
court o~der"); urgency of the referral; sentencing data; and a statement 
of the problem (examples of disordered behavior, as perceived). Face 
sheets are prepared by the court probation officer during the 
prearraignment interview and indicate identifying information, marital 
history family history, employment history, school history, financial 
conditi~n, mental and physical health problems, drug and alcohol use, 
military history and prior criminal record. Presentence evaluations are 
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authorized by Massachusetts General Laws, Chapter 123, §15(e). According 
to the Clinic Director, the presentence evaluation process is designed to 
assess 1) whether or not the person is mentally ill, 2) the extent to 
which such mental illness would hinder his ability to serve a sentence in 
a penal environment, and 3) whether or not another rehabilitative 
approach would better serve the needs of the offender and society. 
Evaluations of offenders on probation are intended to assess the 
offender's treatment needs generally. 

Drug Dependency 

Referrals for drug dependency evaluations come by written court 
order, issued at the request of the defendant or offender. The order 
typically indicates the name of the person to be evaluated, the 
offense(s) charged or committed, and the date of the next court hearing, 
and directs that a "§47 examination" be performed by a qualified 
psychiatrist to ascertain whether the defendant or offender is drug 
dependent and would benefit by treatment. Drug dependency evaluations 
are authorized by Massachuslltts General Laws, Chapter 123, §§47-49. 
According to the Director of the Clinic, drug dependency evaluations are 
intended to assess the extent to which drug use affects the person's 
behavior and life style and whether the person might benefit by 
participation in a drug treatment program. According to the Clinic's 
drug treatment specialist, a primary implicit purpose of the evaluation 
relates to job placement and the exten,t to which treatment might promote 
employment stability. 

Acquisition Of Mental Health Informati.on 

Competen(y to Stand Trial and Criminal Responsibility 

Upon receipt of a referral, the clinician (forensic clinician, if 
available, or the psychiatrist on "court call") reports immediately to 
the courtroom in which the defendant is being held pending continuation 
of arraignment. The clinician questions the probation officer regarding 
the nature of the problem and examines the face sheet and any other 
reports in the probation file. He then asks the defense attorney for his 
observations and requests that the attorney sit with his client during 
the clinical interview. 

The interview usually is conducted in an interview room adjacent 
to the courtroom; however, if the defendant is "out of control" and 
violent, the interview is conducted through the bars of the defendant's 
cell elsewhere'in the building. The clinician begins the interview by 
explaining the purpose of the examination and warning the defendant that 
his statements may not be held confidential. During the course of the 
interview, the clinician typically inquires as to defendant's family 
backgroun.d, school history, marital status, medical history (with 
emphaUs on recent injuries or illness), mental health history (noting 
psych~tatrists seen or hospitalizations in the past, particularly if 
related to suicidal or homicidal behavior), military history, employment 
hiSt017, drug and alcohol use, and previous criminal history (noting 
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cha:!'ges and dates of offenses). The clinician always screens for 
incompetency to stand trial, inquiring with regard to the defendant's 
understanding of the charges against him (nature, seriousness, 
consequences) and of the court process (roles of participants, concept of 
pleading, etc.). If the clinician suspects that criminal responsibility 
may become an issue, he inquires into the circumstances surrounding the 
incident leading to the defendant's ~rrest. All evaluations include a 
mental status examination entailing assessments of physical appearance 
and behavior, speech, affect, mood, suicidal/homicidal ideation, thought 
processes (evidence of hallucinations, looseness of associations, 
paranoia, ideas of reference, flight of ideas etc.), thought content, 
cognitive and intellectual functions (memory, orientation), judgment, and 
insight. The clinical interview typically lasts 45-50 minutes. 

If the forensic clinician has conducted the initial interview, he 
telephones the psychiatrist on "court call" to arrange for hj,m also to 
interview the defendant. This second interview (by the psychiatrist) 
focuEles on the forensic clinician's particular concerns regarding 
psychopathology in the defendant's mental status. Upon the completion of 
the pI,ychiatric interview, be it the second interview or the only 
interview, the c1inician(s) may telephone persons mentioned by the 
defendant during the interview or other significent persons to verify or , 
supplement the defendant's statements. 

Other Evaluations (Presentence, Probation, Witness 
Competency, Drug Dependency) 

Presentence. Upon receipt of a presentence evaluation referral, 
the Clinic .Director assigns a clinician to the case. Before the 
interview commences, the clinician reviews the items in the offender's 
file, including the probation referral form and the arraig~~ent face 
sheet. The clinician begins the :.tnterview by explaining the purpose of 
the examination and warning the offender that his statements may not be 
held confidential. The clinician then collects information to complete a 
psychiatric evaluation face sheet (Appendix P), indicating general 
personal information, including a relatively detailed social history. 
The balance of the interview is similar to interviews to assess 
competency to stand trial and criminal responsibility. This interview 
typically lasts one hour. 

The clinician frequently telephones persons mentioned. by the 
defendant during the interview, to verify or supplement the defendant's 
statements. Occasionally, the clinician will request that family members 
or others visit the clinic and speak personally with the ~linician. 

Arrangements sometimes are made for a staff psycho1ogislt to 
administer a battery of psych?.1ogica1 tests to the offender. ~rhe 
clinician indicates to the psychologist on a referral form what: general 
question(s) he would like addressed, and the psychologist se1e~tts the 
tests to be administered, conducts the testing, and reports thE: results 
to the clinician. The clinician usually conducts additional iI!terviews 
with the offender prior to preparing his report for the court. '.' 
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Probation Referrals. The Chief Social Worker receives probation 
referrals and meets with the Clinic Director weekly to assign clinicians 
to cases. The clinicians schedule initial interview appointments and 
the secreta?, notifies the defendants of their appointments. The' 
evaluation rrocess essentj.al1y is the same as that described abo ith 
respect to presentence evaluations. According to the Director o;et~e 
Clinic, the evaluation ordlnari1y entails two to six one-hour interviews. 

Witne.ss Competency. The Clinic Director receives orders for 
wi:ness competency~va1uations and aSSigns clinicians to conduct the 
eVi:!.~~~tionS4 The clinicians schedule appOintments, and the secretary 
not es to-be-eva1uated persons of their appointment:;. The statute 
requires th:·t witness competency examinations be perf()rmed by "qualified 
PhYS~Cians. Witness competency evaluations ordinarily entail one or two 
one- our interviews. The evaluation process essentially is the 
that described above with respect to presentence and probation same as 
evaluations. 

d Drug Dependency. The Clinic Director receives referrals for drug 
ependency evaluations and assigns,.,clinicians to cases. The clinicians 

schedule appointments, and the se~~etary notifies to-be-eva1uated 
persons of their appointments. Although the statute requires that dr 
:~~:~~::~~ :v~~ua~f~: ~e performed by psychiatrists or other "qualif~:d 

h 1 ' e c s grant-funded drug treatment specialist (M A 
~syc 0 ogist) ordinarily is assigned to serve as primary evaluator • • 
consulting with psychiatrists prior to submitting reports to the c~urt. 
The evaluation process typically entails two to four one-hour visits d 
essentially is the same as that described above with respect to an 

~~::~~~~~~'wf~~b~:!~~d ~~dd~gtness comiPetency evaluations. However, 
usage s more detailed and foc 

types of drugs used, amount used and duration of i uses on 
Pri t t use, pr or addiction 

or rea ment, and arrest history related to drug use. ' 

Provision and use of Mental Health Information 

Emergency Court Calls (Competency to Stand 
Reponsibility) Trial, Criminal 

At the conclusion of the psychiatric interview to assess 
(~:~:~~;c~hto sta~~ trial or criminal responsibility, the cliniCian 

e psyc atrist, although often joined by the forensic 
~liniCian) notifies the probation officer and the court officer that 

s prepared to report to the court. The case is called he 
clinician verbally reports his findings, indicating spe~i;~~a~~;: 

o 

o 

the defendant's prior psychiatric history, if any; 

evidence of the defendant's present mental illness, if any 
(i. e., examples of the defendant IS disorder'ed behavior 
impaired judgment); or 

" 
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o opinion, supported by facts, regarding the defendant's 
competency to stand trial or criminal responsibility; 

o clinical findings regarding the defendant's present need for 
treatment; 

o if recommended incompetent to stand trial or otherwise in 
need of treatment, opinion regarding appropriate location 
for treatment (i.e., outpatient, inpatient at a Department 
of Mental Health Hospital, inpatient at Bridgewater State 
Hospital); and 

o whether there is any substantial mental illness that would 
affect 'his ability to await trial in a penal facility. 

The court then makes any of the following rulings: 

o If the defendant is competent, not mentally ill, presents 
substantial Hkelihood of serious harm (LSH), and is able 
be maintained in a penal facility, arraignment continues. 

no 
to 

o If the defendant is competent, mentally ill, presents no 
substantial LSH, but requires psychiatric treatment, the 
court may order that he receive treatment at the jailor 
a condition of pretrial release. 

as 

o If the defendant is competent, mentally ill, and presents 
substantial LSH, the court may recommend that the charges 
dismissed and the defendant be committed civilly, or 
retained in custody, with charges, and transferred to a 
psychiatric facility. 

o If the defendant is mentally retarded, the same standards 
and procedures apply in assessing his competency to stand 
trial and criminal commitment for evaluation (however, it 
~hould be noted that civil commitment cannot be instituted 
on,the basis of mental retal'aation alone). 

a 
be 

o If the defendant is believedito require further evaluation 
to assess competency or criminal responsibility, he is 
ordered evaluated further, ei ther on an outpati.ent basis or 
on an inpatient basis (at a Department of Mental Health 
Hospital or at Bridgewater State Hospital). 

After testifying, the clinician(s) returns to the Clinic and prepares a 
two- to three~page report documenting his findings, places the report in 
the def~ndant s file and sends a copy to the judge. If the judge orders 
the defel'ldant committed .to a hospital, the psychiatrist completes the 
co~tment paperwork for the judge's signature, informs the facility 
and forwards copies of the evaluation report to the hospital and to ~he 
judge • 
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Other Evaluations (Presentence, Probation, Witness 
Competency, Drug Dependency) 

At the conclusion of an evaluation to assess witness competency, 
drug dependency, or treatment needs for presentence or probation 
considerations, the clinician primary responsible for the evaluation 
prepares a two-three page report containing the following information: 

o identifying data (name, age, address, referral source, court 
status, charges, date of alleged incident, stage of 
proceedings); 

o structure of the evaluation (dates of interviews, who was 
interviewed, others present; other sources of information 
[e.g., police reports, probation records, consultation with 
former therapists, hospital records, etc.]; informed consent 
given to person with explanation of procedure); 

o present situation regarding competency to be a witness, drug 
~ependency, treatment needs, ability to serve a sentence in 
a penal facility; 

o significant past history (developmental; school; family; 
medical; psychiatric treatment; drug and alcohol use; work; 
sexual-marital; military; recent accidents, illnesses, or 
injuries; previous legal problems); 

o observations during interview(s) (mental status examination~ 
cooperation with evaluation, punctuality); 

o formulation and assessment (a "dynamic" statement about the 
person's history and how it relates to current presentation, 
conflicts, and defenses; strengths, weaknesses, attitude to 
treatment) ; 

o diagnostic impression keyed to the Diagnostic and 
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders III (DSM III); and 

., 

o recommendations regarding need for treatment and whether 
treatment should be administered on an outpatient basis, on 
an inpatient basis at a Department of Mental Health 
Hospital, or at Bridgewater State Hospital. 

Presentenceeviilluation reports, witness competency evaluation repol'ts, 
and drug dependency reports are submitted to the court. Probation 
evaluation reports are submitted to the referring probation officer. 
Reports generally are submitted within thirty days of the referral. Drug 
dependency evaluation reports are submitted within five days of the date 
of the evaluation. 
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Feedback, Monitoring, And Evaluation 

The primary formal mechanism for program feedback, monitoring, and 
evaluation operating with respect to the Cambridge Court Clinic is an 
annual evaluation conducted by the Office of Quality Assurance, 
Massachusetts Department of Mental Health. The Office evaluates all 
programs operated, financed, or regulated by the Department of Mental 
Health. The evaluation consists of a 25-page questionnaire and a lO-page 
rating form (see Note 10). Measurements are made of the Clinic's 
compliance with ten "principles of care": 

o minimization of barriers to access (free from cultural, 
geographic, economic, linguistic, physical, or temporal 
barriers to delivery of service); 

o staffing (appropriate composition; explicit delineation of 
roles, functions, qualifications); 

o training (integrated orientation and training plan); 

o community orientation (documentation of efforts to establish 
relationships with other community agencies); 

o clinical recordkeeping (adequate, confidentia~ record); 

o physical setting (comfortable and aesthetically pleasing); 

o client goals (individual service plan for each client); 

o client rights (enforcing of rights to refuse treatment, to 
h,~ve access to records, to collaborate in defining 
tre.atment) ; 

o continuity of care (1Jlninterrupted and congruent care for 
clients transferred between programs or agencies); 

o management and admin:i:.stration (governed by explicit policies 
and practices). 

In addition to the formal evaluation system outlined above, the 
Clinic is subject to ongoing monitoring by the judges and probation 
officers of the Cambridge Dis.trict Court. Because the Clinic staff, the 
judges, and the probation officers all are located in the same building, 
there is frequent informal feedback to the Clinic staff. Within the 
Clinic itself, the management .structure provides for a degree of internal 
monitoring. The Clinic's administrative assistant maintains the Clinic's 
'records, and the Director is responsible for general office management 
and staff quality control. The Chief Social Worker supervises graduate 
social work studenta and the chief psychologist supervises the graduate 
psychology students placed at the Clinic. 
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The training and research functions of the Clinic serve to some 
extent to focus attention on the operations of the program. In addition 
to the ongoing training of students working at the Clinic, the Clinic 
sponsors weekly lectures by noted mental health professional in the 
Boston area. Lectures frequently are presented by Clinic staff and 
presentations often are·based upon the work of the Clinic. The Clinic 
staff also have engaged in research studies based upon the work of the 
Clinic. For example, a study presently being conducted is using the 
results of Clinic-conducted evaluations of delinquent juveniles to assess 
the link, if any, between learning disabilities and juvenile delinquency. 

THE PIMA COUNTY (ARIZONA) COURT CLINIC 

The Pima County Court Clinic (PCCC), which is under the 
jurisdiction of the Superior Court of Pima County, Arizona, was 
established in 1972 with a $52,230 grant from the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) "to test the feasibility of having 
court-appointed professionals do impartial mental health evaluations of 
convicted felons" (Ginnetti, Note 11). Federal support of PCCC lasted 
for three years; from 1975, PCCC has been supported by Pima County monies. 

The major function of PCCC is to provide forensic mental health 
evaluations, crisis intervention, and outpatient treatment for convicted 
felons at the request of the courts and allied agencies. Some pretrial 
services are rendered also. 

Approximately 80 percent of the evaluation requests are made by 
Pima County Superior Court, the court of general jurisdiction; 10 percent. 
come from Tucson city courts (Justice of Peace Court and Police Court), 
courts of limited jurisdiction. The remaining referrals are made by a 
variety of sources discussed later in this section. Among the services 
provided by PCCC (see Ginnetti, Note 11) are the following. 

(a) Psychological, psychiatric, and psychosocial evaluations, 
usually performed at the presentence and/or post-conviction 
stage of the criminal proceedings. All individuals with a 
prior history of emotional disturbance are evaluated at 
PCCC, as·are all violent offenders, sex offenders, and the 
majority of substance abusers. 

(b) D:I;agnostic and treatment programs to assist the counselor or 
probation officer dealing with the case. 

(c) Referral of clients within the criminal justice system with 
emoti9nal difficulties to appropriate treatment agencies or 
hospitals for short- or long-term therapy, hospitalizations, 
or neurological testing. 

Cd) Emergency consultation and evaluation for clients who are 
exhibiting bizarre or aggressive behavior currently-in a 
courtroom, for example. 
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(e) Individual psychotherapy for selected offenders in the 
County Jailor on probation. 

(f) Prescription and psycho-chemical treatment when warranted. 

(g) In-service training provided to legal departments when 
requested, as well as community consultation and education 
on mental health topics. 

Under the Arizona Rules of Criminal Procedure (Arizona Revised 
Statutes Annotated, Section 26.5), the Court may request, at any time 
before sentencing, that the defendant undergo mental health evaluation. 
Before the existence of PCCC the courts paid for contract services 
provided by private psychiatrists and psychologists to obtain these 
evaluations. Requests for these services were typically made by 
probation officers during their presentence investigations if they felt a 
defendant showed signs of a mental disorder. Mental health evaluation 
referrals were also made by prosecuting attorneys or defense counsel 
whenever they wanted testimony during "aggravating" or "mitigating" 
hearings before sentencing. 

The prevalence of psychological, behavioral, and sexual disorders, 
as well as drug and alcohol abuse, in the population of offenders seen by 
the criminal justice system created difficulties for Court departments 
required to handle and complete presentence investigations for these 
individuals. At least partly because the number of these presentence 
evaluation requests increased rapidly in the early 1970's, the court 
drafted the 1972 LEAA grant proposal to assess the feasibility of having 
court-appointed professionals do impartial mental health evaluations of 
convicted felons. An evaluation of the PCCC performance under the 
federal grants at the conclusion of funding showed that evaluation 
serVices, when provided by a Court department, were much more 
cost-effective than contracting with private mental health professionals. 
Consequently, funding for the Court Clinic operation was assumed by Pima 
County under the authority of the Superior Court in 1975. 

PCCC seldom performs evaluations to determine competency to stand 
trial or sanity at the time of the offense. These pretrial evaluations 
requested by the Pima County Superior Court are referred-cv psychiatrists 
and clini~al psychologists in the private sector on a fee basis. This 
difference in court referrals during the pretrial and posttrial stages of 
a case holds only for the Superior Court, the major referral source of 
PCCC. Referrals from Tucson's municipal courts, representing 
approximately ten percent of PCCC's caseload, include requests to 
determine competency to stand trial and sanity at the time of the alleged 
offense, personality assessments, and treatment recommendations. 

To date, the Court Clinic has evaluated approximately 5,000 
felons. About 1,500 of these have been provided extended evaluation or 
therapeutic intervention. In 1979, PCCC provided 895 presentence 
evaluations for the Adult Probation Department (representing 43 percent 
of this department's caseload); these e~aluations were of felons who were 
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sexual or violent offenders, had a history of mental illness, or were 
alcohol or drug abusers. This compares with 729 in 1978 and represents a 
23 percent increase in services. PCCC personnel provided 432 other 
mental health contacts to convicted felons in 1979, as compared to 154 in 
1978 (see Ginnetti, N,ote 11). These contacts 'included intellectual and 
neurological assessment s, crisis intervention, and extended (,)utpatient 
psychotherapy for probc\tioners. Many of the individ,' .. ;\l s evaluat~d b~ 
PCCC had been convicted of crimes of sex and violence. The exam~nat10n 
by PCCC is often the only mental health evaluation a''1ailable to the 
sentencing judge. 

Since 1972, the number of ftlll-time clinical staff of PCCC has 
remained at two--one Ph.D. psychologist and one M.S.W. social worker. 
They are assisted by a part-time consulting psychiatrists, students in 
psychology and social work, and a clerical/administrative staff of three. 

A Function Model Of Delineation, Acquisition, And F~ovision Of 
Evaluation Information 

Figures 16-18 describe the "flow" of cases into, through, and out 
of PCCC. ,Figure 16 shows the de lineation process, which occurs before 
the appearance of a defendant in the PCCC: Le., the activities a'nd 
procedures, beginning with the initial referral of a case to PCCC and 
ending with the actual assignment of the case to a primary examiner, 
which serve to define the psycho-legal question. Figure 17 shews the 
process of information acquisition from the defendant's firstappeara~ce 
at the clinic to the time when a clinical impression is formed regard1ng 
the defendant. Finally, Figure 18 depicts the process of provision of 
information to the referral agent that requested the evaluation. 
Obviously, this function model of PCCC operations is an abstraction and 
simplification. It represents a convenient conceptualizati~n! hopefully 
simple enough to facilitate comparisons with other court c11n1c~ an~ 
similar agencies, yet sufficiently complex to be a close approx1mat1on of 
reality. 

Delineation: Defining the Psycho1ega1 Questions 

As depicted in Figure 16, the mental health examination process is 
initiated when PCCC receives a telephone call from one of its referral 
agents--judges, probation officers, or others •• At the time of the 
initial telephone referral, the defendant identification information is 
recorded by PCCC administrative or clerical staff, a time and date for. 
the defendant's appearance for evaluation by PCCC is scheduled, and a 
case file is created for the individual client. Defense and prosecr~tion 
attorneys are notified of the referral and SCheduled examination. In 
cases referred to PCCC by the Adult Probation Department, Correctional 
Volunteer Center, the County Attorney's"Office, and other agencif~s, a 
formal referral form is completed and .d3'l~j)~itted to PC?C. When" 'ehe 
referrals are made by judges of the Et7m~~;;;,o~nty Super10r Court' or the 
city courts, the PCCC practice is to 2~mple~~ the referral foim on the 
basis of the telephone referral only. 
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Figure 16. Case Processing Nodel of the Delineation of the Forensic Evaluation Information in 
the Pima County Court Clinic. 
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At the time of the telephone referral, PCCC requests standard 
supporting information (e.g., police reports, available mental health 
records, and a brief social history). In approximately 90 percent of the 
cases this inf~~ation is provided with the referral form prior to the 
defendant's first appearance for evaluation at PCCC. The referral form 
and supporting documents are typically. sent to PCCC "ia courier. 

The complete case file, including the reasons for referral, is 
then reviewed by the Director or Assistant Director, who makes case 
assignments to a primary examiner based upon professional strengths, 
personal preferences, case needs, individual caseloads and schedules. 

Acquisition 

Figure 17 depicts the essential operations occurring to acquire 
direct evaluative information about the defendant, beginning with his or 
her first appearance at PCCC and ending with a clinical decision. 

Deputies of the Sheriff's Department escort defendants in custody 
to PCCC. Defendants not in custody typically arrive unescorted for their 
appointment. Approximately 60 percent of the PCCC clients are "walk-in" 
clients, i.e., those not in custody at the time of the scheduled 
evaluation. Upon arrival, clients are <ldministered a standard battery of 
tests (i.e., the Minnesiota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) and 
the Rotter Sentence Completion Blank) and are asked to complete a 
biographical information form. Test results and the completed form are 
included in the case file, which is reviewed by the examiner assigned to 
the case prior to the clinical interview. In some cases, the examiner 
may contact the referral agent to request clarification or addj.tional 
information follow:l.ng review of the case file and prior to the clinical 
interview. 

After reviewing the case file, the primary examiner begins the 
clinical evaluation, which consists of a face-tlJ-face interview with the 
defendant in which the defendant's mental status is assessed, the 
referral questions are addressed,'and a clinical decision is reached. 
Evaluations vary in duration, but rarely are they shorter than 45 minutes 
or longer than two hours. The style and format of the clinical 
evaluation are dictated largely by background, experience, and preference 
of the examiner II as well as the nature of the case and the defendant's 
particular reactions to the evaluation. When the referral question is 
one of competency to stand trial, a clinician sometimes administers 
portions of a competency screening instrument as part of the clinical 
interview. 

In the majority of the cases, conclusions and a clinical decision 
are reached as a ~esult of the clinical interview. In cases where a 
clinical decision'is not reached, further evaluation and testing 
procedures are arranged, typically for a later time. Procedures and 
tests instituted to prOVide supplementary information include 
intelligence and cognitive functioning assessments utilizing standard 
tests; neuropsychological assessments; and the administration of other 
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objective or projective standard instruments. Further, informal 
consultation with other PCCC staff is initi.:.tted if a decision cannot be 
reached at the conclusion of a clinical interview. 

Th~ clinical decision about the defendant becomes the basis for 
the preparation of a written report. Reports by senior clinicians are 
submitted to the referral source without review. Reports by interns, 
externs, and other examiners under the direct supervision of senior staff 
are reviewed by a senior supervisor prior to submission to the referral 
agency. 

Provision 

Withit., five working days of a client; s initial appearanc,: at the 
PCCC for evaluation, a formal written evaluation report 1S subm&tted to 
the referral agency. This provision process is depicted in Figure l8~ 
Reports are typically hand delivered to the referral agency.b~ a.cour1er. 
Reports meet several objectives: (1) they address the spec1~1~ 1ssues 
and questions posed in the referral (e.g., competency and cr1m1nal 
responsibility, risk in community, or probability of co~pleting a 
diversion program); (2) they present diagnostic impress10ns (e.g., 
"defendant suffers from chronic undifferentiated schizophrenia"); ~3) 
reports provide the bases of the clinical impre&sions, r~comme~dat10n~, 
and conclusions, as well as relevant facts of the case, 1~clud1ng.soc1al, 
medical, and legal history, and charge; and (4) they prov1de a br1ef 
summary and specific recommendations (e.g., Hd~fendant should be 
maintained on medication"). 

Attached to every completed written evaluation report is a 
"Follow-up Report," which the referral agents are requested to complete 
upon disposition of the case. In approximately 20 percent of the cases, 
the formal submission of a written evaluation report is supplemented with 
informal telephone contact between .l?CCG staff and the referral agent. 
Follow-up reports returned to PCCC (the response rate is, according to 
PCCC staff, over 90 percent) are reviewed by t.he Clinic Director and 
examiner and are filed for future use. 

The following three s~ctions describe in greater detail the 
delineation, acquisition, and provision of evaluation information of PCCC. 

The Delineation of Evaluation Requirements 

Statutory Delineation 

Legal a~thprity for the conduct of post-conviction, presentence 
meutd haalth e'~.aluation$, the major work of PCCC, is found in 17 A.R.S. 
Rules of C:riiIlinal Procedure, Rule 26.5 (Supp. 1975), which gives the 
sentencing court a tool for obtaining informa~ion needed to supple:f1lent 
the presentence investigation re'port. Rule 2f-? ~5 reads in part: Ii I 

At any time before sentence is p~onounced, the court may order the 
defendant to undergo mental health examination or diagnostic 
evaluation. 
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A.R.S. §13-605 (1978), corollary to Rule 26.5 states: 

If after pres.!ntence investigation, the court desires more 
detailed informtion about the defendant's mental condition, it may 
commit or refer the defendant to the custody of any diagnostic 
facility for the performance of psychiatric evaluation. The 
commitment or referral shall be for a period not to exceed ninety 
days. Within that period the facility shall return the prisoner 
to court .and transmit to the court a 'diagnostic report, including 
whatever recommendations the facility may wish to make. 

Statutory authority for an inquiry into competency to stand trial 
is found in 17 A.R$S, .Rules of Criminal Procedure, Rule 11.1 (1973), 
which reads, 

A person shall not be tried, convicted, sentenced or punished for 
a public offense while, as a result of a mental illness or defect, 
he is unable to understand the proceedings against him or to 
assist in his own defense. 

Statutory authority for a plea of insanity is found in §13-502, Ariz. 
Rev. Stat. (1978), which reads, 

A person is not responsible for criminal conduct if at the time of 
such conduct the person was suffering from such a mental disease 
or defect as not to know t~e nat~re and quality of the act or, if 
such person did know, that such person did not know that what he 
was doing was wrong. 

Although not currently specifically expressed in any statute, this 
section reflects the rule from the M'Naughten case establishing criminal 
responsibility. Rule 11.1 and §13-502 are implemented by Rule 11.2, 
Ari?? Rules Cr. Proc. (Supp. 1975) which reads, in pertine~t part, 

[A]t any time after an information is filed or indictment 
returned, any party may move for an examination to determine 
whether a defendant is competent to stand trial, or to investigate 
his mental condition at the time of the offense, or both. 

Referral Courts and Agencies 

Table 8 summarizes PCCC referral agencies, primary referral 
agents, and the percent of the PCCC caseload represented by each of the 
referral sources. The great majority of the PCCC's referrals for 
evaluation are made by the Adult Probation Depart.ment, primarily by its 
Investigative Unit, as part of their preparation of the presentence 
report. Occasionally, the Supervision Unit of the Adult Probation 
Department refers cases to establish a treatment program for an offender 
on probation. 

The client's permission is required for evaluation when requested 
by the Adult Diversion Project and the Correctional Volunteer Center, 
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Table 8 

Summary of Referrals for Evaluation to 
the Pima County Court Clinic 

'", 

Source 

Adult Probation Department 

City Courts 

Adult Diversion Project 

Juvenile Court 

Public Defender 

Percent of 
Caseload 

80 

10 

3 

3 

* 
Correctional Volunteer Center * 
Depart~ent of Corrections * 

Superior Court Judges * 

Court-Appointed Attorneys 

Other * 

Authority 

Rule 26.5 

Rule 11.2 or 
26.5 

Voluntary 

Rule 26.5 

Rule 11.2 

Voluntary 

Inter-Agency 
Agreement 

Rule 11.2 or 
Rule 26.5 

Rule 11.2 

Vol1untary 

~-------,,-,/-.--
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which are special programs aimed at, respectively, removing first 
offenders from the criminal system and securing pretrial release for 
arrestees with few community ties who are nevertheless reasonably certain 
to appear for trial. Similarly, staff of other special programs geared 
to particular problems(i.e~, drug or alcohol abuse) occasionally refer 
offenders who appear wining to accept treatment if given probation. 

Juvenile Court referrals are primarily for the purpose of 
establishing treatment programs and are typically made when the client is 
due to l)e released from a juvenile facility. Referrals from the 
Department of Corrections are accepted on an informal basis in order to 
provide information for post-release supervision of parolees. 

ECCC seldom conducts competency and sanity examinations for the 
Superior Court (but see Postscript in this chapter). Instead, the court 
maintains a list of private psychiatrists and clinical psychologists (not 
PCCC staff) available to perform such evaluations on a fee basis of $50 
f~r the first hour, $40 for each subsequent hour for each case, and $35 
for appointments not met by clie'nts. When such evaluations are requested 
by the Superior Court, the party who makes a motion requesting such 
examination "may include tn his motion a list of 3 qualified mental 
health experts; the other party may include such a list in a response to 
the motion; one expert shall be appointed from each list" (Rule 
ll.3[b]). On s,omeoccasions, ECCC is called upon by the Superior Court, 
before it requests the services of a private psychiatrist or 
psychologist, to determine whether reasonable grounds for an examination 
exist~ Also, although rarely', PCCC is called upon to resolve the 
divergent opinions of psychiatrists or psychologists appointed by the 
Superior Court to conduct competency and insanity examinations. 

The Tucson city courts, however, make all requests for 
evaluations, in~luding sanity and competency determinatio~s directly to 
PCCC. There is no explicity stated reasons why the city courts make all 
requests for evaluations directly to PCCC instead of court-approved 
private psychiatrists or clinical psychologists, as is the practice in 
the Superior Court. The practice may have been prompted by economics and 
limited resources, or by the limited number 'of requests for evaluations 
emanating from the city court and the particular relationship that court 
has with PCCC (i.e., ECCC's evolution from its primary function in aiding 
the postconvict.ion, presentence investigation of the Adult Probation 
Department). 

Referral Reasons andQue~C"~~ons 

The psycho legal questions and reasons for referral direct the 
conduct of the evaluation. For example, review of the reasons for 
evaluation referral cited by the Investigation Unit of the Adult 
Probation Department in referral forms (see Appendix S) completed in the 
period May 1-21, 1980, revealed that the most common referral reasbn 
concerned the probable psychological aspects of the offense. Common 
"reasons" include: 
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o Defendant feels he or she has a mental problem; and 

o there has been previous psychiatric hospitalization. 

Common reasons for referral cited by the Supervision Unit of the Adult 
Probation Department include a perceived "need for probation 
supervision"; and the detection of an "extensive" criminal record or drug 
abuse in cases where no prior evaluations had been made. 

The most common reasons for referrals by the city courts, during 
the same period of review, indicated a direct concern with competency and 
sanity. The following "reasons" recorded in the referral forms are 
representative: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Whether the defendant suffers from a mental illness or 
defect; 

Wnether the defendant is able to understand the proceedings 
against him or assist in his own defense; 

What the defendant's mental status was at the time of the 
incident and whether or "not he can understand the difference 
between right or wrong or the nature and quality of his acts; 

What treatment is appropriate, particularly an opinion as to 
whether or not a petition under Title 36 [civil commitment] 
is appropriate. 

Specific information requested in the referrals, in addition to 
the stated reasons for the referrals, shows a greater expansiveness and 
variety than the stated reasons for referral. This may be due to the 
subtle suggestion provided by the small amount of space provided on the 
referral form for "Information Requested" and relative to "Reason for 
Referral," that is, the reasons should be succint and tersely stated, 
whereas further questions can be broad and open ended (see Appendix S). 

Typical questions raised by the Investigation Unit of the Adult 
Probation Department, again as reflected in completed referral forms from 
the per~od of ~~y 1-21, 1980, include: 

o 

o 

Does the defendant's personality manifest some 
characteristics of an anti-socj,al personality? 

Eva1uatio~ of defendant's violence potential, impulsivity, 
degree"of drug addiction--persona1ity traits and prognosis 
for treatment. 

Is the defendant dangerous to the community? Does the 
defendant demon/iltrate significant depression or suicidal 
indication? 

! ! 
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General psychological evaluation on the 
defendant--persona1ity traits and prognosis for treatment. 

General psychological evaluation with emphasis on 
defendant's potential for violence, amenability to 
treatment, and a treatment recommendation. 

Are there any sexual problems? 

General psychological evaluation; mental illness, diagnosis; 
sexual deviancy; risk; treatment program while imprisoned. 

Any idea why he committed such a serious offense in view of 
what appears to be a stable background? Is he dangerous? 
Any appropriate therapy? 

Diagnosis? Mental illness? Risk? Suggested treatment? 

o General psychological evaluation-'-identify any problems--is 
treatment recommended? 

o Diagnosis? 
deviancy? 

Mental illness? Potelltial for violence? Sexual 
Treatment while in pri~lon? 

o Any evidence of psychosis presently or in past? Assess 
reason$1 for committing ,the offense. Assess treatment 
potential. Assess rehabilitative potential. 

o Reasons for assaultive behavior. Presence of problems in 
thought processes or aptitude or learning disabilities--WAIS 
if necessary. 

o Degree of dangerousness he presents to community. Evaluate 
drug or alcohol problems. Rehabilitative potential. 

Questions raised by the Supervision Unit of the Adult Probation 
Department include: 

o Feaslbi1ity of continued placement in a residential 
treatment center as well as an assessment of his current 
mental and emotional well-being. 

, f 
Recommendations for supervision purp(~~:;~__ '" 

Referral Procedures ,\, , 
'~Ii " \ 1\,. \ 

o 

Referral for evaluation by PCCC is always initiat~\d\ihel~ a 
refer~~l agent telephones PCCC. Preliminary referral informa~~~~J~~ 
recorded on a referral data f91:"l1l" (see Appendix Q) that is completed by 
PCCC clerical staff. The fol1ol\Ting information' on the referral data form 
is typically collected and recorded during the initial telephone referral: 
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Date of referral; 
name of prosecuting attorney; 
name of defense attorney; 
telephone number and address of attorney (if private); 
client's name; 
case number; 
appointment information; 
jail (yes/no); 
request for IQ assessment; 
request for specific member of PCCC staff to conduct 
evaluation; 
name of referral agent; 
name of referral agency; and 
sentencing date. 

Immediately following telephone referral, clerical staff create a 
case file and schedule the'defendant's appearance for evaluation, and 
notify the defense and prosecuting attolrneys of the referral to PCCC and 
the time of the evaluation (see standard PCCC memorandum for this purpose 
in Appendix R). 

In cases referred by the Adult Probation Department, the 
Correctional Volunteer Center, or the County Attorney's Office, the 
referral agents complete a Court Clinic Referral Form (see Appendix S) 
follo~ing the initial telephone request; a courier takes the completed 
forms to PCCC. The referral form is accompanied by the police report(s) 
available on the case, mental health information, social histories 
compiled by the referral agent, school records, and any other pertinent 
information. When referrals originate from judges of the Superior Court 
or the City Courts, the PCCC practice is to complete the Court Clinic 
Referral Form from ,ltnformation gleaned from the initial telephone reques t. 

The PCCC will not proceed with the assignment of an examiner to 
the case and the subsequent acquisition of information in the clinical 
interview until pertinent information and supporting documents have be'en 
submitted by the referral agent. According to PCCC staff, supplementary 
information ~equested by PCCC is submitted at least one day prior to the 
date a defendent is scheduled for an evaluation in 92 to 95 percent of 
the cases. 

Once pertinent information has been gathered, the case file is 
reviewed by the Director or Assistant Director of PCCC, who then makes 
staff assignments to the case. tf a particular examiner is requested by 
the referral agent, the request is usually honored. Otherwise, routine 
cases are assigned to students under the supervision of a senior staff 
member; more difficult or complex cases are assigned to senior staff 
members on the bases of staff availability, strength or expert;ise (e.g., 
success with minority clients, alcohol probleills, or experience:,in ,test 
interpretation), and personal preference. 
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Acquisition Of Mental Health Information 

Staff 

Since the inception ()f the PCCC in 1972, the number of full-time 
clinical staff has remained at two, although it has been supplemented 
consistently by consultants, psychiatric residents, interns in clinical 
psycho7:logy, and other students affiliated with various schools, colleges, 
and utilversities in the Tucson area. At this writing, the staff of PCCO 
includes a full-time director, who is an Arizona-certified Ph.D. clinical 
psychologist; a full-time assietant director, who is an MSW., ACSW 
psychiatric social worker; a consulting psychiatrist working 
approximately 20 hours per week; a volunteer psychiatric resident 
affiliated with the University of Arizona Hospital; two student 
"externs," Ph.D. candidates in clinical psychology at the University of 
Arizona, supervised by the PCCC Director; social work students at Arizona 
State University; one administrative aide; and two secretaries. 

The Director has both administrative and clinical 
responsibilitie~. She establishes policies and procedures and performs 
administrative duties of the PCCC, and appoints and supervises all 
clinical, '/consulting, and clerical staff. She assigns referrals for 
evaluation to appropriate staff members and determines what psychological 
and neurological assessment devices should be administered in each case; 
interprets, for other clinical staff, data from psychological tests 
administered to criminal defendants; performs short-term crisis 
intervention therapy; and initiates liaison, consultation, and training 
for all Tucson agencies providing outpatient and inpatient mental health 
services. She also conducts and prepares psychological examinations of 
criminal defendants and provides written and oral testimony to the Court 
and other criminal justice system departments; evaluates and provides 
treatment for probationers who are in crisis or facing revocation; 
provides consultation services to referring judges, attorneys, and 
probation and other department officers regarding individual defendantsj 
provides training in interview techniques, evaluation, and supervision of 
various kinds of criminal defendants; and assists referring agents in the 
development of plans for probationers under treatment and supervision 
(see Ginnetti, Note 11). 

The Assistant Director has admini~trati~e ~espoqsibilities in the 
absence of the Director. She supervises a graduate-level social work 
intern and aids in supervising the clerical staf~. She also conducts 
mental health evaluations of criminal defendants 'for the Superior Court, 
assesses information and prepares formal written reports to the court and 
occasionally testifi,es in court, in addition to consulting with Court 
personnel and other criminal justice agencies concerning defendants. 

In Mar,ch 1980, PCCC employed two psychiatrists, one a full-time 
faculty member at the Arizona Health Sciences Center, who consulted with 
the PCCC approximately 20 hours per week; the second was a thi;rd-year 
psychiatric resident at the Arizona Health Sciences Center, ~po worked 
under the 'supervision of one of the psychiatrists and provided four hours 
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of services weekly to the Clinic (Ginnetti, Note 11). They conducted 
presentence psychiatric evaluations, performed curso~y physical and 
neurological examinations, prescribed psychotropic m1edication, and 
provided testimony to the Court. 

The PCCC also employed two psychology interns as of March 1980, 
both of whom were students in the University of Arizona doctoral program 
in clinical psychology. They performed mental health evaluations and 
psychological, intellectual, and neurological assessments. They al~o 
proVided outpatient individual psychotherapy. Further, PCCC had a 
graduate-level social work intern, who conducted psychosocial 
evaluations, personal history interviews, and psychotherapy under the 
direct supervision of the Assistant Director, a certified MSW, ACSW 
Psychiatric Social Worker. 

An administrative aide and two secretaries comprise the-'clerical 
support staff of PCCC. The administrative aide administers papar and 
pencil psychological tests to defendants and scores psychological test 
data, notes clients' behavior in the waiting room and during testing, 
answers questions, and maintains a professional atmosphere in the office, 
i.e., encourages cooperation from prisoners and other clients and 
discourages inappropriate behavior. The aide supervises all clerical 
personnel; assists in preparing annual budgets, applications for grants, 
and all related records; compiles information and calculates statistical 
data; aids in organizing methods of data collection for ongoing research 
projects and performs most of the data collecti.on tasks; implements and 
maintains record-keeping and filing systems (incorporating some 5,000 
files); attends meetings for professional staff and takes minutes of 
meetings; generally, aids the Director in many administrative matters; 
composes and types letters and memoranda; and types and edits psychiatric 
and psychological evaluations. The two secretaries type psychiatric and 
psychological evaluat~ons trom rough drafts, shorthand notes, or from 
electronic dictating ~quipment; handle all incoming phone calls, which 
includes responding to reques~s for information and scheduling clients 
referre.d from the ~Pima County criminal justice system; collate referral 
information for prbfessional staff members; file; and assist the 
Administrative ,Aide in administering and scoring psychological tests. 

Procedures and Techniques 

, The mental health examination of a defendant begins with his or 
her arrival ,at PCCC, located on the second floor of an office building 
one block from the Pima County Superior Court. Deput:tes of the Sheriff's 
Depart~ent escort defendants in custody and remain with them throughout 
the e~am1nations, e~cept during the clinical diagnostic interviews~ 
About 60 percent of the clients are not in custody and, therefore, arrive 
unescorted. Upon arrival, the de'f~ndant is greeted by the administrative 
aide, or one of the secretaries, who briefly explains the reasons for the 
referral to PCCC and then asks the defendant to complete s~veral forms 
and psychological instruments, as well as to answer any questions that 
may arj,se. The defendant, except when he or she refuses, I!ompletes a 40-" 
5lueslt:t'onform requesting biographical information (see Appendix F), the 
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Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), and the Rotter 
Sentence Completion Blank. Any unusual behaviors exhibited by the 
defendant during the administration of the forms and tests are noted by 
the administrative aide. The Mooney Problem Check List (Gordon & Mooney, 
1950) is sometimes administered to "difficult" clients. The 
administrative aide or one of the clerical staff administers the tests 
orally and completes the biographical forms for clients who may have 
difficulty with reading. 

Standardized tests and the biographical form are administered in a 
large waiting area with two large tables, and in a smaller room with a 
large window out to the waiting area. Clients typically remain at the 
PCCC for about 3 hours, including the clinical interview. The tests are 
scored by t,he administrative aide and placed into the case file, which is 
given to the examiner responsible for the case just prior to the clinical 
interview. 

Clinical Diagnostic Interview. Th~ clinical diagnostic interview, 
the centerpiece of the PCCC forensic mental health evaluation, is 
variously referred to as the "psychiatric evaluation," "psychological 
evaluation," or "psycho-social evaluation" depending on the professional 
discipline and preference of the examiner. As mentioned above, case 
assignment depends on the nature and complexity of the case (typically, 
the complex or controversial cases are assigned to the senior staff), 
staff expertise, and staff availability. The clinical interview, 
conducted by the examiner in a private office, is generally 45 to 90 
minutes long. The interview usually begins immediately after the 
administration of the standardized tests and biographical information 
form. 

The style and format of the clinical interview are dictated by the 
reasons for referral, specific referr,al questions, the nature of the 
case, the background, experience, and preference of the examiner, as well 
as the client's behavior during the interview. The interview may begin 
with several inquiries designed to build rapport, followed by a brief 
statement explaining, in effect, that the examiner is assisting the Court 
to assess mental problems. This may be followed by a number of pointed 
questions (Why are you here? What happened in the past? When? Are you 
on medication?) ,;: rN'hich prompt responses, discussion, and more questions, 
such as the following posed in one presentence psychiatric eval~ation: 

o You know, of course, that you will be sent to prison or 
placed on probation? What will you do while on probation? 

o Are you having problems in jail? Sleeping? Are you hearing 
voices? " 

o How is your health? 

o Did you have trouble in court? 

o Do you know today's date? Time? 
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0 What does "No use crying over spilled milk" mean? 

0 Where are your folks now? 

0 How far did you go in school? 

0 Have you been able to work? What do you like to do? 

Critical questions from the MMPI (i.e., those framing problem areas such 
as depression, suicide, persecution, family discord, and alcohol 
problems) are sometimes used in the clinical interview. When the 
referral question concerns competency to stand trial, the clinical 
interview may include the administration of checklists, tests, or 
sectiolls of competency-to-stand-trial instruments (e.g., the Georgia 
Court Competency Test, see Note 12). 

In 70 to 90 percent of the cases, again depending on the examiner, 
nature of case, and referral questions, the clinical interview results in 
the examiner's reaching decisions regarding diagnosis, prognosis, and 
possible treatment recommendations. In such cases, the examiner prepares 
a report based on the clinical decision,~. 

In the minority of the cases, where clinical decisions are not ! 

reached at the conclusion of the interview, further information typically 
is sought by means of additional psychological testing, neurological 
examination, and consultation with other PCCC staff. Also, further 
information may be sought from the referral agency and mental health 
professionals in other agencies who have had contact with the individual. 

Testing. Instruments to assess in'tellectual ability (e.g., the 
wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale [WAIS]) are administered in 
approximately ten percent of the cases, as are the Bender Visual Motor 
Gestalt Test and the Rorschach Test. Neuropsychological assessments, 
used as gross screening measures, typically involve the administration of 
po~tions of the Halstead~Reitan Neuropsychological Test Battery (Reitan 
and Davison, 1974), probably the .best standardized and comprehensive test 
for a~sessing organic (i.e., neurological) brain impairment. Selected 
portiOl1-S of this battery are utilized to determine the presence or 
absence of organicity, following the identification of signs of the same 
in the ~eI)der-Gestalt· and the Memory for Designs. This test usually 
requires the administration of the WAIS. Need for electroencephalography 
(EEG) may be0~oted and communicated to the defense attorney. (A medical 
fund, now depleted, in the past was used to pay the ({ost of EEG, allowing 
the results to be incorporated in PCCC evaluations.) Case consultation 
with otherPCCC staff may include'an additional clinical interview by a 
second examiner) test interpretation by other staff members, and informal 
discussion about the case. 

Following the acquisition of all necessary supplemental 
information, a formal report is prepared by the examiner assigned 
case and typed by the clerical staff. A senior staff member (the 
Director, Assistant Director, or Consulting. Psychiatrist) .reviews 
prepared by a j,~nior staff member. 
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Provision of Evaluation Information 

Case information acquired in PCCC evaluations is provided to 
referral agents by means of formal written reports, informal 
communications between the PCCC staff and referral agents, and by means 
©f court testimony by PCCC staff. Testimony by examiners is rare and is 
given in controversial cases when written reports are insufficient or 
when legal tactics call for such testimony. Informal communication about 
cases between referral agents and PCCC staff occur frequently, both 
before and after reports are sent. Such communication may be initiated 
by PCCC staff seeking clarification or further info~Dation about a case, 
or by a referral agent who, for example, wants information about a case 
before a formal written report is received. These informal 
communications, it appears, are an important communications component. 

Format of Written Reports 

A typical pcce evaluation report is two to three pages long 
(single spaced) and gives the defendant's name, case number, and the 
date(s) the evaluation was conducted. Subsections of the report describe 
tests administered and interviewsc.onducted, information identifying the 
defendant, and the referral source and questions. The greatest amount of 
text describes the result of the examiner's evaluation of the defendant's 
mental status. Finally, a paragraph or two summarizes the examiner's 
diagnosis) prognosis, and recommendation. It is typed on letterhead 
bearing the name "Superior 'Court, Pima County Court Clinic" and it is 
signed by the examiner. 

Dissemination of Reports 

The schedule for submission of the written report to the referral 
source is controlled by two dates. In the case of presentence reports 
requested by the Department of Probation, the deadline for submission of 
reports is set by the sentencing date. (Reports submitted after that 
date, obviously, would be untimely and disruptive to the criminal 
proceedings.) The second controlling date is the fifth day after the 
appearance and examination of the defendant by the pecc. This five-day 
time limit was established by PCCC, and approved by the Superior Court, 
to manage its internal operation and to be responsive to the needs of its 
major referral agents, probation officers, allowing sufficient time to 
include the content of evaluation reports in presentence reports prior to 
the day of sentencing. 

A.single copy of the evaluation report is submitted to the 
referral agent by means of courier. The Probation Department transmits 
copies of the PCCC evaluations, Within 72 hours of receipt and at least 
24 hours before sentencing, to the judge and attorneys in the case. 

, .. 

Conclusions and Recommendations Provided 

L~sted below are typical 
Investigation Unit of the Adult 
reports d,atedMgy 1-21, 1980: 

conclusions and recommendations to the 
Probation Department in evaluation 
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This man represents a reasonable risk to the community as a 
probationer •••• He should be referred to an agency such as 
th~ Southern Arizona Mental Health Center for brief to 
intermediate term psychotherapy to help him resolve some of 
the psychcdynamic issues previously mentioned. 

This man is likely to go on pursuing an irresponsible 
lifestyl~ and using drugs when they are available.... In 
the future, this man should be on a low dose of a moderate 
potency anti-psychotic drug. 

If [defendant] is placed on probation, he should be required 
to give a strict account of his behavio.r and to prove his 
words with actions. 

Although he is a risk for recidivism, he does not give 
evidence of being violent or dangerous to the community. 

Based on the client's past poor adjustment and particularly 
his substance abuse history and subsequent violence, this 
client has a high recidivism risk for violence. Since the 
client does not consider this a particular problem, nor does 
he have particular guilt about Jlis actions, i.t would be 
difficult for this client to benefit from treatment •••• 
Based on the lack of psychotic thinking, it would appear the 
client would probably not be a high risk for becoming 
psychotic should he be incarcerated. 

It is imperative that [defendant] receive intensive 
psychotherapy directed toward hel~~ng him realize the 
function of his aggressive impulses and gaining internal 
controls for his behav·ior. .' 

[Defendant] is a poor candidate for psychotherapy and ,.an 
extremely high recidivism risk.... I see'llis prospects for 
rehabilitation as extremely poor. I recommend against 
probation. I see·prisonfor him as only effective in 
keeping him segregated from society. 

In my opinion, [defendant] has an .excellent potential for 
rehab:Uitation and a low ,potential for violent acting-out if 
he can maintain his job a~d become involved in an alcoholism 
trea'tment program which includes both long-term 
psychotherapy and a ~onitored Antabuse program. 

This client does not feel that he ~s in need of therapy, but 
the development of insight into cultural, familial, 
enviropmental.\ and racial factors related to his personality 
style could be helpful. 

,:,t, could diagnose no mental disorder in this' man. He should 
~have no real difficulty adjusting to prison life. 
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o I see no indication for treatment, necessary at the present 
time. [Defendant] would probably present a reasonable risk 
to the community as a probationer. If she is offered 
probation, it would be 'worthwhile to supervise her very 
closely in terms of her acquaintances, possible drug use, 
and her following through on her restitution to the victims 
in these cases. 

Representative conclusions and recommendations made in response to 
referrals from the Supervision Unit .. of the Adul t Probation Department 
during the period May 1-21, 1980, include the following: 

o This examiner is not aware of another treatment program 
which might assure a high degree of success for [defend~~t] 
since he presents little motivation for any type of chat(ge 
other than to be free of restraints, responsibilities and 
ex;>ectations. 

o Should [defendant] fail to comply with any of his conditions 
of probation, I do not think there should be any hesitation 
about revoking him. 

The following are typ<!.cal conclusions and recommendations in 
written reports requested by the Court p.!.lrsuant to "Rule 11", authorizing 
determination of competency and sanity: 

o 

o 

o 

o 

It is my opinion that [defendant] is incompetent to be 
tried.... It is my opinion that his a-bility to understand 
the nature, quality, and conse,q',lences of his actions was 

-severely impaired, probably sufficiently to meet the 
M'Naghten Test: for criminal responsibility. He 8,ppears to 
understand the difference between right and wrong in the 
legalistic sense but appears unable at this tim~J and 
p,robably was unable, .to appreciate that his specific ,\actions 
were criminal in nature. ij 

[Defendant] is not at this time in sufficient control to 
participate in his own defense •••• At the time of the most 
recent in~tant offense ••• he was probably not able to 
appreciate-the nature and quality of his acts. 

(Defendant] is currently suffering from a mental illness of 
a schizophrenic nature--most probably paranoid 
SChizophrenia. His paranoid delusional system is preventing 
him from underst.anding the proceedings against him or 
[assisting] in his own defense. I am unable to assess his 
mentalsta'tus at thf;: time of the offellses. ~.' 

Individual is currently suffering from a mental illness of a 
schizoptlrenic nature, mos t probably .chronicparanoid 
schizophrenia (DS~ IV 295.32) .• 
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Defendant seemed to understand the difference between right 
and wrong (i.e., knew that shoplifting was wrong) but seemed 
to have little sense of the quality of his own behaviol.'. 

Defendant is not petitionable under Title 36. He does, 
however, needl.treatment. I recommend a short trial 

I 
in-patient treatment and appropriate chemotherapy. I 
consulted with the Court Clinic psychiatric consultant, and 
it is his as well as my opinion that if the chemotherapy is 
going to work to stabilize the defendant to the point of 
being able to stand ·trial, it will do so within three to 
four weeks. 

Defendant s~ffers from manic-depressive psychosis (bi-polar 
affective disorder). Schizo-affective schizophrenia deserves 
consideration as a diagnostic possibility. 

Defendant understands the nature of the proceedings against 
him, and at the present time can assist in his defense. 

The defendant is hypo-manic at present but not floridly 
psychotic. Although his mental state has been somewhat 
labile, his current treatment will hopefully maintain or 
improve his present ment~l state. 

Defendant understood the nature, quality, and consequences 
of his actions at the time of the incident offense and knew 
the difference between right and wrong. 

Defendant is not a danger to self or others as defined by 
Title 36 ARS. 

De;I:endant 's paranoid delusional system is preventing him 
fr(>m understanding the proceedings against him or to assist 
in his own defense. 

Defendant is currently suffering from chronic schizophrenia, 
residual type (DSM III, Code Nc. 295.62). 

The defendant is able to understand the proceedings against 
him and to assist in his own defense. 

At the time of the instant offense, he was probably not able 
to appreciate the nature and quality of his acts. It was 
unclear, however, whether that was because of his 
intoxication or an episodic disorganization stimulated by 
the intoxication. 

Defendant probably would benefit from a day treatment 
program such as the ones run by St. Mary's Hospital for the 
Southern Arizona Mental Health Center. 
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Defendant is petitionable under Title 36. 

Defendant is suffering from a mental illness. I would 
diagnose him as: DSM III, AXIS I:V7l.09-- no diagnosis on 
AXIS I. AXIS II: 30l.83--border line personality disorder 
(principal diagnosis) AXIS II: 30l.0o--paranoid personality 
disorder. 

Defendant at this time is not in sufficient control to 
participate in his own defense, primarily because of his 
paranoia. 

Because of defendant's history of assaultiveness, his 
intense paranoia, anger, and his tenuous control he is 
currently a danger to others, as defined by title 36. 

A period of confinement at Kino Community Hospital and 
appropriate chemotherapy is recommended with treatment, 
defendant's chance of gaining competency to stand trial in a 
relatively short period of time is fairly good. 

Program Monitoring, Quality Control, and Program Evaluation 

Program evaluation of PCCC, overall quality control, and program 
monitoring arise in four types of activities: (1) management and routine 
administrative monitoring; (2) routine statistical reporting; (3) case 
disposition follow-up; and (4) special studies. 

Monitoring and Management 

In response to needs of referral agents requesting (usually by a 
telephone call) evaluation information on a defendant prior to the PCCC's 
five-day schedule for evaluations, the status of a PCCC evaluation case 
is noted on a form entitled "How to Track Down an Evaluation." This form 
indicates information such as the client's name, case number, date the 
referral was received by PCCC, date of examination, date of typing and 
name of typist, and signature and date of report duplication. The form 
also indicates whether collateral information submitted with the referral 
form was returned to the referral source. Finally, the report indicates 
the time and date a report was sent to the referral source and the 
referral mechanism (i.e., courier or hand delivery by PCCC staff). 

Routine Statistical Reporting 

Monthly statistics are cOI,npiled in the following categories: a) 
number of clients scheduled, b) number of clients seen, c) number of "no 
shows," d) number of clients rescheduled, e) number of intelligence 
evaluations, f) number of neuropsychological assessments performed, g) 
number of medication checks performed, h) number of referrals by various 
sources, and i) number of follow-up clients seen at PCCC. 
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Once a report is written, a record of the following case 
informa.tion is made on another standard form entitled "Typing and 
Research Chrono": a) name of client, b) offense, c) alcohol or drug 
abuse (yes or no), d) sex of client, e) race, f) age, g) marital status, 
h) education, i) referral source, j) prior visits to clinic (yes or no), 
k) primary examiner, 1) evaluation extended over time (yes or no), m) 
tests administered, n) diagnostic impression, and 0) date examined. An 
identical yet separate record of cases handled pursuant to comptency or 
sanity questions is also maintained. 

Case Disposition Follow-Up 

Case follow-up information is sought by PCCC from its referral 
agencies by requesting that a "Court Clinic Follow-Up Report" (see 
Appendix U), attached to every written evaluation report, be completed by 
the referral agent. Information identifying the client is completed by 
the PCCC s·taff. Offense, statutory range, sentencing disposition, and 
other conditions are noted by the referral agent. Further, a rating of 
the "helpfulness" of the report is requested. The respondent is asked to 
indicate whether the report was very, moderately, minimally, or not at 
all helpful. Respondents are asked to indicate, in a sentence or two, 
what was the most helpful aspect of the report, if indeed it was 
helpful. If the report was only minimally helpful, respondents are asked 
to indicate reasons why. Finally respondents are asked to indicate if 
recommended treatment is being followed and under whose responsibility 
such treatment j~s being administered. According to PCCC personnel, 
compliance with requests for follow-up information, i.e., submission of 
completed follow-up reports, has been above 90 percent. 

A cursory review of follow-up forms received by PCCC in the period 
April 14-25, 1980, indicated that referral agents found reports either 
very or moderately helpful. Respondents indicated that most helpful were 
the reports' summaries and recommendations, which typically described the 
examiners' assessments of the clients' mental statuses or personalities 
and amenabilities to one or more kinds of treatment. Other comments on 
aspects of the reports deemed most helpful included these: 

o 

o 

o 

confirmatory information in presentence reports; 

educational/vocational prognoses; and 

documentation of behavior by other than prob~tion 
officers--recommendations of observation and examination. 

Only one of the completed follow-up reports in the period April 14-25, 
1980 from the Adult Probation Department, commented that the PCCC report 
was ~f minimal help, stating that "it didn't offer much information which 
helped at sentencing." 

An arbitrary check of follow-up reports from other periods of time 
revealed only two in which the PCCC evaluation reports were considered as 
"not at all helpful." The reasons noted were that (1) the report was 

154 

. ~~-

.1; 

o· 

o 

'/ 

: 1 
I 

. i 

, J 
~ 'I 
I-

late a.nd the offender was sentenced prior to its receipt by the probation 
officer; and (2) the client refused to. particpatein the testing and 
interview and, consequently, the examiner lacked sufficient information 
to provide a reliable evaluation. 

I Once a compieted follow-up 'report is received, it is reviewed by 
the Di:I:~ector and necessary actions with PCCC staff or' referral sources 
and agtF.lOts are taken. Completed follow-up reports are used for informal 
qualit;r control management and for inclusion in a follow-up database for 
subsequent research or special studies. 

Special Studies 

A recent study by Caravello (1980) examined PCCC's treatment 
recommendations, whether they were followed by the probationer's 
supervising officer, and whether treatment was related to probationary 
compliance or short-term recidivism of felony offenders. The study also 
compiled demographic information regarding the population served by PCCC. 

A 12-item questionnaire was completed by t~e supervising probation 
officers of a sample of 67 defendants, randomly selected from PCCC files, 
for whom treatment was recommended bet'l#een 1975 and 1977. The probation 
officers were asked to indicate to what degree they followed each 
recommendation, selecting from: I--not followed; 2--follotVed to a 
minlmum degree; 3-followed with major change; 4--followed with minor 
change; 5--followed completely (i.eo, probationer entered the exact type 
of treatment specified). Whether or not a petition was filed to revoke 
an individual's probation was taken as a measure of recidivism. The 
probation officers were also asked to assess the subject's compliance in 
treatment. 

The results of the study indicated that the more probation 
officers followed PCCC's recommendations, (a) the more compliant the 
clients were with the treatment, (b) the more stable they were in their 
employment, residence, and family, and (c) the less likely they were to 
have ~uture contact with the criminal justice system, according to the 
assessment of their probation officers. The majority of treatment 
recommendations were completely followed by the supervising probation 
officers. Increased compliance in treatment by the individual was 
related to lower recidivism and greater stability in employment, 
education, training, residence, and family situations. 

The Pima County Court Clinic: A Postscript 

The foregoing describes the PCCC as it operated at the time of the 
visit of one of the authors in June 1980. By March 1981 the clinic had 
added a major function and significantly modified its delineation and 
provision procedures. 

Since its inception, PCCC's major function had been to provide 
psychological, psychiatric, and psychosocial evaluations performed at the 
presentence or post-conviction stage of the criminal proceedings. The 
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Clinic staff seldom performed pretrial evaluations to determine 
competency to stand trial or sanity at the time of the offense--dubbed 
"Rule 11 evaluations" according to the applicable section of the Arizona 
Rules of Criminal Procedure--except ~t the request of the munid.i-,al 
courts or, on rare occasions, at the request of the Superior Court to 
determine whether reasonable grounds for Rule 11 evaluations exist. As 
described earlier, Rule 11 evaluations were almost exclusively performed 
for the Superior Court by psychiatrists in the private sector on a fee 
basis. 

At the writing of this postscript, the PCCC conducts "screening" 
of all client-offenders for whom a motion for a Rule 11 evaluation has 
been-entered in Superior Court. Formally, the scre~ning assists the 
court in determining whether reasonable grounds exist for another 
(presumably more thorough and costly) examination of competency and 
criminal responsibilicy by private psychiatrists retained by the court 
for such purposes. The Rule 11 "screening" report is the basis upon 
which the court grants or rejects the motion for a "full" Rule 11 
evaluation. The length of the typical Rule 11 screening report, one-half 
page, compared to over two pages of text provided by PCCC to the 
municipal court for "full" Rule 11 examinations, is consistent with the 
distinction between the screening performed by PCCC and the full 
Rule 11 evaluations conducted by private psychiatrists (and clini~al 
psychologists). In practice, however, aside from the abbreviated report 
provided to the court, the conduct of Rule 11 screenings conducted by 
PCCC and that of the full evaluations performed by private psychiatrists 
are quite similar. 

Before the institution of the PCCC Ru~e 11 screening procedure, 
Superior Court judges typically granted motions for Rule 11 examinations 
and, in accord with Arizona statute, provided both the defense and the 
prosecution with an examination of the client-Offender by psychiatrists 
drawn from the private sector. In approximately 90 percent of the cases, 
according to Superior Court Judge William E. Druke (see Note 13), the 
examining psychiatrists agreed in their opinions that the 
client-offenders were competent to proceed with trial and sane at the 
time of the offense. 

The intent of the Rule 11 screenings performed by pecc, prompted 
largely by monetary considerations, was to deny motions for "full-scale" 
Rule 11 examinations when the PCCC "screening" revealed competency and 
criminal responsibility--presumably, the case in the great majority of 
client-offenders. Without additional costs to the court (excluding the 
allocation of existing resources of PCCC, court time in examining 
screening reports, etc.), the screening would eliminate the bulk of 
"full" Rule 11 examinations performed by private psychiatrists and paid 
for by the courts. In practice, the court may, however, grant a motion 
for a full Rule 11 even after the PCCC screening has indicated competency 
and sanity--but in these instances, the court will not foot the bill for 
the examination, and the costs would be shouldered by the defense (Note 
13). 
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Interestingly, the Rule 11 "screenings" now performed by the PCCC, 
and full evaluations performed as always by private sector psychiatrists 
and c1inical psychologists, maintain the historical precedence of PCCC 
and the theory of some Arizona psychiatrists (cf. Beigel, 1976), insofar 
as-they still allow, strictly speaking, post-conviction mental health 
system involvement but not pretrial examination. The latter, as argued 
by Beigel (1976) and others (e.g., Miller, 1980), should not be 
organizationally affiliated with the courts at all, but be part of the 
a~versary process, i.e., connected with prosecution or defense. The PCCC 
Rule 11 screening, conceived in this narrow sense, is used only to assist 
the court to determine reasonable grounds for granting a motion for a 
Rule 11 examination; and, strictly speaking, PCCC still does not conduct 
pretrial examinations for the Superior Court. 

Another change instituted by PCCC since the writing of the earlier 
sections, is a detailed specification of the referral procedures 
performed by PCCC and its referring agencies. Owing in large part to the 
addition of the Rule 11 screening function and a dramatic increase in 
other referrals, PCCC developed and documented detailed instructions 
describing referral contacts and procedures for each of its referral 
agencies. For example, the draft document describing procedures for 
Superior Court referrals for Rule 11 examinations specifies: 

o the name and location of the nominal agent (judge) and 
actual agent (the judge's secretary) making the referral; 

o the name and location of the agent from whom additional 
referral information can be obtained by telephone; 

o the procedures for acquiring referral information; 

o the form and content of the information; 

o how to schedule appointment times for examinations; 

o transportation arrangements for the client-offender and 
support personnel (e.g., court interpreter); 

o obtaining of confidential collateral information; 

o procedures upon arrival of the client-offender at PCCC; 

o rescheduling of a client-offender upon a "no show"; 

o typing of the report; and 

o provision and dissemination of the report. 

The documents describing the delineation and provision procedures 
for each of PCCC's referring agencies serve as instructions to referral 
agents and the PCCC staff receiving referrals. Also, the documents aid 
in the communications with referral agencies and in the training of new 
staff • 
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APPENDIX A 

REQUEST FOR EVALUA nON 

TO THE MEDICAL SERVICE OF THE 
SUPREME BENCH OF BALTIMQRE 

NAME: ________________________________ __ 
DATE ORDERED: 

t .. '_ 

ADDRESS: ____________________________ __ DATEREPORTNEEDED: ___________________ _ 

_________________ PHONE: _____ _ 
COURT: ______ JUDGE: ________ _ 

RACE: ________ SEX: _______ _ INDICTMENT NO: _________________ _ 

DATE OF BIRTH: OFFE~SE(S): ________________ _ 

SPOUSE OR NEXT OF KIN: _________________________ < ______ _ 

STATE'S ATTORNEY: 
ADDRESS: ____________________ ~ __ __ 

DEFENSEATTORNEY: ___________________ __ 
___________ ,PHONE: ______ _ 

DEFENDANT'S STATUS: INSTITUTION: BAILIRECOG. ------------------- --------------(Allin) (Check) 

TYPE OF EVALUATION: 

PRE-TRIAL_, __________ ,_PRESENTENCE ________ POST SENTENCE _______ _ 

REASON(S) FOR REFERRAL: 

In order to C'ssist our office in furnishing an appropriate report to the Court, please review this section and check one or 
more categories whiQh relate to your reason(s) for ref~?rral. It desired, add a statement concerning your referral in the space 
below. 

1 ) NATURE OF QFFENSE 4) DIAGNOSIS OF SPECIFIC 
PROBLEM, e.g. alcohojism 

2) UNUSUAl. OR DANGEROUS BEHAVIOR 5) NEED FOR TREATMENT 
SEEN IN COURT OR ELSEWHERE 

3) PRIOR MENT ALI EMOTIONAL 6) DISPOSITION, e.g. incarceration 
HISTORY. If yes, where treated? vs. probation 

7) OTHER, explain below 

WAS THIS REFERRAL REQUESTED BY THE DEFENDANT'S ATTORNEY,? YES __ NO __ 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS: (If desired, attach additional note.) 

.\ ~ " •• ~" PrecedlRg page blank 163 
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APPEND1X B 

o 

PSYCHOLOGICAL E'JAWATICN R.E!='ERRAL SHEET 

?atient: ______________________ __ Date referred to Psychology: ________ . __________ _ () 

Pa~ient NO. __________________ __ Psychology Appointment Da~e: ________________ __ 

Psychiatrist: ________________ _ Da te Re~,ort Ne eded: _____________________ _ 

pre-t=ial __ ~ ____ _ Pre-sentence ----- Other _____ _ (} 

Present Offense(s): ______________ ~ ______________________________________________ . __ __ 

Previous Offense (s) : _____________________________________ _ 
o 

REASON (5) FOR REFE..-=tRAL: 

_____ "'-_____ Differential assessment of intellectual functioning 

__________________ I.Q. only. 

l 
_________________ Assessment of organic brain damage. 

___________ Aggressi ve acting out. potential. 

. . 
_____________ Sexual preoccupation and/or acting out potential. ()' 

___________________ General personality assessment. t) 

/ 
Is there a specific diagnostic quest:i.on involved? _________________ ~-

. Is there a question regarding disposi ti C'l? __________________ ..;...-. __ l 

CO~~NTS: _____________________________________________________________ ~ _______ O 

-
'I R..:..c=: : _____ • ___ _ 
!i 

r .. GE: -------------------
(] j. / I. 

"I 

. ~ 
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APPENDIX C 
REQUEST FOR PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING 

APP'T DATE 

Defendant's name 

rsyrhological 'l'esting 

Orqanirity 

.~ I 
. I 

Clinic No. Date 

Please specify possible problem area (a): 

~-------------------------------------------------------
T'sych()si~ ------------------------"--------
Control~ 

Reality testinq 

Dangerousness: a); To self 

b) To others 

Personality structure 

Malingerinq 

Intelliqence __ . ____________________________ . ________________________ __ 

Other comments 

The following records: 

Return Appointment: 

Full P.O. report, if available 

(/ Dr. 

165 

, 



APPENDIX D 
FORM DMH 704 (4-72) JC 

EXJ:. .. i'1INATION REPORT 

(Psychiatric examination, C.P.L. Article 730) 

STATE OF NEW YORK 

_____ ~S~U~TP~R~E~ME~ __________________ COURT 

COUNTY OF NEW YORK 

JUSTICE 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK 

VS 

DEFENDANT 

EXAMINATION REPORT 
Clinic # 
Indictment No. 
Information NO-.---------------
Charge 

---------------------~j,-----------in "dola tion of 

I, the undersigned, duly certified pursuant to law as a qualified 

psychiatrist or a certified psychologist, having been designated by 

,:' The Commissioner of the Dept. of Mental- Health and Mental Retardation of 

-""'; the Ci ty of New York , pursuant ~o an order signed by Hon. ______________ _ 

(Justice) of the SUPREME 

)court, ____ ~N~E~W~-Y~O~RK~ _____________ county, dated 
______________________________ , to 

;.1 . 

lexamJ.ne the above-named defendant, pursuant to Article 730 of the Crimi
.\ 
I 

. ,inal Procedure Law, to determine if the defendant is an incapacitated 
:1 ' 

1defendant, have conducted, such-examination with due care and diligence. 
/ j 

I The nature and extent of the examination was as follows: 
1 
1 
·~l--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------! 
" ] 1---------------------------------------------------------------------------

I have corne to the following opinion uS a result of such examination: 

1(~~OTE TO EXAI-UNER: If the followinq paragraph sets forth the opinion of 
~he examiner, sign the report where-indicatea below and do not complete 
~age 2 .. Otherwise',strike out the.following paragraph, complete fully 
fhe-remaJ.nder of thJ.s report and sJ.gn on Page 2.) 

It is m¥ opinion that the above-named defendant does not as a result pi ~ental.dJ.sease or gefe9t l~ck capacity to understand the proceedings 
?gaJ.nst h1m or to assJ.st 1n hJ.s defense. 
'I 
lSIGNATURE : 
~?rint narne------------------------i 

,~ Qualified Psychiatrist 

DATED: ________________ l9 ____ _ 

, ii 
·1 
'I 
i 

-, i 
" , 
1 

(Continued) 
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RE: 

APPENDIX D (Continued) 
PAGE 2 

IND -# 

It is my opinion that the above-named defendant is an incapacitated 
person in that the said defendant as a result of mental disease or defect 
lacks capacity to understand the proceeding against him or to assist in 
his own defense. My opinion is based on the following: 

l. History and Clinical Summary, includinq Mental Status. 
(Attach additional sheets, if necessary) : 

SEE ATTACHED REPORT 

2. Diagnosis: 

3. Prognosis: 

4 • ~easons fo~ my opinion, specifying those aspects of the proceed-
1ngs where1n the defendant lacks capacity to understand or to 
assist in his own defense~ (A~tach additional sheets, if nec~s
sary) : 

SEE ATTACHED REPORT 

I 'I SIGNATURE: ~' C {Print name 

1 (Qualified Psychiatrist) (Certj f.iecl 
1 (S'rRIKF. OUT ONE) 

DATED 19 -------
P:;ycholoC)'ist) 
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APPENDIX E 

PSYCHIATRIC EXAMINATION REPORT 

NamE" . Clinic N t~. ----------------------------- --~-----
Date: ____________ _ 

Doctor's Name --------.----------------.----
Ind. or Docket * -----------

IdentHk.Jtj(ln: Date of Birth: Age: __ _ 

Birth I'lill:e: Marital Status: ---
Status: (lncarcerated or In-the-Community): ____ -----------------------

Educational Level Attained: 

Current Alleged Offense: 

KNOWLEDGE OF ,CHARGES: 
'-.. 

What is the charge against you? 

KNOWLEDGr OF COURT PROCEEDINGS: 

a) Have'You entered a Plea? What Plea hdve you entered? 

b) What is the name of the Defendant's Attorney? 

c) What is the function of a Defense Attorney? 

d) What is the function of a District Attorney? 

e) What is the function of a Judge? 

f) What is the function of a Jury? 

g) What are the consequences of being found Guilty? 
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APPENDIX E (Continued) 

Page: - 2 -

Clinic • 

§.ummary of Psychia _tr';c lIIi d· 
_ ~ 6,'. n ~ngs: 

'.'. 
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Re: 

Medical-Legal Opinion: 

APPENDIX E (Continued) 
Page - 3 -

A) 

B) 

Clinic # 

The defendant is NOT INCAPACITATED* 
(i.e. is fit to proceed). 

The defendant IS INCAPACITATED* 
(i.e. is not fit to proceed) .. 

If Incapacitated (Not Fit) and/or for Probation Dept. reports: 

lJiagnosis: 

Prognosis: 

Therapeutic Recommend~tions: 

, ..... , .. <~---..... "',' 
* The term INCAPACITATED is defined in article 730 of the NYS-CPL. 
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'l'ype of 
:Referral, Competency_ 

?ul;) Def -

APPENDIX J 

Date 
?syc:.osocie.~._ 0-: Call '-----------------

?;::oi:.at - Ce.ller ______ ;..... _____ _ 

Ot.her :nfo '-----------------------------------------------------------------
Name of 
Def'endar.t 

'-------------------------------------
. A=\eGi,dEmCe -----------------------------------

Court Inforrna~ion 

C,A, ___ __ ~~ere, _______ . ________________ __ 

o JuGge, ________________________________________ __ 

£jo.-.C: Arr.ount $ _______ _ 

Xawa --------------------------
Qbc::.rcres 

o~-~'--------------~------------------------

) . 

O,Jil;' re:po;::t ~ sent? Y~s, ___ _ Xo ----
on ::evoa::se sica. 

~xc::.rni~ation Data 

Time (:o~ 

Age (if 
psychosocial) ____ __ 

?~~.one 

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

Date 
Ordered, __ ...;.. _________ _ 

Date of 
Hearina:. ____________ _ 

Pleas Entered 

" 'ttl 

t" • 
t, . 

" 

" 

,. 

, 
• 

, . 

_ :)u te 0; Zxarr., ___________ ~-- ? syc:'osocia:s ) __________ _ 
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Competency Referral Log Book 

I)A'II. OATE III:ARI::G 
/lANE fiLE I COUIIT tlOl'1 F U:O ('IUlF:Ilf:D bATE CURREN'r RES IPENCE 

I EX.\H 
DATE 

eX,"'1 F l'Ib- 'rr.ST-

=====----.----- ======:== ::::-.::::: :::::===:: .=::::::::-:- --------1-.-_---'---------===== ==--__ : CI. l'fICAI. rt:A~ bONE HII:: IfYl -.:- == --- ._---
-------------- ----- -------- --- ----... -------·--------I---.--------~- ___ _ 

--------.------ .------ ---1'----1._--------1-------------+--+---------1- -----

I------------------·I-------II--I-----i------I----I· _________________________ ~---------------I---------___ _ 

·----·1-- ·1----1-__ 11 ___ 1--------------1----.1----------- _____ _ 

----1-----1-----1--------------1---- ____________________ _ 

-.----.--------.-- ------. --1-----1-----1·---·1----------------'---- . _________________ _ 

-_._----------- ._----- --- ._----- ---- -------------- --------1-- ------

-------·-------1·------ --1----1.--- -__ ·_1----------___ 1----1.---------_______ ._ 

_·_----------'---1----- -- ---- ---11---1---__________ 1-__ 1 _________ 1. ________ _ 

\ 

---------------------1----1----------------1-------------
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Psychosocial Assessment Referral Log Book 

~:XAtI 
CIlItItEtI'f IIESIOEtlCE nATE SE~:II BY 

EXAtI Rill'''' 
OOtl£ OO~E 

SI'IlCIAL 
INFOR·IATIOII - .... _--_._.- .... --.. _._----- ._-- ------_. 

--------------- --_. ------- --, 

----- ---- ----- --.--.-----.----. --1---- --- -_. ----._-----_._ .. -

-------- -- ·,------1 

-- - ---- ---.. ---. ------------- '--1------ -- '-' -----------

--1-. '-'- ----- ---- ---'--'--1------ - - --------

._- ---"--- --_ ..... --- -----,--------- -- ----- --- -- -_._------
--,- .. -_.- - -.. --. --. _._ ... ---- ._---- '---- ---------_._------ ._-_. --------. -- ._-- -- .... - -- ..... _-- --
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'--' ___ • _____ 0 .. _'. ________ • __ • __ .. _______________ .. ___ • __ 

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

-- -'. -- ... - -_.-.. _-- --....... - ._--- --------.-------_._-

." ... -.. ---------.. --.----1--- ---'- L. -- - --1------ ----1..-.1..--.------------- ._.·t----- ---.. ---------
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566-2186 
566-2696 

APPENDIX J 

STATE OF CONNECTICUT 
DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH 

COURTS DL~GNOSTIC CLINIC 
84 WADSWORTH STREET • HARTFORD, CONNECTICirr 06106 

PROBATION REFE~L FORM 

SPOKE TO 

Date, ______________________ __ 

(CLINIC STAFF MEMBER) ______________ ~ ___ _ 

DEFENDAh~___________________________________ AGE ____ _ SEX_____ MARR. ______ _ 

ADDRESS__________________________________ PHONE ________________________ _ 

PROBATION 
OFFICER~ ______________________________ __ 

PHONE~ _____________ ~ ____ ___ 

OFFICE ADDRESS _____________________________________________________ _ 

SENTENCING 
DATE~ ______________ __ 

(IF NOW ON 
PROaA'l'ION: DATE ---------- PERIOD __________ __ 

SP. CONDITIONS --------------------------------CHARGES _________________________________________________________ __ 

Su~RY OF INCIDENTS -----------------------------------------

REASON FOR 
REFERRAL~====~====~============================================= 

MED/PSYCH 
HISTORY '------------------------------------------------------------
EXAM ... DATE ____________ TIME _________ _ PLACE~ ____ ~ __________________ . ______ __ 
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or 

PUBLIC DEFENDER 

G.A.# ADDRESS 

"DEFENDANT 

CURRENT ADDRE$S 

CHARGES 

BRIEF NARAA'XlVE 

APPENDIX K 

Q '7' /.1 '-:;'1' 'i:'::'I 0 '1"":'1 f.I'""1!(""'t. •• - - -"Tl"CI --
~ .. r:.. .;. ~ ".L' \...J V l~ l.\! ~ \.J TIC U T 
DEPART1YIEl'lT OF 1~1 ENTAL 11 EALT}] 

COURTS DU ... GNOSTIC CLINIC 
64 WADSWORTH ST&~~'l' • EARTFORD, CONAS'ECTICUT 06106 

566-2186 , 
566-2606 

PUBLIC DEFENDER REFERRAL FO~~ 

DATE --------
SPOKE TO (CLINIC S~FF XEMBER ) ---------

PliONE ________ _ 

AGE '--- SEX '-------
PHONE ---------------

l--------...---------------__ ~ _____________________ _ 

UPCOMING COURT DATE 

--------------~---------~.-----r\ 
~7 REASON FoR REFERRAL --------------------------------

DAn; OF EX&'1 
~--------------------~ 'i'::X:C: ------------------PLACE OF EX&'1 

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

1 , ..... ,,:u::;::~'::=:..::;:;;.:::.:.-J;.·,-""".......,. ~ " -
l 
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APPENDIX L ".- ..... ~ .. ,.,\ 
"._'" ~, 

STJ.iTE OF CON1~ECT:n:CUT 
DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL I-IEALTII 

COURTS D!AGNOSTIC CLINIC 

I.- 84 WADSWOR'rH STREET • HARTl1'ORD, CONNECTICUT OG106 

566-2186 
566-2696 T.A.S.C. REFERRAL FORM 

Name of 
Defendant 

. --------------------------------------------
Address. _____ ~----------------------------------------

Reason for 
Referral: 

Drug 
Dependence_ 

General 
?sychosocial _____ 

Date of Call~ ________________ _ 

D.O.B. ____ .......... __ Age ___ _ 

Phone, _____________ ~------..-.. 

Rule Out 
Mental Illness ____ 

Other Reason. _______ ..... ____________________________________________________________ ___ 

Referred by ____________________________ ____ Clinic Staff ____________________ _____ 

Court Information 

G.A. ___ __ or Part A --- Location .------------------------..... 
Judge_· ______ ..... ______ ............... _ Hearing Date 

-----------------------
Attorney: Public Defencer ____ _ or Pri va te__ Narne ___________________ _ 

Charge. ___ ..... __ ..... ____ ..... ____________ ..... ______________ ___ Any Plea? _______________ ___ 

Charge. ___________________________________________ __ Any Plea? _______________ ___ 

Cnarge. __________________________________________ __ Any Plea? ____________ ..... __ _ 

charge, ___________________________________________ __ Any Plea? ___________ _ 

Examination Data 

Date of 
Evaluation :...------------ Time _____ _ Place: Clinic~_ H.C.C. ____ 
Other Info, ____________________________________________________________________ ___ 

Additional Notes .--..... ------.......... --------------------.................... ---------------------
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Client 
--------~------------------------~--

Team: Psychiatrist 

" I 

llilderstand current 
legal situation: 

Understand the 
charges: 

Understand the 
relevant facts: 

Understand legal issues 
an~ procedures: 

Understand function of 
court personnel: 

Understand pleading and 
plea-bargaining: 

Understand possible 
dispositions/penalties: 

Identify and locate 
witnesses: 

Comprehend instructions 
and advice: 

Hake decisions. 
after advice: 

Maintain collaborative 
relationship w/atty: 

Follow testimony 
for accuracy: 

Testify and be 
cross-examined: 

Tolerate 
st ress: 

Refrain from 
irrational behavior: 

HIWICATlONS: 

'. 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

E 

G F 

G F 

G F 

G F 

G F 

G F 

G F 

G F 

G F 

G F 

G F 

G F 

G F 

G F 

G F 

>.'to; , 

" 

'\ 

o .0 . o {) 
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COMPETENCY EVALUATION 

Date -------------------
Psychologist Social Worker -----------------------

Factual Items 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

P 

Inferential Items 

P 

P 

P 

, 
P 

P 

P 

P 

, 
./'-. I, 



APPENDIX N 

PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING SU~~~y 

psychologist ______________ _ 

c:lient _____ --------- Testing Date~-__ ------------

Tests 
Administered: 

List 
Specific Tests;' 

l 
.~'>l: • 

., I. 

h 

Int~llectual Evaluation 

Scholastic Achievement 

Personality Diagnosis 

Organicity Evaluation 

Voc. Aptitudes/Interests 

Diagnostic I~~erview 

Staff Consultation 

(23.50) 

(lO.OO) 

(60.00) 

(2.2 .• 00) 

(52.00) 

(22.00) 

(11.00) 

Total 

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

$ 

$ 

Signature ___________________________ _ 
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APPENDIX 0 

"-

DESCRIPTION OF EXAMINATION: In our examination of the accused we utilized 
a structured interview which is designed to 

elicit information pertinent to the issues surrounding competency to stand 
trial. The interview is divided into two main areas of ~nquiry. In the 
first of these areas we attempt to elicit factual information relating to 
the accused's understanding of his current legal situation. For example, 
his understanding of the charges against him; his perception of legal 
issues and procedures; his understanding of facts relevant to his case,etc. 

The other major area of inquiry is more predictive in that we attempt to 
appreciate the accused's capacity to deal with situations that have in fact 
not yet occurred. That is, by evaluating his ability to communicate with us 
during our exam, we attempt to predict his ability to work cooperatively 
with his lawyer in their upcoming contacts. Areas of concern here would be, 
for example, the extent to which he would be able to comprehend instructions 
and advice from his attorney; his ability to be cross-examined; and his 
ability to tolerate stress at or while awaiting trial. 
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APPENDIX P 

I ~ CO\JRl' CLl.NIC PS'tCH,IATRlC l:.'"VJ.lll.A.TION 

NAME ________________ NUi~F.R _______ nA'I'F. _____ ___ 

l 

ADDRF.s~ __ -------------- D.O.B. 
_____ AGP. ___ ~F.:'( ___ _ 

PHONE __________ SOC SEC # _________ RACE ___ RE!..TI1!ON ___ _ 

msURANCE: MF.!>:rCA!D 11 _____________ MJI,R!'!'A!.. ~'I'AroS ________ _ 

~: HAw. OF' lNnrRF.R ___________ F.nUCATTON _________ _ 

POUCY If _________ SlJB.C:jCRI'8F.R (RFl~Tr{)N oro PT.) 

J}lCCME (.m SOU:RCES) ________________ --:-_______ ~ 

• 
~Cr:tJPATION ___________ HOW LONe; TliF':'RF.? _____ C'I'l:'!t:rn~P __ _ 

FMPLOY:.'R ___ , ______________ ruT.!. TIME ___ rfo.RI' TJME __ _ 

AImPESS fl-ND !'HONE _________ ~ ___ MFDICATTONS 

__ NO __ _ MTT,TTARY SERViCE ______ _ 

I:!N 'WE:!.FAR!'l, ~ • NO __ _ 

Y'f;E.'V10US '!'HFJU!'Y v YE:i NO __ _ DN!'!: ,,~? 

CTJRf;~ ~..Ra:: f.ND ~'l'A'ruS ___________ _ r.OlJ~ S't.1? • 

C.":.M. nT~'T'. 

PFN~!I. '!'TC'N 

SCM. tiT:"'. 
.l1JVF.NTT. E 

mrrT AT. OX ft.ND D'TSroSTT!ON (TNCLUD1NG MrnTCNT'tC'N) 

DI!.t;NO~IS AT CCH?In!ON OP EV'AllJATION 

TiT::!,O~!,!,!ON A'I' COM?!..ETION 01" F.VAI.UNnON 
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YO~~ M~ ________ --______ --------------------~-----------------------------------~ 
~A~ __ ~--__ ------------------------------------____________________ ~_J 

MARRr.A.r.~ 

T>ATF. 
ElIDTNO 

DATE 
TNl)!~!:.'!'E (lNF. 

~. ~~. I'rrv. D~ "':!'H 

O? ~~~ TO: __________________________________________________________________ ~ 

YOlm B1:>~~ 0"'1'\ "'T~'T'r.'O" ~!l 0...&,.. ... of '"" .... h ~ ..... "'..I.: .... - m~- .... --.l .. -c .. ~,.. ..... h ... ,~-. "'-nv:,..n,...:;,..n.., J,,~'J w __ .. .:.;...n_ __ .. v.. ,-_-"" J _ ...... '-"_ \~ ••• -' __ ..... .:;.;-.1. 0Q w, ___ • _, ___ !"'_lo.o;': 

h~Jf scparntc1r (u~c ba~~ of this ~hcct if ~a~a :p~c~ 1~ n~adec):' • 
.:n1 

, AGE; S!::{: 
- "'" 

or. r.l J!' A- W,RRTl.r::: ::~!" . h"F ",I !:'"rl 
YOlTR :MT.T~E :.aF.: R.o\~ RF.I..!G '!"!"N' !':.'rn flTV. Tp T'~",T'I , t.rt:' 

!\".TR T'I:,~ r,:·u~::, 
, 

. -
M.'I.RRT."G!=: F.NDTNG '!lIDr r.,". '!'F. eMF 

D.".~: n:.T.=:: Fl S!='!'. Drv. T'lP.::' '!'H 

o yotm ~rO(7~.E 'N): 

-~ - .... ~ --..4 a -e- ., 0._ ...... 0 *-y--z r.c~th: 

o ~: . 

.. 

, 
! 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
! 
I 
I 
! 

, 

o YOUR ::r:'N:.':'TT?~ _______________ _ 
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APPENDIX g 

REFERRAL DATA DATE REFERRALMADE 

PROS. ATTY: 
DEFENSE ATTY: 
PHONE NO: 
ADDRESS: 

CLIENT'S NAME: 
CASE NOS: 
APPT. INFO: 
FROM .JAIL? -
POSSIBLE IQ? 
IF REFERENT IS 
REQUESTING 
SPECIFIC STAFF 
MEMBER, NAME: 

REFERRED BY: 

DAY :. ___ TIME :~~---,DATE : ___ _ 
YES: ____________ NO: ______________ _ 
YES: NO: ______________ _ 

REFERRING AGENCY.~: ________________________________ _ 

WEEN REFERRAL 
INFO RECEIVED: DATE : ______ ':'IME :, ________ _ 

SEEN BY: 
.NO SHOW: 
RESCHEDULED? 

SEEN BY: 

CHECK: DATE: ____________ __ 
YES: NO: ____ =~~-----
TO WHAT DATE? _________ TIME?_· ___ _ 

NO SHOW AGAIN? CHECK: DATE: ____________ __ 
RESCEED. AGAIN? YES: NO: ____ =~~-----

TO WHAT DATE? _______ TIME? ___ _ 
SEEN BY: 

DATE REC'D 
FOR TYPING: 

***SENTENCING 
DATE: 

PCCC 9 
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CYNTHIA J. GINNE1\I, PH.D. 
CAROLYN M. FORO, ACSW 
JOHN LAWALL, M.D. 

TO: Defense Attorney: 

..... APPE·NDIX R 

' .. 

~up2rior (!lourl 
lSinta ClIountg 

.COURT CLINIC 
411 WEST PENNINGTON 

TUCSON. ARIZONA S1I701 
TELEPHONE: 79Z.S137 

MEMORAl'·i'DUM 

prosecuting Attorney: 

FROM: Pima County Court Clinic 

Date: 

Case No: 

has been referred to the ----------------------------

HARRY GIN 
PRESIDING JUDGE 

Pima County Court Clinic by ___________________________________________ _ 

An appointment is scheduled for ______________________________________ ___ 

Any information that you may 

wish to contribute to this evaluation will be helpful. 

183 

-~~x;w •• ~~~;-.----~q\ll81. 'It ,... 111t" 

/ ,':' 

, 



/ 

. - .i 
. 1 

I 

I 
1 

"\ 
~ 

" 

:~ 
I~ ;1 

I 

-------~. -

APPENDIX S 

COURT CLINIC REFERRAL FORM Referral Date. ____________________ __ 

REFERRING AGENCY ________________________________________________ ~ __ ___ 

PERSON MAKING REFER~~L-____________________________________________ ___ 

SUBJEGr ____ ~ __________________________ ~C~A~S~E~N~O~. __________________ ___ 

DATE OF BIRTH _______________ ~AGE _____ JUDGE. __________________________ __ 

SENTENCING DATE. _____________ IN JAIL: YES ____ NO __________ _ 

INSTANT OFFENSE. ________________________________________________ ___ 

PRIOR OFFENSES ___________ --________________________________________ __ 

POSSIBLE SENTENCE. ____________________________ ~ ________________ ___ 

SOCIAL H1STORY (Personal, marital, family history, substance abuse, etc. 
Write--br:i,ef note and/or attach avai'lable information.) 

(use reverse side if needed) REASON FOR REFERRAL. ________________________________________________ _ 

INFOR~~TrON REQUESTED __________________________________________ _ 

SCHEDULED APPOINTMENT (Date/Time) ____________________________________ ___ 

AGENCY NEEDS REPORT BY (Date) _______________________________ _ 
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APPENDIX T 

Biographical Information Form 

Name: Date; 

Age: Birthdate: 

Sex: 

Present reason for arrest: 

Previous arrests: 

Adult: 

Juvenile: 

Are your parents still living? Age of mother: 

Age of father: 

Are your parents married? Divorced? 

How many times were your mother and father 
--------~-

mar't'ied? How old were you when your parents were 
-----------~--

first divorced? 

Did either of your parents have 'a drinking problem? 

Mother: Father: 

Ages of brothers and sisters: 

Have any o~~er members of your family had any problems with the 

law? Who? 

Reason? 

Result? 

11. Were you subjected to physical abuse as a child? 

If so, by whom? 

12. Did you wet the bed after age 51 

13. As a child. did you have problems with reading, sp~llinq. writing. 

or arithmetic? Which? 

PCCC #6 
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APPENDIX T (Continued) 

-2-

14. ' As a chil~; ~id you,have any behavior problems in school? 

If so, what kind? 

IS. Di~ you frequently set fires as a child? 

16. Have you ~ver had a pet? 

17. Have you ever injured or excessively teased your own pet or 

someone else's, or any other animal? 

Describe: 

18. E~ucation (highest grade of school comoleted): 

When? If you quit school, what was the 

reason? 

19. Have you ever served in the military? 

Branch: Dates: 

Type of discharge: Honorable? General? _________ _ 

Dishonorable? " Other? 

20. How often do you use alcohol? 

When did you start? 

21. Do you, or ~~ you, used any drugs other than those prescribed 

22. 

23. 

24. 

by a doctor? If yes, wq~t drugs and when did you 

start? 

----------------~\-,----------------------------------------------~ 
ever ~~e.~ a knife or a gun? 

\' 

one now? If yes, what type? 

save you ever had a car accident? 

Sow many? When? 

aave you ever had any traffic tickets? 

When? Bo'N' many? 
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APPENDIX or (Continlled) 

-3-

25. save you ever tried to kill yourself? 

26. Do you suffer from headaches? 

27. Eave you ever had a convulsion (fit)? 

28. Eave you ever had a head injury that made you unconscious? 

29. Eave you lost or gained an unusual amount of weight in your 

life? Sow old were you? 

30. Do you have blackout spells? 

31. 

32. 

33. 

34. 

35. 

Do you have any difficulty sleeping? 

Eating? 

Do you belong to any organizations or clubs? 

EOW many close friends do you have? 

Are you married? If yes. how many times? 

Living common-law? 

Eave a special girlfriend? . 
------------------ Boyfriend? 

Do you have children? If you have children, 

state ages and sex: 

36 •. Eave you ever intentionally or unintentionally hurt ~our 

children: Describe; 

37. List hobbies that you engage in at least two to three times 

per month: 

38. Are you working now? Doing what? 

For how long? 

If unemployed, When did you work last? 

Doing what? For how long? 

I •• 

have held? 

Eow long did you work at the longest job you 

When? 
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40. Have you ever had any psychiatric treatment or hospitalizations? 

If so, when? 

Where? o 
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Chapter 5 

JAILS 

In the last chapter, we described one type of alliance--the court 
clinic-·-between the mental health and criminal justice systems to 
evaluate the mental condition of client-offenders. This chapter 
describes another type of arrangement, the jail-mental health 
relationship. Four jail mental health services are described in detail: 
the Psychiatric Services of the Cook County Correctional Complex in 
Olicago, Illinois; the Mental Health Diagnostic Services for Jail 
Inmates, Nashville (Tennessee) Sheriff's Office; the Pierce County Jail 
Social Services and Central Intake Unit in Tacoma, Washington; and the 
Wyandotte County Pretrial Services Project in Kansas City, Kansas. 

The United States has some 4,000 jails--detention faCilities, 
administered by local law enforcement agencies, that hold individuals 
pending adjudication or individuals confined after sentencing, usually 
for a year or less. From 20 to 60 percent of the approximately 142,000 
persons in jails on any given day have mental health problems, yet most 
jails do not screen and evaluate all inmates needing mental health care 
intervention (Comptroller General of the United States, 1980). 

Jails in most larger metropolitan areas throughout the country 
provide mental health services for inmates, including identification, 
screening, evaluation, treatment, training, consultation, and any 
combination of these. Some jails maintain medical and mental health 
departments, clinics, or infirmaries that screen and classify inmates 
upon intake and provide counseling and treatment during incarceration. 
Other jails operate social services departments that attend to the 
general social problems of inmates and arrange for inmates in need of 
mental health services to receive evaluation and treatment on a referral 
basis The primary concern of most jail services is the "maintenance" of 
the inmates during the period of incarceration; extensive psychotherapy 
rarely is provided. Close working relationships are usually maintained 
with jail medical staff and local hospitals. 

A number of organizations and agencies have promulgated standards 
for mental health screening and evaluation of inmates. This includes the 
American Correctional Association, the Commission on Accreditation for 
Corrections, the American Medical Association, the American Bar 
ASSOCiation, the American Public Health Association, the National 
Sheriff's Association, and the Department of Justice (U.S. Department of 
Justice, 1981). The American Association of Correctional Psychologists 
has enunciated 57 standards for psychological services in adult jails and 
prisons (American Association of Correctional Psychologists, 1980), 
including the following five standards for screening and evaluation: 

Receiving scr~ening is performed on all inmates upon admission to 
facility before being placed in the general population or housing 
area. The findings are recorded on a printed screening form. 
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Inmates identified as having mental problems are referred for a 
more comprehensive psychological evaluation. Screening includes 
inquiry into: (1) past and present history of mental disturbance, 
and (2) current mental state, including behavioral observations. 
(Standard 23) 

In a prison setting, all newly committed inmates with sentences 
over one year shall be given a psychological evaluation wi~hin 
month of admission. Such routine evaluations are brief and 
include (but are not necessarily limited to) behavioral 
observation, a records review, group testing to screen for 
emotional and intellectual abnormalities, and a written report 
initial findings. Referral for more intensive individual 
assessment is made when appropriate. (Standard 24) 

one 

of 

Collection of psychological evaluation data is performed only by 
psychological services staff personnel or facility staff trained 
by them. Review of written reports based on the results of the 
examination, testing, and developing a plan of treatment are done 
by, or under the supervision of, a qualified psychologist. All 
such information is recorded on data forms approved by the chief 
psychologist and in accordance with headquarters policy in 
multifacility systems. At no time is the responsibility for test 
administration, scoring, or the filing' of psychological data given 
to inmate workers. (Standard 25) 

The individual assessment of all inmates referred for a special 
comprehensive psychological appraisal is completed within 14 days 
after the date of the referral as applied in a jail. This 
includes the following: 
(A) Reviewing earlier screening information, 
(B) Contacting prior psychotherapists or the individual's family 

physician regarding any history of mental symptomology, 
(C) Conducting an extensi,ve diagnostic interview, 
(D) Writing and filing a brief report, 
(E) If evidence of mental disturbance is found, placing the 

individual in a separate area where closer supervision is 
possible, and either 

(F) Referring the individual to an appropriate mental health 
resource or to his or her family physician (if indicated and 
when release is imminent), or 

(G) Beginning appropriate care in the jail by staff members of the 
psychological and/or psychiatric services. 

This standard as applied in a prison setting includes the 
following: 
(A) Reviewing earlier screening information and psychological 

evaluation data, 
(B) Collecting and reviewing any additional data to complete the 

individual's mental health history, 
(C) Collecting behavior data from observations by correctional 

staff, 
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(D) 

(E) 

(F) 
(G) 

Administering tests which assess levels of cognitive and 
emotional functioning and the adequacy of coping mechanisms, 
Writing a report describing the results of the assessment 
procedures, including an outline of a recommended plan of 
treatment which mentions any indication by the inmate of a 
desire for help, 
Communicating results to referral source, and 
Writing and filing a report of findings and recommendations. 
(Standard 26) 

Crisis evaluations should be conducted as soon as possible, but 
not later than 24 hours after the staff member has been notified. 
Subsequently, a report of the session(s) is written and 
appropriately filed. (Standard 27) 

Although jail-mental health relationships have remained relatively 
unexamined until very recently (see Steadman and Morrissey, Note 1), 
Morgan (1978, p. 42) has suggested a promising format (Morgan called it a 
"typological model") for understanding various jail-mental health 
programs. This format, reproduced in Table 9, describes four types of 
jail mental health services: 

(a) internal -mental health services are provided exclusively by 
jail staff; 

(b) intersection - services are provided ina separate jail unit 
in alliance with another agency outside the jail; 

(c) adjunct - services are provided by arrangement with external 
service contractors but are located within the jail; and 

(d) combination - services are provided by various types of 
service ~~angement in combination. 

Morgan's typological distinctions, which were adapted from the National 
Jail Resources Study, Pennsylvania State University, capture the four 
jail mental health service programs profiled in this paper. 

PSYCHIATRIC SERVICES OF THE COOK COUNTY CORRECTIONAL COMPLEX 

A Brief History 

A jail facility was opened in 1929 to house approximately 1,300 
inmates at the site of Cook County I s present Correctional Complex around 
26th Street and California on Chicago's near-southwest side. This 
facility has grown and changed, a process that continues to this date 
reSUlting in the present complex of buildings covering over 50 acres ~f 
land, and administering almost 60,000 pretrial detainees and short-term 
misdemeanants each year, an average daily census of around 5000 people 
(see Note 2). ' 
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Table 9 

A Typological Model 
I •• 

for Mental Health--Jail Service Deliverya 

System Primary Focus of 
Setvice Delivery System Description Schema 

----------------~---~--~-----------------------------------------------------
INTERNAL 

INTERSECTION 

ADJUNCT 

COMBINATION 

'. \ 

T~eatm~nt while incar
cerated~ brokerage 
arrangements and 
referral post-release. 

Treatment while incar
cerated, brokerage 
arrangements and 
follow-up post-release. 

Treatment while incar
cerated,brokerage 
arrangements and 
referral post-release. 

Type varies 
·depending on systems. 

C3 Service component 

a From Morgan, 1978, p. 42. 
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Jail autonomous. 
Service is admin
istered and pro
vided by sheriff's 
personnel. 

~ 
\!V 

Jail interacts with 6 
outside agencies. Jail 
Service is provided 
by a separate staff· ' 
organization and 
integrated into jail 
operations. 

Jail interacts with 
adjunct unit. 
Service is con
tracted exclusively 
for jail and inte
grated into operations. 

Jail interacts with ~ 
several providers J .. ~ail 
concurrently. G> - ,...,...;;:;,;;;~_ 
Two or more differen 
conduits, including 
jail staff, outside 
resources, and 
brokerage arrangements 
provide services to 
inmates. 
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A neuropsychiatric clinic was opened in 1933, in conjunction with 
a local hospital, to provide psycr~atric services to jail inmates. 
Services were initiated at the request of a family member or by staff who 
observed inmates with obvious conditions of psychosis or psychological 
impairment. Inmates who had serious mental disorders were removed to a 
state hospital. 

In 1964, the Diagnostic and Classification Center was created at 
the complex. All prisoners who were to remain in the jail on misdemeanor 
charges for more than 90 days were screened by a clinical psychologist. 
Inmates having difficulty adjusting to the jail and those with narcotic 
addictions also received this screening. The purpose of this screening 
was to detect inmates who would need special psychological services 
during their incarceration. The Diagnostic and Classification Center has 
continued as a recognizable unit within the Correctional Complex. Since 
1978, it has functioned with approximately five profes- sional mental 
health staff providing psychological screening and some treatment 
services for inmates. 

~he only other mental health services available to detainees until 
1974 were provided by two psychiatrists, who worked at the Cermak 
Memorial Hospital, a medical and psychiatric facility located on the 
grounds of the Correctional Complex. 

In June 1973, following a series of newspaper articles that were 
critical of jail health services, the Health and Hospitals Governing 
Commission of Cook County assumed responsibility for providing medical 
care, including mental health services, to detainees. In August of that 
year, the Commission solicited assistance from the Illinois Department of 
Mental Health in exploring ways to improve jail mental health services. 

The impetus behind swift and continuing change within the last 
several years was a condition-of-confinement suit filed by the American 
Civil Liberties Union in 1974. Harrington v. DeVito (Note 3) raised the 
issue of whether detainees in the Cook. County Correctional Complex were 
entitled to ment~ilhealth treatment from the Illinois Department of 
Mental Health. ~ven before the case ~07as settled, additional staff were 
hired for the complex in 1975 and a special facility was established, 
originally with 52 beds as a residential treatment 'unit. The resulting 
new mental health services laid the foundation for the Psychiatric 
Services unit that is the main topic of this section of the chapter. 

A court-appointed panel of three medical doctors filed an 
evaluation report 'of the Cook County Department of Corrections mental 
health p~ogram in October 1977 (Note 4). The report noted that many 
improvements had been made in mental health services sinee 1975, but that 
more improvement was needed. Space and staff were judged to be far from 
adequate. It further noted that individual psycho~ogical screenings were 
not provided for every prisoner, a process that the report's authors 
deemed essential, and that the screening process that did occur was 
frequently done by ja:U guards or other inmates who had no specialized 
trainipg. The report also noted a shortage of physicians, a high 
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incidence of mental health problems, the need to provide services for 
night-hour admissions, and a high potential for suicidal and assaultive 
behavior among inmates. 

Harrington v. DeVito was resolved by a consent decree in 1978 
(Note 5). As part of the settlement, the Department of Corrections agreed 
to provide all ne(~essary space, buildings, renovation, and security; the 
Department of Mental Health agreed to provide mental health staff; and 
the Health and Hospitals Governing Commission agreed to provide matching 
funds and to develop and implement the needed program. This basic multi
agency arrangement continues today. The present Psychiatric Services is 
funded jointly by the Illinois Department of Mental Health and Develop
mental Disabilities and by the Cook County government. The program is 
operated by the Prison Health Services, an independent organizational 
structure within the correctional complex, of which Psychiatric Services 
is one part. 

By 1979, all detainees in or entering the Correctional Complex 
were receiving a psychiatric screening. The professional mental health 
staff of the Psychiatric Services team numbered about 20 and were comple
mented by twice as many specially trained corrections officers. Although 
Cermak Memorial Hospital was closed in March 1979, its wing on "3-North" 
continues to function as an acute psychiatric care unit, providing 
specialized intensive care and total physical restraints (if needed) for 
detainees with critical or potentially destructive psychiatric proolems. 

The Psychiatric Services unit apparently is providing increas
ingly better ment~l health care for inmates. Its continuing progress is 
affirmed by staff and documented in a recent report to the court, filed 
in June 1980 (Note. 6). While describing some difficulties at the jail, 
both new and continuing, the report generally concedes that significant 
progress has been made. It attributes to the Harrington consent decree a 
clearly improved environment of services. The mental health professional 
staff is given high ratings. The report affirms that all inmates in the 
Correctional Complex are now given medical and psychological screenings 
within a day of their admission. 

Objectives of the Psychiatric Services 

Psychiatric Services is unique among mental health screening and 
evaluation programs studied as a part of the National Center's 

. evaluability assessment because it is designed specifically to meet the 
needs of inmates, instead of those of justice system officials. It is a 
special case of the "internal" type of mental health-jail service 
delivery described by Morgan (1978) and depicted in Table 9. 'The 
Harrington consent decree was a major factor shaping the present system 
of services provided by the Cook County Correction$l Complex for its 
detainees. Other forensic mental health programs in court clinics, 
community mental health centers, and centralized hospitals have been 
developed to provide information about client-offenders to judges, 
attorneys, and probation officers, with benefits to the client-offenders 
as a fortuitous side effect. This program evolved in response to 
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inmates' needs; it was 
decisions. (It should 
evaluation provided by 
operational definition 

not intended ~o provide information to serve legal 
be noted that the mental health screening and 
Psychiatric Services do not comply neatly with the 
presented in Chapter 2.) 

Psychiatric Services provides both screening and treatment of 
psychological problems of all detainees, i.e., all individuals awaiting 
trial or sentencing as well as sentenced offenders serving up to one 
year. Its two major goals are 1) to relieve debilitating behaviors and 
prepare detainees for the general population of jail inmates, and 2) to 
provide followup care to maintain adjustment in the general jail inmate 
population. As future resources permit, staff would like to add a third 
goal of helping facilitate inmate re-entry to the society outside of 
corrections through liaison with community mental health facilities. 

To reach these goals, Psychiatric Services engage in six major 
functions. They provide staff and training for the Receiving, Classifica
t~ont and Diagnostic Center (hereafter RCDC), a recently established 
intake unit for the jail. Acute psychiatric inpatient services are 
provided in 3-North, a wing of the building that was formerly the Cermak 
Memorial ,Hospital. The most visible function is that of the Residential 
Treatment Unit (hereafter RTU), currently a 200-bedfacility, for inmates 
who are treatable, not in acute states, but not able to function among 
the other jail inmates. Working through the Correctional Complex's organ
ization in six physical-functional divisions, followup services are given 
to inmates who are incorporated within the general inmate population, yet 
who need some special help as "outpatients." Another rapidly developing 
function is research and staff training. Finally, although only embryonic 
at this time, the function of providing "linkage" to the outside society 
is currently foreseen. 

To describe the Psychiatric Services mental health screening and 
evaluation program, in contrast with others that have been studied, it 
may be useful to explicate more fully what is included in the program and 
what is not. To emphasize the point made earlier, the program does not 
provide infor- mation about the inmates to criminal justice system 
decisionmakers; rather, the program is designed for the benefit of the 
inmate. Only the staff of Psychiatric Services have access to 
information about inmates; they use it to diagnose inmate problems, to 
place inmates appropriately within the institution, and to design and 
implement treatment plans. Information about detainees is considered 
strictly confidential. It is not normally shared with corrections 
officers or officials, let alone with attorneys, judges, or probation 
officers. 

Inmate information is released to others only under certain 
circumstances. On rare occasions, it may be subpoenaed by a court. 
$ometj,mes, a detainee may sign a 'release form and request release of his 
,records to be used in court. Because Psychiatric Services frequently 
does psychological screenings within one day of a person's arrest, this 
information may be of considerable value in assessing questions of crimi
nal responsibility. It should be stressed, however, that Psychiatric 
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Services records are used this way quite infrequently. It is less'fre
quent still that their records are used for determinations of competency 
to stand trial· or as input to presentence reports. 

Clientele 

The Cook County Correctional Complex serves nearly 60,000 
admissions each year, holding around 5,000 detainees at any particular 
time. Men and women arrested throughout the City of Chicago are 
arraigned in court and gathered at various stations until they are 
transported in groups to the jail several times each day. The correc
tions facility is used entirely for pretrial detainees and for inmates 
sentenced on misdemeanor charges for periods of less than one year. 

Division I, housed in the building which used to be the Cook 
County Jail, consists of about 500 to 600 maximum security aulci "manage
ment problem" inmates. Because of the nature of their charges, these men 
may remain as long as two to three years until they are brought to trial 
(Note 7). Men in Division II, the main men's units, typically stay eight 
to twelve months awaiting trial; they usually number approximately 
1,200. Division III is the women's division, housed in a separate 
building, with a population of between 250 and 300. Division IV is a 
minimum security facility, housing work release prisoners, and including 
the gym and kitchen facilities. RCDC an4 the administrative offices are 
parts of Division V, which also includes "high-bond" inmates. Division 
VI comprises youth and, occasionally, other prisoners needing protective 
separation from the rest of the general inmate population. Divisions IV, 
V, and VI may have between 1,000 and 1,200 inmates each. 

In a typical month, between 4,000 and 4,500 people enter (and an 
equivalent number leave) the Correctional Complex. All incoming 
detainees are screened, whether or not they are "recidivists" to the 
jail, i.e., people who have been detained in the facility previously (the 
vast majority are). Most are screened in RCDC (over 95 percent, or an 
average of 125 to 150 people each day qf the year). Roughly 2 percent 
are women who are screened in Division II, the women's dorm; and 2 
percent are emergency cases brought in at times other than the normal 
RCDC hours, who are given special screenings in the Residential Treatment 
Unit (RTU). 

All incoming detainees are screened, but only a fraction of these, 
of course, receive mental health services. During a month, RTU typic.ally 
will receive from 100 to 200 new detainees for services, maintaining an 
average daily count of between 85 and 150 men. The 3-North popUlation is 
typically 10 to 20 inmates (occaSionally including women in acute crisis) 
and Psychiatric Services typically "consults" with 100 to 125 inmates in 
all the divisions on an outpatient basis each month. 

Staff 

The inpatient acute care unit, 3-North, is staffed by a part- time 
psychiatrist, a part-time psychologist, one social worker, and three 
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specially trained corrections offil::ers. Nursing care is provided on a 
24-hour basis; although r.he nurses are not members of Psychiatric 
Services staff, they are made available by Prison Health Servl.ces of 
which the Psychiatric Services is a part. 

RTU, designe~ with a client capacity of 200, is staffed by a 
part-time psychiatrist, an internist, four psychologists, one consulting 
psychiatrist, one social worker, five mental health specialists, a para
medic, and 75 specially trained corrections officers. Nursing care is 
also available on a l6-hour basis, provided by Prison Health Services. 

The outpatient treatment program is staffed primarily by a part
time psychiatrist. Regular RTU and 3-North staff can be called upon to 
provide "consults" as required. 

RTU and 3-North staff include corrections officers who were 
described above as being "specially trained." These officers are selected 
from the general popUlation of officers in the complex. All corrections 
officers who work within the complex receive 20 hours of training in psy
chological an.d social mental health treatment topics from the Psychiatric 
Services staff. Officers learn basics of psychopathology, c.hemotherapy, 
and psychiatric interviewing. The Psychiatric Services program is fully 
explained to them. The purposes of the training aJ:'e to facilitate 
referrals of inmates from the general inmate popula,tion and to prepare 
corrections officers with interviewing skills in case they encounter in
mates who are in psychological crisis. 

Following the initial training for all corrections officers, those 
who seem to have an aptitude for such services, who are interested in the 
program, and who have good interviewing skills are recruited by 
Psychiatric Services. They are given the special training, which 
includes an additional 10 weeks of full-time instruction. These officers 
then become part of the RTU or 3-North staff; they also can perform 
psychological screenings at RCDC. Approximately 80 officers currently 
have been so trained at this time. 

In-service training sessions are provided for all the Psychiat
ric Services staff. Speakers provide workshops covering specialized 
topics at least once per month. 

It should be noted that this staff information pertains only to 
Psychiatric Services, which is the focus of this section. No information 
will be reported for the general Corrections Complex or other related 
institutions. 

Process Flow 

Diagrammatic Overview 

A series of figures, presented on the pages to follow, represents 
the flow of detainees through the Cook County Correctional Complex and 
associated institutions. AppendiX A provides a key to abbreviations and 
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geometric shapes used in the figures in this section. Figure 19 presents 
an overview of the system. Various components shown in Figure 19 are 
broken down into finer detail in the five figures (Figures 19 to 24) that 
follow it. 

As shown in Figure 19, the process begins with a person's 
arraignment in criminal court. If the defendant displays psychologically 
aberrant behavior, the court can divert the case for further study either 
to the state mental hospital at Chester, Illinois, or to the Psychiatric 
Institute, an independent facility of the Circuit Courts of Cook County. 
Either because of such diversions, or at times without them, the criminal 
proceedings can be suspended and the case diverted to a civil court for a 
civil commitment hearing. Normally, however, detainees proceed from court 
directly to the Correctional Complex. 

Detainees sent to the Correctional Complex typically enter through 
RCDC. If psychological problems are apparent, the inmate is referred to 
Psychiatric Services; otherwise he or she is placed into the gene,rd 
population of inmates. Psychiatric Services tries to return all 
detainees to the general inmate population within a period of 10 to 15 
days. It also has the option of referring inma,tes to the Psychiatric 
Institute in certain circumstances. Inmates in the general inmate popu
lation who develop psychological problems can be referred by corrections 
offic'ers, by a chap18,in, or by self-referral to Psychiatric Services. 

Eventually, all pretrial detainees leave the complex. Many are 
released by posting a bond. Most return to criminal court for trial. 
Some pretrial detainees, of course, are ultimately sentenced to serve one 
year or less on a misdemeanor charge. They are returned to the jail's 
general inmate population, to be released after serving their time. 

Initial Placement 

Figure 20 details the detainee's entrance to and initial placement 
with,in the system. Most defendants are arraigned in criminal court 
shortly after their arrests and then are sent to RCDC, the Correctional 
Complex intake unit. Lt times, a person may be brought directly to the 
jail without arraignment; this may occur if the person is apparently 
severely disturbed and in need of immediate psychiatric care. If a 
defendant enters the jail without an arraignment, he or she is returned 
to court for. arraignment at the earliest opportunity, usually within 24 
hours. 

During court proceedings, questions may be raised about a 
defendant's need for mental health treatment (NMT) Dr incompetence to 
stand trial (1ST). If either occurs in a felony case, the defendant is 
sent to the Illi~ois Department of Mental Health and Developmental 
Disabilities maximum security hospital at Chester. The hospital staff 
evaluates the defendant an'd reports back to the court. 

If the Chester staff determine neither NMT nor 1ST to be of 
concern, tne court usually sends the defendant to the Correctional 
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Complex. If the court determines that the defendant is not fit to stand 
trial, the person is held and is treated at Chester until competency is 
restored. If and when competency is restored, the court sends the 
defendant to the Correctional Complex to await trial. Before the 
establishment of Psychiatric Services, those referred from Chester were a 
major source of difficulty; defendants who had been restored to 
competency at Chester frequently became unfit to proceed with trial while 
in the Cook County Jail. The Psychiatric Services unit now is able to 
provide ongoing treatment to maintain competency, enabling detainees to 
proceed to trial. 

In misdemeanor cases, defendants with psychological problems are 
not sent to Chester. Rather, they are sent to the Psychiatric Institute. 

The Psychiatric Institute 

The process of referral to the Psychiatric Institute is shown in 
Figure 21. The Psychiatric Institute is entirely independent of and 
unrelated to Psychiatric Services. The former is a part of, and located 
in the same building as, the Circuit Courts of Cook County, whereas the 
latter is located within the Correctional Complex. The jail complex, the 
court building, and several other public institutions all are physically 
proximate on the same 50-acre site. 

The Psychiatric Institute receives referrals directly from the 
courts and also from staff of Psychiatric Services. The Institute 
assesses defendants for fitness to stand trial and fo.r criminal. respon
sibility; it makes recommendations to the courts for sentencing options; 
and it assesses defendants for possible referrals for. treatment in psych
iatric wards of state hospitals. On the basis of the Psychiatric 
Institute's recommendations, the court may drop criminal charges and 
divert a case to a civil commitment hearing, or it may, for example, 
impose probation wlth special conditions relating to treatment. 
Defendants sent by the court directly to Psychiatric Institute for 
assessment, if not diverted immediately to a civil hearing or sent to a 
state hospital, will be sent to RCDC to await their day in court. At 
that time, RCDC examiners will learn of Psychiatric Institute's 
involvement (a copy of the court order to the Psychiatric Institute is 
sent to the Correctional Complex along with the detainee's other legal 
documents) and will be alert to a possible referral to Psychiatric 
Services. Detainees who were sent for assessment in the Psychiatric 
Institute by Psychiatric Services are returned to Psychiatric Services 
pending the court's determinations. 

Receiving, Classification, and Diagnostic Center (RCDC) 

Over 95 percent of those entering the Correctional Complex come 
through RCDC. The exceptions are women, who are screened in Division 
III, the women's dorm, and those in crisis situations who may be brought 
directly to Psychiatric Services for screening. RCDC case processing is 
shown in Figure 22. 
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Newly arrested detainees arrive in groups. They are stripped of 
clothing, searched, reclothed with jail uniforms, fingerprinted, and 
photographed. They wait in "bullpen" cells until they :l:Le fully 
processed and ready for dispersement to the jail ccmplex's six divisions. 

The intake process includes a series of interviews to detect any 
potential medical or psychological problems. Psychiatric Services 
professional staff and specially trained officers give each entering man 
a short interview (form attached as Appendix B). In emergency 
situations, the man can be removed immedia~ely to 3-North or RTU; 
normally, he will be retained in the bullpens with other detainees until 
they are dispersed as a group. Those with medical problems will receive 
needed medical care and then enter the general jail population. Those 
with serious medical and psychiatric problems may be transported from the 
Correctional Complex ~the secure facility at the Cook County Hospital. 
Most detainees, about 95 percent of those going through RCDC, are sent 
from RCDC directly to the general inma~e population. 

Other types of screening also are done at RCnC. Information is 
acquired for possib~e referral to the jail's drug treat- ment program. 
Detainees also are considered for admission to Treatment Alternatives to 
Street Crime (TASC), a federally funded demonstration program to reduce 
drug- and alcohol-related crimes and recidivism by identifying substance 
abusing offenders and referring them to community- based treatment 
programs. 

Psychiatric Services 

The Psychiatric Services unit, the major topic of this report, is 
shown schematically in Figure 23. It has three major correc- tions 
components: 3-North, RTU, and the inmate "outpatient" program. 
According to its pCllicy manual, Psychiatric Ser":L;::~s accepts detainees 
who have psychotic symptoms; are suicidal; are in serious manic, 
depressive, or toxic states; or present serious adjustment problems. 
The 3-North unit is for acute cases--those who are considered to be 
potenttally dangerous to themselves or to others. RTU is for patients 
~ho need residential care, but who are not dangerous. Outpatient 
services are given to detainees who need supportive care, but who can 
function among the general inmate population. Detainees are transferred 
among the three treatment modalities as needed. 

RTU was designed to administer up to 200 detainees. The inmates 
are housed both in dorms and in individual cells. 

All RTU detainees undergo an intake procedure. During a one-day 
p~riod, the inmate is given a psychiatric screening to supplement the 
screening conducted in RCDC, and he is observed closely by the 
professional staff and the trained corrections officers. After a staff 
consultation, a treatment program is designed including individual 
therapy, group therapy, and chemotherapy. 
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Note: If detainee c~me to Psychiatric Services without arraignment, he or she is retur02d for 
arraignment at the earliest opportunity. If detainee is then returned to jail, he or 
she returns directly to Psychiatric Services without going through RCnC again. At any 
time while in Psychiatric Services, detainee may be released on bond or may be returned 
to court for a scheduled appearance. 
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The RTU is composed of several treatment dorms. For example, the 
second floor of the unit currently houses two drug tr~atment dorms. 
Staff try to move detainees out of treatment within 10 to 15 days, and 
most detainees are transferred, in fact, within a month. Inmates go from 
their treatment dorm to a transition unit that helps prepare them to join 
the general inmate population. A detainee who leaves the transition unit 
usually is considered on outpatient status and provided foJ.lowup services. 

As mentioned earlier, staff may refer detainees for assessments at 
the Psychiatric Institute. This o'ccurs when staff believe that a case 
would be handled better as a c~vil commitment, when they would recommend 
special conditions of probation, or when they feel a detainee needs 
special psychiatric treatment in a state hospital. In these cases, 
inmates are referred for evaluation S.t the Psychiatric Institute and then 
are returned to Psychiatric Services to await further progress of their 
cases through the courts. The Psychiatric Institute's, but not 
Psychiatric Services' records on the detainee will be considered by the 
court at a detainee's hearing. 

The General Jail Inmate Population 

The last figure, Figure 24, shows the process flow for the general 
population of jail inmates. For the most part, inmates remain in the 
general population until they are released after posting bond or, more 
often, until they are brought to trial. The general population also 
includes misdemeanants sentenced to less than one year, who remain at the 
jail until their time is served. 

While in the general inmate population, a detainee may begin to 
experience psychological problems. If the problems are relatively major 
or involve the need for medication, the inmate is referred to the 
Psychiatric Services. This is known as a "back-door referral," both 
because the patient is not referred via the usual RCDC route, and because 
the patient will be sent:Eor an emergency screening literally through the 
back door of the building that houses 3-North. 

If a detainee in the general inmate population is having minor 
personal problems, he or she will receive counseling from staff of the 
Diagnostic and Classification Center. Ibis is another unit within the 
Correctional Complex that provides some psychological assessments and 
treatment. The Diagnostic and Classification Center, with five profes
sional staff, is a carryover from the jail's program begun in 1964 before 
the Harrington case and its impact on the development of the Psychiatric 
Servic~s. The distinction between Psychiatric Services and the Diagnostic 
and Classification Center is largely organizational rather than func
tional; they are funded through different sources. The units coordinate 
their work, however, and probably will continue to merge their activities 
(if not their funding sources) within::the years to come. The jail's drug 
treatment program, for example, cis administered b.y one of the Diagnostic 
and Classification Center's staff', although it is' housed physically as one 
of the treatment dorms in RTU. Finally, if a detainee receiving help 
from the Diagnostic and C1assificat,ion Center begins to deteriorate 
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psychologically, he or she is referred to Psychiatric Services as a 
"back-door" referral. 

Delineation of Mental Health Information Requirements 

This section will review briefly the manner by which the psycho
logical question about a detainee is defined: the mechanisms by which 
information needs are delineated for the Psychiatric Services unit. 
Although detainees·may be referred to Psychiatric Services directly upon 
their entrance to the Correctional Unit, after screening in RCDC or 
through a "back-door" referral from the general inmate populatio~, the 
delineation of needed information is not differentiated by or related to 
referral source, as is usually the case in other forensic mental health 
screening and evaluation programs. Because the Psychiatric Services are 
primarily for the detainee's benefit, the needed information is always the 
same regardless of the referral source: information about the 
psychological well being of the detainee, as delineated by Psychiatric 
Services policy. 

The program's policy manual and its screening form reveal the 
types of information that are typically sought. Overt behavioral symptoms 
are checked for evidence of psychosis, manic or depressive states, or 
chemical dependency. Questions are asked and the detainee's social 
history is discussed to determine potential suicidal or other destructive 
tendencies and to assess potential social difficulties with other 
prisoners. If a complete and accurate diagnosis is difficult and 
important to the determination of a treatment plan, Psychiatric Services 
staff will arrange for psychological testing to provide additional 
information about the detainee. Testing, when done, usually includes 
parts of the Rorschach and Bender tests, but there is no designated 
standard test battery. 

Mechanisms of referral from RCDC to Psychiatric Services are 
routine and straightforward. All incoming detainees are screened, and 
all detainees who are recommended for Psychiatric Services by the 
screeners are sent either to 3-North or to the intake unit at RTU. 
"Back-door" referrals usually are facilitated by a corrections officer 
who arranges for an inmate to enter the emergency intake unit at the rear 
of . the building that houses 3-North, where the detainee is seen almost 
immediately by a Psychiatric Services s'c.aff member. 

Acquisition of Mental Health Information 

F.or most detainees in Psychiatric Services, information is 
acquired at two points. First, all detainees are screened in a st~ctured 
interview using: a standard interview form (see Appendix B) in RCDC. All 
detainees sent to the RTU intake unit or to 3-North then are given a more 
complete interview by a Psychiatric Services staff member. The second 
interview session differs from the first more in extent than in kind. 
The screening interview in RCDC is done rapidly (five to ten minutes) and 
in an impersonal .setting (within sight and hearing of many other incoming 
detainees, at a long, semi-partitioned counter). The second screening 
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interview is done in greater detail over a longer time (perhaps 15 to 30 
minutes, or more if necessary) and in relative privacy (usually in a 
setting in which the conversation cannot be overheard). 

Each day, Psychiatric Services professional staff meet as a group 
to discuss all the detainees who have been referred to them during the 
previous 24 hours. The person who performed the RTU or 3-North intake 
screening discusses the interview with the staff. The detainee is 
assigned a primary therapist, a diagnosis and treatment plan is fashioned 
and agreed upon, and decisions are made regarding the need for further 
intervi.ews, testing, and medication. 

Once each week staff members review their entire caseload as a 
group. Information is shared about detainees in Psychiatric Services and 
recommendations are made to maintain or to alter treatments, or to 
transfer the detainee to the general inmate population. 

Provision and Use of Mental Health Information 

In the Psychiatric Services program few problems are encountered 
in providing information to those who need it or in making use of it. 
Those who collect the information are those who use it; the information 
is not gathered by a specialized forensic mental health screening and 
evaluation fad.lity and then provided to a separate treatment unit. 

Psychiatric Services uses a team approach for providing therapy. 
Many different typf!S of therapy are employed, depending upon the psycho
logical strengths of the individuals involved. The initial placement and 
the treatment plan depend strongly upon the information acquired in the 
fir$tscre~~)ing and in subsequent staff conferences. Changes in ther~py 
depend more strongly, however, on the observations of staff as they work 
with the detainee and discuss the person's behavior and progress at staff 
meetings. 

Information about each detainee is considered confidential. It is 
not released or shared with any others. If it is in the detainee's best 
interest, and only with written consent, an inmate's records may be' 
transferred to a community mental health facility, to the Psychiatric 
Institute, or to a court; but this happens infrequently. 

Information Feedback, Monitoring, and Program Evaluation 

The purpose of this section is to review activities, procedures, 
and mechanisms of the Psychiatric Services that provide information about 
the program to the program staff. Evaluative information is useful to 
ensure quality control and to help initiate and assess program change. 

The Psychiatric Services program has a written procedures manual 
to guide its operations. The document contains policies and descriptions 
covering topics such as the procedures for screening new inmates, 
criteria for admissions to RTU or to 3-North, the team approach to 
treatment planning and therapy, and the use of staff meetings •. 
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Observations made during our visit to the Psychiatric Services lead to 
the conclusion that the policy manual contains accurate and perti
nent information that can be used in conducting day-to-day operational 
activities (Note 8). 

The Harrington consent decree established certain standards for 
the mental health services to be provided at the Correctional Complex. 
As examples, it specified that every incoming detainee shall be screened 
for psychological problems, that the mental health dormitories shall 
maintain a ratio of at least one corrections officer for every ten 
inmates, and that all corrections officers shall receive specialized 
training in mental health care. The decree also specified that six 
reports were to be filed to the court within a two-year period after the 
date of the settlement, providing a list of information to be reported 
with which the court could evaluate how well the correctional facility 
was meeting the court's mandate. It is presumed that this information 
has been reviewed as part of the process employed by the court-appointed 
panel. 

Psychiatric Services staff have been keeping regular statistics 
and filing them as reports to the court on a monthly basis. As mentioned 
earlier, a special panel filed a report to the court in June 1980, 
regarding the Correctional Complex's response to the consent decree. All 
available statistics and the 1980 report indicate that the services 
specified in the decree are being provided, and that the Psychiatric 
Services unit is continuing to expand and deliver services even beyond 
those originally expected. 

Finally, staff at Psychiatric Services are working with professors 
from Northwestern Uni~ersity and from the University of Chicago 
in a number of training and research projects connected to their program. 
Other reports about the program are being prepared for publication by the 
mental health staff at this writing. Psychiatric Services staff have 
participated in national conferences to .share experiences with other 
mental health workers in corrections environments. 

The only discernible major problem regarding information feed-
back stems from the insular position the program maintains regarding the 
provision of information to other agencies. Probably .because no mechanism 
exists for providing information about detainees to the courts, no mecha
nism exists ·for transmitting information back to the Psychiatric Services 
from the courts. According to monthly statistics for 1979, between 60 
and 90 percent of the Psychiatric Services cases are terminated 
because a detainee returns to court. When this happens, the Psychiatric 
Services ,unit loses all contact with the detainee; they receive no infor
mation about the disposition of the detainee's case. Clearly, Psychiatric 
Services records could be of value to other mental health workers who may 
come into contact with the detainee, whether the detainee is imprisoned, 
placed on probation, or released. 

Feedback and long-term followup are recognized by the Psychiatric 
Services staff as desirable functions, but they have not yet been 
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implemented in a substantial manner, primarily because of limited staff 
resources. Also, many individuals return to the Correctional Complex on 
new charges; it would be useful for Psychiatric Services to have access 
to the court's records of the dispositions of the detainees' previous 
cases. The absence of this information is a source of frustra- tion for 
the Psychiatric Services staff, for which no immediate relief is in sight. 

MENTAL HEALTH DIAGNOSTIC SERVICES FOR JAIL INMATES, NASHVILLE (TENNESSEE) 
SHERIFF'S OFFICE 

The Diagnostic Services for Jail Inmates Project (hereafter DSJI) 
is in the·Correctional Rehabilitation Division of the Nashville Sheriff's 
Department. It provides intake mental health screening of male 
defendants awaiting trial for felony charges in the Nashville jails, as 
well as limited treatment to mentally ill defendants. The basic purposes 
of DSJI are a) to inform jail wardens and counselors about potential 
problems that individual inmates may present and to suggest special 
handling, and b) to identify and treat inmates with major mental health 
problems, especially suicidal or psychotic problems. The inmates 
screened generally are in the early stages of the pretrial process and 
DSJI reports and treatment usually are aimed at the pretrial detention 
stage, rather than the post-sentencing stage. DSJI, however, also 
evaluates a few inmates being considered for parole or work-release and, 
on occasion, for pretrial release. 

DSJI is currently funded by the Tennessee Law Enforcement Planning 
Agency under a formula (block) grant administered by the Tennessee 
Department of Justice. The project began on October 1, 1979; the early 
stages of the project. were devoted to hiring staff and planning project 
operations. Inmate evaluations did not begin until November 1 1979. 
The Sheriff's Department hired two masters-level psychometrici~ns for the 
project and it retained two consultants, a psychiatrist to work 10 hours 
per month and a doctorate-level clinical psychologist to work 40 hours 
per month. The project staff also includes a secretary and a program 
coordinator, who is also a jail counselor. 

Nashville, a city of some 800,000, has a metropolitan government 
that combines the former city and county governments. All local jails 
are within the authority of the Sheriff's Department. The department has 
four facilities: the Metropolitan Jail, the Detention Center, the 
Metropolitan Workhouse, and the Pre-Release Center. The Metropolitan 
Jail is the most important facility for the purpose of this program. It 
houses only defendants awaiting trial for felonies and, of course, only 
defendants not out on bond or pretrial release. Defendants are not 
sentenced to serve prison terms in the Metropolitan Jail. 

All booking (initial jailing after arrest) is done in the 
Detention Center. After booking, defendants charged with felonies are 
typically sent to the Metropolitan Jail; misdemeanor defendants remain in 
the Detention.Center unless they are released on bond. The Detention 
Center also receives offenders sentenced to prison terms of six months or 
less. The Pre-Release Center is a minimum security facility that 
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receives inmates referred from other prisons for several months prior to 
their release. Inmates are typically on work-release and are absent from 
jail during working hours. 

The Metropolitan Workhouse is the location of all DSJI offices and 
screening operations. Most Workhouse inmates are employed in various 
work details during the day and spend the nights in six-man cells. The 
several categories of inmates in the Workhouse are (1) men serving prison 
terms of six months to a year (between the maximum term for the Detention 
Center and the minimum term for the state penitentiary); (2) men with 
sentences of one to five years specifically sentenced to the Wor~house by 
a judge; and (3) "contract" inmates sent to the Workhouse under a 
contract between the sheriff and the Tennessee Department of Corrections 
permitting the latter to relieve prison overcrowding by transferring up 
to 100 prisoners to the Workhouse. The Workhouse also holds some inmates 
awaiting trial for felonies who would ordinarily go to the Metropolitan 
Jail. These, include prisoners needing medical attention available in the 
Workhouse, defendants awaiting trial in the local federal court, 
juveniles bound over to the adult courts, inmates separated from others 
who may threaten them, and prisoners with suicidal tendencies. All 
Workhouse inmates are male. 

The number of referrals to the project, and hence the demands'on 
the project staff, has varied greatly. At the beginning, DSJI received 
about a dozen referrals per week, too many for the single psychometrician 
originally hired. Then, after a second psychometrician was hired, inmate 
referrals decreased. There was not enough DSJI work to keep the 
psychometricians fully occupied, and they performed other tasks in the 
Correctional Rehabilitation Division of the Sheriff's Dep~rtment such as 
screening inmates to be transfer~ed from the state prison to the 
Workhousc, counscling jail inmates, and screening prospectiv~ jaIl 
guards. In June 1980, the DSJI greatly changed its, proceduL'~s, al:l 
described in this section of the chapter. These ch,anges subsequently 
increased the number of referrals, such that DSJI s(~reening now fully 
occupies the staff's time. 

Process Flow 

The flow diagram in Figure 25 gives a simplified outline of the 
case processing and information flow in DSJI. The steps will be 
described fully in the following three sections; only an overview is 
provided here. 

The selection of inmates for screening and evaluation by DSJI is 
automatic. There is no referral source as such. Each inmate on the 
"bound-over docket" (defendants newly enteriQZ the jails, prior to 
indictmeq,t) is sent to DSJI in the Workhouse:unless he (a) is out on 
bond, (b) was screened earlier by DSJI, or (c) is being screened (e.g., 
for competency to stand trial) by the local community mental health 
center. The.DSJI screening ends and the inmate is'returned to the jail 
if the DSJI staff discovers that he was recently screened for mental 
health services, either at DSJI or elsewhere, or whenever the inmate does 
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Figure 25. Screening and Evaluation Case 'Flow in the Diagnostic Services for Jail Inmates (DSJI) Project in 
Nashville. 
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o I'n add1° t1.° on, at any time during o 0 0 for the screen1og. 0 
g1.ve perm1.ss1.on be released on bond, in wh1.ch case examination process, an inmate U\ll,y 
screening process terminates. 

The first stage of DSJI evaltl.l~tion, conduc;:t-;d by 0 PSYChomet~i-d 
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~ut ~s ~:t:~~:~l~ns~~Ib!~~ ~:et~~r~~~roPolitan Jail as soon as the 
1nma eo of 1.°S completed. screen~ng and treatment, 1. any, 

Delineation of Mental Health Information Requirements 

f DSJI clients is the By far the most important source 0 0 0 0 f 1 
' 1't J il which houses inmates awa1t1ng t:rl.~l for a~l o~~Ch ::!:;~~.L ~~Iapr~vides mental health screening for al:o:; retrial 
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d dt be defendants who are charge W1 

screene ten 0 . f the Nashville area, because these o s or who are not nat1ves 0 . 1 1 ~ 
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Metropolitan Jail transmits defendants who have beenpl~ced on 
the "bo~::-over docket," which con.tains mainly defendants who are about 
to be considered by the grand jury for possible indictment; but some are 
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o 01 0 f om week to week· accor 1ng 0 t DSJI from the Metropol1.tan Ja1 var1es r 0 . ' 1 h h D~I records, there are typically some seven or e1ght 1nmates, a t oug 

there may be as f/?w as 'two and as many as a dozen. 

" E~~h'week DSJI screens one or two other inmates in addition to 
tho.e~~;rred from the IIetropolitan Jail. S~e are felony d'fen~:~~s 

't; trial in the Workhouse or the Detent10n Center (only as. 
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~~:;: are some referrals 'of sentenced pr1
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Prior to screening, defendants are transferred to the Workhouse, 
where the project staff is located. Each Friday the Project Coordinator 
of DSJI receives a copy of the "bound-over docket" for each day of the 
current, week from the Criminal Court, the loc'd court with jur,isdiction 
over felony cases. The names of defendants who are still in jail are 
recorded (most defendan~:s are on bond, as indicated on the docket by the 
name of the bonding firm); cards for these defendants are pulled from the 
jail r~gistry; and the warden is asked to have identified inmates 
prepared for transport to the Workhouse on the follo~~ng Monday morning. 

The Project Coordinator and other project staff remove defendants' 
names from the "bound-over" list, even though still in, the Metropolitan 
Jail, under two circumstances. First, if DSJI has alr,eady screened a 
defendant, when the defendant was arrested earlier on other charges, it 
will not evaluate a"second time. The Project Coordinator sometimes 
recognizes a defendant previously screened by DSJI when first reviewing 
the bound-over docket, or DSJI staff recognize the defendant when the 
bound-over docket is taken back to DSJI offices on Friday. The names of 
prospective defendants are usually checked against the file list of 
pr.eviousl,y evaluated defendants. The second circumstance in which 
defendants are eliminated from DSJI services occurs when defendants are 
being assessed for competence to stand trial or criminal responsibility 
by the local community mental health center, the Dede Wallace Mental 
Health Center. Dede Wallace staff inform DSJI of such defendants, and 
the Project Coordinator removes their names from the list of inmates 
transferred to the Workhouse for screening. There have beell very few 
such defendants, however. 

The next step is transporting the defendant from the Metropolitan 
Jail to the Workhouse, a distance of about two miles through downtown 
NashVille. A deputy sheriff performs this task, usually within one week 
of the defendant's admission to the jail. However, because of court 
scheduling conflicts, medical difficulties, or disciplina7CY problems, 
this move may be delayed for up to four w'eeks. Upon arri.ving at the 
Workhouse, the inmate is placed in a secure area; unlike regular 
WorkhouseinlDates, he cannot leave the building. According to DSJI 
staff, the inmates often complain that the Workhouse facilities are worse 
than those of the jail, because they are not permitted to participate in 
recreation, commissary, or Visiting privileges in the Workhouse. These 
activities are prohibited for security C9Dsideraeions and because of the 
staff's position that pretrial defendancs should not be mixed with 
inmates serving sentences. 

DSJI receives no information or formal instructions ,.from the 
Metropolitan Jail. The only referral information is contained in the 
bound-ove~ docket list, which gives only the inmate's 'jail number, court 
docket number, and pretrial release status. (The Metropolitan Jail gives 
the Project Coordinator a card with information about the defendant, 
including the charge; but the card is used only for planning security 
arrangements and is not given to the remaining DSJI staff.) 
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Acquisition of Mental Health Information 

The first stages of the screening procedures are conducted by the 
two DSJI psychometricians. After the jail guards escort the defendants 
to a classroom in t.he Workhouse, a psychometrician explains the purpose 
of the examinations, i.e., to help the i'wnates, ma1.n1y by treating those 
with mental problems. The inmates are told that the screening is 
voluntary and that they may refuse and return immediately to the 
Metropolitan Jail. Few inmates refuse. At this initial meeting, also, a 
defendant may mention to DSJI staff that he 'was recently given 
psychological scr~ening, either at DSJI or elsewhere, such as a community 
mental health center or state forensic mental hospital. A 
psychometrician then asks the defendant ~;,len and where the screening took 
place. If it appears that the DSJI screening would largely duplicate 
recent screening .e1sewhere, the psychometrician terminates screening and 
returns the defendant to the Metropolitan Jail. The staff estimates, 
however, that only about 1 in 20 inmates leaves because he declines to 
volunteer or because previous psychological evaluation is discovered 
after arriving at the Workhouse. 

A more co~on cause C?f attrition from the DSJI potential case load 
occurs when defendants, posta bond. I.lIilates are released, of course, the 
moment they receive bond, even in the midst of a psychological 
evaluation. Hence, in about 20 percent of the cases, the staff conducts 
at least some testi,ng and .interviewing, but do~~ not p~epare a report 
because the inmate is released. 

The information used in the screening is developed from 
interviews, 'psychological tests, and, in a ff!w cases, records obtained 
from other ins~r~utions. There are three stages in the screening 
process: testj/ng and initial interview conducted by two' 
psychometric~;'.ins, a psychologist I s interview, and a psychiatric 
interview. , 1!'h~ last stage occurs in ()nly a minority of cases, when the 
DSJI psycholl~gist refers the defendant to the consulti,ng psychiatrist;. 

T~~ting and Initial Interview 

The week's group of inmates is assembled in a classroom in the 
Workh<7',use, us~11y on MCaday afternoon, and psychological testing a~d 
interviews begin. The procedure:,varies little from case to ca'se.The 
psycnomeCricians first administer the Mirihesota Multiphasic .. Personality 
Inventory (MMPI), giving a,copy to each client and instructing him how to 
~ill out the answer sheet. Each inmate' s'·'work on the MMPI is temporarily 
interrupted while he is taken info another rl)om for an inter'view with one 
of the ewo, pJ;ychometricians.The psychomet,r:icianalso a'dministers the 
Wechsler' Adult Int'elligehce S:ca1.a (WAIS) test and 'then ~om~letesthe 
I' Jailor Workhouse Interview Form." Each of these two steps takes " 
apprOXimately 30 minutes. The "Jailor Workhouse Interview Form" which:;/' , " 
is used fQr every person coming into the Workhous~ or Metropolitan Jail, 
requests considerable information about the inmate's social history. The 
only part direc,~lyrelevant to mental hea1th1>ro~lems, however, is a 
questio1l:',~regard~ng past' psychiatric treatment; t~is question is usually 
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asked e~rly in the interView, and an affirmative answer leads to close 
questiqning about the past mental health services given the inmate. 

The psychometricians do not prepare written reports as such. The 
written information given the psychiatrist is the testing results and the 
material in the interview form, supplemented occasionally by a short 
note. The psychometricians closely observe the inmate while 
administering the WAIS and completing the interview form, and they tell 
the consulting psychologist about any indications of mental health 
problems. 

The psych(~metricians and the psychologist believe that the MMPI 
and the WAIS are the major sources of test information. The 
psychometricians also routinely administer the Rotter Incomplete Sentence 
Blank and the House-Tree-Person Drawing Technique tests. If the inmate 
is illiterate, the psychometrician administers a Mini-MULT, a short 
version of the MMPI given orally. The psychometricians also administer 
the Bender Motor Gestalt tests to some inmates, generally when the 
previous tests indicate that there may be organic brain damage. DSJI 
also maintains materials for administering the Thematic Apperception Test 
(TAT) and the Rorschach Ink Blot Test, but the psychomet~icians have not 
used these tests, mai,n1y because they take considera bIe, time to 
administer. The consulting psychologist, as will be discussed below, 
sometimes administers the TAT during his interview, which follows the 
psychometricians' screening. 

DSJI plans to add the General Aptitude Test Battery eGATB).The 
GATB, which takes over two hours to administer, has 12 ti~sts that yield 9 
aptitude scores in the area of verbal aptitude, numerical aptitude, 
spacial perception, form perception, clerical perception, motor 
coordination, finger dexterity, and manual dexterity. The battery is 
intended primarily for use in counseling individuals who are looking for 
occupations or vocational choices (Freeman, 1950). The stated reason for 
adding this test was to make DSJI evaluations compatible with the prison 
intake screening evaluations performed oy the Tennessee Department of 
Corrections for state penal institutions. The aim is to relieve the 
Department of Corrections of the need to conduct intake evaluations of 
inmates. who have alrl,eady been. screened by DSJI. 

The psychometricians' tests and interviews generally take about 
five hours during Monday afternoons and, typically, Tuesday mornings. 
The psychometricians obtain further information in only a few cases. 
.\1though they do not routinely interview the clients' relatives some , , 

information may be o~tained when relatives telephone DSJI to inquire 
about the inm~te's sfatus. Also, if the defendant i,ndicates that he was 
treated at a men~a1 health facility, the project staff tries to acquire 
relevant earli$r records. A release from the inmate, however, is 
necessary to obt~in this information, except that the staff may receive, 
without release, any information from an institution that is part of the 
state or' 1,oca1 government. 
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Psychologists' Interviews 

The next stage in the DSJI screening is an interview conducted by 
the c,onsulting psychologist. The diagnostic interview is generally half 
an hour to an hour in length, and takes place on Wednesday, after the 
psychometricians' screenings are completed. Prior to the interView, the 
psychologist studies the test results and the social history information 
on the interview form. The only other information he is likely to have 
before his interview are verbal reports from the psychometrician about 
possible mental health problems that were observed during testing. On 
rare occasio~s the psychologist may also hay, reports from mental health 
centers or institutions where the inmate was treated earlier. 

The psychologist conducts a loosely structured diagnostic ' 
interview without the use of standard forms or lists of written 
questions. He especially looks for the existence of recurrent patterns 
in the inmate's life (e.g., a long history of violent actions), evidence 
of organic brain damage such as psychomotor epilepsy, mental 
deficiencies, and evidence of psychosis, depression, suicidal tendencies, 
or othe.r mental health problems. The psychologist also administers the 
TAT in a few cases. And on rare occasions, especially in cases of family 
violence, he interviews the inmate's wife or other family members. 

Immediately following each interview, the psychologist dictates 
his report, to be typed later by the DSJI secretary. (The contents of 
the report 'will be described in the following section.) He then 
informally discusses each case with the psychometricians, outlining his 
opinion of the problems. He also decides whether the lnmate should be 
referred to the consulting psychiatrist. Such referrals for psychi
atric examination, made in about 15 or 20 percent of the cases, are 
usually done because the inmate seems psychotic, depressed, or otherwise 
mentally ill. The major stated purpose of tge referrals is to obtain 
medication that requires the psychiatrist's prescription. The 
psychologist also refers inmates to the psychiatrist if he suspecl;,s,{ 
organic brain damage; the purpose of the referral is to determine the 
need Ior further referral to a neurologist. (In a. few emergency cases, 
when the psych:>metrician believes that the inmate needs immediate 
medication, the psychiatrist will be requested to make an emergency 
visit\~,) The psychiatrist then will come without the intermediate step of 
a referral by the psychologist.) 

The inmate usua1:1y returns to the Metropolitan Jail after the 
psychologist's in~erview. He remains at the Workhouse, 6f course, if 
scheduled for a psychiatric interview; typically the psychiatric 
inf'erview takes place on Thursday, and the illIDate returns to the 
Metropolitan Jail immediately after the interview. A very few inmates; 
especially suicidal inmates, remain in the Workhouse after screening so 
the DSJI staff~an watch them closely. 
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Provi~ion and Use of Mental Health Information 

The Report and Recommendations 

The major result of the DSJI screening and :valuation is ~: report 
about each inmate screened.' The report is typical.Ly a single pa~le to a 
page and a half in length, lecter-sized, and single spaced. The ,!typical 
report first lists the psychological tests given. It then descr~,bes the 
inmate's criminal history, his personal appearance, the crime ch~frged as 
described by the inmate, and his social history. The latter emp'Fsizes 
mental health, alcohol, and drug problems and treatments. The n~~xt 
section of the report gives the psychological testing results anf 
interpretations of the results. ' 

The final section of the report contains the psychologist'; s 
recommendations concerning how the inmate should be handled by tltle jail 
personnel and what types of treatment should be given the inmate~ About 
three quarters of the reports advise the jail to maintain standa,rd 
procedures in handling the inmate. In the others the psychi~trist 
recommends that the inmate be given special treatmel'>';t or subJectled to 
special precautions ;in' the institution. The latter includes rec,~mmenda
tions that the inmate have limited segregation (separation from :~ail
mates), that he be watched especially as an escape or suicide risk, or 
that he be given medication while in custody (this requires review by the 
psychiatrist). A common recommendation is that the inmate be referred to 
a substance abuse program for alcohol or drug treatment. A few inmates 

" are referred to the local community mental health center for treatment. 

Uses of the Report 

The report is sent to the assistaqt superintendent of the 
Metropolitan Jail, who in turn shows it to rehabilitation counselors. It 
is used when handling the inmate while he awaits trial. The report is 
not given to the courts and is not used directly for incompetency or 
responsibility issues. There are, however, other uses of the report and 
the information obtained from the DSJI screening: 

-In a few cases DSJI ascertains that the inmate mi,ght be 
incompetent to stand trial or not guilty by reason of insanity. 
DSJI then telephones the inmate's counsel and the District 
Attorney to inform them of this possibility, and they generally 
will initiate examinations for these purposes in the community 
mental health center. DSJI does not .send the report to the 
attorneys. 
--The psychologist holds treatment sessions with a few inmates 
found to have suicidal tendencies. 
--Inmates might later be sentenced to the Workhouse, and the 
report is available to the counselors as an aid in their 
counseling. 
--If the inmate is sentenced to a state penal institution, the 
report is sent to the intake screening and classification unit 
theree "At present, the t'epot't supplies only part of the inior-
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mation needed by the state department of corrections; with the 
DSJI's expansion of testing, however, it will probably provide all 
the information needed. 
--The report is also sent to any other state or local govern- ment 
agency requesting it or to a private agency if the inmate permits, 
principal~y .to ~he community mental health center when inmates are 
referred there for treatment by the project. 

In addition, of course, the report forms the basis of the 
psychologist's referral of the inmate for psychiatric information. The 
psychologist either gives the psychiatrist a copy of the report or 
communicates verbally his concerns and reason fori:eferral~ In rare 
cases, the psychiatrist will refer the inmate to the Workhouse physician 
if a medi~l examination or care seems necessary. Drugs prescribed by 
the psychiatrist in DSJI are mild drugs, usually tranquilizer~, that do 
not require physical examinations before prescription. 

When cases are referred to the psychiatrist,the psychiatrist 
prepares a short report presenting a diagnosis and prescribing medicine. 
A typical psychiatric report is shown in Appendix C. Th:i.s report: is not 
sent eo the Metropolitan Jail; rather, it remains in the inmate's file in 
the Workhouse and a copy is given to the jail nurse. 

Feedback, Monitoring, and Program Evaluation 

Management, Monitoring, and Feeqback to Staff 

In general, the project is managed by the psychologist and the 
project director through informal conversation and meetings with the 
staff, mainly the two psychometricians. !he psychologist talks with them 
once a week after he conducts his interviews. DSJI does not have the 
formal administration envisioned by the Standards for Psychological 
Services in Adult Jails and Prisons (American Association of Correctional 
Psychologists, 1980); specifically, there are no. formal organizat::ion 
charts showing detailed lines of authority and no rormal monthly 
administrative meetings as recommended by Standards 4 and 7. DSJI staff, 
however, often informally discuss current problems and often adjust 
operations in response. 

There has been very little feedback from the Metropolitan Jail to 
theOo'DSJI staff about the quality of reports sent :'01:: about what has 
happened to the inmates once screened. The psychoiogist ~ho makes the 
major decisions and prepares the report seldom sees inmates after 
screening. The major exceptions are informal feedback when inmates are 
later sentenced to the Workhouse and treated there and when the 
psychologist holds treatment sessions with the few pretrial inmates 
reta:f.ned in the Workhollse after screening because they have apparent 
suicidal tendencies.· One reason for the limited feedback to the 
psychologist is that DSJI is only a diag~ostic team; treatment generally 
is administered by others. Another reason is that the psychologist 
»elieves conflict-of-interest restrictions prevent him from recommending 
treatment by him as a private practitioner. 
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Routine Statistical Reporting 

The routi~e statistical reporting in the DSJI's internal reports 
contains standard summary demographic information, including the race, 
age, crimes, and intelligence range of the inmates screened, the number 
of inmates for whom alcohol and drug treatment was recommended, and 'the 
number found to be psychotic or to require suicidal precautions. The 
internal reports show that about 60 percent have been found to need drug 
or alcohol treatment, about 10 percent/ .. !-.avs- been found to be psychotic, 
and about 5 percent have been found to have suicidal tendencies. 

Special Studies and Reports 

To date there have been no special studies or reports. However, 
one of the psychometricians is presently conducting a followup study 
using several methods. The Metropolitan Police Department computer, . 
which contains arrest and incarceration records for all local inmates and 
which is connected with the FBI's centeralized computer, is used to 
identify inmates screened by the project who are still in the local jails. 
Plans have been made to determine whether the recommendations and conclu
sions in the DSJI reports were followed for these inmates. Preliminary 
results indicated that 7 of the first 21 inmates screened (in November 
and December 1979) are still in the Metropolitan Jail; six are still 
awaiting trial. The computer search has also located screened inmates 
who are in the Tennessee State Prison and who, thus, have been subjected 
to psychological screening and. examination by i'he prison intake classi
fication unit. The psychometrician has begun to obtain the unit's files 
to compare those test results and psychological findings with those of 
DSJI. No definite evaluation cri.teria have been developed, but he 
generally has noted the similarity of MMPI scores and treatment 
recommendations resulting from DSJI screening and the prison intake 
screening. 

DSJI maintains a file on each inmate screened. These files, 'which 
may be a valuable source of evaluation information, contain the completed 
interview form, the test results, the psychologist's report, 
and the psychiatrist's report, if any. The files are available to in
ternal researchers and probably would be available to external researchers 
if sufficient precautions were taken to preserve confidentiality. 

Recent Changes ' 

Soon after the site visit to the DSJI in May 1980, several changes 
were made to increase the number of screenings, to enhance efficiency, 
and to provide greater feedback. In mid-June, one psychometrician began 
screening inmates in the Metropolitan Jail, while the other continues to 
screen them in the Worlthouse. The consulting psychologist and 
,psychiatrist now both go to the Jail and the Workhouse one day each 
week. The Jail Superintendent determines which inmates a~e sent to the 
Workhouse for screening and which remain in the Metropolitan Jail; the 
basic criteria are that inmates who seem to be security risks or to be 
psychotic remain in the Metropolitan Jail for screening. The original 
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grant application for the DSJI project stated that the screening was to 
be done in the Metropolitan Jail, but the DSJI staff decided that the 
Jail, which is very old, does not have sufficient facilities for 
screenings. After a half-year's experience with screening in the 
Workhouse, however, the DSJI decided to move much of the screening to the 
Jail despite the poor facilities. There are several reasons for this 
decision: the security problems and logistic difficulties of 
transferring prisoners to the Workhouse, the lack of' feedback about the 
prisoners and their treatment after the screening (this was discussed 
above), and the inability of the psychiatrist to monitor medication of 
inmates. Hence, the move to the Metropolitan Jail may well increase the 
ability of the DSJI staff to improve their services through information 
about the impact of the screening. 

DSJI also changed the procedure for selecting inmates to be 
screened to increase the number of clients, which had declined during the 
program's first six months. DSJI no longer relies on the bound-over 
docket as the source of inmates. It screens all inmates entering the 
Metropolitan Jail. DSJI is also screening inmates who were not screened 
earlier because, for a variety of reasons, they were not on the 
bound-over docket. In addition, woman inmates are now being screened; 
they could not be screened before because the Workhouse does not have 
female inmates (while the Metropolitan Jail does). Finally, DSJI is 
rescreening inmates who are still in the Jail six months after the 
original screening; in the rescreening, however, the only psychological 
test given is the MMPI. 

The problems of transportation to, and housing in, the Workhouse 
have been alleviated. Also, most inmates now are screened within two 
days after they a~~ive in the Metropolitan Jail, less than half the time 
for inmates sct'e~n~,ti in the Workhouse. It should be noted, however, that 
Standard 23 of the Standards for Psychological Services in Adult Jails 
and Prisons (see page 5 in this paper) implies that scr~ening should be 
performed immediately after admission. " 

The new procedures have important implications for the project's 
monitoring and feedback operations. The continual access to the 
Metropolitan Jail inmates now permits the DSJI staff to follow inmates 
after screening and, therefore, to determine whether the recommendations 
made in the original report were followed by the Jail and whether they 
were accurate in view of later developments. The second screening given 
t.O inmat~s after six months serves much the same purpose and it also 
provides information about possible effects of incarceration on inmates. 

PIERCE COUNTY (WASHING'tON) JAIL SOCIAL SERVICES AND CENTRAL INTAKE UNIT 

Brief History and Overview 

In early 191'8, Willlam Regan, S~perintendent of the Pierce County 
Jail, in an e'ffort to moder.niz£> -c-hi:s jail's operation, enlisted the 
assistance of Pacific Lutheran University Social Welfare Profess'dr'K.ci:thy 
Briar to develop a program to facilitate the provision of social services 
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tO,jail inmates: The Social Services Unit was created as a result of 
th1s collaboratlon. The Unit began operating in March 1978 t h '1 ' , ' as a wo-mont 
expe:lmenta program. In1tlal staffing consisted of two I~ocial workers 
servlng on,a,volunt~er basis during the experimental peri()d. In June 
1978, ~he Jall rece1~ed private donations to provide for the continued 
operat1on of the Soc1al Services Unit. Since 1978, Unit staff have 
secured Law Enforcement Asshtance Administration (LEAA) and Compreh ' 
Em~loyment and Training Act (CETA), grants permitting an expansion o/~~~ve 
un1t and of the scope of the services it provides. 

The Social Ser~ices ~nit currently consists of two operations: a 
Central ,I~take Scree~lng Unlt (CIU), which s,creens persons upon admission 
~o th~ Jal1 and ~rovldes crisis intervention for inmates requiring 
1mme?late att~nt1?n at any time during incarceration, and a Social 
~erv1ce ?00rdlnatl0n Un~t (CU), ,which provides case management for 
1nmates 1n need of servlces. CIU'screenings are conducted from 7-00 
until 12:?O midn~gh~, seven days per week. An attempt is made to·scr:~:· 
~ll.pr~tr~al admlss10ns except those held for charges pending in other 
Jurlsdlctl0ns. (Offenders sentenced to jail by the court are not 
screened.) The CIU screening identifies inmates with drug alcohol 
mental ~ealth, or other problems and may result in referrais to the'CU 
for soclal.needs a~sessments and special services. The screening also 
gener~tes l~format~on useful to the arraignment judge in determining 
quest10ns ot pt'e~r~al release. The CU receives referrals of jail' inmates 
from a~torneys, Ja11 guards or other jail personnel, family members, and 
other lnmates, as well as from the CIU. All jail inmates are eligible 
for the CU's.ser~ices, including sentenced offenders and inmates held for 
~harges pendlng 1n other jurisdictions. CU staff assess the nature of 
~nm:tes' p~oblems, p~ovide counseling, and make arrangements for inmates 
A~th~co:e.lnvolv~d wlth community social service programs upon release 
th c~g 1n so~e respe7ts.the services they provide overlap, the CIU a~d 

e ar~ baslca~ly d1st1nct, complementary operations. In essence~ the 
CIU f~nctl0ns to 1dentify problem cases in the jail, and the CU functions 
to brlng to these cases the appropriate social services. 

. The Social Services Unit ~taff consists of ten social workers: 
CIU.dlrector and three CIU "screeners" funded by aLE f 
Asslstance Administratio (LEAA) Pr .' aw n orcement 

a 

"coordin t "f d d n etrlal and Overcrowding grant a CU 
a or un e out of the jail superintendent's budget and five CU 

case manage:s (a drug counselor and an alcohol counselor fun~ed by an 
LEAA Intenslve Dr?g and Alcohol Jail Services grant and three . 
employment/educatlon counselors funded by a CETA grant). 

._ The Pl.' erce County Jail serves Pierce,County d h . 
T W h ~n t e Clty of 

acoma! as longton. Th~ jail has an averag1k daily 1nmate population of 
approxlmately 250. D~rlong the period October 15, 1979, through March 
1980, 5,835 p~r~ons were processed with criminal charges at the jail; , 
2,643 were.ellgloble for central intake screening' and 1 698 of th 
screened by CIU staff. ' ,. ese were 
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Process Flow 

The flow of cases into, through, and out of the Social Ser'vices 
Unit is depicted in,Figures 26 and 27. 

Central Intake Screening 

Figure 26 indicates the manner in which cases are received and 
processed by the CIU of the Social Services Unit. When a person is 
arrested in Tacoma or Pierce County, the arresting officer transports the 
person to the Pierce County Jail, where an officer charges ("books") the 
person with a particular crime. The charging ("booking") officer 
completes a "booking sheet" and posts a copy at the main desk for 
inspection by the director of the CIU. The CIU director periodically 
reviews new booking sheets and assigns CIU screeners to intervi~w 
qualifying inmates. If the arresting or charging officerbeli!a\res that a 
person entering the jail may be experiencing an emotional or other crisis 
or otherwise im in need of emergency services, the off:f.cer may contact a 
CIU screener directly and request that he immediat~ly irtterview the 
arrestee. Similarly, if an inmate experiences a crisis at any time 
during his incarceration, any jail personnel may re'quest that a CIU 
screener interview the inmate. ' ~ 

The CIU screener interviews the inmate, verifies the inmate's 
statements (by telephoning his family, doctors, etca), and prepares a 
report of the interview results. If the screener believes an inmate 
charged with or convicted of a misdemeanor clearly is disordered 
mentally, he may, with the approvaJ, of the jail supervising officer on 
duty, the jail superintendent, or the cru director, request a mental 
health professional from the Office oflnvolunta~y Commitment to visit 
the jail and assess the civil cOlllInJ:ttability of t:he inmate. (The Office 
of Involuntary Commitment is a state department with powers of civil 
commitment.) If the ccru screener is uncertain about the mental condition 
of a misdemeanant or alleged misdemeanant, he may contact a "crisis 
intervention worker" from the area Comprehensive Mental Health Center (a 
private, nonprofit organization in Tacoma), who will interview the inmate 
and consult with the screener regarding the advisability of pursuing 
civil commitment (i.e., arranging for an assessment by a mental health 
professional from the Office of Involuntary Cammitment). Inmates charged 
with or convicted of felonies ordinarily are evaluated for civil 
commitXlle'nt only upon court order. A CIU screener believing such an 
evaluation appropriate typically contacts t.he defense attorney and the 
prosecutor and urges them to arrange fora court-ordered evaluation. If 
the inmate is in "acute crisis" (defined by a Social Services Unit policy 
statement as "so out of control or suicidal tha~ immediate action [need] 
be taken to assure appropriate care and safety for the detainee"),the 
screener may directly telephone a psych:f.atrist at Western State Hospi tal's 
Mentally III Offender Unit and request an emergency evaluation at the 
jail. If the screener suspects that an inmat.e may be in withdrawal from 
drugs or alcohol, he must notify the jail supervisor on duty and an 
appropriate social service case manager. If a screener believes an inmate 
charged with a m:f.sdemeanor is qualified to be released on his personal 
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Figure 26. Case Process Flow of the Central Intake Screening at the 
Pierce Coqnty Jail Social Services and Central Intake. Unit. 
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recognizance, he may so advise the jail supervisor on duty, who has 
authority to order such release. 

The CIU screener's report is reviewed by the CIU director, who may 
assign appropriate cases to CO case managers for counseling and 
coordination of services.. Particular parts of the report may be 
forwarded to various jailor court personnel. The balance of the report 
is deemed confidential and is maintained in the Social Services Unit's 
files. 

. Coordination Unit Case Management 

Figure 27 illustrates the manner in which cases are received and 
processed by the CU. Only the evaluative and referral aspects of ~ase 
management will be described. 

The CU receives referrals from the CIU, defense attorneys, jail 
personnel, family members, employers, and other inmates. Additionally, 
inmates may request services on their own behalf. The referral process 
is generally informal~ The CIU director assigns CU case managers cases 
that appeared to require services during the CIU screening. The case 
manager ispro~ded with a copy of the CIU screening report. Referrals 
from defense attorneys, jail personnel, family members, and employers 
typically are made in person or by telephone and are directed to the CU 
coordinator, who assigns cases to case managers. Referrals and 
assistance requests from jail inmates come in the form of "kites," 
handwritten requests for service, which are passed to jail personnel land 
forwarded to the CU coordinator for assignment to a case manager. 

The case manager assigned to a particular case reviews any 
ref~;:,ral materials received and conducts an initial interview with th~. 
inmate to assess his needs. The case manager may contact Community 
Alcohol Services' or Methadone Maintenance, units of the public health 
depa,rtment, for advice or to discuss possible diversion of inmates with 

,'J ,'_ ' 

(pparent alcohol or drug problems. Mental health evaluations may be 
~rranged as described above. 

For inmates in need of services who are lik/ely to be released from 
jail with:tn two weeks of admission, the case manag,er will recommend 
community programs for the inmate to contact upon .~elease. The case 

,manager may\arrange for a representative of a part;i.cular program to Visit 
the jail and to meet the inmate before he is releas;ed. For inmates 
;in need of services who appear likely to remain in jail for more than two 
weeks (i.e., are not released at arraignment), the case manager will 
arrange to provide counseling on a periodic basis in the jail and may 
develop a plan for alternate placement of the inmate in an appropriate 

,community social services program. The placement plan usually is 
" constructed in cooperation with the defense attorney; (and sometimes the 

prosecutor) and typically is used by the attorney(s) to persuade the 
.judge to dispose of the case by diversion." ' 
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Fi8urej27. Case Process Flow in the Case Coordination Unit at the Pierce 
County Jail Social Services and Central Intake Unit. 
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Delineation of Hental Health Requirements 

The CIU may become involved in the assessment of the social needs 
of an inmate either as a result of the CIU director's t:'eview of the 
jail's booking sheets (all eligible inmates receive CIU screening) or 
upon referral from the arresting or charging officer or other jail 
personnel if the inmate is experiencing a "crisis." The booking sheet 
ordinarily indicates only limited biographical data (name~ address, 
aliases), limited medical information (medications used, physical 
disabilities), and the offense(s) charged. Ref1erra1s for crisis 
intervention typically are made in person and consist of the name and 
location of the inmate in crisis and a brief d-escription of his behavior. 

The CU receives referrals from the CIU, defense attorneys, jail 
personnel, family members, employers, and inmates requesting service for 
themselves and other inmates. CIU referrals are made by the CIU 
director, who assigns cases to particular case managers based on the 
results of the CIU screening (e.g., inmates with drinking problems are 
assigned to the alcohol counselor). The case manager is provided with a 
copy of the CIU screening report, the general contents of which are 
described below. Referrals from defense attorneys, jail personnel, 
family members, and employers typically ,are made in person or by 
telephone to the CU coordinator. In the course of a referral, a defense 
attorney may relate his client's drug, alcohol, or mental health history 
and describe any current behavior indicating the advisability of the 
Unit's involvement. Additionally, he may note his intention to raise 
'questions of competency to stand trial or criminal responsibility or to 
ask the court for diversion into a community social service program. 
Jail personnel make referrals of inmates whom they perceive to be in need 
of social services. Referrals typically communicate no more information 
than the name and location of the inmate referred and a description of 
the behavior that motivated the referral. RE~ferrals from family members 
and employers often specify social, medical, and mental health background 
information and generally are made for the purpose of promoting pretrial 
release or diversion. Referrals from inmates requesting service for 
themselves or other inmates are received in the form of "kites," hand
written messages passed to jail personnel fox' delivery to the CU 
coordinator. Kites typically indicate the na,me and location of the 
person requiring attention and a brief descri.ption of the reason for the 
referral. 

Acquisition of Mental Health Information 

Central Intake Screening 

The CIU screening is conducted by an interview with the inmate. 
The interview is guided by several interview forms, which are attached as 
Appendix D. The screener reviews the booking sheet prior to meeting with 
the inmate. At the ,beginning of the interview, . the screener explains the 
purpose of the scre~ning and informs the inmate of his right to refuse to 
be interviewed. If the inmate appears to be intoxicated or is 
uncooperative, the screener will not continue with the interview. 
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The interview begins with inquiry in the :fo1lowing areas: 

o prior record (adult and juvenile); 
o personal information (including present and previous 

addresses, family and community referlances); 
o employment history; 
o educational background; 
o military background; and 
o medical history. 

The inmate then is questioned with regard to his use of drugs and alcohol, 
his mental health history, and any family problems he may have experience~ 
as a result of his incarceration. The inmate is notified that the con
fidentiality of this information is guaranteed by law, and he is asked to 
sign a "consent for disclosure" of the information to other sociall 
service personnel (see Appendix D). Finally, the inmate is questioned 
thoroughly with regard to his financial condition, including income, 
assets, and liabilities. (This information is collected for the 
arraignment judge to use in determining pretrial release.) An effort is 
made to avoid questions pertaining to the guilt or innocence of the 
inmate. 

Coordination Unit Case Management Assessment 

Inmates with various sorts of problems (e.g., mental health, 
substance abuse, jail adjustment, management of personal affairs in the 
community) may be referred for case management. The case manager 
assigned to an inmat.e conducts an initial interview with the inmate to 
assess his problems. Prior to the interview, the case manager reviews 
any referral materials (e.g., CIU screening report) he might have 
received. If the referral is from someone other than the CIU director, 
the case manager secures and reviews a copy of the CIU screening report, 
if available. If the referral indicates that the inmate is particularly 
agitated or violent, arrangements will be made for at least two security 
guards to join the case manager in the interview. 

As with CIU interviews, interviews conducted by CU case managers 
begin with an explanation of the purpose of the interview and a 
notification of the right to refuse to be interviewed. The case manager 
advises the inmate that the information collected will be held 
confidential unless the inmate consents in writing to the release of such 
information. The inmate usually is asked to sign a form consenting to 
release of certain information for specified purposes. If no CIU 
screening report is available, the case manager's initial questioning is 
directed toward collection of certain demographic information, including: 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

personal information; 
information relating to the status of the inmate's court casej 
employment history and job skills; 
educational background; 
military background; and 
medical h~story. 
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If the case manager has a coPY of the central intake screening report, 
the above information may be taken from that report. Following this 
preliminary questioning, the case manager explores in detail any 
incidentS, e~ents, or precipitating factors related to the inmate'S 
present difficulty. The inmate'S social background is explored, and all 
prior arrestS, hospitalizations, and treatment are reviewed. Finally, 
the inmate is questioned concerning his adjustment to incarceration. 
The case manager exercises discretion in the manner in which he"condu

cts 

the interview. Be may allow the inmate to speak freely about matters of 
his own choosing or may carefully direct the questionning. During tbe 
course of the interview the case manager may conduct a mental statuS 
examination, assessing the inmate'S orientation to time and place, verbal 
level, mood, attention span, thinking process, and level of control. 

The initial interview typically completes the CU case manag
e
- ment 

assessment process and may result in periodic counseling or referral for 

other services as described above. 

Provision and Use of Mental Health Information 

Following a CIU screening, the screener prepares a report 

con't:aining several parts (see Appendix D): 
a demographic information sheet that accompanies referrals to 
case managers and other social service providers and is sent 
to the court for use at arraignment (contains limited personal 
information, prior record, employment history, educational 

o 

CI 

o 

o 

o 

.. 

background, military background, medical history, 
qualification for misdemeanor personal recognizance); 

ment 
a financial statement that is sent to the court's depart
of assigned counsel for use in determining the inmate'S 
eligibility for assigned counsel (indicates all sources of 
income, assets, and liabilities); 

a confidential information sheet that, with consent of the 
inmate, may accompany referrals to other Social Services Unit 
staff (indicateS drug and alcohol usage, mental health 
history, and family problems experienced as a result of 

incarceration) ; 

a personal recognizance/custody level recommendation ~heet 
that is delivered to the jail supervisor on duty for use in 
making misdemeanor personal recognizance release decisions and 
classifying inmateS (contains recommendations and comments); 

and 
a medical i~~ormation sheet that is delivered to the jail 
supervisor on duty for use in establishing medication 
schedules (indicates medical problems, medication used, when 
last seen by a physician, and the screener's observations). 
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In addition, central intake CIU director indicating i f screeners frequently se d normal ff n memoranda to the 
,0 -the-record opinions. 

The information collected d ~~:~~ew ordinarily is not report~~i:: ~~: cn case manager's initial 

indicat~~ :~: ~::: :;n~~erimakes a record ~!;'th~P~~~:~!e~~~n of the 
length of th i e omate interviewed th" e, e nterview conducted th i ,e referral source th 
names of the defense atto ,e nmat~'s next court d ,e 
comments regarding the in::-~i:~d the judge in the case, anda::~e~~ 
;~;0~tm~~~~!m~~~~:hn:~:;::~o~ooe;fof!~e~h:e;:~:e:7n~:e:i~~k~~f~r::i~yrral 
not submit a wi' ect the referr 1 b r tten report of his i a ut generally will nterview findings. 

Feedback, Monitoring, and Evaluation 

There is no formal operating with respect to'p~:~oing program evaluation mechanism 
ever, a number of activities e County Jail Social Services Unit. 
measure of quality are conducted that inform 11 How-assurance. . a y provide a 

At this writing th C developing a policy and pr~ce!~rdirector and the CU coordinator are 
that will contain specific gUide~~ manu£al for the Social Services Unit 
arranging for ment I h nes or conducting i t k 
providing counSeliang aenadlth evaluations, making commun~tyae r finterviews, 
will b i case manageme t ~~. e errals and 

e ncorporated in. WL~n completed ' 
operations and se<vi nto a larger manual describing th ,the manual 

ces provided by the Pi e various . erce County jail. 

In August, 1979 the Mi direction of the Law' 1 dwest Research Institute ( ~nducted an evaluati~~~~c~:n~iAssistance Admini.trati:~t(LilA)at the 
cohol Jail Servi . erce County Jail's I ' compliance wi .ces Pro Ject, sponsored b LE ntens! ve Drug and 

and Safe Stre:~st::t197l Amend~ent (Part E~ tO~hea~reviewed the jail's 
jails, including th of 1968. (Part E specifies se i~S Crime Control 
special provisions ; aVa!labi1ity of alternatives t~e~a requirements for 
separation of jUVeni~:stf~ tre:tment of alcohol and d.:~a:~eration, 
to accept federal om a ults and males from f users, 
practices in ersoPrisoners, regiona1ization of faci

emo1es
, willingness 

The evalusti p nnel, operations, training lities, and advanced 
recommendati~:Sr~~~!:;~!n: report (see Not~ ~)o~~:~s~a~:: services.) 
Services Unit, including g number of the functions of the Social 

o 
o 

'0 

o 

o 

the promotion of alternatives t 
the treatment of alcohol 0 incarceration; 
the provision of medical and drug abusers; 
the facilitation of vi i and health care; 

i
s tation m i1 d mun cation; and ' a , an telephone com-

the provision of recreation and library services. 
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Finally, the jail Social Services Unit receives feedback on an 
informal basis from the jail superintendent, the county sheriff, correc
tions officers in the jail, defense attorneys, judges, probation officers, 
and others. Because of the location of the Unit in the halls of the jail 
(which, in turn, is located in the county courthouse), a close working 
relationship is maintained, and problems with Unit procedures or 
particular cases are freely discussed. 

THE WYANDOTTE COUNTY (KANSAS) PRETRIAL SERVICES PROJECT 

The Wyandotte County Pretrial Services Project (hereinaftel' psp) 
was created in July, 1977, for the purpose of ameliorating deficiencies 
in the operation of the County Jail discovered during an inspection of 
the facility by the State Department of Corrections in 1976 (Note 10). 
Severe jail overcrowding, discriminatory bail practices, and inadequate 
service provision to inmates were identified by the Corrections 
Department as major problems. The i~itial goal of PSP included a 
substantial reduction of both the jail population and the size of the 
criminal court docket; cost reduction was an incentive in this goal (see 
Note 11). 

The Wyandotte County Jail, which takes up the entire fourth floor 
and a part of the fifth floor of the Wyandotte County Courthouse, serves 
a population of 186,000 and houses between 75 and 91 inm~tes at any.g~ven 
time~ On March 12, 1981; for example, the total populat~on of the Ja~l 
was 85. Approximately 75 to 85 percent of the incarcerated individuals 
are black. 

PSP serves the Kansas District Court of the Twenty-ninth Judicial 
District (Not.e 12.). The District includes Wyandotte County and the court 
sits at Kansas City. The court has original j~risdicti6~ in all criminal 
and civil matters and has appellate jurisdiction over cases originating 
in municipal courts. The Kansas Supreme Court provides money for all 
personnel, except for one Court Services Officer whose salary is provided 
for by Wyandotte County. The County provides office space, equipment, 
and supplies for the entire Project. 

In addition to assisting the District Court in cr~minal matters, 
PSP also provides advice to the civil division of the CO\\1rt in ci'lri1 
commitmsnt issues and to the family court in child custol:iy and incest 
cases, and juvenile cases. This latter function is facili~itated by the 
location of the psp's suite of offices adjacent to the fiimily court on 
the first floor of Wyandotte County courthouse. ,Ii 

I: 
I· 

psp's primary fun~tion is to serve as a clearingh~)use that 
identifies the various alternatives to and additions to .jail detention. 
Activities include (Not.e 10) the following: I) Ii 

o Pretrial Screening - All incarcerated client~~~ffenders (and 
client-offenders who may be referred by police, the hospital 
emergency room, or the mental health clinic) are interviewed 
within twenty-four hours of arrest, unless incarcerated on a 
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Saturday or Sunday. This interview is used to inform client
offenders of their rights under the law and to determine their 
eligibility for court-appointed counse.1. It also enables the 
PSP to initially assess a client offender's potential for 
release or need for further mental health evaluation and 
treatment. 

o Release on Recognizance (ROR) - The Vera-Manhattan Scale, an 
objective community stability measurement device, is 
administered to all client-offenders incarcerated at Wyandotte 
County Jail and to other referred individuals. If release is 
indicated, an Order of Discharge is submitted for judicial 
approval. Release conditions then are discussed with each 
client-offender. 

o Release With Services (RWS) - Although a candidate for ROR, a 
client-offsnder may present social disabilities such as 
substance abuse, employment handicaps, or medical needs. 
Restrictions are placed upon freedom of movement, and remedial 
conditions such as participation in counseling or educational 
programs may also be imposed. as prerequisites to release. 

o Pretrial Diversion - As an alternative to criminal processing, 
pretrial diversion serves as a mechanism fo·r referring 
client-offenders to more appropriate services and resources 
outside the criminal justice system. After a determination of 

0 

0 

eligibility by PSP staff, a contractual agreement as to 
appropriate services is negotiated. The average length of a 
diversion program is one year. 

tt<;)ntal Evaluations - The PSP performs pretrial mental b,~alt:h 
'evaluat:l,ons upon court order. The request may originate from 
the prosecutor, ~)1~ defense attorney, or the PSP staff who 
have conducted,pretrialscreening. 

Domestic Relations - Upon the request of the court, PSP staff 
investigate domestic relations cases involving custody 
questions. In addition, PSP staff may provide divorce 
counseling and divorce workshops. 

o Referral Services - Community organizations and resources are 
~tilized extensively by PSP staff for various services on' a 
referral basis. 

Although categorized in giscrete fashion for the purposes of this 
section, these activities are not clearly separate in practice. The 
following report of PSP will focus only on those PSP activities that 
involve mental health screening and evaluation: Pretrial Screening, 
Pretrial Diversion and Mental Evaluations. 

l' 
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Process Flow 

Figure 28 represents a case processing function model of the 
Pretrial Services Project. Every client-offender who is arrested and 
incarcerated at the Wyandotte County Jail receives a pretrial screening 
interview. PSP also accepts referrals for screening from police., 
hospital emergency rooms, and mental health clinics. If mental health 
problems are discovered in the screening, a psychological evaluation is 
conducted. If competency to stand trial remains an issue after the 
psychological evaluation, the client-offender is sent to an appropriate 
state in.stitution for further evaluation and treatment for up to sixty 
days. Civil commitment may be indicated for client-offenders who are not 
expected to regain competency within a reasonable period of time. 

A client-offender without mental health problems and without 
needs far the pretrial services of PSP is either incarcerated until the 
trial or released on bail, if eligible. Other client-offenders may be 
eligible for such pretrial services programs ,as Diversion, Release on 
Recognizance, or Release with Services. A Vera-Manhatta~ Scale assesses 
community stability is used to determine eligibility for the release 
programs while awaiting trial. The degree of correspondence between the 
client-offender's characteristics and those of a successful diversion 
candidate determines whether a diversion agreement may be negotiated. If 
an agreement is made and fully implemented, charges against the 
client-offender are dropped; otherwise, the client-offender faces trial. 

Delineation of Mental Health Info.!!!!.ation Requirements 

Statute 

The mental health evaluation conducted by PSP is formally 
concerned only with the client-offender's competency to stand trial. The 
statutory standard for competency is whether the client-offender is abie 
"to understand the nature and purpose of the proceedings against him; or 
to make or assist in making his defense" [Kan. Stat. §22-330l( 1)]. The 
PSP Director views competency as involving the following questions. Does 
the client~offender know right from wrong? Is the client-offender able 
to assist in his or her defense? Does the client-offender understand the 
nature of the crime? There are no other formal provisions in Kansas 
statutes delineating the work J)~rformed by PSP. 

Pretrial Screening 

Persons arrested in Wyandotte County are transported to the county 
jail where they may be IIbooked" on particular criminal charges and 
detained. A booking sheet is prepared on each person arrested; this 
sheet details information such as" the person's name, race, sex, age, 
charge, and tank (jail location). All inmates are screened by a Court 
Services Officer within 24 hours of arrest. Pretrial screening 
interviews also may be arranged at the request of defense attorneys, the 
district attorney, or other interested individuals for client-offenders 
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Figure 28. Case Processing Function Hodel, Pretxial Services Project, Wyandotte County, Kansas. 
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who are not incarcerated. About 20 percent of the referrals to PSP come 
from the police, the city jail, or other community organizations such as 
public health, social service, or community mental health agencies. 

Pretrial Diversion" 

Client-offenders may be identified as potential candidates for 
diversion as a result of ROR or RWS investigations, pretrial screening, 
court referral~ referral by defense attorneys, or referral by other 
interested parties. According to the director, attorneys have become 
familiar with the type of individual that might be identified as a 
candidate for pretrial diversion and, hence, make few inappropriate 
referrals. 

Mental Evaluations 

The vast majority of client-offenders receiving in-depth mental 
evaluations are referred as a result of the pretrial screening interview 
conducted by PSP. About five to ten percent of those evaluated are 
referred from the District Court. Evaluations may also be requested by 
prosecuting and defense attorneys. 

The request for a mental health evaluation is directed to the 
District Court of Wyandotte County in the form of a "Motion for Pre-Trial 
Evaluation." (Appendix E) The request is for permission to "test, 
evaluate, interview, and gather criminal records or any other pertinent 
information necessary to determine the mental and physical capacity of 
the defendant." In response, the judge of the District Court may issue 
~n order (Appendix F) providir~ for a pretrial evaluation by PSP and a 
qonfidential report of findings to be made to the court. The court, at 
its discretion, may appoint an independent examiner or designate another 
mental health agency to evaluate the client-offender [Kan Stat 
§22-3302(3)]. • • 

Acquisition of Mental Health Information 

Staff 

The PSP staff includes a state-certiUed clinical psychologist who 
serves as Director, four Court SerVlces; Officers (CSO), and a clerk. Two 
CSOs conduct the bulk of the interviewing; one formerly was a priest in a 
state prison, and the other was .an offender. The Director devotes 
approximately one-half of his time to mental health evaluations and the 
other half to administrative duties. The Director Qf PSP is the only 
psychologist on the official payrolls of the Kansas Supreme Court, which 
controls the budgets of the District Courts. 

Pretrial Screening 

At the beginning of the pretrial screening interview, the 
client-offender is informed by the interviewer (usually a CSO) of the 
court process. In addition, PSP staff inquire if the client-offender is 
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indigent and requires court-appointed counsel. Client-offenders are 
usually taken at their word that they cannot afford to hire their own 
attorney. 

The screening, which takes approximately 30 minutes, is designed 
to identify client-offenders in need of immediate medical or mental 
health treatment or further evaluation. The. interview serves to generate 
biographical information for use by personnel of the release programs. 
Also, information about the client-offender's background and community 
ties may be presented to a judge during the client-offender's initial 
court appearance. 

The interview (see form in Appendix G) is designed to elicit 
infoI')l1ation from the. client-offender in several areas: identifying 
information, arrest data, residence history, medical and psychiatric 
history, education, military service, references, client-offender's 
version of the crime, family hist.ory, employment history, prior criminal 
record, needs assessment, and interviewe~'s observations. 

Pretrial Diversion 

A "diversion interview" is conducted in an effort to identify 
client-offenders who would be better served outside the traditional 
criminal justice process. At this time, the client-offender is given the 
Vera-Manhattan Scale, a community stability measurement device. 
Following the interview, PSP staff verify the criminal history by a check 
of the individual's available records, and verify the family history with 
a person identified by the client-offender. Family members, friends, 
police, and jailers are particularly helpful in this verification. 

In order to identify client-offenders who are likely to be 
successfully diverted from the criminal justice system, PSP staff assess 
the extent to which various factors are., present in each client-offender' s 
case. As recommended for use in the National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Just~,~e Standards and Goals Report on Courts (see Kansas 
Governor's Corumtttee on Criminal Administration, Note 10, p. 8), these 
factors are:· 

o youthfulness of client-offender; 
o willingness of victim to forgo a conviction; 
o likelihood that client-offender is suffering from a medical CL" 

mental disability that is amenable to treatment; 
o likelihood that crime was induced by employment or family 

problems capable of being addres~ed through a diversion 
program; and 

0.. a positive motivational attitude on the part of the 
client-offender. 

'Following the interview and verification process, a conference is 
held with all interested .parties, including the defense attorney, 
prosecutor, and project staff. PSP recommendations concerning diversion 
are made to the District Attorney. If approved, recommendations are 
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implemented by a negotiated contract involving all parties, and 

prosecution is deferred. 

Mental Evaluations 

Client-offenders referred for mental evaluations are examined by 
the PSP psychologist. The Minnesota Multiphasic Personaliry Inventory 
(MMPI) serves as a screening instrument for the psychologist to determine 
the form of further testing. 1f either IQ or a personality disorder is 
an issue, a Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale may be administered; a Beta 
Intelligence Test is administered if the client-offender cannot read. In 
addition, projective tests such as 1:he Rorschach Test or the Bender Motor 
Gestalt Test may be administered. Also, the psychologist will usually 

conduct an interview. 

If the client-offender has been referred as the result of a 
pretrial screening, the psychologist, before conducting his evaluation, 
typically confers with the zourt services officer who conducted the 

screening. 

Provision and Use of Mental Health Information 

Pretrial Screening 

The information collected .during the pretrial screening interview 
generally is used by PSP staff both for identifying jail detainees and 
other client-offenders eligible for services and for determiuing whether 
a client-offender is a candidate for ROR or RWS. 

Pretrial Diversion 

Client-offenders found suited for diversion by PSP staff and 
approved by the District Attorney and a judge, enter into a "Deferred 
Prosecution Agreement" with the Wyandotte County District Court. The 
agreement specifies the conditions' of the di.version arrangement and 
governs the client-offender's conduct during the diversionary period. 
Diversion programs usually last for one year. Conditions for the 
client-offender's participation in a diversion program typically include 

several stipulations: 

o 
seeking and obtaining appropriate services on the advice and 
consent of the client-offender's attorney; 
waiver of the right to a speedy trial; and o 

o 
a release of information to the Wyandotte County Court 
Serv1.ces Department of the Wyandotte County ~Oistrict Court. 

During the course of the diversionary period, criminal proceedings 
against the client-offender are postponed. PSP does limited monitoring 
and counseling of diverted offenders and reports to the court every three 
weeks. Upon the completion of the program, PSP staff review the 
client-offender's compliance with the conditions set forth in the 
Deferred Prosecution Agreement. Charges against the client-offender are 
dismissed upon successful completion of the program. 
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Mental Evaluations 

When a court-ordered mental evaluation 
psychologist prepares a report for th court. 
contains the following information: . e 

is completed, the PSF! 
The report typically 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

identifying information (i.e., tests administered' name, age, address); , 
background information, including referral li ff data and the 
c e~t~o ender's testing behavior; 
psycHological findings; and 
recommendations, if any. 

The judge, prosecutor, or defense attorney to testify at the trial following may request the psychologist 
further evaluation is needed or arraignment. Typically, this occurs if 
indicated. if commitment to regain competency is 

If a client-offender is found t b i 
to require further evaluation th W °d e ncompetent to stand trial or 
commit the client-offender to'th es yan otte County District Court may 
for a psychiatric examination an: t~::: HO~Pit:~ at Osawatomie, Kansas, 
state institution is required to men. thin sixty days, the 
client-offender's competency to s~ep~rt ~olth(e court regarding the an tr a Kan. Stat. §ZZ-330Z). 

The court may issue an "Ord f 
Treatment for Competency to Stand ;ri ~: Continued Hospitalization and 
permits the state institution to ex~ a (Appendix H). T~ts order 
so that the client-offender ma ~nd the sixty-day confinement period 
competency. If the staff find~ ~~c~ ve treatment design~rl to restore 
within a reasonable time eri d a competency will not be regained 
committed (Kan. Stat. §ZZ:330~): the client-offender may be civilly 

part 
PSP 

Quality Assurance. and Program Evaluation 

Internal program evaluation, activiti 
of the project, includes the followin es not part of the service 

to ensure the quality and effecti g acftivities and procedures by veness 0 their services. 

o 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Monthly statistics are maintained on the numb r f 
received, interviews conducted and clie teo cases 
the program areas of diversion' retrial

n 
contacts made in 

health evaluations (Note 13' ,p screening, and mental 
Th . /. 

e progress of restitution payments is monit d 
Treatment progr ore • basis. ams are monitored on a quarterly and monthly 

Follow-up counseling is provided once client-offenders. a month for diverted 

One-half of th Di ' erector s time is devoted to proJ"ect 
. management. 
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At least one external evaluation of PSP has been conducted. In 
1978, PSP was eva1ua,ted by the Research and Evaluation Unit of the Kansas 
Governor's CommitteE! on Criminal Administration (see Note 10). In 
addition to a quantitative analysis of the types and amounts of services 
rendered by PSP staff, the evaluation method included questionnaires 
addressed to criminal justice personnel closely involved with the 
project. The report contains an explanation of PSP' s. objectives, a 
description of the types of services rendered, examples of forms used by 
both criminal justice and mental health personnel, a flow chart detailing 
the relation of the Wyandotte County District Court to PSP, and the 
findings of the Committee's investigations. The report's findings were 
generally favorable, but highlighted communication and coordination 
problems hetween the staff of the variously involved agencies. The 
report seems primarily useful for descripCive and historical purposes, an 
opinion shared with the Director of PSP. 
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REFERENCE NOTES 

1. 

. 2. 

".3 • 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Steadman, N.J., and Morrijsst:y, J. P. Interfacing Local Jails with 
the Mental Health System. Grant application submitted to the 
National Instii:u~e for Melltal Health, Public Health Services, by 
Research Foundat10n for MI!ntal Hygiene, Inc. (44 Holland Avenue 
Albany, New York, 12229), 1980. ' 

c-

the 

This history was prepa'red by assembling materials from several 
sources. A major source, gratefully acknowledged, was a manuscript 
about the Cook County Correctional Complex Psychiatric Services 
prepared by Dr. Ronald Simmons and other staff. Another document 
from which historical information was drawn was an internal 
memorandum of September 19, 1979, from Simmons to Mr. Robert Dean 
entitled "Synopsis of Psychiatric Programming within the Cook Cou~ty 
Correctional Complex." 

!!!.~rington v. DeVito, No. 74-C-3290 (N.D. Ill. Oct. 19, 1978) 
(unpublished consent order). 

Mental Health Survey: C,ook County Department of Corrections. By an 
Appointed Expert Panel, Harrington v. DeVito, No. 74-C-3290 (N.D. 
Ill. Oct. 19, 1978). 

Consent Order, Harrington v. DeVito, No. 74-C-3290 (N.D. Ill. Oct. 
19, 1978). 

First Report by Court-Appointed Panel of Experts Pursuant to Agreed 
Order of October 19, 1978, Harrington v. DeVito, No. 74-C-3290 (N.D. 
Ill. Oct. 19, 1978). 

Information about typical lengths of incarceration at the 
Correctional Complex is based upon information in Consent 
supra note 5, at 6, and informed opinions of Dr. Simmons. 
not in possession of authoritative data in this regard. 

Order, 
We are 

8. The authors reviewed relevant portions of the policy manual, 
including Policy and Procedure Standard Forms, numbers: 

4101 
4104 
4105 
6001 
9001 

Procedure for Screening New Inmates 
Team Approach 
Staff Meetings 
Admission to Hospital 
Admission to Residential Treatment Unit. 

9. Midwest Research Institute. LEAA technical assistance for advanced 
practices and secure juvenile and adult facilities and programs, 
monitoring and compliance report, Pierce County, Washington. 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin: Author, August, 1979. 
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10. Much of the informat::lon embodied in this report is drawn 
report of the Research and Evaluation Unit of the Kansas 
Committee on Criminal Administration: An Evaluation of: 
Wyandotte County Pre-Trial Services Project, Grant Number 
77-A-3l97-l-A, December, 1978. 

from a 
Governor's 

The 

11. Ironically, on March 15, 1981, two days after one of the authors' 
visits to PSP, five Wyandotte County Jail inmates, in what was 
described by the press (Kansas City Times, March 15, 1981) as a 
well-planned early morning jailbreak, escaped from their 
fourth-floor cell by "sawing through two sets of iron bars and 
climbing down a 50-foot homemade rope of sheets and blankets." 
Accol.'ding to the newspaper account, the "escape was just the latest 
in a history of escapes, deaths, state investigations and complaints 
of abuse at the 54-year;old jail. State corrections authorities 
once tried to close the facility because of its inadequacies." 

12. The information on jurisdiction is extracted from Rei.ncke, M. and 
Lichterman, N. (eds.), The American bench: judges of the nation 
(2nd annual ed.). Minneapolis, Minnesota: Reginald Bishop Forster 
and Associates, Inc., 1979. 

13. In February 1981, for example, the PSP handled 27 individual cases 
involving first-time interviews with client-offenders and made 94 
subsequent contacts with client-offenders or third parties involved 
with the cases. 
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Appendix A 

Operations, eVents, and decision points are portrayed in figures by 
geometric shapes, viz: 

.. 
" 

... 

'"' 

Decision to make regarding 
the client-offender. 

Information received or 
transmitted. usually in 
document form. 

I: ' 
Implementation of a process 
involving the client-offender • 

Preparation for a process or 
decision involving the client
offender. 

Exit or entry of the client
offender into the criminal 
justice system or the mental 
health system. 

Connector with corresponding 
part of the flow chart on the 
same page. 

Connector with cQrresp9nding. 
part 6f the flo~ chart on 
another page. 

The following abbreviations are used in the figures: 

RCDC .. Reception, Classification, and 
Diagnostic Center 

IST == InCOilipetent to stand trial 
NM'l' = In need of mental treatment 
NGRI = Not; guilty by reason of insanity 
3-North = Inpatient acute care unit 
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Oate: ____________ ~----

" 

I···· --_ .. :-----,--
. ~J';iiddle In! t .• 

005: ______________ _ 

Sond: ----- ct. Data: ___ _ 

AC 
State Telephone Nu=ber 

Spanish Speakin9 _______ __ 

1 
11 
'j 

:~i ----------------------------------------------------------------------
,1 . 
',ENTAL STATUS EXAMINATION: Circle positive responses; 
:i 
:t 
,1 

~i 
:l 
~ 
i 

\. 
I 
1. 

/ ") 

t 
, 

' ~ 
t,' 1 

< l'~l 
. i , 1 

. ' r 
,- 1 

1 
_. __ J --"--1 
. '.. i 

,:" '!' 

Underline neqative responses; 

Leave unal terse if data is. root ava.ila.!:lle; and 

Elaborate where appropriate. 

GE~"ERAL APPEARANCE: Neat, well-qroc:med, meticulous, unke!l1~t, sloppy, bi::ar:a, 
eccentric, incontinent, unusual breath odor. 

POSTURE AND PSYCHO~'roR ACTIVITY: Moist palJns, tense, riqid, overactive, Agitsted, 
pacing, wrinqins hands, dejected, underactive, retarded, apathetic, letharqic# 
stuporous, :elaxed, playful, alert , seductive, stereotyped, ec~..opra.::ic, 
ritualistic, ~axy ftexi~ility. 

COOPERATION AND!NTERAC'l'ION: Cooperat;i.ve, uncooperative, sul:::missive, assertive, 
negativistic, distrustful, resentful, fearful, hostile, threatening. 

I 

1-"ACrAL EXPF.ESSION: Happy, sad, dull, bored, flat, sleepy, tearful, masklike, 
-~n=io\ls, fe~:;:fu-l"Co;,~·- -grL,-.a'es5, 't"ies ','- --'5u'spiei-ou"s, '"fli"rbceioulI". 

!otOOD: Anxious emi ld, moderate, ?c!.l1ic) , ag i ta ted, irri table, hyperven tillat.ing , 
~appy, optimistic, elated, euphoric, hypc=anic, manic, depressed (mild, =oderate, 
severe), pessiMistic, hopeless, helpless, worthless, self-deprecatory, selt
accusa~ry, guilty, 3uspicious, pananoid, histrionic, silly, indifferent, blAnd. 

AFFECT: Constricted, blunted,:shallow, flat, sta.ble, labile, appropriate,ina.pp;'~te. 

SENSORIUM:. Clear, Clou~y, confused (mild, moderate, severe). 

DISORIENTATION: Time, place, situation, oe,tson. 

~RY IMPAIRMENT: None, ~ediate recall, recen1: memory, remote J:ZleQOry, c:onfabu
la. tion, persev.-?ra tio". 
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Easily distractable, difficulty concentrating, impairment, short span'. 

l. FLOW OF THOUGHT: Normal, retarded, blocking, rapid, pressured, mUltiple thoughts. 

It 

ASSOCIATIONS: Tight, goal-directed, circumstantial, tangential, loose, flight 
of ideas, clang, rhymin~, punning, word salad, impoverished. 

-mOUGHT CONTENT: (Elaborate below). Obsessions, delusions (persecutory, grandiose,_ 
religious), ideas of reference, ineas of influence, depersonalization, dereal
ization, hypochondria, somatizations, phobias, suicidal ruminations, 5uicidi1 
intent, suicidal plans, homicidal ruminations, homicidal intent, homicidal plans. 

l' PERCEPTION: Illusions, hallucinations (auditory, visual, tactile, olfactory). 

15. INTELLIGENCE: Estimated as superior, above average, average, borderline impaired, 
moderately impaired, profoundly impaired. 

1 . 

ABSTRACTING ABILIT"l: 

FUND OF lQJOWT.EDGF.: 
below average, 
above average, 

Add here ways of testing - descriptive, functional, concrete. 

Knowledge of current events (superior, above average, average, 
poor) for amount of education. Conunon knowledge (superior, 
average, below~verage, poor) for amount of education. 

P .. CALCULA~ONS: Serial 3'5 (satisfactory, occasional mistake, many mistakes) serial 
'"S (satisfactory, occasional mistake, many mistakes>, mathematical ability 
(superior, above average, average, below average, poor) for educational level. 

19. JUDGME'l-1T: Subjective impairment, objective impairment. 

INS I Gn": Aware of illness, grasps nature of illness, understands operative dynm%iics·. 
aware of severity of illness, aware of limitations, limited insight, no insight. 

, )RE;SSION: 

• "--=.-==~~ :-"''1POS!T!ON': 

CON SEN T 
.;;:: 

;1a the undersigned, do hereby request, authorize and consent to the above and foregoing 
psychiatric examination admin~stered by the Department of Psychiatry, Cermak Memorial 
H ,p!ta~ in order to help diagnose, aid or ass~~ the psychia.tric caseworkers in deter

c.;"·-"~"",~·~,;iiltl =, ling ~"e causes ot my c~'i1plaints and/or symptoms and to provide such treatment <lS may 
be required. 

I 
~ , 

------ --------Signature of Psychiatric Caseworker ~iqnaturc of Patient 

l . 

DATED: ___________________________ ___ 
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PSYCHIATRIC CONSULTATION 

i 

The patient is a 21 year old white male i:who is quite thln 
and appears to be perhaps younger than n;is stated age. He 
states that he is in jail on ~ charge o~ armed robbery, he: 
gives a history of having taken various things in the past .. 
He expresses somewhat of a hopelessness about the future, . 
indicated that he does not know how long he will have to 
serve in jall. 

Clinlcally the patient is seen to be rather depressed, his. 
face reflects and well as his affect. During the interview 
he begins to cry and states he frequently wants to cry but 
can not when he is around the other prisoners. In my opinion, 
this patient would benefit from a anti-depressant and I am, 
therefore recommending Ami trlptyline 100 miligrams at bedt'~me 
dally. 

PSYCHIATRIST 
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APPENDIX D 

PIERCE COUNTY JAIL CENTRAL IfIl'j"AKE 

Name __________________ lnterview Daterrime _____ _ 

AKA: ___________ ~------ Booking Datemme ______ _ 

Booking Charges Cause No. Booking No. Bail 
. i. '" 

Probation _____ Parole _____ PIP Officer ________ Notified __ _ 

PRIOR RECORD 
Chlrge 

1. _______ _ 
2. ________ _ 
3. ______ _ 

Juvenile: 
1. _______ _ 
2 _______ _ 
3. _______ _ 

peRSONAL INFORMATION 

OaUi Placa Oispositi;:,n 
Defendant 

Verified Info 

Cl Cl 
Ci Cl 
Cl CJ 

CJ CJ 
Cl CJ 
CJ CJ 

Verified 0 
Sex ____ Age ___ Ethnic _______ DOB S.S. No. ____ _ 
Address ____ ....: _________________ How Long? ____ _ 
Lives with/Relationship Phone ______ _ 
Previous Address How I..ongl ____ _ 
How Long in Pien:e CountY? ___ Marital StituS ____ Children? Residing With __ _ 

Flilmily References 
Name 

CommunitY References 

EMPLOYMENT 

Addraa Phone Relationship 

Verified 0 
Employer ______ ---:~------ Address ______ ~--:-----_ 
Phone ______ Job Title _.....: ___________ How Long? ____ _ 
Previous employer ____ ~--_---Address ________ :--____ _ 
Phone ______ Job TItle How Long? _____ _ 

ECUCATION Verified 0 
Currently Enrolled? " _________ :--_:---:-~_:___::_ How Long? ______ _ 
Conuct Penon Highest Grade Completed ___ Trade School? ___ _ 

MILITARY Ve:-ified 0 
Ac:ive ___ Contact Penon ___________ -:-____ Phonll ____ _ 
BranCo" Type of Discharge ______ Dates _____ to ____ _ 

- t:'J 

MEDICAL Verified 0 
Cun-ent Medical Problems _____________ Medication ____ "__ ___ _ 
Physician Phone ________ _ 

MISC. PR Met Criteria? Yeso NoD Released Yeso NoD COUrt Date/TIme 

Disposition Infonnation (For Central Intake Use Only) 

Scrl!f!ner ______________ Reviewed BV ___________ _ 

Phone: 6934903 Z.1397 
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FINANCIAL STATEMENT 

APPENDIX D (Continued) 

PIERCE COUNTY JAIL CENTRAL INTAKE 

Name ____ ~ __ ------------------------------------Sex---------------Age ____________ _ 

Marital Status ____ ~------------------------------- No. of dependents ______________ _ 

Monthly Income Assets Monthly Liabilities 

Salary 

Spouse's Salary 

Other: 

Total Income 

Comments: 

$_--

5 ___ _ 

5 ___ .-

Cash 'J 

Vehicles Worth (Type) 

1. 

2. 

Property Owned (Where) 

Insurance Cash Value 

Total Assets 

5 ___ _ 

5 ______ _ 

I certify the foregoing is true to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

Alimony & Child 
Support $ ___ _ 

Bank Loans 

Vehicle Payment 

House or Rent 

Other 

Total Payments 5 ______ _ 

Date ____________________________ __ Signed ___________________________ _ 

Z·'2~2 Witness 

. ~ 

~. ~.:-::::::\~."; .. c;~'7;7':..:~:f~~~~ .. 
p, _'¥"P 

;; - ~ 

2 
It 

o 

() 

o 

o 
, . 

o 
I 

() 
t ,. 
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., 
'---.....,..-~~~=='7'tt="""""=.-=""-~r~-----'·'lf 

I . 

:t MISDEMEANANTPR 

,) Recommendation 

Comments: 

.i 

APPENDIX D (Continued) 

PIERCE COUNTY JAIL CENTRAL INTAKE 

_ __ Yes 

___ No 

i.D. 
Employment/R esidence 
Community Ties 
Record of FTA's 
Detention Necessary 

YES NO 

Booking No. ___________ Date _______________ Time ____________________ _ 

LESA Employee No. __________________ Screener ______________________ , _________ _ 

CLASSIFICATIO~ 
Custody Level Recommendation Comments 

• Minimum 

D Medium 

Maximum 

Housing Assignment: _________________________ _ 

tl . Name ------------------------------- Screener -------------------------- Z·'466 
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APPENDIX D (Continued) 
PIERCE COUNTY JAIL,CENTRAL INTAKE 

Name ___________ ---,'~ ________ _ Booking No. ____ Date _____ _ 

Physician _______ ---;_------------

1. 
M 
E 2. 
o 
I 3. 

C 
A 4. 
L 

5. 

Medical Problem 

SCREENER COMMENTS: 

Medication How Often Problem Onset When last seen by Physician 

~ Signature ______________ _ Whness _____________ :-:-__ 
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APPENDIX E 

MOTION FOR PRETRIAL EVALUATION 

FORM 12 

IN TIlE DISTRICT CoURT OF WYANOOTTE COUNIY I KA.\!SAS 

STATE OF KANSAS Plaintiff 

vs. Case: 

Defendant 

~mION roR PRE-TRIAL EVALUATION 

Comes now the District Attorney fDefense Attorney and 
---'-.-------------------------.--------~-----

moves the Court for an order for a pretrial investigation to be conducted 

by the Court Services Program. This program may test, evaluate I interview 

and gather criminal records or any other pertinent information necessary to 

determine the mental and physical capacity of the defendant. 

Defendant's Attorney ASsrstant.n~strict Attorney 

Dated this _____ day of _______ . ___ _ 19 . -----
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APPENDIX F. . 

ORDER FOR PRE-TRIAL EVALUATION 

IT IS 1HEREFORE ORDERED: 

That the defendant ____________________ ---

should be evaluated by the Court Services Program and that a confidential. 

report of this evaluation should be made of the findings to the Court. 

Defendant'S Attorney 

JUdge ot the District Court 
Wyandotte COtmty J Kansas 

Dated this ____ day of ____________ , 19 __ _ 

256 

'----"-.-/~~----(~.------

\:. .... .. t' "'. 

() 

o 

I) 

o 

I 

{.> . 

tJ 

-
__ .... ___ ' Jj;P> . 

11 

~. 

1 

Ii' 

'! 

'm 
j 

I • 

:to 

I' 
I .' 

APPENDIX G 
PRETRIAL SERVICES INTERVIEW I EVALlJAl'I ON FORM 

IN'I'!RVIEW/EVALI.1Al"ION Disposition 

ACCEPTED: 

ROR 
~. 

~'1E 
-'Las~~t---- First Middle 

DATE _____ _ 

. DIVERSION 
cmlJ:::R NAMES USED. _______ ......;.. _____ _ 

MEN'rAL: 
RACE __ _ SEX ___ _ OOB· _______ ~ __ ~II ______ ~/.~. __ _ 

Cito.RGE ______________ CASE II ___ ~_ ECtm. __ _ 

DENIED: AXIOR..."lEY ARRESl' DAIE ---------
Co-Defendants Days in Jail ------

~,gg 
P~~D~ _______________ • __ ~ _________ _ 

PREVIOUS ADDRESS ----------------------------PREVIOUS ADDRESS ___________________ _ 

mm: ______ _ Plamring 1:0 C'lange Address _______ _ 

F A'fIl.Y/ c:cM1..NIT'{ t'IES 
LIVE WI'IH _____________ REUmCNSHIP ____ _ 

Single ZOf.ar.ried· Divorced Seoa:ated 
Widow --- Ccam:m. Law (2yrs. +) -' -- -
'vJi£e's Maiden Name Marrtage/P,ivorce Date ___ _ 

Point Scale 

lyr.+ - 3 

6ug •• +-2 

4 !!Cs. + - 1 
Var. Tot:al_ 

Point Scale 

Spouse/Family
"Spouse/Parents
Family Ref. -
Ver. to tal_ 

Chlldren --------- I Point Scale 

mx;m OF RE.SIDENCE IN K.C. AREA ------~...:----------lt Syrs + - 2 

Child Support ~m:runt -----
PLACE OF BIR:Jli liar. _ Total_ 

~ 
~~~bl~ ______________ ~ __ ~--------

liedicacf..on _____________ tcct:cr . ___ ~-~-

~ RECEIVED mIt: . ~ , '. 
Alcohol .. ~use _......,, __ 

Date iHbere 
----------------~~~-------

Drug Abuse _.,....-__ Mental UJness ___ _ 

EllUCAl'ION 
Hig.l;est Grade Co~leted ~ere 

I.ben -Re-a-d-----Write ------;,..,-.-----

MILrIARY SERVI~ 
Branch ___________ Dat:es 

Type of Discilarge ------------

~ 

~ ADDRESS Verified 

\--------------~~,---------------------------------------------
------------~---~,~, .~------------------------------------------

:'.l..MI!..Y HISTORY 
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APPENDIX G (Continued) 

p~ ________________________________________ AD~S ____________________________________ _ 

~hone ---------------
Title ______________________ _ Salary ________ _ 

row Long ____ _ Can you tecum to job ________________ _ 

rot..u. JOBS IN LAST Th'ELVE MJNnIS ________ _ I •• 

'!'C1T"..AL ~ E:-!PLOYED _________ _ 

JOB E:Y.P::R.IEN:l: _______________________________________________ _ 

JOB~~ _______________________ -------------------------

PRIOR ~aJRD 

hmcloyrnent Fount ~ale 

4* - Present job one year or tI'Ore 
3*. Preset'lt job four mnths •. OR.. • present: ex ptior 6 m:mths 
2*. Pres~t job one mnth 
1*· Cur=ent job.· .•. OR. un.emloyed 3 m:mths or It;SS With 6 trOnths tI'Ore 

. on 'Drier job 
OR receiving ~lo)'lIEnt CCtI;ler.sarlon or welfare 
OR. suppoi"t:ed by family 

(* Deduct 1 point: fran first three cat:egories if job is not st:eady 
or if not zitJ..aried, if c!efendant has no inveso:ent in it) 

Verified Tow Poines _____ _ 

.i~m.::: :CNVICTICNS ___ _ (list;: Cllarge, Disposition, 1tlhere ex v.ben, Probation Officer) 

AOOL.:r cnm:CTICm _______ _ (list: ~e, ~sition, Where ex v.beni Probation Officer) 

0'IliE:R PENDmG CCllRl';::..::C\SES::-===================-, Pr...or Criminal Record Sc:ale 

'!O'!AI. POmI'S ___ _ 

OBSERVATIONS : 

3 - No convictions 
2 - No convictions in last: year 
1 - Misd.elIe.anor ccnvic~..ons in last year 
o - <he felony conviction 

-1. - 'I\.1c or tIm'e felony CCtIVictions 
- 3 - Convictions of crimes aga.:inst: persons 
-5 - Convictions Clf crimes ~t: persons Wit.1Un last: year 

·.,erlfied Tow Poines 

(Inr-1udes Residence. Fami.ly/ComIuUt:y Ties, ~loya:ent: ex Record) 
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Chapter 6 

COMMUNITY AND REGIONAL FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH FROGRAMS 

As almost any historical review of the criminal justice and mental 
health systems would indicate, both systems relied almost exclusively on 
"total" institutions for many decades but have recently developed less 
restrictive environments and implemented programs where evaluation and 
treatment of the ''mad and the bad" will occur, at least initially, in the 
communi'ty (£!. Beran and Toomey, 1979; Monahan, 1976). 

This chapter describes forensic mental health screening and 
evaluation conducted by community and regional forensic mental health 
centers. Collaboration with the criminal justice system is one of the 
most rapidly growing areas of community mental health work (Monahan, 
1976). The great bulk of the chapter is the description of the 
operations of six community and regional forensic mental health centers: 

(1) Dayton Area Forensic Psychiatry Services 
Dayton, Ohio 

(2) San Mateo County Mental Health Courts and Corrections Unit 
Redwood City, California 

(3) Forensic Unit of the Barren River Mental Health
Mental Retardation Board 

Bowling Green, Kentucky 

(4) Forensic Services of the Malcolm Bliss Mental Health Center 
St. Louis, Missouri 

(5) Forensic Unit of the Peace River Center 
for Personal Development 

Bartow, Florida 

(6) Riverside Hospital Community Mental Health Center Forensic 
Screening and Evaluation 

Newport News, Virginia 

There are strong national trends toward community-based services 
as an alternative to institutionalization for most human service needs. 
Forensic mental health screening and evaluation is no exception to this 
trend. For example, in 1971 Ohio established its first community 
forensic center; by early 1974, six state-supported centers were in 
operatio~; and, as of August 1978, there were 16 community forensic 
centers across the state (Roth, 1979). State legislation in Ohio 
designates the community centers, rather than a central facility, as the 
setting for court-ordered mental health evaluati.ons for competency and 
criminal responsibility. Some states plan to ptl~se out central 
institutiona.,1. facilities entirely and develop s':D.aller forensic: centers on 

r) , 

( 
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the grounds of existing state civil hospitals and training schools for 
the retarded (Roth, 1979; Petrila, 1,981). ' 

The signing into law of the M~mtal Health Systems Act (P.L. 94-63) 
by President Jimmy Carter in October 1980 marked (at the time) a national 
commitment to deal with the mental health problems of a wide range of 
populations with community resources. Collaboration between the mental 
health and the criminal justice syste~s is clearly mandated in the 
definitions of a community mental health center in the general provisions 
of the Act: 

A community mental health center is a legal entity which provides 
comprehensive mental health serv:f.ces to individuals in a 
particular"catchment area regardless of their ability to pay and 
agrees to give "special attention to those who are chronically 
mentally ill." The center must provide inpatient, emergency, and 
outpatient services, assistance to the courts and other public 
agencies in screening residents who are referred for evaluations, 
follow-up care, consultation and educational services. (P.L. 
94-63, Section 101, emphasis added) 

The six community and regional forensic mental health centers 
described in this chapter represent operating systems of varying sizes, 
collaboration,s with other agencies, resources, philosophies, management 
policies and procedures--yet, they are as a group distinguishable from 
the other elements of a forensic mental health delivery system: 
centralized institutions, state and local corrections agencies and court 
clinics (see the discussion in "Conclusions," Chapter 3, and the 
introducti~ns to the previous chapters). 

In a number of jurisdictions throughout the country, mental health 
questions of immediate concern to the criminal justice system are 
referred to outpatient mental health clinics located in or near 
courthouses designed to serve exclusively the court~ and the~r agencies. 
Exclusive service eo the courtS and their allied agencies most clearly 
distinguishes court clinics from community-based forensic units serving a 
particular catchment area. Insofar as community or regional forensic 
units are aligned with other community mental health services, their 
connection with the courts may be less clearly perceived, even if 
individual forellsic staff members view themselves as agents of the 
court. Aside frpm the actual and perceived distance between them and the 
courts, there ,are few differences b~tween court clinics and community or 
regional community forensic mental he~lth centers. 

The following sketch could wre.t:'l describe ~ court clinics and 
community or regional forensic mental health centers. They differ in 
their organization and operation. Some receive their operating funds 
from the court system which they serve; some operate within community 
mental health centers; others are allied with courts but receive only a 
portion of their ,funds from the courts; still others are agencies of 
local or state departments of mental health. Some provide ,relatively 
extensive evaluative services, and a few provide limited treatment for 
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criminal defendants, Witnesses, and their families; others are designed 
merely to provide advisory opinions on specific mental health questions 
for judges and other court personnel. They can be differentiated on the 
basis of caseload, sources of referral (e.g., courts, probation 
departments, and police), time of referral (e.g., pretrial, at 
sentencing, or post-conviction), staff, budget, type of reporting 
mechanisms (testimony and written reports), treatment options, data 
collection methods, and many other factors. 

The primary function of most community forensic mental health 
centers is to examine criminal defendants and render opinions regarding 
competency to stand trial, suitability for pretrial release, and 
psychosocial condition (bearing on sentencing and probation decisions). 
With regard to certain forensic questions (e.g., competency to stand 
trial), some clinics perform a threshold screening function, advising the 
court whether the question merits further evaluation (perhaps more 
prolonged evaluation in a hospital setting); other clinics are euthorized 
to conduct thorough evaluations and address ultimate mental hetiilth-legal 
questions. Virtually every court clinic works closely with area 
psychiatric hospitals, and most recommend inpatient evaluati01.\ of 
difficult cases. 

The staff of a typical community or regional forensic mental 
health unit consists of a core group of full-time mental health 
professionals (including psychiatrists, psychologists, and social 
workers) and support personnel and any number of part-time consulting 
psychiatrists and psychologists. Some centers have large, full-time 
8taffs well coordinated as a team, while others rely heavily on 
consultants who function relatively independently. 

Although the process by which mental health information is 
acquired varies from center to center, most clinics rely upon the 
clinical interview as the primary means for assessing the mental state of 
client-offenders. Most centers compile background information about the 
defendant, conduct clinical interviews, and perform psychological 
testing, incl~ding objective tests of intelligence and subjective 
personality inventories. Neurological testing and other more extensive 
procedures generally are performed on a ref~rral basis in area hospitals. 

The interest in working with the criminal justice system varies 
among community mental health centers. In a study of 26 community mental 
health centers in Kansas, Modlin, Porter, and Benson (1976) it was found 
that most centers were reactive rather than proactive. The creation of 
community forensic mental health units wa,s likely the result of strong 
interests of specific individuals in each. system. 

no 
Many mental health personnel are skeptical of the legal 

offender's treatability. They point out that he oft~n, with 
pers()nal t;J10civation toward treatment, is coercively referred 
judg~! or probation officer. One psychiatrist stated wryly: 
are all alcoholics, drug users, or psychopaths, three of the 
categories we have least success in helping." Such bias may be 
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justified if traditional psychiatric treatment is all a center 
offers. 

This clinical stance concerning offenders contaminates 
attitudes toward personnel in the criminal justice system. It is 
felt that the referring agency frequently does not understand the 
difficulties and the requirements for adequate psychiatric 
practice; that referring agencies are looking for legal rather 
than medical decisions and solutions; that the legal system in 
toto offers a restrictive, or even antithetical, climate for-
psychiatric treatment; and that punishment and treatment are 
incompatible. (Modlin, Porter, and Benson, 1976, pp. 717-718) 

The study by Modlin et ale revealed three conditions correlated with the 
success of a reciproCli'lprogram between community mental health centers 
and the criminal justice system: the location of the program within the 
criminal justice system, an urban setting, and individual initiative by 
staff from each system. 

THE DAYTON (OHIO) AREA FORENSIC PSYCHIATRY SERVICES 

The Dayton Center was opened in October 1972 and received the 
first client-offender case a few months later (see Program for the Study 
of Crime and Delinquency, Note 2). It is a component and an identifiable 
operation of Eastway Community Mental Health Center in Dayton, Ohio, and 
provides the criminal courts outpatient psychiatric and psychological 
evaluations of accused offenders. Outpatient treatment, crisis 
intervention, case consultation, and mental health intervention services 
to the Montgomery County Jail are provided as time and resources permit. 
The primary clients of the Dayton Center are the criminal courts in seven 
co~nties (Montgomery~ Champaign, Darke, Greene, Logan, Miami, and Shelby) 
with a population close to one million. The Dayton Center is currently 
funded by the Division of Forensic Psychiatry, Ohio Department of Mental 
Health and Mental Retardation, though monies were made available from 
federal sources in the past. 

The Dayton Center is one of 18 outpatient community forensic 
ment~l health centers in Ohio. The Division of Forensic Psychiatry of 
the Ohio Department of Mental Health and Mental Retardation began 
developing communi~y forensic mental health centers in 1972 to reduce 
inpatient evaluation referrals to Lima State Hospital, a maximum security 
facilitY,located in Lima, Ohio. There are four basic types of community 
forensic centers approved by the Division of Forensic Psychiatry of the 
Ohio Department of Mental Health and ~.ntal Retardation: (1) a branch of 
a community mental health center; the Dayton Center is of this type; (2) 
a free-standing entity with its own Board of Directors; (3) a division of 
a generalou'tpatient mental health facility of a universi'ty; and (4) an 
agency of a court or probation department (see Beran and Toomey, 1979; 
and Note 9, Association of Ohio Forensic Psychiatric Centers, for a 
disc.ussion of the developtnent' of the Ohio community forensic center 
network). 
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The Dayton Center provides comprehensive forensic mental health 
evaluation services. Court-requested evaluations ~re conducted ~t . 
various points in the adjudication process: pretr1al, post conv1ct10n 
but before sentencing, and during probation or parole. Referral 
questions include competency to stand trial; insanity; ide~tification of 
persons as mentally ill, mentally retarded, or "psyc~0~a:h1c"; . . 
dangerousness; probability of repeating offense (rec1d1v1sm); amenab1l1ty 
to treatment; and probation risk. In 1979, the Dayton Center performed 
approximately 600 evaluations at the request of the common.p~eas courts 
in the seven counties served by the Center, two county mun1c1pal courts 
in Montgomery County, the probate courts, the Probation Department, the 
Adult Parole Authority, and the juvenile courts; more than 75 percent of 
the referrals came from the'Court of Common Pleas. 

Psychiatrists, clinical psychologist s, social workers, c.ounselors, 
and secretaries serve as staff of the Dayton Center. 

A Function Model 

Figures 29-31 depict how a defendant comes to be evaluated at the 
Dayton Center, how a case is referred and delineated, how case 
information is acquired, and, finally, how the acquired information is 
provided to the referral agent. 

The initial decision to involve the Dayton Center in a case occurs 
in the referral courts and allied referral agencies. Referral reasons 
and the stages in the criminal process at which refer~als for.e~aluation 
are made vary considerably. In a felony case, follow1ng prel1m1nary 
arraignment in the lower courts (municipal or county)? the issue of 
competency may first be raised by the court, prosecut10n, or defense 
attorney at a preliminary hearing during which the state must show 
"probable cause" that a crime was committed and that the accused person 
committed the crime. The preliminary hearing is conducted before grand 
jury indictment, before entry of a plea and before appearan:e in common 
pleas court arraignment. The issue of competency can be ra1sed and an 
e.valuation may be ordered by the cou~t at arraignment, at a pretrial 
conference or during trial. The defense must raise the issue of 

, h . f insanity and enter a not-guilty-by-reason-of-insanity plea at t e t1me 0 
arraignment. 

If a defendant is found guilty, or has pled guilty through a 
negotiated plea, the court may refer the case to the prob~t~on department 
for a presentence investigation. At this stage in the cr1m1nal 
proceedings, the evaluation referral questi~n m~y.focus on the presence 
or absence of mitigating circumstances, &dv1sab1l1ty of treatment, or 
factors favoring probation. 

Figure 29 captures the "flow" of a case before the actual 
appearance of the accused individual at the Dayton Center, the specific 
activities and events that delineate the mental health information to be 
sought about the individual case. Cases come to the attention of the ;: 
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Figure 29. Ca'se l'rocessing ~fodel of the Dayton Center, Delineation of Evaluation Information. 
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Dayton Center by means of referrals from judges of the Municipal Court, 
the Court of Common Pleas, probation ()fficers, parole officers, or County 
Jail personnel. All referrals, with the exception of requests from the 
Adult Parole Authority and the County Jail, are made by formal court 
order. The order specifies the type of evaluation requested (i.e., 
competency, insanity, etc.), and the statute section authorizing the 
evaluation. A court order is accompanied by a referral form further 
detailing case information and referral questions. Referrals from the 
Adult Parole Authority and the County Jail are made'by referral form or a 
brief checklist only (no court order), and are often preceded by informal 
contact with the Dayton Center. The Dayton Center Director reviews all 
referrals and assigns the case to a staff member as primary examiner. 
Evaluations for competency to stand trial and criminal responsibility are 
assigned only t:o "board eligible," certified psychiatrists or clinical 
psychologists licensed in Ohi~. O~her types of evaluations typically are 
assigned to other staff membe~s. 

Once a r,eferral (i.e.~, court order, referral form, informal 
contact with referral agent) has been received, the administrative staff 
and the primary examiner (after assignment) begin the preparation of the 
case: Le., chE!cking and acquiring informati.on supporting the case 
(e.g., reports from hospitals or mental health centers, copy of 
indictment, rep()rt of arrest, and copy of most recent presentence 
investigation report); asking the referral agent to further delineate the 
referral question(s); arranging for defendant to come to the Dayton 
Center for evaluation; and, scheduling the evaluation process to 
accommodate a 30~ay time limit. 

Figure 30 depicts the essential operations and events occurring to 
acquire evaluative information about the defendant. Once the defendant 
comes to the Dayton Center, the direct acquisition of information begins 
by obtaining the defendant's informed consent and authorization for 
release of information (if not already obtained by the referral agent 
before the defendant appears in the Dayton Center for evaluation). This 
is followed by a clinical interview conducted by the assigned examiner. 
Except in evaluations of the insanity issue, which often last longer than 
a single session, most clinical interviews seldom exceed two hours and a 
single session. The conduct of the actual interview vari·es depending on 
the referral question, the nature of the case, the amount of prior 
information, the mental status of the defendant at the time of the 
interview, and the professional style of the examiner. 

If a clinical decision is not reached at the conclusion of the 
clinical interview, as is most often the case when the referral question 
is insanity, preparations are made to secure additional information such 
as the social history of the defendant, performance on intelligence tests 
and other standard psychological instruments, professional opinions of 
other staff members, and neurological or medical examination results. 
Once the examiner has reached a clinical decision, he or she prepares a 
formal report that is reviewed by the Supervisor of Psychological 
Services or the Supervisor of Social Services (if the responsible 
examiner is a psychologist or a social worker under its supervision) and, 
ultimately, by the Director of the Da.yton Center. 
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Figure 30. Case Processing Hodel of the Dayton Center, Acquisition of Case Information. 
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The final stage, the provision of the evaluative information to 
the referral agents, is depicted in Figure 31. Ordinarily, written 
evaluations are submitted to the referral agent within 30 days of the 
receipt of the referral. Copies are sent to the referring court by 
courier or U.S. mail, depending on the distance of the court from the 
Dayton Center, with copies for the initial referral agents (attorneys, 
probation officers and parole officers). Distribution of cc)pies is the 
responsibility of the courts except in cases involving the Adult Parole 
Authority and the County Jail, where the issues may be advisability of 
treatment or case consultation, in which case reports are submitted 
directly to those agencies. Informal communication about a case between 
Dayton Center staff and the referring agent before, during, and after the 
preparation of a formal written report is a frequent occurrence. The 
examiner may testify as an expert witness during a trial or presentence 
hearing, albeit infrequently. The following three sections describe in 
greater detail the delineation, acquisition, and provision of forensic 
evaluation information in the Dayton Center. 

The Dslineation of Evaluation Requirements 

Statutory Delineation 

The Dayton Center places strong reliance on specific sections of 
the Ohio Revised Code to guide its referrals and outline the information 
acquisition requirements. Specific legal guidelines outline the referral 
questions, qualifications of examiners, the for~at of requested reports, 
and the time requirements for filing the report. All referrals specify 
not only the type of evaluation requested by name (i.e., competency, drug 
dependency, etc.) but also the Ohio Revised Code (O.R.C.) Section number 
authorizing the evaluation. The referral form used by the Dayton Center 
specifies eight types of evaluations, according to authorizing statute: 

(1) Competency to Stand Trial (2945.371 O.R.C.); 

(2) Not Guilty by Reason of Insanity (2945.39 O.R.C.); 

(3) Mitigating Circumstances in Capital Offenses (2929.03 O.R.C.); 

(4) Medication to Maintain Competency (2945.38 O.R.C.); 

(5) Mitigating Circumstances (2947.06 O.R.C.); 

(6) Advisability of Treatment (2967.22 O.R.C.); 

(7) Presentence Evaluation (2951.03 (O.R.C.); and 

(8) Drug Dependency (2951.04[D] and 2951.041 (O.R.C.). 

Although the referral form also lists an "other" category, and the 
Dayton Center responds regularly to informal evaluation requests by the 
courts which are not necessarily reflected in completed referral forms, 
the checklist of st~tute authorities invariably shapes the referral 
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Figure 31. Case Processing Model of the Dayton Center, Provision of Evaluation Information. 
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process. Delineation of the evaluation process by the Dayton Center is 
also evident in procedural memoranda outlining the purpose, referral 
procedures, and reporting requirements of various types of evaluation. 
Statute citation and language are prominent in the memoranda. Further, 
the Manual of Forensic Psychiatric Centers, prepared by the Association 
of Ohio Forensic Psychiatric Center Directors (see Note 9) emphasizes the 
statutory base of the evaluations performed by the forensic community 
centers. Finally, the Dayton Center categorizes its year~end reporting 
of evaluation caseload according to Ohio statutes authorizing the 
evaluation. 

The applicable Ohio statutes and case law for the evaluations 
conducted by the Dayton Center are as follows: 

Competency to Stand Trial. The Code specifies the time and manner 
in which the issue of competency may be raised, criterion required to 
prove incompetency, the number of separate evaluations authorized, who 
shall conduct evaluations, where they should be conducted, and the 
provision of evaluation results. 

In a criminal action in a court of common pleas or municipal 
COUI'C, the court, prosecutio.n, or defense may raise the issue of 
the defendant's competence to stand trial. If the issue is raised 
before trial, the court shall hold a hearing on the issue as 
provided in this section. If the issue is raised after trial has 
begun, the court shall hold a hearing on the issue only for good 
cause shown. 

A defendant is presumed competent to stand trial unless it is 
proved by a preponderance of the evidence in a hearing under this 
section that because of his present mental condition he is 
incapable of understanding the nature and objective of the 
proceedings against him or of presently assisting in his defense. 
(Ohio Revised Code 2945.37.) 

If the issue of a defendant's competence to stand trial is raised 
under Section 2945.37 of the Revised Code, the court may order one 
or more, but not more than three evaluations of the defendant's 
mental condition. An evaluation shall be conducted through 
examination of the defendant by a certified forensic center 
designated by the Department of Mental Health and Mental 
Retardation to conduct such examinations and make such evaluations 
in an area in which the court is located or by any other program 
or facility that is certified or operated by the Department to 
diagnose or treat mental illness or mental retardation and is 
d'esignated by the Department to diagnose or treat mental illness 
or mental retardation and is designated by the Department to 
conduct such examinations and make such evaluations, or the court 
may designate a center, program, or facility other than one 
designated by the Department to conduct the examination, and in 
any case the court may designate examiners other than the 
personnel of the center, program, facility, or department to make 
the examination. 
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If an evaluation is ordered, the defendant shall be available at 
the times and places established by the center, program, facility, 
or examiners. The court may order a defendant who has been 
released on bailor recognizance to submit to an examination under 
this section. If a defendant who has been released on bailor 
recognizance refuses to submit to a complete examination, the 
court may amend the conditions of bailor recognizance and order 
the sheriff to take the defendant into custody and deliver him to 
a center, program, or facility operated or certified by. the 
Department where he may be held for examination for a reasonable 
period of time not to exceed twenty days. 

A defendant who has not been released on bailor recognizance may . 
be examined at his place of detention, or the court at the request 
of the examiner may order the sheriff to transport the defendant 
to a program or facility operated by the Department, where he may 
be held for examination for a reasonable period of time not to 
exceed twenty days, and to return the defendant to the place of 
detention after the examination. 

The examiner shall file a written report with the court within 
thirty days after entry of an order for examination. The court 
shall provide copies of the report to the prosecutor and defense 
counsel. The report shall contain the findings of the examiner, 
the facts in reasonable detail on which the findings are based, 
and the opinion of the examiner as to the defendant's competence 
to stand trial. If the examiner reports that in his opinion the 
defendant is incompetent to stand trial, he shall also state his 
opinion on the likelihood of the defendant's becoming competent to 
stand trial within one year and if, in his opinion, the defendant 
is mentally ill or mentally recarded. (Ohio Revised Code 2945.371) 

Insanity. Insanity was legally defined by the Ohio Supreme Court 
in the case of State of Ohio v. Staten as follows: 

In order to establish the defense of insanity, the accused must 
establish that disease or other defect of his mind so impaired his 
reason that, at the time of the criminal act with which he is 
charged, either he did not know that such an act was wrong or he 
did not have the ability to refrain from doing that act (cited by 
the Association of Ohio Forensic Psychiatric Center Directors, 
Note 9). 

The Staten decision requir.es complete impairment, rather than 
partial impairment as implied in the words "lacka substantial capacity" 
of the American Law Institute's Model Penal Code definition of insanity. 
The Staten court felt that partial inability or impairment to control 
should be considered in sentencing, rather than at the trial stage (see 
Note 9, p. 24). Sections 2945.39 and 2945.40, of the Ohio Revised Code, 
which address the pJ,ea of insanity, do not define insanity or set 
standards for criminal responsibility, although they do describe the 
administration of the insanity plea, agencies authorized to receive 
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referrals, availability of the defendant for evaluation, notification of 
parties involved, time frame for evaluation, issuance of temporary 
detention orders, commitment procedures, and other procedural matters. 

Conditional Probation for Drug Treatment and Drug Treatment in 
Lieu of Conviction. The purposes of these evaluations are to determine 

'whether the defendant is drug dependent or in danger of becoming drug 
dependent and whether he or she can benefit from treatment. The 
evaluations of treatment in lieu of conviction are ordered by the court 
after the defendant is charged but before a plea is entered. 

If the court has reason to believe that an offender charged with a 
felony or a misdemeanor is a drug dependent person or is in 'danger 
of becoming a drug dependent person, the court shall, prior to the 
entry of a plea, accept that offender's request for treatment in 
lieu of conviction. If the offender requests treatment in lieu of 
conviction, the court shall stay all criminal proceedings pending 
the outcome of the hearing to determine whether the offender is a 
person eligible for treatment in lieu of conviction. At the 
conclusion of the hearing, the court shall enter its findings and 
accept the offender's plea. 

The offender is eligible for treat~ent in lieu of conviction if 
the court finds that: 

(1) The offender's drug dependence or danger of drug 
dependence was a factor leading to the criminal activity 
with which he is charged, and rehabilitation through 
treatment would substantially reduce the likelihood of 
additioTlal criminal activity; 

(2) The offender has been accepted into an appropriate drug 
treatment facility or program. 

(3) If the offender were convicted he would be eligible for 
probation. -----

(4) The offender is not a "repeat offender" or "dangerous 
offender" as defined in Section 2929.01 of the Revised 
Code. 

Upon such a finding and where the offender enters a plea of guilty 
or no contest, the court may stay all criminal proceedings and 
order ·the offender to a period of rehabilitation. Where a plea of 
not guilty is entered, a trial shall precede further consideration 
of the offender's request for treatment in lieu of conviction. 
(Ohio Revised Code Section 2951.041) 

The evaluation for conditional probation for drug treatment can be 
ordered by any trial court after conviction but before sentencing. 
Again, the defendant must be eligible for probation. 

273 

... 
/ 'i.:::::-::: ..... ~::~::::::_::::~.=.::::;:..~lt __ ~ ... ,:x;~;,,":!~.~ ...... ,._~~_:~..:;::; .. ;:::;:;;;-: .. ::::;:::~..,.~~~.7:',~- .~'; 



If the court has reason to believe that an offender convicted of a 
felony or misdemeanor is a drug dependent person or is in danger 
of becoming a drug dependent person, the court may, and when the 
offender has been convicted, the court shall advise the offender 
that he has a right to request conditional probation for purposes 
of treatment and rehabilitation. 

Within a reasonable time after receipt of the request for 
conditional probation, the court shall hold a hearing to determine 
if the offender is eligible for conditional probation. The 
offender is eligibl.~ for conditional proba.'~iC?n if the court finds 
that: 

(1) The offender is drug dependen~ or is in danger of becoming 
drug dependent and he may benefit from treatment; 

(2) The offender has been accepted into an appropriate ~~ug 
treatment facility or program; 

(3) The offender hilS committed an offense for which probation 
may be granted. 

If the court finds that an offender is eligible for 
conditional probation, the court may suspend execution of the 
sentence imposed after completion of any period of actual 
incarceration which may be required by Chapter 2925. of the 
Revised Code,~ and place the offender on probation subject to 
chapter 2951. of the Revised Code and under the control and 
supervision of the county probation department or the adult 
parole authority. 

Probation under this section shall be. conditioned upon the 
offender's voluntary entrance into an appropriate treatment 
program or facility and his faithful subm.:!'ssion to the 
treatment prescribed for his drug dependence or d~nger of drug 
dependence and upon other conditions as the court' orders. 

The court shall not suspend execution of a sentence and place 
the offender on probation until the court affirmatively finds 
that the offender is not, or there is no substantial risk of 
his becoming, a dangerous offender as defined in Section 
2929.01 of the Revised Code and such finding is entered into 
·th~c:",r~cord. (bhio Revised Code Section 2951.04) 

Mitigation of Penalty Presentence Evaluation. Under Ohio Revised 
Code Section 2947.06, a,fter conviction and before sentencing of a 
defendant, the court may request the probation department to inquire into 
mitigating circumstances. The evaluation is mandatory in capital 
offenses. In non-capital offenses, the evaluatfit)ll may be ordered by any 
trial court. The purpose of the evaluation repfJ1L"t is to inform the 
sentencing judge about motives and other factorl~ that may have 
contributed to the defendant's offense (see Note 9, pp. 29-30). 
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The trial court may hear testimony of mitigation of a sentence at 
the term of conviction or plea, or at the next term. The 
prosecuting attorney may offer testimony on behalf of the state, 
to give the court a true understanding of the case. The court 
shall determine whether sentence ought immediately to be imposed 
or the defendant placed on prob~ltion. The court of its own motion 
may direct the department of probation of the county wherein the 
defendant resides, or its own regular probation officer, to make 
such inquiries and reports as the court requires concerning the 
defendant, and such reports shall be confidential and need not be 
furnished to the defendant or his counselor the prosecuting 
attorney unless the court, in its discretion, so orders. 

The court may appoint not more than two psychologists or 
psychiatrists who shall make such reports concerning the defendant 
as the court requires for the purpose of determining the 
disposition of the case. Each such psychologist or psychiatrist 
shall receive a fee to be fixed by the court and taxed in the 
costs of the case. Such reports shall be made in writing, in open 
court, in the presence of the defendant, except in m.isdemeanor 
cases in which sentence may be pronounced in the absence of the 
defendant. A copy of each such report of a psychologist or 
psychiatrist may be furnished to the defendant, if present, who 
may examine the persons making the same, under oath, as to any 
matter or thing contained therein. {Ohio Revised Code Section 
2947.06) 

Benefit of Treatment Presentence Evaluation. pnder Section 
2951.03, a probation officer may request psychiatric or psychological 
examination of a defendant as part of the post-conviction, presentence 
investigation. The evaluation may be useful in de~iding the questions of 
probation cdd probation rules, especially those involving mental health 
treatment. 

No person who has pleaded guilty of or has been convicted of a 
felony shall be placed on probation until a written report of 
investigation by a probation officer has been considered by the 
court. The probation officer shall inquire into the circumstances 
of the offense, criminal record, social history, and present 
condition of the defendant. Such written report of investigation 
by the probation officer shall be confidential and need not be 
furnished to the defendant or his counselor the prosecuting 
attorney unless the court, in its discretion, so orders. Whenever 
the probation officer considers it advisable, such investigation 
may include a physical and mental examination of the defendant. 
If a defendant is committed to any institution, the report of such 
investigation shall be sent to the institution with the entry of 
commitment. (Ohio Revised Code Section 2951.03) 

Advisability of Treatment During Probation and Parole. Under 
O.R.C. Section 2967.22, a probation officer may request assessment of the 
probationer's ~r parolee's mental condition. This evaluation takes place 
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after the judge has placed the person on probation or parole, under the 
supervision of the Adult Parole Authority or the Coqnty Probation 
Department. Participation in the evaluation may be a condition of 
probation. Occasionally, behavior problems that occur during probation 
or parole may precipitate the evaluation; the results of the evaluation 
are then used to change the conditions of probation or parole (see 
Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency Note 8, p.Sl). 

Referral Courts and Agencies 

The Dayton Center accepts referrals from the common pleas court in 
each of the @even counties within its area of jurisdiction, the two 
<:ourts of limited jurisdiction within Montgomery County, the Montgomery 
County probation and parole departments, local detention facilities, and, 
infrequently, from the juvenile courts. 

The Court of Common Pleas is Ohio's court of general 
jurisdiction. There is one court in each of the seven coun'ties servlad by 
the Dayton Center. The court's jurisdiction includes all <;rimina1 Cclses, 
except some minor offenses. The court also exercises jurisdiction over 
probate, domestic relations, and juvenile matters. In some counties, 
separate divisions have been created within the court to handle these 
cases (Reincke & Lichterman, 1979). The twenty ... s:f.x judges, including six 
probate judges and one juvenile judge, in the courts of common pleas in 
the seven county area served by the Dayton Center, are the principal 
referral agents. 

The four-judge municipal court'in Dayton, which refers cases to 
the Dayton Center, is a court of limited jurisdiction within municipal 
boundaries. This court has criminal jurisdiction over misdemeanors 
carl1'ing a sentence of imprisonment of less than one year. The 
Montgomery County Court, with five judges, has countywide jurisdiction in 
criminal cases involving misdemeanors and motor vehicle violations. The 
court m~y bind over persons to the grand jury in felony cases, rule on 
matters of law, and issue arrest warrants. 

In addition to referrals from the courts, the Dayton Center 
accepts referrals from probation officers of the Montgomery County 
Probation Department and the parole officers in the Adult Parole 
Auth~rity. Finally, referrals are also received on occasion from the 
staff of the Montgomery County Jail. 

Referral Procedures 

All evaluation referrals to the Dayton Center, with the exception 
of .requests from the Adult Parole Authority and consultation requests 
from the County Jail, require a formal court order issued by a judge. 
The order specifies the type of evaluation requested and the Ohio Revised 
Code section authorizing the evaluation. The Dayton Center requests that 
referral agents complete a referral form and submit this form with the 
court order. Over ninety percent of the referrals comply with this 
request. 
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Referral agents are also requested to include all relevant, 
available case information with their referrals. The following 
information, according to the type of evaluation authorized by statutes, 
is requested by the Dayton Center (D~yton Area Forensic Psychiatry 
Services, Note 11). 

(a) Competency to stand trial and not guilty by reason of insanity. 

o Copy of indictment. 
o Report of arrest. 
o Arrest record. 
o Bond check if completed; name and telephone number of 

investigator, if available. 
o Copy of most recent presentence investigation, if 

available; name and phone number of probation officer. 
o Copy of arraignment information, (from lower court) if 

available. 
o Reports from Lima State Hospital, Dayton Mental Health 

Center t ather state-operated hospitals, community mental 
health center or any other reports of psychiatric 
treatment. 

(b) Medication to maintain competency treatment to attain 
competency. 

o All records of mental health treatment, including 
~edication record. 

(c) Advisability of treatment (treatment plan for probationer) and 
mitigating circumstances. 

o Copy of P.O.'s supplement to judge requesting evaluation. 
o Copy of mose recent presentence investigation report. 
o Indication on referral sheet of specific reason for 

evaluation. 
o Reference to any past mental health treatment. 

(d) Candidate for probation and drug dependency treatment. 

o Copy of arrest record. 
o Copy of most recent presentence investigation report. 
o Copy of bond check, if available. 
o Record of past involvement with Lima, Dayton Mental Health 

Center, community centers, drug treatment programs. 
o Record of previQl,ls offens.es •. 
o Name and telephone number of investigator. 
o Source of request for evaluation (judge, attorney, 

probation officer, defendant). 
o Indication on referral sheet of specific reason for 

evaluation. 
o Copy of supplement if request made by investigator. 
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The referral orders, completed forms, and the above supplementary 
data are delivered by courier to the Dayton Center approximately three 
times per week. Requests from outlying areas are sent by U.S. mail. 
Frequently, an informal telephone request from the referral agent 
precedes or accompanies the formal request. Once a case is assigned, the 
responsible examiner may contact the referral agent or agencies for 
additional information clarifying reasons for referral, and for 
information not submitted with the order or entry. 

Arrangements are then made to schedule the actual evaluation of 
the defendant. Referral agents are alerted to the need for their 
assistance in transporting defendants or probationers to the Dayton 
Center, particularly if the person is incarcerated in a facility outside 
Montgomery County. Persons not in custody, i.e., defendants released on 
bailor their own recognizance, must be contacted directly for an 
appointment by the Dayton Center staff. 

Acquisition of Mental Health Information 

Staff 

The staff of the Dayton Center consists of two consulting 
psychiatrists, a full-time clinical psychologist' who also is Chief of 
Psychological Services, three consulting psychologists, two consulting 
psychiatri~ social workers, a full-time social worker as Supervisor of 
Social Services, a masters-level "therapist" working primarily in the 
Center's Jail Services, a psychology associate, and several other persons 
(a drug evaluator specialist, a juvenile diversion officer, and a court 
liaison officer) who perform work of the Dayton Center but receive 
funding from other sources. The Dayton Center is coordinated and 
administered by the director, who is a social worker, assisted by a 
clerical staff. 

Procedures and Techniques 

The major function of the Dayton Center is case information 
acquisition. The other two major functions--decisionmaking and 
treatment~have been discussed in detail elsewhere (£t. Beran & Toomey, 
1979; Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency, Notes 2 and 8) and 
will not be dealt with here. Information acquisition focuses on the 
types of examinations requested by the referral agents, including 
determinations of competency to stand trial or sanity at the time of the 
offense; the psychiatric presentence examination for mitigation of 
sentence or recommendation for probation; examinations of probationers 
and parolees to determine current mental condition and most successful 
supervision methods; examination to determine drug dependency; and 
emergency interventions for persons incarcerated in either state or local 
facilities. As discussed above, the conduct of each of the examinations 
is largely determined by statutes governing its use, al'though in 
practice, statutory provisions are difficult,to trace through the 
information acquisition process. In general, the process is influenced 
oy applicable statutes, executive and administrative orders, formal and 
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informal policies of referral agencies, and the professional styles of 
the examiners. . 

Examinations of defendants typically begin with the clinical 
interviews conducted by the examiners assigned primary responsibility for 
the case by the Director. Evaluations of competency to stand trial and 
sanity at the time of the offense are always assigned to certified 
clinical psychologists or psychiatrists. Other types of examinations are 
assigned on the basis of staff availability, type of case, and examiner's 
expertist~ • 

Before the clinial interview, the defendant is asked to read and 
sign a form (see Appendix A) indicating his or her informed consent. 
Also, if the authorization for release of written information has not 
been obtained before the defendant arrives at the Dayton Center, he or 
she is asked to sign a release form (see Appendix B). 

Evaluative techniques' employed at the Center include the 
individual clinical interviews, social case history, and psychological 
and psychiatric testing. The latter includes assessments of intellectual 
functioning (using the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS), 
Stanford-Binet, and Wide Range Achievement Test), personality tests 
(Rorschach Test, Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) 
Thematic Apperception Test (TAT), and the Rotter Incomplete Sentenc~ 
Test) and measures of neurological dysfunctioning (Bender Visual-Motor 
Gestalt Test, and the Graham-I~ndall Test). The type and number of 
psychological and psychiatric tests administered vary with the type of 
case, the completeness of the information acquired during the clinical 
interview, and the judgment of the primary examiner. With the exception 
of evaluations for sanity at the time of the offense, which usually tak~ 
longer than a single session, examinations are conducted in a single 
session lasting less than two hours. Differences in the conduct of 
specific e~~minations are noted below. 

Competency. Assessment of competency at the Dayton Center 
involves a clinical interview and an assessment of the defendant's 
cognitive and emotional functioning. In addition to information gained 
during the clinical interview, the examiner sometimes administers (or 
requests that other Dayton Center staff administer) the MMPI; in cases in 
which mental retardation is suspected and mentioned by the referral 
agent, the WAIS is administered. The examiner may interview relatives' 
request the compilation of social history by staff social workers' review 
the reasons for referral with the referral agent(s); and seek the'advice 
of other staff members. 

A Dayton Center memorandum (Dayton Area Forensic Psychiatry 
Services, Note 12) suggested that the following aspects and issues of 
competency be covered to guide examiners in competency evaluations: 

a) Assessment of present mental condition 
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b) 

o 

o 
o 

Are there signs of mental disorder~psychosis, mental 
deficiency, organic cerebral disorder? 
Does the mental disorder cause defect in judgment? 
Does the defect in judgment result in specific incapacity 
with reference to matter in question? 

Does the person understand_the nature and objectives, 
including consequences, of the proceedings against him or her? 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Who is your lawyer now? 
Have you had any other lawyers in this case? 
How did you get them? 
What is your lawyer's job? 
What is the purpose of the judge? 
What does the jury do? 
What does the prosecutor do? 
Since arrest, have you spent time in jail? How long? 
Have you been questioned by the police? When? Where? 
Did they tell you what rights you have in this case? 
What are the charges against you? 
il,1hat do they me,an to you? 
Why were they made against you? 
When is your trial going to take place? 
In which court? 
Can the judge or prosecut.or make you take the witness 
stand in court and make you answer questions? 
Since your arrest have you gone before any court or court 
official? When? Where? What was reason? Who was the 
court official? What was decided? Did you have a 
lawyer? How did you get him or her? 
What is the difference between guilty and not guilty? 
If you are found guilty, what are the possible sentences? 
What do you think will happen? Why? 
What is a suspended sent:enc,e? 
What is probation? 

c) Can the person assist his or her attorney in the defense? 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o' 
o 
o 
o 
o 

What is your plea at this time? 
What alibi or defense do you think you have at this time? 
Does your lawyer agree with this? 
Why are you going to ~se this alibi/defense? 
Have you and your lawyer discussed any other defense you 
might use? Why not using? 
What does incompetent to stand trial mean to you? 
Do you think there is any reason why you should be found 
incompetent to stand trial? 
Would you want to be found incompetent? Why? 
Will there be any witnesses against you? 
Do you think you know what they might say? 
If one of them lies or makes a mistake, what would you do? 
Will there be any witnesses for you? 
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o What have you done to contact them to make sure they'll be 
at your trial? 

o Has your lawyer been hel~ful in letting you know about 
your rights (and other things to do) in this case? 

o Has there been anything you thought your lawyer could do 
to halp your case that you have been reluctant to ask him 
to do? 

o Are you able to work with your lawyer? 
o Have you ever testified before? Describe. 
o Do you think you will have to testify at your trial? 
o How do you feel about testifying? 
o What will you do if you are asked a question you don't 

want to answer? 

Sanity. The examiner in the evaluation of a defendant's sanity at 
the time of the alleged act utilizes all available sources of 
information, including reports of police and witnesses; records of past 
mental health care involvement; information acquired from family members 
and significant others; and, in some casas, autopsy reports. The 
defendant's own account of the circumstances of the alleged crime is the 
central focus. 

Most sanity examinations require two or more clinical, interviews. 
The initial session typically consists of a preliminary assessment of 
mental state at the time of the alleged offense, building of rapport, and 
gathering of some background information tracing the history that may 
have led up to the alleged offense. Psychological and psychiatric 
testing, typically including the MMPI, TAT, Rorschach and the WAIS, 
follow subsequent sessions. The examiner requests that a social history 
be prepared in most caseSj less frequently, a neurological examination is 
requested by the examiner. 

Drug Dependence Evaluations. The purpose of these evaluations is 
to determine whether the defendant is drug dependent or in danger of 
becoming drug dependent, and whether or no,t he or she can benefit from 
treatment. These evaluations are conducted by social workers or a "drug 
evaluator specialist," and rarely require t;he collaboration of 
psychologists and psychiatrists. 

Drug dependency evaluations in the Dayton Center generally follow 
the guidelines outlined below. 

The defendant's general psychological history should include 
assessment of early family environment, parental relationships, 
and educational experience. Scholastic and disciplinary problems 
should be reviewed in detail. Military service should also be 
noted, with emphasis on any time spent in Vietnam or other foreign 
countries. 

The patient's past legal difficulties should be reviewed, with 
particular attention to drug~related offenses. Confinements to 
both juvenile/land adult correctional facilities should be 
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explored. A careful history of alcohol use is important because 
of the close relationship between alcohol and drug abuse. An 
understanding of the instant offense is helpful to determine if it 
resulted from the defendant's need to support a drug habit. 

A dec ailed chronological history of drug use will reveal any 
significant patterns. This should include defendant's age at 
first usage, specific drugs taken; method for obtaining drugs, and 
the effects upon the defendant. Periods of addiction should be 
delineated. Whether the drugs were taken orally, intramuscularly, 
or intravenously, is also important. Other questions to be 
answered are: How did the.defendant support his habit? What 
treatment facilities or methods have been utilized? How long did 
the defendant stay in treatment? If a program was not successful, 
why did it fail? 

Most persons will be "off drugs" at the time of the evaluation. 
It is useful to learn when their most recent drug use was 
terminated and whether there were withdrawal symptoms •. 
Examination for tracks (needle scars) should be made in each 
case. This may help to corroborate the defendant's story. The 
absence of tracks, however, is not conclusive. 

An attempt should be made to assess the defendant's current 
motivation for treatment and rehabilitation, as well as his 
preoccupation with drugs. The realism of the defendant's plans 
for a life without drugs should be evaluated. 

The psychological/psychiatric evaluation should include a detailed 
mental status examination. Areas to be covered include assessment 
of intelligence and personality, and evidence of psychotic 
symptoms. An assessment of dependency, impulsivity, anti-social 
behavior, and immaturi,~Y is also relevant. (Association of Ohio 
Forensic Psychiatric Centers, Note 9, pp. 27~29) 

Mitigating Circumstances and Other Presentence Evaluations. These 
evaluations assist the court in fashioning a disposition in a case by 
providing insight into the motives and other conditions that may have 
contri.buted to the criminal conduct of the defendant. The evaluation 
results may be useful in deciding among alternative conditions of 
probation. The court may decide on the basis of the content of an 
evaluat~on report that psychological intervention is a more promising 
rehabilitation plan than incarceration. Such disposition is particularly 
fr/aCluent in cases where the defendant is found to be mentally retarded. 
These evaluations may also assist probation or parole officers in 
deciding 'treatment plans as part of conditions of parole or probation. 

The conduct of these evaluations differs little from that of the 
previously'described evaluations. The major differences are the 
assignment of non-certified examiners, the referral questions posed, the 
focus 6'f the examiner on factors that might bear directly on the 
"mitigation of the penalty" imposed (i.~., mental retardation, organic 
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brain disease, and other mental illness), and the emphasis on 
recommendations f?r possible alternatives to incarcerations. 

Provision and Use of Evaluation Information 

Case information acquired in Dayton Center Evaluations is conveyed 
to referral agents by means of cQurt testimony by examiners, informal 
communications with the referral agent(s), and written reports. The 
latter are the virtual raison d'etre of the evaluation process. 
Examiners rarely testify in court, and do so only in cases where written 
reports are insufficient or legal tactics dictate such testimony. 

Informal communication between referr.al agents and Dayton Center 
staff is frequent and is an important aspect of the provision and use of 
evaluation information. Such communication may occur before the 
appearance of the defendant at the Dayton Center, perhaps initiated by an 
examiner seeking clarification or more information; during the conduct of 
a lengthy examination of insanity, initiat,ed for example by an impatient 
defense attorney; or after the completion of an examination but before 
the preparation of a formal report. 

Written Reports 

Reports prepared by the Dayton Center typically begin with a 
cieation of the Ohio Revised Code authorizing the evaluation and a 
statement of charges against the defendant. General guidelines are 
suggested by the Association of Ohio Forensic Psychiatric Center 
Directors (Note 9): 

o Give the length of time spent with client (this information 
may prove to be valuable for program monitoring and evaluation 
at some future time). ' 

o State the factors adversely affecting the evaluation (e.g., 
lack of privacy, interruption, etc.). 

o Describe how the purpose of evaluation and the limits of the 
evaluation's confidentiality were explained to the defendant. 

o Limit the report's content to information directly relevant to 
the requested legal question necessary to substantiate 
conclusions and recommendations. 

o Subdivide report~client's account of the crime, mental health 
history, and family history. 

o Avoid technical mental health terms and/or jargon. 

o Use objective statements instead of subjective or 
interpretative statements (e.g., "client stated he consumed 
'no' alcohol" instead of "client denied using alcohol"). 
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o It is important to include data which support the ,conclusion 
of the report. It is also vital to explain th.e reasoning 
behind the conclusion. This explanation is the single most 
important difference between the legal report and an ordinary 
mental health report (Note 9, p. 31, emphasis added). 

Competency Evaluation Reports. Memoranda distributed to Dayton 
Center staff, and supported by statements made by staff during 
interviews, indicate the content of competency evaluation reports as 
outlined in this subsection, as well as the content of other types of 
evaluation reports described in subsequent sections. 

Identifying Information 

Name of person examined 
Date of birth 
Court case number 

Opening statement 

Ohio Revised Code number specifying type of evaluation 
Date of interview 
Place of interview 
Length of interview 
Information that was reviewed 
Current charges 

Background Information 

lbysical health 
Marital status 
Family relationship 
Work history 
~esent or past mental health and/or mental retardation 

treatment 
Present or past use of psychotropic medications 

Mental Status (Present) 

Appearance 
Orientation 
Memory 
Perceptions 
Mood 
Thought 
Intellectual Capacity 

Knowledge of the Legal Proceedings 

U~derstanding of the charges 
Understanding of the trial process 
Extent to which he or she can c,ounsel with defense 
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Summary 

Summary of the information concerning the person's mental 
condition and its effect upon understanding the proceedings or 
assisting attorney in defense, including the extent of mental 
illness and/or mental retardation which would interfere wit~ 
the above. 

Clear statement as to whether or not the person is so affected 
by a mental condition that he or she is not capable of 
understanding the nature of the proceedings or participating 
in the defense. 

If the person is incompetent, statement of opinion as to 
whether or not the individual is mentally ill or mentally 
retarded, whether or not the individual may be restored to 
competency withi·n one year, whether or not there is a risk 
that the individual might physically harm himself or others, 
and recommendations as to the appropriate treatment. 

Sanity Evaluation Reports. Identifying information, content of 
the opening statement, and background information in sanity evaluation 
reports (except for statement of past criminal conduct) are similar to 
competency evaluation reports. Categories regarding mental status are 
also the same; in sanity reports, however, the orientation is toward the 
time the act was committed, not present mental status. Summary 
statements include findings, opinions, and facts supporting the opinion. 
If the defendant is found to be not sane, reports show a cO,nnection 
between the defendant's mental condition and behavior at the time of the 
crime. 

Presentence Evaluation Reports. Presentence evaluation reports 
emphasize the defendant's current social functioning, information that 
may assist the judge in fashioning an appropriate disposition of the case 
and suggest specific management or treatment to the probation officer. 

Identifying Information 

Name of person examined 
Date of birth 
Court case number 

Opening Statement to Include 

Ohio Revised Code number specifying type of evaluation 
Date of interview 
Place of interview 
Length of interview 
Offense for which individual was convicted 
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Background Information 

Physical health 
Marital status 
Family relationship 
Work history 
Present or past mental health and/or mental retardation 

treatment 
Present or past use of psychotropic medications 
Prior offenses 

Current Social Functioning 

Appearance 
Marital 
Family 
Occupational 
Pattern of use of alcohol 
Pattern of use of prescribed and non-prescribed drugs 
Motivation for changing behavior 

Summary 

Summary of findings as they relate to the person's mental 
condition and need for treatment. Recommendation for possible 
treatment and suitable alternatives for the offender, 
considering the individual, special problems, support system, 
and possible problems that may occur if not placed on 
probation. Suggestions of how the probation officer may 
manage and assist the offender in following through on needed 
treatments. 

Drug Dependency Evaluation Reports. Except for a statement of 
defendant's military record and any drug use in the service, the 
identifying information, o~ening statement, and background information in 
these reports follow the basic format of the aforementioned reports. The 
remainder of this type of report, emphasizing the referral issue, 
contains the following: 

Drug History 

Age of first use 
Types of drugs abused 
Frequency of use 

,Precipitating factors in drug use 
Individual's view of drug use 
History of alcohol abuse 
Overdoses 
Withdrawal syndrome 
Date of last use and drugs abused 
Prior treatment and success/failure of treatment 
Amount of money spent on drugs 
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Verification of drug use from criminal record, treatment 
agency or significant others 

How individual supported drug use 
Prior offenses 
Relationship of criminality to drug abuse 
Presence of tracks 
Intoxication at time of interview 

Clinical Observations 

Mental' status 
Motivation for treatment 
Appropriate distress 
History of behavioral stability 
Precipitating factors 
Sincere request for treatment 
Personality factors 
Interpretation of psychological testing 

Summary 

Summary of whether individual is physically or 
psychologically drug dependent or in danger of becoming 
drug dependent 

Primary drug abuse 
Re,commendion for treatment setting, considering needs of 

individual, particularly the need for structure and the 
possible outcome of treatment 

Presentence, Mitigating Circumstances Evaluation Report. The 
format and general content of these reports combine the features of the 
pretrial and presentence reports insofar as motives and conditions at the 
time of the clci1l1e, present mental condition, and amenability to treatment 
are addre';i:;ed" 

Identij:ying Information 

Nanle of person bei ng examined 
Date of birth 
COlJtrt case number 

Opening Statement to Include 

Ohio Revised Code Number Specifying Type of Evaluation 
Date of interview 
Charge of which convicted 
Place of interview 
Length of interview 
Inf,ormation reviewed 



I' 
·1 
it 

Background Information 

Physical health 
Marital status 
Family relationship 
Work history 
Present or past mental health and/or mental retardation 

treatment 
Present or past use of p~ychotropic medications 
Prior criminal record 

Mental Status 

Appearance 
Orientation 
Memory 
Mood 
Perceptions 
Thought 
Intellectual Capacity 
Mental status at the time of the alleged offense 

Summary and Opinion 

Dissemination of Reports 

Written reports, with a transmittal letter from the Director of 
the Dayton Center, are submitted to the referral agency within 30 days 
from the date of the referral. The reports are forwarded only to the 
Court or Probation Department that referred the client, or to other court 
officials~rosecution and defense attorneys~hen designated by the 
referring court. The court may, at its discretion, distribute the report 
but bears the responsibility for that distribution. No other agency 
receives records from the Dayton Center~except in emergency 
situations~ithout a signed r~lease of information from the client or 
guardian. 

Diagnoses and Recommendations 

The Center seldom makes use of diagnoses in terms suggested in the 
American Psychiatric ~sociation's Diagnostic and Statistical Me,nual (DSM 
III). Nine out of ten evaluation reports make specific practical 
recommendations, including appropriate disposition, to the referral agent 
(see Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency, Note 2, p. 29). 

Program Monitoring, Quality Control, and Program Evaluation 

Program evaluation of the Dayton Center, overall quality control 
and program monitoring is involved in three forms of activities: (1) 
management, routine administrative monitoring, and informal feedback to 
staff; (2) routine statistical reporting; and (3) special studies. 
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Management, Monitoring and Staff Feedback 

Considerable direction and guidance for the overall operation of 
the Dayton Center is provided by administrative and operational 
standards. Administrative standards in such areas as the structure and 
design of community forensic centers, procedural aspects of mental health, 
evaluations, and the appropriate stance of the Center with regard to its 
referral agencies have been established as an administrative rule (see 
Division of Forensic Psychiatry, Note 10) for implementing the 
requirements for Ohio's community forensic psychiatric centers. 
Procedural standards for the evaluation process of the Dayton Center are 
documented in a series of "procedural memoranda" to Dayton Center staff, 
and a procedural manual developed by the Association of Ohio Forensic 
Psychiatric Center Directors (see Note 9). 

Procedural memoranda have been prepared in the areas of 
competency, not guilty by reason of insanity, presentence evaluation, 
factors involved in probation, definitions of terms such as "repeat 
offender" and "dangerous offender," conditional probation for drug 
treatment, treatment in lieu of conviction, mitigating circumstances, 
case and program consultation, advisability of treatment, and a number of 
tre.atment .. related areas such as aftercare. the probate court, jail 
counseling, the outpatient treatment program, the Adult Parole Authority, 
and the Adult Probation Department. The procedural memoranda are 
typically n.O more than several pages in length, and discuss the purpose 
of the particular evaluation and treatment, who may order such services, 
and the rep.Orting requirements. A Manual of the Ohio Forensic 
,Psychiatric Centers (Note 9), developed by the associ~tion of Ohio 
Forensic Psychiatric Center Directors, is a 76"page document describing 
the historical development of forensic centers in Ohio, the goals of the 
centers, the court structux'e in Ohio, statutory referrals, guidelines for 
report writing, and other s1.1pplementary informr,~ion. 

" I 
,1'"", 
'~I) 

The Ohio certification program, established by the Division of 
Forensic Psychiatry, set the minimum standards for the operation of 
Ohio's community forensi~ centers (see Appendix C, "Application for 
Certification). The certification process is established in 
administrative rule promulgated under the authority of the Ohio Revised 
Code. This rule (see Division of Forensic Psychiatry, Note 10) 
establishes policies regulating eligibility, allocation methods, payment 
schedules, accounting standards. financial report formats, and other 
accountability requirements for state funding to community agencies 
prcviding fcrensic mental health services to the ccurts of commcn pleas. 
This administrative rule defines certificaticn as the approval given by 
the Division of Forensic Psychiatry to any agency meeti~8 the criteria 
determined by the Division in .Order that that agency may pr.Ovide the 
required f.Orensic mental health services. "Forensic psychiatry services" 
are psychiatri~ and psychcl.Ogical evaluati.Ons, .Ordered by a commcn pleas 
criminal ccurt, .Of either a defendant's present mental ccmpetence tc 
stand trial or his sanity at the time .Of the .Offense. Other services, 
such as other types .Of evaluaticns, scme .Outpatient mental health 
treatment, and emergency mental health intervention services tc detenti.On 
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centers, are also included in this definition of forensic psychiatry 
services and may be included if time and resources· permit. Certification 
standards state that: 

(a) A certified community forensic psychiatric centsr must be 
clearly identifiable as being either free~standing or a 
specifically designated subsection of a larger mental health 
facility. 

(b) Services provided by a center must include at a minimum 
written evaluations by a qualified mental health professional 
for pretrial, presentence, and post~sentence clients referred 
by the court of common pleas, its probation department, and 
adult parole authority in the designated geographic area. 

(c) Optimally, the community forensic centers should also provide 
services including treatment, diagnostic services to other 
court systems, training and liaison to both mental health and 
criminal justice agencies, research in forensic psychiatry 
issues, and public information. 

(d) Staffing for community forensic psychiatric centers must 
include at least one full~time qualified mental health 
'professional in an administrative and/or supervisory position; 
representation on staff of at least one qualified mental 
health professional; in accordance with the law, performance 
by a qu.alified mental health professional of all evaluations 
ordered by common pleas c_ourts; performance of, or supervision 
and individual review by, a qualified mental health -
professional of all oth:~r evaluations. 

/J 

(e) Each community foren~lc psychiatric center must perform and 
document at least sq completed cases per year from adult 
criminal courts or probation or parole departments. Requests 
for evaluations from common pleas courts should take 
precedence in evaluation and reporting. 

(f) Each community forensic center must prepare periodic reports. 

Routine Statistical Reporting 

In compliance with the rules and policies of the OhiQ Department 
of Mental Health and Mental Retardation, Division of Forensic Psychiatry, 
the Dayton Center reports monthly statistics to the B~reau of Statistics 
on the following forms: . 

(a) Monthly Statistical Summary Report, COIIl;munity Mental Health 
Facility; 

(b) Forensic Psychiatry Admission Report (s,ee Appendix D); and, 

(c) Forensic Psychiatry Termination Report (see Appendix E). 
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Also, on a biennial basis, the Dayton Center reports routine 
statistics and responses relevant to certification standards on an 
application for certification (Appendix C). 

The level of compliance with the administrative and operational 
standards set in the administrative rule, as well as the overall 
compliance with and reliance by the staff on the procedural memoranda, 
has not been formally assessed by the Dayton Center. 

Special Studies 

Th~ only completed inquiry that may be described as "program 
evaluation" of the Dayton Center was conducted in 1974 as part of an 
evaluation research project conducted by Ohio State University Program 
for the Study of Crime and Deliquency. The purposes, methods, and 
results of this evaluation research project are documented in detail in a 
series of eight monographs (see Notes 1~8) and one book (Beran and 
Toomey, 1979). 

One of the monographs prepared by the Ohio State group, entitled 
"An Evaluation of the Dayton Center for Forensic Psychiatry: An 
Experiment in Community~Based Services" (Note 2), presents the results of 
the Dayton Center evaluation. The stated purpose of the evaluation was 
to gather basic information on clients served at the Center along the 
following dimensions: demographic characteristics (sex, age, race, 
education, occupation, marital status, past criminal record, etc.); 
status within the criminal justice system (current charge, court status, 
prior juvenile and adult record); history of involvement in the mental 
health system; referral source and reason for referral; processing within 
the Dayton Center (type of evaluation, psychometric testing, psychiatric 
interviews, social case history); evaluation and recommendations of the 
cente~; and, court disposition. Data were gathered from files for 301 
clients referred since the opening of the center, in October of 1972, 
whose cases were no longel:' active by June 15, 1974. For comparative 
purposes, similar data were gathered on a sample of first admission 
referrals to Lima State Hospital, a maximum security facility located in 
Lima, Ohio, from the same counties served by the Dayton Center from 
January 1, 1971, through June 30, 1974. Data were also gathered by means 
of extensive participant observation, interviews, and questionnaires 
administered to center staff, judges, and probation and parole officers. 
Although not explicitly stated, the aim of the evaluation was to compare 
and contrast the process and outcome of screening and evaluation 
conducted by Lima State Hospital and the Dayton Center. 

Although the 1974 evaluation of the Daytor,', Center conducted by the 
Ohio State University Program for the Study of Cr,ime and Delinquency may 
be flawed by some procedural problems (e.~., the :ievaluation may have been 
conducted by individuals who set out to prove ths.t Lima State Hospital 
~as inferior to the Dayton Center in its delivery of forensic inental 
health centers), it describes valuable measures. some of considerable 
compaJ:<!.tive value for use in program evaluation s,t;:rategies. The 
following is ,a partial listing of process and out,~ome measures utilized 
in the Ohio. State evaluation of the Dayton Center': 
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o . Perceptions of working relations among participants (judges, 

probation officers, Dayton Center staff, etc.) in the system. 

o Perceptions of Dayton Center influence on criminal justice 
decisionmaking. 

o Demographic characteristics of the Dayton Center sample, 
including sex, age, race, marital status, occupation, and 
educ~tion. 

o Prior criminal record of defendants. 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

,.0 

o 

o 

Number of years incarcerated. 

Convictions by offense type and "currentness." 

History of mental health institutionalizations of clients, 
including civil residency and criminal residency. 

.Reason for referral. 

Current court status of referred cases. 

Current offense. 

Type of psychometric testing cond~cted. 

Mean.evaluation time in hours. 

Mean evalution time in hours for various types ofeyaluations. 

Types of diagnoses. 

Positive/negative evaluation results according to type of 
,evaluation. 

" Agreement between recommendations and" court decisions 
according to type of evaluation. ,c , \ 

RecoIl1l!1endations according to type of evaluation. 

Type of court: disposition. 

Mean number of days between referx-al and ;!dmission, admission 
and report:, and report and disposition. 

Current offense accox-ding to age of defendant·. 

Current. offense according to race. 
, lQi 

·Reason for ;referral according to current offense. 
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o Reason for referral according to criminal recc!rd. 

o Current offense according to treatment received. 

o Recommendation according to c.ourt decision. 

o Professional staff time and costs in evaluation and treatment. 

o Evaluation and treatment costs per day. 

o Costs according to evaluation type. 

THE SAN MATEO COUNTY (CALIFORNIA) MENTAL HEALTH COURTS AND CORRECTIONS 
UNIT 

The Courts and Corrections Unit was establi.shed in 1961 as a 
criminal justice consultation service of the San Mateo County Mental 
Health Services Division. The Unit's offices originally weFe located in 
the. adult probation department in Redwood City (the seat of the county 
government), seven miles from the city of San Mateo, where the other 
co~nty mental health services had offices. The Unit still is located in 
Redwood City; however, it has moved into private offices apart from any 
particular ~epartment ot the courts or corrections. 

During most of its first decade of operation, the Courts and 
Corrections Unit's primary function was to provide "consultation" 
services for judges, pr.obationofficers, .the sheriff's staff, and the 
District Attorney. The major services were as follows: 

" evaluation of of~fendersor alleged offenders for 
recommendations concerning their disposition o~ management; 

o consultation to the courts or corrections personnel regarding 
particular cases without the benefit direct contact with the 
offender or alleged offender involved; 

o consultation with agency personnel regardi.ng aspec'ts of an 
agency's work not necessarily related to a particular case; and 

i·,) 

o training for personne 1 of courts and corre.ctions agencies 
having contact with offenders or alleged offenders. 

One particularly interesting example of consultation was that provided to 
the county sheriff's department during the Republican National Convencion 
in 1964 • 'Anticipating friction between the forces supporting Senator 
Goldwater and a number of vigorous civil rights proponents, the sheriff 
arranged for a psychiatrist from the Courts !Iand Corrections U~it to 
address a meeting of law enforcement personnel assigned to the 
conventi~n. Arrangements also yere made for the psychiatrist to attend 
theconv~lltion and be available for emergency consultation with the 
sheriff a'nd his deputies. The psychiatrist's opinion was solicited with 
regard to a number of matters during the course of the convention. 
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During an espe~ia11y volatile confrontation between police and 
demonstrators, the sheriff considered ordering the arrest of a number of 
demonstrators in an effort to dispel their defiance and mollify angry 
police officers as well., Before ordering the arrests, however, the 
sheriff called upon the consulting psychiatrist to review with him the 
issues relevant to the decision; as it transpired, no arrests were made. 

Since the early 1970s, the primary mandate of the Courts and 
Corrections Unit has shifted from consultation to direct clinical service 
for jail inmates. The present director of the Unit suggests that this 
shift is a result of a number of factors, including a reduction in 
funding for the Unit and a broad movement to deinstitutiona1ize the 
mentally disordered: "The idea is that if everything else goes, we must 
continue to care for the acutely mentally ill; and with the 
deinstitutiona1ization movement, many people who previously would have 
been hospitalized now are in jail," he stated in an interview. 

At this writing the Courts and Corrections Unit provides the 
following services: 

o clinical services for inmates of the San MateQ County jail; 

o court~requested evaluations to assess competency to stand 
trial and suitability for pretrial release; 

o coordination of the "1229 program" in the county (a program, 
named after a California Assembly Bill, determining the proper 
locus and plan of treatment for mentally disordered sex 
offenders and c1ient~offenders found incompetent to stand 
trial or not guilty by reason of insanity); and 

"0 consultation services for staff of the county's probation 
department. 

The Unit's staff'consists of four fu11~time Ph.D. psychologists, 
one half~time psychiatrist, and two clerical staff. One psychologist is 
responsible for coordination of the 1229 program and probation 
consultation, and the rest of the staff provides jail clinical services 
and court~requested evaluations. 

San Mateo County has a population of approximately 600,000. Its 
jail has an average daily population of 200. 

Process Flow 

The flow of cases into, through, and out of the Courts and 
Corrections Unit is illustrated in Figures 32~35. 

Jail Services ., 
o 1\ 

Figure 32 indicates the manner in which jail inma:!:es, believed to 
be in need of mental health services, are referred to and processed by 
the Courts and Corrections Unit. 
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When a person is arrested in San Mateo County, he is transported 
to the San Mateo County jail, where he is formally charged with a 
particular crime(s), "booked," and may be held pending arraignment. As 
part of the booking procedure, a police officer asks the person 
(hereinafter, the inmate) whether or not he or she has recently seen a 
physician or is taking medication. If the arresting or booking officer 
suspects that the inmate may be mentally or emotionally disordered, he 
may request a jail nurse to refer the inmate to the Courts and 
Corrections Unit. Further, if at any time during an inmate's period of 
incarceration a jail nurse has reason to believe that the inmate may 
require mental health services, the nurse may refer the inmate to the 
Unit. 

The nurse makes the referral by a telephone call to the Unit's 
clerical staff. The clerical person obtains certain information from the 
nurse and assigns the case to the psychologist on call (the "officer of 
the day"). (One psychologist serves as officer of the day each day and 
is responsible for all cases referred that day.) The clerical person 
then telephones Chope Hospital (an area state hospital with a ward 
designed for corrections detainees) and the county probation department 
to determine whether other information is available on the inmate. 

The psychologist ordinarily reports to the jail immediately. If 
the nurse indicates that the inmate is temporarily "angry," the visit may 
be delayed to allow time for the inmate to calm down. Upon arriving at 
the jail, the psychologist reviews the booking sheet, the medical chart 
(containing medical information obtained during booking), and the jail 
referral sheet (indicating the reasons for the referral) and speaks with 
jail personnel who have observed the inmate's behavior.' The psychologist 
then conducts a clinical interview of the inmate. If the psychologist 
believes the inmate requires immediate hospitalization, he may order the 
inmate committed to Chope Hospital for up to 72 hours. If the 
psychologist believes neurological testing is needed, he may refer the 
inmate to Chope Hospital for an outpatient electroencephalogram. If the 
psychologist believes the inmate requires medication or other medical 
attention, he may arrange for the Courts and""Cprrections Unit's 

r' -~ '" .' // 

psychiatrist to examine the inmate. After\<!:ffS' examination, the 
psychiatrist may make a consultation note on the inmate's medical chart 
recommending that the inmate receive medication. (Except in an emergency 
situation to prevent injury to the inmate, medication may not be 
administered involuntarily.) 

Upon completion of his assessment of an inmate, the psychologist 
makes a consultation note on the medical chart (specifying a "treatment 
plan," if indicated) and prepares an "intake report." If the inmate is 
in need of 'treatment, copies of the intake report are sent to the jail 
medical staff and to Chope Hospital, which maintains records for the 
County Mental Health Services Division. If the inmate requires further 
attention, the psychologist may arrange for a fol,low~up visit. 
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Court~Requested Evaluations 

Figure 33 indicates the manner in which the Court and Corrections 
Unit receives and processes court referrals for evaluation. 

Only occasionally, a judge of the San Mateo County Municipal Court 
(or his clerk) will telephone the Unit and request that a particular 
defendant be evaluated. The staff person receiving the call obtains 
certain information from the judge or his clerk and arranges for 
assignment of the case to a staff psychologist (ordinarily the officer of 
the day). A clerical staff person telephones Chope Hospital and the 
county probation department to determine whether other information is 
available on the defendan·t. If the person is on pre'" or post ... trial 
release, the psychologist assigned to the case telephones the defense 
attorney to arrange for an interview appointment for the defendant at the 
Unit's office's. 

The psychologist conducts a clinical interview (in the Unit's 
,;,ffices or in the jail) and reports his findings to the court. If the 
defendant is in jail, the psychologist also may provide certain 
"clinical" services,' as described in section 3.l.l, above (Le., 
hospi::.~!~.tion, referral for neurological t,esting or medical attention, 

_ .. ~_;:ea·t"lIlent suggestions, and follow ... up visits). The court may use the 
_/- ---~. infol:1llation provid'ed by the psychologist in determining questions of 

pr2trial release or deciding whether to transfer the case to the superior 
court for determination of the competency question. 

The "1229" Program Coordination 

In 1975, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill 1229, 
which amended sections of the Penal Code. and the Welfare and Institutions 
Code to provide for a number of alterna~ive mental health treatment modes 
(and enabling procedures) for persons found not guilty by reason of 
insanity, defendants found incompetent to stand trial, and mentally 
disordered sex offenders. The Courts and Corrections Unit evaluates each 
offender or alleged offender subject to the 1229 program in San Mateo 
County, recommends placement and a plan of treatment, and coordinates the 
treatment process. Figure 34 indicates the manner in which cases subject 
to the 1229 program are referred to and processed by the Courts and 
Corrections Unit. 

Upon a verdict of not guilty by reason of insanity, a finding of 
incou;petency to stand trial, ora sex offense conviction followed by a 
finding that the offender is a "mentally disordered sex offender" who 
would benefit by treatment, the San Mateo County Superior Court may order 
the offender or alleged offender evaluated by the Courts and Correctiolns 
Unit. The evaluation is mandatory for defendants found incompetent to 
stand trial. Offenders acquitted by reason of insanity may be ,found by 
the court to have recovered their sanity and thus not require evaluation 
by the Courts and Corrections Unit. (The Unit's evaluation does not 
address the question of recovered sanity.) With regard to mentally 
disordered sex offenders, the court in its discretion may either order an 
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evaluation or dispose of ~he case in some other manner, but it may not 
order mental health treatment without first requiring an evaluation by 
the Courts and Corrections Unit. A Superior Court probation clerk 
telephones the referral to one of the Unit's clerical staff, who obtains 
certain information from the probation clerk and assigns the case to the 
Unit's psychologist responsible for coordinating the 1229 program. The 
probation clerk follows up the telephone call with a mailing of copies of 
the court order, the police report, any available probation reports, and 
psychiatrists' reports already prepared relative to examinations to 
assess criminal responsibility, competency to stand trial, or mentally 
disordered sex offender status. 

If the client~offender is on pre~ or post~trial release, the 
psychologist telephones the defense attorney to arrange an interview 
appointment at the Unit's offices. Unless a continuance is obtained, 
within 15 days of the order directing the evaluation the psychologist 
conducts a clinical interview with the client~offender (either,:;in the 
Unit's office, in the jail, or at Chope Hospital ~f he is hospitalized) 
and submits a report to the court recommending placement and a plan of 
treatment. The court conducts a hearing to determine these issues. 
Except for persons charged with or convicted of certain specified violent 
crimes (who by law must be confined in a mental health facility for a 
minimum of 90 days before being released for outpatient treatment), 
client~offenders acquitted by reason of insanity, found incompetent to 
stand trial, or found to be mentally disordered SeX offenders may be 
placed in outpatient treatment programs or may be ~onfined in state or 
private hospitals. 

Periodic reports are prepared by the agencies responsible for 
treatment pursuant to the 1229 program, and the Courts and Corrections 
Unit is responsible for ensuring that these reports are submitted to the 
court in a timely fashion. The Unit also may arrange for the transfer of 
a client~offender from in~patient to out~patient treatment status, based 
on information supplied by staff of the in~patient facility; however, the 
Unit ordinarily does not become involved in screening or evaluation of _
the client~offender after the initial placement and treatment plan 
assessment. 

Persons acquitted by reason of insanity are released from 
treatment upon restoration of sanity and must be released from 
involuntary in~patient status before the expiration of the maximum period 
for which they could have been imprisoned if convic'.l:ed., 

Defendants found incompetent to stand trial typically are returned 
to court for trial UP<ln restorat~on of competency. \ If at the end of a 
9Or-day period of treatment the defendant has not re.~\overed his compe'tency 
but there is a substan.tial likelihood that competen.cy will be restored in 
the foreseeable future, he will remain in treatment,r If at the end of 
the 9Or-day period or a1: any subsequent time it is dt~termix:ed that there 
is no substantial likelihood of restoration of comp~~tenCYin the 

,.foreseeable. future, the criminal charges usually are dismissed and civil 
commitment proceedings are initiated; if it appears ':to the court that the 
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defendant is "gravely disabled," conservatorship proceedings are 
initiated. The defendant must be released from treatment designed to 
restore competency before the expiration of the maximum period for which 
he cou1.d have been imprisoned had he been convicted. 

Mentally disordered sex offenders remain in treatment for an 
indefinite period up to the maximum period of imprisonment provided by 
law for the offense. Upon a finding that the offender no longer is 
benefiting by treatment, he is returned to court for sentencing. 
Offenders determined no longer to be a danger to the health and safety of 
others may be placed on probation if probation otherwise is appropriate. 
The time an offender spends in treatment is credited to any sentence 
imposed. 

Probation Consultation 

The San Mateo County Probation Department serves the county's 
Su.perior Court and its Municipal Court. The Department regularly calls 
UpCIn the Courts and Corrections Unit to conduct evaluations of persons on 
or being considered for probation. Figure 35 indicates the manner in 
wh:f.ch probation cases are referred to and processed by the Courts and 
CO.rrections Unit. 

Prior to sentencing in all Superior Court and some Municipal Court 
cases, judges order the Probation Department to conduct presentence 
investigations of offenders. Probation officers often refer offenders to 
the Unit for mental health needs assessments and incorporate the 
information provided into presentence reports. Probation of~~icers also 
occasionally refer offenders already on probation for evaluations to 
assess changes in treatment needs. 

The probation officer assigned to a particular case accomplishes 
the referral by means of a telephone call or a personal visit to the 
Courts and Corrections psychologist responsible for probation consu1ta~ 
tion. (The psychologist maintains an office in the Probation Depart'ment 
suite in addition to his office in the Courts and 'Corrections Unit 
suite.) The psychologist obtains certain informat:!'.on from the probation 
officer and reviews the Probation Department's files on the case. If the 
offender is in jail, the psychologist conducts a clinical interview with 
the oj:fender in the jail. If the offender is on presentence release or 
is on probation, the probation officer instructs the offender to 
telephone the ps,Ychologist to 'schedule an appointment in the 
psychologist's office. 

Upon completion o·f the intervie~'1, the psycholog:!,st prepares a 
report summarizing his findings and submits it to the probation officer. 
If the probation file indicates that the .court specifically requested a 
mental health evaluation as part of a presentence investigation, the 
psychologist ordinarily sends a copy of the report to the court. 

The probation officer uses the presentence evaluation repo:r.t in 
constr\fcting a presentence report for the court. The court uses the 
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preseneence report in determining an appropriate sentence for the 
offender. Evaluation reports for offenders on supervised probation are 
used by probation officers to develop or alter treatment plans for 
probationers. 

Delineation of Mental Health Information Requirements 

The Referral Source 

The Unit receives referrals from the San Mateo County jail and 
from judges and probation officers of the San Mateo County Municipal and 
Superior Courts. The Municipal Court's criminal jurisdiction extends to 
all misdemeanors and to felony preliminary hearings. The Superior Court 
has criminal jurisdiction over felonies. 

Jail Services 

Referrals of jail inmates in need of clinical services are 
initiated by the jail nursing staff on its own accord or at the request 
of the arresti~g or booking officer or other jail personnel. Referrals 
are made by telephone call to a clerical staff person at the Courts and 
Corrections Unit. The clerical person collects the following 
information: date and time of referral, inmate's name and birthdate, 
name of the referring party, and reason for the referral. The clerical 
person then telephones Chope Hospital to request any mental health 
records that may be available on the inmate. (A staff psychologist at 
the Courts and Corrections Unit estimates that half of the 'jail inmates 
referred have records of previous treatment.) The Unit's clerical staff 
also checks the county probation department regarding the availability of 
records on the inmate, but the probation records are not sent unless the 
psychologist assigned to the case asks for them. 

Before commencing the interview at the jail, the psychologist 
reviews the booking sheet (indicating limited biographical information 
and current charges), the medical chart (indicating current medications, 
physicians recently seen, limited medical and mental health history, and 
other medical information collected during booking or otherwise), and the 
jail referral sheet (indicating the reasons for the referral). Finally, 
prior to meeting with the inmate, the psychologist usually speaks with 
jail personnel who have observed the inmate. 

Municipal Court~Requested Evaluations 

Municipal court judges may request the Courts a'nd Co::rections Unit 
to evaluate defendants, either ~ sponte or at the suggestion of th~ 
prosecution or the defense. The referral typically is made quite 
informally by the judge or his clerk in a telephone call to the Unit. 
According to the ,director of the Unit, the judge's question is usually a 
"fuzzy" one concerning the defendant's mental or emotional stability, 
treatment needs, and suitability fo~ pretrial release. Occasionally, the 
judge will request an assessment of the defendant's competency to stand 
trial. A defendant is incompetent to stand trial if, "as a result of 
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mental disorder or developmental disability, he jsunable to understand 
the nat~re of the proceedings against him and to assist counsel in the 
conduct of a defense in a rational manner" (California Penal Code, 
§1367). The competency evaluation amounts to a preliminary screening 
only, because the Municipal Court is powerless to determin7 th7 que~t~on 
of competency. (Should the Unit psychologist report that 1n h1s op1n10n 
the defendant is incompetent to stand trial, the ~unicipal Court judge 
transfers the 'case to the Superior Court for appointment of a private 
psychiatrist to assess competency.) 

The telephone referral usually is received by a clerical staff 
person, although occasionally a staff psychologist will handle the call, 
particularly if the judge is calling personally. The staff perso~ 
handling the call collects the following information: date and t1.me of 
the referral; defendant's nam.e and birthdate; defendant's present 
location; name of the defendant's attorney; name of the referring judge; 
reason for the referral; particular question posed (if applicable); and 
date by which the evaluation results are required. As with jail 
referrals, a clerical person telephones Chope Hospital to arrange for 
obtaining any mental health records of the defendant on file at the 
hospital, and tho'probation department' is checked for information i tmay 
have on the defendant. 

If the defendant is on pre- or post-trial release, the 
psychologist telephones the defense attorney to arrange an appointment 
with the defendant. in addition, the psychologist usually questions the 
attorney about the reasons for the referral. If the defendant is in 
Jail, prior to commencing his evaluation the psychologist reviews the 
defendant's booking sheet and medical chart and may speak with jail 
personnel regarding the defendant's behavior in the jail. 

The "1229" Program Coordinat ion 

California Penal Code §§l026 and 1370 and California Welfare ~ 
Institutions Code §6316 (all as amended by 1975 California Assembly Bill 
No. 1229), authorize e'valuations by the c;:ourts and Corrections Unit to 
assess the appropriate location and plan of treatment for persons found 
not guilty by reason of insanity or incompetent to stand trial and for 
mentally disordered sex offenders. As indicatec above, Bill No. 1229 
provides for a number of treatment alternatives (and enabling procedures) 
for these classes of offenders. Except for persons charged with or 
convicted of certain specified violent crimes, who by law must be 
confined in a mental heal th facility for a minimum of 90 days before 
being released for outpatient treatment, offenders or alleged offenders 
acquitted by reason of insanity or found incompetent to stand trial and 
mentally disordered sex offenders may be placed in outpatient treatment 
programs or may be confined in,state hospitals for,th.e care,and tre~tment 
of the mentally disordered or 1.n any other appropr1at:,e publ1.c or pr1vate 
mental health facilities." Because the only evaluat5"ve function of the 
Unit with respect to the 1229 program is the evaluation conducted prior 
to placement of the client-offender for treatment, the delineation 
aspects of only that function will be discussed in this section. 
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As indicated earlier, upon a verdict of not guilty by reason of 
insanity, a finding of incompetency to stand trial, or a sex'offense 
conviction followed by a finding that the offender is a "mentally 
disordered sex offender" who would benefit by treatment

1 
the court may 

order the client-offender evaluated by the Courts and Corrections Unit. 
A Superior Court probation clerk telephones the referral to one of the 
Unit's clerical staff, who collects the following information: date and 
time of the order and referral; clientitoffender's name, birthdate, legal 
status, and present location; name of hhe offender's attorney; name of 
the referring judge; and purpose of the evaluation (i.e., "to assess an 
~~propriate locus and plan of treatment ..... ). Evaluations must be 
cG~ducted and reports Submitted to the court within 15 days of the 
evaluation order (unless a continuance is obtained). The Iprobation clerk 
follows up the telephone call with a mailing of copies of I,'the court order 
(specifying essentially the same information communicated "in the 
telephone call); the police report (indicating the circumstances 
resulting in arrest); any available propation repGrts (generally 
~ontaining a social history of the person); and psychiatrists' reports 
relative to examinations to assess criminal responsibility, competency to 
stand trial, or mentally disordered sex offender status. Fur.ther 
information about the client-offender"S mental health or legal status is 
obtained from the defense attorney during the course of arranging an 
appointment for the evaluation (if the person is on release pending 
further disposition of his case) or from jail records and personnel (if 
the person is in jail). 

Probation Consult~tion 

The Courts and Corrections Unit may be called upon by officers of 
the San Mateo County Probation Department to evaluate offenders for whom 
presentence investigations have been ordered by the court or who are on 
supervised probation and show Signs of requiring mental health treatment. 

The referral process is quite informal, usually consisting of a 
telephone call or a personal visit by the probation officer to the Courts 
and Corrections Unit psychologist responsible for probation 
consultation. The probation officer summarizes the progress of the 
offender's court case, describes the offender's behavior, and indicates 
wh"!t i:~formation is needed. The psychologist makes a llote of the date 
and: ti!cne of the referral; the offender's name, birthdate, legal status, 
and pl'~sent location; and the purpose of the evaluation. Prior to 
meetin~ with the offender, the psychologist reviews existing reports and 
record:s io, the offender's probation file. These may include medical and 
mentalhis~ories, family and employment background information, and, 
occasit)nally, mental health evaluation reports prepared prior to trial. 

AcquiSition of Mental Health Information 

The primary t;ool used by thli! courts and corrections staff to 
assess the mental orientation of offenders or alleged'offenders is the 
personal clinical interview. In addition, 1229 evaluations and to a 
lesser extent, probation ~yalt'ations rely heavily on mental health or 
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social information available in previously prepared psychiatrists' 
reports and proQation records. 

CO" Courts and Corrections Unit psychologists are not bound to set 
guidelines in conducting clinical interviews. Assessments of the clinical 
needs of jail inmates focus on difficulties the inmates face in coping 
with jail life. Court-requested evaluations may focus on the defendant's 
cognitive, functiOning vis-a-vis the legal process (competency to stand 
trial) or his level of dangerousness in different situations (pretrial 
release risk). 1229 evaluations focus on the amenability of the 
client-offender to treatment in a community setting. Probation 
evaluatious focu~ on the offender's treatment needs, generally. 

The psychologist typically begins the interview by explaining the 
purpose of the evaluation and attempting to establish rapport. Since he 
need not adhere to an established interview protocol, the psychologist in 
his discretion may allow the client-offender to communicate with relative 
freedom or he may conduct a tightly controlled, question-and-answer 
interview. Areas of inquiry generally include the following: 

o family history; 

o medicaJ., and mental health history (including current 
medications or complaints); 

o arrest history; 

o alcohol and drug use; and 

o life functioning (sleeping and eating habits, etc.). 

Every interview entails a mental status examination. Additionally, 
interviews to aSsess competency to stand trial generally include 
questioning with respect to the defendant's knowledge of the trial pr,ocess 
(e.g., "what is the function of the prosecutor l?" "what is the 
significance of a guilty plea?"). Psychological testing is almost never 
conducted. Interviews typically last about one hour. 

If the psychologf~t desir~'s psychiatric input (typically to assess 
medication needs), he may request the Unit.'s clerical staff to schedule 
the client-offender'for an interview appointment with the consulting 
PSY~lli~"t:t:'~st. I' The psychiatrist's interview consists essentially of a 
mental status examination and an assessment of medication needs. The 
psychiatrist reports his findings to the psychologist primarily 
responsible for the case and, in the case of jail inmates, may make a 
consultation note on the inmate's medical chart. 

If he believes it necessary, the psychQ;logist may refer the 
elj,ent-offender to Chope Hospital for an electroencephalogram. An 
appointment is scheduled by telephone, and the psychologist follows up 
the telepho?e call by mailing the hospital a copy of his preliminary 
report on the cl:t'ent-offender. A jail nurse arranges for the inmate to 
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be transported to the hospital by staff of the sheriff'~/department. 
Upon completion of testing, the hospital sends the results to the 
referring psychologist, who incorporates the information into his report. 

Provision and Use of Mental Health Information 

Jail Services 

After interviewing a jail inmate, the courts and corre<::tion 
psychologist or psychiatrist makes a consultation note on the inmate's 
medical chart. The psychologist's note indicates the reason jEor the 
referral, a brief opinion concerning the inmate's mental or eIllotional 
condition, and a treatment plan, if appropriate. Thetreatmetlt plan is 
oriented toward inmate maintenance. Tradi'l:ional psychotherapy is not 
available in the jail. The treatment plan may recommend: 

o placement for .the inmate in the jail's "medical tank" (which 
houses patients with medical or mental health probJ,ems or 
other weaknesses that render it prudent that they be 
segregated from the general jail population); 

o attendance at sessions held weekly in the jail by a 
rehabilitation counselor from the sheriff's office; 

o counseling bya San Mateo County Service League volunteer 
(volunteers act as "ventilators" for inmate's frustrations and 
assist with problems with living, i.e., helping inmates 
manage their community affairs); 

o periodic attention by the nursing staff (to monitor changes 
in the inmate's behavior); and 

o a schedule for subsequent visits by the psychologist to 
monitor the inmate's conditi.on. 

Psychiatrists' consultation notes present brief medical impressions and 
may contain medication recommendations for the jail medical staff. 

In addition to the consultation note, the psychologist or 
psychiatrist prepares a two- to four-page report indicating: 

o inmate's name and age; 

o nature of offense charged; 

o reason for referral; 

o previous mental health history (only in psychologist's report); 

o observations and impressions; 

o clinical status; and, 

o treatment plan. 
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The reports are sent to the jail medical staff~ and a copy of the 
psychiatrist's report is delivered to the psychologist primarily 
responsible for the inmate. A copy of the psychologist's report also is 
sent to Chope Hospital for inclusion in the County Mental Health Services 
Division records. Finally, each consult~tion with a particular jail 
inmate is recorded in that inmate's "patient activity re,cord," which is 
kept in the Unit's files. 

Municipal Court-Requested Evaluations 

The results of court-requested evaluations may be reported quite 
informally over the telephone or more formally in a written report, 
depending on the formality of the request and the urgency with which the 
information is required. (Telephone reporting typically is used in 
urgent cases and in cases referred by telephone). Only the judge 
receives the psychologist's report. With regard to questions concerning 
the suitability of the defendant for pretrial release, the psychologist 
may describe the community support systems a.Vailable to the defendant, 
render an opinion as to the dangerousness of the defendant 1n the 
community (opinion based primarily on past violence, taking into account 
whether the object of anger or violence is still in the community), and 
suggest conditions under which release might be safe. With regard to 
questions of competency to stand trial, the psychologist provides an 
opinion regarding the defendant's competency, noting whether he or she is 
able to understand the court process and cooperate with an attorney to 
conduct a rational defense. 

If the judge finds that the defendant may be incompeten:. to stand 
trial, the case is transferred to the Superior Court for determination of 
the competency question. (Questions of competency to stand trial must be 
resolved in Superior Court, where a private psychiatrist is appointed to 
evaluate the defendant and a competency hearing is held.) Prior to 
transferring the ,case, however, Municipal Cou,rt judges typically conduct 
a hearing to establish ,probable cau~e for continuing to proceed against 
the d~fend~nt. In felony cases, this hearing serves as the preliminary 
hearing for certificat.lon of the case to the Superior Court. According 
to the director oJ, the 'Courts and Corrections Unit, it is the position of 
the court that to hold a defendant without a probable cause determination 
is a greater evil than to conduct this "mini-trial" (preliminary hearing) 
of a possibly incompetent defendant. 

The "1229" Program Coordination 

Evaluations for placement of cH,ent-offenders under the 1229 
program result in reports typically containing: 

o 

o 

1 I 

a summary of the offender's legal status (including reason for 
referral) ; 

an account of the offender's mental health history, if any; 
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an assessment of the offender's current mental status 
(including an opinion regarding the dangerousness of the 
offender to the community); 

a description of the offender's family and community support ' 
systems; and' 

a recommendation concerning placement of the offender for 
treatment. 

The report is submitted to the court and copies are sent to the defense 
attorney and the prosecutor. If outpatient ,treatme~t is recommended, the 
psychologist also submits a suggested treatment plan, which o:t;'dinarily is 
s:!.gned by the offender and the therapist proposed in the plan. Unless a 
continuance is obtained (i.e., to allow time to receive results of a' 
neurological or p~yc.hiatric examination), the report is submitted within 
fifteen days after it was ordered by the court. The court uses the 
information provided in a hearing to determine the proper location and 
plan of treatment for the offender. The psychologist rarely is called to 
testify and his re<!o!l!mendations ~ifypically are adopted. 

Offenders convicted of certain specified violent crimes, by law, 
must be confined in a mental health facility for a minimum of ninety days 
before being eligible for release to outpatient treatment. Particularly 
dangerous or psychotic offenders usually are sent to Atascadero State 
Hospital, a maximum security facility. Defendants found incompetent to 
stand trial are also frequently sent to Atascadero to benefit from the 
hospital's highly regarded competency r~storation program (which includes 
the cor~uct of mock trials). 

Probation Consultation 

Evaluation reports incases referred by probation officers present 
essentially the same type of information as that found in 1229 evaluation 
reports, discussed immediately above. The overarch~ng concerns are the 
dangerousness of the offender to the community and his treatment needs, 
generally. If the psychologist suggests local, outpatient treatment, he 
will name treatment programs and agencies that provide the type of 
services the inmate requires. Additionally, the psychologist often 
arranges an intakJa appointment for the offender w'ith the progr,3m or 
agency. The psychologist's report is delivered to the probation officer 
requesting it and, if the tlvaluation was ordered by the court, a copy of 
the report is sent to the court. As indicated above, the probation 
officer incorporates the presentehce evaluation report into his 
presentence report: fOr the court, and t:he court uses this report in 
determining an appropriate sentence for the offender. Probation officers 
use evaluation reports on probationers to develop or alter treatment 
plans. 
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Feedback, Monitoring, and Evaluation 

There is no major program evaluation mechanism functioning in the 
Courts and Corrections Unit. However, a number of the Unit's activities 
serve to monitor operations and to provide a measure of quality 
assurance. 

As indicated previously, the Unit's offices are located in a small 
suite independent of any branch of courts or corrections. Because of the 
small size of the staff and the informal working environment maintained, 
staff contact is frequent and congenial. The three psychologi~ts who 
provide clinical services for jail inmates meet weekly with a jail nurse 
and a sheriff's deputy assigned to jail custody to discuss matters of 
case management for each inmate evaluated by the'Unit during the previous 
week. The special needs of particular irunates are discussed, and pLgflLS 
for attending to these needs in the jail setting are formulated. These 
meetings enable the judgment of the psychologist primarily responsible 
for a part~cular case to be supplemented by those of other Unit 
professionals. In addition, the meetings serve as a forum for the 
exploration of effective methods for providing clinical and case 
1"4a,nagement services. 

There are no policy and procedures manuals or other written 
guidelines for use by the Unit's staff. While the director of the Unit 
acknowledges the utility of such devices in the management of an operation 
such as his, he opines that the professionalism of his staff combined 
with their frequent interrelatiol.lship and shared experience results in a 
service delivery of consistent quality. 

The Courts and Corrections Unit is accountable to the pan Mateo 
County Mental Services Division. Extensive information relating to the 
wor1,<load of the Unit and its, staff is collected and entered f~to the 
county's Management Information System for Mental Health Services. The 
Unit receives monthly printouts indicating the number of hours, each Unit 
professional spent performing a number of different services, iJl~]uding 
intake interviews, case conferences (with jail nurses, attorneys, etc.), 
individu~l therapy (follow-up consultation with client-offenders)~ and 
medical consultation. In addition, a monthly "assigned therapist roster" 
printout is received indicating this information with respect to each 
case serviced by a Unit staff member during the period" The director of 
the Unit uses this information in assessing, tqe caseload capacity of the 
Unit and the productivity of its staff. ,-, 

In addition to the informal feedback routinely received from 
judge~, prosecutors, defense attorneys, probation officers, and jail 
personnel, the director of the Unit noted that the Unit's operation had 
been the subject of evaluations and reviews on a few occasions in the.,; 
past. The Community Services Coordinator for the County 11ental Health 
Services Division recently conducted a study that included a survey of 
consumers of the Unit's services; however, no report or other information 
concerning the study was availabl~. A research team represent:t'ng the 
state of California was said recently to have been engaged in' a review of, 
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all mental health consultation service~· in the state, including the Courts 
and Corrections Unit, but again no other information was available. 
Periodically, San Mateo County publishes a "county plan" in which the 
operations and activities of the Courts and Corrections Unit are 
summarized. 

Finally, staff of the Courts and Corrections Unit on a number of 
oc~asions in the past have conducted studies and published papers, 
journal articles, and other writings relating, often in evaluative terms, 
to the work of the Unit. Among these are the following: 

o "A Mental Health Courts and Corrections Unit" (McDonough, 
1969), a journal article describing a survey of all users and 
potential users of the Unit's services in which the users' 
impressions of what services the unit offered are compared 
with what services the unit actually offered; 

o "The Quality Control of Community Caretakers: A Study of 
Mental Health Screening in a Sheriff's Office" (McDonoush and 
Monahan, 1975), a journal article describing the results of a 
study in which applicants for law enforcement jobs were 
subjected to a psychological test battery administered by Unit 
psychologists and in which subsequent performance on the job 
was matched to test results; 

o "The Criminalization of Mentally Disordered Behavior: 
Possible Side Effects of a New Mental Health Law" . (Abramson, 
1972); a journal article in which the argument is made that a 
new law in California making the criteria for involuntary 
civil commitment more stringent was acting to divert many 
mentally ill per~ons into jails and prisons;snd, 

o "The Psychiatrization of Criminal Behavior: A Reply" 
(Monahan, 1973), a journal article rebutting the arguments 
presented in the article noted immediately above. 

It should be noted in concluding this section that the above 
description of program evaluation efforts is not meant, to be a critical 
review but rather is intended to highlight measurement points, measures, 
and variables that may prove to have future utility in constructtng 
forensic program evaluation studies. 

FoRENSIC UNIT OF THE BARREN RIVER MENTAL HEALTH-~NTAL RETARDATION BOARD 
(BOWLING GREEN, KENTUCKY) 

~tory and Overview of the Forensic Unit 

The Forens~c Unit provides a wide range. of mental health 
evaluation services to the local courts and jails, mainly in Bowling 
Green, Kentucky. Most activity, however, is screening defendants for 
possible incompetency to stand trial. Funding for the Forensic Unit 
ended in January 1980, and the Unit has greatly reduced its services. 
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Although written in the present tense, this report describes the program 
as it existed before 1980, and it briefly describes how funding problems 
have affected the Unit's operatio';ls. 

Bowling Green is a city of 40,000 in western Kentucky, 115 miles 
south of Louisville and 65 miles north of Nashville. It is the fifth 
largest city in Kentucky and is the market town fo~ a large number of 
farm communities. The city is the county seat of Warren County, which 
comprises the 8th Judicial Circuit. The circuit has two courts, a 
Gircuit Court (general jurisdiction) and a District Court (limited 
jurisdiction). 

Forensic mental health services for Kentucky courts are generally 
provided by the Grauman Foransic Psychiatric Unit, a state inpatient 
facil~ty in Louisville. The Warren County courts, however, have long 
used other services. The Kentucky Department of Mental Health operated a 
forensic unit in Bowling Green from 1972 to 1974 under a Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) grant, but this was closed after a 
reorganization of the Department of Mental Health. Some requests for 
psychiatric evaluations then went to the Barren River Comprehensive Care 
Center, which is an agency of the Barren River Mental Health-Mental 
Retardation Board, the local community mental health center. The Board 
in 1975 submitted a grant application.;;:o the Kentucky Crime Commission, 
the state criminal justice planning agency, requesting $130,000 for a 
forensic program in the Comprehensive Care Center. More than a year 
later, in January 1977, the Crime Commission awarded a grant, but gave 
only $60,000 for the first year. The second phase, called 
"Community-Based Forensic Psychology," received $49,000 from the Crime 
Commission; and the final phase, "Community Based Forensic Unit," with 
$40,200, ended on January 14, 1980. And that was the end of the LEAA 
funding, although the Comprehensive Care Center still performs some 
forensic services. 

Goals of the Forensic Unit 

The major goals of the Unit, as given in a brief report it has 
distributed, are 

~ i 

to provide diagnostic services and individual prescriptive 
case planning for juvenile and adult offenders and their 
families; 

to provide outpatient counseling, referrals to other agencies, 
and crisis intervention with criminal offenders and their 
families; and 

to provide consultation to the courts, state and federal 
parole boards and probation and parole officers, jail 
officials, and attorneys at any point during the 
judicial-penal process that will aid in formulating 
appropriate disposition of the alleged offender and working 
with his family. 

312 

o 
t 

I .J 

( 

o 
! 

o 

.' 

These goals are very comprehensive. They encompass both juvenile and 
&dult proceedings. (However, only the adult portion, which comprises 
the bulk of the Unit's caseload, will be described in this report.) The 
services can occur at almost any point in the criminal process, from jail 
admission to sentencing. The Unit seeks both to screen and treat 
defendants, and even seeks to treat the defendant's family. The most 
frequent Forensic Unit service, however, is the forensic evaluation for 
competency to stand trial. 

Forensic Unit Staff 

When the Unit was created, early in 1977, three individuals were 
hired: a psychiatrist, ·an MA-level psychologist, and a social worker who 
is a college graduate. All were assigned full time to the Unit. Their 
salaries were paid out of LEAA funds, while other project expenses (the 
project secretary, project evaluation, and administration) were funded by 
local match money. The psychiatrist originally hired left after six 
months. The project had trouble obtaining another psychiatrist; so the 
medical director of the Comprehensive Care Center, a psychiatrist, was 
assigned to the project, but only for 30 percent of his time. Midway 
through the project, the original psychologist was replaced with a 
Ph.D.-level psychologist, who, in turn, left when the grant terminated. 
The same social 'worker continued through all three years of the project. 

Organizational Setting and Court System 

The Forensic Unit is part of the Barren River Comprehensive Care 
Center, which in turn is under the Barren River Men~al Health-Mental 
Retardation Board, one of fifteen community mental health organizations 
that encompass Kentucky. The Boards were created in the late 1960's 
under the impetus of substantial federal aid. The Barren River Mental 
Health-Mental Retardation Board is a private, nonprofit organization, but 
it is heavily regulated by the state government. It serves Warren County 
(Bowling Green) and nine rural counties, with a total population of about 
200,000. The comprehensive care center has two substantial buildings in 
Bowling Green and nine smaller offices with some five to ten persons in 
the other counties. The professional staff consists largely of social 
workers and psychologists; additionally, there is one full-time 
psychiatrist, who provides limited clinical services for the Board's 
Comprehensive Care Centers in Bowling Green, Fr~nklin, Scottsville, 
Munfordville, Brownsville, and Morgantown, and one part-time 
psychiatrist, who serves. the Centers in Glasgow, Edmonton, Tompkinsville, 
and Russellville. 

The Forensic Unit serves all ten counties in the service area of 
the Barren River Mental Health-Mental Retardation Board. However, its 
activity is concentrated in Bowling Green, primarily because it does not 
have enqugh staff to permit extensive traveling to the outlying counties. 

Since 1978, Kentucky has had only two trial courts. The District 
Court has jurisdiction over juvenile cases, probate matters, civil 
commitment proceedings, civil cases involving $1,500 or less, and 
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misdemeanor cases. Misdemeanors are crimes punished by no more than 12 
months in jail and for a fine not to exceed $500. The Circuit Court is 
the major trial court, with jurisdiction over felonies and major civil 
cases. The Circuit Court refers many more cases to the Forensic Unit 
than the District Court. 

The Barren River service area includes all or parts of seven court 
circuits. Each circuit has one circuit and one district judge, except 
that the 8th Judicial Circuit in Warren County has two of each. The 
volume of criminal cases in Warren County is very high for its 
population; local residents attribute the volume to the large transient 
population resulting from two major north-south highways that pass 
through the coun~y. 

Process Flow 

Figure 36 shows the Unit's process for court-ordered mental 
examinations. This section also summarizes the Unit's treatment programs 
for defendants and parolees. As noted previously, the procedures 
described here are those existing before the Unit curtailed its services 
in January 1980. 

The court-ordered mental examinations are examinations to assess 
both competency to stand trial and criminal responsibility at the time of 
the offens"e. The court routinely orders mental examinations when 
requested by defense counsel and not objected to by the prosecutor. In 
the few times when the prosecutor objects, the court holds a brief 
hearing to determine whether to order an examination. A court order is 
prepared, and the Forensic Unit's secretary schedules interviews for the 
defendant with the Unit's social worker, psychologist, and psychiatrist. 
The social worker writes a social history, interviews the defendant, and 
administers a Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI). She 
sends the report and the test results to the psychologist; he then 
interviews the defendant and conducts further tests. He also prepares a 
report, which is sent to the psychiatrist along with the social worker's 
report and all test'results. After reviewing this material, the 
psychiatrist interviews the defendant and, in some cases, investigates 
the facts further by obtaining hospital reports or interviewing parents 
and others. The psychiatrist writes a report for the court, usually 
recommending that the defendant be found competent and sane. He usually 
also includes treatment recommendatiQns, which are often used during the 
sentencing phase of the case. 

Treatment Screening 

The Forensic Unit has an important treatment aspect that is 
intertwined with the mental examination function just outlined. The 
screening for treatment, which will be described more fully in the next 
section, falls into three categories. (1) The Unit handles emergency 
referrals from the jail quickly to screen and treat illmates whom the 
jailors believe to be mentally ill. (2) Defendants examined for 
competency are also screened for mental problems that might require 
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treatment by the Unit's psychiatrist or psychologist. Also, the Unit 
makes an effort to contact and treat the defendant's close relatives who 
might have mental problems, especially problems caused by the defendant's 
arrest. (3) The state and the federal parole offices refer a few 
parolees to the Unit for counseling. 

Delineation of Mental Health Information Requirements 

This section will describe the initial steps in the Unit's 
competency and sanity examination and all steps in the treatment 
screening. These two types of services involve different referral 
sources. Mental examinations are made pursuant to court order. 
Treatment screening involves inmates referred by the county jail, 
defendants undergoing mental evaluations, and parolees referred by the 
state or federal parole offices. 

Court Ref errals 

The Forensic Unit receives only about SO referrals per year for 
court-ordered forensic examination. Most referrals are from the Warren 
Circuit Court; only a few come from the nine outlying counties within the 
Unit's jurisd~ction. This description, therefore, will focus on Warren 
County cases and will only mention the basic differences in procedures 
used for referrals from other counties. 

In Warren County, the source of most referrals, the question of 
incompetency to stand trial or not guilty by reason of insanity typically 
arises at the arraignment hearing. The description here will be limited 
to this process, although the issues can be raised at later stages and by 
others than defense counsel. The preliminary hearing is .held soon after 
the defendant has been indicted by the grand jury, and is the first time 
the defendant appears in court. The purpose of the arraignment is to 
advise the defendant of his rights and the charge against him, to appoint 
an attorney if the defendant is indigent, and to schedule further 
proceedings in the case. Public defenders typically have a few minutes 
to talk with prospective clients just before the arraignment hearing. In 
this initial conversation, before he is appointed, the attorney sometimes 
decides that the defendant's demeanor indicates a mental problem. When 
this happens, the attorney, several minutes later at the arraignment 
hearing recommends to the judge that the defendant be given a mental 
examination. The request is made by a court form, which is filled out by 
either the attorney or the court staff. 

The request for a mental examination is routinely granted by the 
judge if the commonwealth attorney agrees. In the rare case where the 
commonwealth attorney contests the request, the judge holds a hearing to 
determine whether to order a mental examination. The Forensic Unit staff 
believe that the bulk of referrals do not present substantial issues of 
incompetency or insanity. Public defenders, in the staff's opinion, 
frequently realize that the defendant is not incompetent or insane but 
request an examination because they hope it will uncover mitigating 
circumstances useful during sentencing. 
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The judge may' order an examination either in the Barren River 
Forensic Unit or in the Grauman Unit of For~nsic Fsychiatry in 
Louisville. The judg\'a routin~ly specifies the unit recommended by the 
defense. In a few cases the commonweal1;:h attorne,y disagrees with the 
defense's recommendation and a hearing is ~equir$d. If the defense 
counsel does not make a recommendation, the judge generally orders the 
examination held in the local Forensic Unit. The Unit, in fact, performs 
the great majority of mental examinations for the Warren County Courts. 
(Since the termination of the Forensic Unit's grant in J~nuary 1980, 
however, more cases have been sent to the Grauman Unit. The Forensic 
Unit informed the court in May 1980 that it could no longer accept 
referrals, leaving the court with no choice but to use Grauman.) 

The court promptly orders the examination. It has developed 
separate standard forms for referrals to the local Forensic Unit and to 
the Grauman Unit (Appendix F). Both forms state that the defendant must 
"be examined to determine if he is competent to stand trial and to 
determine his capacity to appreciate the nature and scope of his conduct 
or to confo,rm his conduct to the requirement of the law." The order 
gives the name of the case, the crimes charged, and the date when the 
defendant is scheduled to appear again in court. The printed words on 
the form are never changed; hence both competency and sanity issues are 
always ordered. (This form, of course, only applies to referrals from 
the Warren County courts; referrals from other courts often request only 
the incompetency examination.) 

Screening for Treatment 

The Forensic Unit's treatment component necessarily involves 
screening to determine whether the person needs treatment and the type of 
treatment to be given. The Unit treats three types of clients: (1) 
mentally ill inmates, (2) defendants awaiting trial and their families, 
and (3) parolees. 

Emergency screening of inmates. Inmates are by far the largest 
category of treatment clients. The county jail has a capacity of 150 
inmates. About once per week jail personnel telephone the Forensic Unit 
about an inmate who seems mentally ill, for example because he or she 
threatens suicide or is showing bizarre behavior. Sometimes the Unit's 
social worker responds to the call, interviews the inmate, and determines 
whether a psychiatrist or psychologist is needed. At other times the 
psychiatrist or the psychologist responds an,d interviews the inmate. 
There are several possible outcomes of the interviews. The jailor might 
be told that the inmate is normal (e.g., that he is only attempting to 
obtain drugs). The Forensic Unit initiates civil commitment procedures 
in a few cases where the prisoner seems drastically ill, especially if 
the crime charged is minor. The psychiatrist often tells the public 
defender's office that defense counsel, when appointed, should present 
the mental status question and evoke ordinary forensic examination 
procedures that follow a court order. The psychiatrist might prescribe 
drugs, and the psychologist might give the defendant "across-the-bars" 
therapy (i.e., counseling sessions in jail). 
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Treating defendants and relatives. Ihe next category of treatment 
occurs after the court haa referred a defendant for a mental 
examination. There are two general types of treatment given. First, the 
psychiatrist often administers medicine to mentally ill defendants. The 
social worker refers some defendants to the psychiatrist for immediate 
treatment after her intake interview, and the psychiat.rist may prescribe 
medicine upon noticing mental problems during the regularly scheduled 
mental examination interview. 

Second, the Forensic Unit attempts, during the mental examination 
process, to determine whether the defendant or any of his relatives need 
and desire counseling or psychological therapy. During the initial 
interview with the defendant the social worker asks whether he or she has 
any relatives nearby and would object to the Forensic Unit's contacting 
them. Many defendaw:s, especially transients, do not have relatives 
nearby; and ethers sometimes do not want the Unit to contact relatives. 
Otherwise t a letter is sent to close relatives encouraging them to 
contact the Unit for counseling services. Also, the Unit encourages 
defendants to enter therapy and it sends defendants a letter to that 
effect after a mental examination. 

The psychologist conducts most therapy given defendants or family 
members. If the defendant seems particularly disturbed, the psychologist 
recommends counseling treatment and then provides it if the defendant 
consents. The psychologist also provides, free of charge, therapy to 
relatives desiring counseling. 

Parolee counseling. State and federal parole offices occasionally 
refer parolees to the Forensic Unit for counseling. Many of these 
referrals had been referred to the Unit sometime earlier for mental 
examinations; others are parolees whom parole officers believe may have 
mental problems. The social worker prepares a social history for parolee 
referrals. The social history is the same as that prepared during mental 
examinations. The social worker prepares a social history even when the 
Unit had prepared one earlier, because there were probably many changes 
during the intervening period. 

The psychologist determines whether and what treatment is needed. 
Some parolees are referred to other services, such as specialized alcohol 
or drug programs in the Comprehensive Care Center. The Forensic Unit 
psychologist provides individual or family therapy when needed. 

Acquisition of Mental Health Information 

In this section and in following 
to the mental examinations to determine 
precede, follow, or occur independently 
discussed above. 
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Scheduling and Location of Interviews 

Within 24 hours after the court order for mental examinations is 
prepared, the Circuit Court Administrator telephones the forensic center 
named in the order. If it is the Grauman Unit, the case may be placed on 
th~ waiting list until room is available; there is usually a delay of one 
or two months after the phone call before the defendant can be seen. The 
court administrator mails the order, together with a packet of forms 
required by the Unit. The forms total about 15 pages and contain 
extensive information about the defendant. The defendant is transported 
to and from Grauman by a deputy sheriff. He or she usually remains three 
or four weeks; when the examinations are completed, the Unit phones the 
court administrator, and an order is prepared for the defendant's return 
to the local jail. The whole process, therefore, takes two or three 
months, at least twice as long as the mental examinations in the Barren 
River Forensic Unit. 

If the case is sent to the Forensic Unit, the court administrator 
telephones the Unit's secretary. While talking with the court 
administrator, she schedules appointments with the Unit's social worker, 
psychologist, and ?sychiatrist. She schedules the meetings about a week 
apart, usually on Mondays or Wednesdays, beginning with the social 
worker's next available free time period on a Monday or Wednesday. The 
social worker gives forensic cases priority over all other work, so her 
meetings are scheduled fairly soon--from one to seven days--after the 
call. The psychologist's meeting is usually scheduled seven days after 
the social worker's meeting, and the psychiatrist's seven days after 
that. This schedule is condensed considerably if more speed is 
necessary, for example, when the defense does not request a forensic 
examination until a few days before the trial date. 

The secretary notes the dates and times of the meetings in the 
three professionals' appointment books. The court administrator places 
these dates and times on the court order and sends the order to the 
Forensic Unit. Copies of the order are sent to the defense attorney, the 
prosecutor, and the jailar if the defendant is in custody. If the 
defendant is in the Warrem County Jail, the interviews are held there in 
a room specially prepared for that purpose. About a quart.er of the 
interviews are held in the Comprehensive Care Center (where the three 
professionals have their offices) because the defendant is out on bond or 
is in jail in another county. 

(Procedures in the Forensic Unit's first year were quite different 
in two major respects. First, the forensic examinations were scheduled 
to be completed within two days; however, the staff found it difficul~ to 
complete all the tests so quickly. Second, all examinations were held in 
the Comprehensive Care Center. A deputy sheriff transpor.ted the 
defendant to the Center and waited while the examinations were 
conducted. But this caused several problems: it required much personnel 
time from the sheriff's office; handcuffed defendants were not considered 
a favored sight at the Center; and in November 1978 a defendant, escaped 
from the Center while waiting for a forensic examination. Soon after the 
escape, the Forensic Unit began to examine jailed defendants at the jail.) 
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Social Worker's Interview 

The first stage of the sc.reening process is the social worker's 
interview. If the case comes from the Warren County Circuit Court, the 
social worker is on the Forensic Unit staff. If the case comes from 
another court in the Unit's jurisdiction, a social worker in the outlying 
office of the Comprehensive Care Center does the initial interviewing. 
(The defendant is usually transported to the Forensic Unit for interviews 
with the psychologist and psychiatrist.) The following paragraphs will 
describe only the procedures used for Warren County defendants, who 
constitute the great bulk of Forensic Unit clients. 

The social worker begins the interview with no information about 
the defendant other than that contained in the court order. During the 
interview she conducts an intake evaluation of the defendant, and she 
administers the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI). 

The intake evaluation ent~ils filling out six forms that are used 
for all intakes at the Comprehensive Care Center. Most of the forms are 
straightforward requiring the client to give his address, to waive 
objection to tr~atment, and to authorize release of informatiolrl about 
prior treatment. The exception is a four-page Psycho-Social E',aluatio~ 
form (see Appendix G). The social worker interviews the clien~: for one 
or two hours while completing this form, exploring in detail mc;tters 
concerning the client's prior legal involvement. Also, she at:,empts to 
obtain from defendants complete accounts of their involvement In the 
crimes charged. The social worker then prepares a social history 
report. The report is sent to the psychologist to read before his 
meeting with the client, a week or so later. 

The MMPI test (the first 399 questions) takes one to one-and-a
half hours to complete. Defendants on pretrial release take the test in 
a spare room at the Comprehensive Care Center. Inmates take it in jail 
following the interview with the social worker, and she picks up the 
completed test on her next trip to the jail. The MMPI is usually 
received and scored (by volunteers manning the crisis-line p~one) in time 
for the psychologist to interpret it before he meets with the defendant. 
The social worker does not incorporate the results in her report. The 
MMPI is not given to about 20 percent of the defendants because they 
cannot read. the social worker determines if defendants can read by 
asking them to read out loud the first five questions. (At one time 
illiterates were given a short version of the MMPI, with the questions 
read by the social worker, but this was abandoned because the ~esults 
were not considered helpful.) 

Psychological Interview 

The next stage in the evaluation, the psychologist's interview, is 
typically a week or so after the social worker's interview. Like the 
social worker's intake evaluation, the psychological evaluation is 
essentially the same as that given all clients of the Comprehensive Care 
Center, except that the defendants are askeQ to describe in some detail 
their accounts of the crimes charged. 
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The information available to the psychologist before his interview 
consists of the court order, the social history and intake,form forwarded 
by the social worker, and usually the MMPI. Thepsycholo~4st spends 
about 2 1/2 hours with the defendant. There are three major phases of 
the interview: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The mental status examination. This examination consists of 
general conversation with the defendant, during whi7h the 
psychologist observes the defendant closely and dec4~es wha~ 
steps to take later in the interview. The psycho:og4st 10~kS , 
for such things as loose associations in spee7h, 4n~ppropr4ate 
affect (e.g., laughing or crying at inappropr:ate t4mes)~ , 
resistance to psychology and lack of cooperat40n, the cl1ent s 
personal hygene, and neatness of dress. 

The defendant's account of the crime. The psychologist asks 
the defendant to describe the circumstances,that led to t~e 
arrest. (The psychologist also makes certa1n that the c14ent 
is aware of his rights, in order to ensure informed consent.) 

Psychological tests. The last portion of the interview 
consists of a battery of tests administered by the 
psychologist. Some tests are admi~istered t~ all or almost 
all defendants, while others are g4ven only 1f the, . 
psyCholQgi~t suspects certain problems, suc~ as organ1c br~1n 
damage. The MMPI, as described above, is g1ven by the sOC1al 
worker to all literate defendants. Other tests may be given: 

-Bender Gestalt Test (given routinely by the 
psychologist) ; 

-Rotter Incomplete Sentence Blank Test (given in most 
cases by the psychologist at his discretion); 

-Draw a Person-House-Tree Test (again, given in most 
cases by the psychologist, at his discretion); 

-Peabody Test (short test fo~ IQ; used at discretion of 
psychologist if there are questions a~out whether a 
defendant is mentally rgt~rdgd)i 

-Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (used rarely, when 
there is question about the defendant's intelligence); 
and 

-Rorschach (used rarely to help determine if the 
client is malingering). 

The psychologist's report, placed on form (see Appendix H), is 
usually about three pages long., The report is written for the 

h 1 h h ~t remains in the defendant's psychiatrist and goes only to 1m, a t oug 4 

file. The report contains a summary of the social history gathered by 
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the social worker, the defendant's account of the crime, the test results 
and their interpretation, a summary and recommendation, and the 
psychologist's "clin,ical impression" of what the diagnosis should be. 

Psychiatric Interview 

The final stage in the mental examination is the psychiatric 
interview. All the test information and reports prepared by the social 
worker and the psychologist, as well as the latter's working notes, are 
forwarded to the psychiatrist. He reserves each Wednesday afternoon for 
forensic interviews (although he does forensic work at other times if 
there is an emergency). The psychiatrist reviews the files and 
interviews the defendant. The interview is conducted in jail if the 
defendant is in the Warren County Jail, as most are. There seldom is 
staff discussion of the case. The psychiatrist usually completes a 
report (as described in the next section) right after the interview. 

In about 15 to 20 percent of the cases the psychiatrist conducts 
further investigation. He orders a neurological test if he suspects 
brain damage. He sometimes interviews the defendant's family, friends, 
jail mates, and jailors. He may secure the defendant's police report and 
records from mental or penal institutions where the defendant has spent 
time.' There are no set criteria for determining whether to conduct this 
further investigation; the psychiatrist stated that he is more likely to 
investigate when he remains undecided following the interview and when he 
wishes to check whether the defendant is malingering. For example, he 
may check the defendant's account of prior mental difficulties by asking 
family members to corroborate the defendant's account. 

Provision and Use of Mental Health Information' 

The psychiatrist's report is prepared on a form (see Appendix I), 
and it is usually about two pages long, single-spaced, and typed on the 
front and back of the form. The typical report contains the follo~ing 
topics, although not necessarily in this order: 

o A short biographical description of the defendant, based 
largely on the social worker's social history and on the 
psychologist's interview (including the defendant's family 
history, his education, and alcohol and drug problems). 

c The results of the MMPI and other tests, and interpretations 
of the results. 

o 

o 

o 

The psychiatrist's assessment of the defendant, sometimes 
drawn from the psychologist's assessment. 

The diagnosis, often expressed in psychiatric terms. 

Opinion about. the defendant's competency and, generally" about 
the defendant's sanity at the time of the offense. (Also, 
most reports ~bntain treatment recommendations, even though 
not usually requested.) 
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In about 85 percent of the cases, the psychiatrist concl~ides that the 
defendant j.s competent and was sane at the time of the offense. The 
psychiatrist gives the treatment recommendations, even though not 
formally requested by the court or attorneys. The report does not 
contain the defendant's statements about the alleged offense, although 
those statements may be a basis for the psychiatrist's recommendations. 

The report is usually mailed to the court, although a deputy 
sheriff hand-delivers it when speed is necessary. The defense attorney 
receives a copy; but the prosecutor usually does not. 

According to the clinic's staff, the parties seldom contest the 
psychiatrist's recommendation. If, as happens ir~requently, incompetency 
or insanity is diagnosed, the prosecutor generally accepts this judgment 
and agrees to drop charges on the condition that the defendant be civilly 
committed. Likewise, defense attorneys generally do not contest a report 
stating that the defendant is competent and sane, and the court 
proceedings continue as in a normal case. 

The court refers a few defendants to the Grauman Forensic Unit in 
Louisville for further study. The Barren River Forensic Unit 
psychiatrist may tell the court that he is uncertain in his opinion and 
that the court should send the defendant to Grauman because it holds 
defendants for several weeks, allOwing extended staff observations. In 
addition, the defense or prosecution on rare occasions disagrees with 
Forensic Unit recommendations and persuades the judge to seek a second 
opinion· from the Grauman Unit. ' 

The Forensic Unit staff usually has no further contact with the 
case after sending the report. The prosecutor and defense rely on the 
written report in mos~ cases and do not request testimony. The 
psychiatrist, however, testifies in the few contested competency hearings 
or trials involving an insanity plea. More often, he testifies at 
sentencing hearings, where he supplements the treatment recommendations 
in the report. 

Feedback, Monitoring, and Program Evaluation 

Management, Monitoring, and Informal Feedback to Staff 

Mana~ement ~nA ~~~it--ing =~~hi th F i U i , .. _~_~ __ ~ ____ ~...... v.... "~t: n e orens c ntis generally. 
informal. The official project director, under LEAA grants, is also the 
Executive Director of the Unit's parent agency, the Barren River Mental 
Health-Mental Retardation Board; and he spends a small percentage of his 
time on Forensic Unit matters. The day-to-day management is performed by 
the Unit's psychiatrist, who is the medical director of the Comprehensive 
Care Center. The staff does not hold formal meetings, and seldom 
informal meetings, to discuss individual cases; yet there is frequent 
interac:tion between the staff. The psychiatrist, of course, routin~ly 
reviews the work of the social worker and the psychologist· and the 
psychologist reviews the social worker's reports. Also, the social 
worker uses the important feedback mechanism of comparing the 
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psychologist's and psychiatrist's reports with her own; and the 
psychologist can compare the psychiatrist's report with his work. 

Informal feedback from the court and the county jail, the Forensic 
Unit's two major clients, takes several forms. Unit staff occasionally 
meet with court or jail personnel to discuss problems, especially 
procedural problems, involved.in the mental health screening and 
evaluations. Also, Unit staff are frequently in contact with court and 
jail staff, permitting rapid flow of information about operating 
problems. Finally, the psychiatrist remains involved with some cases 
after submitting his report, most often by testifying at sentencing 
hearings, and thus receives feedback information about the court's use of 
his report. 

Routine Statistical Reporting 

The Forensic Unit made a considerable effort to collect statistics 
during the period of the block grants--that is, until January 1980. A 
part-time student research assistant compiled data from the Unit's client 
records. The data categories were established through negotiations with 
the Kentucky Department of Justice, and the statistics. were submitted to 
the Department in quarterly and annual reports as required by the block 
grants. The data categories include standard demographic information 
about clients, criminal history, and any mental health treatment 
provided. Also, although not part of the required categories, the 
psychiatrist's recommendations and the disposition of the ca~e also were 
recorded. 

Special Studies and Re~orts 

There have been no special studie~ of the Forensic Unit, although 
considerable information is available for one wishing to make a study. 
The Comprehensive Care Center maintains files, as it does for all 
clients, on defendants given forensic examinations by the Forensic Unit. 
These files are confidential, and their use for research would require 
permission from the state Department of Human Resources (DHR). Secondary 
to the management of the Comprehensive Care Center, this permission could 
easily be obtained. Access is available without DHR permission for 
research conducted by Center staff. The Forensic Unit reports sent to 
the court also are confidential; they are put in a separate file in the 
judges' offices, rather than in the central case file available to the 
public. The court: hQw~ver) hgs made reports available to at least one 
researcher and presumably would permit access by others. 

The record-keeping for the treatment screening is less 
comprehensive than that for the forensic examinations. A record is 
opened for defendants or parolees screened at the Comprehensive Care 
Center, but most treatment screening occurs in jail and no formal record 
is made. . 
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THE FORENSIC SERVICES OF MALCOLM BLISS MENTAL HEALTH CENTER (ST. LOUIS, 
MISSOURI) 

In the 1930s, Malcolm A. Bliss, a general practitioner in St. 
Louis, Missouri, discerned the need for a separate psychiatric facility 
within the city's general hospital system. Bliss aroused public interest 
in this project, and with the help of federal funds the Malcolm A. Bliss 
Psychopathic Hospital was erected in 1938. The five-story building was 
built adjacent to the St. Louis City Hospital and served as the 
Psychiatric Division for this general municipal hospital. The facility 
was intended for the evaluation and short-term treatment of indigent 
residents with mental health problems. However, St. Louis failed to 
provide adequate fiscal resources, and the Bliss pavilion deteriorated 
physically and soon became an overcrowded facility for chronically ill 
patients (Note 13). 

In 1953 a team of researchers from Washington University in St. 
Louis acquired a basement wing of Malcolm A. Bliss Psychopathic Hospital 
for research space. Headed by George A. Ulett, the team began a 
controlled evaluation of convulsive therapy. This formed the beginning 
of a long, productive relationship between the Center and Washington 
University. 

Ulett organized a Social Maladjustment Study Unit at the hospital 
in July of 1956. The Unit was created as an interdisciplinary research, 
teaching and consultation center focusing on individuals involved in 
aggressive, antisocial or delinquent acts (Blackman, Fl~nn, Melican, 
Napoli and Weiss, 1957). In 1964 the State of Missouri s Department of 
Mental Health assumed the funding and administration of this study unit. 
In 1971, the Unit's name was changed to its current designation of 
Forensic Services of Malcom Bliss Mental Health Center. 

Malcolm Bliss, as a comprehensive community mental health center, 
provides the following services: inpatient and outpatient services; 
partial hospitalization; 24-hour emergency care; community consultation 
and educadon; diagnostic services; rehabilitative services; pre-care and 
after-care services; and training and research. The Center, a 2lo-bed. 
facility, is accredited by the Joint Commission on Accreditation of 
Hospitals and serves a total of 966,103 residents (Note 13). Forensilc 
Services provides psychiatric services for the Circuit Courts of St. 
Louis City and the $urrounding counties of Franklin, Jefferson, Lincoln, 
St. Charles, St. Louis, and Warren. 

Forensic Services conducts mental health evaluations while 
defendants are at the pretrial and post-con~iction stages. Since 95 
percent of the evaluations are performed at the pretrial stage of the 
criminal process, this report will focus on the pretrial evaluative 
process. 

From July 1, 1978, to June 30, 1979, 9S inpatient evaluations and 
21 outpatient evaluations were performed by Forensic Services at the 
Center. The professional staff was a full-time psychiatrist, a half-time 
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psychiatrist, and a full-time social worker. Seven other evaluations 
were conducted by Forensic Servies staff at jails or other state 
hospitals. In addition, the staff has responsibility for inpatient and 
outpatient treatment for individuals adjudged not guilty by reason of 
insanity. 

To accommodate a larger service area, on July 1, 1980, the 
professional staff was increased to two full-time psychiatrists, one 
full-time social worker, a full-time social worker who is also an 
attorney, and a full-time licensed clinical psychologist. In addition, 
psychiatric residents, social work students and psychology interns assist 
in performing evaluations. The assistant superintendent of the Mental 
H~alth Center devotes approximately ten percent of his time to the 
administration of Forensic Services. 

A function Model 

Figures 37-41 depict the flow of cases, operations, and processes 
characterizing the evaluation of client-offenders at Forensic Services. 
Figure 37 presents the specific activities and events prior to the 
entrance of the client-offender into Forensic Services, and the efforts 
involved in delineation of the information for the case. The a~quisition 
phase of the evaluation process is depicted in Figures 38, 39, and 40. 
Each of the latter figures shows the procedures followed when a client 
is, respectively, an inpatient at Forensic Services, an outpatient at 
Forensic Services, or incarcerated at St. Louis City Jail at the time of 
evaluation. Figure 41 shows the schema for the provision of evaluative 
information to the requesting court. 

The means by which a client-offender is moved from the trial 
docket into the caseload of Forensic Services is l~he delineation process 
illustrated in Figure 37. The courts of St. Louis City or surrounding 
counties request an evaluation by mailing a memorandum or a formal court 
order to Forensic Services. In emergency cases in which a 
client-offender seems to be in urgent need of mental health services and 
also poses a security risk, a judge or a court administrator telephones 
Forensic Services to request a jail evaluation. In these cases, 
scheduling arrangements are made on the phone and a court order follows 
in the mail. In routine cases, the court order is sent and evaluations 
are scheduled in ch.ronological order as space becomes available. The 
secretary schedules appointments by phoning the sheriff's office to 
arrange transportation of the clieute 

The acquisition of evaluation informatipn is dependent upon 
whether a client is sa en as an inpatient, an outpatient, or in the jail. 
When a client-offender is admitted to Forensic Services on an inpatient 
basis (see Figure 40) a full array of medical, nursing, social, and 
mental data is acquired. A treatment-planning confer~nce involving a 
pSYChiatrist, psychiatric resident, and social worker complements the 
evaluative process as data are cQllected. An outpatient is evaluated 
primarily by an emergency room screening, a social history and a 
psychiatric interview, as depicted in Figure 38. As Figure 39 
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The State Director has also proposed the use of a'''Background Information 
Sheet" (Appendix K). This sheet is a useful format for the transfer to 
the mental examiner of the information required by Mo. Rev. Stat. 
§552.045(3) (see Note 14). In view of the new sixty-day limit, b~tween 
the date of the examination order and the filing of , the examiner s 
report, the exp,edient conveyance of this information is imperative. 

The statutes also delineate the legal definitions of both ? 

om etency to stand trial and criminal responsibility. Section 552.0~O.1 
~efines competency as the individual's "capacity to understand the 

i t i his own defense." A negative proceedings against him or to ass s n 
assessment of criminal responsibility means that 

A person is not responsible for criminal conduct if at the 
time of such conduct as a result of mental disease or defect he 
did not know or appreciate the nature, quality or wrongfulness of 
his conduct or was incapable of conforming his conduct to the 
requirements of law. (Mo. Rev. Stat. §552.030.1) 

Inpa,tient and Outpatient at Forensic Services 

Court re:quests for mental health evaluations are routinely 
received by mail. The St. Louis City Courts initially send a memorandum 
to Forensic Services, followed by a formal court order authorizing a 
mental health evaluation. The county courts always send a formal court 
order to notify Forensic Services of a needed evaluation. 

The memorandum, the initial communication from the St. Louis City 
Circuit Courts, states the defendant's name and identification number and 
indicates the initial referral agent for the appointment of a 
psychiatrist: for example, upon motion by defendant or prosecut:ng 

The defendant is then committed to Forensic Services for 
attorney.. f inf ti n such as a mental examination and evaluation." Release 0 orma 0 

olice report to Forensic Services is authorized by the court order. The 
~ase is moved from the Trial Docket to the Mental Examination Docket, 
representing the c1ient-offender's movement from the criminal justice to 
the mental health system. A copy of this memorandum is mailed by the . 
court to the prosecuting attorne~, the defense attorney, and the sheriff. 

The formal court orders typically state defendant's name, number 
and charges. The court order, in varying terms, requests a "psychiatric 
examination and evaluation" of the client-offender. The order also 
provides for transfer of the client-offender by the Sheriff, if the 
individual is not released on bond. The courts in the surrounding 
counties mail a copy of the court order to the prosecuting and defense 
attorneys. 

Once received, the court orders are reviewed by the Bliss Forensic 
Services director. The orders and memoranda are then given to the 
director's secretary, who maintains a log book in which the following 
information is immediately recorded: name of client-offender, court, 
judge, criminal cause number, date of order, and date order received at 
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Forensic Services. Later acquired information as to date of admission 
and ward location is entered as it becomes available. 

There is currently a three- to four-week waiting period for 
scheduling an inpatient evaluation at Forensic Services due to a lack of 
beds. Inpatient beds are limited tb fifteen and must accommodate persons 
needing pretrial examinations, emergency admissions from the jail, 
transfers from Fulton State Hospital, persons adjudged incompetent to 
stand trial who are awaiting civil commitment, persons recently found not 
guilty by reason of insanity (NGRI) who are beginning initial treatment 
after sentencing, and outpatient NGRIs in need of hospitalization. There 
are other delays in this process of transferring a case to the Mental 
Examination Docket, such as the time involved in mailing a court order to 
Forensic Services and the two to three weeks needed to get an incompetent 
individual civilly comudtted and then transferred to another facility for treatment. . 

These delays in processing evaluation requests and in waiting for 
available resources means that many client-offenders remain for lengthy 
times in jails or oth.er detention facilities. Because of this problem, 
an effort is being made by State Forensic Staff to reduce the number of 
inpatient evaluationl3 while increasing those evaluations performed on an 
outpatient basis at the Center and at the jail. Two obstacles prevent 
speedy adoption of t:his policy. One is the limited number of available 
sheriff's deputies to provide security for client-offenders at Forensic 
Services. The other obstacle is the attorneys' belief that their 
clients' needs are not being fully served by outpatient evaluation. 

When there are beds available to conduct an inpatient evaluation, 
the Bliss Forensic Services director's secretary telephones the 
transportation department of the sheriff's office to arrange to have the 
incarcerated individual brought to Forensic Services within the next day 
or two. If the client-offender is on bond, an appointment is-made by 
telephone with that client-offender, who can then arrive unescorted and 
be evaluated as an outpatient. An outpatient appointment is scheduled if 
a sheri!f's deputy is available to provide security during the 
evaluation, or if the client-offender has been released on personal 
recognizance. The court order may prOvide that the client-offender's 
attorney be notified as to the appointment date. 

The final step in the delineation phase for inpatient and 
outpatient admissions to Forensic Services occurs when the director's 
secretary phones the emergency room, informing them that an evaluation 
has been scheduled. This is necessary because all evaluations by 
Forensic Services begin with the regular hospital admission procedures. 

Jail Evaluation 

A mental health evaluation, as a possible preliminary to 
treatment, may be needed on a non-routine, emergency basis and the 
incarcerated client-offender may pose a security risk. In these 
situations, a St. Louis City Circuit Court judge o~ the St. Louis City 
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Court administrator responsible for the Mental Examination Docket 
coordination telephones the director of Bliss Forensic Services to 
request a mental health evaluation. An appointment is usually scheduled 
within two to three days. A memorandum is mailed to Forensic Services 
and follows the normal reviewing and ,logging procedures. 

Acquisition of Mental Health Information 

Mental health information is gathered in three ways: inpatient at 
Forensic Services, outpatient at Forensic Services, and while 
client-offender is, incarcerated at St. Louis City Jail. 

Inpatient at Forensic Services 

Client-offenders arriving at Forensic Services as inpatients are 
first admitted to the Center through the emergency room. Next, the 
client-offender is taken to the ward and admitted there. A nursing 
assessment and psychiatric interview are performed, after which the 
Forensic Services' staff becomes involved in the evaluative process. 
These efforts are detailed further below. 

Emergency Room Admission. Client-offenders arriving at Forensic 
Services for inpatient 'pretrial evaluations are usually being held in a 
jailor other detention facility and are classified as "Prisoners with a 
Hold Order." A client-offender may be on bond and arrive without escort; 
however, this situation is rare. 

As soon as the client-offender arrives in the emergency room 
escorted by the sheriff's deputy, a "prisoner slip" (hold order) is 
filled out. The slip ,is addressed to the superintendent of the Center 
requesting that the client-offender be held by the Center. The nam~ of 
the officer who brought the client-offender, the officer's identification 
number and charges against the prisoner are noted. Upon the 
client-offender's release from the Center, the receiving officer, 
district and date are once again noted. The prisoner slip is placed in a 
prominent spot in th~ client-offender's chart. 

The emergency room psychiatric resident reads the court order for 
mental evaluation. The sheriff's deput~ is asked if the client-offender 
has exhibited any behaviors or made any statements indicating the need 
for suicidal or elopement precautions. The physician or resident then 
conducts an emergency room examination of the client-offender to 
determine if there is an urgent medical or mental problem. Past medical 
history such as allergies to various medications and information as to 
previous hospitalizations is sought. If the client-offender has a 
history at the Center, the previous record is requested for review. 

The physician or resident conducts a typical physical examination 
resulting in a report noting vital signs and impressions as to general 
appearance and condition of various bodily parts. The physical 
examination report ends with narrative and diagnostic comments. 
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A record is made upon each admission with notation of various 
identifying data. The name of the client-offender's best informant, 
i.e., relative or close friend who knows the client-offender well, is 
recorded. Information as to the type of admission and previous mental 
health service is noted. This record follows the client through the 
Center and eventually includes admitting or provisional diagnosis, 
staffing or working diagnosis, final diagnoses and procedures, and type 
of disposition, referral, or release. 

A mental status examination is a1.so conducted by the emergency 
room psychiatric resident. A Missouri Department of Mental Health form 
(see Appendix L) is used to record (1) impressions in the broad 
categories of general appearance, motor activity, speech, interview 
behavior, flow of thought, mood and affect, content of thought, 
sensorium, intellect, insight, and judgment, and (2) diagnosis according 
to DSM III codes. 

The emergency room physician or resident summarizes the 
information gained from the physical exam, mental status exam, and 
interview. The evaluation time is approximately one hour. A report or 
em~rgency room note is prepared, which includes date and time of day, 
identifying data, informants, chief complaint, pres1ent illness, pertinent 
past history, brief mental status, pertinent physical findings, 
impression, recommendations, and signature. 

Routine laboratory tests are ordered, including urinalysis, 
complete blood count, and SMA 12 (a blood analysis). In addition, a 
urine drug screen and a chest x-ray are obtained. Further tests may be 
ordered if indicated. Doctor's orders (special instructions to the 
nurses and psychiatric aides) are then recorded in the client-offender's 
chart. Those client-offenders with a hold order are entitled to the same 
privileg~s as general psychiatric patients, except that occupational 
therapy and recreational therapy may be ordered only on locked wards. 

Ward Admission. The sheriff's deputy escorts the client-offender 
to the ward, where the client-offender is given pajamas; vital signs such 
as blood pressure and temperature are taken. A registered nurse on the 
floor conducts a "nursing assessment" within the first 48 to 72 hours of 
a client-offender's first admission to the Center. This nursing 
assessment consists of an interview lasting about one hour, and assists 
the nurses in formulating a plan of care. The assessment, guided by a 
standard form, is very comprehensive. The client-offender is asked for 
information on his or her previous hospitalizations, support systems, 
biophysical patterns, responses to stress, interpersonal relationships, 
motivation, life style, future plans, thought processes, awareness and 
handling of feelings, and talents, strengths, and assets. A family 
member or significant other person may be interviewed, if available. A 
summary reviews the nurse's impression of the client-offender and notes 
the individual's plans for the future with the purpose of assisting in 
the attainment of those plans. The form is then placed in the 
client-offender's ward chart. 
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Usually on the first day of admission, a psychiatric resident 
conducts an interview and physical exam. Typically the resident begins 
by asking the patient why she or he is here; i.e., what was the crime and 
why is a mental health exam necessary? Details on specific psychiatric 
symptoms are gathered. If the patient does not exhibit any symptoms, the 
resident will ask leading questions such as: Hearing voices? Do you 
think someone is talking about you or wants to hurt you? How's your 
appetite? Sleeping well? Crying spells? Are your thoughts too fast or 
too slow or too loud? Do you receive personal signals from the 
telev~ision or radio? Can you read someone else's mind? Do you h~ve any 
spel:iaJ. powers, abilities, or fears? Do you . have any thoughts you can't 
get rid of? Any suicidal or homicidal thoughts? 

Intellectual functioning and memory (recent, remote, and immediate 
recall) are then assessed. The resident asks the client-offender to 
recite address, phone number, and birthday. Simple arithmetic 
calculation is tested. The patient's general knowledge is gauged by 
asking questions about the current president and vice-president, five 
large cities and five past presidents, etc. Memory functioning is 
assessed by asking the client-offender to remember three things and to 
recall them five minutes later. 

The resident then focuses on general medical history. Was the 
client-offender ever hospitalized? What is the history of substance 
use? The client-offender is asked to share information about family 
psychiatric and medical history. 

Social history information is also elicited. How did the 
client-offender grow up? School, employment, marriages, children? How 
is leisure time spent? The client-offender is asked to share details as 
to a past criminal history, police problems, arrests and convictions. 

The resident's interview is concluded with a physical exam which 
focuses on current medical problems. An admission note is then dictated, 
incorporating all of the above information. Any added doctor's orders 
for testing or medication may be carried out by nursing staff at this 
time. The admission note, along with progress discharge notes, are 
placed in the ~lient-offender's ward chart, which provides a chronicle of 
medical information. 

Treatment Planning. Following the emergency room and ward 
admissions, the resident telephones the Forensic Services psychiatrist 
assigned to the case to schedule a treatment-planning conference. This 
staff meeting is attended by the resident, a Forensic Services social 
worker, and the psychiatrist. After the resident presents the case, 
preliminary conclusions are reached. The psychiatrist then reinterviews 
the client-offender. 

The psychiatrist's initial interview is very similar to that of 
the psychiatric resident. After an introduction, the psychia.trist 
~xplains the client-offender's rights, i.e., the right to remain silent, 
the right to an attorney, etc. The client-offender is asked about the 
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pending charges; however, the specifics of criminal responsibility and 
competency are not explored at this time, in the interests of building 
rapport. The standard information such as psychiatric history, medical 
history, family and social history and a mental status exam is agaiu 
elicited. 

A report or staff note of the meeting's findings is then prepared 
by the psychiatrist. Hospital policy provides that such a note be 
written within 72 hours of admission. The staff note lists the client's 
name, case number, and sex. The dates of admission and staffing are 
noted. The following information is included: staff members present at 
the conference; identifying data; reason for admission; informants; 
psychiatric histo.ry; legal history;' medical histoty; family history; 
social history; results of mental status exam and physical exam. The 
note concludes with a statement that the Bliss Forensic director will 
review the case weekly, and itemizes the hold order and prisoner orders. 

Social History. As part of the data collection, the Forensic 
Services social worker typically spends approximately two hours with each 

··client-offender to gather social history information. This information 
aids in formulating a diagnosis. The social worker attempts to have a 
completed social service report (see Appendix M) in the client's file by 
the seventh day of hospitalization. 

This report typically includes the following data: identifying 
information; description of present legal situation; informants; home; 
history of fire-setting, enuresis or cruelty to animals; educational 
history; employment history; source of income; military history; marital 
history; legal history; past problems; and significant others interested 
in patient. 

The social worker asks the client-offender to choose an outside 
informant to help verify the social history. Either the interview with 
the informant is conducted on the telephone or the informant is able to 
come to the Forensic Services office. The same interview format is used 
with the outside informant as was used with the client. When the 
information differs, discrepancies are noted in the social service 
report. This second interview lasts approximately two hours and, in 75 
percent of the cases, the informant is local and able to come to Forensic 
Services for the session. 

Psychological Testing. Psycnological testing is also part of the 
acquisition phase of mental health evaluation. In response to the 
treatment-planning conference, the supervising psychiatrist may ask the 
Center's Psychology Department to conduct various psychological tests on 
a client-offender. A licensed clinical psychologist assigned to Forensic 
Services screens the psychiatrist's referral forms requesting testing. 
The referral usually states the presenting problem, a brief history, and 
the psychiatric impression of the current problem. A referral question 
is posed addressing the presence or absence of psychosis, intellectual 
functioning or differential diagnosis. 
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The case is assigned to a psychology intern or staff 
psychologist. A clinical interview lasting approximately forty-five 
minutes to one hour addresses the following questions and issues: Why is 
the client here? Any psychiatric symptoms? psychiatric history? Family 
history? Charge? Following the interview, a variety of tests may be 
administered. A Weschler Adult Intelligence Scale aids in estimating 
intelligence and a Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test is used to test for 
organicity. If psychosis is suspected, a Minnesota Multiphasic 
Personality Inventory, Rorschach or Thematic Apperception Test may be 
administered. 

The licensed clinical psychologist for Forensic Services cosigns 
the written report after a conference with the examiner has been held to 
interpret the results. The report begins with the presenting problem, 
reason for referral and initial psychiatric impressions. Behavioral 
observations of the client-offender's appearance, demeanor, motivation 
for testing, and attitude toward the examiner are noted. Results of the 
intelligence test and organicity test are discussed first' with attention 
paid to the client-offender's strengths and weaknesses in cognitive 
ability and in understanding of the surrounding world. Indications of 
organiC brain syndrome are noted. The projective results are discussed 
in terms of the client's contact with reality and the presence or absence 
of psychosis. An opinion is made as to whether the client was psychotic 
at the time of the crime by commenting upon the chronicity of the 
condition • 

Final Data Collection. Because the average inpatient stay is 21 
days,' the psychiatrist re-interviews a client-offender at least one 
time. The decision to interview the client-offender more than twice is 
dependent upon the quality and quantity of the information received. 
These later interviews focus upon the issues of competency and criminal 
responsibility. A partial mental status exam is conducted at each 
meeting. Talk focuses upon the client-offender's version of the crime, 
the six-month period prior to the crime, and any discrepancies in the 
histories. Attention is also paid to the nurses' ward observation notes. 

Assessment of competency to stand trial may be performed more than 
once if the e~miner is in doubt. Typical questions related to 
competency are as follows: Do you know what you are being charged with? 
What is your attorney's name? What is the function of a judge, 
prosecuting attorney and defense attorney? What happens in a jury 
trial? What happens if you are found guilty? What would you do if 
someone made a false statement about you in court? 

Forensic Services uses the American Law Institute definition of 
criminal responsibility. The psychiatrist may ask: Does the 
client-offender appreciate the wrongness of the act? Is the 
client-offender aware.of the consequences of the act? Is the 
client-offender capable of conforming conduct to the requirements of the 
law? If client-offender had been watched by the police', would the 
client-offender have done the same thing? 
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At this point, a file specifically for the use of Forensic 
Services staff is begun on each client. It will initially in~lude the 
court order, staff note, police report, social service report, order for 
records from other hospitals, and various correspondences. 

Outpatient at Forensic Services 

About one-eighth of the Forensic Services case load is serviced on 
an outpatient basis. An individual released on bond may arri:iTe 
unescorted to Forensic Services. Or a sheriff's deputy, usually from the 
county, may bring a prisoner to be evaluated as an outpatient. This 
arrangement is rare, since a limited number of deputies would be 
available to spend all day at the Center. 

Scheduling procedures used for outpatients are the same as those 
described for inpatients. The emergency room is notified to expect a 
Forensic Services client-offender. The client-offender signs into the 
emergency room and a data sheet is completeJ. Any old records are 
located and an emergency room note is written reflecting the results of 
the preliminary screening. 

Following the emergency room admission, the client is checked in 
and escorted to the Forensic Services' social worker, who conducts a 
social history interview. The psychiatrist then conducts a standard 
interview. All the information needed may typically be gathered in one 
or two visits of two to three hours each; however, if more information 
and tests are needed, or if the client is too sick to be interviewed, 
then admission is indicated. The Bliss Forensic Services director is 
~onsul~ed, the reasons for admission are recorded, and the referring 
Judge LS then telephoned by the director to secure permission for an 
emergency admission. The court will be sent a letter recommending 
further evaluation or treatment within the next several days. 

Once a client-offender is admitted, the regular inpatient 
procedures are initiated. The whole process of information gathering 
begins anew, since the usual reason for admission is a paucity of data 
because of the client-offender's inability to communicate with forensic 
staff during the outpatient evaluation. 

Jail Evaluation 

A very small number of evaluations are conducted at the St. Louis 
city jail. The Bliss Forensic Services Director, who typically conducts 
these evaluations, arrives at the jail at the scheduled time. He ,gives a 
copy of the court order or a memorandum to the sheriff, signs in, and is 
situated in an office. The client-offender is brought to the office and 
the interview is begun. The director, a psychiatrist, conducts a standard 
psychiatric interview and also assesses competency to stand trial and 
crim.inal responsibility. This first meeting may last three hours and may 
have to be continued to a second day if the case is difficult. A release 
of information form is signed by the client. 
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When the psychiatrist returns to the Center, the social worker is 
given the name of a family member or outside informant to contact. The . 
court mails Forensic Services a copy of the police report of the client's 
crime, as usually provided in the court order. 

If the individual appears psychotic or in need of immediate 
admission to Forensic Services, the director phones the St. Louis city 
court administrator for permission for an emergency admission. The court 
knows that a letter from Forensic Service~ will be received detailing the 
client's need for further evaluation or treatment. 

Provision and Use of Mental Health Information 

The psychiatrist compiles all the information collected during the 
acquisition phase in preparation for reporting to the court. The type of 
information collected depends on whether the client-offender was an 
inpatient or an outpatient, or remained incarcerated during evaluation. 
In the case of an inpatient, the data typically include a medical 
history, social history, lab reports, psychological tests, psychiatric 
interview reports, staffing note, and behavioral observation notes. An 
outpatient rt!port will be based on an emergency room screening, a social 
history, and a psychiatric interview. The report of an individual 
interviewed at the city jail will be made on the results of a psychiatric 
interview, a social history interview with a family member or outside 
informant, and a police report. 

Let:ter to the Court 

The information to be provided in the formal court report is 
delineated in Mo. Rev. Stat. §§552.020.3 and 552.020.4. Under the newly 
enacted statute~ the court may order an inquiry into the issue of 
competency alone, whereas under earlier law an assessment of both 
competency to stand trial and criminal responsibility was mandated. At 
the time of the authors' site visit, the old statute was in effect and 
the following section reflects the report format that conformed to the 
old statute's requirements. At that time, the letter to the court 
provided mental health information in the following format, as adopted by 
Forensic Services to conform 'with statutory requirements: 

(1) Introduction: identifying data; psychiatric hospitalization 
history; how the client-offender was admitted and under whose 
authority; criminal charges; information sources. 

(2) Detailed Findings: 

(a) Present i11ness--defendant's current legal situation and 
vers;~on of the crime; present psychiatric illness as 
described by client; reasons for the examination. 

(b) Past hist.ory--pertinent background social history of 
client that is diagnosis-relevant; short summary of all 
past pSYChiatric hospitalizations; history of 
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fire-setting, enuresis or cruelty to animals; 
discrepancies and inconsistencies in acquired information. 

(c) Physical examination--physical and neurological exam 
findings, if remarkable; laboratory reports; psychological 
tests; comparisons of ancillary laboratory procedures on 
previous hospitalizations. 

(d) Mental status examination--orientation to time, place and 
person; quality of communications; mood abnormalities; 
affect; symptoms characteristic of a thought process 
disorder (Schneiderian first-rank symptoms); disturbance 
of thought content; immediate, recent and remote memory; 
intellectual resources as measured by general fund of 
knowledge, simple calculation and reasoning ability; 
client's legal insight into the seriousness of the pending 
charges; judgment as indicated by client's willingness to 
cooperate with the evaluati9n process. 

(3) Diagnosis: psychiatric diagnosis in medical terms; whether 
this diagnosis is a mental disease or defect as defined in the 
Missouri statute. 

(4) Competency to Stand Trial: opinion. 

(5) Criminal Responsibility: opinion. 

(6) Recommendations: 

Note 15). 

(a) While the court determines the issue of fitness to proceed 
with trial, does the client require hospitalization for 
treatment? 

(b) If the client is found mentally fit to proceed, is further 
hospitalizaton indicated pending further legal proceedings? 

The letter to the court is signed by the psychiatrist (see 

Court Receipt and Use of Information 

In the city of St. Louis, three copies of the court report are 
mailed to the court administrator, for the judge, prosecuting attorney, 
and defense.attorney. In the surrounding counties, the court reports are 
mailed to the judge, whose court clerk distributes copies to the 
prosecuting and defense attorneys. Either party may contest the findings 
of the court report within five days of its filing. Under the new 
statute, the contesting party who moves for another psychiatric 
examination must pay for the second independent examination. If the 
court grants the examination, a report of the examination must be 
furnished to the court and the opposing party. (Mo. Rev. Stat. 
§552.020.5). 
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About five percent of the reports furnished to the St. Louis city 
courts are contested. More reports are contested in the counties; 
however, the Bliss Forensic Services director was unable to offer an 
estimate. The director estimated that requests to testify are received 
in one to two percent of the cases. 

The court may use the report recommendation as to hospitalization 
pending determination of fitness to proceed with trial in order to commit 
an individual to a hospital for treatment to regain competency. (Mo. 
Rev. Stat. §552.020.6). The Forensic Services opinion as to the 
individual's competency to stand trial, it uncontested, may form the 
basis for a court order, without the necessity of a hearing. A hearing 
is in order only when the psychiatric finding is contested. (Mo. Rev. 
Stat. §552.020.6). 

Quality Control and Program Evaluation 

A variety of statistics are kept on a monthly and annual basis: 

(A) A Center inpatient report is made for each month and 
summarized yearly. Data on Forensic Services admissions, 
referral sources, applicable law, discharges, and nature of 
releases are collected. Also, for each case, inpatients are 
classified by diagnosis, sex, and admission age. 

(B) A monthly Forensic Services report contains the following 
information: referral court; inpatient admissions; outpatient 
admissions and the number of hold orders; inpatient and 
outpatient evaluations completed by submission of a report to 
the court; and inpatient and outpatient transfers to St. Louis 
State Hospital. 

(C) A Forensic Services annual report indicates inpatient and 
outpatient admissions by type of forensic evaluation 
(pretrial, post-conviction, etc.) and ward location. The 
~uruber of outpatient treatment visits is noted. The Forensic 
reports are mailed to the Director of Forensic Services for 
Missouri, the Assistant Superintendent of the Center, and the 
Medical Records Department of the Center. 

(D) An annual listing of primary and secondary diagnoses is 
maintained. 

(E) A monthly chart of discharges of client-offenders who have 
received pretrial evaluations includes the following 
information: name; Malcolm Bliss case number; cdUrt; criminal 
cause number; judge; date of discharge; and type of discharge. 

(F) Additional statistics kept by Forensic Services are the number 
. of referrals by court; the number of cases pending; and the 

average length of time elapsed between receipt of referral and 
submission of a report to the court. 
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The Missouri Department of Mental Health is im,plementing a 
forensic information system under the direction of the Director of 
Forensic Services for the State of Missouri. Court files and medical 
files are being reviewed with the primary purpose of empircally 
describing and analyzi,ng the pretrial process currently in place in 
Missouri. The review includes tracing the eventual disposition of the 
cases. In addition, judges, attorneys, and mental health personnel are 
being interviewed to ascertain their preferences in form and content for 
psychiatric testimony, demonstration of reasonable cause in motions for 
psychiatric examination, and court reports. 

Beginning July 1, 1980, the Director of Forensic Services for the 
State of Miss'ouri was to be sellt a copy of the court order, court report, 
and a form containing data on each forensic client-offender in the 
state. The director's staff will complete a standard data form (Appendix 
N) utilizing the court order and court report of mental health findings. 
It is anticipated that these data will be placed in a computer system 
making possible a tracking of patients by type, referral location, etc. 

A Forensic Service Procedure Manual has recently been updated by 
the Bliss Forensic Services di)r~ctor. It reflects current procedures as 
well as changes in the mental health law effective August 13, 1980. 
(Note 16) 

The Malcolm Bliss Mental Health Center is accredited by the Joint 
Commission on the Accreditation of Hospitals. The Center is also subject 
to Missouri Department of Mental Health standards • 

FORENSIC UNIT OF THE PEACE RIVER CENTER FOR PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT (BARTOW, 
FLOIUDA) 

The Forensic Unit described in this section is a division of the 
Peace River Center for Personal Development, a community mental health 
center. The br'oad function of the Unit is to perform mental health 
screenings and examinations for the local criminal justice system. The 
present report will focus on the three most common types of screenings 
and examinations performed by the Forensic Unit: (1) screening county 
jail inmates whom jail personnel suspect may be mentally i 11, (2) 
preliminary mental screenings of defendants, usually referred by the 
public defenders, to determine whether mental health problems warrant 
either (a) examination 'for competency to stand trial or sanity at the 
time of the offense or (b) possible sentence mitigation or provision of 
special mental health services upon sentencing, and (3) full-scale mental 
examinations by Forensic Unit psychologists for competency or sanity. 

The Unit is locatea in Bartow, the county seat of Polk County, in 
the center of the Florida peninsula, east of Tampa. The popUlation of 
Bartow is only about 12,000, but Polk County has almost 300,000 pt\ople. 
Covering almost two thousand square miles, it is one of th~ largest 
counties in the nation. The Forensic Unit serves the whole"10th Judicial 
Circuit. but alm'ost'alrtne Unit's cases come from Polk County rather 
than from the Circuit!s other two counties, Hardee and Highlands, with a 
combined popUlation of about 60,000. 
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Polk County is largely rural, dominated by citrus, cattle, and 
phosphate industries. There is a moderate amount of tourism; the county 
contains the Cyprus Gardens, and Disney World is only a few miles north. 
There is a marked amount of rural poverty, and Polk County residents are 
unusually prone to violence; the number of assaults per population ranks 
almost at the top of all counties in the nation. 

Florida has two levels of trial court, the Circuit and the County 
Courts. The former have jurisdiction over felony cases, the latter over 
misdemeanors. In the 10th Judicial Circuit, there are eight county 
judges (six in Polk County) and 11 circuit judges. Two circuit judges 
are assigned to criminal cases; judges rotate this duty for one- or 
two-year terms. 

The 10th Circuit has about 4,000 felony case filings per year. 
Court procedures in a felony case begin with a "first appearance" held 
before a county or circuit judge withi~ a day of the defendant's arrest; 
the judge informs him of his rights, sets bond, and appoints counsel if 
the defendant is indigent. The prosecutor then files an "information." 
The Circuit Court holds an arraignment hearing some two or three weeks 
after the arrest" at which the defendant is informed of the charges. A 
trial is set for one to two months later. About ninety percent of the 
felony cases, however, end in a guilty plea, which is generally arranged 
at a pretrial conference held about a week before the trial date. The 
courts in Bartow act expeditiously in criminal cases, as can be seen from 
the times given above. But if a sentencing hearing is held, there is 
usually a delay of four to six weeks while the Probation and Parole 
Commission, which has a substantial backlog, conducts a presentence 
investigation. 

Bartow has both a county and a city jail. The county jail 
contains defendants awaiting trial for felonies and some misdemeanors, as 
well as convicted defendants sentenced for short terms. The city jail 
contains defendants arrested by city police for city ordinance offenses. 
The Forensic Unit works with the county jail far more than with the city 
jail. 

The Forensic Unit serves all of the 10th Judicial Circuit, even 
though its host agency, the Peace River Center for Personal Development, 
serves only the western half of the Circuit's three counties. The Peace 
River Center is a private nonprofit community mental health center, 
financed by federal, state, and county funds. It has outpatient offices 
in Bartow and in two other towns, and it operates an inpatient center, 
called "Wing E," in the county hospital. The Forensic Unit often refers 
patients to these other facilities for treatment. 

The state pays for inpatient treatment of indigents for up to 15 
days; after that, the state will pay only if the person is transferred to 
a state hospital. Wing E, unlike nearly all community mental health 
center inpatient units in Florida, has a secure unit and can take 
forensic cases. The state runs three large forensic mental health 
facilities around the state, with over a thousand beds in all. Most 
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courts, therefore, send defendants who are found incompetent to stand 
tri.al or not guilty b)' reason of insanity (or, in limited cases, mentally 
disordered sex offende:cs) to the state-run forensic units. But the 10th 
Judicial Circuit Court, in Bartow, can send these defendants to the 
secure fa<:ilities of Wing E, at least for the 15 days during which the 
state payn for inpatient treatment. 

History of the Forensic Unit 

The Forensic Unit began in July 1975 under a Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA) grant. The funding was continued by 
four yearly contracts (some with extensions) until September 30, 1979. 
Before the LEAA grant, psychiatrists or psychologists in the county 
hospital or in private practice performed forensic evaluations for the 
courts. The county, by law, is required to pay for forensic evaluations, 
and the federally-funded forensic unit relieved Polk County of this 
expense. Since the termination of LEAA funds, the Forensic Unit has been 
funded solely by the regular county, state, and federal funding sources 
for the Peace River Center for Personal Development; the Center now pays 
all of the Forensic Unit's expenses, :"hereas in previous years it paid 
only the 5 to 25 percent match money fo-.L 'the LEAA grant. The county, at 
this writing, has refused to contribute to the Forensic Unit above its 
regular appropriations to the Center. C,)nsequently, the Forensic Unit 
has been gradually cut back since Septemh@r 30, 1979, and has reduced its 
services to the courts, jail, and public clefenders. It has virtually 
terminated examinations for competency to ,stand trial and sanity at the 
time of the offense~ it has reduced the amoullt of screening and 
counseling of county jail inmates, and it "pre-screens" defendants 
referred by the public defenders. 

Outline of the Functions and Activities of the FO'censic Unit 

The Forensic Unit performs a wide var:f.ety of ser'll'ices for the 
criminal justice system of the 10th Circuit. A,S one staff member said, 
the Unit "pampers" judges and other criminal justice pf~rsonnel by 
providing services whenever needed, services tha~ they could probably not 
obtain otherwise. The Forensic Unit was the first .~uch project in 
Florida. Its staff and other Florida forensic mencal health specialists 
generally consider it a model program, largely b~cause of its 
comprehensiveness. 

This section will describe in detail only three of the Unit's many 
activities and functions: inmate screening, screenings for the public 
defenders, and mental examinations for the courts. These are three of 
the four most important activities--~he fourth is juvenile screening, 
which is outside the scope of our evaluability assessment. These will be 
summarized in the next section and described at gr~ater length in later 
sections. 

The following is a brief description of the other functions of the 
Unit, which will not be dealt with further in this report: 
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Custody evaluations. The Unit's psychologi~ts perform mental 
examinations in custody cases, including child abuse cases. 
Since the Unit gets paid for these evaluations, they largely 
superseded the evaluations for competency and sanity after the 
LEAA grant terminated. 

Juvenile screening. The Unit performs evaluations (about 10 
per month) for the courts or the state youth services agency, 
mainly to aid in the disposition stage of juvenile proceedings. 

Education and training. The Unit personnel have given many 
courses and other training programs to the police, parole 
officers, and other criminal justice system personnel. This 
function largely disappeared after the termination of the LEAA 
grant. 

Liaison between the criminal justice system and mental h!!lth 
system. A Forensic Unit social worker serves part-time as 
liaison between these two systems, performing a wide variety 
of informational services, largely informing personnel in each 
sYf3tem about the procedures in the other. 

Presentence evaluations. As will be described later, the 
Forensic Unit provides much information used in sentencing 
when it evaluates and screens defendants during the pretrial 
stage. The Unit also performs some postconviction evaluations 
at the request of the court or the Parole and Probation 
Commission. Requests for these examinations are limited, 
however, because any defendant with mental problems would 
usually be screened by the Unit before trial. Until 1978, the 
Forensic Unit also scored and interpreted psychological tests 
given by Probation and Parole for presentence investigations. 

Quick Screenings. A member of the. Forensic Unit staff, 
usually a social worker, often performs quick screenings for 
various criminal justice system officials. Common examples 
are advising the court when setting bond, and advising the 
state's attorney of whether or not to drop charges against a 
mentally ill person and arrange for commitment or outpatient 
mental health services. The quick screenings, which are much 
less thorough than the screenings and evaluations discussed 
later, typically take only about 15 minutes and result in a 
short letter stat:lng the social worker's findings. Also, the 
Unit occasionally advises the police in individual cases; 
examples are drawing a psychological profile of the murderer 
in an unsolved crime and advising policemen about how to 
handle individuals who appear mentally ill. 

Treatment of inmates. The Forensic Unit has a rather limited 
treatment function. One of the more important programs in the 
past was social worker counseling of county jail inmates, but 
this has been virtually eliminated after the funding cutback. 
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Also, a psychiatrist goes to the jail one afternoon a week, 
mainly to prescribe drugs. This service was recently expanded 
from one visit every two weeks to one every week. 

The Unit staff emphasize that this broad range of activities forms 
an interconnected and integrated set of services to the criminal justice 
system. Hence, the restrictions required by the funding problem$ may 
have broad repercussions beyond the particular activities cut back or 
eliminated. 

Forensic Unit Staff 

The Forensic Unit, while funded by LEAA, was staffed by a project 
director, a Ph.D. psychologist, who performed all the mental evaluations; 
a secretary; and four B.S. and M.A. level psychologists, social workers, 
or criminal justice specialists. For the sake of convenience, the last 
four staff members will be referred to as "social workers." The social 
workers tended to specialize in one or·two of the following activities: 
juvenile work, jail screening and counseling, screening at the request of 
the public de~enders, and compiling information supplementing the 
psychologist's mental examinations. All, however, have done a wide 
variety of work at the Unit. 

The termination of federal funding resulted in the following staff 
changes: the project director has become the clinical director of the 
Peace River Center, the parent organization, and now spends only one day 
per week on Forensic Unit duties. A second doctorate-level clinical 
psychologist, the Center's director of program evaluation, has been 
assigned to the Forensic Unit for 20 percent of his time. Each performs 
one or two evaluations per week. The staff of social workers was cut 
from four to two full-time workers, plus a third for one afternoon a 
week. On the other hand, there has been a slight increase in the time 
spent in the jail by the Center's psychiatrist; but he is not in the 
Forensic Unit, and he treats prisoners rather than conducting forensic 
screening. 

Case Process Flow 

The process flow diagrams, Figures 42, 43 and 44, summarize the 
procedures used in the Forensic Unit evaluations and give an overall 
picture of the Unit's operations. In spite of its small staff, the Unit 
is very complex, largely because it performs many duties for the judges, 
public defenders, and other criminal justice system personnel. Also, the 
flow diagrams do not reflect the many changes in procedures, caused 
largely by financial problems. The diagrams represent procedures at the 
time of the present study, seven months after termination of LEAA funds. 

The diagrams present simplified versions of the Unit's 
operations. First, they show only three of the Unit's many 
functions--treatment screening at jail, preliminary screening, and mental 
examinations. Second, they leave out some details, especially routes 
used in only a small portion of the cases. Third, the separation of the 
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three programs into separate flow diagrams hides the fact that there is 
much interaction between them. 

Treatment Screening 

Treatment screening is depicted in Figure 42. A Forensic Unit 
social worker screens county jail inmates to determine what, if any, 
treatment they should receive. Referrals are usually made by the jail 
nurse or by a jail guard, prompted by observations of the inmate's 
behavior in jail. The social worker interviews the inmate to determine 
if mental health treatment is needed. Treatment options are (a) referral 
to Wing E, an inpatient mental facility; (b) referral to a psychiatrist 
for possible medication; or (c) social worker counseling. The social 
worker may also recommend that the jail give the inmate special 
treatment, e.g., segregation, and may inform the inmate's attorney of the 
possibility of mental problems. 

Preliminary Mental Screening 

As shown in Figure 43, a social worker screens defendants with 
possible mental health problems, usually at the request of the public 
defender. These pretrial screenings have two purposes: (a) to determine 
whether a full mental examination for incompetency and insanity is 
warranted; and (b) to detect mental health problems and recommend 
treatment. The public defenders often use the latter information in plea 
bargaining discussions and in sentencing hearings, even though the 
preliminary mental screenings occurred at the pretrial stage. 

A Forensic Unit social worker visits the public defender's office 
each week and pre-screens the lawyers' requests for screenings. The 
pre-screening is a quick prelimi~3ry screening without interviewing the 
defendant. If a case is accepted for screening, the social worker then 
takes from the public defender's files whatever information (e.g., the 
arrest report) may be helpful in the screening. The case is sent to 
another social worker~ who studies the information obtained, interviews 
the defendant, and gives psychological tests. Occasionally, past mental 
hospital records are requested, and interviews may be held with police or 
others, especially to check the defendant's account of the crime • 

The social worker then writes a report, which usually recommends 
against a mental examination. The person requesting the screening almost 
always follows the recommendation. Most reports also conclude that the 
defendant has some mental problems and would benefit from treatment. 
These suggestions are considered in plea bargaining negotiations and in 
sentencing decisions. 

Mental Examinations 

Mental examinations, which are the topic of Figure 44, are made 
pursuant to court order and are conducted by a psychologist, with 
preliminary research by a social worker. The basic purpose of the mental 
examination is to obtain expert advice about whether the defendant is 
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incompetent to stand trial or was insane at the time of the offense. 
Some 30 or 40 percent of the court orders for mental examinations follow 
preliminary screenings that recommend an examination. Usually, however, 
the court requests the examination, either ~ sponte or at the request 
of defense counsel, because at the time of the request the defendant is 
in Wing E after a treatment screening in jail, or because the judge 
otherwise believes that the defendant's behavior shows he may well be 
mentally ill. 

A social worker performs the first stages of an examination. The 
social worker gathers and studies the police report, interviews the 
defendant, administers the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory 
(MMPI) and sometimes other psychological tests, and acquires mental 
health records, if available. The psychologist, after reviewing the 
information gathered by the eocial worker, interviews the defendant and 
fills out two forms developed by the Unit, an Adult Evaluation form and a 
Competency Interview form (see Appendix Q). Before writing the report, 
the psychologist often orders an investigation to check statements the 
defendant made in the interview and usually discusses the case with other 
Forensic Unit staff. 

The psychologist sends the court a letter giving his overall 
conclusions about the defendant's competency and sanity. The court 
virtually always follows the recommendation, which with few exceptions is 
that the defendant is competent and was sane at the time of the offense. 
The psychologist als,o prepares an extensive report of his findings, which 
is sent to the public'. defender. In most cases the judge receives this 
full report only if the defendant is convicted, to be used when 
sentencing the defendant. 

Delineation of Mental Health Information Requiremen.ts 

This sec.tion will describe the screening for treatment of jail 
inmates and the initial stages of preliminary screenings and mental 
examinations of defenda·nts. These activities are largely devoted to 
determining when cases should go on to later screening stages and to 
providing information that will be used there. 

The Forensic Unit staff, during federal funding, consisted of a 
full-time psychologist and three social workers, one of whom worked on 
juvenile matters, a facet of the Unit's work that is not described here. 
At the time of writing, one full-time and one part-time social worker and 
two part-time psychologists screen adult cases. 

Treatment Screening of Jail Inma1:es 

This screening is usually triggered by a request from the jail 
nurse for screening of an inmate whom she believes to have mental health 
problems. Many referrals are made by other jail personnel, too, 
especially jail guards; and a few are made by judges. Some treatment 
screening is done by the Forensic Unit in conjunction with preliminary 
screenings or mental examinations. The inmates screened are almost 
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always defendants in t.he county jail awaiting trial. Only a few are 
convicted and sentenced defendants, and few are defendants in the city 
jail. The requests a~e almost always made by telephone or in person when 
a social worker visits the jail. 

Before the funding cutback in late 1979, a social worker went to 
the jail every day to screen or counsel inmates. Visits are still 
frequent, but occur only in response to emergency calls. (Some inmates 
who would ordinarily be screened by the social worker are now'referred to 
the Peace River Center psychiatrist for possible medication.) The only 
information received by the social worker before the screening is a 
description of the inmate's activities as told by the jail nurse or other 
referral agent. 

The social worker typically gives the inmate a quick mental status 
examination in an interview that takes about fifteen minutes to an hour. 
Psychological tests are rarely given. The social worker, after the short 
examination, sometimes informs the jail that the inmate is not mentally 
ill or has no problem amenable to mental health treatment. Otherwise, 
the-social worker has several referral options. 

Referral to Wing E. If the social worker believes the inmate 
needs inpatient mental care, she refers the inmate to Wing E, 
the psychiatric unit of the county hospital, operated by the 
Peace River Center. The staff of Wing E, however, actually 
determines whether the inmate is admitted, but few inmates 
referred are returned to the jail without staying in Wing E 
for at least one or two days. About a quarter of the inmates 
screened are sent to Wing E. 

Referral to a.psychiatrist. If the social worker believes the 
inmate does not need inpatient care but may need psychotropic 
medication, she makes an appointment for the Peace River 
Center psychiatrist's next weekly visit to the jail. 
Approximately, a third are referred to the psychiatrist. 

Social worker counseling. Before federal funding ended, the 
social worker gave some inmates weekly counseling sessions. 
The Unit, at this writing, has almost completely terminated 
this service. 

Advice to jail personnel. Finally, the social worker may 
advise the nurse or guards about the handling of the inmate, 
such as using an observation cell if the inmate is suicidal. 

After the screenirtg, t~e social worker often informs the inmate's 
attorney (generally a public defender) that the client has a mental 
problem. Also, counsel often learns of the mental problem because he or 
she is notified that the client was sent to Wing E. In this way, the 
treatment screening of inmates sometimes leads into the Unit's later 
evaluation activities, because the lawyer will generally request further 
evaluations whenever he learns that his client has a mental problem. 
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(Most defendants screened later, however, were originally not screened at 
the request of jail personnel; rather they are referred by public 
defenders who, rather than the jail personnel, first learn about possible 
mental health problems. Nevertheless, the defendants found incompetent 
to stand trial were generally first labeled as having a mental problem 
while in jail, and they were referred to Wing E before the mental 
examination.) 

Delineations and Initiation of Preliminary Mental Screenings 

In spite of the federal cutbacks, one of the major tasks of the 
Forensic Unit is still screening defendants, usually at the request of 
public defenders, before a full mental examination is ordered. 
Preliminary screenings are performed by Unit social workers; mental 
examinations are given by psychologists and are, typically, more thorough 
than screenings. 

During the Unit's first year, the staff noticed that the Court, at 
the request of public defenders, asked for many mental examinations that 
were clearly not warranted by incompetency and insanity issues. At the 
same time, public defenders sometimes requested quick, informal 
evaluations from the Unit to determine if there were valid mental health 
issues. The Unit, in response, formalized the initial screening 
procedures; and the public defenders and the Court now use them for, 
among other purposes, determining whether a full mental examination 
should be requested. Preliminary screenings are not requested when it 
seems obvious that the defendant has a severe mental p·roblem; defendants 
sent to Wing E after treatment screening by a Forensic Unit social 
worker, therefore, usually receive full mental examinations without a 
preliminary screening. 

The main reasons, albeit implicit, for public defenders' requests 
for Forensic Unit screening are not incompetency or insanity issues, nor 
"to determine if a full-scale examination is necessary" as stated in the 
form for screening referrals. While these are reasons for some 
referra.ls, in most cases the public defenders' major, and sometimes the 
sole, reason for requesting screening is to identify mitigating factors 
that might persuade state's attorneys to lower their plea bargaining 
demands, or that might persuade judges to give more lenient sentences. 
The social worker's screening report, the!efore, besides giving an 
initial determination of possible incompetency or insanity, usually gives 
mental health information that might explain the crime and suggest 
treatment or disposition alternatives for the defendant. 

After seve~al years of experience with this preliminary screening 
procedure, the Forensic Unit staff again concluded that public defenders 
refer too many cases without substantial mental health issues. The staff 
felt, for example, that the attorneys did not study the defendants 
closely enough before making referrals and that the attorneys sometimes 
used the screenings as a delay tactic. Under the constraints imposed by 
federal funding cutbacks, the Unit initiated still another screening 
level-i.e., a third level. A social worker now goes to the public 
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defender's office each Tuesday afternoon to "pre-screen" the screening 
requests. Each lawyer making a preliminary mental screening request 
tells the social worker why he thinks the client should be screened. 
Based on this informal dis~ussion, the social worker decides whether or 
not there is a sufficient probability that the defendant has, or had, 
substantial mental health problems--problems that might lead to an 
incompetency or insanity finding or that might constitute mitigating . 
circumstances. The social worker also often advises the public defenders 
to send specific cases to drug or alcohol units of other agencies rather 
than to the Forensic Unit. ' . 

Although the screenings are performed mainly for the public 
defenders, some are requested by the courts, and a few by the state's 
attorney or the Probation and Parole Commission. Again, the most common 
purpose is to look for mitigating circumstances and for mental health 
treatment needs. A few requests from the courts, however, are to 
determine if there is enough probability of incompetency or insanity to 
justify full mental examination. During the period of federal funding, 
courts were far more likely. than not to order a full examination without 
preliminary screening. As'is discussed later in this section, however, 
the Forensic Unit, at this writing, no longer accepts requests for mental 
examinations (by Forensic Unit psychologists). Consequently, the courts 
are making more use of the screenings (by a Forensic Unit social worker) 
to decide whether to order mental examinations (by private psychologists 
and psychiatrists). . 

Screening requests from the public defenders are made using a 
simple form, which was developed jointly by the Forensic Unit and the 
public defender's office. A completed form requests a screening to 
determine if a full-scale examination is necessary. The form has space 
for the defendant's name, birth date, the date of the request, and the 
future court appearances scheduled. There is also a section for 
comments, but the comments are seldom extensive. 

The complete screening request form is typically accompanied by a 
great deal of other information about the defendant. The pre-screening 
social worker writes a short note to the social worker who will do the 
screening, and the two often discuss the case informally. Also, the 
pre-screening social worker compiles as much information as possible from 
the public defender's records, including the intake form and the police 
report of the alleged c!.7.me. (Before the pre-screening procedure was 
initiated, the Unit continually urged the public defenders to send more 
information with their requests. The police offense report was and is 
considered especially important. The social worker, in additio~, often' 
discussed cases with the attorneys to obtain more information and to 
pinpoint the reason for the request.) 

Initiation of Mental Examinations 

The next aspect of Forensic Unit evaluation of defendants is the 
mental examin~tion. The loss of federal monies has severely cut back 
examinations in criminal cases. Before the cutback, the Unit's 
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psychologist conducted 10 or 15 eJl':aminations per month. This numbe!' was 
ten or fifteen gradually decreased during the first months of 1geO. 
Then, on May 19th, the Unit sent :a letter to the courts, public defender 
and sher.iff, announcing that it vtould no longer accept court'''ordered 
competency and sanity examinations of indigent defendants (although it 
will perform examinations when reimbursed, for example tn custody 
cases). The letter added that the Unit would resume the service to the 
courts if given $30,000 yearly for the necessary staff. Although not 
stated in the letter, these funds would probably have to come from the 
county. Without Forensic Unit servi~es, the cour.ts must use private 
psychologists and psychiatrists for mental exa~~nations, and by law the 
County must pay their fees. (Because of the uncertain future, this 
section will describe the ment",l examina·tions as they were performed by 
the Unit during the period of. federal funding and it will only briefly 
describe the subsequent changes.) . 

Requests for mental examinations are always mcLde by the courts, 
and almost always by the Circuit Court rather than the County Court. 
Also, most orders are prompl:ed by public defender petitions. The court 
issues a few orders ~ sponte, typically in early stages of the court 
proceedings before the pubUc de:Eender is appointed. 

Some orders, as mentioned above, follow from Forensic Unit 
screening reports recommending full mental examinations. A public 
defender receiving such a report routinely passes it on to the Circuit 
Court and petitions for an examination. A judge routinely orders a full 
mental examination whenever the court receives such.a report, either from 
the public defender or directly from the Forensic Unit (when the 
screening is ordered by the court). If the screening report recommended 
against a mental examination, the court or public defender can, but 
rarely does, press further for an examination. 

Although a large number of orders for mental examinations follow 
screening reports recommending them, 60 to 70 percent of the orders are 
in cases where the defendant was not screened. The public defender 
routinely requests, and the court routinely grants, examinations in 
capital cases without preliminary screening. Defendants placed in Wing E 
after the treatment screening in jail are considered to be certain 
candidates for mental examination, and judges typically do not require 
preliminary screening. Finally, a judge may believe that a defendant's 
behavior, during first appearance or arraignment, indicates the need for 
a mental examination. (A factor that sometimes enters a judge's decision 
to issue an order is the ~oncern that a defendant may be dangerous and 
may harm others if out on bond. An order for a mental examination is 
often accompanied by a refusal to grant bond.) 

Public defenders and other defense attorneys are free to petition 
that the mental examination be made by someone other than the Forensic 
Unit staff. Such requests are not unusual, especially in capital cases, 
probably because the Forensic Unit has a history of not often 
recommending incompetency or insanity. Judges have traditionally been 
reluctant to comply with such requests when made for indigent defendants, 
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because judges have confidence in the Forensic Unit staff, and because 
the county would have to pay for such examinations. 

The public defender's office typically prepares a judge's order 
for a mental examination. After the court grants a petition for an 
examination, a secretary calls the Forensic Unit secretary and arranges a 
time for,an interview with the Forensic Unit psychologist. The public 
defender s secretary places this date on the order, obtains the judge's 
signature, and sends the order to the Forensic Unit where it is placed 
in the defendant's record. The psychologist typicaily has a substantial 
backlog; so the interviews are scheduled a month or two in the future. 

The order is generally in standardized form (see Appendix 0) and 
is directed to the Forensic Unit staff. The form order was composed 
jointly by the public defender, the Forensic Unit, and one of the Circuit 
judges. It directs the Unit to "determine the Defendant's mental 
condition at the present time, and at the time of the alle.ged offense." 
Although not specifically stated, the intent of the order is to obtain 
determinations con.cerning incompetency to stand trial and sanity at the 
time of the offense (Florida basically follows the M'Naghton rule). The 
order requests simultaneous incompetency and insanity examinations 
because, according to the Unit's director, there are few cases where only 
one is at issue (even though, as will be discussed b~low, if one is 
found, the other typically is not) and because the defense is 
particularly interested in the insanity issue, for that constitutes a 
defense. 

Another provision of the order form, included at the request of 
the Forensic Unit, directs the police to provide the Unit with criminal 
reports and statements by the defendant or witnesses. Other information 
typically available to the Forensic Unit upon receipt of a mental 
examination order is the preliminary screening report and the file 
develope~ for that report by the Unit, but only in the 30 to 40 percent 
of cases where there was a screening before the mental examination. 

Acquisition of Mental Health Information 

In some respects, the preliminary screenings and full mental 
examinations are successive stages in the overall process of mental 
health evaluations, but they are more often separate stages because a 
defendant screened is usually not examined, and a defendant examined 
usually has not been screened. Also, although the screening is sometimes 
conducted for the purpose of determining whether a case should go to the 
mental examination stage, more often the screening has a different 
purpose, L·e., to provide information to be used at the time of 
sentencing • 

Preliminary Mental Screenings 

The preliminary mental screenings originate, as was stated 
earlier, with requests from public defenders or, less often, from judges 
or the Probation and Parole Commission. Once the screening request 
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arrives at the Forensic Unit, the Unit's secretary schedules a case 
interview with a social worker, usually for a date approximately a month 
later. At this writing, only one social worker conducts screenings, four 
per week. Screening interviews, however, are held promptly in emergency 
cases--when the defendant appears to need immediate treatment or when a 
judge requests a speedy screening. 

The interview, lasting about sixty to ninety minutes, is usually 
conducted in the jail. If the defendant is free on bond, the interview 
is conducted in the social worker's office in the Forensic Unit. The 
social worker completes an "Intake Information Form" (filled out by the 
secretary if the defendant comes to the Forensic Unit) that requests 
personal information. The defendant is asked to sign the forms 
acknowledging services and authorizing the release of confidential 
information. (Copies of these three forms are in Appendix P). 

The basic purpose of the interview is to gather the information 
required for the "Competency Interview" form and an "Adult Evaluation" 
form (see Appendix Q). The Forensic Unit director developed these forms 
for mental examinations, and social workers subsequently incorporated 
them into the preliminary screenings. They are completed by the social 
worker during and after the interview. 

The social worker also administers the first 399 questions of the 
Minnesota Multiphasic PersQnality Inventory (MMPI). An oral version is 
administered to illiterate defendants. Although the MMPI is the only 
test given in most screenings, the Slosson Intelligence Test is given 
whenever the public defender raises the issue of mental retardation or 
the social worker suspects mental retardation during the interview. On 
very rare occasions the Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Test also is 
administered. 

The social worker gathers no further information in mo~t cases. A 
neurological examinati9n maybe ordered if the defendant is suspected to 
have organic brain damage. The Unit routinely gathers reports and 
records from mental institutions where the defendant was previously 
hospitalized. In a few cases, the social worker interviews the police or 
the defendant's relatives to verify statements made by the defentdant 
during the interview. This investigation, however, is less frequent and 
less thorough than investigations conducted in full mental examinations. 

After the interview, the social worker completes the "Competency 
Interview" and "Adult Evaluation" forms (see 'Appendix Q), scores the MMPI 
and other tests administered, and may write notes on a separate sheet of 
paper. This information is put in the defendant's file. The social 
worker also consults' informally with the Unit's clinical psychologists. 
"Staffing" cases is part of the "quality assurance review" of the Peace 
River Center; and a "Peer Review Form," completed by a Forensic Unit 
psychologist and a social worker, must be completed and placed in the 
defendant's file. rae social worker then prepares a report, which will 
be described later in the chapter. 

360 

. t 

'p 

1: 

f 
t 

1 
1 
r; 

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

'" } 1 ( , . " .I-,r 

u l 

() 

o 

(l: 

(l 

o 

0 

, 
0 

0 -~,,:.. .. ' 

, , 

1 

,I '1 

l~ 
i 

~ 

0 

0 . 

or 

I 
~. __ ,""'-~,,~~~~~J~;~ ____ • 

Mental Examinations 

Scheduling. Mental examinations are usually scheduled in a phone 
call between a public defender's secretary and the Forensic Unit 
secretary. The latter chooses the earliest opening in the psychologist's 
appointment book. The time between the order and the appointment 
lengthened during the life of the project and eventually reached four to 
six weeks. (After the termination of LEAA funds it reached two to three 
months.) The appointment date only approximates the actual time of the 
appointment, however, since the psychologist visits inmates in the jail 
when convenient, often before the appointment date. Examinations are 
performed with less delay when a judge requests emergency treatment. 

When the defendant is in Wing E, for example following i"c.ierral 
there after treatment screening in jail, the examination is typically 
delayed until Wing E decides whether to retain the defendant for 
extensive treatment or return the defendant to jail. Also, the Forensic 
Unit waits until the patient has had a chance to improve under 
treatment. It is senseless, according to the Unit director, to examine a 
patient when he may well improve later. 

Preliminary Study. Befo.re the psychologist's interview with the 
defendant, a social worker conducts a preliminary study. Unless 
previously obtained for a preliminary screening, the following 
information is gathered: the police offense report and witnesses' 
statements from the public defender, the state's attorney, or the police; 
these documents are culled for information important to the examination. 
The social worker then interviews the defendant in jail, pri.ncipally to 
complete intake and release forms and to find out if the defendant has 
any mental hospital or clinic records. (These interviews became much 
less extensive after the loss of LEAA funds, and are now largely 
abandoned.) The social worker may request from other agencies any mental 
health or other records that may be of help during the £xamination. 

The social worker also gives an MMPI (the first 399 qu~stions), 
unless the defendant cannot read or is too distraught to take the test. 
The psychologist typically orders an oral MMPI for illiterate defendants 
and a written test for distraught defendants when they have calmed down. 
In most cases the Unit administers no other tests. The psychologist 
occasionally orders the Incomplete Sentence Blank test, for example when 
he is still undecided after conducting the interview and reviewing all 
the other information. The 16 Personality Factor test is given in a few 
instances when other tests prove inconclusive. Finally, the psychologist 
or the social worker administers a Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale or a 
Slosson Intelligence Test when the defendant appears mentally retarded. 
Projective tests, such as the Thematic Apperception Test and Rorschach 
Test, are virtually never used. 

The social worker then prepares a report of findings and places 
all test results and other information into a file on the defendant. If 
the defendant was given a preliminary screening, the results and working 
papers from the screening are included. The social worker usually 
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'discusses the case with the psychologist before the latter interviews the 
defendant. 

Clinical Interview. The next stage in the mental examination 
process is the psychologist's clinical interview. At the time of the 
site visit for this report, interviews were held in the Forensic Unit, 
except that patients in Wing E are examined there. Before October 1979, 
however, inmates were interviewed in jail. 

The interview, which typically lasts ninety minutes, is aimed 
primarily at obtaining information required for two forms prepared by the 
Forensic Unit, the "Adult Evaluation" form and the "Competency Interview" 
form (Appendix Q). The "Adult Evaluation" form indicates general 
information about the purpose of the examination and about the defendant, 
including social and criminal histories. The more important is the 
"Competency Interview" form, which is adapted from the "Competency to 
Stand Trial Assessment Instrument" (McGarry, 1973), and which in July 
1980 was included in the Florida Rules of Criminal Procedure as a 
mandated assessment in all court-ordered competency examinations. Th~ 
"Competency Interview" form directs the examiner to rank the defendant as 
"acceptable," "questionable," "unacceptable" (or "not applicable") on 
eleven specific aspects related to the defendant's ability to assist in 
the defense. An example of one such aspect is the defendant's "capacity 
to disclose to attorney pertinent facts surrounding the a.lleged offense." 

The psychologist does not rigidly structure the questioning along 
the format provided in the forms. Rather, he engages the defendant in a 
general conversation, typically beginning with the charge against the 
defendant and the circumstances surrounding the alleged offense. The 
psychologist weaves the items on the "Adult Evaluation" form into the 
general conversation. Finally, any topics in the "Competency Interview" 
form that were not covered earlier in the interview are addressed. The 
psychologist fills out the two forms after the interview, a task that 
takes another 60-90 minutes. The completed forms go into the defendant's 
folder. 

Further Information. In many cases the psychologist requests an 
investigation, typically because he desires to verify the defendant's 
account of the alleged crime. This investigation consists of interviews 
with persons (e.g., the arresting officer, other police, jail staff, 
witnesses, and family members) to corroborate or refute the defendant's 
statements or to learn of behavior that suggests mental illness. A 
social worker does most interviewing, although the psychologist does some. 

The case is usually "staffed" before the report is prepared, in 
accordance with the qu~lity assurance review procedures of the Peace 
River Center. The psychologist speaks informally with the social worker 
involved in the case and f sometimes, with other Forensic Unit staff 
members. 
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Pro1Tision and Use of Mental Health Information 

This section describes the final stages of the preliminary 
screenings and mental examinations, especially the preparation of written 
reports and the actions of judges and others after receiving the report. 
Again, the screening and examination procedures will be treated largely 
as separate processes • 

Preliminary Mental Screening 

Soon after interviewing the defendant, the social worker 
telephones the public defender (or the court, or Probation and Parole 
Commission, if these were the referral agents) and gives the screening 
results. The reason for this call is to speed transmittal of the 
results, for the report is not sent until about a week after the 
interview. 

The preliminary screening report is typically one to two pages, 
single spaced, on letter-sized paper. Attached to the report is a 
checklist recording the results from the "Competency Evaluation" form; 
the form itself is not sent, but remains in the defendant's file in the 
Forensic Unit. The report states the test results and the social 
worker's general impressions obtained from the interview. The last 
section contains the conclusions and recommendations. If the social 
worker concludes that the defendant may be incompetent or insane, the 
report recommends a mental examination by the Unit. The frequency of 
such recommendations varies among the social workers, from about one
fifth to about one-third of the screenings. In addition, the proportion 
recommending examinations has decreased in the past few years. 

The remaining conclusions and recommendations in a preliminary 
screening report are descriptions of the defendant's mental problems, 
predictions about the defendant's future behaVior, and recommendations 
for treatment. This section almost always points out at least one mental 
problem attributed to the defendant ~nd recommends some type of 
treatment. The recommendations are general in nature; reports do not 
contain full treatment plans. Although presented as mental health 
recommendations, they often have clear implications for sentencing. For 
example, recommendations occasionally imply that probation would serve a 
defendant's mental health needs better than incarceration. More often, 
however, the reports recommend treatment methods for defendants While 
imprisoned. 

The social worker hand-carries the report to the public defender, 
judge, or whoever requested the screening~ Until recently, the social 
worker usually discussed the report at some length with the person 
requesting it, but this practice was abandoned afteJ:\ the staff cutbacks. 
The report is sent only to the person requesting it, unless other 
distribution is authorized. The public defender, therefore, has an 
option to keep the report secret or to use it openly to advance the 
clie~t's cause when requesting a mental examination, during plea 
negotiations with the state's attorney, or during the sentencing hearings. 

363 

. : 

, 



., , 

! 1 

The public defender, court, or others receiving the report almost 
always comply with the recommendations concerning the need for a mental 
examination. After receiving a report recommending an examination, a 
public defender routinely uses it to justify a motion for a court-ordered 
mental examination. Judges, likewise, virtually always grant a motion 
accompanied by such a recommendation from the Unit. Public defenders are 
free to ignore a recommendation against a mental examination and to 
request one from the court, while not disclosing the contents of the 
report. This seldom occurs, mainly because the court generally requires 
a recommendation from the Unit before ordering an examination in doubtful 
cases. 

As has been emphasized, preliminary screening reports are often 
used for sentencing rather than to determine whether a mental examination 
is warranted. If the public defender considers the report favorable to 
the defendant, he may show it to the state's attorney during plea 
bargaining in the hope of reducing the sentence or obtaining agreement 
for probation, accompanied by court-ordered treatment. The judge 
typically accepts such a plea bargaining agreement. 

The public defender often releases the preliminary screenj.ng 
report so that it can be used in the sentence hearing. The report may be 
given to the judge as a separate document for consideration at the 
hearing, or the Probation and Parole Commission may incorporate the 
report's reasoning and recommendations in its presentence investigation 
report. Again, the purpose is to mitigate the sentence. 

Mental Examination!; 

Mental Examinations Report. The mental examination report is 
typically issued about two wetliks after the interview is conducted. The 
report is similar to, but mor~ elaborate than, the social worker's 
screening report. It is about three single-spaced, letter-sized pages 
long, and contains a lengthy narrative of the psychologist's conclusions 
drawn from the interviews and testing. Reports also contain a summary 
checklist of the "Competency Evaluation" form results. 

The report always provides recommendations about a defendant's 
competency to stand trial and sanity at the time of the offense. The 
Unit staff expressed the belief that they are "stricter" on these issues 
than most psychologists and psychiatrists. A finding of incompetency is 
recommended in approximately ten percent of the cases, and insanity in 
only five percent (rarely are both recommended). 

Consequences of the Recommendations. The Unit's recommendations 
are almost always accepted. Generally they are the only recommendations 
solicited and are routinely adopted by attorneys and judge. In a few 
cases, especially when the defendant is charged with a major crime, the 
defense or state obtains additional. expert opinion. In these cases, 
however, perhaps because of the Forensic Unit's reputation with its 
referring agents, the Unit's recommendations generally prevail. Public 
defenders are seldom able to obtain a second opinion when the Unit 
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recommends competency and sanity, on account of the court's reluctance to 
authorize county funds for second evaluations. The public defender's 
office can seldom afford to pay for such second evaluations. 

The Forensic Unit report also contains the psychologist's findings 
concerning mental problems of the defendant and recommendations for 
treatment. The. recommendations, like those in preliminary screening 
reports, are often directed toward sentencing. The reports do not 
actually recommend a specific sentence, but they often suggest that 
specific dispositions may benefit or harm the defendant's mental health. 
The psychologist who wrote the report sometimes testifies in the 
sentencing hearing following conviction, elaborating on the 
recommendations made in the report. (In Florida, psychologists, but not 
social workers, can testify as expert witnesses on these matters; hence, 
the social worker does not testify concerning the sentencing and 
treatment recommendations made in the screening report.) 

Confidenti~,..ity of the Report. An important problem is who should 
receive the Forenl\ic Unit mental examination reports. Trsd.itionally the 
Unit sent them to the public defender, the court, and the state's 
attorney. But the public defenders requested that the report be 
confidential, arguing that if the defendant were not indigent the lawyer 
would order a psychological report that would be protected by the 
patient-client privilege. Also, they argued that defendants would be 
more candid in the interviews if reports were confidential. At least one 
judge has agreed with these contentions. The formal order for mental 
examinations (see Appendix 0) now requires the Unit to send the report 
only to the public defenders until the defendant is convicted, when it is 
also sent to the court and the Probation and Parole Commission (and is 
then used for sentencing purposes). Before conviction, the court and the 
state's attorney receive only a terse notification of the Unit's overall 
recommendations. These procedures, however, are not routinely followed 
in all cases; some judges issue orders requiring the Unit to send the 
report initially to them as well as to the public defender. 

If the Unit recommends incompetency to stand trial, the court will 
usually go along with the recommendation after receiving the terse 
notification of this recommendation without seeing the report. When the 
Unit recommends "not guilty by reason of insanity," the Court and the 
prosecutor will eventually see the report if the defense raises that 
issue at trial. . . 

The Unit staff are careful not to place incriminating evidence in 
the mental examination or preliminary screening reports. For this 
reason, reports are silent about the offense charged, even though the 
offense and the defendant's explanation of it are major factors leading 
to the report recommendations. 

Further Involvement by the Forensic Unit. The Forensic Unit's 
involvement in a case usually ends when the mental examination report is 
sent to the court, mainly because the reports generally recommend a 
finding of competency and saxI:Lty, and this recommendation is generally 
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accepted by the parties. Even when the Unit report recommends a finding 
of insanity or incompetency, the case may end without further need for 
involvement by the unit: when the prosecutor and defense attorney 
receive such a report, they oftC<[t agree that. the defendant should be 
committed to a mental institution under civil commitment procedures, and 
in return the prosecutc;r drops charges against the defendant. This 
procedure is typically used when the defendant is not charged with a 
violent or major crime. 

In about twenty percen\: of the cases, hcr~ever, trle psychologist 
preparing the report testifi~s in court. The l~estimony in about half of 
these concerns competency or'sanity questio~g;'the psychologist is called. 
as a witness, either for the defense or the prosecution, depending on 
whether or not the report recommended incompetency or insanity. On rare 
occasions the defense or the prosecutor secures other mental 
examinations, usually from private psychologists or psychiatrists, who 
may subsequently testify against the conclusions of the Forensic Unit. 

~e psychologist testifies in about ten percent of the cases at a 
disposition hearing, where he ~upplements the examination report's 
recommendatiou$ about placement and treatment. This testimony may be in 
a hearing following a finding of incompetency or insanity; or it may be 
in a sentencing hearing following a guilty plea or guilty verdict (the 
reports make treatment recommendations even when finding that the 
defendant is competent and sa~e). 

If a defendant is found incompetent to stand trial, he is usually 
sent to Wing E and treated until found competent. The defendant is sent 
to a state forensic unit, either initially or after a stay in Wing E, 
only when long-term hospitalization is required. (The ~Oth Circuit 
Courts, therefore, send only the most seriously mentally ill defendants 
to the Sl:ate forensic unit. Most other Florida courts send all 
defendants found to be incompetent e\'en thou~:'I.l. the incompetency is of 
short duration.) 

The ForensiC Unit may become involved in the case again when the 
state forensic unit returns the defendant, stating ,that the defendant has 
regained the competency ~o stand trial, or when it recommends involuntary 
civil commitment because the defendant is not likely to become 
competent. In some cases, the court requests a recommendation from the 
Forensic Unit as a che~k. on the state unit's report. In other cases the 
Unit's role is Simply to review a copy of the state hospital records and 
ensure that the defendant 'maintains his medication. The Unit may also 
become involved later in cases where the defendant is adjudged not guilty 
by reason of insanity. When the hospital where the defendant is 
committed recommends release, the court often asks the Unit to review the 
recommendation before ruling on it. 

Feedback, Monitoring. and Program Evaluation 

Exc,apt for general praise from the criminal justice 
community, thla Forensic Unit receives limited feedback about its 
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operations. The Unit's primary clients, the judges and the public 
defenders, in our interviews expressed satisfaction with the services it 
has provided. Judges, who are typically suspicious of mental health 
profeSSionals, praise the Unit as a trustworthy source of mental health 
evaluations. They base this assessment largely on comparison between the 
Unit's work and that of private psychologists and psychiatrists who 
submit reports and testify ih court. Another possible indication of the 
Unit's effectiven.ess is, as was discussed earlier, that public defenders 
and judges follow the Unit's recommendations as a matter of course. 
(This, however, may ble an invalid indication of quality because it might 
indicate that the judges and public defenders do not give the Unit's work 
sufficient review.) The Unit's work, moreover, has withstood the rigors 
of the adversary system in that prosecutors rarely have successfully 
attacked the Unit's conclusions. Overall, there is a large amount of 
informal evidence suggesting that the Unit's work is well received. 

The Unit generally sends the screening or examination report to 
the court or public defender office, and then hears no more about the 
case. The Unit seldom receives feedback in individual cases. Judges and 
attorneys seldom ask for clarification of reports (this in itself, of 
course~ can be considered evaluation information). The staff, out of 
simple curiosity, calls the court to find out what happened in a few 
cases. Whenever the examination report recommends incompetency or 
insanity, the Forensic Unit psychologist usually continues to receive 
information about the case during court appearances for testimony. 

Social workers often receive feedback about their treatment 
screenings and preliminary mental screenings, because the defendants 
screened may subsequently be given mental ex.aminations. Especially 
relevant are the social workers' opportunities to compare their screening 
reports with the psychologist's mental examination reports of the same 
people, although the original screening report is often influenced by the 
psychologist's input during staff consultation" 

During the period of federal funding (July 1975 to October 1979) 
the Forensic Unit compiled data about its operations. This inclilded 
quarterly and yea~ly data about the following: 

o number of competency evaluations; 
o percentage of evaluations completed within fifteen working 

days; 
o number of psychological evaluations of juveniles; 
o treatment sessions with jail inmates; and 
o number of preliminary screenings. 

The Peace River Center has not compiled routine statistics for the 
Forensic Unit after the termination of federal funding. 

There is considerable information available for program evaluation 
and there is the potential for g'athering even more. The Peace River 
Center has an evaluation component, administered by the Center '·s Director 
of Program Evaluation. A computer contains infol~ation about each Center 
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I.;lient, including those screened or examined by the Forensic Unit. This 
information is derived from: 

o "Intake Information" forms (Appendix P), which contain basic 
demographic information about clients; 

o "General Mental Health Service Ticket" forms, which contain 
the time, length, and type of service for each client contact, 
and the staff involved; and 

o . "Discharge Summary" forms,.containing the reasons for 
termination, the treatment outcome, and places for which the 
client was referred. 

The Center now uses this information primarily to satisfy state and 
federal demands for data. However, it plans to expand the collection and 
analysis of evaluation data. The Director of Program Evaluation has 
requested advice concerning possible data inputs into the computer and 
methods of analysis that might be used to evaluate activities of the 
Forensic Unit. 

Another.potential source of data may be the client files in the 
Forensic Unit. The files contain the completed reports and forms, 
examples of which are shown in the Appendices. Employees of the Peace 
Rivar Center are free to use these files for research purposes; and the 
Center, according to senior staff, would probably grant outside 
researchers permission to use these files. Unfortunately, the files 
seldom have information about the outcome of the cases and the uses of 
the Unit's reports. Some of this information, however, can be obta.ined 
from court records and from the court's automated data processing system. 

THE RIVERSIDE HOSPITAL COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH CENTER 

The present community-based facility in what is known as the 
Peninsula region of Virginia began as a Community Mental Hygiene Clinic, 
established in 1947 under the Mental Health Act of 1946. Psychiatrist 
T.J. Lassen joined the clinic as Director in 1956. He believed there was 
a need for a larger clinic and in 1958 he proposed the development of a 
new facility. Dr. Lassen joined forces with Riverside Hospital, applied 
for, and received federal monies under the Mental Health Act of 1964 that 
allowed for the establishment of the Riverside Hospital Community Mental 
Health Cente:' (RHCMHC). Since then the operation has e,~panded to include 
cooperation with the Hampton~Newport News (Virginia) Mental Health and 
Mental Retardation Services Board. 

Riverside is a comprehensive Community Mental Health Center 
providing services in five designated areas: 

'7 ''I 

(1) Outpatient mental health services, including aftercare for 
patients discharged from state mental health facilities; 

(2) short-term hospitalization (62 beds); 
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(3) partial hospitalization (adult day care); 

(4) twenty-four hour emergency services (through the emergency 
room); and 

(5) community consultation and education. 

These services are provided at various satellite locations as well as at 
RHCMHC; however, this report will focus only upon aspects of the 
operation of the central clinic housed at Riverside Hospital. 

RHCMHC provides services to the residents of the cities of Hampton 
and Newport News, Virginia. The catchment area includes a population of 
approximately 284,000. Services are provided to all residents regardless 
of age, income, or degree of pathology (Note 17). Additionally, RHCMHC 
provides forensic services for the Circuit Court and General District 
Court for the cities of Hampton and Newport News. 

Mental health ~ervices are provided to the courts and individuals 
at various stages in the criminal justice system: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

Crisis counselors perform a pre-screening evaluation and 
arrange for psychiatric consultation to aid a judge in 
considering issuance of a detention order to send an 
individual to Eastern State Hospital in Williamsburg, 
Virginia. This process may have been initiated by family 
members or others seeking a petition for involuntary civil 
commitment. 

Crisis counselors are called upon to provide psychological 
services to inmates of the city farm and jail who are acting 
in a bizarre manner or have medication needs. In crisis 
Situations, the individual is brought to the Riverside 
Hospital emergency room. 

RHCMHC provi~.~s treatment for certain persons at the Virginia 
Alcohol Safet7 Action Program of the Division of Alcoholic 
Services. About four or five persons a month voluntarily come 
to Riverside under this program which attempts to reduce or 
nullify criminal charges involVing alcohol and driving. 

A victim of sexual assault who is admitted to the emergency 
room is referred 'to "Contact Penj,nsula," a sexual assault 
team. The police are notified also, which may result in 
RHCMHC contact with the criminal justice system. 

(5) Judges, usually from the Juvenile and Domestic Relations 
Court, sometimes order treatment at RHCMHC for the family of 
an abused child. The order is usually verbal, but if not 
complied with, the order will be placed in writing. A formal 
written order is necessary an average of once a year. 
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(6) Parole officers: court services workers and attorneys may 
request an evaluation of a client-offender by a letter or a 
telephone call. Judges from the Circuit Courts and General 
District Courts of Newport News and Hampton may order a mental 
health evaluation informally or by written court order. 
RHCMHC processes approximately two hundred court-related cases 
each year, as estimated by the Chief Clinical Psychologist. 
About twenty-five of these evaluations are requested for 
presentencing purposes, as provided in Va. Code §19.2-300. 

This last section of Chapter 6 will focus only upon RHCMHC's 
involvement in pre-screening for a detention order resulting in possible 
civil commitment, and with court-ordered mental health evaluations, as 
described in (1) and (6) above. These two activities represent the 
clinic's primary activity in the area of screening and evaluation of 
alleged criminal offenders. The pre-screening evaluative process as 
undertaken in the hospital's emergency room is essentially an alternative 
resolution representing either a temporary or perman~nt diversion from 
the criminal justice system. For example, the police may detain a person 
on a drunk-in-public charge and bring him to the emergency room at 
Riverside to be screened for indications of a need for mental health 
services. The person may be detained and ~ent to Eastern State Hospital 
and civil commitment proceedings initiated there. If a person is sent to 
Eastern State, criminal charges are not filed. 

A Function Morlel 

Organization 

Figures 45 and 46 depict the flow of cases, operations and 
processes which characterize court-initiated evaluations and 
pre-screenings. Each figure represents the entire process for one type 
of evaluation, with Figure 45 emphasizing court-ordered evaluations and 
Figure 46 describing the pre-screenings for civil commitment. 

Process 

The process of delineation includes the various ways in which an 
indiv'idtial case comes to the attetltion of RHCMHC and is prepared for 
evaluation. An individual who is escorted by a police officer or a 
fam:l.1y member ,t(:l t'h'8 emergency room of the Riverside Hospital for a 
Pt",~-screeriing'evaluation typi.cally arrives with a minimum amount of 
documentary t1i~teri.a:ls. The vet'bal report of the escort forms the sole 
basis of the intake process. In contrast, an individual needing a mental 
evduat;ion requested by 2;;gents of the court is usually accompanied by 
some identifying I;>r demographic data. An attempt to screen out 
inappropriat'erefer~als is mad.;, pr.ior to the scheduling of a case, which 
begins the acquis.ition pbase~ , 

" 'J,' .,;, 

'l'henext 'proce$s,t.ha:'to'f acqtlis'iti6n of mental health 
information i begins for nou:"emergeucy,routinecases with an intake 
interview by the a~signed 'social worker~ If indicated, psychological 
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tests, a psychiatric consultation, or a family interview may be 
conducted. Other supporting information may be gathered from outside 
sources. A "staffing" conference with the social worker and a licensed 
clinical psychologist is held and results in a "staffing note." This 
note indicates diagnosis, disposition, recommendations and treatment 
goals. This process may be circumvented if the date of the court hearing 
is immediately pending. It is also circumvented for individuals involved 
in murders, atte~pted shootings, or other serious and violent crimes. 
These cases are routed directly to the Clinic Director. The collecting 
of information in the pre-screenings for civil commitment consists of an 
emergency room report, a report completed by a crisis counselor, 
consultation with the attending physician, and an interview by a judge. 
These steps are shown in Figure 46. 

The final process is the provision of the acquired information 
to the appropriate source. A copy of the mental health evaluation as 
summarized in the "staffing note" is usually sent to the defense attorney 
or parole officer, and is frequently sent to an agent of the court. The 
note prOVides evaluative information regarding the mental status of the 
defp.ndant; issues of competency to stand trial and insanity are addressed 
only when the court order specifically requires such information. The 
judge may telephone RHCMHC for further information or clarification, if 
needed. In rare instances, RHCMHC staff may be subpoeaned to testify in 
court. The judge may also request a second evaluation from another 
agency. The variety of dispositions that may result from a pre-screening 
for civil commitment are shown in Figure 46 • 

Delineation of Mental Health Information 

Court Request for a Mental Health Evaluation 

The primary way in which RHCMHC becomes involved with the criminal 
justice system is in response to a court request for a mental health 
evaluation. The request may be made by telephone or by a letter from an 
attorney and is followed by a formal court order. The court orders are 
of two types. The standard court order) used in 95 percent of the 
court-ordered referrals, specifies an ihdependent psychiatric examination 
and directs the psychiatrist 

• • • to examine and observe the defendant as to his mental 
condition and intellectual capacity and whether or not in his 
opinion the said defendant was sane at the time of' the commission 
of said crime with which he is now charged, and at the time said 
defendant gave a statement or 'confession regarding said crime with 
which he is now charged, to police author~t1es • • • FURTHER 
ORDERED that all police and jail personnel who have investigated 
or observed the defendant shall cooperate • • • in this making of 
his determination as to the mental condition of the defendant at 
the time of the commission of the crime and his making of any 
statements relating thereto (Note 18). 
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RHCMHC staff interpret this order as requesting a determination as.to 
competency to stand trial as well as a determination of the individual's 
criminal responsibility. 

The other rarely used court order is termed by one staff member as 
the "ruffles and flourishes order." This order is used for individuals 
who are charged with murder, attempted shootings, or other serious 
crimes. According to one staff member, the court order specifically 
directs "[Clinic Director] as a psychiatrist skilled in the art and 
science of healing" to examine the defendant and offer an opinion as to 
his competency to stand trial and his criminal responsibility. This 
order dictates a circumvention of the normal evaluative process for 
routine, court-initiated cases. Because this is such a rare occurrence, 
the exact process is not clear. 

RHCMHC utilizes the M'Naghten test to d~termine criminal 
responsibility. This test asks the following questions: Does the 
defendant understand his actions, the charact,er of the act and its 
consequences? Does the defendant have the knowledge that it is wrong and 
criminal? Does the defendant have the mental power to appreciate that a 
wrong act deserves punishment? (Michie's Jurisprudence of Virginia and 
West Virginia, 1977). 

A determination as to competency to stand trial usually 
accompanies an assessment of criminal responsibility. A staff 
psychologist paraphrased the test applied by RHCMHC as follows: Is 
defendant aware of the nature of the charges brought against him? Is 
defendant able to seek counsel and appear in court? The Virginia legal 
standard for competency to stand trial has been interpreted as the 
defendant's prrasent ability to understand the nature of the charges 
brought against him, and defendant's ability to assist in his defense 
(Michie's Juri,sprudence of Virginia and West Virginia, 1977). 

Competency to stand trial is distinguished from a judgment as to 
legal incompetency. A legally incompetent person has been found to be 
incapable of "taking proper care of his person or properly handling and 
managing his estate"(Va. Code §37.l-l28.0l). A determination of legal 
competency is ascertained by knowledge of a person's ability to drive a 
car or handle his own funds and is reached by state hospitals for the 
purpos~s of ci~l commitment proceedings. 

The court order is usually hand carried to RHCMHC but may be 
mailed to the cli.qic. However, the clinic is not responsible for 
ensuring that the defendant present himSelf for evaluations. At the 
hearing where an evaluatio~~is ordered, the judge makes a determination 
as to the defendant's respol1sibility for initiating the evaluation 
process. If the person seems incapable of arra~ging an appointment, the 
bailiff. is ordered to take the defendant to tht€'emergency room of 
Riverside Hospital. Or if the individual is incarcerated, a crisis 
counselor will go to the jail to conduct a pre-screening evaluation. But 
if a person is able to make his own arrangements, it is expected that the 
person contact RHCMHC.A family member or attorney may try to make the 
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appointment, but the alleged offender must initiate the process. RHCMHC 
is not responsible for notifying the court that a defendant has failed to 
make contact with the clinic; however, RHCMHC will provide that 
information if the court requests it. An exception to these procedures 
is allowed for an incarcerated defendant accused of a violent or serious 
crime. In such cases, the defendant is brought to RHCMHC in chains for a 
special appointment with the Clinic Director. 

When the client is on the telephone or arrives in person to make 
an appointment, the intake social worker completes a green referral form 
(Appendix R). This green form includes basic descriptive data, name of 
attorney, other RHCMHC cases in his family, information on the alleged 
crime, previous counseling or hospitalization, medication information, 
income and health insurance data, and next court hearing date. The 
client is informed of the need for a release of information form to be 
signed. The staff member to whom the case is assigned has responsibility 
for securing the release. 

The intake worker assigns the case to a social worker or 
psychologist, depending upon schedules of appointments and her knowledge 
of the therapist's particular areas of e~tpertise or preference. The case 
assignments are maintained in a record book. Each staff has a 
predetermined schedule so that no further communication with staff is 
necessary at this point. 

Notification of Need for Pre-screening for Civil Commitment 

Riverside Hospital serves a diversionary function by evaluating 
individuals as to their mental health needs prior to their entering the 
criminal justice system. This pre-screening for possible civil 
~ommitment occurs approximately three times a month. 

A police officer, family member, or other person observes an 
individual who is acting in a bizarre manner or who appears psychotic. 
The police officer, if involved, may choose to file criminal charges if 
such acts are involved, and in that situation the individual is taken to 
the jail. If the decision is made not to press charges, the officer will 
bring the individual to the emergency room of Riverside Hospital. 
LikeWise, a family member or other individual may escort the person to 
Riverside. A crisi:t.s counselor, who will be the primary staff 
coordinator, is informed by a nu~se or the emergency room physician that 
a pre-screening evaluation is needed. 

Acquisition of Mental Health Information 

Staff 

The staff of RHCMHC consists of psychiatrists, social workers, 
licensed clinical psychologists, psychological technicians, and 
administrative and support personnel. Case responsibility rests 
primarily with the staff of ten social"workers. Psychological 
technic:ians, Master's level psychologists with specialized training, 
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administer the psychological tests routinely ordered. Licensed clinical 
psychologists head the staff conferences with the primary evaluator. The 
Clinic Director provides psychiatric input as needed. Social work 
students from local schools assist the staff social workers in the 
evaluative process. 

Procedures and Techniques 

Movement of a client through the system begins when an appointment 
is scheduled. The intake worker completes the green referral form 
(Appendix R) and gives it to the receptionist. She attaches a record of 
referrals and a blank Staffing Note (Appendix S) to the referral form and 
takes all forms to the person in charge of the clinic's record room. 
There records are checked to see if the client or any other family 
members have been seen previously at RHCMHC., If there is. a record, it is 
pulled and attached to the forms. 

When the client arrives for his appointment, the file is pulled by 
a records clerk. The person meets with a statistician in'the records 
room who completes a face sheet (Appendix T). The face sheet includes 
such infurmation as descriptive and social data, source of referral, 
other age~cies involved with the case, previous hospitalizations, reason 
for referral and precip:i.tating event. Once the face sheet is completed, 
a case number is assigned. The statistician then takes the record to the 
assigned social worker. The social worker reads the green referral form, 
focusing on the present:Lng problem, and peruses the record, if any. The 
client is then brought :Lnto the social worker's office to begin the 
intake interview. 

The social workers' intake interview lasts approximately one to 
two hours and results in one and a half to two pages of social history. 
The interview focuses on the presenting problem; precipitating factors, 
both situational and emotional; how the client feels about the alleged 
crime; family history; emotional tone; home status; indications of 
emotional problems; and competency to stand trial. The social worker may 
follow up the ihterview by speaking with family members or otherwise 
gathering supporting information from outside sources. 

A battery of psychological testing is routinely requested in 
court-ordered cases. The social worker completes a Referral for 
Psychological Testing form (Appendix U) and indicates an opinion as to 
the testing needed. The tests are administered by psychological 
technicians in the Psychology Department of Riverside Hospital. The 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) is always given. The 
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS) is administered if mental 
retardation is suspected, and the Rorschach Test is given if there are 
suspicions of psychosis. The Halstead-Reitan Test is administered if 
organic brain syndrome is suspected. 

The entire evaluative process usually takes four to six weeks and 
the alleged offender is an outpatient during this time. However, the 
evaluation may be expedited if there is an emergency or.if the court date 

376 

o 

o 

o 

() 

'. 
.L 

r 0 
. ~ 

f. 0 

.. _.. --;7!"-----'--...... " . ....--............... _. 
\.~!; ... ".., 

.-.~~~ ·-~-__ ....... r""''''''. __ ",, __ . -_. 

i 

if 

-

J 

t· 

, J . 

is immediately pending. At the completion of the social worker's 
information gathering and the psychological testing, a conference is held 
to interpret and discuss the results. At the staffing conference, the 
social worker and a licensed clinical psychologist are present. Results 
of the intake interview and psychological tests are presented orally. A 
clinical diagnosis may be offered by the psychiatrist, tiho participates 
in cases of a particularly serious or violent nature. The client's 
impulse control is also assessed at this time. 

At the conclusion of the staffing, the clinical psychologist then 
dictates a staff note in the presence of the social worker. The note 
includes abbreviated social and psychological facts, diagnosis, 
recommendations and treatment goals. A statement as to competency and 
criminal responsibility is included only if requested by the court. The 
dictated staff note is then typed in a letter format (see Appendix S). 

Pre-screening for Civil Commitment 

The acquisition of information needed to "pre-screen" an 
individual for detention at Eastern State Hospital and a possible civil 
commitment begins with the emergency room admission. The physician on 
duty conducts a physical examination, and observes the individual to 
formulate impressions as to his mental status. 

A crisis counselor completes a Hospital Pre-screening Report 
(Appendix V). This report includes such information as community 
supports, previous hospitalizations, legal status, present symptoms of 
mental illness, physical health problems, and home status. The counselor 
forms an impression as to the person's need for mental health services, 
and as to whether the person "pose[s] an imminent danger to himself or 
others" (Va. Code §37.l-67.l). Hospital clerks and family members, if 
present, aid 'the professional staff in gathering information. 

The crisis counselor and physiCian then consult and share 
impressions gathered during the physical and mental exams. If they 
decide that the person is in need of mental health services and the 
person refuses to be voluntarily admitted to Eastern State Hospital, a 
judge of the General District Court is telephoned by the crisis counselor. 

The judge arrives at the hospital and is briefed on the case by 
the counselor and physician. The judge will speak with the patient 
briefly to confirm the hospital staff's recommendation. The judge then 
decides whether to detain the individual, and, if so, he signs the 
detention order (Appendix W). RHCMHC staff indicate that the judge 
always concurs'with staff recommendations on the issuance of detention 
orders. 

Provision and Use of Mental Health Information 

Court-ordered Mental Health Evaluation 

The staff note (Appendix S) outlining diagnosis, disposition, and 
treatment goals is forwarded to the requesting agent or a~ency. A copy 
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is usually sent to an attorney or parole officer and frequently, but not 
always, to a judge or court clerk. 

The judge makes several uses of the information provided in the 
staff note. If a judge needs clarification or additional information, he 
may call RHCMHC and confer with the psychologist or psychiatrist. This 
happens only rarely, about once a year. The court may request RHCMHC 
staff to testify in court, perhaps six or eight times a year. The judge 
also has the option of asking for an evaluation from a second source. If 
no further information or servj.ces are requested, RHCMHC's involvement 
ceases. 

Dispositions of Pre screening for Civil Commitment 

Several recommendations and outcomes may arise from a pre screening 
evaluation: 

(1) The individual may voluntarily admit himself or herself to 
Eastern State. 

(2) Emergency room staff may refer the individual to RHCMHC, to a 
private psychiatrist, or to some other outside agency. 

(3) A detention order may be signed by the judge if it is 
determined that civil commitment may be indicated and if the 
individual refuses to be voluntarily admitted. The judge 
telephones the Sheriff of Newport News to transport the 
individual to Eastern State Hospital. Copies of the detention 
order, prescreening report and the emergency room report of 
the attending physician accompany the patient to Eastern State. 

A civil commitment hearing must be held at Eastern State within 72 
hours of arrival. If a family member takes out a petition for 
commitment, the hearing may be held at Riverside prior to transport to 
Eastern State. The hearing incorporates due process procedural elements 
(i.e., the right to counsel, etc.). The judge may commit an individual 
for up to lS.o days, but the case must be reviewed every six weeks by 
Eastern State personnel. 

(I' 

Quality Control and Overall Program Evaluatio~ 

External Standards of Licensure, Certification, and 
Accreditation 

RHCMHC and Riverside Hospital are subject to the following review n 
processes: 

(1) Joint Commission on the Accreditation of Hospitals-for acute 
servit';es, consolidated standards for psychic~tric facilities, 

'~ and <community mental health centers; 
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(2) State Department of Mental Health and Mental 
Retardation--licensure for psychiatric beds, alcohol programs, 
and residential facilities; . 

(3) State Health Department-licensure to operate; 

(4) Medicare-certifications (to receive monies); 

(5) Medicaid--certifications; 

(6) Professional Standards Review Organizations (PSRO)-monitoring 
by physiCians of care received by recipients of Medicaid, 
Medicare, and Title V; 

(7) Health Services Agencies--locally operated groups which review 
charges for services, purchases over $150,000, and federal 
grants; 

(8) State Department of Mental Health and Mental 
Retardation--certification standards for mental health; 

(9) State Department of Mental Health and Mental 
Retardation--certification standards for,mental retardation; 

(10) 

(11) 

(12) 

(13) 

(14) 

, (15) 

(16) 

(17) 

(18) 

.. ". ,,,. .. 

Blue Cross/Blue Shield--certification for ~articipation; 

State Department of Education~standards for participation 
in residential programs for children; 

State Department of Corrections--standards for 
participation in residential programs for children; 

State Department of Mental Health and Mental 
Retardation--standards for participation in residential 
programs for children; 

State Department of Welfare--standards for participation 
in residential programs for children; 

Mental Retardation and Mental Health Services Board-local 
Chapter X ongoing review; 

Title XX-regulations as provider of services such as case 
management and special services to the disabled; 

National Institute of Mental Health--statistics provided 
annually until ,1988 on the numbers of clients, services, 
ete~ 

Office of Civil Rights of the Depar:tment of Health and 
Human Services--statistics under Title VI and VU; 
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(19) Rate Review-legislativelprogram in Virginia; and 

(20) Legislation all businesses are subjected to--local health 
and fire codes, Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration, Rehabilitation Act:, . etc. 

The typical process of review for the majority of the above 
organizations begins with a written application for review. A site visit 
is then made by the reviewing organization.

l
, An application for 

certification involves more stringent review procedures because public 
monies are involved. An exception to this normal process is the 
Professional Standards Review Organizations which conduct numerous 
reviews throughout the course o;4'.the patient's hospital stay. Also, each 
organization reviews annually, ~xcept that the Professional Standards 
Review Organizations and the Chapter X boards conduct an ongoing review. 
In addition, the Joint Commission on the Accreditation of Hospitals may 
grant a two-year accreditation, thus precluding annual review. 

,', 
')\ 
;I 

(1 

Internal Quality Assurance Mechanisms 

Various methods of internal evaluation are currently operating: 
i' 

(1) Orienta£ion for ne,,!' employees; 

(2) Weekly department meetings; 

(3) Recording of numbers of hours spent in direct contact with 
cliants, administrative duties, etc; 

(4) Monthly meetings of administrative staff; and 

(5) Monthl~,meetings of general staff. 

(( . In addition, case files are selected randomly for review each 
quah"ter. A records clerk pulls the files, which are then reviewed by a 
tea.Ji of at least three professionals. The reViewers may include 
phy~icians, psychologists, and sO¢,ia1 workers" The goal is to review 
eadi case' ev~ry ninety days. 0 

A variet.:y of demographic data.such as c~ients' age, income, sex, 
rc!'ce:, and diagnosis is ~omputerizcd. A goal: in t~s area is to develop a 

n database managemen~, system to fa~~ilitat~ cross-tabulation of several 
~.~ indices • 
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1. Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency. An Evaluation of 
.!:!!!. ToJ.edo Court Diagnostic and Treatment Center: An Experiment in 
Community-Based Forensic Psychiatric Forensic Serv~.· Columbus, 
Ohio: Ohio State University (April 1975). 

2. 
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Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency •. An Evaluation of 
.!:!!!. Dayton Center for Forensic Psychiatry: An Experiment in 
Community-Based Services. Colambus,' Ohio: Ohio State Univer.sity, 
(September 1974). 

Program for the Study ~f Crime and Delinq,uency. An Evaluation of 
the Akron Criminal Courts Psycho-Diagnostic Clinic: An Experiment 
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Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency. An Evaluation of 
the Butler County ForensiC Psychiatric Center: An Experment in 
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(October 1975). 

Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency. An Evaluation of 
Community-Based Forensic Psychiatric Services in the Cincinnati 
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Ohio State University (October 1975). 
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8. Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency. An Analysis of the 
Fore'nsic Psychiatric Services Delivery System in Ohio: A Final 
Report~ Columbus, Ohio: Ohio State University (March 1976). 

,9. Association of Ohio Forensic Psychiatric Centers. A Manual of the 
Ohio Forensic Psychiatric Centers. Columbus, Ohio: Division of 
Forensic Psychiatry, Ohio Department of Mental Health and Mental 
Retardation, February 1979. 

10. Divisi~!l of Forensic Psychiatry. Rule for community for.ensic 
psychiatric centers. Columbus, Ohio: Ohio Department of Mental 
Hea'lth and Mental Retardation, 1979. 

11. Dayton Area Forensic Psychiatry 
Ps¥chiatry Services I~formation 
(Memorandum) AU,thor,no date. 

Services. Dayton Area Forensic. 
to be includedwithentry/ordet'~\\ 
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12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

Dayton Area Forensic psychiatry Services. Competency~ O.R.C.' 
2945.371 (Memorandum) Author, no date. 

of the Malcolm Bliss Mental Health Center, St. Louis, A Case Study 
Missouri, No Author, Draft, September 14, 1972. 

1 shall include, if available, the following: The preliminary etter 

(I) A statement of the person's family and occupational statu.s, 
past delinquency and criminal records; 

(2) a summary of the facts surrounding the alleged crime, 
including reports of police investigation, if such doc~ent 
exists, a statement of his behavior while under arrest, and 

(3) an opinion as to whether he has a violent nature and what 
degree of security detention seems appropriate. (§552.045[3]) 

Co, B.T., How Medical Reports Are Done. Speech to the Missouri Bar 
Association, April 24, 1980. 

Forensic Service Procedure Manual, Malcolm,Bliss Mental Health 
Center, St. Louis, Missouri, May, 1980. 

Riverside Hospital d~mmunity Mental Health Center. Program Summary. 
Newport News, Virginia: author (no date, unpublished manuscript). 

From a court order on file with the Riverside Hospital Community 
Mental Health Center. " 
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; , , APPENDIX A • (l( 1 ~~ £!!lilA " 

.s:'~ FORENSIC PSYCHIATRY 

'~, 

It 

• 

'0 ... A, BUII.'1. ACSW, Coordln.ter " 
lbon Tow.r • 1:31 N. Ludlow Slrnt • Suit. 268 • O.'1tO". Ohio 45402 

;t 

s 

l 
1 

I 

" 
l 

" 

(J 

Tll,phon, 111:1125:1,3988 or 223-0081 

" 

INFORMED CONSENT 
... 

'" 
,;) , 

You have been referred to our service by the Court or Adult Parole 
Authority. The Court or Parole Officer who referred you is asking us 
to see you in order .. to help reach' a dec'ision about your situation. Your 
interview with a member of our staff is not confidential and a report will 
be ~ittento the Court or Parole Officer who referred you. We will use 
our professiona,l judgment as to what Will be ,included in the, report. The 
report becomes the property of the Court or Adult Parole Authority •. 

If for your own reasons you cannot, ana/or refuse to talk with us, 
the Court or Adult Parole Authority Will be so informed. 

mente Your signature below indicates that you understand the above state-

" 

Witness Date 
---------------~------------- ~--~-------------------------

, ' (Your Signature) 

,.' .. Forensic No~ ______________________ _ 

" 

. -(' 

S' 
, i 

A Certified Fore!'lsic Center Serving 7 Counties 
Chamoaian ~ Darke • Gf!!ne. LCio~n • Miami • MC'nt~ol'T'l!rv • S"'!fby 

• . - " It 1/ ~" .. , f 

A Ccmpot,;1eotof EASn'.'Ay COrvi~',UNITY ry~ENTAL HEALTH CENTER Dayto:1. 01;io 
'I 
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APPENDIX B ((;rnr ~n~ ~fl£ 
~~ FO~ENSJC 

~)!r-~' 
liII,old R, BUlley, ACSW, Coord/nelor ~~ 
"~Ibon Tower. 131 N, Ludlow Street • Sui~l2S8 • Ceyton, Ohio ~S402 

Ii :; . .. /; .. 
. I; . 

PSYCHIATRY 

Telephone 513/253·3983 or 223·0081 

~,bORIZATION FOR P.ELE.ASE OF' INFORi1ATION 
-.\\ 

, ),1 

D.Al"TON ,AREA FORENSICE PSYCHIATRY SERVICES .•. \\ 
\~ 
\\ 

Name : _______ \::;,,\., _-.,;,.. _________ --:Date of :Birth: _____ _ 
\\ 

I hereby a1lthorize \\\" 'to exchange/release 
. , .. "''''~'' (ind:icate one) 

'~:"'-::::::--" '. 
illfoma tion conce:r:niJ:lg ID\1seit"'a:nCl=cca~~f~irl. tua tion,: wi th/ to._'"'-__ .....: __ 

Nature-and extent of info:r:mation to be dis-

elosed: __________________________________________ ~;--~--~------------

I) 
.";/: 

" 

•• i 

----~~'!fl .. ...;....,_. _______ ~ _____ _ 
Wi'filles$ -Sisnature'o£ Client 

(Parent or Gua=dian if client is a 
minor) 

.~ . Date :, _____ .:....-____ _ 

~s consent for the release of information expires 90 days from the 
date, Signed and is suaject to revocation at any time prior to that date. 
A c~P.Y of this release will be kept in the client's cha:r:~. Please re-

. taiIl. thiscopy;Egr yOu:!: records. 

. Revised 10-1-78 
F-1 
Fe •• ,) 

~ . 
1 
I 

I 
(', 

,. 
A Certified Forensic Center Servi",g 7 Counties 

Ch'C."~2;f"!:"I .' n"'''k_ • r:ro.~ •• J ""'-~,., e, /I"iz~; • ~",,,, .......... ,.... .. ;~~' f. S'he'by 1." ... ;1 _ ........ _ .... 1 .... __ :;_ ' •• '_I"~,_ ,~,I 
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APPENDIX C 

., .. " 
" ~1 

t 

.<,.\ 

" 1 

.' Seato of Ohio 
Depart:rr.ent of N-s:.,eill lIaal eh and Nencal Retara.st;:1on 

Division of Forensic P~ychliltry 

APPLICATION FO~ CE~TIFICATrON 

-... 

Certifica t:ion is requested for ~;e calendar year of ____ _ 
Initi.al 

---",--'; 

Renewal ---...; 
Name of Center~ __________________ ~ _______________________________________ _ 

Address~ _____________________ ~ __________ ~----.----~r:_-------------

Telephone' ____________________________________ ~ __________________ ~ ___ 

Geog,raphicArea Served (Councjes) ______________________ ~----------------

Parent Organization (if ang) __________ ~ __ --------------------~~----------

Does the Center (or Parent Or;anizacion) have a 
Board of Dire~.Qrs7 I. 

rYes) (No) 

Ir no, to whom does the Center report? __________________________________ ___ 

~\ 
Does the Board or Di:rectors have corr.:::unity re'pr~sen ta tion? 

i! 
Expla.1.n 

Does the center report: stat:i.st:.ic,s to the 
(,3.) . State of Ohio? 

(b) ~94S' Board? 

Name, signature, t:i.tl·e and telephone list:L"lg 

I: 
ii 

I! 
;1 

II (Yes) 
ii 

11-----il (Yes) 
I, 

1.1 '1' of person camp~J.ng 

(NO) 

(NQ) 

report t~ho 
Ir'4':J be contacted for further info~4tion: ______________ ~ __ --------------

(Narr.e) 

(signature & t:.i.elft) (t:alepi':cne li.seing) 
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APPENDIX C (Co:ntinued) 
( 

,.' 

APPLICA'tION FOP. CERTIFICATION 'AND RC:-Cc:r.TIFICAirO~1 
FOR FO~OOIC PSYCHIATRIC CENTt:RS 

Describe your Forensic Psydhiac~ic Center by responding to c,e following questions. 

2. 

s. 

Is your Genter free-standing or is it a specific s~saction or a larger 
mental 'heal th fadli ty? {DesQ"ibe Or' explain} 

What is yOUl" <:anter"s loc:atio.., and who is served <City and/or.' Couney}; or the 
pcpulation served? 

:0- '. . 
\,} 

!:Ihat per'ticn of yOUl" c~ter-' s servic:es are on an outpatient basis., and what 
other servica.s ar-ebffQredf 

What hot..-s are y~~- c:antCl"" s ser-vid~s avail.;bla? 
',. 

I, 
I: 

-. 

1/ 
(,' 

Is YOI.lr cant:zr" exc:lusively state-supported? If not, is it ras;:ensibla at serne 
level to· a ccn".71l~.,i tv-based coa'rd1 ~DI2sC"ibe or explain} 
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APPENDIX C (Continued)t 
, 

13age l' 

Describe servic:es provid:ad by your Forensic Psychiatry Center bt: res~onding to 
the following questions. 

1. ,Who ar'e the a.M.H.p. 's that will b.~ ,eoine= written evaluations fot' pretrial, 
., p~entenca, or postsentance clients? -

.. 

2. Do ~,e a.M.H.p.'s offer' emergency assistance to Common Pleas Court, Probation 
and Adult Parola in t.~e gacg:oaphic ~a the canber' sarves? 

::. . ",. .. 
. 
~ 

Dot.'e a.n.H.p. 's affar c:ase! consultatio:'l on an informal base :to :Cc:r.:mcn Pleas 
Cau..t1 Probation and Adult Parola in c~e geog."aphic =raa t.'e canter s~rvest 

. . 

..', 

'. , 
4. Who will pravic:a t.'e expert tl3stimony when req\.!~tad by the Common Pleas 

COl.lrt in t.~c gaographic: ar&a t..'a canter serves,? 
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, ' 

Additional points may be obtained by responding to as many of the following questions as 
desired. On any q~stion with a response of ~yes", please des~ibe or explain. . " 

1. Does yOur" center's servic:e, indude, treab:lent to c:lients in the O"'iminal just5:ce '~tem? Spec:ify. 

: .. 

: 
.:! 

• 

. , 

2. Does your center's servic:e inc:luda diagnostic: servic:es to ~~e other criminal 
CQU"t syst.=JnS - MU'1ic:ipal Courts, Juvenile Courts? Specify.' 

" , 

:'-. t'G". • . 
p ~ 

3. Does yo~- cantar's servic:e inc:lude emergency. and c:onsultation servic:es to local 
inc:araraticn facili ties and j::olic:e departments? DesO"'ibe. 

4.. Does your center pl'"ovice t:.-aining and liaison to both mental" heal th and 
criminal justic:a agenc:i£lS? 

" 

I,' 
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APPENDIX C (Gontinued 

Page 5 

-s. Does yo'ur center provice reseal'"cM in forensic: psychiatry issues? Spec:jfy • 

• 

b- Does your c:anti3r pl"'OviQa puclic: ~formation1 Specify. 

. , . 

Desc:ribe,Your staff by responding tc ~~e follollling. . 
~ 

1. Is thQMi! at least one full-tir.:a 12.M.H.P. in an ad!:inistrativa position? In a 
, s~QI"viscry posi tion? 

'7 <.'-

2. Is there- representation on staff of at least one board-eligible psychiat.-i,s't, 
one licenSed clinical Psy~~ologist, and one n.s.w. with t~o {2) years ex~erience 
who al'"e directly involved in paj'"for'ming cUnicalavalua:ions? <Please inc:luca 
futl.ll'"e pl~nt'1ing.:r ' 

('/;/ 

,I 
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APPENDIX C (Continue~) 

Page 6 

a. In regard to Common eas ~ Pl Co·'"t-orcerec evaluations, are these 
evaluations in accordance wi~, the law? 

'Court-ord~red evaluations~ whom on the In regard to Common Pleas ts? 
bench may we refer to as to the acceptability of your repor , 

. . 

On all other evaluations, ara th~ performed by a Q .M.H.P., 
supervised and individually reviewed by' a Q.M.H.P.? 

or are they 

Is all treatT.ent performed by, or under dir-ect'clinical swpervision of a 
Q.M.H.P.? 

. 
\ 
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'APPENDIX C (Continued) 

Give data on the loIerk of yolZo center for the past year' in the areas listed below. -
Competency Evaluation 

Presentence Evaluation 

Municipal COU'"t 

~Jot Guil ty by Reason 
of wani ty Evaluation 

'Probations 

Paroles 

Respond to t~e following q~tions resarding reporting! 
1. 

2. 

. ~ 

Does your c:antar repert monthly statistics on cesisnated forms to the Ohio 
Bl.Ir'eau of Statistics in ccmplianc:a \&lith tha rules and policies of t.'1e J)ivuicn of forensic: Psychiatry? '.; . 

~ 

Dcas yourcentar report statistics to t.'1e Asseciation relevant to t."1ese 
awtific:ation standards. on a sami':annual basis on ecsignatad forms? 

: 

ResPond ttl t.":e following regarding reccrds and conficantiali ty. 

DesO"ibe yOU'" C=ntcr's standarcS of conficantiality and the complete' process 
fer a~ieving these stancards. {Refer to t.'1e ccnfid~ntiality stata~ent,} 
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I APPENDIX C (Cont~nued) 

-
, 

a. DesC"lbe yot.:" center's recof'd-keeping system in detail. 

'~ 

Regarding inservice training, please respond to 1;I1e following quastions'. 

a. 

Does yOUI'" center have an inscrvic:e tr.aining pJ"'Osr'am? 
opportunities offered in forensic psy~~ia~"y areas. 

'. 

,~ 

It"· so, desc:."ibe lear-eing 

Provi~ data on continuing education meetings 
full-tilr.a staff member d1..-ing ~"te past yearo •. 

attended by each Q.M.H.P~ 

I] 

\ 
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SOURCE OF REFlRAAl 

Select the Ind"'Idu.l •• g'tncy or hclll ty reconmendlng 
to tht pltlent (or colll,o,..1) thlt ht IPply for 
ser.,lce. Enter the code n,""ber '" so.ce proylded. 
Clnsl'y by 'gtnc, r.thtr thon "";.·ttr, e.g •• refer ... 1 
b, ~chool hulth nurSt. rKord U • 5cncol rt'ernl, 

01 - Self 

10 • rllnl1y. Rel.tlnS 

t1 - Friends 

ZI _ 'rhate "",nUl /IIsplUl 

ZZ _ "ubllc lIenul'hospltal (f~er.I, sute. county. city) 

Z3 _ "sychlAtrlc 1e"lc. of seneI'll hospital 

24 _ Resldentlll trelt:oent u"lce fo,. children 

ZS • T,..llIlng ~c!lo~1 for "",ntll reurd.tlon or epilepsy 

ZS'- PsychiatriC nursln9 h.-

Z, _ Othel' psychfatl'lc Inl)ltlel'lt t.cl1fty 

II _ 'rl'llte psychlltrlst 

3Z .. ~tP.tient p5ychfatrlc cl1nlc: 

33 _ "sychbtric day Clra center 

41 - "rl'tlte pl:ysiciln 

42 _ Locil hell th d.p.r~nt 

~3 _ &enerll hospital 

44 _ Nursing hQlllll! (skfllecs nursl"'g .nc! related ~iClI services) 

49 _ Other Ndlcal or heal th Igency. nllrse 

51 - Private :>s~hol091st 

S9 • Other asycholo;iCll se,..ices (e.g., p~yc:hoI091ccl 
counsc~ ing se,..,lce' 

6D _ Social se,..ice '9tt1cy (as In pubHc .... lfar. 'gency, fI .. ily 
se .... ic. 1genc),. settlement ~use. cllnd placement Igency. 
~r1"hlie counseling. private .. -elta .. e ,gcncy) 

. 7D _ Court, correctio"'ll iastitution, pelfce. 
probation and paroh lervice, Ittorney 

71 - CCIIIIIOII Pleu Court 

72 - !\Inlclpal Court 

73 - Coun ty Court 

74 _ Prosecutor's Office 

7S - CHent's AttOl"lley 

75 - Pol Ice, Sheriff 

77 _ Co:mon 'leIS Pl'Ob.tlon Dtl'll't.~nt 

78 _ """lcl.,.1 Court pl'Obatloll Dt.,.rtllll!nt 

79 • Count)' Court 'robatlon Dtp.rV!lent 

71. - Corrl!<:tiotl.l Fae11fty 

78 _ .a.dult "l'Ole Mhar1t,. • 'Irole 

7C • Adult p.,'Ole Authority - p,.oonlon 

7D - lte-referr.1 for ... schc ...... n Act 

20 _ Schoal (cl ... ctltlry. high se~.ool. etc.) 

" Chrv 

9% .l.locchollcs Anon,-s 

'3 Yoc.tlo""l rfhablliution 

!j.4 _ C:':'IOY"'Cl!t u,..lce. ~Io)'cr 

95 :c.rdln9 cue h""" for the .~ed (penon• l 
.na e':1:=0101 Clre ooly) ..I 

., - Ct~.r (soeclfy) 

YT - !!:I~l':o"" 

'r _1 

P.:lge 2 

PRCSEHTlHC PROtLEH / AtI'1lTTIHC DIACIIOSIS 

(Code5 lndlc~led .re fr~ the Second Edition of the DI'ynostiC .nc! 
St.tlstl,,1 MJnu.I, Amerlcln PsyChiatric Auocl.elon) 

A _ /lentil R!!tlrd.tlon (3ID-315) 

~ _ Drg.nlc er.ln Syndr""'!!I l[acludlng Alcoholism' Drug "bun) 
(290, 292-294.2, 294.4-294.9. 309.0, 309.2-309.9) 

C _ SCII tzophr!!n II (295) 

D _ Afhctfve Disorders (Including Psyc~otlc De:>ru~he , Deprushe 
Hevrosls) (296. 298.0, 300.C) 

E. Other PsychotiC Ohordel"ll (297. 298.1-299) 

, _ Alcoholls~ (Including Alcoholism .I50cl.ted vilh O~~nlc 8rlln 
Syndr'Ollle) (303. 291. J09.13) , . 

, _ Drvll ... buse (Including Drug ~bllse usoclal~ vlth ~.nlc ar.ln 
Syndrome) (J~. '~.l, 309.14) 

" _ !.ehl.,lor Ohorders of Chl1dhood .nd Ado1e5c~nce (Including "'dJ. 
Re.ctlon of Inf.ncy. ChId. , Adol.) (307.0-307.2. 3oa) 

oJ _ All other "",nul dhorden 

Ie. Soclll IlllidJustr.lents vithout Hilnlhst Psych!&tric 
Disorder .nd Ho ~\enul Disorder (316) 

T _ ~knoo.'11 or undh9nos~ onentll disorder 

MAJDR OCCUP"'T!ONAl GROUPS AND ~IYISIONS 

The folloving code Is bued on the "'ajor oc:cup' tionll groups 
uken frCl!l the Diction.ry of OI;cullltlonal Titles. The 
nUlllbel" in p.re::thesfs refe,. tn 01.:01' classlfleHions used In 
the Dlctlon.ry of OccuPltlona! rilles. 

A. Prof'lsslon11 

•• S"",I-Professlonll 

C _ IIIn'gerlll .nd Offlcl11 

D Cl erlca I Ind ICI",dred 

E - S.les Ind IClndred 

F - Domestic Se ..... lce (eI!Iployed prlnttly) 

,. Persona I Ser.,lce CODen 'to \the ;.ubllc) 

H - Protective Service 

I. autldin9 Serylce Workers .nd Porters 

J. "'g,.iculture, Hortlcul turl I , Ind I:Indred 

IC F'I shery 

L. F ores try 

:,. Sknl~ lib",. 

H _ Semi-Skilled l.bor 

l. Unsktlled labor 

Q _ Student 

R - Koun.,t Ie 

s - Preschool 

T. Unkno-.n 

CO~RECTIDH INSTITUTIONS 

1 Ohio State Refo ..... tory 

• Chlo 101'7.len's P.efol"!'lato,.,. 

5 london Correctlcnal InstItution 

6 Ohio Penltentl,ry 

_ 'IArlo~ C"r"fctlo",1 Instlt"tlon 

A - lel.onon Corrfet~o","1 l",tlt"Uan 

F _ Chilliccthe Corrretlon.l Institute 
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(~03) 

(~-06) 

(07·i:j;1 

(1D-l~) 

,C1S.19) 

(20.,1) 

(22-25) 

(26-Z7) 

(28-29) 

(30-31) 

(38) 

(39) 

(4D-59) 

(60-79) 

(80-99) 
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!U'PENDIX E (Continued) 
Page 2 

CODES FOR FORENSIC PSYCHlliRY TERMIN1TION REPORT . 

DISPOSITION OF CASE 

S.I.U ".,,' ClugOl')' u.I,. I.' .nU~ t~. cOf ..... bar I. the arooc, " ..... Id". , 
, ,~, citP9';~leI 01 ,_ugh 113. I' ,.".1 •• eton e

If til. pathflt ,,1tIKl'"'" '.OII s.~.t~. '~l~!I~~r:ctll~-_~I'~ b, ... , ... 1 I,re_n,. selK' on' of tM . 
It the InletHh. of t~. ,_Itl ~.tI. ,. I ,-' .. , • 

(Uttarl .. 10 thrtN,ht!. ., 
, . lis'" cneck the ""t I_~unt ref,rr.1"~,,l, •. 

I; "',",II Is .. d. to ... re 'hI" on. "~I ~f 19~~~W9h patlen' /Ill be,. ~."rr" to In 'i..,:(.,.t 
If I paU,n' hn .. ,ed. s.llICt. CI'P90~'. .., 
~Is "... locltlOft. 

PATIDIT WI~rv FJtQII (~I'n ".EllUL HUlTH FACILITY 'ROGIIA~I 

01 _ Flcnlt, noetfted - IIO'~' dl" 01" 111 

lIZ _ 'KllIc,. noUfl" - ot_ r.uo",· 

113 _ Factllt,. not notlft" 

fACIUTY TPIIINATtD - WITHOUT U'ERIIAL 

10 _ Furl"'" care "ot I ",II Cit" n tilts u .. 

f\IITlIU CliliE IIU1ICAT£D: 

11 _ .iId~lttonll flcl1f~,. ;'r"YICI need" bo.t, li&;t 
."IUIOle " tills U.. '. . ' 

12 • t-u"tt,. resourn .ther w" tills '"el1ft,. 
• ,mlc. need" bo.tt "ot Inl1ll1l. It thiS tiM 

13 • e-tt,. resource other thl" t~h flclllt,. 
,.""Ice "ted" and .. Itlul •• bo.tt p.oCl'''t or 
f .. l1,. H' relel,. It tillS ~~~ 

. 14 • .l4dtttOftiI hel1lt,. Sltr"YI~e(sl ","ed, bo.tt 
p.oU ... ' or f.IOIly lICIt .HO,. It thll U ... 

FACtun TEIIl1II1ATEO • WITH .£C~TIO" 011 REmllAL '''11 MTHEIl SUYlCE TO: 
70 • Co~.t. l:O~tlOMI InlCltl.ltfoll, police. 

tl • ,,.hln _ul hoSPital ~rooblr.lon Ind IItrol. senlc., Ittc~n',. 

ZZ • Pullllc .... td hospItal (f",ral. ,uu, 
count,.. eiC,.) 

, 2l • h,.cllllt,.lc ,mlee of ,i-.II hol"tal 

24 • 1le,lclefI,1a1 tr,"_t center 'or' cMld"" 

%S : Tral"l", ,c_1 fo,. .. "ul 'Ita.datlon. 
eol1eo'1 0,. OW" olwlltllClo 

Z, • 's,.c~IUr1e nun I", ,.,... 

Zt • OUler ",.cllIU",le Inp.otl"" f.ctllt,. 

31 • , .. IVlCe ",.elII" .. t" 

, lZ • OutpaU.", p,,.cM.erle cll"lc: 

Jl • ",.cMatrlc do, car, cen"" 

41 • ,rtn" ,")'Sleta .. 

C2 • Local hell th Olp.ortNtlt 

43 • GeIIerll ho"U.I 

44 • Hursl", ,.,... (sktll" nursl", Ind "'n" 
.aleol 1I""lc.) -

41 • 0\IIef' _Iell 0" helltll .,-,.. "",,:,. 

SI • ,,,hi" .. ,.cholo,'" 

Sf .Othe,. p,,.chol~,lcal .. ,."fen (e., .. 
PI,.cMI09lcal coun,ell", ,,"Icel 

71 •. C- '1.11 Court 

n • "'"ict,,"1 Court 

73 • Count, Cou,.t 

74 • , .... ,ecutor'., Offlc. 

75 • 1:1IIn", Ano ..... ,. 

71 _ Pollea. Shertff 

77 _ C- ,le .. Probltlon ,00p.oMllOlllt 

7 •• "'"letINI Court 'rooblUO" 01 .. ,._, 

71 • Cou"t,. COUf'\ ' .... b1tlo~ 0.,""",,", 
71. • CorrectloNI '"e11l" 

7 •• Ad.,lt ,.role AuthO~lt,. • '"role 

7C • Adult ," .... 1. Autho,.lt,. • 'roblUO" 

711 •••• re,";".1 for Asche .... " Act 

10 • Sc_1 (.ltIlU~. hl,II school. ItC.) 

tl • C11tV 

IZ _ AlcoholiCS Anon,-' 

n • YocUl_1 .IIIIlIl1ltaU./1 

f4 • EIIIIl.,....' ,enln. -'!Ilo,..,. 

95 • IIotrcll", e.re _ fo .. til' 19" (p .... o ... 1 
Ind custodial cart ",,1,.1 

" • Other ('DOClf,.) 

TT • Unk_ 

• COII_tCTlOK IIISTlMIDlfS 

l ~ 0111. StUI •• f ..... tol')' 

4 • Ohio 11_', .. fo .... tol')' 

5 • Lonclo" (o"ecU."" l"s"t~'lon 

, • O~I' h"lt"nUI,.,. 

398 . 

-

•• 111,.100 Correctlo ... l l"sICltll,lon 

" • L.ba .... """""'tto ... 1 lftstltll~loft 
F • "'IlliCIt'" CorrecUDftl1 In,Utute 

S • Sout"ern 01110 c.. .... "'tlo ... 1 Flelllt, 

'1 
·1· 

·f ' 

·0 

o 

o 

o 

/\ 
I.i 

o 

o 

J 

I 

.. - APPENDIX' F 

WA'Rl\EN CIRCUIT COURT 

1 NBIC'l'MENT NUMBER __________ _ DIVISION NrJr.lBERu-__ _ 

CONNONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY .. 
ORDER FOR MENTAL EXAMINATION OF 
DEFENDANT AND NARRATIVE REPORT 

~. 

j,--~------------------~-
'1, ,,-

PLAINTIFF 

DEFENDANT 

?FENSE: ________________________________________________________ __ 

. .' 

:{ The above-named defendant having this day moved the Court for an Order 
'iLrecting that the said defendant be examined for the purpose of determining 
his competency to stand trial and his capacity to app.reciate the nature and . 
l~ope of his conduct or to conform his conduct to the requirements of law~ on 
'j: about· the date of the above-capti~ned off~nse (s) 
.and the Court being sufficieI'ltly advised: '. '- , 

IT IS ORDERED that said Motion be and same is hereby sustained. 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Court Administrator shall make arrangements 
v .th the Barren River Comprehensive Care Center for the examination ordere'·1 
tin;frein with notice thereot to the said defendant and/or the jailer, if in 
91:Jstody, otherwise to the defendant's attorney in writing. This forensic 
fj 'aluation is to be conducted at the ~qARREN COUNTY JAIL, if in. custody, or 

I ~,~ the Barren River Comprehensive Care Center, 707 East Main Street, Bowling 
Green, Kentucky, if out on bond. Following the said examination a comprehensi
J,lrrative"rep~rt.thereof shall be furnished to the defendant's attorney 

1 ____________________ a~ soon as practicable. 

Thts _____ d,ayof ~ __ -------______ --__ ~,19--~--

JUDGE I t-]'i\RREN CIRCUIT COL"RT 

1&\ _. 
lJi:.l. 

DIVIS ION NtjMBER~ __ _ 
lE: SE.E~: 

1s t AE'E'oin tmen t = _______________ _ 

J\'--L'Y'. FOR 'rEE cOr-!l10NNEALT.H 

• 'l~J::NDERED BY: 2nd. Appointment: _______________________ __ 

. , 
-. 
\ T'EY, FOR DEFENDANT 3r.d. Appointment: _______________ _ 

')1 'ENDi\N'E I S STATUS: 
, ,1 IN JA!L, ___ _ 

C'P. TAL D1\TE 
--------~----------~----------
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APPENDIX G 

COMPREHENSIVE CARE CENTER 
NAME OF CLIENT DATE 

_~ _______ KENTUCKY , 
NAME OF EVALUATOR LOCATION 

PSYCHO-SOCIAL EVALUATION 

AGE SEX MARITAL STATUS EDUCATION 
IDENTIFYING DATA 

MSDW SEP. 

Referral source 
Name: 

(Information Requested _ yes _ no; Release Signed _ yes --=-- no) 

Address: 

Informant: 

Chief Complaint (In client's words, why he or she is here now) ; Present Problem (Onset, Frequency, Intensity, Variations) 

Interpersonal Status (Lifestyle, Family History; Family Relationships; PIer Relationships; Socialization Expllriences, 
Financial Situations, EtcJ 
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APPENDIX~~ (Continued) 
IntDrpenonal Slatus (cont.) 

. 'J 

i 

:1 

I • 
1 1 

I~--~~--~------------------------------~-----------------AlII!f1g8 Daily Routin. (Including Eating/Sleeping pattarns) 

1 
if; el ploymaat amf/or Educational History 

I 
1 1 

')Ie~~~~~~~~~ ______________ __ 
S' ual Om (EdUcation, Information, Traumltic experiences, Current functioning). 
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APPENDIX G (Continued) 

MEDICAL PROBLEMS {(PAST and PRESENT-Include physician, type treatment received; hospitalizations; medica
tion given; allergies to medications; current physical condition. Oescribe any possible neural
logical problems (e.g. headaches; seizures, sudden personality changes, numbne:s, vl::ion or 
hearing difficulties; difficulty talking, walking, swallowing) Note onset, duration, frequency.)) 

q 

J -----I:.-F-A-r.iiLY PHYSICIAN: 
~ Address: 
.{ 

·!--------~~D~A~T~E~O~F~L-A--ST~P~HY~S~I~CA--L~EX-A~M~---------------------------------------------

~~ :j ------t---------------------------_________ _ 
:1 CURRENT MEDICATION CLIENT IS TAKING (In past 2 weeks; kind, dosage, frequency). 

<1 

'-..... I 
! 

i 
I 
f 
j 

,j 

DEVELOPMENTAL HISTORY (Include birthweight and length; Lsngth of pregnancy; Problems in pregnancy/deliv
ery; Birth Injuries; Feeding Problems; Age(s) of sitting unassisted; crawfing;walking; 
toilet training; speech in words, phrases, senten cas; special problems of childhood) 

PSYCHIATRIC HISTORY (Include dates, places and treatment given during previous hospitalizations; Outpatient 
Treatment; or Treatment for Orug Abuse; Family History of Psychiatric or Other Neurol
ogical Disorder) 0 

I' '1---------------4-------------------------------------____________________________________________________ ___ 

I 

I 

APPARENT 
HOMOCIOE 

OR 
SUICIDE 

RISK 

i Yc __ NCI_ 

I 
~ : :...-::.. a:::.::-.. 
~ 04 '''r"'O~.1 

,J 

HOMOCIDE or SUICIDE RISK (Describe thoughts, Recent attempts, Past attempts, 
Approximate dates) 

:,~ 

fj!:::C::::· ·:4=:f:·;;:e=:le:d;:#:ZZ-f=:lctC .. :?ii:i-l!:ij~,*=b==5IlZQ:g7=t*2==S:::!5C!:i.!:E*=¥=&S;C:4=:· ::'=-Z8Z:U=t-::::--::,'i!e::;::i:h:====::'::;'e=-c::s::;z· m··s!:.::::::,:. £~-::=.:t::.g:!:\lt .. ::,s:-.::-;..::;*:, -:,~~. :'g:::= .... :! 
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APPENDIX q (Continued) 
.1 

I 
J 

'1 
1 

J 

!"UMMARY OF 

i ROBLfMATIC 

LIFE AREAS 

MENTAL STATUS: Desaiptiw (Describe Appearance (Posture, Dress, Grooming, Outstanding Physical 
Feature); Motor Activity (Include-Gait. Tremors, Eye Contact); Mood 
and Affect; Verbal Communication, Rapport; Symptomatic Thoughts, 
Feelings, Actions) 

MENTAL STAUTS: Cognitive Funclions (Desctibe Orientation, Memory, Attention dnd Concentration, 
Judgement, Abstraction, Vocabulary, Percaptual Motor; Note 
Any Apparent Impairment) 

~ ____________ ----o __ --______ ----------__ ------_____ ----__ --__ -~o---------------
Include Physical, Social, Legal, Employment. Academic, Religious. Dyadic Relationships, Children, 
Family, Sexual, Etc. 

-"L. .", ,. -

I] LINICAl IMPRESSION (May Include OSM II Diagnosis) 

·e----------------------------------------------------------------,1 THER COMMENTS (SociaJ Servia Planning Activities Included Here) 
I 
" 

~ I 

;J 
1 

1 
I 

t . _valuator's SignatUre 
Title 
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Supervw,r(s) Signature 
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APPENDIX H COMPREHENSIVE , CARE CENTER I • ('1 ., 

FILE NUMSER 
REGION LOCATION ' KENTuCKY 

LAST NAME FIRST MIDDLE 
PSYCHOLOGICAL EV A L U A T ION 

BIRTHDATE SEX RACE () 
" 

DATE OF EXAMINATION. 
" CO r~ IrS DENTIAL 

FOR PROFESSIOHAL USE ONLY 
(I 

EXAMINER (S): 
TESTS ADMINISTERED: 

'0 

CODe 

o 
I 

t 
} 

, . 
. OJ 

0 

.. 
. ! . 

i 
0 

. I 

o 

o '\ 

I I () 
• .l 

ltYoCCC"2"a 

.' ' 
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( ) 

'I , , 
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,I 

I 
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.1 

\) 

1 
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I 
) Il 
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l® 

1 

J • 
1 
{ 

J 
: \ .. 

<) 
J 
I 

,1 

1 

• 
11 
1 

• 1 

'~ 

I 

1 

I t 
I 
\ 

~ 

1. 

, 
,t 

'i 

... - ~ , 

NUMseR 

NAMe 

CONTRACT NAME 

APPENDIX' I 

COUNTY 

CONTRACT NO.-

COMPREHENSIVE CARE CENTER 

REGION 

__________________ ,KENTUCKY 

LOCATION 

HIS TOR Y (Medical and Psychiatric Evaluation) 

(1) INFORMANT (2) CHIEF COMPLAINT (3) HISTORY OF PRESENT ILLNESS (4) PAST HISTORY (Illnesses, hlbi'lS, ftC.) 
(5) FAMILY HISTORY (6) REVIEW OF SYSTEMS (subjective symptoms) (7) MENTAL STATUS (genensl appearance and 
behavior, interperSOnal' anit1.ldes, speecn /I.'1d communication. Iffect. Idation, perception, orien131ion and memory, InulJectulll 
function, judgment Ind insight) (8) DIAGNOSIS (9) TREATMENT PLAN (101 SIGNATURE. 

OATE: CODe 

',' 

Contii1ued on ~ side 
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STATE OF MISSOURI 

-vs-

DEFENDANT 

} 

l 
) 

~ 

APPENDIX J 
SUGGESTED ORDER 

CASE NO. 

ORDER FOR MENTAL EXAMINATION 

The Court having examined the Motion for a Mental Examination filed herein, 
finds that there is reasonable cause to oelieve that the accused has a mental 
disease or defect excluding fitness to pr·oceed. 

WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Director of the Department of Mental 
Health or his designee cause the accused to be examined by one or more individuals 
designated by the Director or his designee. The accused is hereby committed to 
the custody of the Director or his designee for such time and under such condi
tions as are necessary to complete the f!Xamination into the mental condition of 
the accused. 

It is further ordered that those examining the accused report the results 
of such examination within sixty days of the date of this order, in writing and 
in triplicate to the Clerk of this Court. Such report shall contain~ 

f / 

'11 An opinion as to whether the accused, as a result of a 
mental disease or defect, lacks capacity to understand 
the proceedings against h'im or to assist in his own 
defense; 

(2} A recommendation as to whether the accused should be 
held in a suitable hospital facility for treatment 
pending determination by the court of the issue of 
mental fitness to proceed; and 

(31 A recommendation as to whether the accused, if found 
by the court mentally fit to proceed, should be de
tained in such hospital facility pending further pro
ceedings. 

Q40TE TO COURT: If the defendant has plead~d lack of responsibility 
IH· n'ivan "'"'+,',.."" ". '"',' .. ~ n.~-... A ..IA ~A _··_-u-_ ....... - .: ,.. .... "'--u" YOU __ ;:J" .. _ .... - ......... '1#' U ~ • II.;,;U. '-u uu ~v JJur~ cnt; 1;0 :I :J:J~.U.j _., ... 

may wish to order the report to include the following in addition 
to the above: . 

(11 Detailed findings; 

(2) An opinion as to whether the accused has a mental 
disease or defect, and the duration thereof; and 

406 
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(3 ) An opinion as to whether at the time of the alleged 
criminal conduct the accused as a result of mental 
disease or defect did not know or appreciate the 
nature, quality or wrongfulness of his conduct or 
as a result of mental disease or defect was incapable 
of conforming his conduct to the requirements of 
law.) 

It is further ordered that the parties provide the examiners forthwith the 
infonnation cited in SS 552.045.2 and 552.045.3, RSMo 1978, and any other infonna
tion requested by the examiners. The examiners may also interview witnesses. 

It is further ordered that the Sheriff1s Department provide transportation to 
and from , the ~osts for transpclrta ti on bei ng taxed as costs in 
th ' t' (Slte or Exam) 

1S ac 10n. 

Dated this day of , 19_. ------- ---------------------

JUDGE 
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APPENDIX K 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION SHEET 

General Information 

, Defendant I s Name: 

Case No. __________ _ 

Charges: . 

, Defendant's Occupation: 

Prosecuting Attorney: 
(County) 

Defendant's Attorney: 

(Address) 

Psychiatric Background 

Are any reports of a psychiatr1st or . psychologist available, and if so, 
~here are they located? 

O-T'~ 'm--ec'ical information been maiied to Ha'le authorlzatlons TOr teiease 
those noted above? ' 
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APPENDIX K (Continued) 

This Request for Mental Examination 

What knowledge in your POssession or observation of the defendant's be
havior causes you to believe that the mental examination is necessary? 

Are other individuals in possession of informatiQn possibly relevant 
to the individual's mental condition (e.g., use of alcohol or drugs, history of head injury ,etc. )? 

409 

, 
I' 

, 



·/ , 

APPENDIX L 

MENTAL STATUS EXAMltU.TJON 

mlSSl1URI DE?AR17·m CF /"EITAL Ht .. \Liii) 
!'"TIE!". '"'"-!!: ____ ~~=-.... ~ ____ ------

u:r ~ ollt.,y REpellT OAT!: __ _ 
MONTH OAY Y!AR. 

rNSTRUCTrOIfS: 1. I' ANY MAvO~ SECTION IS NORI1AI. OR 'JHT!ST",eL!, 
ct~Cl.! ": ' O~ A:" AN~ ~O TO NeXT ~eeTTON. 

%. I' NOT NG~;410 o. UNTESTABL!, R4TE ALL 
peRTINENT !T~~S av CI~CL!NG: 1 a ~tLO, 
2 z MOOl!lIAn, 1 s SE~itl!. 

PATIENT IIllI'IBElU _____ _ 

1%2 

I2! 
I%~ 
L25 
126 
1%1 

1.8 
1%9 

130 
131 

GafERAL APPEARANCE 
I-NO_MAL 2-UNTESTAII.! 

'ACTAI. !XP.:SSTON: 
5.\0. • " 2 3 
!XP~I!SSTONI.!S$ 2 , 
MOST!L! 2 3 
W088!!0 2 3 
~VOIDS GAlE 2 3 

2llll: 
MI!TTC:UI.OUS 2 , 
CLOTHING, 

HYGIENE POOR 2 J 
eCCENTRIC % J 
S!DUC'rIV!. .t l 

13'% ~OR .~CTIVITY 
1-I'IOP""'10 %-\JN~T""U 

t:n I NCarAS!!) ,uoo\.'''T 1 2 3 
tl~ oec.~'S!l) ~T 1 2 3 
Ij! AGtTAT!~ 1 % , 
136 TTCS 1 % 3 
l!1 T111!JOO8 • •• 1 2 :s 
III ~CULl" POSTU8r~ 1 % l 
Il9 UNUSUAl. ~IT ~ 3 
l~o ~~ITt~ ACTS. : , 

1101 S?EtOI 
1~L %-oMTI!ST .. tu: 

1102 ~ESstve ~. :, 
1'+3 ~DUezD ,uoollllT •• 1 
1'+'0 .pus" O!' SI'IEECH 1 2 , 
1'+5 ~~ 1 2 3 
1"6 I.OL~ 1 2 ~ 
1107 SO~. 1 2 ! 
1". ~ 1 2 , 
l'+! sLua.e~.. I , ~ 
150 S~J~ 1 2 J 

1St nm:?VIEW BEP.AVICn 

152 AHGay OUT~U8S~ 
IB 1~~tT.lIU 
lS~ IMI'UI.STV! 
155 MOSTI!.! 
156 StLLY 
1'7 S!!Hsnl~ 
158 A~"'THeTrc: 
I" VJ~""WN 
160 !V'-SIY!. 
til ... !!StY! 
14: _~l!Sst"!. 
163 NAtV!! 
1A~ OY!%~Y O .... Ttc 
1115 1'U"''''J\.\1%VIl 
166 Ol!.-onrT • 
1'; \»OC:XIP"!"'TI~ 1'. 1:1!".""r'C • 
1~' ~~~IYrSTtC 
t ,. 0 c:au.cus. 

22: FttN ~ TP.OOSHT 

2 3 
% J 
: J 

" 3 1 :I J 
t : 1 
1 % , 
1 :I , 
12' 
1 2 ~ 
1 2 !I 
1 :z , 
1 ~ J 
1 :% J 
1 .% , 
t 2 3 
12, 
1 2 3 
1 :I '! 

l~"" 2-lIlllTaT"At.£ 
%23 !t.De:u"",, •• 2 , 
:2" C:J1tCt~T~'AI. : 3 
2:' 1'JIMCOIT1AL.. • 3 
:211 ~~TtClt 2 3 
::1 ~J~ O~ I"~.. 2' 
2211 ~'! A~SOC::AT'(I/OI or 1 
:~ 1=-"1!.f! ~s f'Y'!. !! .' 

=~Q r: ... 1\'j ~.~ i~cr 
1_111A\, :Z-INTP.SToUIt.t 

2:!!~ Ml(JOVS. •• I , ~ 
::: l)CA"""'faft 
~. 

2:53 I'UT ~ 2,... !1.~.~_. 
:" 1I'P'"t!S!'1!!rI -., 
23. !..A_,Ll: ~ 

t J 

:: J 
~ 3 

, :" 1 

HOSP'tTAL HIDmI!il c,).S£ IItm1P C.~. 

m CONTENT OF iHCUGHT 
I-OIII"'''L l-UNnS'UB~ 

:11 SUICIDAL TKaUGHTS 1 ~ 3 
239 SUtC::n.&L ~~NS 1 j 
:I~O ASSAULTIV! In~s I: 3 
H'I ~"'ICID"10 THOU(;Io!TS 1 % 3 
:~~ ~.ICID"'L .~N5 1 2 3 
21+1 ~ISOClA" 

"~tTVO!S. 2 3 
: ... SUS-!CICUSH!5S 2 , 
2 Ii 5 J'OYI!~T'r 0' ;:ONT!NT % 3 
:., ~lrAS. 2 1 
1"7 OBS!SSIONS --

CO_J\.SICMS. 2 
, .. a Fel.!HI;S 01' 

U~£A"lTl'. 2 3 
2*' ~!LS P~S!C:U~ 1 % 3 

• :SO 'T1«)Uc:/04TS 0" lI:~l",", 
4W"',.. • • • 1: 3 

:'1 5O ... TlC C:l)IO-urlfT~ 1 :I 
::'1 tlllUS O'!' !:VII. 7 t ~ 3 
:s~ ::I!AS 01' 

-.rI!I..!Sl'l"'I!:S 
:,.. rC!l!.Ae C'. 

~":'MUSiHeSS I 2 3 
%3' nC'!55tVl! 

~!~l=lestTT. : 
="" Sl!lWAt. 

~eoC:CUJI.TTOOI : , 
:!~ 7.~S ~~2~ 2 , 

lL1.lm1:..,: 
,,~ ~~...,. ~ 1 

::::'\,1.\.-: lr!X'S!S': 
,~ .. ,"",'~'I' , 
"c yt~ 2 
~C1 OTJ.... : 

':L'~'~: 
:,~ ~~ ~=~~rcUft"" 
.11 01' r..~I!U!I 
''!~ 9" .I!~~r 
,~'" :'t" I....,.w-.I! 
",. '~"T!C. 
::~7 M'MO 
=~a ~~ !~~~~T1ZED. 

1 ~ 
l' 2 
1 : , 
I ~ , 
I Z , 
1 2 1 
t ~ ~ 

322 S£?ISORIU:o! 
: -1'401tl'l.~L 2-UNTUTAIU 

O~I;NTATION IW.'IP.C;: 
3%3 jjl'!l! 1 2 3 
32'+ ;>~C! I 2 , 
;2' ;>~~S~H. 1 3 

~!1!9R~: 

3%5 Cl.CUOIHG Of' 
CQNSelO.U5H!SS. J 

!%1 INA!ti.ITY T9 
:OHC!NTlI:AT! 1 

32. A~I!SIA 3 
,%'! ,..,o~ ~!C!N7 

M!WI8T • 
310 POOIII '1~~ 

"'e~"'y .. 
311 CO"'.~'ULArt~H 

ll:r 1!rrEI.LEcr 
1.woR~" :-~~TESTA.L! 

~'31 ASO'n "'OIII~"L n" II!!..",'" _ .... L 
13: ."UCITY 0' 

1t'IOW'.!"u:~ • 
", V~CA8ULA_y "OOR 
!'t7 SIIl .. I .. '. SIIlVI!MS 

oaa.! i>')O,u. Y • : 3 
1 ,It "Or'1I! .'SST~4C':' I 0'" 3 . 

,,, .. Y~T!3"-l'j ~Im JIIDG1':E!T 
1.MO __ .10 2-UHT!ST48L! 

~"CI ,.,.,. !,., Ic;MT' • 2 
'10, ~~ JUIl~NT 2 
'''1 UMtII!At.lST1C 

uc . ..-c,,,c; OI!COII!E 
01' t LJ..'jI!SS • 

3"! OOe:SH' T EtlOlof ..... Y 
"'! l'S ",,"!,, • 

~ .... '_T!""~l) ."'ell 
',"U!.lTMt!1'Cr 

J-~i..!J'B&t Uill=U - SZ''f'Ei!f7'l' rt: !LJ,;!fS:;; (~:~ 0lIl: ...-u~: 
.. 

TJS'I tIl ntae:!'Sls, C~~t: ~ ~.,.. 2~f!1! .r=c,: 

00 
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APPENDIX L (Continued) 

iT ·NST'I".JCTlCNS: aECOlm DI.A.G:~OSES CODES ON REv"!?!n: SIDE. 
Iftdic:aw tile \Sa1_t'S C~11:Jy 1J'-=i="9 I "....., ,.,.,. on tlllll bea """t to tile _oa,i,N d~ 
I" _ 0# multio .. ~_, "'_ tile und«Iy"'9 a,.ow ~ ~iro:s. ,,,. ~rNI'V dl~ (_ QSMott,. Se<:1icn 1. l'. 21. 
To ... "Fi'm OIlJJl O .. a"'yi", "",_" 1_ beIowl. ",til. tlllll oig" tllII,"" tile diagtlOliI to be ~ified. 

XI NON-OIAGNCSTlC 1'1:"MS FeR 
ACMINIS1'::tA TtVe US!: 

~v. 9/79 

0:119.0- O~~· 

ea_c: ."_"'"""'''11 
~!!!!!U~ 4==-"Iiii QiiiUi.nq 
Alcc",ol 4QQICtIOft 

0,""" alCl:ir,<'II'_ 

Sl!iCTtON II 
.AcYN 

'2 c."V:ft~ 

DX r.::u:~ 1:0 ::i.'.re Oig:":s 

FIFTl-I OIGIT QUAI..JF""'NG ?H~ASCS 
S'eC'rtON III Sl!C":'lONS IV 'noIiIIQUGr!IX 
5 Not --ac 5 Mild _ 7 101_", 

a s.. 
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SOCIAL SERVICE REPORT 

Forensic' Social Service Data Base 

Adm.itt.ed: daee -==-----
- ~ -

Ward: floor 

APPENDIX l:L. 

Name 
MB{~: 

Sex:. 
D.O.B. 
SSi'F: 
Address 

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

'~!RES:~t:~;~~~O:= a~2, ~~·;~;~;i:;~ij~~~:·~, eJ~'~~~ent status, s'e~-~"O~d'~;ed' to 
. _Halcol.::l Bliss by~. by iud~e. Patient is' charged wito,______ Infor::1ation 
. for this reDort ta~.z.l f:::.-oc . ., 

. ' 

.' ... 
!. .. " 

" ... , .. ~ .. ' " 

:.~ ~ • -. • .. ..' ,,(,. (" . .. .... -, ~:":':':~~':-:"'·'.':;.._.'._.:-_i ......• ::,: •. :.~:"",.~.~_. ,. -~ ... :' ':.~. -:. _.. . 
.. ~.. " ..... .' .... : .. ~ ,,~ .. '.".. .. ... , - .. . .. :-•. _ .•. _ ........ _ .... :.i:..} _.' . ...,.:. .. 

I; ;'I ~ EOME.: :~;.7.~:;~>:':?~-?-f:..::~:·:.:"7: -::,~~::.:~.\~: .... :.: :~ ::;).~:j.~ .. ,~g: ~7 ;:~ G.>::::·~::~\-~·~:·:: _.;., ". ;.,,' .:~ ,,,: . <;_" .' . ;':" .. ~>::, 
wl1ere and ... -treIl pat:.ie.:l.: ;;as· COrtl and raised. Who are. parents.. How many siblings J' ',' 

; and 'What order.-· S~.,7 -r-gs psychiat.ric history and present status. ~'.. . .- -
::~ .. ~at:ient: 1 i h:is':oi:i' ';0::- :rt=nitlg away .. from home. ..... ..... ' • .;i;,:~.;.;:;{:.'=.:~.,"..... . .. -: .:.': ~"~:~,:-~.: :.: . .". :!~;"'. . '.,-, . 
.:l:i~ati.~?-t.1 s his t:'O.IY Za..:.. ~e.s is. ': .'- / . .;. '".:-- ,.,~::.<' :"'::::;. . .. , :"."~;T:.;:~~::··;~ ,:, ... ~~,~':::,;,1:' ;:.~ .. ~ .~: t· :::.: : .. :-:. : _ :-=:.;::. 

. ,,~ .. P"at'; ene's' childhood. :liS"c:n:y for treatment: of animals. ':," ; .. _ .... : ~ ...... ,. ~.~,,* ~~ 1··~.,.!Jl ,to • .; •• :..~-... -:"~_ .. t~-;' 

' .. Patient ' s histrny'-for l.y!ng-.· ..... ':" .. ..; ': . :'~ .. ,.:' .. ' .. :~:-.'. <:.·~~~·.].riH<: "~" : .... : '''-:'' ... >:--j:' :-~:.J 
. Patient: 1 s cnilanood h.i.sta-ry. f01: S t.eal in"'. "':'~:::." . , .. :. :-:', .. ;:: ';': ,;'~'.,:: .;", .~',:.>' .' ... ~: ;;-
Patient.'s childh,Qac! :"'';s.l:oU· for fightin~ and/or friendships_" . .... .' .~ :-:'.~ ... ,:' .. :" 

.;, .... : .. . "Patient's childliood,l:U:.s..tc..!Y for firesetr:ing. . ... :. .. ,,~ .. , .:.~.. ...:" 
. -'. -: . ..:.-:~:r..:..: -':~-:'-::7~':...:;:g~.~::::; -." .. .... ,.::;.~ ,. :;-.. { •. }.: .. ",,' ... _,. .... .., .::_ -::- .:-. -:; ~ <. .'; ;'-7: .. ,::' 

II. EDUCATIONAL R!.Sro::Y:.· .. -.-."':" -
Where did patienc- ac.:s::d. ele!llentary and higo schoel. 
What grades did the .?atLene complete. 
How did p'atient tre-",':Q~. ·in. s'ehooL '.' 
Was-paeiect ever's~ended~~ expelled or truant. 
How were ?at·~ent:.t ~ p~~ ra.l~i'onshi?s in school. ,- -". . :'. 

.J :Did .. _?at::~~~. ~i~~:~}~t~::~~!~~f~~~~.\ ~~ ~~diti~~~~~ educacioll. ., ~.' .. ~;.>. 
II!. EMPtOYMENT HISTO;nr-::, :-. ':. ';. - .... : . . .... 
. Include fu~ ·t~=:e·.~ part-.time,' longe;c--'job, present. job, reason for tarz:l-

inatiotl" any histqry<cr-poo.r peer relationships or poor relat.ionsh,ips with super-

visors.. .: -~~·,~.,,>ijj~~~~~:~.t .:.:~ .. :;~. '- :.~.'.:~:.:.~:' ··;:· ... -·~;f;l '; .'. ~, ... ~::. " 

r:v. SOURCE OF' !NC?~:'~~.~~';~ .. :. :'. -: _ .. :. _ .' .. ... 
• , _ ........ ", '';' - -..... - ... . ..... _.,' _.;~.-•• _ , .... 1:"-':. .... -. •••• :. • • ..... -

.'_ .. _. "'"1'~' •• ~: '--=":'.=.P"":'~;~'.~,:=:".. .'~~. :." ... 1: ..... ~ .• :~:.~-.' =?~: .. ~ .. l •• 

:1 

'. V. MILITARY HISTORY" .. -.'. :.:.-:.-:: .~. '. . :' .::"" .~. .l'·.' :.'" ... 

Dates of servic.e~;·.3rae.ch, h:tghest Rank, Discipline proble!IlS, I:ype of discharge. 
.. ': .• ~::~ ~_.~:~. ',,-:::: -.:.:.o:.::-~;. .. ~ .•.. : ... - . :.- : -... 7 '" ....... ::.,: .. . :1. ... 't_ '~"":.:.' • " 

VI ... 0.RIl'At.'Fr.:irORY·~::;;'~·~.:;"":~: .. :.:, ... ::<T.."'; .... ~ .~;, "'::.; !' .... , .. , :.: .. ~ ... ! ... , 
.' z1arriages~ offs?r.!'ng;-·the.i~ ag~~ and current status. ':-: .. ' "'~.:,J'z.;,:,:~ 

. ,:--._ '_'.~ .. ~'~~ .. ::::::_~.=~~:_::: ... ":'. " .. .z- ...... ~.-: .:.:.. .. ::~ _ '.. .' 

. _ VII. LEGAL HIS70RY: .8::xronological) ." .. ::::.," .,.::-" ", ~;,~,. 
A. Juvenile.: .. ' . .' ., '," '.:: ..• :' :'':~ 

..... - -_. .... -:~~: ... ::.:~::.' .. ; 
B.. AdUl~,~~:~~'~ .. - -... .:-,--{~~~~.:~ .. , '\ '.. .::' t~;;::~{:~: 

'- \'I.I!. PAS! P=RO:a!.ENS: . .• '- .. ' ; '1'-, 

-..: Miscellaneous, e·~g. alcohol and drug abuse hist:o!"Y'; si2;nific:ant & rele\T3nt: 

... . 

,. 

I 
,.. ... ""c OF 1=1-" Tl:HT _.; . -"'--. ~ - ." '1' HQ.,.tTAI. ~o.. 11.:=<: ... TICN-I 

.i,.'" NCitne .. 'aB;';: '., Floor. I' 
~----------------------------------- SOCIAL SERVICE RE.~ORi 01C).1'0 

Rev. 8/1/iO 
An 2"ual O~pot't'.Jnity E:nployer 

',' " ... ;'.: .• ..a~ • 
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APPENDIX M :C?nt:.inue.d) 

.-':".~edical problems ·etc· 
., .', • _0,. , • 

IX. ~!GNIF!CM,'T OTHERS I1'!"fERESTED IN PATIENT:' 
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Facility 

APPENDIX N 

DEPAR1T'1E1'IT Cf r'fNTAL HEALTI1 
FORENSIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 

Date Referral Notice Received 

SEQUENCE NUMBER: _____ 

I. DEMO~RAPHIC INFORMATION 

1. 
Patient Number Date First Staff Contact 

2. 
Patient Name 

(Last, First, M.I.) 
Date Report Sent to Court 

3. Patient Missed Appointments 
Patient A1ias(es) Yes 

4. D.O.B. 
Month Day Year 

5. Sex 
M F 

6. Race Black 

White 

Am. Ind. 

Hisp. 

Other 

7. Pa ti ent Status Bond 

\Ja:'.'l 

8.. Pa ti ent Attorney ---------;I:"=:::-~'T=.;:_;_I1Tll---.----
(Last, First, M.I.) 
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APPENDIX N (Continued) 

~ II. REFERRAL INFOru1ATION (From Court Order) 

.J 

III. 

9. County of Referring Court _____________ _ 

10. Judge ____________ ~----~----~~--------____ _ 
(Last, First, M.l.) 

11. Offense(s) Charged 

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

12. Questions for Evaluation (check applicable items) 

___ Chapter 552 

---- competency to stand trial 

- __ whether hospital ization required pending detennination 
of competency 

--_ whether hospitalization required if found competent 

- ___ whether client has mental disease or defect 

--_ whether client responsible at time of offense 

- __ whether "diminished responsibility" exists 

____ recommendations for sentencing 

I'lt'n,:lo~ +-h"," "h", ..... f..J __ ...,_.:t._' 
___ .......... _ • .......... WoIJ\Jy'l; \uc~'--rILJt::J _____________ _ 

HISTORIC INFORMATION 

13. Grade Achieved . --....-

415 
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14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

Psychiatric History 

in-patient 

out-patient 

alcohol/drug 

M.R. facility 

none 

APPENDIX N (Continued) 

most recent year 

most recent year 

most recent year 

most recent year 

Most Recent Diagnosis Prior to Current Evaluation 

Number of Previous Felony Convictions 

1 

2 - 4 

more than 4 

none 

Offense(s 1 for l~hich Convicted 

Date of Most Recent Felony Conviction ____________ _ 

19. A. Previous Misdemeanor Conviction yes 

no 

B. Previous Juvenile Offense yes 

no 

!f16 

--"'-~--7'-' --r "- ~.~ - " . 
.'~~ . 

3 

f) 

,() 

{) 

10 
. i 

o /' 

1 " 

I 
,: I 

" " 

I 

:1 
:j 

I 
\1 

1 

I ) 

} 

» 

.; I 

j 

·1 

'I 
.) I. 
! 
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I 

I-
I 
i~ 

I 

1 
I 

/ 
l 

APPENDIX N (Continued) 4 
.' 

'J IV. EVALUATION INFORHATION 

20. Site of Evaluation in-patient 

~ out-patient 
1 

jail 
If 
I 
.! 

21. Signatory of Report / 
(Last, First, M. I.) SSN 

Profession (From DMH Code) 

/ 
(Last, First, M.I.) SSN 

Profession (From DMH Code) 

22. Client Competent to Stand Trial? Yes 

No 

Deferred 

Not Answered 

Not Asked 

23. Client Sane at Time of Offense? Yes 

No 

Deferred 

Not Answered 

Not Asked 

24 Diminished Capacity Available? Yes 

No 

Deferred 

Not Answered 

Not Asked 

417 



" 
25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

/ 

APPENDIX N :Continued) 

Hospitalization Pending Trial? 

Mental Disease or Defe~t? 

Yes 
No 
Not Answered 
Not Asked 

Yes 
No 
Deferred 
Not Answered 
Not Asked 

Di agnoses _______________________________ Primary 
DSM In 

-------------------------------------------
Therapeutic Recommendations (check appropriate items) 

medication 
alcohol/drug rx 
out-patient rx 
no recommendations 

psychotherapy 
in-patient rx 
other 

Sources of Information Available for Evaluation 

psychiatric interview 

sQcial worker interview with client 

psychological testing 

written client statement 

police report 

autopsy 

confession 

interview(s) with family member(s) 

1 ahora tory tests 

other 

418 
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;:..._. ____ _ ,~~ __ ,....,.. __ """""_=~~".~A.' . 
... ""'l! 

-

'. 

I, 
.;:' . 
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STATE OF FLORIDA. 

Plaintiff, 

vs. CASE NO. 

De.fendant. 

ORDER APPOINTING QUALIFIED EXPERTS TO EXAMINE DEFENDANT 

The M6tion of counsel for Defendant stating that he has 

reasonable grounds to believe that the Defendant may be suffer~ 

ing from serious mental problems came on for consideration and 

it appearing to the Court, that a qualified exper~ Sh?Uld. be ap~ 

pointed to determine the Defendant's mental. condi tion at the 

present time, and at the time of the alleged offense, it is, 

therefore, 

ORDERED AND DIRECTED that the Staff of the Peace River 

Center for personal Dev~lopment under the dir~ction of Dr: Kap~ 

lan, examine said Defenda~ t. Regardless of the conclusion 

reached, said doctor shall furnish a written report to Honor~ 

able J'ack o. Johnson, Public Defender, and shall furnish to the 

Court file, to the State Attorney and to the Public Defender a 

letter containing Defendant's name and case number, 'the date of 

this Order, the da.te of evaluation, and the doctor I s ul tima te 

conclusions regarding the defendants mental condition at the 

: • time of the offense and at the present time. T~G Mental Health 
1 

j 

Center of Polk County shall not discloSG any communication made 

by the Defendant until further order of this Court, except that 

• . the doctor's evaluation report shall be g~ven to this Court and 

to the Probation and Parole Commission upon the resolution 6f 

this case by a verdict of guilty or by a plea of guilty or nolo 

i}l --- ... --~-- .. 419 
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APPENDIX ~ (Continued) 

ORDE.RED that said examination by said doctors shall be 

held in the Polk County Jail, on the ___________ .. day of 

_____________ , 1980, at It is further 

ORDERED that the arresting agency in this case be and 

they are hereby directed to prOvide, upon request, to the Staff 

of the Peace River Center for Personal Development, Forensic 

Uni t, under the direction of Dr. Burt E. Kaplan', available cri,..;. 

minal reports, and any statements made by the defendant or by 

witnesses pertinent to these reports •. All copies of the fore* 

going documents shall be maintained in confidence by the Staff 

of the Forensic Unit. 

ORDERED that provision of the Speedy Trial Rule shall 

be and the same hereby is, tolled for the period of time neces~ 

sary to ~omplete said examiriation and for ten (16) days after 

the filing of the conclusions with ~he Clerk of the Circuit 

Court, not counting the day of filing. 
" :::.:.. 

DONE AND ORDERED, in Bartow, Polk County, .Florida, this 

day of 
---------.-.-----------------------

, 1980. 

Copies furnished to: 

Quillian Yancey 
Public Defender 
Forensic Unit 
Sheriff/Jai~ 

.. 
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. .( APPENDIX P ( 
'{ 1. FACIUTY o INTAKE INFORMATION FORM 

Hom •. _____________ _ 

Z. PROGRAM 3 CASE NO • CUE Watk _________ _ 
~ '. , ~. NT LAST NAME 5. SUFFIX 6. FIRST NAME 7. MI 

\ []J [I 11.1 IIII III , I , , II III III I I[IJ]O II I I I I I I I 0 
8. TRANSACTION TYPE 1Z. ADORESS • • • • • 

• r.:J Q.Orfglllll , , I I 17. SEX 

~ J M-Chang. or Carn~ I I I I I I I I I I / I I I I I I I I I I JI oM.MIIa ...J M·Ecllo lI.qullt. . . . _ of.F.mlle 

9. TRANSAcnON GAli 11. 8111THOAli • """ 18. UCEJETHNIC 
'J ... IIA' ,_ MO. IIA' ,_ 1........ 0 

L I I " I J I" I I I I II I II I II I /I I I I I /I ,,1/ 8~=."" •. 
.19. MEDICAIO CASE HO. 22. MONTHLY GROSS INCOME 14. STAli 15. ZIJt .0A-Alian 

,111/111111111 filII OJ LillI! 8=. .. • 
20. MEOIc.\RE CLAIM NO. .10. SOCIAL SEC. HO. I 
r 39. FEE 18. CO~.HTY O~ 'RE~IDeNCE cooe 

\ J IIIIIIIIIJ 1111111111 ! 1111 1111 II " I 
21. NO. a/ d.p.ndlnts 2:l. YEARS OF EDUCATION 

~ CD [] CATCli.EIfI " .. """'" 0 .... ,TH" """'IC' 
zs. UVlHG ARRANGEMENT 

(a«Jr On. BozJ 
...J at.lnd,plndlnt 
OOZ·I'2",nt·s Horne 

r:03-R.fltIVt'S Home 
, 04.£merglncy SII,/I., 

l.;05-8oltllino Home 
006-Fosl8r Home ,-

07oU1~P Home 
, . oa.Tranlilionai livinO 
UOS.Cllifd C~rl fnsf. 

O,D-Hurslno Hatnt 

f 11.,qlti,.mlnt· Homl 
f 1 12·0111., Instttuffon 

o 13-Climinll Jusllce FaclJ1t, 
(I'4.olllir Ulling Amnglm.nt 

". FAMILY ROU 
feMeJr 01111 BozJ 

~ 1·Hlld of Family Unit 
[ !,SPOUSI 01 Hlld 
LJ.ClIRd 01 H.3d 

04-0111" Reialld Person 

2 MARITAL STATUS 

, (o.~t:Jr 011, BozJ 
D'·Mani.d 
[ -SIPlrat.d 

C. ·Oivarcad 

o •. Widowed 

30. OCCUI'AnON 

(6.e. On. EozJ 
Emplaywd 
ol.WIlltI Collar 

02-8111. ColIII' 

o3-SlnIc:a Workw 

o~arm WorIr1t 

oSoHorr.-'iw 
oWludlllC 
U7.1I111r1d 

31. EMPlQYMEHr STATUS 

toad On, EozJ 
Emp/cytd 

o1.FuR TIme ~30 IIrs/wl! 

oZ-hn TIm.~ 30 IIrs/wl! 
03-.1011 Trainlno 
Unlmplay.d 

o4-Und" AO' '8 
o5.Qvlr AOI s.c 
oS-Motll.r Willi Child Und.r Ag. 6 
oMlsabll1ty 

oa-NoJaII 

32. P!lEVIOUS MENTAL HEALTH SERVICE 

(o.«Jr All App1'Op1'i4rl Bo:.:sJ o,.EmtrOlncy 

~. SOURCE OF REFEIRAL IN 

rC1ueJc On. BozJ 
o01.S.1t 

o02.Flmlly Or Friend 
oC3-ClIroy 

OD4-I'riY. fine. M.H. Pra/''''onll 
ofl5.Hon-l'syctri3lric: P~slcbln 
oOS.Public I'syc11l3lric Facility 

oQ7'l'rinIIl'1yclliltric Facility 
oOl-MR HospiIJlI~nml 
ofl9.PutIIic: I'IIysjgj Hilllll 

o,Q.VOCIliGnil R."abilltalillll . 
o11.~dufl ~ SI!'#Ca 

o'ZoClllld",n'" Youtll S.rncu 
o'3-SCllaai SYltlm 
o,.c.CIviIC4Urt 

o,5-Criminll Justice Syst.m 

o,S.PubllclfIrMt. SOCi31 Comm. Ag.ncy 
on.NUtSinC) Ham. 
0,8.oIII.r M.diCiI Facility 

O'9-PubllclPrMt. Alconol Prognm 
o2Q.PubllclPriVIt. Drua Pragnm 
o21.011l,r 

~. AOMISSION TY~ 

o 1·nrst Adminion 10 SI/'tiQ 

o 2-Rudmission 10 Sirvice ;:trier fiscal y .. , 

o 3-R.admis:don to Sirnce .tt., fiscal y .. , 

35. PRIMARY OIAGHOSIS Ci~.Hev.r MarTitd 

'J ~ '~IMAI\Y PR08L.eM AREA 

o2.lnpalllm (Clllltr tllln 131 
o3-S~tl HuspiIJi 
O~nql~" 
OS-Outolllent 

I I I I I I I 
, • W!. .. lental HIIIIII 
J C:Alcanol lobUli 

'1 ["-rug Abu" 

'j 
(J6-Ho~e 

3.1. TITU XX EUGl81.i 

0,. ~lQ CJ3. SSI 05. Grp. Eligibility 
CJ2. AFOC 0 •. Inc=ml :!I;lblt CS .. ~.cljCl" 

35. SECONDARY DIAGNOSIS 

I I I I I I I 
37. eMPLOYEE 10 I I I ] 

\ 
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e' APPENDIX P (C?ntinued) o - ; . ,/(1 

ACXNONLEDGl1ENT OF SERVICES 

I understand that the I-lental Health Center has been requested to evaluate {:'. 

me by ____________________________________ ~-------------------------------

. , 

I have had the nature of this evaluation service explained to me as well as the 

responsibilities of both the mental health staff and myself in this evaluation process. 

I understand that ~ report of this evaluation will be submitted to ____________ ___ 

-~ 

: , (J , 
\ 

Patient's signature Date 

, I. 

Witness/Staff Memoer Date 

. e {) 

, . 
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AUTHORIZATION FOR RELEAsE OF CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION 

RE: ____________________________________ __ 

DOB: _____ ,SOC. SECURITY 1' ______ _ 

I, hereby give my permission for the 

______________________________________________ to release/obtain any information 

as indicated pertaining to my contacts or treatment to/from 

NAME 

ADDRESS 

RELATIONSHIP 

FOR THE PURPOSE OF _________________________________ _ 

.. _______________________________ ~SOCIAL DATA 

_ __________________________ ...-;HOSPITAL DATE:' HISTORY, PHYSI,CAL, LAB & X-RAY 
REPORTS, AND DISQiARGE SUMMARY 

_______________________________ ...-;PSYCHOLOGICAL REPORTS 

__________________________ PERTINENr MEDICAL INFORMATION 

_______________________________ OTHER 

All information I hereby authorize to be released will be held strictly confi
dential and cannot be released again without my written consent. I understand 
that the above authorization remains in effect until. ______________________________ __ 
I understand that I may revoke this authorization at any time, unless I am in 
treatment under special conditions which limit my rights to revocation. 

WITNESS: _______________________________ CLIENT SIGNATURE: ____________________ _ 

RELATIONSHIP 
TO CLIENT, ___________________________ ~DATE: ______________________________ ___ 

3.27.79 
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FOi!ENSIC UNIT 
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APPENDIX Q 

CCMPETENCY INTERVIEW 

Peace River Center for 
Personal Development, Inc. 

~~INEE, ____________________________ ~EXAMINER~ ________________ ~ ____ ~DA'l'E __________ __ 

1. APPRECIATION OF CHARGES: Assessment of the accused's understanding or literal know
ledge of the charges against him, and to a lesser extent, the seriousness of the 
charges. It is impo~t ~t the defendant understands that he is being accused 
of having committed an offense. Seriousness is important on,ly insofar as it contri
butes to his indifferent cooperation. 

UNACCEPTABLE QUESTIONABLE ACc::EP'1'ABLE NOT APPLICA:3LE 

2. APPRECIATION OF RANGE AND NATURE OF POSSIBLE PENAL'I'IES: Assessment of the accused's 
concrete understanding and appreciation of the conditions and restrictions ...nich 
could be imposed on him if found guilty, and their possil::lle duration. 

~TIONABLE ACCEPTABLE NOT APPLI~LE 

3. ONDERSTANOING OF THE ADV'ERSf\..~ NATURE OF THE LEGAL PROCESS: Does the defendant' under
stand that (1) his attorney is trying to assist him, (2) the State Attorney is t.-ying 
to convict h:iJn, and (3) the Judge and jU%'Y are impartial. 

ACCEPTABLE NOT APPLIClU3LE 

4. CAPACIn' TO DISCLOSE TO ATTORNEY PERTINENT FACTS S'01mOtJ"NDING '!'HE ALLEGEO OFFENSE: 
Assessment of the accused's cacacity to give a basically consistent, rational, and 
relevant account of his movements and mental state at the time of the alleaed of:ense. 
Intelligence, memory, and the validity of claimed amnesia should be assessed. Dis
parity between what an accused is willing to share with a clinician versus what he 
will share with his attorney' should be considered. 

'ONACCZPTABLE QuEsTIONABLE 

f / 

ACCEPTABLE 
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APPENDIX Q (Continued) 

:.. 2 

ABILITY TO ULATE TO AT'I'OP.NEY: Assessment of the capacity of the accused to communi
cate relevantly with his attorney. Assessment is based on accused's interpersonal 
communication with t.."1e interviewer. If the defendant has interacted with his attorney, 
asseS$ the defendant's attitude toward him. 

UNACCEPTABLE QtJESTIONABLE ACCEPl'ABLE NOT· APPLICABLE 

A:aILITY TO ASSIST ATTORNEY IN PLANNING DEFENSE: Assessment of t.~e degree to ..... 'hieD 
the accused can understand, participate and cooperate with his counsel in planning 
a defense consistent with the reality of his circumstances. 

QUESrIONABLE ACCEPTA:aLE NC'l' APPLICABLE 

CAPACITY TO REALISTICALLY CHALI.:E:NGE PROSECUTION WITNESSES: Assessment of the accused's 
capacity to recognize distortions in prosecution testimony and tC) aid his attorney in 
the confrontation of Qt..~er witnesses. Relevant factors include .Lttenti'leness and 
memorv. 

ONACCEl'TABLE QUESTIONABLE ACCEP'l'ABLE NOT A.PPI.I~LE 

A:aILITY TO MANIn:S'1' APPROPRIATE COtlRTROOM BEHAVIOR: A.ssessment of the defendant' s 
current behavior and his probable behavior when placed under the stress of courtroom 
proceedings. Evaluate his. atti-t:ude and beliefs toward the legal system and the legal 
process. 

ONACCE:l?TABLE QUESTIONABU ACCEPTABLE NOT A?PLICABLE 

...... ' 

CAPACITY TO 'l'l'!~TuY REL.c.-VANTLY: Assessme.'lt of the accused's ability to testify \ii t."1 
~here~ce, relevance, and indeoendence of judgment, including both cognitive and 
a~fect1ve fac~ors.which migh~ influence his ability to communicate • 

ONACCEPTABI.E QUESTIONABLE NO'l' APPLICABLE 
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APPENDIX Q (Continued) 
- 3 -

... 
10. MOTIVATION TO HELP SELF IN LEGAL PROCESS: Assessment of the accused's motivation 

to appropriately utilize legal safequards to adequately protect himself. !!ssivity 
or indifference do not justify low scores on ~is item. although actively self
destructive manipulation of the legal process arising from mental patholo~es. 

Qm:STIONABLE 
NOT APPLICABLE 

U. OPACI'l'Y TO COPE WITH S'l'RESS OF INCARCE:RATION PRIOR 'l'O '1'RIAL: Assessment of the 
stability of defendant's mental condition with regard to his ability to maintain 
adequate functioning for a reasonable duration while in the jail setting. The 
ability of the jail facility to cope with manipulative or malingered acting-out 
behaviors I!%Ust be taken into aocount. 

. QCESTIONABLE . ACCEE'TAl3LE . NOT APPLICABLE 
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AOOL~EVAtUATION 

:J 

APPENDIX Q (Continued) 
CLIENT 

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

41'"'. 

t, ) ;.:~~---------------- DATE ________________ _ 

II _____________ TIME ____________ _ 

11 ~ 
tl L 
~! C 

fl' t !:fl'~ 
If, ., 
~\ ·1 
¢OJ F. 

II ~-

J',). Ii l I. 

Ii 
~i 

\ ~;. ] 
1; 

Purpose 
Mental Status 
Legal Issue (Offense, MDSO, CUstody, Dependency) 
Mental Health Treatment History 
Medical Status and Treatment History 
Substance Abuse . 
Interper:onal Relationshi~s (Family, Friends, Frequency, Activities) 

, _ ~, .va :1.on a Energy Self-personal:1.ty/Characterolog:1.cal (Aggression ~lannin~ Mot~ t' nd 

~ocial History (Family, 
criminal History 
Impressions . (Competency, 

concept, Affectional) . ' 
Residential, Economic, Education, Recreation, Religion>' 

Personality Summary, Legal Disposition, Treatment)· 

l,j' . l 

1~)1 » -------------.:..-~--------.:..-----
: I fl 
~I 

II 
(I • 
11 '----------...:...------~----

'J I 
.~ 

:1 

1 . r lI' 
"I 

~! 

I 

I 
I 

I 
~~' ----~---~---------------------------------

1 

1 

J 
() x 

{ 
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APPENDIX R 

REFERRAl 

PERSON CALLING: ___________________ ----

PT'S NAMe: _______________________ _ 

DATE OF GIRTH: ________ . _____________ _ 

DATE: 

PARENTS OR SPOUSE: __________ . ___________ _ 

ADD~SS: _________________________________________ __ 

PHONE: HOt~: _______ _ AITNY: __________________ _ 

WORK: ______ _ O~ER: __________________ _ 

~~TED C~E~ __________________________________________ __ 

PRODLE11; ___________________________ _ 

PREVIOUS COUNSELING OR ,HOSP{TALIZATION: _____________ _ 

MEOl CATIOtl: DRUG ALLERGIES: 

; 

APPT ACCEPTED BY: ______ tlITH _______ OATE & TItE: ____ _ 

I FEF.: __________ _ MEDICAID' _________________ _ 
i GROSS INCOttE: ________________________ _ 

. REASOIl FOR REFERRAL: ___ . __________________ _ 

~FERRED BY: ______________________________________________ __ 

PH-0251 
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( APPENDIX S 

STAFFING NOTE 

) l 

NAME: 

DIAGNOSIS: 

DISPOSITION: 

TREATMENT GOALS: 

COMNTS: 

J!' 

signature 
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APPENDIX T 

DATE OPENED, ____________ FEE _______ CASE NUMBER, _____ _ 

INCOMEn, ________________ SOCIAL SECURITY NUMBER, ______ _ 

HEALTH COVERAGE AND POLICY NUMBER'-___________________ _ 

PATIENT _____________________ HOME PHONE. ____ _ 

1 I ADDRESS WORK PHONE, _____ _ 

_______________________________ ~O~ER PHONE ______ __ 

DATE OF BIRTH, ________ PLACE OF BIRTH _______________ SEX RACE __ _ 

OCCUPATION RELIGION ___ _ 

MARITAL STATUS, ________________ VETERAN STATUS, _________ _ 

SCHOOL GRADE REACHED AGE LEFT SCHOOL, ____ _ 

FA~ER D.O. B. OCC. 0 M W S SEP. 

MOTHER O.O.B. OCC. 0 M W S SEP. 

~~~~'R PAR. D.O.B. OCC. D M W S SEP. 

O B ace 0 M W S SEP. SPOUSE, _________________ .0, '-------- .----...,SO;::C:;"i';HOOL 

SIBLINGS OR CHILDREN ADDRESS BIRTH DATE GRADE OCCUPATION 

o· 

OTHERS IN HOME, ____________________ RELATED CASES _____ _ 

SOURCE OF REFERRAL FAMIL Y DOCTOR. _____ _ 

OTHER AGENCIES WITH CASE ______________________ _ 

PREVIOUS MENTAL HOSPITAL, ________________ ~ ______ DATE DISCHARGED. ___ _ 

REASON FOR REFERRAL, __________________________ _ 

i PRECIPITATING EVENT_, ________________________ _ 
I 

'j DIAGNOSIS;.:.,' _____________________________ _ 

I 
~ 
il 

I RECOMMENDATIONI __________________________ _ 

I DATE CLOSED_-~ _________________ IMPROVED, ________ ~--------
~,J REASON FOR CLOSING DIAG.~OSTIC ONLY ________ TREATMENT ____ _ 

:j RH-OZ46 
;1 
iI 
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APPENDIX U 
REFER.~ FOR PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTI~rG 

11 

) II Date: 
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:j 
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-I 

1
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Name: 

Age: D.O.E. 

Address: 

Phone: 

Referred By: 

Reason feJr Referral: 

Appoin~~ent Date: 

Notified Ey: 

Patient kept scheduled appointment for Psychologial Testing. 
i 

----__ Patient scheduled for additional testing: 

Date: 

Notified Ey: 

---- Patient did not k~ep scheduled appoint::4ent for ?~ycholo.gical Testing. 

---____ Patient reschedUled for Psychological Testing: 

Date: 

~iotified Ey: 

Patient did not keep scheduled appointi-nent for Psvcholccical me "",,-' .. .... ... ... 
.!. S .. .long ane no !:urtner appo.lont.-nents scheduled bv the Psvc::oloC"" 
Depart.-nent. Please refer ·the oatient's folder SaCk ;0 the .
source of the referral or ~~e st~~~ me~~Q~ currently res?on-
sible for treat."::ent. --- .... _--

I Dispositicn of referral ~" staff member currently res?onsible for 
., . r~ferral a..~d/cr treat::!e:1t ~ 

:1 
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APPENDIX V 
'HOSPITA~ PRE-SCREENI~G REPO~T 

(For Person 1ge 18 and under or Ige 65 and above. attach 
·CHILO , YOUTH £r GERIATRIC PRE-SCREEhING SU~PLEHENi) 

~E ___________________________________ M.TE _______________________ __ 

AGE _____ ~DATE OF B IRTH. ____________ ~MARITAL STATUS ______________________ _ 

ADDRESS. _______________________________________________________ _ 

CITY~. _______________ ~STATE ______ ZIP ________ PHONE ________ _ 

.................................................... 9 ••••••• ~ ................................. . 

WHAT IS THE NExT LEASi RESTRICTIYE ALTERNATIVE TO HOSPITALIZATION ~,~ WHY IS THAi 
INAPPROPRIATE COMPARED TO HOSPITALIZAiIO~;? 

.................... 9 .......................... ~ ......................................... . 

NEAREST CMHC AFitRCARE PROGAA"I:..-_______________________ _ 

~ES AND ADDRESSES OF COM"lUNITY SUPPORT PEOPLE WHO CAN ASSIST IN DISCHARGE PLANNING OR 
PROVIDE AODITIoriAL AO~ISSION DATA: 
1. ~me _____________________________________________ ___ 

Address ____________________________________________________________________ __ 

Phone __________________________ __ 

2. Name _________________________________________________________________ _ 

Address _______________________________________________________________ ___ 

Phone. ___________________ __ 

~ .......................................................................................... . 
KNOWN PREVIOUS HOSPITALIZATIONS AND DATES ______________________________ _ 

............................................................................................... 
LEGAL. STATUS 

Are there criminal charges pending against the applicant .••. yes _____ no ______ 
A11eg~ charges. ______________________________________ ~ __________________________________________________ __ 

........................................... ~ .................................................. . 
PRESENT SYMPTOMS OF MENTAL ILLNESS 

Beside each of the symptoms list!d below indicate the degree of severity on a scale of 
0-5 •. If the symptom does not exist. list O. A rating of 5 indicates extreme severity: 

Poor judgment~ Disor;ented _______ ~ry Loss _____ Paranoia ______ Delus10ns __ 

VithdrlWM __ Depressed __ Suicidll~ Propensity to harm others _____ 

Hll1uc1nates,--:"" A1cohol IDUs!_ Dl"\Ig abuse_ ~nic_ Poor personal hygiene __ 

Poor 11'9ulse =nt~l_ Trouble in Nintaining thought p~cesses_ 

Bizarre 1delt1oft ______ Inappropriate Iffect ___ Poor ~ncentrltion ___ Uncooper.t1ve __ 

Slnral")' statement giv.ing pertinent deta11s about symptoms. _____________________________ _ 

Dlte of approxilllU onset af proesent condit1on. ____________________________________ _ 

432 
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APPENDIX V (continued) 

PHYSICAL HEALTH PROBLtMS 

eardlOYlscu1.r Dfsorder ••••••••• ye$ ftC --
Neurological/Seizure Dhordel' ... yes '. "'", 

Respirltory DfsOrder ••••••••••• ~s_ no __ 

--
D1.~tes···· •••••••••••••••••••• yes ____ ne_ 

G4stro;nlestfna' Disorder •••••• yes no --
Other 
Give :De~t~l:i1~S------------~~------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Pertinent hereditary f.ctors 
~ 11 erg; es .... yes ____ no_ -":-"-e-r-9-

1 
c-t-o---------------------------------..:..----

Special diet •••• yes ___ no _____ Describe 

----------------------------:..------!ll medic.tions currently used (give dos.ge) 

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

Dlte of '.st physic.' ex.m __________ Physiciln's Name a"-d Add~ss 

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

.~.; ..... 9 ........................................ ~ •• ~ ... 
HOME STATUS •• - ........................ _--............ -

Employed •••. yes ___ no ___ Where? 

Socill Securi ty , _______ ~~~-I-n-s-ur-l-n-c-e-cQ-.-------------------,----------__ ________________ ' _________ __ 
MediClid ,--__________ ~Medicare , 

GI"'OSS F'imily Inl:ome S --------------------------

Does Applicant receive SSI chel:ks? ••• yes no Amount s 
--- --- --------------------------------. Who is the ~yH? 

------------~----------~-----Veterln •••• yes no "-t1-en' th 1 
--- ___ I\C ..... ~ or 0 er ncome •••• ~_ fto_ 

••• , ••• ~~....... 'L.. ••• • •• '. 
FURTHER CO!1!'lENTS em !nv other hctors bl _ .. , • .. ----'.-,~~--~--
factors as repCipitating events f--~l~rS~;O t~ms ~~n~~~in9 the Appl,cant in~luding such 
issues which could affect disch;rg:m~'ann1nua '~ Unlqu~f~lents. strengths or skills and 
before the Applicant can return to the ~~fty. t spec, 'c gcals that Should be ~ 

-------------------------------~-------------------------,---

• atw •• sa 
•••••• t • 

AU'11«lRIZATION 
.t •• 

Source of I"fo~t10n -------
Relatfonsshfp to Applfeant 

---_ .. _1_--::--__ ----------------------
I hereby authorize 

·---.,.("'kIIii!~,~'""of-ri.1ii17"c'i) _____________ to sut:rnf t pM!- SCI"Hn i n; .ani ss 1 ons 

data to ---______ ._ Kosp'fUl. 
~te _____________ _ 

~u. ___ -= _______ _ 
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;\PPENDIX W 

VIRGI~IA: IN THE CRIMINAL DIVISION, GENERAL DISTRICT COURT FOR THE CITY 
OF NEWPORT NEWS 

DETENTION ORDER 

It having been reliably reported to the undersigned that 

is mentally ill and in need of hospitali:ation, and 

it appearing that such person cannot be conveniently brought before the 

undersigned or any other Judie forthwith, it is hereby ORDERED that any 

law enforcement officer finding such person within his jurisdiction 

shall take him/her into custody and place him/her in Eastern State Hospital, 

Williamsburg, Virginia. 

It is further ORDERED that such person alleged to be mentally ill shall 

be detained in Eastern State Hospital for a period not to exceed the maximum 

period permitted by law, subject to further order by the undersigned or any 

other Judge having jurisdiction, and shall be, durine such period of detention, 

examineJ by a phy~ician or a physician and clinical psychololist licensed in 

Virginia who are skilled in the diagnosis of mental illness and not related 

by blood or marriage to the individual alleged to be mentally ill,' and who 

shall report their findings to a District Court Judge or Special Justice of 

the Ninth Judicial District. 

~O~at~e------------------- Hour -----

JUDGE 

Typed Name of Judge Address Phone Number 

INFORMATION ON PATIENT 

Date of Birth County/City of Residence 

poclal Security Number Marital Status Name or Spouse 

~ame, Address & Phone Number for Next of Kin 

ny~:revious Hospitali:ation for Mental Problems-Names of Hospitals 

ummary of CiTcumstances Requiring Detention Order: 
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Chapter 7 

CENTRALIZED FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH FACILITIES 

As already mentioned in Chapter 3, the oldest element of the 
forensic mental health service system is the centralized or "total" 
institution. This type of forensic unit--a maximum security, inpatient 
facility located within a prison or hospital for the criminally 
insane--typically serves an entire state or region. Client-offenders 
must be transported, often over long distances, to these centralized 
facilities and are usually hospitalized on an in-patient basis for mental 
health screening, evaluation, and observation. These centralized 
facilities generally have two main purposes. First, they serve as 
institutions of custody for "criminally insane" offenders, including 
persons found incompetent to stand trial, persons committed under special 
laws pertaining to sexual offenders or others deemed especially 
"dangerous," and those committed after being found not guilty by reason 
of insanity. Secondly, they serve as centers for the in-patient 
screening 'and evaluation of offenders (cf. Carlson, 1979). ' 

The first American hospital exclusively for the care of mental 
patients was established in Williamsburg, Virginia, in 1770. Governor 
Fauquier first proposed the hospital in a speech opening Virginia's 
General Assembly on November 6, 1766: 

It is expedient I should also recommend to your Consideration and 
Humanity a poor unhappy set of People who are deprived of their 
Senses and wander about the Country, terrifying the Rest of their 
Fellow Creatures. A legal Confinement, and Proper Provision, 
ought to be appointed for these miserable Objects, who cannot help 
themselves. Every civilized Country has a hospital for these 
People, where they are confined, maintained and attended by able 
Physicians, to endeavour to restore them their lost Reason. 
(Dain, 1971, p. 7) 

Nearly four years later on June 28, 1770, the General Assembly may 
have created the first service for the "criminally insane" in a central 
institution by approving "[a]n Ac't to make provision for the support and 
maintenance of ideots, lunatics, and other persons of unsound minds." 
The Act provided that a magistrate who knows or learns of a disordered 
person who is roaming about at large issue a warrant to the sheriff or 
constable commanding the appearance 9f the disordered person before three 
magistrates. The magistrates could examine the person and consider any 
written evidence as to the causes of his or her insanity. If a majority 
of the magistrates agreed, the person would be transported to the 
hospital. The court would later convene at a convenient time to 
reevaluate their initial decision, formalize the decision on the record, 
and make any other necessary arrangements for the disordered person. 

Virginia still retains the centralized facility model for 
providing forensic screening and evaluation services. Forensic 
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evaluations are presently performed in the maximum security environment 
of Central State Hospital. However, there is some movement within the 
state to decentralize the process so that evaluation and treatment will 
occur initially in the community (Note 1). Nationwide, 

[dJecentralization has occurred for several reasons. First, the 
community mental health movement has affected more and more types 
of mental health services and has finally reached the area of 
forensics. Second, lawsuits have exposed the often inhumane 
conditions existing in maximum security units and have ordered 
states to remedy the conditions. In developing remedies, states 
inevitably consider the alternative of decentralization. Third, a 
series of lawsuits has developed and validated the "least 
restrictive environment" doctrine. As a result, some states have 
studied their forensic populations and determined that not all 
need a maximum security environment. Fourth, economics have 
contributed to the trend. Doing out-patient exams in scattered 
communitil!s is perceived as being both less costly and more 
efficient than performing forensic exams on an in-patient basis in 
a unit often located hours from the point of origin. (Petri la, 
1981, p. 2) 

But decentralization presents its own set of constraints and 
problems. Training of forensic specialists is complicated, and quality 
assurance has become increasingly attentuated. Because of these and 
other constraints, it is likely that the decentralization movement will 
evolve into a regional system. "In such a system, forensic units would 
be established in regions large enough to generate a case-load justifying 
a full-time forensic staff and small enough so that services are 
accessible to the courts." (Petrila, 1981, p. 2) 

Nonetheless, forensic screening and evaluation persists in 
antiquated isolat:ed institutions: and new centralized facilities are 
under constructic,n and in planning stages (Note 2). And the old problems 
persist--difficulty in attracting competent staff to isolated locations' 
the often lengthy distance a client-offender and security personnel mus~ 
travel; physical deterioration of the facilities; lengthy 
hospitalization; ~lRd the inappropriateness of a maximum security 
environment for many client-offenders. 

This chapter describes three centralized facilities or "total" 
institutions that provide forensic mental health services to individuals 
accused or convictEld of crimes: the Biggs Unit of the Fulton (Missouri) 
State Hospital; the Pretrial Branch, Division of Forensic Programs, St. 
Elizabeths Hospital, Washington, D.C.; and the Center for Forensic 
Psychiatry, Ann Arb()r, Michigan. 

THE BIGGS UNIT OF TH,E FULTON STATE (MISSOURI) HOSPITAL 

The Biggs Unit of the Fulton State Hospital in Fulton, Missouri, 
began operation in 1938 as the sole maximum security mental health 
facility for Missouri's male forensic client-offenders. The Biggs Unit 
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was responsible for both forensic mental health evaluation and treatment. 
The 50 beds that were originally designated to accommodate pretrial 
client-offenders undergoing forensic evaluation soon became inadequate, 
and treatment facilities began to be used for evaluation purposes. Biggs 
was conducting 50 to 55 pretrial evaluations each month. Also, Biggs 
became a repository for a number of client-offenders who posed management 
problems but were inappropriately housed at this maximum security 
facility. This transformation occurred over several decades • 

In 1974, the hospital changed from a departmental organization to 
a "unit" system and the Forensic Unit was created. This reorganization 
facilitated independent management control and policymaking. At the same 
time, Biggs instituted a plan to gain more control over its admissions. 
A memorandum was mailed to all county personnel who were responsible for 
bringing forensic client-offenders to Fulton. The sheriffs' and 
prosecutors' offices were given operational guidelines: appointments 
must be made in advance, prior to the client-offender's arrival at Biggs; 
a court order and police report must accompany the client-offender; any 
significant information as to medical needs or suicidal tendencies must 
be shared with the hospital. According to the admissions officer at 
Biggs, it took between nine months and one year to implement these new 
procedure~. But even today, a newly elected sheriff may arrive at Biggs' 
door with an unscheduled forensic client-offender. 

In 1978, the Committee on State Institutions and Property of the 
Missouri House of Representatives, chaired by State Representative Sue 
Shear, released a report ei.ltitled "Mental Health Care in Missouri r s 
Criminal Justice System" (Note 3). The report addressed the issues of 
pretrial evaluations, placement of forensic client-offenders, treatment 
services available to female forensic client-offenders, and mental health 
services available to correctional inmates. As a result of this report 
and both public attention and internal movements within the State 
bureacracy, several significant changes in the resources devoted to 
forensic client-offenders took place. A Forensic Services Division was 
formed under the Comprehensive Psychiatric Services Division of the 
Missouri Department of Mental Health. A state director provides an 
organizational structure with goals and objectives to coordinate and plan 
delivery of services (Note 4). Effective decentralization of services 
has occurred as the forensic caseload is now more evenly distributed 
between Missouri's five state hospitals and three mental health centers 
scattered throughout the state. For example, Biggs is now performing 29 
percent of the pretrial evaluations for the entire State, down from a 90 
percent share in prior years. 

The Fulton State Hospital Forensic Unit,is divided into the Biggs 
Unit and the Rehabilitative Unit. The Rehabilitative Unit is a minimum 
security, locked ward serving non-dangerous client-offenders who have 
been set free before trial on their own recognizance or after paying 
bail. This Unit performs only six pretrial evaluations each year. The 
Biggs Unit conducts nearly all of the pretrial evaluations, since the 
majority of the client-offenders referred to Biggs are dangerous to 
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themselves or others, or could not pay bail~ and must be housed in a 
maximum security facility. Biggs offers five programs serving chronic 
client-offenders, antisocial personalities, mental retardates~ acute and 
recent admissions, and client-offendersoawaiting trial. This chapter 
will focus upon the activities of the Biggs Unit. 

The Biggs Pretrial Psychiatric Unit Team provides both evaluative 
and treatment services. The Biggs Admissions Director administratively 
classifies each referral according to the available case information and 
t~£ court's opinion of the client-offender's needs. The classification 
codes are as follows: 

C-l Pretrial Observation 
C-2 Incompetent to proceed wit h trial 
C-3 Not guilty by reason of mental disease 
C-4 Criminal sexual psyche,path 
C-5 Missour~ State Penitentiary transfer 
C-6 Other 

Client-offenders classified by C-l and C-2 codes receive the full battery 
(further explained below) of pretrial evaluation efforts. Client
offenders found incompetent to proceed with trial (C-2) by Biggs staff 
may be treated at Biggs for up to eighteen months or until competeacy is 
regained. Those client-offenders adjudged to be "Not guilty by reason of 
mental disease" (C-3) receive treatment at Biggs. Three-quarters of 
those classified C-3s are evaluated by the "Pretrial Team" prior to 
beginning treatment. Since the provision of the mental health statute 
delineating criminal sexual psychopaths was repealed as of August 13, 
1980, the C-4 code applies only to those committed for treatment prior to 
that date. A C-5 code identifies client-offenders housed in a Department 
of Corrections facility who have been considered psychotic by a prison 
psychiatrist and transferred to Biggs for treatment. The C-6 category is 
used to describe those client-offenders who have been transferred from 
other state hospitals because of management problems or administrative 
difficulties. 

This section is restricted to discussion of those client-offenders 
who are administratively classified as either C-l or C-2. 
Client-offenders in need of pretrial evaluation (C-l) and 
client-offenders judged by the referring jurisdiction to be incompetent 
to stand trial (C-2) receive evaluations of their competency to stand 
trial or criminal responsibility. The other classifications of 
client-offenders are primarily recipients of treatment, as opposed to 
evaluative, services. 

·A Function ~~del 

Figures 47, 48, and 49 depict the flow of cases, operations and 
processes characterizing the evaluation of client-offenders at Biggs. 
Figure 47 presents the specific activities and events prior to the 
client-offender's arrival at Biggs and the efforts involved in 
delineation of information on the case. The acquisition phase of the 
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evaluation process is illustrated 1n Figure 48. Information collection 
begins the moment the client-offender is admitted to Biggs and continues 
throughout his stay at Fulton State Hospital. The third and final 
diagram (Figure 49) rep~esents the provision of the evaluative 
information to the requesting court. The generation of court orders for 
commitment or motions to proceed with trial is also'related to the 
provision function. 

The delineation of the mental health evaluation process, as shown 
in Figure 47, begins when a request for services is received by the Biggs 
Admissions Officer. The request for mental health services by courts or 
detention facilities may be made by telephone or sent through the mail. 
The admissions officer conducts a preliminary screening 
by telephone to ascertain the appropriateness of the request for a mental 
health evaluation in a maximum security facility. The screening also 
serves to identify client-offenders in a crisis state needing emergency 
priority. Nonemergency cases are accepted chronologically. There is 
currently a four-month waiting period between date of request for services 
and scheduling of nonemergency evaluations. The number of possible 
admissions is dictated by the number of available beds, since all 
client-offenders at Biggs are evaluated as inpatients. (At tIus writing, 
the lengthy waiting time is exacerbated by renovation efforts which have 
caused only 20 beds to be available for pretrial evaluations. 
Ordinarily, 36 beds are available). If the requesting agent is not 
referred to another facility. 
the admissions officer schedules an appointment date and enters the 
following information into a ledger known as the admissions book: date 
of request, date scheduled, county of referring agent, name of client
offender, type of commitment, criminal charges, and any recommendation as 
to the use of suicidal precautions. 

The essential operations and events conducted to acquire 
evaluative information about the client-offender are outUned in 
Figure 48. At the appointed time, a sheriff's deputy escorts the 
client-offender to Biggs and remains on guard as the admission process is 
complete9' After the client-offender surrenders his personal belongings 
and enters the gates to the wards, the hospital becomes responsible for 
his security. During the average stay of 25-30 days, the client
offender is observed and evaluated by a physician, psychiatrist, 
psychologist, social worker, and ward attendants. A police report, if 
available, and social worker contact with an outside informant 
complements information acquired directly from the client-offender. 
According to the team director, un~er the best of circumstances a 
forensic evaluation team composed of a psychologist, social worker, 
psychiatrist, registered nurse, and attorney would discuss and interpret 
the evaluation results. In actuality, a forensic psychiatrist reads the 
reports of the various evaluators and summarizes the findings in a 
certificate of findings, a report which is forwarded to the referring 
court. 

The provision of mental health information as delineated by the 
court and acquired by Biggs is illustrated in Figure 49. A client-
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offender administratively classified as C-l or C-2 who is found to be 
competent and without mental disease or defect is released to the 
referring court's sheriff's office. Following evaluation, civil commit
ment may be indicated for client-offenders who are classified as C-l or 
C-2, and both are detained at Biggs while waiting for a court order 
authorizing commitment. If a client-offender once found incompetent to 
stand trial is judged to be competent, Biggs initiates t,he process to 
obtain a motion to proceed with trial. Two to four weeks later the court 
receives the motion and authorizes its jail to pick up the client
offender. In all cases, a certificate of findings is prepared, 
summarizing pertinent history, physical and mental status, course in 
hospital, condition at present, diagnosis, discussion, mental health 
findings presented in legal terms, and recommendations. Copies are made 
available to the judge, prosecuting attorney, and defense attorney. 

Delineation of Mental Health Information Requirements 

This section deals with statutory criteria relating to evaluation, 
criteria for admission to Biggs, and a chronology of procedures to 
request Biggs's assistance in mental health evaluation. 

Criteria for Admissions to the Biggs Unit 

In 1977, a memorandum was circulated among Fulton State Hospital 
staff delineating requirements for all admissions to Biggs (Lange and 
Bratkowsky, Note 5). For a client-offender needing a pretrial 
evaluation, the following information is needed for admission purposes: 

(1) a court order; 

(2) a letter from the referral agent which includes 

(a) a statement of the person's family and occupational 
status, past delinquency and criminal records; 

(b) a summary of the facts surrounding the alleged crime, 
including reports of police investigation (if such 
document exists), a statement of his behavior while under 
arrest; and 

(c) an opinion as to whether he has a violent nature and what 
degree of security detention seems appropriate (Mo. Rev. 
Stat. §552.045); and 

(3) a determination by the referral agent indicating the necessity 
of maximum security evaluation. 

A client-offender classified as Incompetent to Proceed With Trial 
(C-2) must arrive at Biggs with a "court order, police reports and/or any 
pertinent information regarding reasons for hospitalization" (Note 5). 
The memorandum also advises that the following questions be answered: 
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o Is the client-offender suicidal? 

o Are there any significant medical problems? 

o Is the client-offender combative in that he would be a danger 
to himself or others? 

Biggs accepts emergency admissions with the stipulation that all the 
mateI'ials detailed above are received within ten dayS. 

Court Orders 

Since Biggs serves as Missouri's sole maximum security facility 
providing mental health evaluations for male forensic client-offenders, 
requests for services are received from all cities and counties of the 
state. The format of the court orders varies by jurisdiction and case. 
The order may simply provide for commitment to Fulton State Hospital for 
a "mental examination and evaluation." Or a client-offender viewed by 
the referring court as incompetent to stand trial (C-2) may be committed 
wit h an order for. a psychiatri.c examination to evaluate competency to 
stand trial and to predict if competency may be regained in the future. 
The order may also direct thltt an examination be conducted in accordance 
with the applicable Missouri ii.ltatutes, detailed in the next section. 

The court order may frequently note that the reasonable cause 
requirement, a justification for the request for a mental health 
evaluation, has been met. Also, the order may include instructions as to 
transfer and release of the client-offender. Often the court order 
specifies those who are to receive a copy of the certificate of 
findings. And less frequently, the order may note that the case has been 
removed from the Trial Docket and placed on the Mental Examination 
Docket. This transfer from the Trial to the Mental Examination Docket 
represents the client-offender's temporary or possibly permanent transfer 
from the criminal justice system to the mental health system. 

Statutes 

In 1980, the Missouri General Assembly passed H.B. 1724, a 
comprehensive revision of the state's mental health code. The statutory 
changes governing pretrial examinations became effective August 13, 1980 
(Note 6): 

o 

o 

Examinations may be conducted by private psychiatrists or 
individuals certified by the State Department of Mental 
Health. Formerly, only "licensed physicians" could perform 
the exams. 

Pretrial examinations must be completed within 60 days of the 
court order, unless there is "good cause" to increase the 
examination period. 

:~ .-
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o The examination is narrowed to allow a court to request only 
an evaluation of competency to stand trialj whereas formerly 
evaluations of both competency and criminal responsibility 
were inseparable. 

The statute delineates the legal definitions of both competency to 
stand trial and criminal responsibility. Mo. Rev. Stat. §552.020.1 
defines competency as the client-offender's "capacity to understand the 
proceedings against him or to assist in his own defense." A positive 
assessment of criminal responsibility means that 

[AJ person is not responsible for criminal conduct if at the 
time of such conduct as a result of mental disease or defect he 
did not know or appreciate the nature, quality or wrongfulness of 
his conduct or was incapable of conforming his conduct to the 
requirements of law (Mo. Rev. Stat. §552.030.l). 

Referral Procedures for Telephoned Requests 

Biggs may' receive requests for evaluations by telephone or by 
mail. When the request is made by telephone, the caller is usually a 
sheriff or, in urban areas, a court clerk or judge. The admissions 
officer takes the call and asks several questions to ascertain the 
appropriateness of the request for admission. The following information 
is elicited by the admissions officer during the telephone ~all. 

o 

o 

o 

o 

"Is the Ii ff c ent-o ender in jail?" If the answer is yes, the 
questions continue. If the answer is no, the caller is 
referred to the minumum security Rehabilitation Unit of Fulton 
State Hospital Or to another state hospital in the caller's 
area. 

The
d 

caller is asked to read the court order to ensure that tr.,e 
or er is for a mental examination and not for commitment. 

Questions are asked to determine the possible emergency nature 
of the request. Typically, the caller is asked, "Is the 
client-offender acting strangely or harming himself? Does he 
have a history of attempted suicide?" 

The nature of the charges against the client-offender are 
discussed. 

Once the admissions officer is assured that the incarcerated 
client-offender needing a mental health evaluation faces serious charges 
(typically involving violent behavior) and must be secured in a maximum 
security facility, an evaluation is scheduled. In determining the time 
of scheduling, information as to the emergency nature of the situation is 
cruc!;al. The following information is entered into the "admissions 
book: date call received, date evaluation scheduled, county, name of 
client-offender, type of commitment (C-l, C-2, etc. classifica.tion), 
chargee s), and whether suicidal precautions are advisable • 
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Referral Procedures for Mailed Requests 

Court orders for mental evaluations are also received in the mail 
without a prior phone call. If the request originates from the city of 
St. Louis or St. Louis County, the case is assigned to a Biggs 
psychiatrist, who typically conducts an interview at the jail where the 
client-offender is incarcerated. The psychiatrists may reach one of 
three alternatives: the client-offender may be found to have no mental 
dysfunction; further evaluation may be needed and the client-offender is 
sent to Biggs for a more extensive evaluation; or the client-offender may 
be found incompetent to stand trial and sent to Biggs for treatment to 
regain competency. As a result of this psychiatric evaluation at the 
jail, a client-offender may be admitted to Biggs and classified as either 
a C-I needing further pretrial evaluation or as a C-2, an incompetent who 
is awaiting a court order for commitment. Since a Biggs staff member has 
judged this client-offender to be incompetent, no further in-house 
evaluation is needed. 

If the mailed order does not originate in St. Louis City or 
County, the admissions officer telephones the referring court for more 
information, since a psychiatrist is not available to conduct an 
interview at a detention facility outside the St. Louis environs. The 
first question focuses upon the ~ature of the charge(s). If the 
client-offender is accused of a lesser nonviolent offense such as 
forgery, arson, or writing a bad check, and is unable (usually for 
financial reasons) to deposit bail, the admissions officer will suggest 
that the client-offender 'be evaluated at a minimum security state 
facility in his catchment area. Once information simi~ar to that of any 
other telephone referral is gathered and the appropriateness of the 
referral is determined, an appointment for evaluation is scheduled. The 
information is then entered into the admissions book, as described above. 

Acquisition of Mental Health Information 

The typical length of a client-offender's stay at Biggs is 25 to 
30 days. This section on the a~quisition of mental health information 
begins with a short description of the staff who collect the information. 
Subsequent subsections summarize chronologically the numerous evaluative 
procedures, beginning with the hospital admission and continuing through 
each discipline's evaluation. 

Staff 

The acquisition of mental health information is conducted by a 
team of professionals representing a number of disciplines. The team is 
composed of one full-time Master's level social worker, one full-time 
licensed clinic~l psychologist, one psychometrician who specializes in 
administering psychological tests, three part-time psychiatrists who work 
a total of 41 hours per week; one physician who works 10 hours per week, 
and one registered nurse who wor~s 2 hours per week. In addition, the 
team may be assisted by laboratory technicians, dentists, and 
neurologists. 
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Admission to Biggs 

The acquisition of evaluative information about a client- offender 
begins shortly' after the client-offender arrives as scheduled with the 
escorting sheriff' I; deputy. The admissions clerk welcomes new admissions 
and ~nitiates the hospital's admitting procedures. Nursing personnel are 
notified that a client-offender is checking in and a nursing staff member 
is present during the client's admission intervie~. 
The admissions clet:k speaks with the client-offender and completes a 
"face sheet" (Appetldix A). The Medical Records Department is telephoned 
to determine if the client-offender has been previously hospitalized at 
Fulton. If so, client-offender has a hospital record, the case number is 
reactivated. A folder containing a variety of forms to be used by ward 
staff is assembled and gi'ren to the attending nurse. 

The nurse then escorts the newly admitted client-offender to the 
reception area where personal belongings are taken and placed in 
storage. The client-offender enters the maximum security ward. At this 
point, the hospital's responsibility for the client- offender's security 
begins; the sheriff returns to his jurisdiction. 

Medical Examination 

Hospital policy dictates that an examination by a physician occur 
within the first day of admission. The medical examination is i~ four 
parts. 

(a) Psychiatric History. Data acquired include such information 
as: client-offender's name and case number; chief complaint; 
history of present illness;' previous hospitalizations; past 
family history; medical history; substance use habits; and 
review of present medical status. (The form used to record 
psychiatric history is in Appendix B.) 

(b) Mental Status Examination. A Missouri Department of Mental 
Health computerized form (Appendix C) suggests the information 
to be sought in this part of the medical examination: general 
appearance; motor activity; speech; interview behavior; flow 
of thought; mood and affect; content of thought; sensorium; 
intellect; insight; and judgment. A global rating as to 
severity of illness and a diagnostic code from the DSM-III 
(American Psychiatric Association's Diagnostic and Statistical 
Manual of Mental Disorders--Third Edition) completes the 
form. Additional comments may be included. 

(c) Admission Note. The preparation of this report ( typically 
about two pages in length) is an incorpora- tion' of many of 
the observations involved in the mental status examination. 
The physician dictates information relati~g to pertinent 
background facts; general knowledge; simple calculation 
skills; motor activity; speech; flow of thought; thought 
content; sensorium; insight; and judgment. 
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(d) Physical Examination. A routine physical examination is 
summarized in a report noting vital signs and general 
impressions of all physical fUnctions and body parts. The 
physical examination report ends with narrative and diagnostic 
comments. 

Laboratory Testing 

Simultaneously with the medical examination, the.physician 
routinely orders the following tests and procedures: 

o Urinalysis; 

o Chemical tests for blood sugar, cholesterol, liver, calcium, 
uric acid, etc.; 

o Chest and skull x-rays; 

o Complete blood count; 

o Electroencephalogram; and 

o Neurology examination. 

If the client-offender is black, a test for sickle cell anemia is 
administered. An electrocardiogram is mandatory only if a client
offender is to be administered lithium, a psychotropic medication. A 
serologic test may be run to check for syphilis. An anagram to measure 
the level of psychiatric tranquilizers in the blood may be indicated if 
the client-offender is on medications at the time of admission. 

The physician reviews the laboratory test results before placing 
them in the client-offender's chart. If there are any problems, tests 
may be administered a second time or the result may be reviewed by an 
internist who serves as a consultant to the hospital. 

Because client-offenders are housed at Biggs for the purposes of 
pretrial evaluation only, the physician must obtain permission 
to treat from the referring court. However, if a client-offender is 
suicidal, a mood-elevating medication may be administered. In such 
cases, a telephone call or letter to the, judge explaining the need for 
psychiatric medications and requesting permission to treat must follow 
shortly after treatment begins. The same provisions apply to a client
offender who needs restraint and relaxing medications. 

Psychiatric Evaluation 

By the end of the client-offender's second week at Biggs, the 
psychiatrist has 'typically received laboratory test results and other 
supporting information to aid in the evaluation of the client-offender. 
At this point, an initial clinical interview is conducted. The client
offender is first informed of his rights and notified that the interview 
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is not compulsory. If consent is granted~ the client-offender is asked 
to state his or her version of the alleged crime. This is analyzed by 
the psychiatrist as to its form and content. 

A complete mental status examination is copducted: 

o Orientation--time, person, place, situation; 

o Memory--recent, remote, of the crime; 

o Retention and recall; 

o Hallucinations, delusions, illusions; 

o Knowledge of proverbs and similarities--e.g., "people who live 
in glass houses ..... ; 

o Mood and affect; 

o Ability to calculate; 

o Insight and judgment; 

o General 8ppearance and behaVior; and 

o Intelligence as measured by general knowledge. 

In addition to the above, competency to stand trial is assessed by 
the client-offender's response to the following questions: What are the 
duties of a judge? What are the duties of a jury? How many persons are 
on a jury? What is the judge supposed to do? What is your lawyer 
supposed to do for you? What is the function of a prosecuting attorney? 
What is the duty of a bailiff? What does "change, of venue" and "appeal" 
mean? Are you willing and able to assist your atto~ney? What kind of 
defense will your attorney raise? Do you understand the charges against 
you? 

The initial clinical interview lasts approximately one hour and 
fifteen minqtes. The psychiatrist tries to build rapport and avoid 
antagonizing the client-offender at this time. FollOWing the first 
encounter, the psychiatrist will review any notes and read the client
offender's chart looking for any discrepancies or inconsistencies in the 
information gathered. The ward attendants are ofte'n asked their opinion 
as to whether or not they feel the client-offender is mentally upset. 

A second clin~ca+ interview is conducted one to three days after 
the first. The client-offender is asked about the alleged crime and thetl 
confronted with any discrepancies. At this point in the interview, the 
psychiatrist assesses the client-offender,'s use of lying and other 
defense mechanisms. 
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The psychiatrist then assesses the client-offender's criminal 
responsibility. The most important pieces of information used by the 
psychiatrist are the client-offender's version of the crime, police 
report(s), history surrounding the alleged crime's occurrence, and prior 
psychiatric history. The degree of "purposefulness" exhibited by the 
client-offender is gauged by the understanding of the rightness or 
wrongness of the alleged act. 

Social History 

During the ~nitial days of admission, the social worker interviews 
the client-offender focusing upon the following concerns: 

o Client-offender's version of the crime and reactions to it; 

o Past psychiatriac hospitalizations or criminal incarcerations; 

o Past diagnoses and treatment; 

o Family psychiatric history; 

o Relationship with family and community; 

o Client-offender's amenability to treatment; and 

o Dangerousness to self or others. 

During the interview, the client-offender is asked to identify a 
family member or another person who could help the social worker with the 
case. A packet of. information is routinely sent to the person named, 
with an invitation to visit the client-offender at Biggs; visiting hours; 
general rules relating to visiting (such as restrictions on food and 
tobacco items); a social history questionnaire (Appendix D); and an 
invitation to come to the hospital to have a personal interview 
with the social worker. 

Family members and friends are extremely helpful in the production 
of a social history. For many, the social worker is their sole informant 
as to the client-offender's w'hereabouts. Usually the family members wish 
to talk with the social worker. When they arrive at Biggs, the nursing 
supervisor typically calls the social worker. The social worker meets 
the family members in the visiting room and talks with them for twenty to 
thirty minutes. The social worker asks, "Is this man crazy? Do you 
think he should be here? Can you tell me about his past history?" 

The social worker then compiles all available data into a social 
history report of approximately two pages in the following format: 

o Legal status of a-Hent-offender; 

o Type of admission to Biggs; 
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o Informants--sources of information and the reliability of each 
source; and 

o Pertinent history that aids understanding of. the present 
circumstances of the client-offender. 

Psychological Evaluation 

Concurrent with the other evaluations, a full battery of tests is 
routinely administered by the team's psychotechnician. 

o Wide Range Achievement Test--Reading; 

o Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test; 

o Revised Beta Test; 

o Graham-Kendall Memory-for-Designs; 

o Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test; 

o Sentence Completion Test; 

o A Competency Screening Test (Appendix E); and 

o Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory. 

These tests require approximately eight hours and several testing sessions 
to administer. 

To complement the p~ychotechnician's testing, a clinical 
psychologist conducts an interview with the client-offender in which more 
information is sought. 

o Background information. Age, marital status, charge, prior 
felonies and arrests, prior psychiatric hospitalization, birth 
order, caretakers, highest grade completed, work history, 
military history. 

o Current medications. 

o Behavioral observations. General demeanor, speech, mood, 
ability to abstract, hallucinations, delusions, judgment, 
seizures, amnesia, severe headaches or severe blows to the 
head, sleep habits, appetite, suicidal or homicidal ideations. 

, 0 

o 

General functioning. Account of the arrest, relevant back
ground information concerning Childhood, history of substance 
abuse, plans for the future. 

Competency evaluation. Quality of relating to attorney, 
understanding of court procedures, appreciation of range and 
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nature of possible penalties, appraisal of likely outcome, 
capacity to function at trial. 

The information gathered by the psychologist is recorded on a mental 
status examination form (AppendiX C) identical to the one used by the 
admitting physician. The completed form is fed into a computer, which 
generates a compiled summary of the mental health findings. 

The clinical psychologist then inter:prets the test results and 
summarizes all the evaluati VI! data in a "Psychology Service Report." The 
format of the report is as follows: 

0 Dates of testing; 

0 Name of psycho technician; 

0 Tests administered; 

0 Background information; 

0 Medication at the time of testing; 

0 Behavioral observations; 

0 Intellectual evaluation; 

0 Personality evaluation; 

0 Summary; and 

0 Tentative diagnosis. 

Compilation of Data 

The compiladon and summary of data is done by the psychiatrist, 
who reads the report of each discipline's evaluation, as described 
above. This is necessitated by the fact that the psychiatrists perform 
the pretrial evaluation work on a part-ti~e basis, frequently after 
normal business hours. The data compilation is followed by the 
preparation of a certificate of findings, discussed in greater detail 
below. 

Provision and Use of Evaluation Information 

Statutes 

Missouri's mental health code specifies the format of reports 
submitted to the courts by mental health evaluators. Legislation, effec
tive August 13, 1980, includes instructions for reports on competency to 
stand trial and criminal responsibility. Mo. Rev. Stat. §552.020.3 
addresses the content of reports of competency evaluations: 
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(1) An opinion as to whether the accused, as a result of a mental 
disease or defect, lacks capacity to understand the 
proceedings against him or to assist in his own defense; 

(2) a recommendation as,i to whether the accused should be held in 
custody in a suitable hospital facility for treatment pending 
determination by the court of the issue of mental fitness to 
proceed; and 

(3) a recommendation as to whether the accused, if found by the 
court mentally fit to proceed, should be detained in such 
hospital facility pending further proceedings. 

Details of an assessment of criminal responsibility are outlined in Mo. 
Rev. Stat. §552.020.4. The report should include: 

(1) Detailed findings; 

(2) an opinion as, to whether t he accused has a mental disease or 
defect, and the duration thereof; and 

(3) an opinion as to whether at the time of the alleged criminal 
conduct the accused as a result of mental disease or defect 
did not know or appreci,Qte t he nature, quali ty, or 
wrongfulness of his cOIld'tiel: or as a result of mental disease 
or defect was incapable of conforming his conduct to the 
requirements of law. 

Reports to the Court and Court's Use of the Reports 

The c~rtificate or court report represents a psychiatrist's 
compilation of all the data acquired during the course of th~ client
offender's stay at Biggs. The psychiatric staff have developed a model 
certificate (Appendix F). The certificate present~rr in use is divided 
into the following major categories: legal author:l~Q' to conduct examin,a
tion; reason for admission; legal status; pertinent social history; 
physical status; mental status; psychological testing) behavior in 
hospital; condition at present; diagnosis; discussion; findings; and 
·recommendations. 

Three copies of the completed report are mailed to the referring 
court. One copy of the report is for the referring judge. Typically a 
court clerk delivers copies to the prosecuting attorney and defense 
attorney. Both th~ defense and the prosecution have five days from 
receipt of the report to file a written request for a second mental 
health examination, the costs to be paid for by the requesting party 
(Mo. Rev. Stat. §552.020.5). ' 

Although few empirical data are available, the Program Coordinator 
estimates that Biggs's recommendations are followed in ninety percent of 
the cases. The recommendations conclude the certificate of findings or 
court report. For example, the psychiatrist may recommend that a 
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client-offender stand trial or perhaps that a client-offender be 
committed for the purposes of care and treatment. 

Consequences of Evaluation at Biggs 

Several dispositions of a client-offender at Biggs may follow the 
completion'of an evaluation and are dependent upon the staff's recommenda
tions. 

o If a client-offender is found to be sane and competent and his 
competent state was not obtained by the administration of 
treatment, the admissions officer is responsible for 
telephoning the sheriff's office to request a transfer back to 
the referring court's detention facility. The attending 
physician or social worker informs the admissions ·officer that 
the client-offender is ready to be returned to the deputy's 
custody. According to the program coordinator, eighty percent 
of the client-offenders evaluated at Biggs at the pretrial 
stage are found to be both competent and sane. 

o If a client-offender undergoing a pretrial evaluation is not 
competent and sane and requires hospitalization, the referring 
court is asked for an order committing the client- offender to 
Biggs or another facility. The client-offender remains at 
Biggs while waiting for the court order. 

o If an incompetent client-offender regains competency while at 
Biggs, a form is completed by Biggs staff to generate a motion 
to proceed with trial. The form is signed by the hospital 
superintendent and forwarded to the director of the Department 
of Mental Health in Jefferson City, Missouri. The director 
typically signs the form and sends it back to Fulton, and 
Fulton then forwards it to the court. The court initiates a 
motion to proceed with trial, and then authorizes their jail 
personnel to pick up the client-o~fender at Biggs. The entire 
process takes two to four weeks. 

Quality Control And Overall Program Management 

Internal Management and Statistical Reporting 

A variety of mechanisms are in place to prov:1.de continuous 
monitoring of case processing in the Biggs Unit. 

o 

(,1 

. " 

An annual report of "workload indicators" is prepared for 
budgetary purposes: the number of admissions and transfers; 
average daily census; number of discharges; number of 
transfers to and from other programs; nUlrlblar of readmissions; 
number of clients and hours spent in inJiv:ldual, group and 
adjunctive therapies; number of pre·trial e,raluations; number 
of treatment plans and hours spent plannin~l; number of court 
appearances; and number of contacts other t:han client contacts. 
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A weekly Forensic Service Report is prepared for all inpatient 
pretrial cases. The report details the client- offender's 
name and case number, admission date, length of stay, and 
referring judge. This report is used by Fulton State Hospital. 

Another report prepared for the hospital's use focuses upon 
client-offender discharges from pretrial status. This report 
provides information on discharge date, total length of stay, 
and name of person to whom the client-offender was released • 

The program coordinator for the Pretrial Psychiatric Unit Team 
maintains. a "log book" chronicling eac h client- offender's 
progress through the evaluative process. The following 
information is recorded: admission date; referring 
county; charge( s); consulting physician; ,. opinion as to 
competency and criminal responsibili.ty; diagnosis at 
discharge; and recommendation as to client-offender's 
discharge. In addition, a record is maintained of the 
completion of the medical history and physical examination, 
laboratory tests, social history, and psychological testing. 

The Missouri Department of Mental Health is implementing a 
Forensic Information Service collecting forensic data under 
the direction of the Missouri Director of Forensic Services. 
Court files and medical files are currently being reviewed to 
develop a centralized database dating from 1978. Judges, 
attorneys, and mental health personnel are being interviewed 
to ascertain their preferences in form and content for, 
psychiatric testimony, demonST-ration of reasonable cause in 
motions for psychiatric examination, and court reports. 

Since July 1, 1980, the director of Forensic Services has 
. been sent a copy of the court order, court report, and a data 

sheet on each Forensic client in the State of Missouri. The 
director's staff completes the remainder of the data on a 
standard form (Appendix G) utilizing the court order and court 
report of mental health findings. It is anticipated that 
these data will be placed in a computer system enabling a 
tracking of client-offenders by classification, referral 
location, and other indices. This tool will provide 
demographic, referral, nistorical, and evaluation information 
on Missouri's forensic population~ The system was to be fully 
computerized by January 1, 1981 • 

Client-offenders are informed of Biggs's procedures by the 
Handbook for Residents and a memorand.um entitled Your Civil 
Rights. Through these documents, the client-offender learns 
of rights to receive visitors and to vote, and of the 
legitimate restrictions on receipt of mail, for example. It 
is possibh that a client-offender could alert Biggs staff 
through the social worker 0'£ any irregularities in operating 
procedures, thus providing another form of internal management 
control. 
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Operating Standards 

The Biggs Unit is subject to a number of standards and pro
cedures imposed by governing agencies. 

1) 

2) 

3) 

The Missouri Department of Mental Health has standards for the 
evaluation and treatment of mentally ill offenders and 
dangerous client-offenders in maximum security psychiatric 
facilities. One example is the procedures governing treatment 
plans. An initial temporary treatment plan must be completed 
within fiv~ wor~~ng days of admission (Appendix H). A 
fourteen-day plan (Appendix I) finalizes the initial plan and 
records progress through the evaluative process. A 
client-offender receiving a pretrial evaluation is usually 
discharged before any further plans are required. A Biggs 
staff member serves as a treatment plan monitor to assure 
regular review and update. 

Standards of the Misso,uri Department of 'Health and Medicare 
must be observed. 

Biggs's location within a hospital places it under the purview 
of the Joint Commission on the Accreditation of Hospitals. 
Standards particularly applicable to Biggs are those relating 
to the environment and the staff. 

Judicial Interventions 

On August 11, 1979, Judge Hunter, of the United States District 
Court for the Western District of Missou~i, issued an opinion in 
Eckerhart v. Hensley, 475 F. Supp. 908 (1979). This clas~ action suit 
was sponsored by the Legal Aid Societ~ of St. Louis 'and concerned the 
treatment and conditions at Fulton State Hospital. The opinion 
identified areas that need changes: 

ea) Physical environment. Heating, air conditioning, painting, 
dormitories, lavoratories and bathrooms, facilities for the 
hand:icapped,windows, furniture, and personal belongings. 

(b) T;ansfers to other facilities. 

(c) Pglicies relating to visitation, receipt of mail and use of 
the telephone • 

(d) Use of restraint and seclusion. 

(e) Review of treatment plans. 

As a7;esJllt of this litigation, substantialrenovati:on of the 
i! hO$pital' s physical plant is under way to assure compliance with the 

court's directives. Procedures have been initiated to speed clcient-
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offenders' transfers to a less restrictive environment. The visiting 
room is being remodeled and new visiting rules are in effect. Access to 
the telephone has been greatly increased and mail is opened only to check 
for contraband. Treatment plans are now monitored, as described earlier. 

In addition to the above changes, a Unit Seclusion and Restraint 
Committee has been established. The members are the Program Coordinator, 
a registered nurse, a physician, and a representative from the security 
team. They randomly select files each week to review the forms completed 
by staff whenever a client-offender is restrained or secluded. If a 
problem surfaces, a lengthy review may be undertaken. If an employee has 
abused the procedures for restraint and seclusion, the supervisor is 
alerted to counsel the employee. 

This court case also spurred administrative rules regarding the 
transfer and placement of client-offenders at Biggs. The Department of 
Mental Health's operating regulations Numbers 137 and 138 provide for 
pre-transfer hearings and placement staffing conferences related to the 
necessity of the client-offender's presence in a maximum security 
facility. 

Quality Assurance 

The Director of Forensic Services, John Petrila, has prepared a 
report entitled "A Proposal for Missouri Forensic Services in the 
Eighties" (Note 4) that identifies several quality assurance issues 
related to t he provision of forensic services:' 

o Standards and certification for professionals performing 
forensic examinations; 

o In-service training and continuing education for forensic 
staff; 

o Creation of a LaW-Mental Health Institute; 

o Fellowship program in foreusic psychiatry; and 

o Standardization of fO"x-ensie examinations and reports. 

Petrila has also raised several questions addreSSing the role of 
Biggs as a maximum security unit. Further research will be needed to 
answer the following questions: 

o What are the characteristics of the population being treated 
currently? 

o 

o 

Are all client-offenders being treated there actually in need 
of a maximum security environment? 

,Q 
If not,~lare there programs elsewhere within the Department 
where they might be more appropriately treated? 
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Should the capacity of the Biggs Unit be expanded, reduced, or 
remain the same? 

Should existing programs within the Biggs Unit be retained and 
should new programs be added? 

Another issue relating to the provision of forensic services 
concerns facilities for female forensic client-offenders. There is 
presently no maximum security ward in Missouri for female client
offenders. At Fulton, for example, women requiring maximum security 
detention and pretrial evaluations are sent to the Acute Intensive 
Treatment Unit, a locked ward providing only minimal security. These 
women are often disruptive of normal ward routine because of bizarre 
behavior and actual or threatened violent activity. The solution to this 
problem is not an easy one. According to the Director of the Acute 
Int.ensive Treatment Unit, it is difficult to justify the costs of 
creating and operating a maximum security facility solely for the 
evaluation and treatment of female forensic client-offenders. Their 
numbers are small, but they are a population in need of improved services. 

PRETRIAL BRANCH, DIVISION OF FORENSIC PROGRAMS, ST. ELIZABETHS HOSPITAL 

St. Elizabeths Hospital is a psychiatric hospital located in 
Washington D.C. The hospital is a federal facility administered by the 
National Institute of Mental Health, Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare. It opened in 1858 and has had as its superinten.dents such noted 
forensic psychiatrists as William Alanson. 'White and Winfred Overholser. 

The hospital's organization includes a Division of Forensic 
Programs, which was established in 1969 and is located in the hospital's 
John Howard Pavilion. The Division of Forensic Programs consists of a 
number of branches, including the Pretrial Branch and the Posttrial 
Branch. Both branches are responsible for mental health evaluation and 
treatment of patients referred as a result of criminal court 
proceedings. The Pretrial Branch addresses questions of competency to 
stand trial and criminal responsibility, while the Posttrial Branch 
primarily is responsible for treatment of persons adjudicated not guilty 
by reason of insanity and sentenced prisoners transferred from 
correctional institutions. Only the Pretrial Branch is described in this 
section. 

The Pretrial Branch serves the criminal divisions of the District 
of Columbia Superior Court and the United States District Cour,t for D.C. 
The Branch may be called upon to provide any of three services: to 
assess whether a patient is competent to stand trial; to assess whether 
at the time that a patient is alleged to have committed an offense, he 
was criminally responsible; and to provide patients adjudicated 
incompetent to stand trial With treatment designed to restore them to 
competency. Evaluations are conducted on an in-patient basis. Persons 
admitted for evaluation may be hospitalized for as long as 60 days. 
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100 The Pretrial Branch consists of four wards containing a total of 
beds (31 for females, 69 for males). The Branch processed 

approximately 600 patients in 1979. 

A Function' Model 

The flow of criminal defendants into, through, and out of the 
Pretrial Branch is depicted in Figures 50, 51, and 52. Figure 50 
~ndicates the various paths along which a defendant in the D.C. Su erior 
5~urt whose mental state has been questioned might be directed. Figure 

presents the same information for defendants in the U.S. District 
~ourt. Figure 52 indicates in detail how defendants admitted to the 
retrial Branch are processed. 

The flow of the D.C. Superior Court defendant fro~ the court into 
~he Pretrial B:~nch and b~ck to the court is represented in Figure 50. 
uestions relal~~ng to the defendant's competency to stand trial 
~iminal responsibility may be raised during any of a number of ~~urt 

arings prior to trial. The question of competency to stand trial t 
~ommonly is raised at the defendant's first appearance before the co~;~ 

pon motion of the prosecution or defense, or sua sponte the court .• 
~rder a defendant screened for competency to stand triaf'by the D C may 
orensie PSYChiatry Division (FPD) in its field office in the •• 

courthouse. The FPD conducts the screening and reports back to the 
court, usually within 24 hours. Based on the FPD's report th 
take several actions. ' e court may 

o 

o 

o 

'0 

It may declare the defendant incompetent to stand trial and 
order him admitted to the Pretrial Branch for treatment and 
for evaluation for criminal responsibility if the insanity 
defense has been raised. This is discouraged by the Pretrial 
Branch administration and Superior Court Chief Judge because 
the practice may contribute to overcrowding at the Pretri I 
Branch; thus, it is rarely done. a 

i: may order the defendant to be evaluated more thoroughly. 
th h~p;~kes bail, evaluation is done on an outpatient basis in 

e s D.C. office. If he fails to make bail evaluation 
is done at the jail, or, if hospitalization is n~cessary 
evaluation is done in a hospital setting (the ligast Paviilion 
;t D.C. General Hospital or, if ligast is full, the Pretrial 

ranch of, Division of Forensic Programs at St. Elizabeths). 
Anl~~der may specify a criminal responsibility evaluation as 
wbe as a competency evaluati.on if the insanity defense has 
een raised. 

It may find the defendant in need of emergency hospitalization 
and order him immediately committed to the Pretrial Branch. 
This requires the concurrence of the Chief Judge. 

It may deClare the defendant ~ompetent to stand trial. 
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Figure 5l. Case flow of U. S. District Court defendant ~.;hose mental 
condition has been questioned, Pretrial Branch of St. 
Elizabeths Hospital . 
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If the defendant is referred for further evaluation after the 
courthouse scr'eening, the unit c6nducting such evaluation (i.e., FDP, 
jail, Ugast., Pretrial 'Branch) will report to the court its findings 
regarding competency to stand trial and, if requested, criminal responsi
bility. Opinions regarding criminal responsibility are not acted upon 
until trial. With regard to the question of competency to stand trial, 
t.he court will either find the'defendant competent to stand trial or find 
him incompetent and order him committed to the Pre-Trial Branch for 
treatment designed to restore him to competency and possibly for further 
evaluation of criminal responsibility. After a period of treatment and 
evaluation~ the Pretrial Branch will report to the court whether the 
defendant (i'has regained his competency to stand trial. The Branch also 
will commu\nicate its findings regarding criminal relilPonsibility if a 
responsibdlity evaluation was ordered. If the defendant is found not to 
hal<t"'b!~ined his competency, he will remain with the Pretrial Branch for 
a~other period of treatment. At the expiration of this second period, 
the Branch again will report to the court, and the court either will find 
the defendant competent or conduct a Jackson v. Indiana hearing (see 
below). If at the hearing the Pretrial Branch reports that the defendant 
has made progress toward recovery and that it is likely that he will 
regain his competency in t'he foreseeable future, the court may return the 
defendant to the Pretrial Branch for further treatment; if the Pretrial 
Branch reports that it is unlikely that the defendant will regain his 
competency in the foreseeable future, the court will order the defendant 
released, staying the order for long enough to allow the government to 
institute civil commitment proceedings. 

If ~he insanity defense is raised independently of theJquestion of 
competency to stand trial, the defeneant is ordered evaluated by the 
Forensic Psychiatry Division or the Ugast Pavillion at D.C. General 
Hospital. Unless he is admitted to the Pretrial Branch relative to the 
question of competency to stand trial, he will not be examined by 
Pretrial Branch staff. With respect to the patient evaluated for 
criminal responsibility while at the Pretrial Branch, the evaluation 
results are submitted to the court, and if the defendant is competent to 
stand trial, a trial will be held a.nd the issue of sanity will be 
determined. If he is found not guilty by reason of insanity, he may be 
admitted to 5t. Eliza~eths Hospital's Posttrial Branch for treatment. 

The flow'o! the U.S. District Court defendant from the court info 
the Pretrial Branch and back to the court is indicated in Figure 51. The 
flow is the same as that indicated f.or the D.C~ Superior Court defendant 
(Figure 50), except that the District Court defendant is not screened or 
evaluated by other units before he is admitted to the Pretrial Branch for 
evaluation. Upon the court's order that the defendant be evaluated for 
competency to stand trial or criminal responsibility, he will be admitted 
immediately to the Pretrial Branch and processed through in exactly the' 
same manner" asis the Superior Court defendant • . r 

" 
The flow 'ox: a defend~nt through the Pretrial Branch is indicated 

in Figure 52. (Throughout the discussion of the process that occurs 
during hospitalizat:!"on, the defendant will be referred to as the 
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"patient.") At the time of the patient's admission to a ward of the 
Pretrial Branch, a brief c.linical admission procedure is performed by a 
forensic psychiatric technician who obtains such basic personal 
information as the patient's age and date of birth. The technician makes 
a note of any unusual behavior exhibited by the patient. The patient 
then is provided an orientation to the ward. 

Shortly after admission (within 8 hours), the patient is seen by a 
physician for a physical examination and a medical history. The patient 
also is seen by a member of the division nursing staff who conducts an 
interview and assesses the patient's nursing needs. Within 24 hours of 
the admission, the patient is seen for a clinical admission interview 
conducted by the ward administrator or the ward psychiatrist. At this 
time, an initial diagnostic impression is formulated and an initial 
assessment o,f potential psychiatric needs is made. Medication may be 
prescribed and the patient may be referred for a neurological "workup " 
an electroencephalogram (EEG) reading, or psychological testing. Pla~s 
are made to ~btain such materials as police records (RAP sheet, arrest 
report, ~tc.), social history, and previous hospital records. Subsequent 
to these procedures and throughout the period of the evaluation a 
~ontinuing observation is undertaken by all members of the ward' staff. 
The evaluation process culminates in a diagno'stic staff conference in 
which all available members of the ward team participate. A review is 
made of all clinical materials, test results, hospitalization records 
court-obtained materials, and social work reports. Generally, the " 
patient is interviewed again by those attending the conference. 
Following this, a formal diagnosis of the patient is made and opinions 
on competency and criminal responsibility are formulated.' This 
information is s~mmarized in a let~er for the court, and the hospital 
awaits the court s determination of the questions involved. 

If the individual is found to be competent., he is discharged from 
the hospital; 1f he is found to be mentally incompetent, he is remanded 
back.to the hospital for treatment and further evaluation. In cases of 
cont1nuing incompetency, the hospital may be asked to initiate and 
participate in a civil commitment proceeding if it is felt that the 
patient's mental illness is such that he is likely to be a danger to 
himself or to the community if released. 

With respect to criminal responsibility;, the findings of the 
Pretrial Branch are summarized in a letter to the court. Unless the 
patient is adjudicated incompetent to stand trial and detained in the 
hospital on that basis, he is released. The question of criminal· 
responsibility is, of course, resolved at trial. 

Delineation of Mental Health Informat~ Requirements 

. Questions concerning the mental health of ' a 
arrested in the District of Columbia may be raised 
persons, including the arresting officer officars 

h 
' II 

person to t e stationhouse, booking officers, bail 
tatives, the defense attorney, jail personnel, the 
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judge. When such a question is brought to the attention of the court, 
the court may order the person screened or evaluated for competency to 
stand trial or criminal responsibility. 

The standard for determining whether a patient is mentally 
competent to stand trial, applicable in both the D.C. Superior Court and 
the U.S. District Court, is whether the defendant "has sufficient present 
ability to consult with his lawyer with a reasonable degree of rational 
understanding--and whether he has a rational as well as factual 
understanding of the proceedings against him" [Dusky v. ~, 362 U.S. 
402 (1960)]. The standard for criminal responsibility, virtually 
identical in the D.C. Superior and U.S. District Courts, is as follows: 

A person is not responsible for criminal conduct if at the time of 
such conduct, as a result of a mental disease or defect, he lacked 
substantial capacity either to appreciate [recognize] the 
criminality [wrongfulness] of his conduct or to conform his 
conduct to the requirements of law [U.S. v. Brawner, 471 F2d 969 
(D.C. Cir. 1972); Bethea v. ~, A.2d (D.C. App. 1976)]. 

With respect to patients who,are admitted after having been adjudicated 
incompetent to stand trial, the case of Jackson v. Indiana [406 U.S. 715 
(1972)] has established that such patients can'Qot be held more than a 
reasonable period of time necessary to determine whether there is 
substantial probability that they will become competent in the 
foreseeable future. If it is determined that a patient will not become 
competent in the foreseeable future, the government must either institute 
the customary civil commitment proceedings against the person or release . 
her or him from the hospital. 

In federal court, the order for a mental health evaluation directs 
the defendant to the Pretrial Branch. The information required of the 
Pretrial Branch by the order is psychiatric opinion as to the defendant's 
competency or criminal responsibility (or both). The police report is 
supposed to accompany the order but often does not. In such cases, the 
chief of the Pretrial Branch or his secretary arranges for the police 
report to be sent. 

The first mental health referral in the Superior Court ordinarily 
is to the D.C. Forensic Psychiatry Division's field office in the 
courthouse (see Figure 50). That office is directed to conduct a 
screening examination of the defendant and report whether he or she is 
competent to stand trial or whether further evaluation is necessary 
before such a determination can reliably be made. If further evaluation 
is indicated, such is ordered, and further psychiatric opinion is 
obtained. On rather rare occasions, this initial ~eferral is to the 
Pretrial Branch; ordinatily, it is first directed to other units of the 
Forensic Psychiatry Division. The referral to the Pretrial Branch comes 
upon a court order and will either specify an evaluatIon to assess 
competency to stand trial and criminal responsibility (if the insanity 
defense has been raised) or declare that the defendant already has been 
adjudicated incompetent to stand trial (based on mental health 
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information obtained and provided by the Forensic Psychiatry Division) 
and direct that the defendant be treated for incompetency, evaluated for 
restoration to competency, and evaluated further for criminal 
responsibility if the insanity defense has been raised. The police 
r~port and any psychiatric reports resulting from prior screening by the 
in-court FPD staff or evaluation by FPD or Ugast staff are supposed to 
accompany the order. However, these reports often are not received and 
the chief of the Pretrial Branch or his secretary arranges by telephone 
for them to be sent. 

Acquisition of Mental Health Information 

Staff 

The staff of the Pretrial Branch is multi-disciplinary and works 
as a team. There are 13 full-time professional staff and three 
consulting psychiatrists. The staff assigned to a.particular ward 
typically will consist of a clinical administrator, a psychiatrist, a 
psychologist devoting approximately ten percent of his time to the ward, 
a social worker, and 17 nurses working in three shifts. 

The chief of the Pretrial Branch has the responsibility for 
coordinating all pretrial evaluation and treatment activities in 
collaboration with the supervisory psychiatrist of the Pretrial Branch. 
This coordination involves scheduling all pretrial examinations, ensuring 
that the results of evaluations conducted by the clinical administrators 
and psychiatric consultants are reported to the court in a proper and 
timely fashion, serving as liaison to the courts with respect to 
scheduling adatssions and discharges, and discussing administrative 
policy with representatives of the courts, the Department of Corrections, 
the United States Attorney's Office, and the Public Defender Service. 
The supervisory psychiatrist of the Pretrial Branch coordinates the 
evaluations conducted by the psychiatric consul.t.:ants. In addition, he 
and the other staff psychiatrists provide consultation concerning 
medication and treatment planning. The psychologists assigned to the 
Pretrial Branch provide psychological assessments. 

Social workers assigned to the Pretrial Branch prepare social 
histories on all patients and provide a liaison to various community 
agencies. Social workers are college graduates with at least two years 
of additional spec1al1.zed training. Clinical administrators and clinical 
psychologists or psychi.atrists are responsible for coordinating the 
evaluation and treatment programs on their respective ~ards, preparing 
reports to the court regarding these evaluations, and appearing in court 
as expert witnesses on issues of competency and criminal responsibility. 
The nursing staff perform day-to-day nursing functions. Additionally, 
they contribute to treatnlent planning, evaluation, and reports to the 
court. 

The administrative assistant for the Pretrial Branch exercises 
general supervision over the clerical staff, the admissions coordinator, 
and the medical records monitor. He assigns and coordinates the 
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preparation of court reports and ensures t.hat such reports are sent to 
the appropriate courts in a timely fashion. The clerk prepares letters 
to thE! c~~urt and drafts reports concerning staff conferences, psychiatric 
c.ase studies, and treatment plans. The admissions coordinator is 
'responsible for coordinating all of the information received on patients, 
including notifying the personnel involved in an evaluation when certain 
material arrives, notifying the registrar's office about the legal status 
of patients who are admitted, and obtaining information relating to 
psychiatric treatment received by patients on previous occasions in other 
institutions. ' The medical records monitor is responsible for organizing 
the charts of all patients and ensuring that all necessary information is 
in the cha,rt before the p'atient is dischat;;')ed. Also, he is responsible 
for obtaining records of previous hospitalization within Saint Elizabeths 
Hospital for patients who are readmitted. 

Procedures and Techniques 

Upon admiSSion, the patient is taken to the ward in which he will 
reside during his stay in the hospital. There the patient is assigned a 
bed; provided a shower; and introduced to the ward staff, the clinical 
administrator of the ward, and the other patients. A copy of the Freedom 
of Information Act is provided along with an explanation of its 
purposes. At this time, a forensic psychiatric technician asks the 
patient basic questions relating to age, birth date, etc., and notes any 
unusual behavior on the part of the patient. 

Shortly after admission (within 8 hours), the patient is given a 
complete physical examination by a physician. A member of the nursing 
staff also meets with the patient and speaks with the examining physician 
to determine the nursing needs of the patient (i.e., medication, 
allergies, etc.). As a result of the physician's examination the 
patient may be transferred to a medical/surgical facility loc~ted 
elsewhere on the campus of the hospital for further treatment or testing. 

Following the physical and the nursing assessment, the clinical 
administrator of the ward conducts an "admis'sion interview" with the 
patient. This interView is conducted within 24 hours of the patient's 
admission and is designed to ascertain 

o 

o 

o 

o 

the reason for admission; 

the patient's mental status (including general appearance; 
behavior; orientation (knowledge of who he is and where he is 
and knowledge of day, month, and year); attention; perception; 
memory; observed "mOOd" and "feelings;" quality of speech; and 
presence of any abnormal ideas or suicidal tendencies); 

the histo~y of any previous psychiatric hospitalizations; and 

any current medical problems, current medication, and any 
known allergies related to food or medicine. 
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If the clinical administrator of the ward is nota psychiatrist (which is 
presently the case on the male wards), the patient also will be e~amined 
by a psychiatrist. The psychiatrist may be a staff memba';: ,at the 
hospital or a doctor in private practice retained as a consultant by the 
hospital to examine the particular patient. The ciinical administrator 
of the ward may refer the patient for psychological testing an EEG or a 
neur.o.!ogical workup as a result of the admission interview ~r at an; t'ime 
d1.u;5,r:;g the patie,~t' s hospi talization. The patient also will be 
,i~l~~e:CV1'.;~wed by a psychiatric social worker. The social worker uS'Pally 
'~~yt\',;~I!~~ti:'ates on the" social history," which include.s family and community 
j!."7:;:,t~t;t~~~I'1pips. lie usually interviews members of the family and others 
'\>It:O . h~~1;;~~Jr./n.O\iIl the patient prior to his arrest. Observations made during 
int~:"~J'i:"Hif.t conducted by clinical administrators psychiatrists and 

. " 
socia~ workers are documented and attached to the patient's chart. 

Patients referred for psychological testing and evaluation are 
seen by a staff psychologist who determines what tests, instruments, and 
procedures are to be used in completing the evaluation. A number of 
different tests and techniques are employed to ass.~ss the patient's 
intellectual and emotional functioning. The following tests and 
techniques are commonly administered (some or all may be administered at 
the discretion of the ~valuating psychologist): 

o Face-to-face interview with patient 

o Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS) 

o Bender Gestalt Test 

o Figure Drawings 

o Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) 

o Rorschach 

o Record R~view (hi,story, social service/nursing notes, etc.) 

Additional testsmay/t,e used to complement the evaluation and to address 
particular referral questions: 

o Quick Test 

o Benton Test of Visual Retention 

o Memory for Designs Test 

o Wechsler Memory Scale ., 
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In cases where the psychologist has determined that there may be brain 
damage and that a more extensive evaluation is needed, the Reitan 
Neuropsychological Te.st Battery or another equally c.omprehensi ve battery 
such as the Luria Battery may be administered. Psychologists are 
expected to function independently in assessing patients, and the use of 
tests, instruments, and procedures is at their discretion, depending, 
among other things, on the nature of the referral question, time 
limitations, and the patient's condition, disposition, and abilicy to 
cooperate. Upon the completion of psychological testing, the 
psychologist provides the clinical administrator of the ward with a 
written .report of his findngs and summarizes his findings in the 
patient's chart. 

If other tests or special examinations have been ordered (e.g., 
x-rays, blood tests, or neurological examinations), these will be 

... performed and the results will be recorded in the patient's chart. 

Subsequent to these procedures and throughout the period of the 
evaluation, an ongoing observation is undertaken by all members of the 
ward staff. These observations are recorded either on a psychiatrist's 
progress note or on a clinical record form and are attached to the 
patient's chart. The progress .notes are recorded in sequential, 

'chronological order. They reflect staff observations of the patient's 
behavior and thought processes as well as any particular problems that 
may exist with respect to patient management or medical issues. 
Patients' progress, problems, ana mental status commonly are discussed 
informally by members of the' team,hsuallY at change of shift. When 
appropriate, referrals to other disciplines are made, such as referral 
for neurological evaluation, EEG, or psychological testing. Clinical 
interviews may be .conducted by the psychiatrist or clinical administrator 
for the purpose of assessing changes in the patient's mental status and 
his understanding of ~he legal issues. Findings are documented in 
clinical notes and attached to the patient's chart. 

After sufficient information becomes available, the clinical team 
holds a c!linical "staff conference" to consider and attempt to answer the 
questions~sked by the court. This conference ~ presided over by the 
clinical a~ministrator, typically includes the'psychiatrist, the 
psychologist who administe~!ed the psychological tests, the social worker, 
the wa~d'.s chief nurse, and the forensic psychiatric technicians. The 

/1" : patient's history is carefully reviewed and his behavior prior to and 
during hospitalization is assessed. The patient ordinarily is brought 
before the staff conference and interviewed. Following the interview, a 
discussion is held among the conference participants and a vote is taken 
on diagnosis, custody, medication:', and other aspects of the treatment 
plan. 

Provision and Use of Mental Health Information 

FollOwing the staff conference held by the clinica~ team at the 
o:;onclusion of a patient's period of evaluation in the Pretrial Branch, 
the clinical administrat'or writes an official report from which a letter 
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is derived. The letter varies in length and style but always includes 
opinion responsive to the legal criteria of the particular question(s) 
posed and a basis for the opinion. Some letters, depending on the author 
and the judge for whom they are prepared,. discuss. other clinical findings 
possibly unrelated to the questions posed but descriptive of the mental 
status of the defendant. Copies of the letter are furnished to the 
court, the prosecutor, and the defense attorney. If there is 
disagreement among the staff regarding the diagnosis, this fact maybe 
noted in the cover letter to the court. 

TII,e court may make the lega 1 determinations of competency and 
criminal 'responsibility on the basis of the letter alone or may require 
expert testimony. A psychiatrist or clinical psychologist might be 
called to testify in a competency hearing or in a trial involving the 
insanity defense. Furthermore, should civil commitment proceedings be 
initiated, a psychiatrist may be called upon to testify at a mental 
health commission hearing. 

Feedback, Monitoring, and Program Evaluation 

The only apparent formal mechanism for progra:m feedba'c~, 
monitoring, or evaluation that functions externally of the Pretrial 
Branch is an evaluation conducted periodically (probably every two years 
or so) by the Joint Commission of Accreditation of Hospitals. The Office 
of Quality Assurance for the hospital is responsible for 'responding to 
the Joint Commission. The basis of the evaluation by the Joint , 
Commission is documented in Consolidated Standal:"ds for Child, Adolescent ,~~ 
and Adult Psychiatric, Alcoholism, and Drug Abuse Programs {Joint 
Comml.Ssion,979h,,' Th1.S document contal.ns· standards of all programs 
covered by the accl:reditation program for psychiatric facilities, with the 
exception of community mental health services, which fall under a 
separate set of standards. This document also is used as a 
self-e.valuation tool. 

"0 \ 

It is arguable whether the standards utUized by. ~~~e Joint 
Commission effectively and efficiently accommodate the unique 
characteristics of forensic mental health programs. While Consolidated 
Standards deals extensively with such critical issues of quality of 
patient care as program management, patient managem~nt, patient services, 
and facility management, very little recognition of the interaction of . 
the mental health and criminal jusei~~ .. \systems is evident. Two entries., 
in the document's index, "on court ord~r" and "l.egal assessment," are the 
only mentions of crimipal justice involvement made in the Consolidated 
Standards ..' 

When a patient· is admitted on court order, the rights .and 
responsibili,~ies of the patient and family should be explained 
• t.his .explanation should be fully documenl;ed in the patient's 
record.' (p. 56) ". 

In dr~g abuse programs, a legal assessment of each patient shall 
be undertaken which shall inc lucie the following areas as 
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a m~nl.mum: (a) a legal history; and (b) a preliminary discussion 
to determine the extent to which the individual's legal situation 
will influence progress and treatment and the urgency of the legal 
situation. No part of these standards dealing with legal 
assistance is intended to contravene any established laws or rules 
of court or any principle of ethics related to the practice of 
law. Where a conflict exists between these standards and the laws 
or the rules of courts or ethical principles, said laws, rules, or 
principles shall prevail. (p. 62) 

The Consolidated Standards contains a section specifying that a 
program shall have "a written statement of goals and objectives," "a 
written plan for evaluating the program's level of attainment of its 
goals and objectives," and "written evidence [to] verify that the 
findings of the evaluation have influenced program planning." The term 
"program" is defined in the glossary section as "an organized system of 
services designed to address the treatment needs of patients. Program is 
synonymous with facility, agency, unit, and organiza~ion." Thus, it 
appears that the Division of Forensic Programs shall, according to the 
Joint Commission's ~onsolidated Standards, give evidence of program 
evaluation capabilities and' achiev.ements. 

Another informal feedback or monitoring system functioning in the 
Pretrial Branch is seen in the reaction of judges who receive .reports 
prepared by Pretrial Branch staff. Because of the strictness of the 
legal requirements attaching to cases of this sort (relating to 
timeliness, patients' rights, etc.) and the adversary system's tendency 
to search for error, judges demand carefully produced assessments. 
According to staff, judges on a number of occasions in the past have 
telephoned the chief of the Pretrial Bench or the clinical administrator 
of a war~ f~r clarification of a report or to comment on the quality of a 
report recel.ved. 

In addition to the external feedback received from the Joint 
Commi~sion of Accreditation of Hospitals and the judges receiving 
:retrl.al Branch reports, a certain degree of program monitoring occurs 
l.nternally. As described above, the ~dministrative structure of the 
Pretrial Branch includes a chief of the operation who, in addition to 
attend~ng to gene::al ~nagement responsibilities, works informally with a 
superv~sory psychl.atrl.st to ensure that examinations are scheduled in a 
timely fashion and that the results of eVal!latio~Q"performed by clinical 
administrators and psychiatric consultants are pro.pkrly reported to the 
court. Further, each ward is served by a clinica~ administrat6r, to whom 
the ward staff are responsible. The nursing staff'report to a head nurse. 

The Pretrial Branch maintains a loose-leaf proced\~res manual in 
which are filed such items as an organizational plan for the Pretrial 
Branch, a statement of Pretrial Branch philosophy, an outline of the 
evaluation process, a summary of the legal categories and standards 
applying to patients admitted for evaluation, ward philosophies and 
goals, inter-department mel'Doranda, etc. It is not known to what extent 
the manual is used by staff. or how often outdated information is purged. 
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CENTER FOR FORENSIC PSYCHIATRY, ANN ARBOR, MICHIGAN 

The Center for Forensic Psychiatry was created by state statute in 
1967 for the purpose of "diagnosis, evaluation, and treatment of patients 
committed to the Department of Mentalltiealth by the criminal courts" 
(§330.ll{c] of the Compiled Laws of Michigan, 1970). Ames Robey~as the 
first director of the Center and served until 1975. Bill Meyer followed 
Dr. Robey as director and serves in that capacity at this writing. 

The Center for Forensic Psychiatry functions as an agency of the 
Department of Mental Health and provides its services on a statewide 
basis. The. Center consists of several units: an "evaluation unit" 
responsible for outpatient evaluations (evaluations conducted without 
requirement of hospitalization or commitment) to assess competency to 
stand trial and criminal responsibility; two "admissions units" 
responsible for short-term, inpatient evaluations and treatment of men; a 
women's unit responsible for short-term, inpatient evaluations and 
treatment of women; and a long-term unit responsible for long-term, 
inpatient treatment and diagnostic work. 

The Center performs seven basic functions: 

o outpatient evaluations to assess competency to stand trial 
(for all Michigan courts except the Detroit: Recorders Court); 

o outpatient evaluations to assess criminal responsibility and 
diminished capacity (for all Michigan courts); 

0, inpatient evaluations of persons adjudicated not guilty by 
reason of insanity, to assess civil committability (for all 
persons so adjudicated in Michigan); 

o inpatient treatment services for persons adjudicated 
in~ompetent to stand trial; 

o inpatient treatment services fo~_ -persons acquitted by reason 
of insanity and committed for· treatment; 

o inpatient treatment services for "convict transfers" (Michigan 
corrections inmates in need of mental health attention); 

o (Jutpatient and inpatient evaluations of persons adjudicated 
"guilty but mentally ill" and placed on probation. to assess 
treatment needs. 

In addition, the center performs a training~and research function, which 
largely entails providing training for new !ktaff and continuing education 
for existing staff. Only those ~unctions frimarilY concerned with 
screening and evaluJ.ltion (the fit~t. three i~nd the last listed aoove) are 
treated in detail in this section.\ . )1: 
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In 1979, the Center for Forensic Psychiatry performed 1,963 
outpatient evaluations, 1,015 to assess competency to stand trial and 948 
to assess criminal responsibility. Inpatient services entailed 338 
admissions to respond to 267 orders to treat persons adjudicated 
incompetent to stand trial, 69 orders to evaluate persons adjudicated not 
guilty by reason of insanity to assess current committability, 59 orders 
to treat persons acquitted by reason of insanity, and 27 other orders 
(primarily treatment of convict transfers and evaluation of persons 
adjudicated guilty but mentally ill and placed on probation) • 

The Center for Forensic Psychiatry was designed and is funded to 
provide 112 beds, 96 for men and 16 for women. However, because of high 
demand, the Center's patient population presently is approximately 130. 

. An expansion was planned to increase the size of the facility by 90 beds 
by December 1, 1980. 

A Function Model 

The flow of mental health evaluation cases into, through, and out 
of the Center for Forensic Psychiatry is depicted in Figures 53-56. 

Competency to Stand Trial 

Figure 53 indicates the process by which tbe question of 
competency to stand trial is raised, referred to the Center, addressed 
and respond~d to by Center staff, and resolved. 

The question of competency to stand trial may be raised by the 
defense, the prosecution, or. the court. The question most commonly is 
raised at the defendant's first appearance before the court; however. it 
may be raised at any time prior to trial. If the court determines that 
the defendant should be evaluated for his competency to stand trial, it 
will order that he be so evaluated during a period not to exceed 60 
days. For defendants in the criminal justice system in the city of 
Detroit, this order directs·that an evaluation be conducted at the 
Detroit Recorder's Court Clinic. For defendants in all other Michigan 
courts, the order specifies that the evaluation be performed at the 
Center for Forensic Psychiatry. Virtually all t)f these ev:lt1uations are 
conducted on an outpatient basis. 

The order is sent to the Center for Forensic Psychiatry along with 
a copy of the police report. These materials are ~eceived by the 
Center's Forensic Services department (a case-coordinating and 
statistics-gathering department within the Center), which enters certain 
case-identifying information into. a computer and prepares a "case history 
cover.sheet" for the file and an index card for the paper record. 

Within one week of receipt of the court order, Forensic Services 
attempts to contact the defense attorney to obtain further information 
about the defendant (i.e., circumstances surrounding the referral, nature 
of the attorney-defend~nt relationships as perceived by the attorney). 
Information obtained as a result of this call is indicated in an 
"administrative green note,1I which is attached to the file. 
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'( ,," The ni"'ector of the Ehraluation Unit meets with Forensic Services 

s~~\ff on a w'~kly basis to assign', clinicians to new cases and schedule 
":'/ I' cllf"?i~al i1terviews. If a ?e1?endilIlt, ~s on ~ond. Fo:ensic Se:vices 

/1 ='( n,ot':t1f!S hl,\1' \~t:t1)rtley by ma1l of tl:i~1 ~nterV1eW app0:i.ntmentj ~f a 
J f I, d,eff~nd.a~~ is') incarceratetl, Forensis '~"rvices notifies the sh~riff by 

. III . telephone. ,\ ',1 • 
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11
,\, ,1,.1' After the i~terview appoint~ent:has ,been confirmed, Forensic 
\ , Services sends the file' (cont;li\>ining theco~·~t order, police report. case 

.\ history ~over shellt, and a,dmini.'strative 'green note, if available) to the 
1\ ',clinician as~ilYld to the case. ,'If the fi1,~ 4,oes not contain an .' 
\\ administra/;i<{le~'~fe~n note, 1 the clinician ~~kes an attempt to contact the 

\\ defense attorneYl:~6y 2:elephone for "green not~," information. If the 
'\ clinician is'\o.~aln,-e td"reach the attCl'!rney, ;ue makes a note to this effect. 
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When the ·dei~bdant ar·rives forhi~ .evaluatbn, he is met by staff 
of Fo~ensic Serv'ices l' wt~o' ob6;~'11l brief pe~}i:diial information from him and 
make ci!rtain he isi:n .fact thel/'person ~chEduf~d to be evaluated. 
F01;'ensic C"Servicecsthei{\notifia~ the security staff that the defendant is 
~eady t'o' be escorte4 b., ~he interview area.' Once in the interview area, 
the defendaa~ i~ m'et byCC-'forensic aids who photogr8yl1diim and have him 
complete a detailed personal history questionnair~', i~dicating family, 
school, arid military bl~ckground a~,d medical and tnent\:\~) health histcrry. 

o C',1 " 

, The clinic:;ian meets the clefendf:1l:),t in the i'!;lterview area and .ii 

conducts a clinical interview addresliing the question of the defenc~ant IS 

competency to stand trial. If the If'inician beli~<res that a consuXtation 
with" a psychi~trist (if the c ll.nicttan is a psychologh't;i,' or social lrorker) 
or psy<;:hologist (if the clinicianil(;!l a psychiatrist or socia 1 work~~r) is 
essent~al before a recommenda~iotr a,~_~ut oompetenc},' ,can be reached"such a 
consu ltation may be reques ted .~~,~=- ~~,!J c' 

, I' Upon completion of the compet~cy evaluation (iftterview andiany 
psychiatric or psycholog:i:'ca). codsultatiQn}, the dp.-fendant ordinarily is 
rdeased from the CentE':t" ;Un the, custody of the sh~riff/' if the def~indant 

,,£:8 nat on bond). If the clinid~n, is 0'1: the opinion that the defetj;dant 
requires irmriediate tre2tment ~ he:in'aYi~onta(:t the" de~l"!nse attorne.y and the 
court by;, telepp.one and request that the defendant be hospitalized 
immediate ly for treatm.ent.. O.ccasiont£llil ~ in pa7,:tic~1arly serious cases 
the cqurt will order hospitalizahon. over"the telel-lhone if the defense 
attorney h&sl1o'obj~ct:;~q~j hcowev~,:r, ~,n emel'gen.cllJ c~1Upetency hearing 
usually is, heldbe'1:,~'rehospi,ta\I~~~ti(;n lsor.etE:!17'~t1'~ 'I 

'1-/ (3 \.: !?\' ,~} . ,;(~~ \". '. '. 

Followin3\;{'~Ee )lomR,eten~jre"aluation~ ::the clinician prepar:es a 
report, su~,ri2in~~.r:e findings. The original is sent to the'co9rt, and 

,c'¢opi~s ~'re 'srint:,lo the prosecutor and the flerense attorney. If the 
clinician iaco .. £" theopi:iiiorl" that the defendant:' is incompetellE fo stand 
tri'al, n he °submits hisi'epCit-t; wit-hin 24 hours of.) the evalual:ui6~,;Jand a 
separate lett~1:',"i,s::sentS;;recommending whethetrp~acement for t~~~l:ment (to 
restore competency) should be at the Center.'oxelsewhe:;-e. It'the 
clinician is of the opinion th~t. the defeddant i$,' cOglpettant (iYo stand 
trial, "he submits his report withi'h five days'Of'onC)w~n.~'\tJ'ie f:valuation. 
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Within five days following receipt of the evaluation report, the 
court must hold a hearing to determine the defendant's ,competency to 
stand trial (unless the prosecution or defense, for good cause, requests 
a continuance for a reasonable time). If the court finds the defendant 
competent, he proceeds to trial. Upon a finding of incompetency, the 
court determines whether there is a substantial probability that the 
defendant, if provided treatment, would attain competency within 15 
months or one-third of the maximum sentence he coulQ receive if convicted 
of the charges against him, whichever period of time is shorter. If the 
court determines that competency could not be restored by treatment 
within such period of time, it may direct the prosecutor to petition for 
civil commitment. If the court determines that competency could be 
r/~~olTed in sucb a period, the court orders the defendant to undergo 
t.p~c..:~ .. .bent designed to render him competent to stand tria I and appoint s a 
medical supervisor of the course of treatment (Michigan Mental Health 
Code, §330 .2032.). Incompetent defendants thought to be a security risk 
or highly dangerous are treated at the Center; others are treated at 
regional psychiatric hospitals, usually in accordance with the Center's 
placement recommendations .. 

The court order directing treatment is sent to the Forensic 
Services department at the Center for Forensic Psychiatry (even in the 
event that the treatment i.s to be provided by some other facility). 
Forensic Services makes ax'rangements for the defendant to be placed in 
the treatment program specified in the order. Treatment is administered 
by the clinicians (psychologists and social workers) serving the ward in 
which' the defendant is placed. The medical supervisor of treatment is 
responsible for submitting progress reports to the court (with copies to 
the prosecutor and defense) at least every 90 days, and whenever he is of 
the opinion that the defendant is no longer incompetent to stand trial, 
or whenever he is of tbe opinion that there is not a substantial 
probability that the defendant, with treatment, will attain competency to 
stand trial within the statlltory period (15 months or one-third of the 
maximum sentence, whichever is less) (Michigan Hental Health Code, 
§330.2038). If the defendant does not or is not expected to regain 
competency within the statutory period, he is evaluated for civil 
committability and either hospitalized or discharged • 

Criminal Responsibility and Dimin,ished Capacity 

Figure 54 indicates the process by:z,which question,s,.of criminal 
responsibility and diminished capacity are raised, referred to the Center 
for Forensic Psychiatry, ~ddressed and responded to by genter Staff, and 
resolved. This process, which is v~,'i~itually the same for questions of 
criminal 'responsibility and diminished I!apacity, is quite similar to that 
described above for the handling of cQ~petency-to-stand-trial questions. 
Therefore, only the major differences between the two processes will be 
noted in this descriptio~. 

Questions of cri.minal responsibililty and diminished capacity may 
be raised by the defense, the prosecution, or the court; however,' the 
defenses of insanity and diminished capacity ordinarily may be asserted 
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ionl!, by the defendant or his attorney, and written notice of an intention 
to ,assert either of these defenses must be provided to the court and the 
pr~f:flecuting attorney at least 30 days before trial. When a question 
con\':erning criminal respons ibil ity or diminished capac i ty arises, the 
cou.;tt may order the defendant to be evaluated at the Center for Forensic 
Psychiatry during a period not to exceed 30 days. (All cases in which 
the insanity or diminished capacity defense is raised are referred to the 
Center for evaluation). 

The process by which the defendant is referred to and received by 
the Center is the same as that by which defendants evaluated for 
competency to stand trial are referred and received. The evaluation eo 
assess criminal responsibility or diminished capacity, -however, differs 
somewhat from that designed for competency assessments. The report 
prepared by the clinician is submitted to the defense attorney and the 
prosecutor but not to the court. A trial is held. If the defendant is 
found not guilty by reason of insanity, he is immediately remanded to the 
custody of the Center for Forensic Psychiatry for an evaluation to 
determine whether he meets the criteria for civil commitment under the 
Michigan Mental Health Code. A finding of diminished capacity may negate 
the intent element of the offense charged and result in acquittal or 
conviction of a less s~rious, included offense. 

Adjudicated Not Guilty by Reason of Insanity 

Figure 55 indicates the process by which a person adjudicated not 
guilty by reason of insanity is referred to the Center for Forensic 
Psychiatry, evaluated by Center personnel, and treated after evaluation. 

Immediately upon the acquittal of any person by reason of 
insanit:y J the court orders that pierson admitted to the Center for 
Forensic Psychiatry for a period not to exceed 60 days for an evaluation 
to assess his civil committability. The order is mailed to the Center 
along with a full report of the facts concerning the crime which the 
person was found to have committed but of which he was acquitted by 
reason of insanity. 

Upon receipt of the order, Forensic Services arranges for the 
person to be transported by the sheri~f to the Center and admitted to an 
admissions ward, where he is assigned a bed, provided a bath, and given 
an orientation. Forensic Services notifies the clinical director of the 
admission! and he assigns two physicians to eJaluate the person and 
comple:te "physicians' certificates" indicating their opinions regarding 
the civil committability of the person. If the two physicians disagree 
regarding the committability of the person, a third is assigned also to 
evaluate him. The clinical director prepares a "summary report" based on 
the findings presented in the certificates. This summary report and the 
physicians' certificat'es are sent to the committing court judge three 
weeks prior to the expi:ration of the 60-day order. Copies are maned to 
the defense attorney and the prosecutor. ' 

478 

o 

'0 

0 
(, 

0 

() 

0 

, '; 

0 

. Il , 

o 

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

11 

:,J 

) • 

" J 
" 

,) 11 

• 

I 

S 

i 

I 

V 
Referred 

to 

Acl:mi!:t:anc!!, 
Orlentation 

Physical 
Examination 

Team 
?:valuation 

Two ?hysicians 
C:valuata 
Offender 

/ 
V 

Physicial:S' 
Certificates 

Summary 
Rep or.!: 

C tmen~ < After ~o 
HeV ? 

I Yes 

V 
Defeudan: 

Referred co 
Cancer or 

Area Host:'ical 

Revie'''s; 
Cu~? 

/cured 

V 

Offender 
Released 

Offender 
Released 

Offen~er 

Released 

Not: Cured 

Figure 55. Case processing function model, Center for Forensic Psychiatry: 
Offender acquitted by reason of insanity. 

479 
',(J j 

,\ 

, 



I 

, .. 

\. 

,i 
I 

" 

.··.~;~~,=b",,, ••. , .. '".'~' , .• -~.~~.",,~ .... 
. '~~ 

".,' 
'~ 
" 

; 

" 

I.. 

I" 

.-:, 

", 

t· 

.,~ 

." 

" 
, . 

. > 
" 

, " 



" . 

I 
,I 
1 

j 

1 
~ , 
" " 

j 
" 
i~ 
;1 

-n 
,J 
:!I 
" 'I 

c I 
\1 

,,',-,---' H'7 

.. 

------- -~--

.... JL ",n>4=!~==~<:,;::':=:;":";::I.1o;':;::;'.:c"~~ .. ~,·,,=,....,.. ... ..-., __ 

.J 
If the summary report recommends that the person be committed, the 

prosecutor in the county of the court that ordered the person for the 
evaluation ordinarily will petition the appropriate probate court to 
civilly commit the person. (Probate courts in Michigan have jurisdiction 
in juvenile proceedings, adoptions, supervision of probating of wills and 
administration of estates and trusts, guardianships, condemnation of 
land, and civil commit~ent.) The person typically remains at the Center 
for Forensic Psychiatry pending the hearing on the petition in the 
probate court. Should the prosecutor decide not to file a petition, the 
Center must release the person. 

If a ~etition is filed and the person is civilly committed, he 
will be hospitalized either in a facility in or near his communi.ty or at 
the Center for Forensic Psychiatry (if he is particularly dangerous). 
Further hearings on the question of commitment must be held within 60 
days of commitment and then again 90 days later. At the initial hearing, 
a physician's certificate and a summary report (which acts as a petitioll 
for further hospitalization) must be completed. Thereafter, only a 
physician's certificate is required. If the person is recommitted at the 
90-day hearing, another hearing is scheduled at the expiration of another 
90 days. Commitment at this hearing places the person on a "continuing 
order." When a patient is placed on such an order, the probate court 
reviews the commitment every six months. For each such review, a report 
prepared on the basis of records concerning the patient's hospitalization 
is submitted. In addition to the six-month reviews, the committed person 
is entitled to petition the court for a review hearing once per year, 
befort~ which he is entitled to evaluation by a psychiatrist of his own 
choosing or a psychiatrist appointed by the probate court. For persons 
hospit'alize,d. at the CenteX' for Forensic Psychiatry, the Center's Forensic 
Servj,ces depa~tT.M~r:lt: assigns the physician to prepare the physician's 
certificate, and the clinical director ordinarily completes the summary 
repOt't. 

Gu,i1ty hut M~ntally III 

As Figut:'e 56 indicates, the process by which the Center for 
Forensic Psychiatry receives referrals, couducts evaluations, and reports 
its findings rega.rding treatment needs of persons found guilty but 
mentally ill and pia,oed 00 probation ha.s not yet been, fully established. 

The Center for Foreh$ic Psychiatry has only very recently begun to 
receive court orders specifying evaluations to asse$S the mental health 
needs of persons found guilty but mentally ill and placed on probation. 
Since this function is so new and so few cases have been referred with 
this qu,e,tion (only five as of April 1980), the mechanics of the process 
still are in the formative stages. It appears, however, that upon a 
ver.dict of: guilty but ment,ally ill, the judge may sentence the person to 
pro/i:lllltion and order that he be evalua.ted by the Center to determine 
whether mental health treatment should be ordered as a condil.':ion of 
probation. Upon re~eipt of the order, the Center will process the case 
in 1D1~ch the g,ame fashion a,s cases involving the question of competency to 
st2ud trial are processed. Mast evaluations probably will be conducted 
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on an outpatient basis, and a report will be submitted to the court and 
the probation officer specifying mental health needs that might be 
addressed by an appropriate probation plan. 

Delineation of Mental Health Information Re9uirem~ 

The Center for Forensic Psychiatry provides its services 
exclusively at the direction of the courts of Michigan. The courts are 
its only referral sources, and the court order is the only legitimate 
referral instrument. Of course, the question that ultimately is posed in 
the court order may initially be raised by the defense or the 
prosecution, but it is only through the mechanism of the court that the 
question finds its way to the Center. 

Court orders for evaluation are reduced to writing, signed by the 
judge, and mailed to the Center. An examination of sam~1.e ord~r~ 
specifying evaluations to assess competency to stand tr~al, cT4m~nal 
responsibility, diminished capacity, and civil committability Ca~ter 
acquittal by reason of insanity) revealed a consistent format wh~ch 
included reference to the appropriate legal authority (i.e., statute, 
public act), a clear statement of the purpose of the examination, and 
certain indication of time constraints. No order requiring an evaluation 
of a person adjudicated guilty but mentally ill was examined. 

The standard in Michigan for determining incompetency to stand 
trial is whether a per:;on "is incapable because of his mental condition 
of understanding the n'!lture and .object of the proceedings against him or 
of a,ssisting in his defense in a rational manner" (Michigan Mental Health 
Code, §330.2020). 

The standard in Michigan for determining criminal responsibility 
("legal insanity") is whether " ••• as a result of mental illness • : • 
or as a result of mental retardation ••• that person lacks substant~al 
capacity to either appreciate the wrongfulness of his conduct or to 
conform his conduct to the requirements of the law" (Michig~o Compiled 
Laws, §768.21a). The Michigan MentaL Health Code (§330.1440a) ~efines 
mental illness as "a substantial disorder of thought or mood wh~ch 
significantly impairs judgment, behavior~ capacity to recognize reality, 
or ability to cope rll7ith the ordinary demands of life." Mental 
retardation is defined as "significantly subaverage general intellectual 
functioning which originates during the developmental period and is 
associated with impairment in adaptive behavior" (Michigan Mental Health 
Code §330.l600e). "Diminished capacity comes within the codified , . . . 
definition of insanityll and is subject to the same prOVl.s~ons goverOl.ng 
evaluation for the condition and notification of an intention to assert 
the defense [People v. Mangiapane, 271 N.W. 2d 2l.0, 248 (978)]. 

With respect to patients who are admitted after having been 
adjudicated incompetent to stand trial, the case of Jackson v. Indiana 
[406 US 715 (1972)], has established that such patients cannot be held 
more than a reasonable period of time necessary to determine whether 
there is substantial probability that they will become competent in the 
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foreseeable future. If it is determined that a patient will not become 
competent in the foreseeable future, the government must either institute 
the customary civil committment proceedings against the person or release 
him. The manner in which the requirements of Jackson v. Indiana are met 
in Michigan is discussed further below. 

The standard in Michigan for determining the civil committability 
of a person adjudicated not guilty by reason of insanity is whether the 
person is 

o a person who is mentally ill, and who as a result of that 
mental illness call reasonably be expected within the near 
future to intentiDoally or unintentionally seriously 
physically injure himself or another person, and who has 
engaged in an act or acts or made significant threats that are 
substantially supportive of the expectation; [or] 

o a person who is mentally ill, and who as a result of that 
mental illness is unable to attend to those of his basI, 
physical needs such as food, clothing, or shelter that must be 
attended to in order for him to avoid serious harm in the near 
future, and who has demonstrated that inability by failing to 
attend to those· basic physical needs; [orJ 

o a person who is mentally ill, whose judgment is so imparied 
that he is unable to understand his need for treatment and 
whose continued behavior as the result of this mental illness 
can reasonably be expected, on the basis of competent medical 
opinion, to result in significant physical harm to himself or 
others (Michigan Mental Health Code §330.l401). 

A finding of "guilty but mentally ill ll may be made if the 
defendant asserts the insa~ity d~fense and the trier of fact finds, 
beyond a reasonable doubt, that the defendant is guilty of an offense and 
was "ment ally ill II bu t not, legaU.y insane at the time of the commission 
of the offense. The finding !!lay be made i.f the defendant has pleaded not 
guilty by reason of insanity '.)r if the defendant has asserted the 
insanity defense, waived hill 'right 1:0 trial (by jury or by judge), and 
pleaded guilty but mentally ill. Pf~rsons found guilty but mentally ill 
are subject to the same sentenlces that could be imposed pursuant to law 
upon persons guilty of the ['Iam,e offense. Persons found guilty but 
men~ally ill and placed on prcb.atioll may be required, upon recommendation 
of the Center for Forensic ;?sychiatry, to undergo treatment as a 
condition of probation (se;e §36 of Act No. 180 of the Michigan Probate 
Acts of 1975). 

Acquisition Of Mental~~!th Information 

Staff 

The Center for Forensic Psychiatry maintains a large multi
disciplinary staff presently numoering 237. Included in this group are 7 
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psY~hiatrists, 15 psychologists, 12 psychiatric social workers, 16 
reg1stered nurses, an audio-visual specialist, a librarian, a pharmacist 
a number of secr~taries and administrative assistants, and approximately' 
130 para-profess10nal forensic security aides. The director of the 
Center is an attorney; and ,the clinical director is a psychiatrist. 

Th~ outpatient '.'evaluation unit" is staffed by psychiatrists, 
p~yc~ol?g1sts, and soc1al workers. Representatives of any of these 
d1~c1p11nes.may serve as "clinicians" to assess competency to stand 
tr1al •. S?c~al workers,may not conduct evaluations to assess criminal 
respons1b111ty, however. 

... Each in~atient ward is staffed by a psychiatrist, a chief 
c11n1c1an ~soc1al worker or psychologist), several registered nurses, and 
a number ot para-professional forensic security aides. 

Procedures and Techniques 

Competency to Stand Trial. The general processing of 
compet~n~y-to-stand-trial referrals and the legal standard for 
determ1n1ng competency have already been discussed earlier. The 
follow~ng is a description of how the clinician conducts the evaluation 
and otherwise acquires the information upon which he bases his 
recommendation regarding competency to stand trial. 

The evaluation is ~onducted by clinical interview, which typically 
involves a face-to-face d1alogue between the clinician and the 
?efendant. At the outset of the interview, the clinician discusses the 
1itent of the evaluation with the defendant. The defendant is informed 
o the type of evaluation ordered by the court and the limits of 
confidentia~ity. Specifically, the clinician tells the defendant that he 
may be requ1red to relate to the court what the defendant tells him and 
what he observes. The patient's response to this information is recorded 
on a "notificat~on of rights" form, which the defendant then signs. The 
defen~ant.also 1S a~ked to sig~ ~n."information about return to jail 
form, wh1~h author1zes the c11n1c1an to advise the jail to which the 
defend~nt 7s to b7 returned about any special problems the defendant has 
had adJust1ng ~o 1ncarcer~tion. Should the defendant refuse to sign
thes7 forms, h1s refusal 1S noted by the clini2ian. The information 
prov1ded to the jail is intended to be helpful to jail personnel in the 
care and management of the defendant in the jail setting. 

. During the. course of the interview, the clinician completes any 
1tems on the deta11ed personal history questionnaire not completed by the
forensic aid during intake. 

, . 

The clinical interview includes: 

o 

" ",', 

dialogue concerning the circumstances surrounding the alleged 
crime; 
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o social history (information concerning family, education, 
occupation, previous mental health contacts, previous crimin~ll 
activity. history of substance abuse. and current medications); 

o mental status examination (to assess attitude, dress/behaviol~, 
speech/motor. mood. thought processes. thought content, 
somatic/mood variations. and intellectual functioning 
utilizing the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale); and 

o q!~estions relating to the workings of the criminal justice 
system (i.e., questions concerning the roles and 
responsibilities of the judge. prosecutor, defense attorney, 
jury; defendant's concept of plea bargaining; defendant's 
understanding of the consequences of different pleas and of 
conviction). 

If a clinician, after interviawing a defendant, feels that before 
he can decide upon a recommendation regarding the defendant's competency 
to stand trial he needs the advice of someone from another discipline, he 
may request a psychiatrist or psychologist also to evaluate the 
defendant. Such psychiatric or psychological "consultation.s ll are rarely 
requested. 

The Center's policy is that a psychiatric consultation should be 
requested only when it is felt that there are medical issues involved 
which require the assistance of a psychiatrist to evaluate. For example, 
such a consultation would be in order if a defendant presented a history 
of adverse side effects from prescribed medication that could be the 
basis.of ?resent amnesia. Psychiatric consultation is provided by staff 
psych1atr1sts at the Center. After PSychiatric consultation, the 
psychiatrist dictates a note summari~ing clinical findings, but the 
assigned clinician retains responsibility for completing the evaluation. 

It is the position of the Center for ]'orensic Psychiatry that 
psychological testing is rarely essential to formulating a recommendation 
about competency to stand trial. If testing is deemed absolutely 
necessary by the assigned clinician, a IIrequest for psychological testing 
formll is obtained by the clinician and filled out in detail, documenting 
the specific information sought. This form is taken to a psychologist, 
and if time permits (given the type of testing needed, staff 
availability, and so on), the testing is performed the same day. 
Otherwise, the defendant is rescheduled for testing at some later time. 
The assigned clinician makes these arrangements with Forensic Services. 

The absence of a police report in the defendant's case record may 
in some cases affect how far an evaluation of competency can proceed, 
since part of the clinician's report has to do with accounts of the 
alleged crime as given both by the police and by the defendant. If there 
is no.police report, the clinician telephones the sheriff's department and 
attempts to have the report read over the telephone. If this information 
cannot be obtained but the defendant clearly is incompetent, the lack of 
a police report does not impede a report to the court recommending 
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adjudication of the defendant as incompetent to stand trial. If the 
police report is unavailable and th.e defendant clearly is competent, the 
evaluation proceeds as if a police report were present~ and the clinical 
notes and court report are dictated •. The court report, however, is not 
sent. In all such cases, the police report must be re';!eived and reviewed 
by the assigned clinician before the court report eGa be issued. If the 
police report, once recei.ved, is found to be gene:ral'ty consistent with 
the defendant's version of what happened, or if inconsistent the 
inconsistency is explainable, then the report to the court is issued. 
However, if there is any substantial discrepancy between the police 
report and the defendant's version, which cannot be explained or resolved 
by telephone calls to the court, the defendant is rescheduled for further 
evaluation. The assigned clinician notifies Forensic Services of the 

need for such further evaluation. 

Criminal Responsibility and Diminished Capacity. The general 
processing of criminal responsibility and diminished capacity referrals 
and the legal standard for determining these conditions are indicated in 
previous sections. The following is a description of how the clinician 
conducts the evaluation and otherwise acquires the information upon which 
he bases his recommendation regarding criminal responsibility or 

diminished capacity. 

Evaluations to assess criminal responsibility and diminished 
capacity are conducted in much the same manner as are competency 
evaluations. One major difference is that while social workers (as well 
as psychiatrists and psychologists) are permitted to assess competency, 
only psych,iatrists and psychologistll may qualify as certified examiners 
for responsibility and capacity evaluations. 

The evaluation is conducted by clinical interview. If the 
evaluation is conducted on an inpatient basis, the clinician, prior t·o 
commencing the interview, reviews the physician's note and chief 
clinician's clinical evaluation report prepared during the defendant's 
hospitalization. At the beginning of the interview, the clinician 
notifies the defendant of the nature of the evaluation and of the limits 
of confidentiality. The "noti.::;;ication of rights form" and the 
"information about return to jail form" are signed, or notification is 

made of the defendant's refusal to sign. 

The interview itself is quite similar to that conducted to assess 

competency except that: 

o the clinician's inquiry concerning the circumstances 
surrounding the alleged crime is emphasized; 

o 
the clinician's inquiry concerning the defendant's 
understanding of the workings of the criminal justice system 

is de-emphasized; and 

.J 

o 

(J 

(I 

'0 . ~ 

• t, III 

o 
the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory is 
administered. 0 

,I' 
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Referrals for psychiatric 0- s h ' made as with competency eval t' ~ p ~c olog1c~1 consultation may be 
discouraged in the course fua 10ns. ~ycholog1cal consultation is not 
responsibility or diminisheod an ev~luat10n to assess criminal capac1ty. 

The policy with respect to the b 
described above with respect t a sence of a police report, 
applicable to the conduct of 0 ~o~p:tency evaluations, is equally 
responsibility and dimi ~ h deva ua:1ons to assess criminal n ... s e capac1ty. 

Adjudicated Not Guilt b R ' description of how the two p~ ~ ,eason o~ Insan1ty. The following is a 
civil committability conduct Yths1:1ans ass1~ned to evaluate a person for 
of e1r evaluat10ns The 1 ' 

persons referred after having b d' d" genera process1ng 
insanity and the legal sta d d een a ~u 1cated not guilty by reason of 

h 
n ar control11ng the "1 ' 

suc persons are described ' , ,C1V1 comm1ttability of 1n prev10us sect10ns. 

Each physician evaluates th ' commencing the evaluatio e,p~r.son 1~dependently. Prior to 
physician's notes from t~~ t~esi~YS1C1an,rev:ews the admitting 
clinical evaluation report ~r~par:! ~xa~1nat10n an~ the chief clinician's 
ization. At the begi' f ur1ng the pat1ent's hospital-

h
' nn1ng 0 the evaluation th h " , 
1mself; he explains that h' ' ~ p YS1c1an 1ntroduces 

col~ect information to ,1S ~heason for,conduct1ng the evaluation is to 

h 
ass1st t e court 1n det " as a mental condition that re ' . erm1n1ng whether the person 

should take place in a h 't qlu1res treatment and whether such treatment 
OSp1 a or some other pI c· d ~erson that he (the physician) rna b . a e, an he notifies the 

1nformation obtained d' h Y e requ1red to reveal to the court 
~ ur1ng t e evalu-tion Th 1 ' ~akes,the form of an inte' ,Q, e eva uat10n that follows 
1dent1cal to that performrvd1edw ~nd 1ncludes a mental status examination 

e ur1ng evaluations t 
stand trial and criminal responsibilit ' ,0 assess competency to 
account of events leading t h" y. Add7t10nally, the person's 
his satis~action with servi~es1~f~:;::n~ hosp~tali~ation is noted, as is 
dependenc1es also are areas of' , y the h~s~1tal. Drug and alcohol 
person, the physician studies h~:q~~~y· In ad~1t~~n t~ interviewing the 
notes the extent to which h h d' rent hosp1ta11zat10n record and 

e as a Justed to hospitalization. 

Guilty but Mentally III Th referred af.ter having been f 'd ~ general processing of persons 
probation (to the extent tha~U~hegu1lty bu~ mentall~ ill and placed on 
statutory authority for thi d' p:o:ess 1S establ1shed) and the 
The following is a descript~o ~S~0~1t10~ have already been described. 
needs is conducted. n 0 ow t e evaluation to assess treatment 

, The evaluation"may be conducted on ' , 
bas1s. Persons appearing for this v 1 ~n ~npa~1en~ or an outpatient 
evaluated at the Center befor (f e a uat10n ord1nar11y have been 
trial and/or criminal respons~b'l?~ )ssessments of competency to stand 
reviewed. The interview is sim~l~ y , ~nd ol~ records generally are 
competency to stand tri 1 ., ar to 1nterv1ews conducted to assess 
committability. A ment:l's~:~:~na! r~spo~sib~lity, and civil 
historical information is colI tedam1nat10n 1S performed, but less 
present treatment needs of th ecfe

f 
'd The focus of the evaluation is on 

e 0 en ere 
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Provision of Mental Health Information 

Competency to Stand Trial 

Following an evaluation to assess competency to stand trial, the 
examining clinician dictates a "clinical note" containing 

o identifying data (name, address, etc.); 

o notice that informed consent was obtained; 

o special circumstances regarding referral of defendant; 

o review of alleged crime; 

o d~fendant's version of circumstances regarding alleged crime; 

o socio-cultural history; 

o 

o 

mental status; 

opinion regarding defendant's competency to stand trial (with 
reasons relating to the legal criteria); 

o recommendations regarding placement and treatment for 
defendants felt to be incompetent to stand trial; 

o prognosis, indicating whether it is felt the defendant can 
attain competency within the statutory period (necessary only 
for defendants felt to be incompetent to stand trial); and 

0) diagnosis (i.e., schizophrenia, inadequate personality, 
anxiety, depression, etc.). 

The clinical note is dictated within 24 hours if the defe~dant is felt to 
be incompetent to stand trial. Otherwise, the note is dictated within 
five days. The clinician prepares a report to the court based on the 
information in the clinical note. The report is prepared in letter form 
and represents a summary of the information contained in the clinical 
note. If the defendant is felt to be competent to stand trial but 
mentally ill, this is indicated. 

If the clinician recommends that the defendant meets the criteria 
required to be found incompetent to stand trial, he will so notify the 
executive assistant of the Center for Forensic Psychiatry and recommend 
whether treatment (to restore competency) should be at th~ Center or at 
an area hospital. The eltecutive assistant, in turn, writes a separate 
letter to the court recommending appropriate placement for treatment. 

The court report is mailed to the court, and copies are sent to 
the prosecutor and defense attorney. The clinician may be subpoenaed to 
testify at the hearing to determine competency. After appearing, the 
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clinician completes a court appearance form (containing administrative 
information) and a "green'note" (summarizing the court appearance and 
indicating the outcome of the hearing, if known). 

Criminal Responsibility and Diminished Capacity 

Following an evaluation to assess criminal responsibility or 
diminished capacity, the examining clinician dictates a clinical note 
containing 

o identifying data; 

o notice that informed consent was obtained; 

o special circumstances regarding referral of defendant; 

o an indication that defendant was notified of his rights 
(non-confidentiality); 

o review of alleged crime; 

o defendant's version of circumstances regarding alleged crime; 

o socio-cultural history; 

o mental status; 

o opinion regarding defendant's criminal responsibility or 
diminished capacity (with reasons relating to the legal 
criteria); and 

o diagnosis. 

The clinician prepares a report based on the clinical note. The 
report is prepared in letter form and represents a sUIllD1a:ry of the 
information contained in the clinical note. The report is !!2! sent to 
the court; the only recipients of the report are the prosecutor and the 
defense attorney. The clinician may be subpoenaed to appear at the trial 
and testify with respect to criminal responsibility or diminished 
capacity. After appearing, the clinician completes a court appearance 
form (containing administrative information) and a "green note" 
(summarizing the court appearamce and indicating the verdict, if known). 

Adjudicated Not Guilty by Reason of Insanity 

Following an evaluation to assess the civil committability of a 
person adjudicated not guilty by reason of insanity, the examining 
physician completes a physician's certificate and a clinical note. 
Because two physicians (or three if necessary for majority opinion) 
independently evaluate the person, two (or three) physicians' 
certificates and two (or three) clinical notes are prepared. 
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The physician's certificate is a Michigan Department of Mental 
Health form with spaces for a provisional diagnosis (choices are: mental 
illness, mental retardation, convulsive disorder, other drug dependence, 
no evidence of mental illness, developmental disability, alcoholism, 
mental processes weakened or impaired by reason of advanced years); facts 
serving as a basis for the diagnosis; clinical opinion regarding 
committability (responsive to each legal criterion for committability); 
and recommendations regarding placement for treatment. The clinical note 
contains a review of the offense, legal history, mental status 
assessment, indication of behavior since admission, review of present 
medications and treatment, opinion regarding present mental illness, 
diagnostic impression, and recommendations for future treatment. 

The clinical director reviews the physicians' certificates and 
clinical notes and prepares a summary report for the court. The summary 
report essentially integrates and summarizes the informati~n contained in 
the clinical notes. The summary rep~rt and copies of the physicians' 
certificates are sent to the committing court judge three weeks prior to 
the expiration of the 60-day commitment-for-evaluation order. Copies are 
sent to the defense attorney. 

Guilty but Mentally III 

Following an evaluation to assess the treatment needs of a person 
adjudicated guilty but mentally ill and placed on probation, the 
examining clinician prepares a report specifying treatment needs that 
might be addressed by an appropriate probation plan. Since the process 
is quite new and so few evaluations have been conducted to date, no 
format for the evaluation report has been developed. The court receiving 
the evaluation report considers its contents in determining conditions of 
probation. 

Feedback, Monitoring, and Evaluation 

There is no formal, ongoing program evaluation mechanism operating 
in the Center for Forensic Psychiatry. However, the training and 
research functions of the Center to some extent serve to monitor the 
program's opel:'ations and providl~ quality assurance. 

Initial training for prl:lfessional staff consists of approximately 
240 hours, which is a requirement prior to becoming cert.ified as a 
Forensic Examiner in Michigan. The training program includes the 
following: observation of expert testimony; observation of clinical 
interviews; reading of criminal statutes, mental health laws and ' 
administrative rules; reading of the Department of Mental Health and 
Center for Forensic Psychiatry policies; consulting with attorneys for 
the prosecution and defense; reading of legal and psychiatric, 
psychological and social work liter·ature on forensic issues;' designing 
treatment programs for those defendants found incompetent to stand trial; 
attending guest lectures; reviewing video tapes; and professional 
discussions of forensic programs and formal seminars on criminal 
responsibility. During the training period, a new staff member conducts 
forensic evaluations under the close supervision of certified staff. 
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. ~ecertification as ' 
ord1nar1ly is based 0 . a.Forens1c Examiner is r ' 
education. Seminars: ~art1cipation in programs 0~q~1r~d e~ery year and 
regular basis and ? guest lectures are rese on 1nu1ng 
recertification p qual1fy as programs of con~inuinteddat t?e Center on a 

urposes. ng e ucat10n for 

Staff members of th 
. engage in research that e Center f(Jr Forensic Psychiatry 
ar~ presently engaged 1'n

may 
or

d
may not be sponsored by the 

wh1ch th " a stu .y to d t 
frequently 
Center. They 

b e cr1m1nal respon 'b'l' e ermine what percent 
y reason of insanit TS1 1 1ty defense is raised 1 a~e of cases in 

Center recommendat' y. he study will indicate th resu t 1n acquittals 
Fore'S 10n5 regarding cri' 1 e extent to which 

?S1C ervices staff al . m1na responsibility f 
acqu1ttals of a recent ch so are researching the impact are ollowed. 
responsibility in Michiga:~ge in the legal standard for ~~i!i~:~ity 

A number of Center 
relying to some ex psychologists have cond 
reSUlting from th tent on,cas~s evaluated at the ~cted research studies 
Criminal Courts' ese stu?1eS,1nclude Outpatient enter: Reports 
Poythress Jr ' ciA Rual1tat1ve and Interd1'sc1' l~valuat10ns for the 

, ., ani uss Fe 1nar St d b 
An Interdisciplinary St d trella; The ualit of Fo ~ y, Y Norm 
PSYChologists' 022' u r, also by Poythress and Perens1c Examinations: 
Poythress and Har~~;o~~o~~:CompetensY and Sanity: H!~e~;~Ia:~: 

, by 

Another, informal f 
the Center is re eedback Or monitorin ' 
~valuation repor::~se~~7~ by the,reaction of j~d::~h:~1sm op;rating at 
Judges either ' 1 e no eV1dence was loc 0 rece1ve 
or eValuation pra1s

d
ed Or criticized a part1'c lated of cases in which 

proce ure 't' u ar mental h 1 h 
the strictness of th l' 1 4S reasonable to suppose th ea t ~ssessment 
(relating to tim I' e egal requirements atta h' at, Cons1dering 

, e 1ness pati t" c l.ng to case f ' 
system s tendency to' en s r1ghts, etc.) and th s 0 th1s Sort 
produced assessme searc~ for error, judges wi ~ adversary 
appearance of imp;!;r~n: w:ll not hesitate to Ob}~c~e;u1re carefully 

1e y 1n the mental health ? even the 
evaluat10n process. 

Statistics are kept tra k' 
through the Center. !hi 'f c 1n? an? recording the fl f 
the efficiency of th s 1n,Ormat10n 45 used by m ow 0 cases 
Department of Mental e

H 
ope

l
rat40n and provide a basi:n;gement to maximize 

ea th and the legislat f or appeals to the 
ure Or adeq t 

Finally th ua e resources. 
, ,e procedures ~ 

preparl.ng reports ~ecommended for cond ' 
available to all' etc., are documented in an ' uct~ng evaluations, 
regularly a d employees of the Center Th or1entat10n manual 
!h n serves to as • e. manual is u d t d 

e input of the trainin Sure a degree of consistenc ' p a e 
enabling the g and research staff ' ,Y 4n work product 

manual to ~emain responsive to c~s part:cularly effective'in 
anges 1n the law. 
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REFERENCE NOTES 
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2. 

3. 
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6. 

Gary B. Melton, Institute for Law, psychiatry, and Public Policy, 
University of Virginia. Personal Communication, February 26, 1981. 

Ohio, for example, has built two regional forensic inpatient units 
on the grounds of existing facilities. The Central Ohio Regional 
Forensic Unit in Dayton, designed to receive patients committed 
after being found incompetent to stand trial or found not guilty by 
reason .of insanity, is expected to open in August 1981, according to 
Ronald J. Averbeck, Chi.ef of Ohio's Community Forensic Centers. In 
Florida, the State Department of Rehabilitative Services is planning 
to construct a $17 million, 200 bed facility on the grounds of an 
existing hospital in Chatahoochee. The Department is also 
negotiating the construction of a $24 million facility in Dade 
County, near Miami, according to John J. Wright, the state's 
Forensic Program Supervisor. 

Committee on State Institutions and Property of the Missouri House 
of Representatives. Mental health care in Missouri's criminal 
justice system. Jefferson City, Missouri, January 18, 1978. 

Petrila, J. A Proposal for Missouri Forensic Services in the 
Eighties. Division of Forensic Services, Department of Mental 
Health, State of Missouri, March 26, 1980 • 

Lange, W.O. and Bratkowski, H.R. Criteria for Admissions to Biggs 
~. Memorandum. Fulton, Missouri, March 8, 1977. 

Revisions of Chapter 552. (No date, unpublished document). 
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t Aom,Uton/Tt'ln1'." Oat. I r Un,t/So .. ,o. t Ward/ClinIC It SI.lu' T.am Un,t Or' St~ , 

"'" - O'¥ - y, -,m "&"ut ,: .,,1 M.I. It S"t.o.l. t A90 I t So. I t R.CO.' EIM,O B.Okg,ounO· 

"'" - 0.., -Y. 

1' •• 1 No O .. ~.cIIOft 5tl" •• ' N",,_ 51., Rd ..• 10. I CIty / Stott Z'P CoOt .. 
-
,e l..tCl'lme"t icon .... rro'" I c ...... ·Y I Ph_ I Soc .. 1 SoCU"l, No. I B"tltpl... lSI ... 0' Counlryl 

~ ., E_.h .... ~ ••• , I M.rot.1 St.tus I Nurnc'" 01 

I 
M.IQeon N.me I U .... I Cec"",.hon 

O,.Jap'''' 

tt,,.,., IAonuttad F.-om I Rt"'''o Sy I "ccomp •• ,,"; S, 

• '1Yes DNo DUnknown i --
It'" . Name 1.0..0 ..... Wrol. 'iJt-e •• s.G·· " nat livIng Ph .... 

,U\e'''"' N.",. Mit deft Name I Add .... I Ph .... 

-
'"~ '12 Plrty ISoou ... Gu.rClln .• ce.' I R.I.t' .... III'. ,AdO,'" i'llont 

!Sl . nformant Name 1M •••• on. 01 .". ...... 1 I Rtl,honlll'. 

I 
P"" ... 

~l Fi,.,t M.1. I DNa CAPS Desired 

• ... No. Oit"KIIOI't Slr"t Name 51 .. Rd., .Ic. I Cot, I St.l. I Z:p COCIt 

-I 
YF' Admission t Previous M~ntal Health Service (Record Details on Reverse Side) t Type of Application 

f a. PrIor I ncatient care at any State or County hospital? DYes ONo DUnknown andlor Commitment 

b. Previous care (any type) at a Community Mental Health Center? DYes DNo OUnknown -IS •• c=a.~ en r.v .... 'u "del 

C. Prior Missouri DMH care (any type) ? DYes DNa DUnknown 

d. If so, was!!:!!. care at this faei lity? DYes GNo DUnknown 
COOE: 

e. Type of previous mental health care: "1"· Inpatient care only 
, "2"· Partial hospi~ali:zation and/or outpatient care only COOE ___ 

" 3"· Incatient and outtJatient care "S"· None "9"· Unknown - -.lc"mtu1g or P"O..,,,.ONI OIIq'lOS" I Codo • 

- I PhySIC'.., SSAlN 

1 I tl 0- Phy.ic, ... ·• Sign.tur. I P.,y ••• ,.. SSAlN I 
tl ,.i I ~sn .. ".., p,.aceou,.., IInc1wln IJ Phy"C:~1 OI,u;noSftl I Cwoes 

~ ___________ ~==~--------------_____ -!I ____ --

~ I 

(1
0 i 

1~.11 Type of Disposition I Referral I Release Date 
?atient Released To 

N Referred 10 HalhNay House? ~N-.",~-~Q'~'=~='-"-~-'-i-o.--'n-"-'I-~-'~------------------------------~.I 

tl 0 ODMH ONon·DMH ONO CUnlo:nown 

l Sl"h~· -'«sr." I b. Referral Code·: _______ ~_ I 

·See Codes on reverse side 

I 
/ 

Preceding page blank 

I C,lv 51... z.o COOl. I 
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,\i'i'E!WIX A (C,,"nl i nllC'd) 
D.hlils of P~- .... ,o(a M.nlal Hullh Sel"vice 

,c.~ ... ,. Oft_ II,.. I ..... tP'\ ,,,,,~r.'. Ho,e:,l,'lf.t.CW' ~t.· •• ' •• "' 1 ... ,1 ... _ .. , o. , .... b .. ~ "'w.l. ,"0--<.1 

~ ! Check One I Nam. o·r Inpatient I Nam. of Outpatient 
0... P'.yah· i CiJl". Facility I Care F acil ity " .. I "'9"'" I I -

! I i I 

I i 
I I 
I J 

I 
! 
i , 
i 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I , -
I 
I 

I 
I 

TYPE OF APPLICATION AND/OR COMMITMENT 
01 V., .... ,.,." 
02 $,_ •• Non-Judicl.1 

03 

os 

07 

E"""~c.,, w.tn Meche.' C."ihclt. 

e"...,,1)MCY .,OUNt M.chcal C."Uhcal. 

ProD ••• Cou'" 

01 

Jl Prooa' .. COIIt"l Commit"...,t . 

.,1.1 T,.,,,,,., frOf'n Tr.,n'"9 Scnool 
JS ~ft., 

J& ..Nv.,.,J. COUJ"'t Com",..","". 'M 

Juriadtet.Oft 

I 
Private Ag.ncy 

. 

or C2 IneomtMtMt 10 proc •• O .'tft tr •• ' 

Cl Not 9UlltY by ,. .... on of ,.,.ntal 

d ....... . 

C.. C,.,tn,"., ... vl' plycnooatn 

CS Miliour, Stat. Pprut'I'It1.,.., t,.."sl.!" 

or J1 CO,,,,,,"trtMftt by ..AI" ..... I. Coun. tM 
. ~ ... Am.",c.n Ina • .,. 

.l ) . 0 ....... 1 10 "1911,,"i. Court 

j«;.~~;M;;.::::::::::~J::::::::::;c.~;;.~~.<~.~~:~;~;.:;~i;-~-~.~~:;~;~;~~.;~~::::=:=:=::=~~ .. ~.~i~~~ •• ~~~~.~.'~~~~~::::::~::::::::::::~==~~~~~~~~~~::~ 1: L-. 

JI Ju~",II. COlI'" Comm,tm.m for Otft •• Of 

I TYPE OF DISPOSITION/REFERRAL NOT REFERREC EI.SeWHeRE'-. j" PUOhC "''''''.If "."utal (unso.<,'IIIQdl 

OMfof ""9'''''.' O'.l9"OSIiC Ch,ue 

~! OMIo4 A""'OPr.tl.1 i 1' ... .".,,1 C .. ", .. " 

.: 0" C,."IDr", 

10M ... S, .. '''' Scr.ool ana Ho"" •• ' 

! 

I ~ ............ , h .... ., taco 10 I, "~<Iu.· 
~ t I"'~ ~"I •• t ... O"..,(1'Ilat,.,c hO~o'tal~ 

j 
J 
~ 

35 

'0 

., 
SO 

51 

52 

S3 

S4 

SS 

Nurll"9~ 

Mtd,Ca' lacll.ty tHoft-",,-"'al "".''''1 

NOfoI·~yC"'.'rIC phy.,C • ., 

Soc •• , or ccm,nu.uty .lqf'f'cy 'unto.c.'I,dl 

~;~~~ vi Pwhe W.U.",. 

..... d Sl.rt 

OffiC. at Econotr'llc eooor"h"nlt,. 

Uft., •• c.".o,.., ~.I', 

A~lotJ.hon '0" A ••• ,.o.o ChilO,."" • 

Chftl' .... ~ Of' CI .. ",~ 

60 Prl •• '. oraC1.C" -..,t., h •• ttft pro-

'.n.OftI' 

70 Ser.ool 1'f'~I'''" 1~'DKlfl.d' 

71 31 ••• Scnoo. tor H ••• ro-a 

SO CQ\lrt. I ... ""fore .. ",,,,,,,' or co,.,. .. e'IOf'I 

.~cy 

!!O 0'11'\ .. ,· C"'OWn ,. ••• ,.,." l5o,c. f ,,, 

" CI.-,.gy 

01 

02 

Tr •• I",,,,,, a,lcD"'hnued by clt.tIt: 

el • ."t ",.opp.«I ou1 or I".,rct.d 

t,. •• lm.,.t 

om.,. t. ~ .. al.d, mO¥.e .• '':.1 

T,. •• lm."' al~co"'hnu.d til' hClllty' 

C3 Aperoo,.,.,. f.-f.,.,..1 ..",ev.,I.DI. 

04 ell."' nol In """ cr: fv,......,.· 

1>6 ~n.,.", ¥rO"lr.oo '2 AlconollC) .f'IOf'IYf"O'I~ 

'li:::::;o.~.~.-~.~!.~et;/O;"~I::::::::::::::::::~::~~~~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~J -~ 
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Name of Patient 
Case No. 

APPENDIX B 

PSYC:lIIATRIC HISTORY 

-----------------------------------------
I. CHIEF COMPLAINT (Patient's re~50n for this hospital admission) 

II. HISTORY OF PRESENT ILL~ESS 

TTT. 

Name _________________________ Age 
Race Sex ~"ari tal Status 

Brought to hospital by 

Type of Admission Admi tted from ------------------
Police Charges/hold orders 

Reason patient came to the hospital. Chronological history with dates and 
preCipitating cause of hospitalization: 

a. ~evious Atta.cks of Men'tal Disorders 
Dates Hospitals Diagnoses Doctor's Name 

PAST HISTORY 

A. Familial Diseases (note only posi 'ti yes) 

Men'tal Disorders 
Allergies 
Alcoholis~m--------------------

Diabetes 
Tubercul~o~s~i~s---------------------

Epiiepsy 
Others ------------------------

497 

Cancer 
Thyroi~d---------------------------

Cardiovascular 
Blood Disease ----------------------
Geni tourinarj ----.... ------.... ------------------

--------------------------Pulmonary 
Gastroint-e-s-t~i-n-a~l~--------------------

: ' 



I 

III. 

APPENDIX B (Conlinu~d) 

PAST HISTORY (CONTINUED) 

B. Medical History 

1. Previous Medical Diseases (note only positives) --------------------
2. Allergies 

3. Blood transfusions 

4. Surgeries 

S. Traumas 

6. Current Medications Prior to Admission ---------------------------
7. OB/Gyn (Gravida, pare, aborta, and menstrual history, i. e., intervals, 

duration, amount, regular or irregular) 

C. Hclli ts (Alcohol, Drugs J Cigarettes - name specific amounts) . 

D. Review of Systems 
Head ____________________________________________________________ _ 

Eyes 

Ears 

Nose 

Mouth 

Cardiorespiratory ~ ______________________________________________________ __ 

G~itrointestinal 

Gen,i tourinary 

Neuromuscular __________________ , __________________________________________ __ 

Date Di ct ated: 

Medical Exte:m 
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APPENDIX C 

1 

MENTAL' STATUS EY.AMIHATION 

(lIISStlURl IiEPARTI'EfT OF ,WENTAL HEALTH) PATIENT HAJ1E: _________________ _ 

REPOAT DATE: __ _ 

INSTRUCTIONS: 1. 

MONTlf DAY YEAR 

IF AllY MA.JOR SECTION IS NORMAl. OR UNT!!STAIII.l!, 
CIRCL! "l~ OR "2" ANO GO TO NEXT SECTION. 

LeAST IWIE ONI.Y 

2. IF NOT NORMAl. OR UNTESTA!L!, ~TE AI.L 
PERTINENT ITE~S IIY CIRCLING: 1 = 1'111.0, 
2 • MOO!RATE; 3 • SEVE~!. 

PATIENT HUHBERI ______ _ 

HOS'ITAI. HUMBE" CASE NUMBE" C.D. 

1 
I. NERAL APPEARMICE 

.-NORMAI. 2-UNT!STABL! 
FACtAI. EXPR!SSION: 

~ s~o. . . . • 
~ 'XPRESSIONL!SS 

JSTIl.! • 
JUt!, 

1 2 3 
123 
123 
123 
1 % 3 

) 

AVOIDS ~A%! • 
~: 

,rrCULOUS 
.OTHING, 
HY;IEN! POOl • 

!CCENTR Ie 
St:t)UCTIV!. 

~ 'OR ACTIVITY 

: 3 

2 3 
2 3 
2 , 

'NORXA~ 2-UNT!STA8~! 
I .. ':)!!AS!D A>'QUNT 1 2 :5 
OECREASED AMCl~T 1 2 3 
AGITATION • • 1 2 3 
T :S 1 2 3 
T :MOIl. • • • 1 2 , 

• 
P :v\'l) •• POSTlJlUlG 1 : 3 
UNUSUAL ;AIT 1 2 3 
Il!P!TITlVE ACTS. 1:, 
S. ECH 

HO~L 2-UNT!STA:~ 
1 2 3 
12:5 
123 
1 : , 
12' 
1 : '1 
12' 
123 
12' 

151 INTERVIEW BEPAVIOR 
I-NO~L :-UNT!STA8~! 

152 ANGay OUTBURSTS 
153 IUITA81.! • 
IS" I~"ULSIVE 
155 HOSTILE 
156 SILLY 
157 SENSITIVE • 
15. APATH!TlC • 
159 ItlnlOUlIH 
160 !VASIVE. 
161 PASSlvt 
1&2 AG;I!SSlVE. 
163 HAI"~ . 
1'_ OV!ILY O~TIC 
165 MAMIPUL\TlVE 
166 O!P!HOE7'fT • 
167 UNCoo'EUTlVE 
16. D!XAHOI~ • 
16, N!GATtVISTIC 
17 Q c.ALLOUS. 

222 FlCili ~ mxJl5HT 

123 
1 2 3 
123 
123 
123 
123 
12:5 
123 
1 2 ;, 
123 
1 : 3 
1 2 3 
123 
12' 
123 
1 2 3 
123 
12' 
12' 

l-~·~~L 2-UNTESTA'L! 
2:3 SLOCJ:IHC •• 1 : , 
2:_ CIIlC~STAMTI~L 1 2 3 
::5 TANGZHTIAL. 1 1 , 
22' P!ZS!Y!~TION 1 : 3 
:27 'LIGHT 0' IOtAS. I:' 
22' LOCS! A'SOCI~TION J 2 , 
22' lHO!ClSlvt. 1 , , 

"0 m:)D A oro AFFE CT 
l·~~"XAL '-UHT!STA~Lt 

2H AHXlOUS. •• 1 , , 
23' IHA'''IC~rATt 

AIII'!CT • 
,,, "UT A'l'reT 
", IL!VATID MOOD. 
", Or,.rSSID ~ 
'3' U.IL( ~ • 

1 2 J 
1 1 , 
1" 
1 2 J 
J 1 J 

237 CONTENT OF THOUGHT 
I-NORMAL 2-UNT!STA8L! 

233 SUICIOAL THOUGHTS 1 2 3 
239 SU!CIOAL PI.ANS 1 2 :5 
2"0 ASSAUl.TIV! IDEAS 1 2 3 
2"1 HOMICIDAl. THOUGMTS 1 % 3 
2"2 HOMICIDAL PL~S 1 2 3 
2'+' ANTISOCIAl. 

ATTITI.'C!S. 1 '% 3 
2"_ SUSPICIOUSN!SS I % , 
2"5 POVE~TY O~ CONTENT 1 2 3 
2"6 PHaIlIAS. I 2 3 
2~7 OSS!SSIOHS --

COMPut.StONS. 
21t' '!fLINGS 01' 

1 2 3 

UNR!.AL ITY •• 2 3 
2'" "EELS P!RS!CUTEO 1 % 3 
250 THOUGHTS 0' RUNNING 

AltAY. • • • I % 3 
251 SO~TtC C~PLAINTS 1 2 :5 
252 IDEAS O~ GUILT • 1 2 3 
253 IDEAS 01' 

HOP!L:SSH!SS 
251t IO~S 0" 

'ItOlnlL!:SSHUS • 
2~5 !XCl!SSIV! 

I!LIGIOSITY. 
25' UXUAL 

PI(OCrUJJATIOH • 
:57 !~S OT~.S 

"'-!.lye !~AT! ON': 
"" .lUI" I TOaT :t 0 VI SIIAL 
:1M OTlft, • 

orty"f"Wt.I': 
:,: 0' "('~t'VTI"" 
16 J 0' r.U.HOI!Vt! 
:~It 0" RI!,rltHC! • 
U. tI" IH'LIJItWCf 
'" .~TIC. 
".7 nTHea 
7~1 .. r ,TSTtMATlzrD. 

2 3 

% 3 

% 1 

: 3 
'% , 

2.J 

'% , 
2 , , , 
2 , 
: 
7 , 
% , 
, J 
2 ] 
: , 

~5-61.Q;1.t AATll::G - stVtiUTY r; Ill.n:SS ceucu e.. It(,MU): 
I 7 , -.'l.tI 

.. 

/ 

~. III nuemn (TIMI'I'OSI cooas 'IOM nvusr Sloe): 

P'I~T 0 0 O. 0 0 SlC~T 0 0 0 . 0 0 

5-01 Rev. 10/79 
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SENSORIUM 
I-NORMAl. 2-UHT!ST~aL! 

0~r!~TAT10N IM~A!~~2: 

323 TIM! 1 2 3 
32.. PLACE 1 2 3 
325 P~~SON. 1 2 J 

M!J040RY: 
326 ~ING OF 

CONSCIOUSNESS. 1 2 3 
327 INABIl.ITY TO 

CONCENTRA T£ 
328 AJ04.N!SIA 
329 POOR REC!NT 

M!MORY • 
330 POOR ~EMOT! 

M!l"OlY. • 
331 CONFASULATION 

rSTELLECT 

2 3 
2 3 

1 2 3 

2 3 
2 3 

332 

333 
nlo 
335 

I-NORMAL 2-UNTESTABl.! 

]16 
337 

331 

AIIOVE NORMAL 1 2 3 
sno'll NORMA~ j 2 3 
"AUClTT OF 

ICNO'olI.!OG! •• 
VOCAIIUI.ARY POOl 
S!RIAl. SEVENS 

OOH! POOlI.Y. 
POOl AIIST.ACTION 

2 3 
% 3 

% 3 
2 3 

3" rH~lGFT AND JlmGMEHT 
1-HORMAl. 2-UNTESTAIIl.! 

POOl INSIGHT. 1 '% 3 
POOl JUOG~EHT 1 2 3 
UNR!.lI.ISTIC 

I!GAlOING O!GR!! 
0" II.LN!5S • 

DO!SN'T ~NOW WHY 
ME IS M!RE • 

UN,...,T I VAT!!) .. 01 
T.!AT~!NT 

5 

1 '% 3 

1 % 3 

1 2 , 

~ 

1 
r 
I 

I 
f 
i 

J' . 

, 



API'Et-:DIX C (Continut'd) 

P.::CO:'~ DIAG~OSES CODES O~'; REVERSE SIDE, 
TRIJCTIONS 
l"cltC:.le ,ne Pit ",,,1'$ dl"9n~1S by plaCing. he ... y "..,,,.k on 'he boa neal to ,he apprOPrIate di~"~'. '" 
n c:.a~ 01 m\Jltlpl~ dl~n~$. under~ore 'ht und,,'I~ '''9 dl~no$'$ OI,.,d Cllcle ,he. pllm~ry d\.gno~lS. (see DSM.:U:. Sl.'clton 1, I ~t 2) 
To U5l! "F II,,, D"J't O ... alolYI"9 Phr.~" (see belowl. wrote Ihe dlqlt be-hind Ihe dl.gnoslS 10 be Qualified. 

-.!ENTAL RETARDATION 

310. 
311. 
312. 
ll3. 
H04. 
i15. 
I 
, .. ch: 

8.0 
0.1 

.2 

0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

BOloe,IoM 
Mild 
Mockra.e 
S-er~ 

Profound 
Un~cilled 

Followin9 0' a.:s.ociilled with 
Intecllon or intoxication 
Trau~ or physu:al agent 
Disorders of metabOlism, 
9'QWth or nutrition 
Gross brain disell5e (postnatall 
Unknown prenalal inlluence 
Chrom05oOnal abnormality 
P~turity 
Major psyc:hlatric dIsorder 
psyc:ho-soelal lenvoronmen .. 11 
deprivation 

0.9 Other c:ondilion 

)RGANIC BRAIN SYNDROMES (oasl 

'$YCHOSES 
Ie and pre·senile dementia 
:90.0 Senil, dementi •. 
:90.1 Pr~-senlle demenli. 

- ,holic PsyChOSis 
'91 .0 Delirium tr~rnens 
91.1 Korsakov's psyc:hosis 
91.2 Other alc:oholic: hallucinosis 
91.3 Alcohol parllnoid state 
91.4" Acute alcohol intoxiCllion' 

, 91.5" AIc:C:holoc deterior.tion' 
91.6" Pat;'olociCilI Intoxication" 

. 91.9 Other alcoholic psychosis' 
~ hos,s assoc~te-d With intracr~nlai infecrion 

92.0 General pan.lysls 
", _ : 92.1 Syphilis of central ne",ous system 

; 92.2 EpIdemIC enrephalnis 
92.3 Other and unsceeified encephalitis 
92_9 Other Intracranial infection 
;'OSlS assoCiated wi,h o",er 
>ral conc:iltion 
93.0 Cerebral arteriosclerosis. 
93.1 Otn!!r cereorovascular 
93.2 EI.ulepsv 
93.3 Intracr"nlal neoplasm 

\ 93.4 D"'9"ner;rr lve dlseaS!! of the CNS 
93.5 Brain trauma . 
93.9 Otner cereorai corydition 
,osis assocIated WIth other 
ical conditIon 
94.0 
304.1 
£4.2 
~.3 

34.4 
"".8 

E ndoc"ne disorder 
Melabolrc and nutritional disorder 
Syst~mlc InleCllon 
Drug or POIson ,ntoaication 
10tner Inan alcoholl 
Chlldbortn 
Othe' .lnd unwecified physical 
condition 

ON.P5VCHOiiC 065 
'::>9.0 I ntrac:,anial .nfeC:lion 
::>9.13' Alc:onol' s.mple- o,unkenness 

. :9.14' 0 ther d,ug. poison or systemiC: 
Into •• coat.on 

. ::>9.2 Brain traum~ 
:9.3 Corcul,lIory diSlur~nc:e 
)9 4 Epilepsy 
J9.5 Dlslurb~nc:e of metabolism. 

9,owth. or nutrItIon 
:>9.6 Senile or pre·S!!nlle br~in disease 

III PSYCHOSES NOT ATTRIBUTEu 
TO PHYSICAL CONDITIONS 
LISTED PREVIOUSLY 

Schizophrenia 
0295.0 Slmpl, 
0295.1 Hebephrenic: 
0295.2 Catatonic 
0295.23" Ciltluonic type. ucited" 
o 29S.24' Catllonic: Iype, withdr.lwn" 
0295.3" P;vano;,id 
[) 295.4 ACU1~ >e:h.zophrenic episode 

829S.5 Lltent 
295.6 R esidy,,1 

0295.7 SC:l)izo·afleetive 
0295.73" Schlzo·affectiv!, ~"c:ited" 

8295.74' Schizo-afftetive, depressed" 
295.S" Childhood 

0295.90" Chronic: und:fferentiated" 
0295.99' Other schizophrenia" 

Major lIffective disorders 
0296.0 I nvolullonal melancholia 
0296.1 Mani('-depressive' illness. manic: 
0296.2 ManiC-depressive Illness. d~pres:sed 
0296.:'1 M.nic-depressive illness, c:ircular 
0296.33· ManiC:-depressive. circular. manic:" 
D 296.34" M:)nic-depr~ssive. circ:ular, depr=:sed" 
0296.8 Other major affec:tive disorder 

Paranoid states 
0297.0 Paranoia 
0297.1 I nvolu tional paranoid state 
0297,9 Other paranoid sute 

Other ~c:hOl>i~ 
0298.0 Psychotic deprr:ssive rnction 

IV NEUROSES 
0300.0 Anxiety 
0300.1 Hysteric:al 
0300.13' Hysterical, con~rsion type. 
0300.14" Hysteric:al. diSsociative typet 
0300.2 Phobic 
0300.3 Ob~ive compulsive 
03COA DepreSSive 
0300.5 Neurasthenic 
0300.6 Depersonalization 
0300.7 Hypoc:hondriacal 
0300.8 Other neurosis 

V PERSONALITY DISOROERS AND 
CERTAIN OTHER NON-PSYCHOTIC 
MENTAL DISOROERS 

Pet1lonality disordet1l 
0301.0 Paranoid 
0301.1 Cyc:lothymic: 
0301.2 Schizoid 
0301 .3 ExplosIve 
0301.4 OOSessive compulsive 
0301.5 HY$1ericai 
0301.6 ASlhenic 
0301.7 Antlsoc;ihl 
0301.81' Passive-aggressive" 
0301.82- : naeeeuate!! 
0301.89. Olner specified types' 

Sexual deviation 
0302.0 Homosexuality 
0302.1 Fellshism 
0302.2 Pedophilia 
0302.3 TranS"Ye5lilism 
0302.4 EXlblllonism 
0302.5' Voyeurrsm' 
0302.6' Sad,sm' 
0302.7' Masochism' 
o 302.S Other sexual devialion 

D,ug ('I('pend"ncc 
030<:.0 Opium, opium al.aloias and 

0304.1 

030';.2 
0304.:3 

Iheir citrr.ati"," 
Synlhetic .,"algesic:s with 
mnrphi"e·lik" elfectJ 
Bartmurales 
Ot"'!!, hypnotIcs and 
seaatives or lOuanouiliz.n" 

030:. 4 Cocaine o 304.~ :annab,s saliva (hashish, marihuanal 
C :04.S vthet psyc:ho·stimulantJ 
0304.7 HalluClnosen, 
0304.8 Otne, drug ciependence 

VI PSYCHOPHYSIOLOGIC DISORDeRS 

0305.0 Skin 
W 305.1 Mus.:;;JloSl<eletai 
[j305.2 Res.::rr .. tory 
Q 305.3 ClrQlov::ts.::ular 
-,305.4 HemIC md lymPhatic 
0305.5 Gastro, intestinal 
0305.6 Genito • uriNry o 30S.7 Endocrine 
ro30S.S Orcan or $Oeeial sana 
is 305.9 Other type 

VII SPECIAL SYMPTOMS 
0306.0 Speech disturbance 
0306.1 Specific learning disturbance 
0306.2 Tic 
0306.3 Otheor psyc:homotor dilOl'c:ier 
0306.4 Di::trders of sJ~ 
0306.5 Feeding dinuft)anC8 
0306.6 Enuresis 
0306.7 Encopresis 
o 306.S . Cephalalgia 
D :306.9 0 ther special sy .... ptoms 

VIII TRA..,SIENT SITUATIONAL 
DISTURBANCES 

0307,0" Ad,ustment reaction of infanc-,'· 
0307.1' Adjustmenl reactIon of c:hildhOOC:' 
0307.2" Adlustment reaction of !ldcllescence' 
0307.3' Adjustment reaction of ad"lt lite· 
0307.4' Adjustment reac:tion of I nIl life" 

IX BEHAVIOR DISORDERS OF CHILC)HOOD 
AND ADOLESCENCE 

0308.0' Hyperkinetic reaction" 
0308.1" Withdrllwing reaction" 
0308.2" Overanx 'OUS reaction" 
0308.3" Runaway reacllon' 
0308.4" Unsocialized aggrl!ssive reaction: 
0308.5" Group delinquent reaction' 
0308.9' Other reaction 

X CONDITIONS WITHOUT MANIFEST 
PSYCHIATRIC DISORDER AND 
NON-SPECIFIC CONDITIONS 

Social maladjustmeni without manilest 
PSYChIatric disorder 
0316.0" Marilal maladjustment" 
0316.1" Social maladjustment' 
0316.2' Occuoallonal maladjustment' 
0 316 .3 " Dysso.:ial behavior 
0 316.9 " Diner social rnaladJustmen," 

Non·spec:ific c:onditions 
0:>17' Non·soecific: conditions' 

No Mental Diso,ders 
o31S' No menial Olsorder" 

XI NON-DIAGNOSTIC TERMS FOR 
ADMINISTRATIVE USE 

0319.0' Diagnosis oeferred" 

:>9.7 I nHacran.al nf!oplasrn 
~.S Op,Ol!'n.!rItt'~~ d12a~ of th~ eNS AJcoholism 

.:9.!: O;h~t pnYSIc:al condition 0303.0 EPISOdiC excessive drinking 
Habitual e,,~ssive drinki"9 
Alconol ioddlClion 

0303.1 
... "'90 "es aaOt!'d to tCD·S fo, use .n tht!' US. On~y 03032 

0303.9 Olner aleonollsm 

SECTION II 
1 Ac:ult 
2 ChroniC 

DX Limited To Five Digi=s 

FI FTH DIGIT OUALIFYING PHRASES 
SECTION III SECTIONS IV THROUGH IX 
6 Nat ~c::i'Iotic 6 Mild 

now 7 Moda'ratf • 
S s-ere 
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ALL DISORDERS 
5 In remission 
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APPENDIX D 
FULTON .STATE HOSPITAL 

FULTON, MISSOURI 

SOCIAL HISTORY Qt"ESTIONAIRE 

IMPORTANT 

In order to give your patient the best treatment possible, we urgently need 
your help in filling out this questionaire, Only you or another person close 
to the patient can give us this special help. The treatment for nervous or men
tal illness is different from that of other kinds of illnesses" The doctor needs 
to know all the ideas which go through the patients mind; how he felt about 
these ideas and feelings that have developed, He mus: look for his clues to 
these mental processes by learning something about :be patients life history; 
the kind of person he has been, how he felt abou: people around him, toward 
his family and friends, An understanding of what the patient did, what he talked 
about and how he talked is also necessary, The doctor meas-ures improvement 
in the patient by knowing the kind of person he was before he became mentally 
ill, 

Please read through the entire form before begir..ning towrite your informa
tion, The headings are only suggestions; anything else that you know about the 
patient may be added on extra, Perhaps some of the suggested points do not 
relate to this .patient at all, but answer as many as possible, Perhaps you \Trill 
wish to ask another family member, friend, doctor, or minister, to help you 
with some especially difficult questions, if you do, be sur:: to let us know which 
questions they have answered and give us their'name and address, What you 
write is of value to the doctor apd the patient, and ~"ill be considered confi
dential by the hospital. 

Name of Patient: Soc S N __________________ ,ec, ~ 0, _______ _ 

Address --------------------------------------------------
Sex Age ------ ----- Birthdate Marital Status Religi'on ------ ----- -----------
Highest School Grade completed ________ usual Oc.::;upation, __________ _ 

Has patient a legal guardian? !\ame ---- ----------------------------------
Address of Guardian --------------------------

Telephone ______________ _ 

Who.should be notified b case of emergency? 
~arne: ___________________________________ Relationship ______________________ __ 

Address ------------------------------
Who has completed this form? 

Name: 
--------------------------------

TeleDhone 
. --.----------------------

Re la tionship ____________ _ 

~ddress _____________________________ Telephone ____ ~ __________________ _ 

Date --------------------------
3S-22 501 Fulton State Hospital 
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APPENDIX D (Continued) 

-2-

PRESENT MENTAL ILLNESS 

This section is devoted to your story of the patient's illness. Please tell 
us why it was necessary for the patient to come to this hospital. Tell us what 
changes occurred in the patient's personality and behavior, that were dj.ffer
ent than normal. 

When did these changes first Occur? 

Did the changes in behavior and personality occur gradually or suddenly? 

Do you think any event or person could have caused this illness? 

How did the patient feel about coming to this hospital? 

Tell us ,'V-hicn of the .·following words des cribe the pa tient as he is now. 
Please check those which apply. 

What? 

extremely happy eaSily upset withdrawn 
-------------- --------------------violent confused goes thru certain actions 

suspicious noisy paces floor ----
fearful forgetful refuses to eat 
cries frequently untidy ---------- very worried ----------
dangerous to others unusually rellg10us threatening to-:-kl~'I~l-------
unable to sleep --messy in personal himself 

~--------------------habits very quiet 
--------------------Please explain very completely those whkh you check. 
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>! Tell uswhich of the follo,ving ideas are typical of the patient's thinking now. 
! ' i I Check those which apply. 
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"rhinks he is always right _____ _ 
Thinks that people are 
talking about him,_~--:_:__-----
Thinks wife (or husband) 
unfaithful,~~_----:------__ 
Believes he has unusual 

Fee1s worthless ____________ _ 

Hears imaginary voices, _______ _ 

Sees imaginary things ________ _ 

powers Tastes imaginary things, _______ _ 
Thinks others pla.!l to Believes he is someone' 
harm him other than himself _________ _ 

Please expla~ veroy C'Qmple:ely those items wr...ich you have checked. 

Do you believe the patient has a problem with alcohol? ___ If so, please answer: 

What does he drink ? 
How much does he dri!1.k? 
When does he drink. (daily, weekends, periodically. etc.)? 
Does he drink alone or with f~~iends? 
Did he ever troy to get help? From Whom? 

When did he first begin to drink? 
How does drinking affect his personality? 

Does the patient use drugs? Is there a problem of addiction? 
What kind of drugs does he take? 
How much does he take? 
\Vhen and why did he start? 
\Vhe re did he ge t t.hem ? 

Do you believe the patient has any unusual sexual habits or tendencies? 
If sq. please explaLTl in detail: 

I : Has the patient ever been arrested': ___ Jailed? For how long? 
vVhen I,'''-h.=re 

~ 3S-22a 
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APPENDIX D (Continued) 

-4-

PAST :''lE::;T.';L ILL;:\ESS: 

WE're there any other periods in the patient's life (other than the present illness) 
when he did not appear normal? Please describe his behavior at those times: 

Wa.s he ever hospitalized for nervous or mental illness? If so, give names ---of doctors, hospitals, and dates. 

Did he ever visit any Out-Patient Clinic or other agency about his problem ? ____ _ 
Give names, dates: 

Did he get better? 

Wt!rp. there times when the patient seemed normal a.nd other times when he 
seemed sick again? Please explain: 

,~ 

PERSONAL HISTORY: 

Here the doc-tor wants to know what kind of person the patient has been -- his 
interests and feelings toward people and toward himself. We will start at the 
beginning and continue through the patient's childhood into adult life: 

'Birth, Infancy, and Childhood: 

" () 

() 

(;1 

( I 

C) 

Did thc! patient's mother ha\;e any sickness du:-ing pregnancy? (J 

Were there any complications during the patient's birth? If yes, tell us 
about them: 

Tell ~s about tbe patient's training: 
Age first walked? Age first. talked? Age weaned? 

--~--- ~--~---
Ag~ toilet trained? Any prQblems \vith we :ming or toilet training?_ 

o 
\Vere there any conv~lsions? Temper tantrumes? 

~~----------------Thumb sucking? Bedwetting after age 3? .----..-..-------Stuttering? 0l'ightmares? .--_-------, 
How were these situations handled? I 0 

HClw did the pa~ient get al()ng with other children? Did he play alene or with others? 't.,' 

par:nts or other members of the family? 

~.V(!r::: parents ge::le::';.lly e.?s,;.'-goir.g? 
0 

W(,yo,: ther~ em:; fa:-:lily cii!:'i~uHies such as riC'ath, illness, or finacial ;::robler::s" 
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,~dolescence: 

H~w did :he pa~ient ~et along with other people during teen years? 
DId he mIX eaSIly WI th others or did he stay alone? 

At what age did the patient ?egin to show an interest in the opposite sex? 
Did he have dates? How often? ------
Did he show .an :xce~sive interest in girls (boys), or was it normal? 
Or do you thmk It. mIght have been less than normal? 

Education: 

Age patient entered school? _ Country or town? 
Age patient stopped going to sch~ol? --------

Grade? _ Reason for stopping school? 

Repeat any grades ? ____ H'ow did the patient like ~"chool ? 

How did patient get along with other students? 

What were his grades like? 

What sports, clubs, or other such activities did patient take part in? 

How did patient get along with teachers? 

Occuoation: 
t 

A.ge patient first began full time work? _ What was patient's first work? 

What has been patient's principal occupation most of his life? . 

When did he last work and at what? 

How many jobs has patient had in the l~st three (3) years? 

What reasons for change?' 

What sort of worker is he? 

Has he had any sp~cial ~raining for his work? 

work? Does he have any problems in connection with his 

Has he received public assistance? 
S Does he now receive Social 
ecuritY?_Or any other pensI'on=?, ---,""T"";;'t.. 

Ivuat? Amount? 
Adulthood; 

How d,oes t:"'le pa.tient get along with other people? 
.As an adu1~, haa he always made friends easilv? 
Or has he preferred to remain alone more? W 

SS-22 
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How has the patient normally liked to spel:i:d his free time? 

Is this the same sh1ce he became ill ? ____ If not. how is it different? 

iNnat lodges or cbbs does he belong to? 

Does he have any hobbies? What'? ----Does he enjoy sports? Does he enjoy Tvlusic? 
How often does he participate anc. to what extent? 

Does the patient attend church? ____ How does he feel about religion? 

Marital status: 

Date patient married? Age at marriage ? ___ _ 

Give full name of patient's wife (or husband) and age at marriage? 

Do you feel that this marriage has been a happy one? 

How do the patient and wife (or husband) feel abou~ each other? 

What problems have there been L"1 t}1..is marriage? 

What is wife (or husband)' s occupation? 

'\vnat is wife (or husband)' s highest grade completed in school? 

If patient is divorced or separated from hi~ wif~ (or_ hU,s~and), ,Plea?se 
aive date of senaration and reason. How dld thlS aflect Lhe patlent. 
o • 

If wife (or husband) is deceasad, please guve cause and date of death: 

How did this affect the patient? 

Has the patient rema:;:ried ?_. __ Second wife (or husband)' s name: 

Date of this marriage? Present age of wife (or husband)? ____ _ 

Ii there have been more tha.."1 two marriages. please use this space to tell 
us about when they took place and to whom? 
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Parenthood: 

.' , ~ Please give us the names of the patient's children, L"1 o:-der of birth. Tell 
us also about any miscarriages. stillborn babies or deaths: 

If dead 
Name Present address Occupation cause and age 

I , 
J 9 
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How does the pa.tient get along with his ch:'ldren? If there aJ:1:e any problems, 
please explain in detail: 

;;'amily History: 

Here, we are interested in kno~..ng somethi.ng abcu! :he p(;ople who make un the 
patient's own family. If there is anyone else to whom the pa~:'ent has been c"lose 
such as another relative or a very close friend, please tell us about them, also:' 

'''ather's name: Birthdate: Age 
~ddress Birthp1ace-:------------ ----------------

Occupahon 11lg".nest school grace comple~ea: 
------------------Tf dead, please glve cause anc age at death. 

-low old was the patient? Any affec~t-o-n-h:-:-im-?::-. -----------------------

Mother's name: BLr·thdate: Age: 
~ddress: ------------ Bi r.':hpla.:e-:----------

,)ccupation: _______________ Highe S'C s :::hool -g-:--a-c':""' e-c-o-m--p-:.-l-e~t-e-:d:-:-----------
Ii dead, please give cause and ag~ at death: -----------~ 
row old was the patient? Any aff e--c-:-t -o"'"'r::-. '7h-=:.-m--:::?:------------------------

Tell us about the patient's brothers and sisters. (List in order of birth. ) 

, iame 

~ S-22c 

If dead, 
Present Address O:::cupation cause and age 
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Are there any other p~ople to whom the patient wc.s especially attached? Any 
grandparents, aunts, uncles, or cousins, or even friends. Tell us about them: 

W":.lich relations live with the patient at home? 
with them? 

How does the patient get along 

"\Vhat difficulty has the patient had with any members of the family? Please 
explain in detail. 

WI;re the patient's parents ever separated or divorced? Tell us about what 
happened: 

How old was the patient? 
'Nith whom did he live afterwards? 
Did he have a chance to see the other parent? 
Did either parent remarry? 
How old was the patient when remarriage took place? 
How did the patient get along with his step-parent? 

Tell us a:.y more that you can about the effet:ts on the patient: 

\Vere there any relatives on either side of the family who were mentally ill; 
mentally deficient, alcoholic, or had nervous trouble? If so, who were they 
and what was their illness? Vlere they hospitalized? wnere? ----

Medical History: 

Childhood diseases: (Check which diseases paEent had and please give age. ) 

Measles ___ \vnooping Cough Mumps Chicken Pox 
Diptheria Scarlet Fever --- Rheuma-~t'i~c~F=-e-v-e-r- ----
Polio Meninggitis Sleeping Sickness (Encephalitis) 
High Fever Other ---

General Diseases: 

T:yp!~oid Pnell.."!lonia Influenza Malaria 
Small Po-x---Diabetes ----- 'L'1.:.bercul-o-s-is--- Cancer ----
Rheumatism- 'Ulcers JaunJice Asthma 
Kidney Disease- Veneral DiseC:.~e --~E=-e-a-r-t-Di.::;ease -------
Convulsions - Others ------------------------------------
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Any operations: (Please tell what kind of OpE' :ation and give the patient's age 
at the time: 

What hospital? 
~Who was the doctor? 

Any serious injuries: (Please describe and tell us hew old the patient was when 
it happened. ) 

Did patient lose consciousness? 

Dces patient complain of any pain or particular disease at thrs time? 

FOl" female patients: At what age did she begin to menstruate? 
Are her periods regular? ----------
Has she complained of pain or cramps while menstruating? 
Has she stopped menstruating? 
Bow did this affect her behaviou-r~?------

Has shoe ever had any abortions? wnf"n? 
Has she e'''er had any miscarriag-e-s-?-- Vlhen'""""'?----------- ---------

::Ias th!= patient ev~r had any seizures or fits? 
How often did they occur-=?----------
How long did each seizure last? 
'VVnat was his behav'i.or immediat:-e-:l~y-:-b-e~f-o-r-e-a-n....,d-after 
a seizure? 
What do yo:u-:-:1hl;:;:-:'·"::n-;:k:-:'c-a--u-=s-e"""d;-;-:th;'""e-m-.,=-. --------
1Nhen did the first one occur? 
Describe the seizure: ---------

Joes the patient take any medicine? What kind"? 
How long has he be en ta':"k-:i-n-g~it~' ,..=-~ -- ----------

,vULITARY HISTORY: 

iN-as the patient in the military service? Which branch? 
i,Vhat was his job? ---- ----------

Da te he enter ed s e r·:Vl::r· -=c-=e-::?'---------D;::::"""C1.-;'t-e-.:-h-e-l:"'e"""i::7t-s-e-r-Vl":"· -c-e-=?-----------
Type of discharge? Highest rank? 
-las he ever applied;--:'fo-r-a-p-e-n-'s-l":"'" o-n--:"b-a-s-e-d""'-o-n-his military se-r-v~i-c-e-"~. ----------
What is his identification number? . Cl:J.im Number? 
Does he receive a pension? • --------

. f patient was reje·ct.ed for service, please give date and reason: 

. 8S-22d 
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Please use the rest of this space to tell us anythi::1g else you knov: about the 
patient. Remember, the doctor measures improvement in the patient by know
ing the kL'1d of person he was before he became ill. So whatever you can tell us 
will be very important. It would be helpful if you could include your plans for 
the patient when he is ready to leave the hospital -- will he return to his home? 
~'bat will-he do? Will he work? -- because answers to these questions are often 
needed by the doctor as he moves toward his eventual goal of discharging the 
patient. 

Than..~ you. 
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APPENDIX ,E 

1. !he layYer told Bill thaI: 

~. ',men I go to ::c)urt thS! l~wyer '.Till 

3. Jack felt that the juage 

4. ~nen ?hil was accused ot the crime, he 

S. ~nen I prepare to go to court with,my lawyer 

6. If the jury finds me ~uilty, I 

7. The way a court trial is decided 

8. f~en the evidence in George's case was presented to the jury 

9. iot'"hen the la~er questioned his cltent in court, t!1e client said 

10. If Jack has to try his O~~ c~se, he 

11. Each ti~e the J.A. asked ~e u questior., I 

12. i.11ile list~ning to the ..:ienesses t~;":;:.ify .:It:;'3inst mc:, i 

13. ilhen the · .. itness testif: .. ing a~ainsc: ;:~r!"'J ~a",.e incol.":""!ct evidence I h~ 
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APPENDIX F 

~.:l.T E 

I CEKTIFY 7i-!Ai T;-iIS IS A REFORT O~ r(E ~S'ic:HIATR~C D'.~:·iINATiO~,1 
?URSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF CHAPTER 552 RsMO AS OROER~D 3Y 
-.,~ ~··I"'- OF ';1-'1' 1"\" C"l'''-Y) -·U~" ~".,\ lr:~ LUl/,,J '''''' i u~ l! .. tr~1 ,Lh:::'t: hv. 

Hc: .. jR.G.i3LE PRES [;)! ;'IG, H~ THE C;'.SE CF 
---- ~ '(./0 II ... (" -) I'Hn 'I·~ ''''''I-T-O , r. I,~t._~,l ,f9!-r , .i,.J "~K~ P.!J:~l I.~ 

'F: THE ~:An:.::f"sECUR!TY UNITlJF· rL:LTON STATE HOS?ITAL ON 

REASON FOR AD~ISSION: PRE-TRIAL EXAMINATION PURSUANT TO 
CHAPTER AS ORDERED BY __ ' __ (COURT). 
THE'PATIENT IS CHARGED ;.JITH ___ _ 

LEGAL STATUS 

PERTINEt{T SOCIAL HISTO~Y (PLEASE TYPE IN) 

II PHYSICAL ST/;TUS' 
PHYSICAL ExAH VIT.A.L SIGnS, PHYSICAL STATS AND .a.8riOR~!.t;LITI~S 

L.A.B DATA 

IF NOT j..lL RESULTS OF T~STS JRDERE::J IN .A,i TI;·~E OF BIeTATID:; 
NOTE "IF ,t:.NY ,4SrIORH.A,LiTES fl,RE FounD jl~~ ADDENU~1 ~:ILL 8E 
r'!AILED TO THE COURT" 

I II r'lENTAL STATUS 

~JAS G!VE;~ A P$';'SHr.lI.T;:{IC ~:':7::R\j!::~i ON ------- --
ACVISE Of HIS RIGHTS AnG P:FJR>'ED TH~.7 HE DID NGT H;',VE TO 

DISC~SS . .!li'i ~·:.~.;TERS P~RT;',ImiiG TO THE ALLEGE:D CRI:-~E I:: !~E 

SC' DES I ;:':::D. 

PATI~NT (FULLY OR DID NOT ~lLLY) COMPREHEND(ED) ~H~T ~AS 

SAID 70 HI:·l AND HAS (CO-CPEKAT:'iE OR ~:OT CO-OFER.t-,TIVE) 

THROUGHOUT THE INTERVIE~, POLiCE ~EFCRTS WERE A~AILASLE 

AT THE TIf.!~ GF THIS CEF.TIFIC.:"E (OR NOT AVAILABLE), .a.S 

WELL AS REPORTS FRG~ SOCIAL SVCES AND PSYCHOLOGY AND ALSO 

~.EPORTS OF TEE ?,,q'H:NT 'S iJEi:i.VIOR AS GIVEN SY EX?ERi~NCEJ 

PSYCHIATRIC AiCS. 
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APPENDIX F (Continued) 

ORIEiHA7I,);:: P,T,? #W RE.;!S0:~ FOr-. EX,:!)': 

APPD.R.1.NCE ,'l.iW SEHAIJ!OR: S7ATCO ;\GE, ORE~S, :!YGE:r:: 

UNUSU . .:l.L C~ BIZARRE 1'~~NNERi3i;'S 

MEMORY: (;11S0 FOR ALLEGED CR: i':E) 

SPEECH ;'.ND MENTAL ACTIVITY: 

TONE, Fi..01.J t RATE, ~lODl1LATIOiJ 

ARE ;"i!S~JERS RELEVANT, LOGICAL .A.rlD COHERE:!T 

ILLUSIONS, DELUSIONS, A~IQ H;l.LL!JCr~!ATIONS 

CALCULATIOnS 

PROVERBS ,A.ND SHlILARITIES 

E',,! DENCE FOR DISORDER OF THOUGHT, COiHENT OR PROCESS LNG 

MOOD A~m AF~ECT 

I NS I GliT MID J U!)GE~~ENT 

-IS PAT! ENT AyJARE OF CHA.RGES AND POSS ISLE CONSEQUENCES 
SHOULD HE BE FOUim GUI L TY 

-DOES PAT~ENT FEEL HE HAS A ME~TAL DISEASE 

-DOES PATIENT UNDERSTM:O 

COURTROO;'! PROCEDURES 

DUTIES OF JUDGE 

PROSECUT ING j~TTORi'lE'i 

DEfENSE ATTORNEY 

JURY 

-WILL HE ~::!..p HIS .r..TTORNEY 1:': PREP,a,RATIOfl OF HIS OEFEi;:5E 

?S':'CHOLOGIC.A.L ESnr:G PLEASE FILL IN 

IV COURS~ IN HOSP1T~L 
SINCE HOSPITALIZATION A7 ?ULTON ST~TE HOSPITAL 

HAS (NOT) 2,EEN ,~ ~tJ\ilAGE1I:ENT PRCSLE1~ 

HE HAS (riOT) REQUIRED THE U~,E OF ~'!EDS (~SYCHCACTI\,;::) 

V CONDITION AT PRESENT 

AT THE PRESENT T1i~E THE PPITIE:'jT IS I~~ nE :'·1;l.XI1<LJ;~ SECURIT'( 

unIT AT FIJLTO:l ST~::-E H6SP IT.CoL OR F .. J.TIE;':-:- ~,~S S::E~{ DISCH,')'2GED 

TO THE SL'STOOY OF THE SHE~r;=:= CF --
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APPENDIX F (Continued) 

:ni DI3CUSSI(l~~· 

"/1 I I 

IS A Y/O 
S:;CURiTY UNIT OF FULTON STATE l-!OSPIT,ll.L ON BY 
ORDER CF -'-- __ (CDURj) FOR PUR?OSE OF 

PRE-TRIAL PSYOiIATRIC EXAMINATIO~ ON THE CHARGE OF ---
S INCE AC:'iIS~ ION __ _ HAS BEEN OBS:::RVED A~:J 

STUDIED A;m 7HERE .;;RE UlO) I~~C!CATIQ~;S TH.il.T THE =>ATle::H '.;.!;,~ 

SUFFERING FROM A MENTAL CiS~A~E OR DEFECT AT THE T:r~ OF 
THE ALLEGED O.rFENSE OR SINCE H:: HAS BEEN Ai FULTON ST;·TE 

HOSPITAL TO EXCLUDE HH·1 FRm'l rtESpm!SIBILITY. (IS THE PATE~:T 

SUFFERING FROM MENTAL ILLNESS.) HIS ACTIONS ARE VOLrTIO~AL 

AND NOT A PRODUCT OF ONGOrr:G PSYCHIATRIC ILU:ESS. 

-PATIE:H HAS .A.oAQUATE K~W~~LEDGE OF THE COURTROOM PROCEDCRE 

AND THE CAP~CITY TO .A.sSIST :N PREPARING HIS DEFENSE . 

-IT IS f·ft' OPINION 

RES PONS I13LE. 

FINDINGS 

IS (NOT) COt'~PETENT AND 

1) THAT THE ACCUSED HAS (NO) :'lEifTAL D!SEASE OF DEFECT 

IH7HIN THE ~~EAmNG OF SECTIO:~ ---
2) THAT THe: PA~IENT HAS (20ES~'l'T r':!WE) ThE CA?ICITY TO 

WiDE.~:S:.A.NO TH'£ PROC:::EDINGS .A,G.!:ij:·f~T f-iIH ,c.ND C.A:-t (i~OT) 

ASSIST !N Ti-IE PREP.;RAT!Otl OF HIS C~FEnSC: AT 7:i1-5 TH:E. 

'"') -"~- ..,.. .. ~ "r-'ISI='D OTr! ("0-) ·.r·,'1 OR '?OC"-";l· 'Tt:' TW'--l In .. ~ li~:' r\....,~~ _ .1.: .:1 I t",,~~·. ".-'\. r.c.~:.1.~.,,- I'~ . , 
NATURE, QUALITY Or. \·lRmIGFULL~(ESS CF HIS ALL 7G::J CC1:JUCT. 

A'ID 'J~~ (TN' '"il::l'BI C' 0- ~ON-"''''~'''~'''' ·S ,'~ ... ~ • I ) '",,, 01 ;.., _ '- r L.. i t"' lJ i·~'·.!. l ,~ h l C:NDUCT 70 ir.t 
REO!.! I REI·1ENTS Of THE LAH. 

4) THAT THE ".CCUSED DOES (NOT) REQUIRE PSYCHIATRIC HOS?ITft.L

IZATION PENDING FURTHUR PROCEEDINGS. 

RECor'~~E:':DATIONS 

IT IS RECO~J.1ENDED TH,;T BE COMMITED TO THE -- --
MISSOURI DI\fISIO~l OF ~1ENT,A.L HEALTH P·S H .. WING f. j';Ei1T,';L ,:.,s. 
HPo,,!ULG.-A. H£N:r;Il. DISE.ASE OF DEFECT EXCLIJDUIG RESPO:i~ Ie TLITY 

PUi<SUA:n TO Cr.;',PTER {S52.040} 
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. DEPART~1ENT OF MENTAL HEALTH 

FORENSIC INFORMATION SYSTEM 

Fac; 1 ity Date Referral Notice Received 

, . 3! 
. 1 

! 
'i 
1 
.j 

1 

I 
r , 

I 
~ j 

! 

1 
,"j. 

i 

--i 

I 
\ . j 

. l 
j 

~ 1 
j 

! 

I. DEMOGRAPHIC INFOR~ATION 

1. 
Patient Number 

2. 
Patient Name 
(Last, First, M.!.) 

3. 
Patient Alias(es) 

4. O.O.S •. 
Month Day 

5. Sex 
M ·F 

6. Race __ 81 ack 

White 

Am. Ind. 

Hi sp. --
Other --

7. Patient Status Bond 

Jail 

8. Patient Attorney , ' 

(Last, First, 

Date First Staff Contact 

Date Report Sent to Court 

Patient ~1issed Appointnents ~- -No-
Yes 

Year 

1~1. 1. ) 
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APPENDIX G (Continued) 
-2-

REFERRAL INFORMATION (From Court Order) 

9. County of Referring Court, _________ _ 

10. JUdge. ______ ~~~~~~~~---------_____ _ 
(Last, First, M.l.) 

11. Offense(s) Charged 

12. 

The "Offenses Charged" wi 11' be taken frpm the court 
orders until natural groupings appear at Which time 
they will be lumped into a few categories. Until 
that time, we need only reserve several spaces in the 
computer for this category.) 

Questions for Eyaluati~n (eheck applicable HerTls) 

competency to stand trial 

whethe~ hospitalization raquired pending determination of competency 

Whether hospitalization' required if found competent 

whether client has mental disease or defect 

whether client responsible at time of offense 

,1 recormtendations for sentencing 

') .. rll. H!STORrC rNFORl'ATlON 

Whether "diminished responsibi1 itylol e.xi sts 

J : i' 

J 
, , 

'/ 

1 

,J 

I ' 
/ 

13. Grade Achieved 

(Note: 
-----

This will be taken from the educational categories OMH already uses.) 
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14. Psychiatric History 

in-patient 

out-patient 

a 1 co'ho 1/ drug 

M.R. facility 

none 

APPENDIX G. (Continued) 
-3-

most 

most 

most 

most 

15. Most Recent Diagnosis Prior to Current Evaluation. 

16. Number of Previous Felony Convictions , 
2 - 4 

more than 4 

none 

17. Offense( s). for Whi ch Convicted 

18. Date of Most Recent Felony Conviction 

recent year 

recent year 

r~t:ent year 

recent year 

-----------------------------
19. Previous Misde~eanor Conviction yes 

no 

(Note: With reference to No. 17, see note after No. 11, above.) 

.() 

OJ 

0 

() 

o 

L(1 

o 

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

.'. ~ 

I 

, t 

.l 

J , 

IY. 
I 

a 
:.J 

i 

) , 

) 

EVALUATION INFORMATION 

20. Site of Evaluation 

APPENDIX G (Continued) 

-4-

In-pati ent 

Out-pati ent 

Jail 

21. Signatory of Report 
-----l(1L~asstt~,IF~i~r~s~t-,!M~.lIr.\)----------

Profession tfrom OMH code). -

(Last, First, M.l.) 

Professions (from O~H code) 

22. Client Competent to Stand Trial? 

23. Client Sane at Time of Offenset 

24. Diminished Capacity Available? 
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Yes 

No 

Oeferred 

Not Asked 

Yes 

No 

Deferred 

Not Asked 

Yes 

No 

Deferred 

Not Asked 

~ I 
I 
i I 
'/ 
'i 

" 

:) 

, 
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25. 

I ; 

26. 

27. 

28. 

, . , 
, 

. I 29. 

I 

APPENDIX G (Continued) 

-5-

Hospitalization Pending Trial? Necessary 

Unnecessary 

Not Asked 

Medical Disease or Defect? Yes 

No 

Deferred 

Not Asked 

Diagnoses Primary 

~econdary 

Therapeutic Recorrmendations (~heck appropriate items) 

.. 

medic.ation 

a7cohol/drug rx 

out-patient rx 

no recommendations 

psychotherapy 

in-patient rx 

other 

Sources of Information Available for Evaluation 

.- , 

psychiatric inter~iew 

soci'a 1 worker' i nterv; ew wi th cl i ent 

psych010gical testing 

written client statement 

police report 

autopsy 

confession 

i ntervi ew (s) wi th fami 1 y member ( s ) 

laboratory tests 

other 
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APPENDIX q (Continued) 

: 

Addendum 

Does the report predict that the client will engage again in the behavior 
which forms the underlying basis for the charged offense(s)? 

__ Yes __ No 

If such a prediction ,is made, what language· is used? 

Does the report predict behavior other than that which forms the underly
ing basis for the charged offense(s)? 

__ Yes __ No 

If so, what is the prediction? 
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APPENDIX H 

FIVE DAY INITIAL TEHPORARY TP..EAT~.ENT PL..~.N 

NAME: 

C.?l.SE NO: 

ADMISSION DATE: 

TYPE OF COM.~ITMENT: 

PEYSIC!A~'S SECTION: DATE 

Admission Note Cornpleted __________ ~------------------
o History & Physical Cornpleted ________________________ __ 

Routine Laboratory Horkup Ordered _________ _ 

Routine Chest X-ray Ordered~ _______________________ __ 

Routine Psvchologicals Ordered, ____________________ __ 0 

If .~.'::)';:)licable, 1·1edication Ordered __________ _ 
S;~cifv Drug(s) & Dosage: - . 

eli 

Other Than Routine Consultations: 

Exarnole: EEG, Neurological, Skull X-rays, EKG, etc. o 
List Consult Type 
1) 

Date Ordered 

2) 
3} 
4) 

NURSING SECTION: DATE 

Aa.'!lission Nursing Notes Corepleted (SF-207 

SOCIAL t'iORK SECTION: DATE 
.' () 

Social History Process Started ______________________ __ 

o 
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APPENDIX I 

1 FOURTEF.;i DAY TREA~'[E~rr PLAN 

" I 
I 

CASE NC: 

~ .... coSIO'r DATE: J, ,'1I.. I. 

TYPE OF COHHIT'fHENT: 
) w 

iCIAL II!STOH.Y COMPLE1'ED ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••.•••••••••• 

) PSYCHOLtiGICAL TESTI;'lG CONPL2TED •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

_AITB.L CLINICAL STAFFING COMPLETED •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

!OGR.~l REFERRAL ~E ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••• 

} TO im<JN 1 2 3 

WGRfJol R£FERR.\I. ~\CC J::~'·rEI) ••••••••••••••••••• III •••••••••••••••••• I ••••••• 

BY i\'HOH 
'I 

1 3 4 

} UTABLISliED CLI:-JIC.\L DIAGNOSIS CmlPLETED ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

I) 

DIACNOSIS: 

1.) 
2. ) 
3. ) 

SPECIFY CURRE~lT HEDICATI0N AND D<JSAGE. IF A~l: 

1. ) 
2. ) 
3.) 
4. ) 

~'t.~Cl{E .. a\.'l']. 0:'1 ••.•. " ........ f, • , • 4 ••••• <II III •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• , •••••• 

:CltP .. ;'l'I():·L·'.L 'l'~!.El'..J\PY .••••••••••••••• , ••• , .............................. . 

t'lU S Ie .................... ". , ., . , •••.•••••••••••..•••.. , ••.••••••.••••••.•• 

.. COll()r ... ~ {:s i\~:(":·J·£'::OUS ••••.•••.•• 4 •• ~ ••••••••••••••• ~ •••••••••••••••••••• 

OTHE!=:: 
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APPENDIX J (Continued) 

5,) 

6. ) 

7.) 

L! ST OF 5TP,ENG7HS rnf.NTlFIED 

1.) 

., , 
4.) 

3. ) 

4.) 

5', ) 

6. ) 

7.) 

," 

NA .. l1E TITLE. ___________________ _ 
~--......-....-......-........-....-......-..--------....-..------

:~!01E TI'!LE ___ .....".~~~~=:_=_:::_:~=;:::::___:;::~n._;:_;::f'\ 
(SIGNATURE ~\D TITLE OF :;JO HENTAL HEALT,H PROFESSIONAL::; WH,O DEVELOP::D TEE P~'-:) 
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Chapter 8 

COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS 

This last chapter in Part II of this book describes forensic 
mental health screening and evaluation as it is conducted by 
collaboration between the mental health a~d criminal justice systems in 
community corrections programs. The chapter describes in detail the 
mental health screening and evaluation performed in two community 
corrections programs, the Larimer County Community Corrections in Fort 
Collins, Colorado, and the Island County District Court Probation 
Department in Oak Harbor, Washington. 

Incarceration in closed penal institutions has been rapidly losing 
popularity among criminologists and lawmakers alike (cf. President's 
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 1967; 
Klapmuts, 1976; Prison Research Education Action Project, 1976; Warren, 
1972; see also Note 1). Although not without some criticism (see, for 
example, Comptroller General of the United States, 1980), community-based 
corrections programs have been extensively used since the 1960s as viable 
alternatives to institutionalization, perhaps influenced by the 
deinstitutionalization trend in mental health. Unfortunately, the phrase 
"community-based treatment" has come to describe a wide variety of 
programs in corrections, creating a confusion that has been described 
quite well by Shah (1972, p. iii): 

[L]argely as a function of overuse and also because it has become 
somewhat of a catchword, the phrase, "community-based treatment," 
has come to describe a rather wide assortment of correctional 
programs. Thus, almost any correctional program conducted outside 
the walls of traditional juvenile and adult correctional 
institutions has been lumped into this category. For example, 
probation, parole, halfway houses, noninstitutionalized boarding 
arrangements (such as foster and group homes), and even small 
institutions or residential facilities located in the community, 
have been included under the description "community-based 
correctional programs." Indeed, the impression is often obtained 
that the very fact of labeling or designating a program as 
"community-based" is supposed to connate that the effort is 
"innovative," "enlightened," and "progressive." The numerous 
conceptual and programmatic issues which need to be specified, and 
the process and outcome indexes required for ascertaining program 
effectiveness, have generally been neglected. 

Offenders eligible for community-based programs include th~se who 
(1) have been released after serving their sentences or released pretrial 
under some type of supervision, (2) are on probation or parole, or (3) 
are serving their sentences in the community as part of a special 
program. The support and growth of community corrections programs ha:s 
been advanced by such reasons as the following: 
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Treatment of offenders in a less restrictive environment in 
the community is more humane than incarceration in a . 
traditional penal institution (Prison Research Educat~on 
Action Project, 1976; Comptroller General of the United 
States, 1980). 

Institutionalization itself has a derogatory effect upon a 
person committed to such a facility (Coffey, Eldefonso, and 
Hartinger, 1974, pp. 266-269; National Advisory Commission on 
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals, 1973). 

Successful reintegration of the offender into society can be 
most expeditiously accomplish'ed in a community setting (Coffey 

,et al., 1974; Comptroller General of the United States, 1980; 
Klapmuts, 1976). 

Community corrections helps to maintain stability in the 
family of the offender (C:offey, ~!l" 1974). 

Reintegration of the offender is less costly to society than 
incarceration (Coffey et al., 1974; Comptroller General of the 
United States, 1980; KlapiUts, 1976; Perry, Note 2). 

Ideally aside from pretrial examinations of competency to stand , . 
trial and criminal responsibility, the goal of mental healt~ screen~ng 
and evaluation conducted in community corrections.programs 7s the . 
appropriate matching of offender needs (psycholog~cal, emot10nal, soc~alt 
vocational etc.) with individual programs to meet those needs. But ~n 
practice, ~he evaluation of risk to the co~unity (Will the ~ffender 
constitute a threat to the community?) and 1nadequate commun~ty resources 
balance the needs of the offender (Roth, 1980). 

This chapter was based on the premise that there is a lack of 
knowledge about the operation of community correction~ facilities. When 
this lack of. knowledge is coupled with heated ~ebate 1n :he a:ea of 
mental health and the law, it may be best to f4rst descr~be s~mply.what 
is, rather than what might be. As Michael Perlin ~as stated,."[~]~though 
thousands of words are written about the subtle p01nts of a s~gn1f~cant 
decision or statutory revision, usually limited analysis is given what 
can be termed the 'socialization of the law' (1980, p. 194)." 

Together with other detailed descriptions of community-based 
corrections programs, such as the Des Moines (Iowa) program (se~ 
Boorkman, Fazio, Day, and Weinstein, 1976), it is hoped. that th~~ chapter 
provides the information base to stimulate improvement 1n commun~ty . 
corrections. Also, it is hoped that it can be shown that the operat~onal 
context and practical consequences of the application of mental health 
issues in community corrections are often of far greater importance and 
interest than the substance of the issues. Many of the salient aspects 
of the alliances among law enforcement, the court~, ~he mental heal~h 
system, and corrections are revealed in the descr~pt~ons.of the Lar~mer 
County Community Corrections and the Island County D~str1ct Court 
Probation Department. 
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LARIMER COUNTY COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS 

Although Larimer County Community Corrections (LCCC) in Fort 
Collins, Colorado, has changed considerably in its five-year history, two 
basic goals have remained constant: to encourage diversion of criminal 
defendants from prison and to provide "transition'" services to inmates 
upon leaving prison (Perry and Kammerzell, Note 3). These goals have 
been accomplished primarily through two programs, one residential and the 
other non-residential. 

In the nonresidential program, LCCC staff counsels de~endants 
sentenced to community corrections and ex-inmates on parole. The 
residential program is a halfway house, which receiv'es (a) defendants 
referred for community corrections instead o.f prison and (b) prison 
inmates released from state prison to spend the last months of their 
sentences in the halfway house. At anyone time the non-residential 
program has about 75 clients and the residential about 12. The purposes 
of mental health evaluations conducted by LCCC are generally to determine 
(a) whether prospective clients have mental problems too severe for LCCC 
to handle and (b) what types of services should be provided to clients 
accepted. 

The nonresidential program receives clients who are either 
sentenced directly to community corrections or who are required to use 
LCCC as a condition of probation. A "contract" establishes the clients' 
obligations and the services given them under the sentencing order. The 
services include general counseling by the non-residential staff, 
vocational and educational counseling by LCCC specialists, and group 
therapy under the guidance of consulting psychologists. Clients, in 
their part of the contract, often must attend counseling sessions 
regularly at LCCC, attend drug or alcohol therapy, maintain jobs, and pay 
restitution. 

The residential program--i.e., the halfway house--has a capacity 
of 20 men and women, although that capacity is seldom reached (see Note 
4). Clients remain three to four months, while they are given a variety 
of individual and group treatments. Most halfway house residents work 
dur~ng the day and pay much of the cost of their lodging. 

The service area of the LCCC is limited to Larimer County, a ranch 
and farming district about 60 miles north of Denver. The county 
population is about 120,000. LCCC is located in the county seat, Fort 
Collins, a town of some 60,000, best known as the location of Colorado 
State University. There are two courts for criminal cases, the District 
and the County Courts; LCCC generally deals with tbe District Court, 
which has jurisdiction over felonies. 

Lcce was established by the Larimer County govern~ent in August 
1976, the first community correction program under new Colorado 
legislation encouraging such programs. The initial task of LCCC was to 
submit a funding proposal to the state planning agency, the Council on 
Criminal Justice, for a Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) 
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block grant. The proposal was successful and LCCC received $93,854 for a 
one'-year grant starting early in 1976. This grant marked the beginning 
of the community corrections operations. Its major goals, as described 
in the grant, were: 

o to provide an alternative to jail sentencing--that is, 
sentencing to community corrections with a wide range of 
services to the convicted defendants, including psychological 
testing; 

o in-jail inmate counseling and education; and 

o counseling and other services for inmates released from prison. 

LCCC received t~iO continuation grants of $96,600 and $60,000. With 
extensions, the grants continued until June 1979. The program, since 
then, has continued under state financing, although reduced from the 
initial level of funding. 

In 1978 the LCCC received another LEAA grant, $115,200, to 
establish a halfway house. This was the origin of the LCCC's second 
major function, th~ residential program. The grant lasted for less than 
a year and was not continued when it terminated in Sep~ember 1979, but 
the state and county continued much of the funding. 

LCCC conducts several activities other than the residential and 
non-residential programs. It initiated a pretrial release program in 
January 1980; in this program, staff members evaluate inmates who are 
awaiting trial in jail because they cannot pay bond for possible pretrial 
release. LCCC also has a vocational counseling program and a project for 
educational diagnosis. These activities do not involve mental health 
screening, and will be discussed in this report only as they act upon 
clients referred for the residential or nonresidential programs. 

The LCCC has had its ups and downs. During the first six months 
of operations under the original grant, there was discontent among the 
LCCC staff and county and state officials. After several government 
investigations, the LCCC director resigned. His replacement was able to 
maintain and expand the organization until he left at the beginning of a 
second troubled era, late in 1979. Federal grants terminated and were 
only partly replaced by state and local appropriations, requiring staff 
cutbacks. At this writing, however, LCCC has received sufficient money 
to build its staff to full strength, although a new director has not yet 
been appointed. 

A major change over the years has been the reduction of services 
to Larimer County Jail inmates, which w,as originally one of its major 
functions. LCCC has discontinued educational classes in jail, and it no 
longer maintai~s an exercise room there. Inmate counseling is now 
limited to' prisoners who are being screened for possible sentence to 
community corrections. A "work.ender" program (under which people 
sentenced for weekend jail are placed in work details rather than jail 
cells) was transferred from the LCCC to the sheriff's department. 
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The fortunes of LCCC are closely tied to overcrowding in the state 
prison and county jail. The more these institutions need relief, the 
more local and state governments seem willing to support LCCC community 
corrections programs that provide alternatives to imprisonment. Jail 
overcrowding has also deprived the LCCC staff of office space to counsel 
defendants in jail; this is a major reason given for cutbacks in LCCC 
counseling services to inmates. An important event, in November 1979, 
was a federal court consent decree ordering the Larimer County sheriff to 
limit jail population to the designed capacity of the jail, far below the 
traditional jail population. 

LCCC is a county agency, directly under the Larimer County Board 
of Commissioners. It also has an advisory board, with some 20 members 
appointed by the Commissioners. The board members represent all major 
segments of the local criminal justice system, as well as a sampling of 
community members. In May 1980 the county and the LCCC board reorganized 
the agency, creating a separate division for special programs, which 
includes an evaluation specialist to screen all clients referred to the 
residential or non-residential programs. 

The size of the LCCC staff fluctuates greatly. At the time of 
writing it numbered 17. LCCC also employs several student interns, and 
it has three consulting psychologists. Six of the 'staff are active in 
screening for the residential and non-residential programs. All are 
counselors, with college or master's level degrees in social work, 
counseling, or social sciences. One of the consulting psychologists 
participates in the screening decisions. 

The LCCC is located in an old sorority house. Parts are used for 
counselors' rooms and parts for bedrooms, kitchen, and a commonroom for 
halfway house residents. 

Process Flow 

Figure 57 summarizes the procedures used in most LCCC mental 
health.evaluat~ons and gives the reader a broad picture of LCCC screening 
operat~ons. F~gure 57 leaves out many details and infrequent deviations 
from. normal proc:dures; these will be described in the following 
sect~ons. The d~agram does not include LCCC's operations, such as 
treatment programs, that do not involve. mental health screening. 

LCCC receives three types of referrals for mental health 
screenings: defendants awaiting trial, inmates in the state 
p~nitentiary, and parolees. Figure 57 depicts the processing of the 
f1rst, and most common, type. The other screenings, referrals from the 
penitentiary and from parole agents, will be summarized later, but these 
screenings are so uncomplicated that pro~e~s flow diagrams would not be 
helpful. 
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Figure 57. Larimer County Community Corrections,Flow of Defendants Referred Before Sentencing. 
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Screening Defendants Awaiting Trial 

The most common referral agents for defendants awaiting trial are 
defense attorneys and the District Court probation department. The 
purpose of the referral is to have LCCC screen the defendant for possible 
commuJ:lity corrections, which would be .administered by LCCC. The first 
action at LCCC after the referral is assigning the case to a counselor. 
The case is assigned to a residential or non-residential counselor 
depending on which type of community treatment appears the most likely 
for the defendant. The referral agent sometimes indicates whether the 
defendant is a candidate for the residential or the non-residential 
program, and the counselor is assigned accordingly. More often, however, 
the assignment is made solely on the basis of an initial estimate by the 
LCCC staff as to which program is more likely. 

The assigned counselor both screens the defendant and provides 
counseling. The screening begins with an initial interview, where the 
counselor completes an intake form and administers a Minnesota 
Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI). Other tests are given in later 
interviews. The Firo-B and the Incomplete Sentence Blank (ISB) 4re 
always given, but projective tests are optional. The defendant'is given 
vocational and educational tests by other LeCC staff. The counselor also 
investigates the defendant by interviewing police and jail personnel, 
gathering crime records, and in some cases by interviewing defendant's 
relatives. Also, the counsel refers some defendants for drug or alcohol 
screenings. Meanwhile, for the three months or so between referral and 
the sentencing hearing, the counselor holds weekly meetings with the 
defendant; these meetings are counseling sessions as well as 
opportunities for staff to observe the defendant for screening purposes • 

The counselor, after consulting with the prosecutor and defense 
attorney, reaches a tentative decision about whether LCCe should 
recommend to the court that the defendant be given community corrections, 
and if so, whether residential or non-residential corrections. The 
counselor's tentative decision is reviewed in a staff mee.ting, consisting 
of the counselor's colleagues in either the residential or 
non-residential staff. One of many factors entering the decision to 
accept the defendant or not is whether he or she may have severe mental 
problems that are beyond the resour~es of LCCC. 

After the staff decision the counselor prepares a formal report 
for the court giving reasons for the LCCC recommendation and suggesting 
specific t~eatment if the defendant is referred to Lecc. The defense, 
prosecutor, and court generally follow the recommendation. 

Screening Inmates and Parolees 

The second and third types of referral are less frequent and 
involve less screening activity. First, the Department of Corrections 
refers inmates in state institutions to spend the last few months of 
their sentences in the LCee residential program. Here the LeCC 
residential staff must decide whether to accept the I'eferrals with what 
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they consider to be scanty information from the Department of 
Corrections. The final type of referrals are parolees referred to the 
non-residential program; here the parole agents' referrals are accepted 
without any actual screening. 

Delineation of Mental Health Information Requirements 

Time and Source of Referrals 

Referrals to LCCC are made virtually at any stage of the criminal 
justice system after arrest. Most occur soon after arrest, others occur 
just before the trial date, between the time of trial and sentencing, 
after sentencing upon a petition for resentencing, and pending release 
from prison. 

There seems to be little correlation between the time of referral 
and whether the client is a candidate for the residential or 
non-resident,ial program. That is, both programs receive defendants 
referre~ to LCCC for screening prior to conviction as well as prison 
inmates and parolees referred to facilitate transition from prison to 
normal life. 

The source of referral, however, does vary somewhat with the time 
and purpose of the referral. Referrals before the sentencing stage come 
from a great variety of referral agents. The most common are defense 
attorneys, especially public defenders, and the probation department of 
the District Court. A further, rapidly growing referral source is the 
staff psychologist in the Larimer County Jail, who was hired by the 
sheriff's department in late 1979 to screen and classify incoming 
inmates. Also, staff in the LCCC Pretrial Release Program may ref~~ 
cases to LCCC residential and non-residential staff. Less frequent 
referral sources are judges, district attorneys, other jail staff, the 
community mental health center forensic psychologist who treats inmates, 
police officers, friends and relatives of the client, and the clients 
th .. ~mse 1 ves • 

These presentence referrals are made whenever it occurs to a 
potential referral agent to make the referral, usually 'fairly soon after 
arrest, but sometimes as late as a few days before sentencing (in which 
case, the LCCC obtains a continuance from the court so it will have 
suffici~nt time with the client). The local courts have substantial 
delays, ~o the LCCC staff usually has several months to make its 
screening decision when presentence referrals are made soon after 
arrest. The staff prefers to have at least 90 days; but a few decisions, 
especially those concerning the residential program, are made within a 
month. 

Postsentencing referrals, unlike the presentence referrals, come 
from a limited number of sources. Referrals upon sentencing review 
(which take place within 90 days of the first sentence) are generally 
made by def;~nse counsel'. Like the early referrals, these can be aimed at 
either the residential or non-residential programs. 

r I , ; \ \ 

532 

. ( 

(, 

ell 

() 

(1 

o 

I 
t 

(l 

f 
I. 

c 

// 

! , 
I' 

-
.)1'. J I 

• 

:) 
'I " 
! 
I 

I 

The final stage in the criminal process at which referrals to LCCe 
are made is near the end of a, prison term or after release from prison. 
The Department of Corrections refers inmates to the halfway house to 
complete their sentence. The. local state parole agent (or occasionally a 
federal parole agent) refers some parolees to the non-residential program. 

Form of Referrals 

Most referrals are made verbally, usually by telephone, with a 
statement that the defendant should be considered for community 
corrections and, sometimes, with a recommendation that the focus be on 
residential or non-residentL:ll services. Two major referral agents, 
however, typically use a reflerral form. The probation department uses a 
form (see Appendix A), and the state parole officer in Larimer County 
uses a similar form. The probation department generally gives only two 
referral reasons on the form, the firs t two entries, "Diagnostic 
Information for Presentence Report," and "personality Inventory." LCCC 
does these routinely in any case, however. The parole officer varies 
requests from case to case. LCCC complies with these requests and often 
provides parolees additional services not requested. The parole offi.cer 
may also specify psychological tests, and the LCCC may perform additional 
tests. The indication "psychiatric evaluation" in the form remains from 
prior years when, in contrast to recent years, such evaluations we're 
performed occasionally. The form is four years old, and the staff plans 
to revise it and other LCCC forms. 

Acquisition of Mental Health In£ol~ation 

Defendants T.'eferred to LCCC go through a lengthy and thorough 
review that culminates in a presentence report. The only exceptions are 
that, on rare occasions, the screening is ,summarily terminated because 
the defendant decides not to participate ,":lr because the defendant's 
la~~er informs LCCC that the defendant will surely be incarcerated, 
rather than sentenced to community corrections. By and large, however, 
defendants prefer Lece as the only alternative to prison, and lawyers 
seldom refer defendants who face certain prison terms. In contrast to 
the presentence screening, Lcce screening re'ferrals from prison or parole 
officers are limited in scope. Screening procedures for the residential 
and non-'residential programs of LCCC are quite similar. 

Presentence Screening 

Time of Referral and Assignment. The Leec prefers that defendants 
be referred as soon after arres t as possible to allo~1 sufficient th,e to 
observe the de fendant be fore the sentencing heal"ir~1.:.. ·when the LCCC mus t 
give the court a report recommending fer or agaiu,:sE Leer,; placement. Most 
referrals are made soon after arrest. Because there is cO~$ide?able 
court delay, tlle l.Cce scaff has at leas t three months to screen the 
defendant and make an appropriate placement decision. Occasionally, 
however, referrals are not made until just before sentencing, whereupon 
the LCee asks the court for an extension, which is routinely granted, 
giving at least a month for the evaluation. 
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After the referral, thEl case is assigned to a staff member. Each 
case is informally screened at1Ld assigned to one of the six counselors 
(there are three counselors itt the non-residential and three in the 
residential program), mainly <llccording to availability of time. (Until 
late 1979, one LCCC. staff member conducted almost all initial screening 
and assigned cases to individIJ.al counselors. LCCC staff plan to return 
soon to this procedure.) Clients likely to enter the halfway house are 
assigned to residential counse;lorsj those likely to enter the 
non-residential program are assigned to non-residential counselors. 
Often this choice is made beC<llUSe the public defender or other referral 
.agent suggests that one progra;m or another will be more s"litable. If it 
appears later that a client of a non-residential counselor may be 
recommended for placement in the halfway house, a counselor from the 
residential staff may also be assigned to the case during the screening 
stage. 

Intake Form. The intak.e procedure is generally uniform from case 
to case. About a week to ten days after the referral, counselors in both 
the residential and non-residential programs first interview the client 
and complete a seven-page intake form (the "Client Information Form II see 
Appendix B). Like all LCCC interviews and counseling sessions, thi~ 
interview is held in the jail unless the defendant is on bond or other 
pretrial release. The interview typically lasts about 90 minutes. The 
counselor reads the questions and items from the form and writes answers 
on it. The information requested in the form is wide ranging; most is 
biographical data, especially criminal, family, occupational, and 
educational history. Several questions directly address the defendant's 
mental health. One section (Section XI, Appendix B) asks about the 
defendant's emotional health and about whether the defendant is 
undergoing therapy or has been in a psychiatric hospital or mental health 
clinic. Another section (Section XII, Appendix B), listing symptoms of 
mental health problems, asks whether the defendant has experienced among 
other things, suicidal ideas, delusions, paranoia, depression. or ' 
hallucinations. 

PSychological Tests. On the same day, if the defendant can read, 
the counselor administers the MMPI in its entirety. (In the near future, 
the jail psychologist will probably administer the MMPI in the new inmate 
classification program described later in this section. LCCC counselors 
believe that this will relieve them from having to wait at the jail while 
the inmate takes the test.) The MMPI is never the sole basis for a 
recommendation to the court. Its main purpose is to highlight concerns 
that need to be addressed in the interviews and to indicate whether 
further tests are needed. The MMPI results are also placed in the report 
advising the court about the disposition of the defendant. 

In a second visit about a week later, the counselor gives two 
personality tests, the Rotter Incomplete Sentence Blank and the 
Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation--Behavior (FIRO-B). 
These are self-administered questionnaires, like the MMPI, and are also 
limited to literate defendants. A large minority of the clients are also 
given projective tests, the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) and 
House-Tree-Person Drawing tests. The latter is used more often tha.n the 
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TAT. Individual counselors determine whether these two additional tests 
will'be given, and there are no uniform criteria. Common situations when 
the tests are given occur when the results of the Rotter, MMPI, and 
FIRO-B are contradictory; when the consulting psychologist cannot "get a 
handle" on the defendant from these three tests; when the MMPI is not 
considered valid (for example, because the validity scores indicate that 
the defendant may be misrepresenting information); or when the intake 
interview or the earlier three tests indicate that the defendant may have 
severe mental problems that would make the defendant inappropriate for 
referral to LCCC at sentencing. Some counselors decide to give 
projective tests much more frequently than other counselors. Counselors 
use the TAT test less frequently than they did in the past; largely 
because it takes a relatively long time to administer. 

The Consulting PSychologist. Although administered by LCCC 
counselors, all these tests are interpreted primarily by a consulting 
psychologist, a Ph.D. in clinical psychology. He is employed by the 
Larimer County Mental Health Center and spends approximately five hours 
per week consulting with LCCC. The mental health center (at this 
writing) pays for most of his time at the LCCC, but has announced that it 
will soon require reimbursement. The psychologist uses the test scores 
mainly to suggest to LCCC staff the general type of personality revealed 
by the results. That is, his advice is generally limited to 
interpretation of the tests, especially the various MMPI scores; it is 
usually based on direct contact with the defendant. 

The psychologist may use the test results to advise staff about 
intake decisions, what further information should be acquired, and 
possible treatment approaches that LCCC should use with the individual. 
On rare occasions, especially when LCCC staff suspects severe mental 
problems that are beyond LCCC treatment capability, the psychologist goes 
beyond test interpretation. He may study the defendant's social history, 
review other material in the file, observe the defendant's interview with 
a social worker, or conduct an independent interview. 

Other Information Gathered. The intake form and the results are 
only part of the information acquired about each client. A very 
important basis toe' recommendations to the court is the counselor's 
impression gained during weekly one-hour meetings with the defendant, 
usually for at least three months. Often another counselor sits in on 
one or more of these sessions. It should be noted that these sessions 
a~~ used not only for screening but also for counseling. 

The counselor gathers any additional feasible information that may 
help in the decision process. Sometimes a limited amount of information 
arrives with the referral, but ~eldom is this more than a s.tatement of 
the crime charged and the defendant's record received from the defense 
attorney. Often the counselor gets no case information from the referral 
agencies. The counselor ordinarily acquires the following information: 

o Copies of police reports of the crime and arrest. 

o The arresting ~f£icer's description of the defendant and the 
offense, obtained from interviews by the counselor. 
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Counselors give the parolees far fewer interviews and tests than 
they give defendants who are being screened, as described in the past few 
pages. But the referring parole officer usually sends considerable 
information about the parolee, such as prison and arrest records. A 
counselor interviews the parolee, completes the intake form (see Appendix 
B), and administers an MMPI. Other psychological tests are given if the 
parole officer specifically requests them or if the counselor decides 
further testing is needed. The interview and tests are used to determine 
the parolee's treatment needs. In contrast to other referrals, parole 
referrals are routinely accepted by LeCC, although it has authority to 
reject them. (This practice might not continue. The state now refuses 
to pay for services not mandated by court order; and parole officers, not 
courts, send parolees to LCCC.) 

The second category of transition referrals consists of inmates 
referred by the Department of Corrections for placement in the halfway 
house during the last part of their prison terms. The Department sends a 
lengthy report, which the Lcce staff considers largely urtinfo'rmative. A 
major part of the report, for example, is a summary report from the 
Colorado prison intake screening and classification '~ni t; this report is 
often several years old-and typically gives only general conclusions. 
Psychological test results and interview notes for the prison intake 
screening are not available. Because LeCe cannot accommodate inmates 
with severe mental problems, it often refuses to accept referrals when 
the limited information available suggests the possibility of such 
problems. The Department of Corrections gives LCCC only seven days to 
decide whether to accept referrals; the staff believes this is not enough 
time to gather sufficient information for proper screening. Also, Lcee 
cannot afford trips by counselors to interview inmates at prison; the 
staff feels that these interviews are needed for decisions in many cases, 
and,LCee is seeking funds to pay for the trips. 

Provision and Use of Mental Health Information 

Mental health information obtained in the screening process is 
used by the Lcce staff to determine whether to recommend community 
corrections to the court or (in the case of transition clients) to accept 
or reject the clients. This section will emphasize the former, more 
common provision and use of mental health information, the 
recommendations to the court. The Lcee staff meets every Wednesday 
morning to make these determinations. There are usually three separate 
meetings! a meeting of residential program staff members, a meeting of 
non-residential program staff members, and a combined programs meeting. 
Some five to seven staff members attend the separate program meetings, 
and about twice as many attend the combined meetings. 

Most discussion at the meetings concerns treatment of clients, 
although considerable time is also devoted to questions about whether 
LCCC should acce..9!Z~>~tpecific clients referred to it. Whenever client 
admission issu~s arej\ discussed, the consulting psychologist joins the 
meeting and expresse;s his op.inion, based mainly on the psychological 
tests results, abou!~ whetherl\t,.cee should accept t~e client. The staff 
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discusses each case for 15 to 60 minutes before reaching a decision. 
They generally enter the meetings with considerable knowledge of th7 case 
gained from prior staff meeting discussions. The staff at th: meet1ngs 
decides by majority vote whether a client should be accepted ~nto LCCC, 
and if so, for the residential or non-residential program. 

Critsria for Accepting Clients 

Criteria for accepting defendants in LCCC programs include the 

following: 

7 I 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

Whether LCCC has the resources and facilities to deal with the 
defendant's problems. (This criterion will be discussed 
further below.) 

Whether the defendant sincerely wishes to improve. Staff 
members feel that many defendants not unjustifiably view 
community corrections as their only possible escape from a 
prison term, so they often fear that defendants are not 
"leveling" with them when expressing a desire to enter the 
program and to improve their conduct. 

Whether the defendant is likely to commit a violent crime 
while in the program. LCCQ, whenever pos~lible, avoids the 
risk of accepting a person who may commit a violent assault, 
rape armed robbery, or similar crime whilLe assigned to LCCC • 
On the other hand, LCCC will accept the riLsk that a client may 
well commit a non-violent crime during trE~atment. 

Wheth~r the crime is such that community standards prohibit 
the use of community corrections. If the staff feels that the 
community's desire for retribution would demand prison, they 
will not recommend community corrections. 

Whether the defendant would actually be sElntenced to prison if 
not accepted by LCCC. At least some staff members are less 
iikely to recommend community corrections if they think that 
the defendant will be placed on probation. They are 
particularly likely to recommend "two-time losers," who would 
automatically be given a lengthy prison sentence if not 
sentenced to community corrections. 

The first criterion constitutes the major facet of mental health 
screening by the LCCC. Among the several reason~ why the s7aff ~ay not 
consider a defendant a good candidate for commun1ty correct10ns 1S the 
presence of mental problems that LCCC is ill-equipped to handle. The 
staff believes that most defendants referred have mental problems that 
can be addressed by LCCC counseling and group therapy. However, LCCC 
does not have the expertise, resources, and facilities to deal with more 
severe mental problems. The staff members thus reject the few candidates 
they believe have such problems. The advice of the consulting 
psychologist is important in discerning which defendants may present 

538 

'.. .. .-

o 

(D . 

t () 

I , 
t 

() .. 

o 
r. 

, , 
" , 1 
, l 
I 

'I 

;1 

:1 
·1 
1 

') 

I 
'I 
~.J 

'I 
·1 
~1 

1 

1 
' ,I 

'\ 
j 

j 
I 
.J 
\ 

'J 

1 
'j 
I 

, 

I 
I 

; , 

1 

j) 

) 

) 

l' .:; 

1 
., 

) 

,) 

II 

these risks of severe mental problems. The LCCC also rejects defendants 
with severe alcohol or drug problems for the same reasons of limited 
resources. Clients with "moderate" alcohol or drug problems are often 
accepted, and counseling in local drug or alcohol programs is combined 
with LCCC services. 

Report to the Court and Court Decision 

After the staff vote a~d decision, the counseior assigned to the 
case prepares a formal report to the court, setting forth recommendations 
and supporting reasons. The length and thoroughness of reports vary 
considerably. The report is generally short if the prosecutor and 
defense attorney agree with the recommendation (the counselor discusses 
the recommendations with the two lawyers before LCCC makes a 
recommendation) and if the counselor believes from past experi~nce with 
the judge that he will concur. If, on the other hand, an objection is 
expected, the report is typically longer and more thorough. Reports 
typically are very complete (even if the prosecutor agrees with the 
recommendation) when the defendant has had two prior felony convictions 
and LCCC staff is attempting to secure a sentence to community 
corrections instead of the otherwise mandatory prison term. 

The typical full report is about two pages, single-spaced and 
legal sized. It is submitted to the court as an adjunct to the probation 
department's presentence report; hence, LCCC does not include background 
information that would duplicate information routinely put in presentence 
reports. The LCCC report contains a brief description of the defendant's 
criminal historY,and the offense, the defendant's social history, results 
of the psycholog1cal tests, the defendant's participation and progress in 
counseling, and LCCC's recommendations. The major recommentions are 
whether the defendant should be sent to LCCC and, if so, to the 
residential or non-residential program. If the report recommends the 
LCCC, it lists the types and length of treatments the defendant should 
receive. LCCC attaches to the report a proposed contract to become part 
of the sentencing requirement should the court refer the defendant to 
LCCC. The contract specifies the defendant's obligations and the 
services to be provided. Finally, the defendant's counselor usually 
testifies at the sentencing hearing. 

Most services specified in the contract a.re not directly related 
to mental health problems. For example, it may stipulate that the 
defendant pay restitution or participate in a drug program. One common 
type of service contracted, however, is group therapy at the LCCC 
conducted by a consulting psychologist. Less often, defendants are 
referred to the community mental health center for individual 
psychological counseling. (These referrals have decreased because the 
Larimer County Mental Health Center now charges LCCC'for the services.) 

The court accepts LCCC's recommendation for community corrections 
in the great majority of cases; staff members estimate 70 to 80 percent 
of the cases, although this figure varies from judge to judge. The court 
seldom modifies the terms of the contract. The acceptance of the LCCC 
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recommendations, however, is largely because LCCC counselors typically 
discuss cases with the prosecutor and defense attorney before preparing 
reports and usually obtain prior agreement on the recommendations. The 
counselor, that is, often enters the plea bargaining process. The court 
can send a defendant to LCCC by two mechanisms: (a) by means of 
sentencing directly to LCCC residential or' non-re'sidential programs, or 
(b) by means of probation, with a stipulation that the defendant 
participate in the LCCC non-residential program. 

When LCCC informs the court that it will not ':Lccept a client, the 
court, of course, does not sentence the defendant to LCCC. The report 
may include a recommendation for referral to treatment and on a few 
occasions LCCC has recommended specific treatment programs for clients 
rejected on the basis of severe mental problems. LCCC, however, does not 
make recommendations with respect to competency to stand trial or sanity 
at the time of the offense. 

Transition Cases 

No report to the court is prepared in transition cases. The LCCC 
alone determines whether to accept a referral. The mental health 
information, often quite limited, generated in the screening process is 
used solely for in-house decisions. LCCC, as was said earlier, 
automatically accepts transition referrals from parole officers (for the 
non-residentia.l treatment). It rejects a substantial proportion of the 
referrals (for residential treatment) from the Department of Corrections, 
frequently making such rejection decisions on the basis of less 
information than staff would like to have. There is a two-week 
initiation period for transition clients, during which they are examined 
to determine appropriate treatment services. This process involves much 
the same psychological testing, employment and educational screening, and 
referral for drug and alcohol problems as is provided to "diversion" 
clients in the screening stage before their acceptance by LCCC. 

Feedback, Monitoring, and Evaluation 

At the broadest level, LCCC 'has often studied its internal 
procedures and organization. For example, it was recently reorganized, 
and the staff is in the process of writing an organization manual. 

LCCC prepared periodic reports for its non-residential and the 
residential programs when they were funded by federal monies. For the 
non-residential program, the LCCC project reports from 1976 to 1979 
provide statistics for the following: 

1) the. number of offenders placed in community corrections by 
court order; 

2) the number of prisoners referred by the parole officer (number 
of parolees given transition services); 

3) number of defendants in jail given counseling services; 
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4) the number of clients screened and fou~d to have alcohol, 
drug, psychological, and family proble~s; 

5) the number of "positive terminations" (has job or is in 
scho?l, t:'ell"adj';lst?d, has.made restitution), "marginal 
term1nat10ns (d1~f1culty 1n job, 'school daily living 
patte:ns, or in making restitution; but ~o further criminal 
~eha~10r?, an~ "negative terminations" (arrested or 
1nst1tut1ona11zed for any reason); and 

6) the number of felony charges in the local courts (for evidence 
that community corrections has decreased repeat offenders). 

The ~irst ~ew project reports contained information that was not 
cont1nued 1n ~ater reports. This included the referral sources, personal 
data ab?ut c~1ents, and the offenses charged. The one project report of 
the res1dent1al program (which was federally funded for only 
1979) ct' d . one year, 

on a1ne. ess~nt1ally the same information as the earlier reports 
of the non-res1dent1al program. 

The LCCC files have a substantial amount of information about 
individual clients. Each file contains at least 

1) 

2) 

3) 

4) 

5) 

6) 

7) 

8) 

9) 

a complete intake form; 

MMPI results; 

the client's contract (if there is one); 

police rap sheet; 

vocational evaluation results; 

the court order sending the person to the project (if there is 
one) ; 

case notes from counseling sessions; 

notes of vocational progress (e.g., whether the client is 
working); and 

progress notes from referral agencies. 

The ~CCC files o~ the clients are, of course, confidential. Staff is 
~e~1tted to.rev1ew the ~iles, but must place them under locked storage 
ur1ng the n1ght. The f11es have been used for research purposes' a 

student volunteer working at LCCC was given permission after sig~ing a 
release, to study the files for a masters thesis. ' 
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THE ISLAND COuNTY DISTRICT COURT PROBATION DEPARTMENT 

Washington state.law requires that probation services be available 
for all felony and juvenile cases in the state. Felony cases are handled 
by the Department of Social Services, and juvenile cases by the probation 
departments in each county. The provision of probation services for 
misdemeanor cases, however, is optional by the county. The Is14nd County 
District Court Probation Department (hereinafter referred to as the 
Probation Department. or, simply, the Department) was established in 
September 1975, to prov:ide probation services for persons charged with or 
convicted of misdemeanors in Island County. The establishment of the 
Department was made possible by a grant from the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration (LEAA); LEAA provided 90 percent of the 
Department's funding for the first two years of its operation and 75 
percent for the third year. The county provided the balance during those 
years and, with the exception of one part-time probation officer paid by 
means of a Comprehensive Employment Training Act (CETA) grant, funds the 
entire operation at this writing. Monies are generated by fines, fees, 
and forfeitures collected in the Island County District Court. The 
Department's budget is determined annually by the Island County county 
commissioners. 

The primary user of Probation Department services is the Island 
County District Court. The District Court has limited civil jurisdiction 
and concurrent criminal juriSdiction with the Island County Superior 
Court over most misdemeanors. The District Court sits in three locations 
in Island County (Oak HarbQ~, Camano Island, and Langley) and is served 
by two judges, whom it shares with the Oak Harbor and Langley Municipal 
Courts. In 1978, the court disposed of 4,211 traffic cases and 580 
misdemeanor cas~s. In addition to the District Court, the Probation 
Department serves the Oak Harbor Municipal Court (which has jurisdiction 
over municipal ordinance violations, and disposed of 1,124 traffic and 19 
misdemeanor cases in 1978), and on rare occasions it provides services 
for misdemeanor cases within the jurisdiction of the Island County 
Superior Court (which receives all felony cases and some misdemeanor 
cases). Island County has a population of approximately 40,000~ 
including 12,000 military personnel stationed at the Whidbey Naval Air 
Station in Oak Harbor. 

The Probation Department's general purpose is to assist the court 
in selecting and carrying out the disposition of misdemeanor cases. To 
this end, the Department may be called upon to provide any of the 
following services: 

o 

o 

~. 

presentence investigations to assist the court in sentencing 
(entails mental health screening and referral for evaluation); 

postsentence investigations to assist the court in 
reconsidering sentences already imposed (entails screening and 
referral for evaluation); 
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supervision of offenders placed on probation (entails 
screening, referral for evaluation, and arrangement and 
coordination of treatment); and 

monitoring offenders' compliance with court-ordered community 
service, work release, restitution, or alcohol, drug, or 
mental health treatment. 

The final service noted' above, offender monitoring, entails no screening 
and evaluation and will not be described directly in this section. 

The Probation Department's offices are located in the Island 
County District Court courthouse in Oak Harbor. The Department's staff 
consists of a director (who also serves as a probation officer) with a 
Master of Arts degree in public administration, one half-time Bachelor of 
Arts level probation officer funded by a Comprehensive Employment 
Training Ac t (CETA) grant, and one hal f-time secretary. Statis tics 
compiled by the Department indicate that in 1979 the Department staff 
conducted 81 presentence and 5 postsentence investigations, supervised 
170 offenders placed on probation, and monitored 204 offenders for 
compliance with court orders (concerning service or treatment) issued in 
1979. 

A Function Model 

Figures 58 and 59 illustrate the "flow" of cases, operations, and 
processes relating to the evaluation of criminal offenders by the Island 
County District Court Probation Department. Figure 58 depicts pre- and 
post-sentence investigations, and Figure 59 depicts supervised probation. 

Pre- and Post-sentence Investigations 

Figure 58 depicts the process by which the Probation Department 
receives referrals, collects information, and reports its findings 
concerning the background, behavior, and special needs of offenders 
awaiting sentence determination or reconsideration. 

Upon a finding of guilty, a court may order the Department to 
conduct a presentence investigation of an offender. Similarly, any time 
after sentencing, a post-sentence investigation may be ordered. The 
court order may be ~ sponte or at the request of the offender, his or 
her attorney, or the prosecutor. The order is sent by the court to the 
director of the Probation Department along with copies of the police 
citation and the bailiff's notes from the trial. The director reviews 
the referral, determines whether he or the part-time probation officer 
will handle the case, and sends the offender a letter requesting that 
contact be made with the Department for an interview appointment (or, if 
the offender is in jail, arrangements to visit there). Prior to the 
interview, the Departm~nt conducts a record search for previous criminal 
records. 
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The probation officer conducts the interview and may administer 
the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) if he has some 
question concerning the offender's mental status. Following the 
interview, the probation officer may arrange to speak with relatives or 
friends of the offender mentioned during the interview. Additionally, he 
may conduct a follow-up interview with the offender at the offender's 
home. 

If the probation officer believes that a psychiatric or 
psychological evaluation is indicated, he may refer the offender (if 
released in community) for an. outpatient examination at the Island County 
Mental Health Center, the Counseling and Assistance Center at the Naval 
Air Station (if the offender is stationed at the base), or the local 
office of a private psychologist or psychiatrist. If the probation 
officer believes that an offender requires evaluation in a hospital 
setting, he may prepare a preliminary probation report for the court 
recommending a 90-day commitment to the Western Washington State Hospital 
for evaluation. If the court believes the recommendation has merit, it 
will schedule a hearing to determine whether to'commit the offender for 
an evaluation. 

The information contain~d in evaluation reports prepared by any of 
these mental health agencies is integrated into the pre- or post-sentence 
report prepared by the probation officer. However, the probation 
officer's report is submitted to the court along with copies of any 
mental health evaluation reports prepared. The court uses presentence 
reports t.o assist in determining sentencing. Pos t-sentence reports are 
used to determine whether an offender previously sentenced to jail should 
be reconsidered for probation. 

Supervised Probation 

Figure 59 shows the process by which the Probation Department 
receives and manages misdemeanants referred for supervision of 
probation. When an offender is sentenced to a period of probation, the 
court issues an order instructing the offender to report to the director 
of the Probation Department upon notification. A copy of tQe order is 
sent to the director, along with copies of the police citation and the 
bailiff's notes from the trial. The director reviews the referral and 
sends the offender a letter requesting him or her to contact the 
Probation Department for an interview apppointment. Upon the 
probationer's ar~ival, the interview is conducted; the MMPI may be 
adl!linistered; and a probation plan is formulated~ written, and signed by 
the probationer. 

If the probation officer believes the off,ender may have mental or 
emotional difficulties, he may refer the offender for a:~,outpatient 
evalua,tion at the Island County Mental Health Center, the Counseling and 
~ssistance Center at the Naval Air Station (i£ the offender is stationed 
at) the base), or the office of a private psychologist or psychiatr.ist. 
If the probation officer believes the offender requires evaluation in a 
hospital setting, he may recommend to the court that the offender be 
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committed to Western Washington State Hospital for evaluation for up to 
90 days. The court may schedule a hearing to determine whether to so 
commit the offender. In addition to making mental health referrals, a 
probation officer may refer an offender to any of a number of social 
service programs for rehabilitation. 

Each month, the probationer (or the director of any program with 
which the probationer is placed on a live-in basis) submits a progress 
report to the probation officer. The probation officer provides the 
court with a monthly "activities report" indicating the status of current 
probationers. No other reports are submitted for the probationer in 
compliance with the terms of hi.s probation. If the offender violates the 
terms of his probation, the prtlbation officer reports that fact to the 
court; a hearing is held, and probation may be revoked or restricted. 

Delineation of Mental Health Information Requirements 

As indicated earlier, the Probation Department receives referrals 
from the Island County District Court, the Oak Harbor Municipal Court, 
and the Island County Superior Court. The director estimates that 75 
percent of the referrals are from the District Court, 25 percent from the 
Municipal Court, and fewer than 1 percent from the Superior Court. 
(Superior Court referrals are made only when an offender initially 
charged with a felony in the Superior Court is convicted of a misdemeanor 
and is placed on, or is being considered for, probation). Referrals for 
pre- or post-sentence investigations are made if the judge feels he or 
she needs more information on an offender beioI'':; ordering (or denying) 
probation; referrals for supervision of probation are made whenever an 
offender is placed on probation. 

The court rarely explicitly requests particular information 
concerning the mental health of offenders referred for probation 
services. Typically, a referral for a pre- or post-sentence 
investigation comes by written court order (Appendix C) indicating merely 
that an offender apparently meets the basic requirements for probation 
and ordering that a pre- or post-sentence investigation be conducted and 
that the results of such investigation be reported by a specified date 
(us~ally. wit~i::n 4. to. 5 w:eks). Accompanyin,g the order are a copy of the 
pol1ce C1.tat1.on (lndlcatlng the charges) and a copy of the bailiff's 
tria 1 notes (indicating essentially the evidence presented at trial). 
The director of the Probation Department considers it implied that pre
and post-sentence investigations include an assessment of the offender's 
mental health needs. 

Referrals for probation supervision also come by court order 
(Appendix D) accompanied by copies of'the police citation and the 
bailiff's trial notes. The order indicates the charge, the conviction, 
and the terms of probation. Ordip.arily, the terms consist of 
instructions to the offender to conduct himself "as a decent, upright, 

. law-abiding citizen;" report to the director of the Probation Department 
as the director instructs; comply with all rUles(74d regulations issued 
by the Probation Department; and pay any relevant court costs, fines, or 
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restitution. 
participation 
program. 

Of 0 special terms such as Occasionally, the order spec1. l.es 
h 1 mental health treatment in a particular drug, alco 0 , or 

o of Mental Health Information Acquisit1.on 

the Probat ion Department reviews each referral 0 
The director of lf receipt and determines whether he ,or the ha -t1.me 

within 24 hours of ~ts 0bl for handling the case. The 
probation office: wl.ll ~e re:~ons~f ~he more serious cases. Whether the 
director ordinar1.1y ass1.gns l.m~e 0 0 -sentence 
referr~l i~ for a pre-se~te~ce ~~:~~~~ga~~o~~i~i~~S~nterview is 
investl.gat1.on, or.supervl.~e ~~ are s~heduled for weekdays; however, the 
a:ranged· o Inte:v1.ews ordl.~ar~i~st Saturday of each month to meet with 
dl.rector l.S h aval.l,~:l:a~: ~i~ficultY visiting the Probation Department 
offenders w 0 wou 0 . o· d ted in the Probation 
dDuring

t 
ethnet,:e~~~iC;~eu~~:::v~:: ~~f:~~e;cis incarcerated, in which case 

epar moo 01 
the offender is intervl.ewed in the Jal. • 

o 0 0 11 lasts 45 minutes to one hour. During the 
The l.nterVl.ew typ1.ca yo' 0 0 0 the following 

course of the interview, the probatl.on off1.cer l.nqu1.res l.n 

areas: 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

biographic data (name, ~ddress, age, 
employment history and other sources 
military history; 
medical history; 
'educational history; 

previous addresses)~ 
of income; 

marital history;' ) 
( °d t license suspensions, etc. ; driving history' aCCl. en s, 

criminal history; 
drug and alcohol history; 
mental health history; and 

h 0 0 t es that resulted in offender's account of t e Cl.rcums anc 
arrest. 

estion about the 
1 ddition ff the probation officer has any qu the 
n a , 0 0 h y administer the MMPI; however, 

offender's mental orl.entatl.~n, f~ ~er subsequently is referred for a 

!::~a~sh::~t:c~~:~u:~i~:: ~ne~ic~ case theoscoring is performed by the 
individual or agency conducting the evaluatl.on. 

Pre- and post-sentence investigations often co~tinue beyond the 
old 0 terviews with faml.ly members or. 

~~t!~:; ~~t~~:i~;~:;~e~a~e~~~o:e: ~:ri~go~~:~~~:r:~~:'·th~C~~~~~~:;ll~ 
the probation offl.cer conduc:s a secon 1. ment these interviews 
his home. According t,o the d1r~C~~~ o!f~~:e~e~:r~ain ~ better sense for 
are designed to enable the pro a loon 0 behalf of the 
the family and community support systems operatl.ng o~ 

, 0' 0 d xistence o they bear heavl.ly on 
offender l.nohl.s day-to-oay eh ff nder's suitability for probation. 
recommendat1.ons concernl.ng teo e 
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If after interviewing the offender the probation officer suspects 
(in view of the offender's behavior during the interview or his mental 
health history) that the offender may be mentally or emotionally 
diRordered, he may refer the offender for an outpatient mental health 
evaluation at the Island County Mental Health Center (provided as a 
service of the Center), the Counseling and Assistance Center at the Naval 
Air Station (provided at no cost for personnel stationed at the Air 
Station), or the office of a private psychologist or psychiatrist (paid 
for by the Probation Department). (According to the Department director, 
referrals to private mental health professionals are made primarily to 
obtain "second opinions" regarding the mental condition of offenders 
already evaluated by the County Mental Health Center or the Air Station's 
Counseling and Assistance Center.) Referrals for outpatient evaluations 
are made by letter from the probation officer to the mental health agency 
indicating the reasons for the referral, background information on the 
offender, a'copy of the unscored MMPI, and the date by which the 
information sought is required. If the probation officer believes that 
the offender is grossly psychotic or otherwise seriously mentally 
disordered, he may recommend to the court that the offender be committed 
to Western Washington State Hospital for up to 90 days for evaluation. 
If the ~ourt believes the recommendation has merit, it will conduct a 
hearing to determine whether to so commit the offender. A sample 
commitment order is attached as Appendix E. The agency's or hospital's 
report back to the probation officer typically indicates the results of 
any psychological testing administered, mental status information, 
diagnosis, and treatment recommendations. 

The probation officer may refer persons whose probation he is 
supervising to local social service agencies or programs providing 
rehabilitation services in specialized areas. Frequently used services 
include the Washington Department of Social and Health Services 
(vocational rehabilitation), the Tri-County Counsel Community Alcohol 
Center (alcohol rehabilitation) , and the "New Leaf" program (counseling 
and treatment for the mentally retarded). 

During the course of an offender's period of probation, the 
offender (or the director of the program with which the offender has been 
placed on a live-in basis) is required to submit monthly reports to the 
probation officer indicating "what has happened in your/the offender's 
life since you last reported." If problems are noted in a monthly 
report, the probation officer may re-interview the offender to assess 
changes in his needs. 

~ovision and Use of Mental Health Information 

The information collected during a pre- or post-sentence 
investigation is distilled into a report for the court. The report 
ordinarily is submitted within four or five weeks of the order directing 
its preparation. Copies a,re provided to the prosecutor and the offender 
(or his attorney). The report typically summarizes the biographic data 
colleGted, compares the offender's version of the circumstances leading 
to ~rrest with the official version, discusses the results of any mental 
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health evaluations conducted (and includes copies of any evaluation 
reports), and presents case recommendations that may take the form of a 
suggested probation plan for the offender. The court uses the 
information provided in a presentence report to determine an appropriate 
sentence to impose. Post-sentence reports are used to determine whether 
a jail sentence previously imposed should be 'changed to probation. The 
court usually rules in accordance with the Department's recommendations 
concerning probation. 

The only reports prepared by th'e Probation Department concerning 
offenders on probation are a monthly "activities report" and an 
"affidavit of probation violation and motion for issuance of a bench 
warranto" The activities report indicates the current status of all 
offenders on supervised probation. The report identifies current 
probationers (and the dates on which their probation periods expire); 
persons placed on probation that month; persons successfully completing 
probation that month; probationers referred for probation revocation; 
those referred for mental health examination; and those currently 
assigned to community or military alcohol or drug rehabilitation 
programs. The court uses this information to track cases involving 
offenders placed on supervised probation. No independent report is sent 
to the court when a person completes his probation. Affidavits of 
probation violation and motion for bench warrants (Appendix F) are 
submitted when, in the opiuion of the probation officer, a probationer 
has violated the. terms of his probation. The document describes the 
alleged violation and requests the court to revoke or restrict 
probation. The court conducts a probation revocation hearing to 
determine the matter. 

Feedback, Monitoring, and Evaluation 

There is no formal, ongoing feedback, monitoring, or evaluation 
mechanism operating in the Island County District Court Probation 
Department. However, there are a number of mechanisms functioning 
informally to provide a measure of quality assurance. 

In 1975, the Northwest Regionai Counsel of the Washington State 
Law and Judicial Planning Office conducted an evaluation of the Probation 
Department pursuant to LEAA requirements. The Probation Department 
director reported that the evaluation was comprehensive; however, copies 
of tne evaluation report were not avaiiable at the Probation Department, 
and the nature and extent of the evaluation will not be assessed in this 
report. 

Two state organizations, the Washington Corrections Association 
and the Washington Misdemeanant Corrections Association, collect 
statistics, prepare annual reports, and conduct training sessions for 
Probation Departments and other corrections agencies throughout the 

. state. Statistics collected by the Island County District Court 
Probation Department for the Misdemeanant Corrections Association 
include: number of cases handled, by type (presentence investigation, 

'post-sentence investigation, probation supervision); crimes charged to 
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offenders referred; number of probationers referred to social service or 
mental health agencies or programs for treatment or evaluation; number of 
probation revocations; hours of staff training; and Department budget. 
In 1979, the Misdemeanant Correct.ions Association conducted a statewide 
survey of District Court judges to ascertain what information they found 
most helpful in presentence reports. The results of the survey were 
presented in a two-day training session for Probation, ~,l';!partment 
personnel throughout, the state. Although the survey r"C;'pillts were not 
available for review at the Probation Department, the Department director 
noted that a major finding was that judges are not particularly 
interested in biographical information on offenders. To accommodate the 
judges, the director indicated, Department reports now are designed to 
emphasize the offender's current situation. 

The Probation Department must apply each year to the Island County 
county commissioners for funding. Case statistics similar to those 
submitted to the Misdemeanant Corrections Association are presented 
annually to the commissioners. Additionally, the recidivism rate of 
offenders served by the Probation Department is calculated and reported. 

Finally, the Probation Department receives feedback on an informal 
basis from the judges of the courts it serves. Because of the small size 
of the Department and of the judiciary, a close working relationship is 
maintained, and problems with Department procedures or particular cases 
are freely discussed. 
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REFERENCE NOTES 

1. James~. Brantley and Marjorie Kravitz in Alternatives to 
Institutionalization: A Definitive Bibliography (Washington, 
fi:C.: National Institute of Justice, 1979) have compiled an 
extensive bibliography with more than 2,200 entries describing 
the various alternatives to institutionalization that have been 
proposed, implemented, and evaluated over the years. 

2. Perry, M. A Guide to Project Volunteers. Fort Collins, Colorado: 
Larimer County Community Corrections Project, 1977. 

3. Perry M., and Kammerzell, J. Larimer County Community Corrections 
Project: Final Report, 1979. Project No. 76-1IA-2-C2-90. Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, August 1979. 

4. Perry, M., and Kammerzell) J. Final Report: LEAA Halfway House 
Grant (Larimer County Community Correctio~s). Project No. 
77=AGE-l1A-2~·C2-110. Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
October 1979. 
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APPENDIX A 

. ! 

. " 

REFERRAl. PROCEDURES 

.' . 

.. 
ADULT rROTIATION -- COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS 

If the probation officer deterrJines that. his/her client should 
be referred to the Community Corrections Project for services out
lined on the preceeding pages, he/she ~ill complete a REFERRAL FOru1 
and send it ~ith' the client·· to the Community Corrections' office. 

. ~. 

SAHPLE FORH: Date: ------ "' I 

(Name of Client) has been referred to the. Community Corrections 
..-~~~~~~~~~------

Project by (Name of Probation Officer) for the purpose of: 

__ Diagnostic information for presentence report 

_. __ Personality inventory 

____ Psychia tric evalua tion 

__ SexuaU.ty c.ounseling 

___ Individual counseling 

__ Group counseling 

__ Family 'counseling/assistance . 
GED tutoring/testing 

Vocational training information 

__ Employment counseling 

orllF,!{: 

NorES: 
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A1'I'F',111 X B 

LARIMrR COUNTY C[l:~:'!U:\I1Y cn~;;:l:CTIClNS f'DOJ[Ci 

CLI [rn IlIF ORI'A T I ON FORM 

SECiION 1 - INTAKE 

.Date 

1. General Data 

liI. 

Ill. 

C1 ient' s Name ___________________ Soc. Sec. I _______ _ 

Home Address __ -,.. _____________ _ OOB ______________ _ 

Age __________ _ 

Sex __________ _ 

Race (W, B, S. I, 0) ,-------------------------Home Phone 

k Ph Religion _________ _ Wor one ________________________ _ 

List.any vehicles owned or driven: 

1. Make ____ _ Model _______ Year _____ Co10r _________ _ 

Lic. t and State,___________ _ Owner '.s Name' _____________ _ 

2. r~ake ____ _ Model _______ Year~ ____ Color _________ _ 

Lic. # and State,___________ _ Owner's Name, ____________ _ 

Referral Data 

In-Jail Diversion --------------------
Referral ______________ Reintegrat'jon 

14ho r'!ferred you to COfmlunity Corrections? _________ -.,.... ________ _ 

Reason for referral 

part,'c,'pated in this program before? ( Hilve you ever ) Yes ) No If yes, 

give dates: __________________________________ _ 

C~iminal Historv 

List all juvenile offenses: 

01 s DOS it i on 

Ilumber of juvenile felony convictions __________________ --:-__ 

Ane at .first ~rfense _________ Charge - first offense _________ _ 
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APPENDIX B (Continued) 

III. Criminal Historv (continued) 

List all adult offenses: 

Oi s nos it i on 

Number of adult felony convictions _____ Misdemeanor convictions _______ _ 

Number of adult pri~on sentences ___ Total number of times arrested ~ _____ _ 

H,we you ever been on pr(lbation or parole? ) Yes ) No 

Are you currently on probation or parole? ( Yes No 

Have you ever violated proba'tion or parole? (' } Yes ) No 

IV. Present lenal Status 

v. 

Date incarcerated, ___________ Date released _____________ _ 

Current Charge(s). ________________________________ __ 

Olsposition(s)/Sentence{s) 

ArrestinQ a~ency ___________ Off; cer _______________ _ 

Judpe _______________ Attorney _______________ _ 

0'" --------________ Parole/Prob. Officer __________ _ 

~iller.t~~ 

T'/De of rl!sidence: 

~Ii th 

( 
WhO~l are you 1 iving? 

Lli tl) fr; ends ( 

House 

Rented 

( 

( . 
Alone 

) 'Wi til ch i 1 dren 

Apartment 

Owned 

( 

( 

With spouse 

Room 

No cost 

With relatives 

Parents 

( . Institutional ( ) "0 stable arrangements 

linw lont) "ave you resided in larim~r County? ____________________ _ 

)-I{'IW lon~ have you resided in Colorado? ________ . ____________ ~ 

'0 In ","at county and state were you born? ____________________ _ 

If foreiqn-born. date of arrival in USA ____________________ _ 

Name and address of nearest relative or friend --------------------------------------__________ Phgne _____________ __ 
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APPtNnlX B (Continued) 

v" Residential Data (continued) 

list last five addresses (please 9ive dates): 

1. ______________ ~ __________________ ~----

2. ____________ ~ ____________ ~------------
3. ____________________________ ~ ________ __ 

4. ____ ~ __ ~ __ ~ ________________________ __ 

5. 

VI. Marital Status 

Current marital status: Never Marrieii 
COJ1Tllon Law 

) Married 
) Divorced 

) Separated 
) Widowed 

Name of spouse ___ ....:... _______ .-.:.. _____ --:- Occupation ___________ _ 

Address of spouse _________ ~ _______________ _:_-.:--------

Date and place of marrJage ______ .:...-_____________________ _ 

Date and place of termination of marriage ______________________ _ 

Previous marriages 91ve name v ( . of spouse, ~ates and reasons for termination) ____ ___ 

Children: 

~ Address Occuoation 

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

r~ther's name ___________________________________ c-_______ A~e ____ __ 

Address ________________ ------------__________________ ~----

>mployet1? ) Yes ) No Occupation _______ ~---____ ----------

Mother's r.ame ---------:------------:------:---:;,.,0: Age _____ _ 

Arldres~ ________ -----------~--~--------------------------
r.mplo.ved? ) Yes No 

Parent's current marital status: ,( 

) Oivorced ) Remarried 

Brothers and sisters: 
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Occupation _____________ ----__ 

) Livin~ together 
( ) Deceased 

Address 

) Separated 
Unknown 

!l£"cupa t ion 
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VII. rami] y His lory (cont inu£>d) 

lias any member of your filmily been on f)rohation, or in a correctional or mental in::.ti-
tution? ) Yes ) No 

~ Type of Institution location 

VIII •. Military Servic~ 

Rranch of service _________________ From _____ ~ to _______ _ 
Type of discharge _' ____________________________ _ 

Do you receive any disabil tty compensation? ) Yes 
) No . 

Rank at di scharge ________________ M. 0 .S. ______________ _ 

IX. Occuoational Data 

Employment status: 

Present employer 

Full Hme 

Unernp 1 oyed. 
( Part Time 
( Un~ble to work 

Address ----------------------------------------------------
---------------------~.-__________ Phone _________ __ 

Job title __________________ , _______ Earnings ________ _ 

Date started _____________ Can you return to work? ( 
) Yes ) No 

List previous occupations and give dates: 

How many jobs have 'you had in the last 12 months? ___________________ _ 

list any and all job skills (.J ________ ' _____________________________ _ 

O('scrib~ your :ocCupHional C10als an-j list any further traininc'l/education that you ce!:ir!!: 

----------'--------._------_.------------------------------------------
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ATIPENDIX B '(Continued) 

IX. Occuoationa~ Data (continued) 

Does your present or last job satisfy you? if not •. in what ways are (were) ypu 

dissatisfied? ________________________________ ~----------~------------------

, .. " •• .:.1 ____ _ 

List all sources of income: 

Source 

\. ~~, / 

Number of persons supported on ·the above income ______________________________ __ 

]s income suffi~ient to meet financial need? __________________________ _ 

Can you pr:ovide your own transportation? ________________________________ __ 

00 you own a car? ) Yes ) No Driver's license? ( ) Yes ) No 

X. Educat,ional Data 

Circle highest grade completed: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 
]f higher. i ndi ca te ______ ......::.-. ____________________________ ~--_____ _ 

,(, 

Schools attended: 

~ Location Dearee or C~rtificate 

Rp.ason for quitting school" (if appl icable) ____________________ ,..... ____________ _ 

) Yes ) No 
" J f yes, wna t do you want to study? ____ -'-_.....,. ______ -". __________ ..:... __ _ 

" 

----
00 yt)U wi S1l to obta ina eirD? ) Yes ( ) No 

X].D Clinic~l Data 
.' }) 

o 

.~ow woull'! you describe your heallth (excellentr/9bod, fair~ poor)? 
{] Physical ~. ___ ~ ____________ ~_";,,,~~ ______ ~ ______ ~ _____________ _ L 

2. 
0' 

W"en ",.as your last examination by a physician? _________ '--____________________ _ 
I~) \~> 

porwhat condition? 

!If) 
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;\pPENnIXB (Continued) 

XI. 

List any medications that you are currently taking 
------------------------------

Are you currently seeing anyone for therapy or counseling? ) Yes No 
If yes, give name and address ________________________________________ _ 

Enter the number of months spent in any of the following institutions: 

c 
( 

( 

) Jail C,) ikfQ!"!!!at .. ry 

) Psychiatric Hospital 

) Residential Drug Program 

) Prison ) Medical Hospital 
) Mental Health Clinic 

C 
( ) Juvenile Correctional Facility 

) Other - Spec; fy _______________________________________________ _ 

Do you ~ake Friends easily? 

Do you Iceeo them? Yes 

.A.re most of your friends' of one ~ex? 

Can you confide in your friends? 

) Yes ) No 

( No 

I f so. wh i ch? _____________________ _ 

) Yes ( ) No 

How is most of your free time occuoied? 
----------.---------------------------------

Li st YQur fa vorite hobbi es ____ ~---'-'-----------___________________ _ 
\( 

::> 

List all organizations and clu;s of which .you are a member 
-----------------------

XII'. Pro~,lem Checkl ist Check any of th~ followin9 that apply to you: 

( ) Headac"es ( ) Dizziness ( ) Fainting spells 

( ) I'alpitations ( ) Stomach trnuble_ (.) No appetite 

'( ) BO'''el ~(istLlI'bances () Fatigue ( ) insomnia 

( ) ~i(1htmaT;ies ( ) Take sedatives () Alcoholism 

( ) !)run Abu~e (\) ) Fl ashbacks ( ) Feel tense 

( ) Fe'!) oanicky ( ) Tremors ( ) Deoressed 

( ) Suicidal ideas () Always worried () Unable to relax 

( ) fJn-'ble to hav/! a t100d time ) Don't lilee weekends or vacations 

( ) I"Iv .. r-ambitious () Sexual prohlp.ms () Shy w5th peoole 

( ) Ca.,'t make friencs () Can~,t Iila.lce decisions ( ) Can't keep a job 

( ) lnferiorit.vfeel inos () Home conditions bad ( ) Superiority feel ings 
( ) rinancial Droblems () Convulsions () Epilepsy 

( ) lIe·"i.~ trouble ( ) Diabetes ( ) Cancer 

( ) Hernia ( ) Missin~ limbs (') Hallucinations 

.,) nel usions (' ) Co.r,trol' in!? sel f () Phobias 

) Ohsessions,( ) Paranoia ( ) Other - speeify ____ _ 
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APPENDIX C 
I) 

IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON FOR ISLAND COUNT 

STATE OF WASHINGTON, ' 

Plaintiff, 

vs. 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

NO. 

ORDER FOR PRESENTENCE INVESTIGATIO 

It appearing from the files and records and evidence 

presented in this case that there is a need for a presentence 

investigation and, 

It appear,irig'~that the defendant.;., ______________ f I ~\ 
meets the basic :Lntak~":1:',eqUirements of the Island County District 

~ 1=~, , JJ , 
Court Prcbation Prc-grarn'( \~, 

~ ~ 
IT IS HEREEY ~~:REDjthat a presentence investigation 

b . d t b : th£ ' I"'\,.' #.d C t' " b . e carr~e ou y ~;fe sl~n oun y D~str~ct Court Pro at~on 

Services and that t~e results of said investigation be repor1:ec 
''.::::: 

bac~ to the Court by --------------------------
CONE in open court this ____ day of 

20 19 __ _ 
·'~'--==~~c\ 

21 

22, 

23 

24 

2S 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

i/ 

J U D G E 

)\ 

ORDER FOR PRESENTENCE I~~ESTIGAT!ON 
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APPENDIX D 

IN THE D1STRICT CJLi,,',j' A";,' L.,&,J-JGLI:"Y 
ISLAND COUNTY, STATE OF WASHH;GTON 

STATEO? WASHINGTON, ) 
Plain~iff,) 

) 
vs. ) 

) 
) 

Case No. TRU 289 ORDER SUSPEh~ING SENTENCE A1~ 
PLACING DEFENDANT ON PROBATION 

Defendant. ) 

This matter having come on for hearing in open Court on the 8th 

day of _~M:.:.=ay,,-_____ , 19~t the defendant, ___ _ 
" 

being present in person ~~~~~~~~~ _____________ _ 

the defendant having been heretofore served with a copy of the citation 

charging the defendant with: d~iving over the centerline and driving 

while intoxicated 

" 

and the defendant having been arraigned and having entered a plea of guilty, 

or having been fO,und guilty after trial, and the Court having inquired of the 

defendant if he or she has any reason why judgement and sentence should not be· 

entered against him or her in this cause, and the defendant not having any 

such reason, and the Court hav'ing advised the 'd~fendant of his or her rights 

as required by law, pursuant to RCW 9.95.200 and 9.95.210, 

NOW THEREFORE, ORDERS, ADJUDGES and DECREES, 

That the defendant, .~~ guil ty of the crimes of 

d~r=i~v~i~n~g~w~h~i~l~e~~~·n~.t~ox~i~c~a~t~e~d~ _______ ----------------~h;~':------
/ 

// _________________________________ if 

as charged in the __ C_:l._·_t_a_t_i_o_n ____ , and t pursuant to ',RC1~ 9.95.200 and 
! 

9.95~210j is placed on probation and the execution of sentence is suspended, 

as io110"1s: ,,$50 fine susp'Emded; 7 days in jail suspended on condition 

that defendant attend Alcohol Inforrr.ation School and remain on probation 

for a period of ___ o_n_e~y_e_a_r ______ ___ 

\ : 

cORDER SUSPE1QING SENTENCE A.. .... 1) PLACINGDEFEl\DA1\T ON PROBA.TION Page 1 of 3 
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APPENDIX D (Cont1nu~d) 

\\ 

The TER.~S and CONDITIONS of the SUSPENSION and PROBAtION shall be 
", 

as follows: 

1. The defendant shall ~onduct hi~self or herself as a decent, upright, 

law::"abiding citizen at all times and comply with all iaws. 

2. The defendant shall report to the Director' of the Island County 

District Court Probation Service, _______________________ , once 

each month or as instructed by the Director and shall comply with all 

rules and regulations applicable to the defendant issued by the 

Director. 

3. ' The defendant shall pay, 'through the office of the Deputy Clerk of 

the Dis~rict Court at Langley, the sum of $ 36.25 

items below are paid in full: 

a. Court costs 
b. Restit'l'!c.;ion 
'c. Reimbursement to Island County toward 

fee of court-appointed attorney 
d~ Fine 

until the 

$ ___ ...;4..;;.''::';00~ 

$_-----
$--......--"".,....----
$ 32.25 ------

4. Defendant's duty to make the payments pursuant to item 3 above shall 

exist only. so long as defendant has the present financial abi;I.ity to 

i\ pay without causing undue hardship to himself or herself or depen-
il /·\ 

",_o)ants. Revocation of this probat"ion'Lor non-payment shall occur 

only if defendant wilfully fails to make payment having the financial 

ability to do so or for wilful failure to make a good faith reasonable 

effort to acquire the means to make payment. Defendant ma,y petition 

the Court to adjust the amount of any installment payment or the 

total amount due to f~t his or her changing financial sit~ation. 

UPON FULFILUtENT of the. ti.,=rms and conciitipns of this Probatio,n, the 

defendant may apply to this Court, or the Probation Of:icer may request this 

Court t to rel·ease the clef endant: from Probati'bn. 
I, 

O:KDER SUSPE~1)ING SE:.\TENCE &\1) PLACING DEFE.mA".,\T ON PROBATION Page 2 of 3 
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APPENDIX B (Cont:inued) 
·0 

UPON FAILURE of the defendant to comply with the terms of this Probation, 

'defendant will be ordered to snow cause why the suspended sentence should not 

be withdrawn and the full sentence imposed on the defendant. 
() 

Thi$ ORDER placing defendant on Probation and Suspending the sentence 

in whole or in part; signed this ___ 9_t_h_day of ___ M_a,..:y ___ _ 19 80 
~, 

in the presence of defendant a~~~"{. 
() 

C~urt Commissioner o 

o 

o 

0 

:~ 

t 
(; 
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APPENDIX E 

.0 
IN THE DISTP.I.CT COURT OF ISl.Ai.~D COUNTY, STATE OF viASHINGTON 

STATE OF 'ViASHINC;TO~l, ) 
) 

. Plaintiff; . ) 
) 

vs. J 
.' '" ',. , . : .: ) 

) 
) 

Defendant. ) 

--------------------------) 

\,~ 

No. 7238 

o R D E R 

This matter having come on regularly for hearing before 

the undersigned Judge for co~sideration and for sentencing and 

~~e Court having received the reports of Oak Harbor Police 

Department, the Island County Sheriff's Office, and 

f ~ 
! 
I" 
! 
f 

I 

.. , Assistant Probation Officer, and the Court having considerec.' 

the matter fully, ~ereby 

FINpS: 

1. That is guilty of violation of 
his probation in the above-entitled case and is 
awaiting sentencing. 

2. That it appears likely he has severe emotional 
prpblems requiring treatment. 

r .. f .. • • 

3. That the Court has probable cause to believe 
needs treatment and further evalua

tion of his mental proble~~. 
~, 

4. ~hat the Court needs such infornation as will 
be generated by an evaluation in order to properly 
sentence the defendant. 

5. ~hat since being placed on probatiori, defendant 
has atten-,pted to tax.e his own life on t\·;o different 
occasions. 

O~DER ?uge 1 of 2 
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APPENDIX E (Continued) 

Eased on these Findings and' Conclusions, it is hereby 

ORDERED: 

1. That be committed to Western 
Nashington State HO'spital for treatment and evalu
ation for a pe7iod no~ to exceed ninety days, and 
that there he ~s to be'held in custody until com
pletion of said ,evaluation and treatment. 

~ •. ~hat Western Washington State Hospital shall 
rurn~sh to the court an evaluation of the mental 
and emotional condition of- and a 
prognosis for' his treatment. 

3. That~on completion of the evaluation ~nd 
treatment by Western Washington S~ate Hospital 

shall be returned to the custody of 
the Island County. Jail and then to be broucht as 
soon as possible before this Court for sentencing. 

DONE 'IN OPEN COURT this -1 ~~~ day of October', 1977. 

u~itrict Court Island County 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON. ) 
Plaintiff,. ) 

. ) 
va. ) 

) 
. ' ) 

) 
, ~ Dei enci.an t. ) 

STATE OF WASHINGTON ) 
COtn.-n OF ISLAND ) s •• 

. " 

. .~ 

II·' 
I' " 

NO. ' 

AFFIDAVIT OF PROBATION VIOLATION AND 
MOTION ?"OR 'ISSUANCE OF BENCli WARRANT 

-. ,: " . :. , 

" 

. " being first duly s'Wor' .. ~ deposes and says: 

That he is and 'Was at all. times mentioned herein a duly appointed, qualified 

and acting Probation Officer of the Island Count.y Di~trict Court; 

That defendant 'Was convicted in tbe above-entitled cour~, on the ...-_____ day 

of ________ _ 19_, of the crime of __ "-___________ _ 

________________ and on t:he _....,.. ..... _ day of _...-_______ _ 

" 

.. ' 

(.) 19_, 'Wall admitted to probation by order of the above-entitled court for a ' . 

; . period of ______________ , on certain terms and conditions as contained in 

the Order Granting Probation filed herein; 

• ! 
() 

!hat the said defendant has' violated the,terms of h ___ probation herein 

imposed upon h ____ in' that; 

" 

w-dEREFORE. Affiant hereby prays and respectfully moves this Coure to revoke 

the ,f,)robation nereinbefore granted and to issue a Belich Warrant for the arrest of 

said defendant. Executed at.~ _____________________ , Washington, on ~ _________________ __ 

. 
I ; I declare under pe.~ty of perjury that the foregoing i8 true. 
I 

.. ' ... 

DPS-21 
, 
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PART III 

ISSUES IN DESIGNING AND EVALUATING A MODEL PROCESS 
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Craig Haney has stated that academic psychologists, among other 
social scientists, "who are trained to value the creative aspect of their 
science and who expect courts to be impressed with especially innovative 
approaches to problem solving, for example, are likely to be 
disappointed" (1980, p. 171). He suggests that the conservative nature 
of legalism rejects criteria imported from "outside the law." 

Our experiences in collecting the descriptive data in Part II of 
this book did nothing to dispel Haney's notion of realism. We make the 
propositions and recommendation for change in Part III as realists, 
recognizing that our major audience is not the chapters of legal 
reformers, but administrators, program managers, planners, and evaluators 
who are more apt to accommodate changes in forensic mental health 
services to the law as it exists. The model forensic examination process 
and propositions presented should not be conceived as tested hypotheses. 
They are not. Rather they are hypotheses that we "discovered" in the 
conduct of our evaluability assessment of the forensic examination 
process (cf. Glaser and Strauss, 1967, for a discussion of the 
distinction between hYJ),othes;Ls discovery and hypothesis testing). Our 
hope is that the propo'sitions, together with t,he model process of 
forensic screening and evaluation, contributes to a more testable and 
"evaluable" process. 
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Chapter 9 

A MODEL PROCESS OF FORENSIC MENTAL HEALTH SCREENING AND EVALUATION 

The definitions, framework of inquiry, and descriptive research 
reflectad in the first two parts of this book are the basis for the model 
process of forensic mental health screening and evaluation presented in 
this chapter. The model is consistent with the definition of the process 
of forensic mental health screening and evaluation in Chapter 2 insofar 
as it is in generalized form applicable to all types of forensic 
screening and evaluation (e.g., competency examinations as well as 
determinations of amenability to treatment). Recommendations implied by 
the steps of the model center on those changes involving little in the 
way of legal reform, and very little in the way of legalistic reasoning. 
As we discussed in Chapter 1, and in the foregoing introduction to Part 
III, our concern is not with what should be--as expressed by the 
substance of the law--but with the reordering of what is--the procedures 
of forensic mental heal~h screening and evaluation. --

The chapter is divided into three parts, consistent with the 
conceptualization of the forensic mental health screening and evaluation 
process used throughout this book: delineation, acquisition, and 
provision. The model process incorporates 14 steps. Figure 60 presents 
the model process in schematic form. 

Delineation -
While it is axiomatic that the form of a question determines in 

large part the answer, a major deficiency in the operations of forensic 
screening and evaluation is in the formation and communication of the 
psycholega1 question to be addressed. Our analysis of the typical 
requests and orders for screening and evaluation indicated that they are 
largely reflexive and routine (often citing no more than a state's law by 
code number), and almost totally devoid of specific information relevant 
to the screening and evaluation process. 

The four steps (Figure 60, Points 1 through 4) in the delineation 
component of the model address this deficiency. We propose that the 
screening and evaluation process be initiated by means of the thoughtful 
creation of a referral request (Point 1). A written statement including 
the following information should document the request: (a) specific 
behaviors observed (or documented in records of past mental health 
interventions) that have led the initiating referral agent to consider 
forensic mental health screening and evaluation of the client-offender; 
and, (b) how these behaviors are linked to the psycho1egal concept 
(competency to stand trial, insanity, or amenability of treatment, and so 
forth) statutorily applicable to the case. This should be done 
regardlass of whether the request is made before, during, or after trial, 
and'what the legal considerations may be (i.e., competency to stand 
trial, sentencing alternatives, and so forth). T4e written statement 
should be executed by the individual· initiating the request for 

575 

Preceding page blank 

" 

, 



-0 

" 

Delineation o 

1 2 3 4 

~ Creation of Transmission Receipt of 
Referral of Referral Referral 
Request Requ~st Request 

Acquisition 
0 " 

\\ ' 

~ 
11 

~ 'I 5 6 7 
Consent Review of Personal 9 Social Synthesis and 
Procedures Case File Interview Assessments Formation of 

, Psycholegal 
Opinion ' , () 

10 Other 
! 

Inquiries 

Provision 

0 

~ 
12 13 14 

Feedback and 
I. Follow-up 

0 

i () 

I, 
!. 
i 

Figure 60. A Model Forensic Mental Health Examination Process. 0 i' 
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examination; presumably, the individual with the information about the 
client-offender's behavior and the justification for invoking action by 
the forensic mental health system. 

,) 

The degree of judicial review and relevance of the adversarial 
process, following the creation of the referral request, on arguable from 
legal and practical bases. The judicial rejection of a requst, or the 
denial of a motion for mental health examination, for example, may cause 
a case to be overturned on appeai. Or, a formal adversarial hearing 
after conviction (but before sentencing) to consider the mental health of 
the client-offender may have significant consequences for the sentence. 
Also, the demand that all referrals be in the form of written motions may 
in itself reduce frivolous an~ unnecessary requests for forensic 'mental 
health examinations (cf. Roesch and Golding, 1980; also, Chapter 10 in 
this volume). Although we deal brie£ly with the question of judicial 
review of motions in the next chapter, we leave the issue of the judicial 
and adversarial scrutiny of referral requests largely unresolved. 
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Our proposition discussed in Chapter 10 that requests for 
screening and evaluation be in the form of written motions is practical 
in intent. The wishes of the actors in the legal setting are customarily 
conveyed by motions and court orders. As we have seen in Part II, the 
court order in most jurisdictions does not lend itself well to the full 
communication of the psycholegal question in the request for forensic 
examinations: it is an order to initiate a process, not an instrument 
for delineating the examination process itself. The formal motion, on 
the other hand, assumes judicial review or scrutiny by opposing parties 
of fche facts and circumstances prompting the referral. Importantly, all 
other things being equal, the criminal justice system also seems more 
receptive to the accomodation to existing legal procedures for 
communicating its wishes than it is to adoption of unfamiliar (albeit 
emj,nently reasonable to non-lawyers) extra-legal procedures such as 
tel.ephone or face-to-face contacts between referral agents and mental 
hea,lth professionals, or the submission of nonlegal referral 
instruments. While the written motion may not have been executed 
primarily with the forensic mental health professional's need-to-know in 
mind (see Chapter 10), it has the effect of providing the examiner with 
the necessary information to answer the specific psycholegal question 
before the court. We, thus, propose that the transmission of the 
referr~lrequest to the forensic examiner be in the form of a formal 
motion, containing the facts and circumstances defining the specific 
psychoJ.egal question (see Figure 60, Point 2). The formal court order, 
if accompanying the motion, simply authorizes the initiation of the 
process of scree~ing and evaluation. 

Onc,e the 'referral request has been created by the criminal justice 
system and transmitted to a forensic mental health facility by means of a 
motion, court order., or some other more informal means, the jurisdiction 
of the forensic mental health system is invoked. The mental health 
personnel's responsibilities begin. The receipt of the referral request 
by mental health personnel (Point 3) is a critical feature of the model 
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process signalling that the individual has now become a client, as well 
as being a defendant or convict. Fo~al acknowledgement of receipt of 
the referral request should be made by mental health personnel. The 
court of record, defense counsel, prosecuting attorney, and those law 
enforcement officials likely to be called upon to transport the 
client-offender to the place of examination, should be informed of the 
date of receipt of the referral and the date, time, and place of the 
examinatio1.l. The defense and pros.ecutj,~ attorneys should not only be 
reasonably well informed about the circumstances surrounding the referral 
request, but should be given the opportunity to avail themselves of 
information relating to the details of the screening, and evaluation 
process. Notice of the receipt of the referral request should serve this 
purpose. Similarly, notice should be sent to the court to allow for 
accomodation of any hearing or trial schedules to timing the screening 
and evaluation process. The importance of this step in the delineation 
of the referral question (Figure 60, Point '3) lies in the need for 
coordination of the criminal justice system and the mental h~alth system, 
at the earliest possible moment, to serve the best interests of the 
client-offender, the court, and others affected by the examination 
process. 

Following the receipt of the referral request and acknowledgement 
thereof, the forensic mental health facility receiving the request begins 
the accumulation of documente.ry mater'lals relevant to the case and the 
psycho legal question asked (Point 4). The appropriate delineation of the 
screening and evaluation process to this point, should greatly facilitate 
the selective accumulation of information relevant to the acquisition 
phase of the process. For example, police records of the alleged offense 
are of questionable value in the evaluation of present and future fitness 
to stand trial. Also, the accumulation and review of such records may 
entail unnecessary costs as well as the threat of prejudicial evaluation 
of client-offenders on such circumscribed psycholegal questions. The 
model process suggests (at Point 4) the informed and selective 
accumulation of documentary materials specifically relevant to the case 
and the presenting psycholegal question. 

Acquisition 

Ethical guidelines for the practice of psychology (American 
Psychological Association, 1981), psychiatry (American Psychiatric 
Association, 1973), and social work (National Association of Social 
Workers, 1967), as well as emerging case law that broadens defendants' 
pretrial rights (~. Estelle v. Smith, 1981), suggest that 
client-offenders be informed of the likely consequences of their 
participation in the forensic screening and evaluation process. While 
the use of deception, coercion, and the administration of drugs to obtain 
a confession, without the client-offender's consent, is considered 
clearly unethical conduct for mental health professionals (cf. Curran, 
1980), neither law (~. Bonnie and Slobogin 1980, 496-503) or practice 
specifies the necessary preliminary communications explaining how the 
information obtained will be used. 
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A common-sense of fairness di 
given the opportunity to be ca ti ct~tes that a client-offender be 
reveals, i.e. to inhibit fulludiou~ a out the information he or she 
access to inf~rmation Ev~n i sc osure and thereby limit the state's 
(h' '" n cases of legally co 11 d were the state is entitled to aid mpe e examinations 
client-offender has given notice ~f ~hependent evaluation after the 
on mental aberration), a forewarning t~a~n~en~ to assert a defense based 
qy the client-offender does not n ea s to cautious participation 
to cooperate with the state exami:~~s~ari~y constitute a complete refusal 
testimony on the client-offenders suc refusal may block any mental 
Ncte 215]). If the state is entit~e~a~f [~. Bonnie and Slobogin, 1980, 
Bonnie and Slobogin (1980 p 501-5~2) 0 compel an examination, argue 
"superfluous" serving "oni ~ , such warnin~s may be 
We disagree. Theirs may bY t~ complicate the data collection process." 
legal questions, but it do:s n~tc~r~ec~ legal analysis of unresolved 
ethics of the examiner wh ha e nto account the profeSSional 
h ' 0 must c oose between an h t 1 

t e process to the client-offender ones exp anation of 
deceit. ' or a course of omission close to 

We propose (Figure 60 POint 5) h 
the screening and ev'aluation' t at the acquisition component of 
explanation of the lik 1 process begin with a clear and honest 
Jonas Rappeport, a PSY~hra~~~:~quences of participati':ln in the process. 
Court Clinic (see Chapter 4 in t~~d Me~ical Director of the Baltimore 
Academy of Psychiatry and the Law shvO ~e), has proposed to the American 
provided to a client-offender b f t at t e following information be 
by a psychiatrist (Rappeport, 1;8~)~ a forensic mental health evaluation 

(a) the goal of the examination is not treatment; 

(b) the examiner, although a psychiatrist, should not be 
conSidered the client-offender's physician i the 
patient-doctor shield does not apply; ,.e., 

(c) for whom the examination is conducted is); (i.e., who the cl,ient 

Cd) what is to become f h o . t e information acquired; and, 

(e) what might result fr f 11 om u disclosure of the information • 

An additional consideration at this point 
thenfclient-offender's authorization to release in the model process is 
co idential information. As cumbersome a or transfer of 
and evaluation process from an ad " s it m~y be to the screening 
authorization only makes sense ifm~n~strative po~nt of view, such 
been informed that full cooperation

t o~c~rs ~ the clie~t-offender has 
his or her best interest) - an onest disclosure might not be in 

Assuming that t~Fle ~~'cuf!lulati f d 
relevant to the case h~s g~ne .rell on 0 . o~umentary materials (POint 4) 
acquisition component of the ~ , the next critical feature of the 

model process is the thorough review of the 
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client-offender's case file (Point 6). Our observations of practice 
suggested that the review of case files typically was cursory~ often 
completed only moments before (or even during) the clinical interview of 
the client-offender. At the minimum, we suggest that the accumulation of 
collateral information from sources other than the client-offender (at 
Point 4 of the model process) be balanced against a forensic facility's 
resources to review (Point 6) and use such information in the forma!:ion 
of the psycholegal opinion (Point 11). Background information 
accumulated in the client-offender's file, but unused may prove 
prejudicial to the client-offender at some future time. Information 
gathered for one purpose may be used inappropriately for another purpose 
(for example, records accumulated to support a pretrial examination of 
competency may provide investigatory leads during the trial and at the 
time of sentencing). It does not seem unreasonable to propose that the 
mental health professional who is to conduct the personal clinical 
interview with the client-offender spend at least one hour reviewing the 
case file. Further, in many cases, especially those involving questions 
about the client-offenders competency to assist his defense attorney, 
review of the case file would include contact with the attorney or 
referral agent. 

The centerpiece of the acquisition component of the screening and 
evaluation process is the personal interview of the client-offender by a 
mental health professional (Figure 60, Point 7). The interview should 
not precede the delineation of the forensic niental health examination 
(Points 1-4), should only be initiated after the consent procedures 
(Point 5) have been disposed of appropriately, and, finally, should only 
occur after the examiner has had adequate time to review the case file 
(Point 6). While there was great variability among the twenty forensic 
facilities described in Part II of this volume, and between individual 
examiners in the use of psychological tests, social assessments, and 
oth~r inquiries (e.g., competency screening instruments, interviews of 
individuals other than the client-offender, neurological examination, and 
other more exotic investigative devices such as the administration of 
sodium amy tal [truth serum], hypnosis, or a polygraph), all the 
facilities studied and examiners we queried used the personal clinical 
interview to reach a psychological opinion in ~ cases. 

Of course, the specific content., format, style, an~ length of the 
personal interview will be dictated by the overt and latent reasons for 
the referral for examination, the nature and specificity of the 
psycholegal question posed, the policies and resources of the forensic 
facility, the nature of the case, the behavior of the client,-offender at 
the time of the examination, and importantly, the background, 
experiences, and preferences of the examiner. But generally, a personal 
interview begins with preliminary questions and statements by the 
examiner designed to build rapport and allay any anxieties that the 
client-offender may harbor; this may include discussion ensuring that the 
consent procedures (Point 5) have been dealt with adequately. The 
interview may then proceed to a "mental status examination," a generic 
phrase generally referring to the evaluation of the client-offenders 
general appearance, speech, mood or affect, thought content, 
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intelligence, insight, judgment d 
Gerard, 1974' Lawrence 1980) ~n any abnormal mental trends (cf. 
the specific'PSYCholeg~l queS~io uestions are then asked which ad4ress 
time of the alleged offense n such as competency, insanity at the 
worker typically asks a cli~n~:o;;~~;~~in~Tai1ernatives. One Ohio social 
during presentence evaluations P ,e me about the offense," 
of questions adapted from standarde~~~~:l interviews may include th~ use 
Competency Screening Test (M G uments such as the MMPI and the 

_ carry et. ale 1973) Ith h are ~arely administered in f 11 d -i -' ,a oug such tests u ur ng an interview. 

Only when and if the exami i 
:egarding the psycholegal questio~e~t s unable to reach an opinion 
~nterview are other inquiries i iti ~he conclUSion of the personal 
able to reach an opinion but i~ ate. Of course, the examiner may be 
example, an examiner maY'be unabl:ay not ~ecessarily be conclusive. For 
client-offender was legally i to determine conclusively that a 
offense, but yet be of the fi~aneior sane at the time of the alleged 
of sanity is not forthcoming op n;on that a conclusive determination 
are brought to bear on the q' etvien a ter additional evaluation procedures 
th 1 ues on. Following th .. d 1 us prec ude psychological testin' e mo e process would 
of inquiries (Figure 60, Point 8 t~;o:O~i~~ assessments, and other types 
very complex cases, and in extraordi ,g ) in all but controversial or 
as the Forensic Psychiatry Cli i nary settings (e.g., facilities such 
fulfills an educational as wel~c, at the University of Virginia, which 

as a seryice function). 

We estimate that all but a s 1 
evaluations and preslantence evaluat~n! percentage of competency 
forens~c mental health facilities d . that,are performed in the twenty 
further data collection directl f escribed ~n Part II would require 
party" sources following th y rom the client-offender or "third 
place; Similarly, more thaneo~:~~~~;lointerview w~th the model process in 
likely lead to psycholegal opini ifh the insan~ty evaluations would 
testing, additional interviews onsiwlt out further psychological 
Indeed, in Some of the forensi~ ;~~i~it~ssessmentsrand other inquiries. 
beyond the personal interview was la 1 es we vis,ited, data acquisition 
rarely actually used to reach an 0 ,rge Y routin~ and pro forma and only 
further inquiry arose duri th p~nion, except when the need for 
requested by the examiner.ngA c:n~:;sonal interview and was specifically 
cases handled by the Medical S i vative estimate of 30 percent of the 
City (see Chapter 4, pp. 69_71)r:.ce of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore 
intervie.w, yet the routine admin' l:~ concluded after only the clinical 
and interviews with the client f~fs rdati~n of a standard battery of tests 

i -0 en er s family m till b pr or to, simultaneous with or ft h ay s e performed , a er t e interview. 

Restricting the use of in uir b 
the offender to after the person~l i Y eyond the personal intervie~ with 
the urging of theexaminer ha n,tberview has occ urred, and onl'1 upon 

, s a L1Ulll er of advant Th <. process comports with the ' d ages. e model 
this point. Most of the p;;c~:~~~s~! ex:miners, if not practice, on 
we interviewed expressed confidenc i ' ~SYChOl~g~sts, and social workers 
Psycholegal opinion based soleI e n t eir ab~l~ty to reach a 
60, Point 6), containin~ accumuia~:d t~e review of the case file (Figure 

ocumentary materials (Point 4), and 
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the personal interview of the client-offender in most cases. The ne,~d 
for further data collection, they said, arose from uncertainty or 
unanswered questions during the interview. Suspecting mental re~ardation 
from the responses of a client-offender during a personal interv1ew, for 
example, the examiner may request the admin:!'stration of an intl:Olligence 
test to support the hunch. Or, suspecting malingering by the 
client-offender, the e~aminer may administer portions of MMPI or conduct 
another interview. But the routine administration of psychological tests 
and other inquiries in the absence of questions or uncertain7y arising in 
the interview seems unjustified. An exception to this restr1ction in the 
model process of the use of inquiries beyond the interview might be when 
the case 1s extremely controversial, complex, or publicized, or involves 
a particularly bi~~re alleged crime. But even in such cases where a 
neurological examination, and the administration of an intelligence test, 
the MMPI, and the Rorschach, for example, may have been prompted ~ a 
fear of adverse publicity (and not uncertainty about the psycholegal 
referral question) the data acquisition does comport with the model 
process. That is, the use of psychological testing (Point 8), interviews 
with family members of the client-offender and others (Point 9), and 
other inquiries including such procedures as neurological examination 
(Point 10) is purposive and not pro forma. 

It is interEasting to note what seemed a universal assumption among 
the psychiatrists, psychologists, and social workers we interviewed, 
namely that exaruinations of sanity at the time of the alleged offense 
were far more complex and almost always demanded more data collection and 
analysis, as well as being more controversial, than. examinations of 
competency or presentence examinations. Without fa1l, the examiners we 
queried stated that competency examinations required shorter personal 
interviews and fewer additional inquiries than insanity examinations. 
While this discrepancy in practice is understandable, and even 
justifiable, on the basis of the greater public attention afforded the 
insanity examination, it is questionable whether the determination of 
insanity at the time of the' offense necessarily demands more data 
acquisition and analyses than competency determinations. Psychiatrist 
Walter Bromberg, for example, contends that the competency, examination 
"involves many more psychiatric combinations and permutations than appear 
to confront the examiner in estimating the presence of insanity and the 
capacity to appreciate the criminality of the accused's conduct"(1979, 
pp. 89-90). We contend that much of the data collection in the 
acquisition component of the forensic msni:al health evaluation procef3~ 
beyond the personal interview is pro forma, often unnecessary, and based 
upon ~nexamined assumptions. The model process would preclude such ~ 
forma allocation of more data acquisition to insanity det~rminations, for 
example. At the least, compliance with the model might force examiners 
to question the basis of such differential allocation of resources. And, 
importantly, purposive and sequential data acquisition according to the 
model process may have th.a advantage of providing an opportunity for 
research of the differential bases for and use of data acquisition to the 
various psycholegal que~tions. (See Chapter 13 for a further discussion 
of this last point.) 
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The synthesis of the information gathered and the formation of the 
psycholegal opinion is the last, yet crucial, step in the acquisition 
component of the model process (Figure 60, Point 11). The examiner may 
have reached a psycholegal opinion ("client-offender is competent") 
before this step, but yet have not anchored the determination in the 
specific legal context of the case. AddreSSing themselves specifically 
~o determina:ions of competency, Roesch and Golding (1980) concluded that 
[p]sychiatr1sts and psychologists, while competent to judge some aspects 

of behavioral and psychological processes, are ••• not sufficiently 
conversant with legal matters to be able to judges, within the Dusky 
criteria, whether or not ~ defendant, facing these charges, in light 
of existing evidence, will be able to assist his attorney in a rational 
matter" (pp. 18-19,' emphasis in original). Our own observations comport, 
generally, with those of Roesch and Golding. A deliberate effort by the 
examiner to link the psycholegal opinion to the investigation conducted 
the facts of the case, and, especially, the general framework of ' 
applicable statutes and case law, would go far in making subsequent 
reports provided to the criminal justice system more useful. 

Provision 

As operationally defined in Chapter 2, the provision component of 
the evaluation process includes all the procedures involved in the 
creation, transmittal, receipt of the message containing information that 
is acquired by the examiner. In our view, it is an important component 
of the evaluation process that has not received the attention that it 
deserves. The model process envisions three important steps in the 
prOvision of information acquired: the actual preparation of the 
communication between the E\xaminer and the referral agent, the 
communication process itself, and the exchange of information about the 
consequences of that communi,cation. A contention underlying the 
recommended steps for the provision of mental health information is that 
the written reports and other communications to the criminal justice 
system should accomodate, as much as pOSSible, the practical needs of 
that system. 

Because the communication in response to the referral question as 
delineated (Figure 60, Points 1-4), is the sine qua non of the entire 
examination process, the provision componen~ould begin with a 
thoughtful preparation of the communication to the criminal justice 
system (Point 12). Although standard forms,have procedural advantages, 
stereotyped forms of communications should be avoided. Considerations of 
the following should be given to preparation of each individual 
communication: 

(1) Medium of the communication. Should the psycholegal opinion 
and supporting reasons and evidence be conveyed in a written 
report, informal messages, expert testimony, or some 
combination thereof? 

(2) Description of facts, delineation and data acquisition 
components of examination performed, and reasoning ~nderlying 
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the opinion of the examiner. Are these adequately 
communicated in a legally non-conclusory manner in language 
understandable and useful to the particular referral agent? 

(3) Format and length of communication. Are they in accord with 
the desires of the recipients of the communication? 

(4) Confidentiality. Has consideration been given to the 
confidentiality rights of the client-offender, and is the 
communication consistent with the explanation of the 
evaluation process and its likely consequences given to the 
client offender at the beginning of the data acquisition 
process? 

.(5) Identity and authority of examiner(s). Does the communication 
describe the identity and qualifications of the examiner? 

(6) Timing and recipients of communication. Do they comply with 
applicable statutes and case1aw governing the transmission of 
the mental health communication, and a common-sense 
appreciation of the context-dependent nature of the 
communication? 

We propose that the a.ctual transmission and receipt of the 
communication (Figure 60, PClint 13) be accorded more attention by the 
mental health professionals actually conducting the delineation and 
acquisition of the screening and evaluation process. Who receives the 
information and psycholegal opinion, when, and how areql.H2stions that 
should not be left to be answered totally by clerica~ staff, ~lthough 
this is often the case especially in situations where examiners a~e 
employed as part-time consultants to forensic mental health facilities. 
Ideally, such questions should be' considered generally in discussions 
between criminal justice personnel making the referrals for mental health 

- '"~'-~l' evaluation, and the mental health personnel conducting tli~ process; in 
specific instances, questions about who, when, and how, should be 
answered by the primary examiner. 

The final step recommended in the model process is follow-up and 
feedback (POint 14), i.e., procedures employed to ensure that the 
consequences of the communications to the criminal justice system have an 
effect on the improvement of the delineation, acquisition, and provision 
of forensic mental health screening and evaluation. That the 
consequences of the evaluation process, as reflected in the communication 
provided criminal justice referral agents, should govern the conduct of 
the process evaluation in a deliberate, planned, and continuous manner 
seems to make eminent sense. Howeve~l with only a few exceptions (e.g., 
the case disposition follow-up routinely conducted by the Pima County 
Court Clinic; see pp. 150-151), follow-up and feedback procedures in 
evidence in the forensic facilities we studied were largely informal, 
"hit-and-miss," and seemingly ineffectual in promoting improvements in 
the evaluation process. Special research studies or program evaluation 
efforts, in the judgments of the psychologists, psychiatrists, and social 
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workers we interviewed made littl 
evaluation process (se~ the con 1 : or no impact on the conduct of the 
control, feedback, monitoring ~n~ ing sUbsections describing quality 
twenty forensic facilities in'Ch /rog~amheva uation in each of the 
volume). ap ers trough 8 in Part II of this 

Conclusion 

The model process presented in thi h 
perceptions of good practices in the twen~ycfaPteriis a synthesis of our 
facilities described in Part IIorens.c mental health 

~:ea~ri:~~:;a~~~:i~; :~d m:ntal ~!a1~~Sp!~~~~n:~ew;u1!~:~~~e~!d7a:~ ~!ll 
literature. The model ~e~c~~~vations of others described in relevant 

the evaluation process--de1ine:~i~~:ta~:u~~~~~::r ~~: ::~~~s~~::~~ents of 
manner that we hope places th i' n a leg 1 e process n the functional context of the 

a system. Fourteen major sequential steps are proposed. 

the aCq~i~~~~na~:m;!n=~~,m~~:~ ~~o~:;:r;:dt~obalance the importance of 
mystique-producing "black box" f thf" in C~apter 1 as the 
that of the delin 0 e orensic exam~nation process, with 

~~~:;':~~' jU~ice t :;:!~: ::~ ~~:t~~o~;:i~~ ~;:~~:e:~: !~s ~hi~~e~;e to 
• e s eps and the components of the d 1 

conceived and are described in a d f d mo e process are broadly 
t,o those Who deSign and plan th egree 0 etail that we hope is helpful 
screening and evaluation primar~l;e:~u~c:;s~~~sf~ren~ic ~ntal health 
not include a detailed set of eve. e model does 
and psychiatric assessments to r~~~::n~~:ion of sP1eciific psychological 
exampl • t" h' persona nterview . for a, a~ houg some recommendations w·ll b ' 
11. Nor does the model f 1 ~ e presented later in Chapter 

. , or examp e, prescribe the form of th 
~;::~~~cation (see Figure 60, POint 12) to be prOVIded to the ;eferral 

f i
The next four chapters will expand the presentation 

orens c mental health sri d of the model 
Chapters 10,11, and 12 ~i~~nd::C:~bee;:!u:tion process in this chapter. 
prOvision components respectivel i elineation, acquisition, and 
will also present a ~umber of Yif. n greater detail. These chapters 
performance of specific st spec ~c propositions relevant to the 
will attempt to place the ;ps in the model process. The final chapter 
public policy. _ It will 1 orensic examinat~on process in the context of 
evaluation of th f ; so propose specif~c strategies for the program 

e orens c mental health examination process. 
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Chapter 10 

DELINEATION: DEFINING THE PSYCHOLEGAL QUESTION 

The scene is a courtroom. Before the court is a client-offender 
who exhibits, or has in the past exhibited, aberrant psychological 
functioning which has come to the attention of the court. In preparation 
for a possible defense based upon mental dysfunction, pursuant to a delay 
in the criminal proceedj;'ngs to determine his or her client's fitness to 
stand trial, or as a legal strategy unconnected to any legitimate concern 
for the mental health of the client-offender, the defense attorney makes 
a motion to the court for a mental health examination of his or her 
client. Thus starts a chain of communications suggestive of the party 
game in which a short message is whispered to one individual, who in turn 
whispers the message to another, and so on, until the last person has 
received a whispered message. Predictably, the outcome of the game, 
announced aloud by the last person in line, is a garbled message bearing 
little rdationship to the original message. 

A Hypothetical Example 

Consider a hypothetical, yet typical series of communications that 
serve to shape the psycholegal referral quest:i.on that sets into action 
the data acquisition component of the forensic examination process. A 
defendant's possible mental dysfunction first: comes to the attention of 
the defense attorney, who after some consideI~ation conveys the request 
for a mental health examination to the court in the form of a petit~pn or 
motion, which may be a formal written notice or, more typically, a simple 
statement in open court. A judge reviews the motion, and if he or she 
believes that there are reasonable grounds to believe that the accused 
has some mental dysfunction to warrant mental health examination, conveys 
his request for. a forensic examination of the client-offender to an agent 
of the court in the form of a court order. It is this agent, typically a 
secretary to the judge, clerk, or bailiff, who transmits the intents and 
desires of the court to the mental health system. Note that in this 
hypothetical, yet not atypical example, the creation of the psycholegal 
question has involved at least three representatives of the criminal 
justice system (attorney, judge, and a secret.ary, clerk, or bailiff). 
Yet, the court's request for assistance in resolving a psycholegal 
question has not yet been constructed into a message, nor has it been 
transmitted to the mental health system. (See the model process in the 
previous chapter, especially Figure 60.) 

At this stage, the court clerk prepares a formal court order fOl; 
mental health examination. The standard form used for this purpose ha~! 
spaces for the defendant's name, case number or numbers, names of two 
psychiatrists to be, drawn from a list of court-appointed experts, the 
date of the order, and the judge's signature. The standard order, 
written in formal language similar to that of the stat~'s statutes, 
specifies the sections of the statute authorizing the raising of the 
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competency issue, appointments of psychiatric exp:rts, and provisions for 
conducting the examination. The order also conta~ns a short checklist of 
items relating to the perceived reasonS for referral, headed by a 
sentence requesting that an official of the referring court check the 
appropriate items. The checklist includes such items as the nature of 
the offense unusual or dangerous behavior seen in court, and disposition 
recommendations. Since this last portion of the order was added at the 
request of researchers at the local university a few years ago, and has 
rarely been used ~ the judges except for a short time immediately 
following the researchers' request, the clerk completes all but this 
portion of the court order and passes it to the judge for signature. 
Once signed by the judge, the clerk mails the court order to the forensic 
mental health unit of the county hospital with which the court-appointed 
psychiatrists are affiliated and where most of the court-ordered mental 
health examinations take place. Copies of the order are also sent to the 
county attorney and sheriff. 

The agent of the mental health system who first receives the 
formal order is unlikely to be the individual who actually conducts the 
examination. In his hypothetical example, the secretary of the 
hospital's forensic unit, upon receipt of the court order, telephones the 
clerk of the court for further information about the client-offend~r such 
as date of birth, age, race, marital status, charge, whether the 
individual is in custody, and if so, where, and the name and telephone 
number of the defense attorney. A second call is made to the county 
attorney's office to request the client-offender's file containing police 
reports and other information (e.g., Medical and psychiatric reports). 
Finally a third call is made to the defense attorney to request . 
informa~ion that may be helpful in the examination of the defendant. The 
actual procedures followed by the Pima County Court Clinic in Tucson, 
Arizona (see Chapter 4), in response to requests for examin~tions of 
competency to proceed to trial or criminal responsibility, ~ncludes a 
telephone call to the client-offender's attorney made by a secretary to 
obtain the following information, recorded on a standard form by the 
secretar)'~ the client-offender's prior offenses, prior mental health 
treatment history of substance abuse, history of behavior, family, or 
marital p;oblems, educational background, and any "bizarre" behavior 
noted by the attorney or judge that might have prompted the request for a 
forensic mental health examination. 

At this stage of the hypothetical example, the secretary of the 
fQrgnsic unit (1) schedules an appointment time when the psychiatrist is 
available to conduct a personal interview with the client-offender, (2) 
makes arrangements with the sheriff for transportation ~if the 
client-offender is in, custody ~ law enforcement author~ties) to the 
forensic unit and, (3) prepares a case file, containing all information 
acquired by the secretary for review by the examining psychiatrist 
immediately prior to the ;cheduled time for the personal i~terview. Thus 
ends the typical process of delineation that serves to def~ne the 
psycholegal question. 
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Beginning with the client-offender, this chain of communication 
between the criminal justice system and the mental health system has 
linked the defense attorney who petitioned the court for a halt in the 
proceedings to consider the defendant's mental condition, the judge, the 
judge's agent who executed the request of the court, the mental health 
worker who received the request and compiled the necessary documentary 
materials, and finally, the mental health professional conducting the 
examination. Of course, once a psycholegal opinion is reached by the 
examiner, the links in this chain of communication are retraced in order 
to provide the court with the inf9rmation requested (see Chapter 12). 

Inattention to Delineation of the Examination Process 

Proposition 1: Far more attention should be paid, and professional 
resources allocated to the delineation component of the 
forensic screening and evaluation process. 

Our aim in presenting the above hypothetical example is to 
emphaSize the importance of the delineation component of the process of 
forensic mental health screening and evaluation. While its importance 
has been acknowledged ~ some observers (e.g., Lawrence, 1980; McGarry, 
1980; Roesch and Golding, 1980, pp. 191-200), the operational aspects of 
the delineation component tend to be largely overlooked in the writings 
of forensic psychiatry and psychology. 

In a recent review, for example, Richard Bonnie and Christopher 
Slobogin (1980), law professors at the University of Virginia, make a 
thoughtful and well balanced presentation of general principles for 
improving the quality of forensic evaluations. They begin their 
discussion, however, with the data acquisition component process (see 
Figure 60, Chapter 9) largely skipping any mention of the operational 
aspects of delineation of the psycholegal question. Though they 
acknowledge that an "ideal" forensic evaluation "should afford the 
evaluator ~aximum access to relevant, reliable information about the 
subject and his alleged behavior" (p. 496), their focus is on "clinical 
methodology" and the law, and they thus shed little light on the manner 
in which the forensic evaluation is delineated operationally to become an 
effective instrument of the legal system. A. Louis McGarry, a professor 
of psychiatry who has written extensively in the area of forensic 
psychiatry, gives more attention to the delineation of the elements that 
should be covered in a forensic examination and in the preparation of 
reports to the court (McGarry~ 1980). He cites practical examples of 
reports addressing the question of competency, and describes very clearly 
the circumstances and purposes of the evaluation as he sees them. But 
the operations whereby a "clear understanding on the part of the 
examiners of what legal questions are being asked" (McGarry, 1980, p. 
739) is obtained are left unexplored. Finally, in an article discussing 
psychological testing in legal settings, George Parker, a practicing 
psychologist, barely acknowledges the role of such testing as an 
instrument of the criminal justice system, and makes no mention of the 
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delineation of the psycholegal question to which that instrument might be 
addressed (Parker, 1980). 

Few professional resources seem to be allocated to the delineation 
cQmponent in practice. Delineation of the psycholegal question seems 
particularly problematic in jail""mental health relationship. The Mental 
Health Diagnostic Services for Jail Inmates in the Nashville Sheriff's 
Office, for example, receives very little information or formal 
instructions from the Metropolitan Jail when a client-offender is 
referred. The only referral information available to mental health 
personnel is contained in a "bound-over docket" list, which gives only 
the client-offender's jail identification number, the court docket 
number, and the pretrial release status of the client-offender (see 
Chapter 5). 

This inattention to the delineation component of the forensic 
evaluation process in the writings of lawyers, psychiatrists, and 
psychologists in the area of mental health arid law is understandable when 
one considers what might be the functional role of these individuals in 
the hypothetical delineation process described above. The lawyers might 
be preoccupied with trial tactics and the language of the legal tests, 
together with locally relevant law, applicable to the case at hand. The 
psychiatrist might concern himself or herself primarily with the case 
file presented to him by the secretary of the forensic unit and his 
preparation for the client-offender scheduled for a personal interview 
less than an hour away. For the psychologist, the smooth administration 
of the instruments of his or her trade to difficult subjects, and the 
accurate and reliable interpretation of the client-offenders' test 
responses, in support of the opinion-formation process, would most likely 
be the central concern. Indeed, given the traditional roles of the 
lawyer, psychiatrist, and psychologist in forensic mental health 
evaluation, it is unlikely that they would be much involved in the 
delineation process depicted in the hypothetical example. The operations 
of delineation would most likely fall to administrative or other support 
personnel in the mental health and criminal justice systems. Such is the 
case in the Pima County Court Clinic in Tucson, for example, where 
administrative personnel of the clinic have recently created detailed 
operational guidelines for the delineatinn process specifically for each 
of its referral sources (see Chapter 7). 

To what extent, then, is the fidelity of the defense attorney's 
and the judge's initial concern for the client-offender's mental 
condition maintained and transmitted to the examiner? (We are reminded 
of the party game of successive whispered messages.) Considering that 
the procedures involved in the delineation component, including the 
accumulation of documentary and research material, are largely 
accomplished by criminal justice and mental health personnel other than 
attorneys, judges, psychiatrists, psychologists, and social workers, 
without formal licensure or certification, to what extent should their 
role in the opinion-formation process of certified examiners be 
acknowledged? Should individual e:l'~aminers, or the admini'strators ot 
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though they may be misused ~ defense attorneys for reasons other than a 
legitimate concern for their client's mental health. 

Given the costs of a mental health examination and the concomitant 
delay in the judicial proceedings, it does not seem unreasonable to 
recommend the drafting of written motions or petitions by attorneys for 
the defense or prosecution, specifically detailing the connections 
between observed fa·~t and psycholegal constructs, for pretrial evaluation 
of present competency and mental state at the time of the offense, as 
well as presentence and postsentence evaluations. Of course, as noted ~ 
Roesch and Golding (1980, p. 202), for such detailed motions to be 
worthwhile and eff~ctive, the court must exercise its authority by 
denying motions that are unsubstantiated. 

,Is the question of whether or not to evaluate a defendant's mental 
condition exclusively a judicial concern, a ment,al health concern, or is 
this threshhold question one to be addressed by the interaction of the 
criminal justice system and the mental health system? Courts in the 
jurisdi'ctions we visited seemed reluctant to exercise their judicial 
authority in screening legitimate requests for mental health examination 
from those that may be unsubstantiated, preferring instead: (1) to defer 
completely to mental health professions in this first screening; (2) to 
acquire an assessment ~ mental health professionals of the viability of 
the written motion for mental health examination, i.e., assist the court 
in determining whether a sufficient doubt exists to grant the examination 
request; or (3) most typically, to require only formal oral motions for 
mental health examinations by prosecution and defense attorneys. 

In Wyandotte County, Kansas, for example, all defendants detained 
in the county jail are interviewed in the jail by-staff of the Pretrial 
Services Project (see Chapter 5, pp. 228-236). The initial interview may 
be followed ~ another interview and psychological testing by a clinical 
psychologist. These procedures are usually not initiated by the judge, 
or by prosecution or defense attorneys. In another example, the response 
to a continued high rate for findings of competency and sanity in 
defendants evaluated by private psychiatrists (at great expeuse to the 
court), the Pima County Superior Court in Tucson recently directed their 
Court Clinic to conduct mental health screenings to assist the court in 
assessing the grounds of motions for "full scale" pretrial examinations 
~ court-appointed psychiatrist in the private sector. Prior to the 
institution of this screening procedure, (prompted by economy measures), 
upon which the court grants or reje~t~ mgtiQns for "full scals" 
evaluations, the Pima-County Court Clinic restricted its work to 
postconviction, presentence evaluations. The court, in essence, conducts 
a mental health examination in order to determine whether such an 
examination would be warranted in the first instance. Interestingly, 
although this specific procedure has yet to be put to a test, one judge 
in Pima County informed us of his intentions for granting motions for 
further mental health examination even after the court clinic found a 
defendant competent and criminally responsible, but in such a situation 
the court would refuse to shoulder the cost of such an evaluation (see 
Chapter 4, pp. 151-153). 
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Judaes' deference to mental health experts in answering the 
threshholdOquestion of whether to grant motions for mental health 
evaluation is understandable on several grounds: (1) complex case law 
which gives trial judges very little latitude in denying all but the most 
frivolous motions for mental health evaluation, e.g., Pate v. Robinson 
(1966), People v. Pennington (1967), People v. Laudermilk (1967), Moore 
v. United States (1972), Drope v. Missouri (1975), and deKaplany v. 
Enomoto (1977), addressing the issue of competency (see also Roesch and 
Golding, 1980, pp. 24-33)j (2) judges' fear of reversal on appeals based 
on denial of due process, or denial of sixth amendment rights en~itling a 
defendant to a mental health examination allowing the full exploration of 
the possibilities of a defense based on mental aberration (see Bonnie,and 
Slobogin, 1980, pp. 497-503)j (3) judges' general uncomfortableness w~th 
psycholegal constructs and their unfamiliarity with the specialized and 
technical aspects of psychology and psychiatry; and (4) the court's 
general reliance on "mental health experts." Yet, it seems unlikely that 
the courts will move to the extreme of granting all defendants 
court-ordered evaluations, or even granting such evaluations in all cases 
where motions have been made to such effect (although Pate v. Robinson 
(1966J has been so misinte~preted with reference to the issue of 
competency [Roesch and Golding, 1980, p. 29J). Nor would they move to 
the opposite, almost absurd extreme characterized by Judge David 
Bazelon's comments in Mitchell v. United States (1963, p. 360) where 
insanity or incompetency must be demonstrated before the motion for 
examination is approved: "It cannot reasonably be supposed that Congress 
intended to require the accused to produce, in order to get a mental 
examination, enough evidence to prove that he is incompetent or 
irresponsible. That is what the examination itself may, or may not, 
produce. If the accused already had such evidence, there would be little 
need for the examination" (cited in Roesch and Golding, 1980, p. 28). 

From a practical standpoint, the socialization of the unsettled 
law seems to have devalued the attorney's and judge's role in delineating 
the presenting problem for mental health examination of client-offenders 
and communicating the basis of the request to the mental health 
examiner. In the few courts we studied where the motion for an 
examination even reached the attention of the mental health examiner (in 
most of the courts, they did not) the language of the motion merely. 
parroted sta,':utory language. As noted above, the Pima County Super~or 
Court in Tucsnn is a peculiar exception to this. It requires the 
subnission of written motions for "mental condition examination and stay 
of proceedings" which detail the facts upon which the examination is 
first sought, but then directs its Court Clinic to conduct such an 
examination in all such cases. The factual basis of the request for 
mental health examination in most jurisdictions typically remains a 
mystery to the mental health professional conducting the examination, 
unless he or she directly 'questions the referring attorney or judge 
following the formal court order. Formal petitions, if they existed at 
all, rarely became part of the documentary base for mental health 
evaluation in the jurisdictions we studied. 
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Proposition 2: Formal written motions or petiti.ons to the court 

should initiate all requests for mental health examination. 
In cas~s-rn-which the court, sua sponte, request a "forensic 
mental health examination, judges should draft and submit the 
equivalent of a written motion. 

We concur with the recommendation made by Roesch and Golding 
(1980) that motions be written in a manner that makes the perceived 
connection between the facts observed or known by the attorney, and. the 
psycholegal construct explicit. (It should be noted that Eizenstat's 
proposed model statute for competency to stand trial [quoted in Brooks, 
1974, pp. 385-388J recommends that no special motion be necessary in 
raising the issue of competency.) Roesch and Golding propose that the 
following j,nformation be detailed in motions of competency so that the 
court could curtail inappropriate uses of mental health examina.tion and 
deny motions which are not supported qy relevant observed events (pp. 
201-202) : 

(a) The behaviors actually observed (including verbal behavior) by 
the defense or prosecuting attorney that led to the motion for 
mental health. 

(b) The specific events, linked to this behavior, that have 
occurred, or are likely to occur, that might hindet· the 
preparation of a defense. 

Similar documentation of the presenting problem can reasonably be 
proposed for pretrial questions of criminal responsibility, as well as 
presentence and postsentence que>7-tions. A motion detailiIlLg the 
psychologically aberrant behaviors that the client-offendfar is alleged to 
have exhibited, and e:;~plaining how those behaviors might 'relate to a 
relevant psycholegal construct would have several advanta.ges 
(notwithstanding the sticky legal issues concerning the appropriate 
standards or evidence required to initiate mental health evaluation). 
The mere notice to attorneys that a proper motion must do more than 
parrot statutory language might decrease motions made fr'ivolously or 
without reasonable grounds. Also, such motions would provide the 
documentary support upon which to base the decision to grant or deny the 
motion (and to appeal such a decision). 'But more central to the 
operational concern of this chapter, such detailed motions would pro'\ride 
the mental health examiner (aSSuming the motion was grcm!;~c:l,) with a clear 
statement or the presenting problem as viewed by the c:riminal justice 
system. Written motions may reduce the need for mental health 
professionals to query attorneys by telephone once the:y have received a 
court order to examine a client-offender--a procedure that may prejudice 
the examination. In most jurisdictions, the mental hlealth examiner or 
agent must reconstruct the presenting problem in the absence of such a 
clear statement of the presenting problem. As one· Virginia psychiatrist 
lamented, "I often don't know whether to look first :iLn the attic or the 
basement when I get an order for mental heal th ev:aluiiltion." 
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~ut, should mental health personnel contribute to the threshhold 
decision to grant or deny motions for court ordered mental health 
evaluation? Our contention is that unless such contribution is based on 
observation and examination of possible mental aberration of the 
client-offender, the decisional strategies are highly suspect. (Of 
course, if such contribution is based on actual examination then we have 
moved close to the absurd extreme requirement, rejected by Judge Bazelon 
in Mitchell v. United States (1963), where an evaluation is conducted to 
determine if an evaluation is warranted). 

Considering the construct of competency to stand trial, for 
example, the mental health professional assisting the court decides 
whether or not to grant an evaluation, must consider if a "bona fide 
doubt" of the client-offender' s competency has been established by the 
court's own evidence or that presented by the prosecution or defense. 
This legal standard was set by the Supreme Court in Pate v. Robinson 
(1966). Whether the evidence before the court is "substantial" enough to 
raise a "bona fide doubt" is arguably a judicial .consideration--not a 
mental health consideration. It is a matter of weighing all the-e;idence 
before the court. The court in deKaplany v. Eno~oto (1977, p. 982, cited 
by Roesch and Golding, 1980, p. 31) characterized the necessary doubt 
that forces an evaluation in this way: "Genuine doubt, not a synthetic 
doubt or constructive doubt, is the measuring rod. The emergence of 
genuine doubt in the mind of a trial judge necessarily is the consequence 
of his total experience and his evaluation of the testimony and events of 
the tria!." Few mental health professionals have the opportunity to 
evaluate the "testimony and events of the trial" from the perspective of 
the "total experience" of the trial judge. Moreover, leading authors in 
forensic psychiatry and psychology assume that any testimony by a 
clinician about the mental condition of a client-offender must always be 
based on a face-to-face interview with the client-offender (see, e.g., 
Sadoff, 1975; MacDonald, 1975; Pollack, 1973). Bonnie and Slobogin 
(1980, p. 496) conclude that "[nJeither the factual predicates of 
hypothetical questions, nor observation of courtroom behavior or 
testimony, nor review of the interview rec'ords of other clinicians can 
provide an adequate clinical base for formulation of an expert opinion 
about a person's mental condition." 

The threshhold decision to grant or deny a mental health 
examination seems to fall even more squarely to the role of a judge when 
one considers that many motions for examinations are prompted by defense 
or prosecution motiVeS at bes~ indirectly related to the psycholegal 
constructs invoked in the motion (e.g., assistance in plea bargaining, 
delay in the proceedings until negative publicity dissipates, testing the 
court's receptivity to an insanity, preventive detention, and exploration 
of mental aberrations at the pretrial phase which become relevant only at 
the sentencing stage). Mental health professionals generally have not 
the knowledge of statutory law, case law, nor a working familiarity with 
attorneys making the motion, and the peculiarities of the case in 
question to be able to distinguish frivolous motions, unsubstantiated 
motions, motions that appear to have mUltiple purposes including delay, 

. from motions that clearly present sufficient legal grounds for a mental 
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health examination. We know of no advocate for the position that mental 
health professionals should have a legitimate role to play in this 
decisionmaking. 

The Law and the Creation of the Referral Request 

What are the important and essential elements of a mental'health 
referral that must be communicated (should be communicated) to the mental 
health system by the criminal just:i~e referral agent or agency? Whatever 
the message that reaches the mental health examiner, it is borne by the 
initial psycholegal question posed by the court. Communication between 
the judge, the attorney, or probation department official and the mental 
health personnel should be lucid and complete, but is often incomplete 
and flawed. The precision with which the court poses the psycholegal 
question for the mental health personnel, noting specifically what 
information is needed and for what purpose, is crucial to the success of 
the screening and evaluation process. But, too little information may 
render the screening and evaluation process to be imprecise, irrelevant, 
and useless. Too much information, however, may lead mental health 
personnel to inappropriate predictions, or perhaps, unduly prejudice the 
exainination. 

Proposition 3: More because of its ambiguity, incompleteness, and 
potential for confusion than its prescriptive 'fr. descriptive 
informativeness, statutory language should be scrutinized 
carefully 9Y mental health personnel. 

Given the fact that the process of forensic mental health 
evaluation and screening is an instrument of the legal system, one might 
think that the law would delineate its use by mental health 
professionals. But state statutes are written in language that has broad 
and flexible applicability at the cost of ambiguity and considerable 
confusion. 

Consider, for example, the legal standards defining competency to 
stand trial in the statutes of several states in which we studied the 
forensic examination process. In Colorado, "'[i]ncompetent to proceed' 
means the defendant is suffering from a mental disease or defect which 
renders him incapable of understanding the nature and course of the 
proceedings against him or of participating or assisting in his defense" 
(Colo. Rev. Stat. § 16-8-102(3». The Colorado statute, as the statutes 
in m9st states, .adopted the "rationally consult, assist, and comprehend" 
standard for competency set by the Supreme Court of the United States in 
Dusky v. United States (1960). As part of the forensic examination, the 
Colorado statute permits the U,~p. of "confessions and admissions of the 
defendant and any other evidetl.Qi?: of the circumstances surrounding the 
commission of the offense" and the medical and social history of the 
defendant. It also permits administration of "sodium amy tal, sodium 
pentathol, metrazol and like drugs" and the use of polygraph examinations 
(Colo. Rev. Stat. § 16-8-106(3». In Kansas, a client-offender is 
incompetent to stand trial if "because of mental illness or defect is 
unable: to understand the nature and purpose of the proceedings against 
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him; or to make or assist in making his defense" (Kan. Crim. Code & Code 
of Crim. Proc. § 22-3301(a». The Kansas statute does not describe the 
particulars of the examination process. In Michigan, a defendant is 
incompetent to stand trial "only if he is incapable because of his mental 
condition of understanding the nature and object of the proceedings 
against him or of assisting in his defense in a rational manner" (Mich. 
Compo Laws § 330.020(1». The fact that a client-offender may be using 
psychotropic drugs or other medication does not render him or her 
incompetent in Michigan, even if he would be considered incompetent if he 
was not using the medication (Mich. Compo Laws § 330.2020(2». A mental 
health profeSSional, specifically, a "certified or licensed examiner of 
the Center for Forensic Psychiatry or other facility offiCially certified 
~ the Department of Mental Health" (Mich. Gen. Ct. R. 786.3(a», is to 
examine the defendant and consult with defense counsel" and may consult 

with the prosecutor or any other person "for the purpose of gathering 
psychiatric and other information pertinent to the issue of" incompetency 
(Mich. Compo Laws § 330.2028(1». Most states have statutes with similar 
language defining the standards for competency to stand trial, and 
include similarly brief statements, if any at all, delineating the 
examination process. 

A little more definition of the scope and conduct of the 
evaluation process can, however, be inferred from statutory specification 
of the content of the written reports which are to be provided to the 
court following an examination. The Missouri statute is typical, 
specifying that a written report to the court must contain 

an opinion as to whether the accused, as a result of a mental 
disease or defect, lacks capacity to understand the proceedings 
against him or to assist in his own defense; a recommendation as 
to whether the a:cused should be held in custody in a suitable 
hospital facility for treatment pending determination by the court 
of the issue of mental fitness to proceed; and a recommendation as 
to whether the accused, ·if found by the court mentally fit to 
praceed, should be detained in such hospital facility pending 
further proceedings" (Mo. Rev. Stat. § 552.020.3). 

Among the states we studied, only California, Kansas, Tennessee and the 
District of Columbia had no such statutory language describing ~he 
content of the written reports to the court, following an examination of 
competency to stand trial. 

State statutes are generally much less clear and informative 
concerning the evaluation of criminal responsibility. The responsibility 
standard in most states is derived from the case of Daniel M'Naghten, 
decided in England in 1843. The M'Naghten rule, or "right and wrong 
test," as it came to be dubbed, held 

that to establish a defense on the ground of insanity; it must be 
clearly proved that at the time of the committing of the act, the 
party accused was labouring under such defect of reason, from 
disease of the mind, as not to know the nature and quality of the 
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act he was doing, or if he did know it, that he did not know he 
was doing what was wrong (cited in Bromberg, 1979, p. 44). 

Modern state statutes reflect broadened applications of the M'Naghten 
test including emotional or volitional components ("irresistable . 
impulse") and elements of causation (the "product test" of the Durham v. 
United States [1954] decision). The American Law Institute's Model Penal 
Code "substantial capacity" test (see Brooks, 1974, pp. 165-171) has been 
enacted into the statutes of Connecticut, Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland, 
Michigan, Missouri, and New York, among the states in which we ~tudied 
the forensic evaluation process. The New York statute reads: A person 
is not criminally responsible for conduct if at the time of such conduct, 
as a result of mental diseasE or defect, he lacks substantial capacity to 
know or appreciate either: the nature and consequence of such conduct; 
or that such conduct was wrong" (N.Y. Penal Law § 30.05). In sum, state 
statutes are brief and ambiguous in describing the operations that may be 
performed by examiners in evaluating criminal responsibility. The 
Massachusetts statute is illustrative: "Examiners may give physiological 
and psychological examinations as they deem necessary" (Mass. R. Crim. P. 

§ 14(b)(2)(B)). 

Forensic mental health evaluations, conducted aft~r a defendant 
has been convicted, but not' yet sentenced, in order to assist a trial 
judge in fashioning an appropriate sentence (including, e.g., 
rehabilitative options), receive even less attention in state st~tutes 
than do the examinations for competency and criminal responsibil~ty. A 
mental health professional looking for guidance in delineating the scope 
and conduct of 'such evaluation would find little. In California, for 
example, the court may order a presentence mental examination or 
treatment in any criminal case punishable by imprisonment in the state 
penitentiary (Penal Code § 1203.03); the examination is required if the 
defendant is convicted of an offense involving child abuse or neglect 
(Cal. Penal Code § l203h). The statute specifies only that the 
examination entail "such diagnosis and treatment services as can be 
provided at a diagnostic facility of the Department of Corrections • 
." The examination must be completed within 90 days of the referral 
(Cal. Penal Code § 1203.03). A mandatory examination in child abuse and 
neglect cases requires "a psychological evaluation to determine the 
extent of counseling necessary for successful rehabilitation and which 
may be mandated by the court during the term of probation" (Cal. Penal 
Code § 1203h). As uninformative as the Californig ~t~t~tg may be ahout 
the scope and conduct of presentence ment'al health examination, it is 
atypical only in its breadth of coverage of the subject. 

To make matters worse for tl:.e examiners looking to state law for a 
delineation of the forensic examination process, the statutes of many 
states reflect and contribute to a confusion between competency, criminal 
responsibility, and mental illness (Rosenberg, 1970; Roesch and Golding, 
1980). For example, the Florida Rules of Criminal Procedure! in effect 
in 1977, did not define competency to stand trial in terms of the 
defendant's ability to understand the nature of the charges or capability 
to assist counsel, following the general framework of the decision in 
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~usky v. U~ited States (1960), but instead used the terms "sanity" and 
insanity. Another peculiarity of thts 1977 Florida law, sure to have 

bewildered mental health personnel, was the requirement of a NGRI (not 
guilty by reason of insanity) adjudication following the finding that 
there is no substantial probability that a defendant will become fit to 
stand trial in the foreseeable future (cf.. Williams and Miller in 
press). The United States Supreme Court:ln its landmark deCision in 
Jackson v. Indiana (1972) noted a similar confusion in the Indiana 
statutes at the time of the decision. "The [statute] section refers at 
several points to the defendant's 'sanity.' This term is nowhere 
defined. In context, and in the absence of a contrary statutory 
construction by the state courts, it appears that the term is intended to 
be synonymous with competence to stand trial" (Note 2). Although it is 
certainly arguable whether much would be accomplished by more operational 
specificity in states' laws pertaining to the forensic evaluation 
process, the point of the foregoing is that statutes are presently 
uninformative, are often imprecise, and may even cause confusion in both 
the criminal justice system and the mental health system. 

The Referral Source and the Potential ~tlsuse of the Process 

• •• [V]arious incentives (fiscal or otherwise) that are 
purposely or often intentionally built into the criminal 
commitment system, and the consequences that flow from those 
incentive patterns, are generally of far more interest and 
importance than are the tests for ~etermining whether one is 
incompetent to stand trial, not guilty by reason of insanity and 
so forth (Wexler, 1981, p. 118). ., 

What is the Significance of the source of the referral for 
forensic mental health screening and evaluation? Requests for mental 
health examination may come from a variety of referral sources. First, 
the :lient-offender may possess the resources to request and finance the 
exa~nation himself or herself. Second, the defense attorney may make 
the referral. This may occur, for example, in federal criminal 
prosecutions where counsel for an indigent defendant is provided the sum 
of $300 for such purposes (18 U.s.c. § 3006A [1976]). Third, the 
prosecution may request the evaluation in the first instance or in 
response to a defense motion of incompetency to stand trial or mental 
health related defenses. Finally, the court may order the evaluatiQn on 
~ts own initiativ~. Each of th€s~ referral sources presents differing 
legal implications and potential problems for the examiner and the 
examination process. 

. When the client-offender has made the request, a statutory 
therapist-patient privilege may pertain that protects the confidentiality 
~f the process. This priv:!.lege, however, does not exist in every 
JU7isdicti~n (see Pratt v. State, 1978, for one court's struggle with 
pr~vilege ~n this cont~~t). If the clieut-offender1s counsel initiates 
the evaluation as a part of his defense preparation, the disclosures made 
to the therapist are also protected, this time by the attorney-client 
privilege. . 

599 



/ 

This protection is acknowledged in the ethical guidelines for 
confidentiality proposed by the American Academy of Psychiatry and the 
Law (AAPL) which states, in part, that a psychiatrist "has an absolute 
obligation of confidentiality with the hiring attorney and may not 
discuss the case with anyone of the adverse party without proper 
permission" (Rappeport, 1981). Further, according to another guideline 
termed "institutional treatment role" the AAPL proposed that 

it is the psychiatrist's responsibility to clarify in writing with 
his employers, exactly what his role is with reference to 
confidentiality, and other responsibilities, and to see that 
anyone who confides in him is aware of any limitations to the 
relationship (Rappeport, 1981). 

Unlike the therapist-patient privilege, the attorney-client 
privilege is in the common law and, thus, exists in every jurisdiction in 
the nation unless expressly repealed. Privileges, however, are afforded 
to the client-offender and not to the attorney or therapist. Should the 
client-offender waive the privilege, the therapist could not rely on the 
privilege to refuse to testify. 

When the examination is ordered by an arm of the state or federal 
government, such as the prosecution attorney, probation department: or 
the court, a constitutional privilege against compelled 
self-incrimination may be raised (U.S. Const., Ams. 5 & 14)., In th:;s 
situation, the therapist, as an agent of the state, may be required to 
give the client-offender a Miranda-type warning. Fifth and fourteenth 
amendment rights, like privileges, are subject to waiver by.the 
client-offender. The different sources of referral for forensic mental 
health examination also have different practical consequences for the 
acquisition of information from the client-offender directly, as well as 
from "third party" sources, and for the distribution and provision of the 
acquired information. Some of these consequences are discussed further 
in the next chapter. 

Proposition 4: The conduct of· the forensic mental health screenin~ 
and evaluation process should be geared to both the explicit 
and latent purposes of the evaluation referral. 

The examination process may be used by defense and prosecution 
attorneys for reasons other than a legitimate concern about a 
client-offender's mental condition (cf. Brooks, 1974, p. 332; Roesch and 
Golding, pp. 191-200). Legal criteria may be distorted to achieve a 
preferred disposition of a client-offender (Roth, 1980; Steadman and 
Braff, 1975). Pretrial commitment for screening and evaluation, for 
example, may be prompted by considerations of legal strategy, preventive 
detention, financial factors, or a lack of other clear alternatives and 
not necessarily a legitimate concern for possible mental aberration. The 
hospitalization of ~riminal defendants befo~e trial, for another example, 
may be formally invoked to evaluate competency to stand trial, ~et in 
practice hospitalization for the purpose of assessing competency may be 
used as an expedient temporary diversion of a troublesome defendant. The 
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violent but not mentally ill inmate may be labelled "mentally ill" to rid 
the jailor prison of him. Perhaps less ominous is the lIlotion for a 
competency-to-stand-trial evaluation used as the only aVcLilable legal 
device whereby a court can obtain mental health care for some 
defendants. Finally, the request for testing for mental retardation may 
be prompted by a pro bation officer seeK.ing to reduce his or her caseload 
by a commitment to a department for mental retardation. 

The precision with which the referral agents pose the psycholegal 
question to be addressed by forensic mental health personnel, making note 
in the motion of the types of information needed and for what purposes, 
is crucial to the success of the examination process. We contE\nd in this 
chapter that the nature and purpose of a forensic mental health 
evaluation requested by a court, for example, may not be clearly 
delineated when a legitimate concern about a client-offender's mental 
health actually exists. But what of the situation, for example, where a 
defense attorney's sole, but latent, purpose in requesting a competency 
examination is to delay the proceedings and explore the possibility of an 
insanity defense in the future? Assuming that the evidence in a formal 
motion for competency examination has met the ~ standard and the 
motion is granted, how should the examiner who has kn.owledge of the 
"real" reason for the ref erral proceed? 

On the one hand, probing the psycholegal questions of insanity and 
criminal responsibility within the context of a competency examination, 
and thus responding to the explid.t and latent purposes of the referral, 
has both serious legal implications (as we will discuss in the next 
chapter) and practical implications for the conduct of the examination. 
What is said to the client-offender prior to the examination, how it is 
said, and when (see the previous chapter, Figure 60, Point 5; also 
Chapter II)? Should he or she be told that there is a good likelihood 
that the information gained might be used to ~stablish guilt or 
innocence, given the examiners' knowledge of the latent goals of the 
examination? How much time and effort should the examiner expend on 
addressing an issue (i.e., criminal responsibility in our example) not 
formally and explicitly raised by the court? On the other hand, 
~estricting the process to the exploration of the competency issue, 
without acknowledgement and consideration of the hidden agendas of the 
referral agents may constitute a complete denial by the examiner of the 
philosophy and socialization of th~ law, and a denial that th~ 
examination process is an instrument of the legal system. Consider Judge 
Henry Friendly: "Under our adversary system the role of counsel is not 
to make sure the truth is ascertained but to advance his client's cause 
by any ethical means. Within the limits of propriety, causing delay and 
sowing confusion not only are his right but may be his duty" (quoted in 
Haney, 1981, p. 162). 

With Proposition 4, above, we suggest a "necessary but cautious 
alliance" (cf •. Haney , 1981) between the-examiner and referral a~ent which 
acknowledgeS7within the bounds of legal and professional propr~ety, both 
the explicit and latent purposes of the evaluation referral •. To do 
otherwise, in our minds, would be to encourage hypocrisy in the 
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interaction of the criminal justice and mental health system. In the 
next chapter, we discuss the related issues of warnings, consents, and 
confidentiality before and during the data acquisition component of the 
examination process. 

Notification and Communication Requirements 

Proposition 5: Written court orders for mental health examination, 
following successful motions or petitions, should be prepared 
in all cases. 

Proposition 6: Copies of court orders and motions for mental 
health examination should be transmitted to defense, 
prosecution attorneys, and other criminal justice agents, as 
appropriate, at the same time as their transmittal to forensic 
mental health authorities. 

Proposition 7: Only the receipt of a formal court order for 
forensic mental health examination should initiate the 
acquisition of information from the client-offender and third 
party sources. 

As has already been discussed in the previous chapter, and early 
in this one, the formal court order invokes the authority of the law and 
initiates the examination process. It is not an instrument for 
delineating the process, it merely sets it into action in a geceral 
direction only vaguely charted in statutes. The written motion, as we 
have recommended its execution, however, serves to delineate the concerns 
and wishes of criminal justice referral agents. With the three 
propositions stated above we recommend the minimum notification and 
communication requirements for the delineation component of the 
evaluation process. The defense and prosecuting attorneys should thus be 
adequately informed of the fact that a forensic examination has been 
legally authorized and when it can be initiated, by whom the referral was 
made, and the basis of the referral. We have already argued strongly for 
the necessity of an adequate delineation of the' examination for the 
purposes of the mental health system responsible for data acquisition; 
such delineation is typically not present in practice. With the 
foregoing three propositions we emphasize the need for notification and 
communication to the actors in the adversarial process as well. The last 
proposition presented in this chapter concerns itself with the important 
matter of timing. 

Proposition 8: Defense attorneys should be notified by mental 
health personnel in advance of a scheduled forensic mental 
health examination to allow ample time for counselling with 
and preparation of their clients. 

Conclusion 

In practice, how can the delineation of the forensic screening 
evaluation process be improved? The hypothesis that mental health 
personnel will have difficulty in working with criminal justice 
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authorities in direct proportion to the distance they perceive between 
the criminal justice system and the mental health system, has led to the 
proposal for training programs that stress knOWledge of both systems by 
all personnel (cf. Beigel, 1976, p. 148). Professional jargon, the lack 
of common language, unclear role definition, and the fear of abrogation 
of traditional disciplines impede the development of such training 
programs. We have made in this chapter a number of propositions that may 
facilitate the design and subsequent evaluation (that is, program 
evaluation) of 'the forensic mental health examination process, in 
general, and the delineation component in particular. There are, of 
course, a number of much more mundane recommendations for procedures to 
improve the process, procedures that may entail little accomodation to 
new ways of doing things. The delineation of screening and evaluation 
can be facilitated, if not significantly improved, by an exchange of 
memoranda or by a face-to-face meeting between referral agents (judges, 
probation officers and attorneys) and mental health examiners. These 
meetings could serve to specify, for example: (1) factors (type of 
offense, psychological history, age, race, history of substance abuse, 
current behavior, etc.) most salient in the decision to request mental 
health services; (2) aspects of written evaluation reports (personal and 
family history of defendant, general description of intellectual 
functioning, psychological test scores, recommendations for treatment, 
conclusory statements regarding specific legal questions, etc.) most 
helpful in addressing various legal-psychological questions; (3) standard 
mechanisms for conveying the request for evaluation (court order, 
referral form, telephone conversation, etc.); (4) identification of 
referral agents (court clerks, bailiffs, etc.) and recipients of those 
referrals; (5) time frames for completion of the screening and e"!aluation 
process; and, finally, (6) the general communication processes between 
referral agents and mental health examiners. This list of suggestions 
for improving the delineation process is certainly not exhaustive. It 
is, however, illustrative of the simple efforts for which the net gain 
seems to greatly exceed the cost. 
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Chapter 11 

THE DATA ACQUISITION COMPONENT OF THE EXAMINATION PROCESS 

Our discussion in this chapter follows the earlier description of 
the steps in the data acquisition component of the model process of 
forensic'mental health examination which was presented in Chapter 9 (see, 
especially, Figure 60, Points 5 through 11). Briefly, the recommended 
seven steps in acquiring information directly from the client-offender, 
and from other sources, are: 

(1) the administration of warnings or informed consent 
procedures that initiate (or terminate) the forensic 
examination process; 

(2) a thorough review of the client-offender's case file which 
was selectively compiled to provide background information 
addressing a specific psycholegal question; 

(3) the personal interview of the client-offender by a mental 
health professional; 

(4) psychological testing, if warranted by knowledge gaps 
remaining after the personal interview; 

(5) social assessments; 

(6) other inquiries, including additional interviews with the 
client-offender, physical and neurological examinations, 
and electroencephalograph recordings, to name just a few; 
and finally, 

(7) the formation of the opinion regarding the specific 
psycholegal question. 

This chapter will describe these steps in greater detail than that 
provided in Chapter 9, highlight practical and legal problems that might 
arise when taking these steps , and present a number of propositions 
specific to the acquisition component of the forensic examination 
process. As we pointed out earlier, and emphasize here, the propositions 
presented in the last three chapters of Part III of this book are not 
conclusions based on empirically tested hypotheses, but instead are yet 
to be verified hypotheses, "discovered" and developed on the basis of the 
descriptive research reflected in Part II. We hope these propositions 
will be demonstrated in practice, and thoroughly evaluated in the future. 

Hospitalization versus Outpatient Examination 

Is it necessary to hospitalize a client-offender for the purpose 
of a forensic mental health examination? 

Preceding page blank 
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Proposition 9: !he forensic mental health screening and 
evaluation process does not require the hospitalization ~f a 
client offender. 

Although some states (e.g., Virginia) m.ay still adhere to a model 
wherein client-offenders are hospitalized solely for the purpose of 
forensic mental health examination (see Chapte:r 7 in this volume), and 
notwithstanding Eizenstadt's recommendations for such hospitalization for 
pretrial examination (proposed model statute cited in Brooks, 1974, pp. 
385-388), there are strong national trends tOlNard community-based 
outpatient examinations in court clinics, mental health units in jails 
community and regional mental health centers, and community correction~ 
programs (Chapters 4, 5, 6, and 8 in this volume). The decentralization 
of the forensic mental health evaluation pro,~ess is an accomplished fact 
in most of the states we studied. Connecticut, for example, 
decentralized the process in 1975, the year the Courts Diagnostic Clinic 
in Hartford was established (see Chapter 4, p. 99). 

The traditional approach requiring client-offenders to be 
transported many miles to the place where the mental health personnel are 
located is reversed in the Cambridge Court Clinic, where mental health 
personnel are on "court call". tfuen questions of competency to stand 
trial or criminally responsibility arise at arraignment this court 
clinic in Massachusetts immediately dispatc.hes a psychoiogist or 
psychiatrist to the courtroom where they typically speak with the defense 
attorney and other court officials, and then interview the 
client-offender in an interview room adjacfmt to the courtroom. The 
resulting opinion and recommendation is prfasented verbally to the court. 
The court either finds the client-offender competent and proceeds with 
arraignment or orders further mental health evaluation (see Chapter 4). 
The Mental Health Diagnostic Services for Jail Inmates in the Nashville 
Sheriff's Office (see Chapter 5) have very recent1y instituted similar 
rearrangements whereby mental health personnel go to where the 
client-offenders are located in the jail, rather than transporting them 
to a forensic mental facility for examination. Thi~ rearrangement was 
prompted by several reasons: 

(a) the security problems and logistic difficulties of 
transferring client-offenders; 

(b) lack of ffeedback about the client-offender after mental health 
examination; and 

(c) the related problem of the inability to monitor improvements 
or deterioration of c1ient-offender's condition (see Chapter 
5). 

Thus, Proposition 9 is supported in practice, i.e., the mere fact 
that outpatient forensic examination is the preferred procedure in many 
jurisdictions demonstrates that the examination process does not . 
necessarily require hospitalization of a client-offender. Conceivably, 
Proposition 9 also receives constitutional support from the principle of 
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due process requiring that any state action bear a reasonable 
relationship to some legitimate state purpose (the United States Supreme 
Court applied this principle to involuntary civil commitment proceedings 
in Jackson v. Indiana [1972]). Unless an initial forensic examination, 
performed on an outpatient (see Proposition 17 later in this chapter), 
establishes the need for subsequent examinations including, perhaps, 
prolonged observations of a client-offender in a hospital setting, the 
need for hospitalization cannot be simply presumed. Although there 
seemed to be no consensus on the specific minimum criteria for an 
adequate forensic mental health examination among the mental health 
workers we interviewed, hospitalization was never mentioned as a 
necessary requirement for an initial examinat~on. Even in very 
controversial cases such as that of John Hinckley (see Chapter 1), who 
underwent several months of forensic mental health examinations while 
confined in a federal mental health correctional institution in Butner, 
North Carolina (Kiernan, 1981), hospitalization seemed prompted by 
security concerns and not demanded by requirements of the examination 
process itself. 

Given the trend toward outpatient forensic mental health 
examination, who bears the responsibility for bringing the examiner and 
the client-offender together at a designated time and place? 

Proposition 10: The criminal justice system should have the 
responsibility for assuring that the client-offender is 
present at the time and place of scheduled forensic mental 
health screenings and evaluation. 

A client-offender subject to forensic mental healt.h examination is 
either in the custody of law enforcement agencies (e.g., in jail) or has 
been released in the community under some legal restrictions (e.g., the 
posting of bailor release on his or her recognizance). Forensic mental 
health facilities do not have the initial opportunity, personnel, and 
resources to: 

(a) determine whether a client-offender in custody, all things 
considered, should not be removed from incarceration to be 
transported to the site of the examination because of a threat 
to the safety of the client-offender or others; 

(b) determine and make the most secure and safe arrangements, if 
the examination is t.O take place in a jail, prison, or other 
secure facility; 

(c) arrange transportation and safety precautions for 
client-offenders in custody in the case of examinationl3 in 
sites distant from the place of custody; 

(d) arrange and enforce compliance with appointments for 
examinations scheduled for client-offenders released in the 
community; and, finally, 
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(e) make the initial determination of the client-offenders' 
capabilities for arranging transportation and meeting 
scheduled appointments for examination. 

Although the admission procedures for inpatient mental health 
examination in centralized facilities specifically acknowledge safety and 
security concerns (see, for example, the delineation procedures at the 
Fulton State Hospital, Biggs Unit, described in Chapter 7), similar 
formal acknowledgement is conspicuously absent in community-based 
outpatient examinations. Aq exception may be the procedures used qy the 
Riverside Hospital Community Mental Health Center in Virginia (see 
Chapter 6). The Riverside Center is not responsible for ensuring that a 
client-offender is present for examination. At the time an examination 
is ordered by the court, the judge determines the client-offender's 
responsibility for presenting himself or herself for examination. 

Warnings, Consents, and Confidentiality 

What are the legal and ethical implications of acquiring 
information from a client-offender during forensic mental examinations? 
As we discussed earlier in Chapter 9, ethical guidelines for mental 
health workers conducting forensic mental health examinations, a growing 
(albeit confusing) body of case law, and a number of commentators (see, 

. generally, Bonnie and Slobogin, 1980; also, "Fifth Amendment Protections 
in Criminal Psychiatric Evaluations," 1981) suggest that the acquisition 
component of the screening and evaluation process begin with a clear 
explanation to the client-offender of the likely consequences of 
participation in the process. ConSidering the potential. importance to a 
client-offender of the clinical opinion rendered following examination, 
the therapeutic power that is wielded by the examiner in the criminal 
process, and the absence of an appeal from a bad, inappropriate, or 
improper mental health examination, a sense of fairness suggests 
informing the client-offender (or his or her counsel) what he or she has 
to gain or lose from participation in the examination process. One 
psychiatrist, suggesting a thought-provoking metaphor for the 
court-ordered examination, concluded that psychiatry, like sex, is best 
conducted between ~wo consenting adults (Note 1). 

Proposition 11: An examiner shall inform the client-offender, 
before initiating the examination process, orally and in 
writing, of the likely consequences of the examination process 
and the right to refuse to cooperate in any portion thereof. 

Under the heading of "consent," ethical guidelines for forensic 
psychiatry proposed by the American Academy of Psychi~try and the Law 
state that the following information be provided to a client-offender 
before an examination: 

(a) that the goal of the examination is not treatment; 

(b) that the examiner is indeed a psychiatrist, but should not be 
considered as the client-offender' s "doctor"; 
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(c) for Whom the evaluation is conducted (who is the client?); 

(d) what is to be done with the information gained; and 

(e) what could result from disclosure from the information. 

Further, according to the guideline of confidentiality "it is th 
psychiatrist's responsibility to see that none of the Informationehe 
receives falls into the hands of unauthorized persons" (Rappeport, 1981). 

The American Psychological AssOCiation's Task Force On the Role of 
Psychology in the Criminal Justice System (1980) similarly addresses the 
et~i7al d~lem~a presented by the question of an examiners loyalties in 
cr~~nal Just~ce settings: 

Psychologists in criminal justice settings as elsewhere 
should inform all parties to a given servi~e of the levei of 
confidentiality that applies and should specify any 
Circumstances that would constitute an exception to 
confidentiality. This should be done in advance of service, 
preferably in writing. 

The ideal level of confidentiality of therapeutic services in 
criminal justice settings should be the same as the level of 
confidentiality that exists in voluntary noninstitutional 
settings. 

Thus, the likely ,consequences of the examination process that are 
communicated to the client-offender should not be restricted to those 
formally delineated in law but should include those suggested by ethical 
practi~e. If, for example, the results of a preliminary mental health 
screen~ng conducted before trial are likely to find their way into plea 
bargaining agreements or sentencing hearings (as they are in Bartow 
Florida; see Chapter 6), this should be clearly explained to the ' 
client-offender. Indeed, it seems antithetical to the purposes of the 
criminal justice system in enlisting the aid of mental heath 
professionals and requiring certification 'of their professional status 
(e.g., only licensed psychiatrists can perform certain duties in some 
states), for the system not to support their professional integrity and 
ethics in the matter of warnings before examinations. 

Practically speaking, the question reduces to: Who tells the 
client-offender what, how, and when? What is actually said to the 
client-offender has claimed most of the limited attention to this 
question. And, it is doubtful that the issue of proper content of an . 
informed consent statement, including the familiar warninas required by 
Miranda v. Arizona (1966) before a forensic examination i; initiated 
will be resolved without considerable debate. Still, the issues of how 
the message is conveyed, by whom, and When are far from trival. 

In the Pima County Clinic in Tucson, Arizona, upon arrival for 
examination a client-offender is greeted by an administrative aide or 
secretary who briefly and informally explains the reasons for the 
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referral (see Chapter 4 in this volume). Quite apart from possible 
deficiencies in the content of the message conveyed to the 
client-offenders in the Pima County Court Clinic, questions can be raised 
about the appropriateness of the person(s) giving the message, as well as 
how and when it is conveyed. 

At the Dayton (Ohio) Area Forensic Psychiatry Center, 
client-offenders are asked to read and sign a form (see Appendix, Chapter 
6) indicating informed consent. The form contains information on the 
purpose of the examination, the referral agent, the lack of 
confidentiality, and the public nature of the report of the interview. 
The form is administered prior to the initiation of the clinical 
interview. At the' Psychiatric Services of the Cook County Correctional 
Complex, all detainees are interviewed using an Intake Screening and 
Evaluation Form. The examinee is asked to sign a statement indicating 
his or her acquiescence in the examination for diagnostic and treatment 
purposes. Both the examiner and the psychiatric caseworker sign the 
form. The authorization for release of information used at the Cook 
County complex is unique in that the client-offender is given the right 
to inspect and copy any information disclosed (see Appendix, Chapter 5). 
The consent-for-disclosure form used by Pierce County Jail in Tacoma, 
Washington (see Appendix, Chapter 5) is also unique in several respects. 
The release is only operative for 90 days or until the final disposition 
of criminal charges, and is revocable in writing at any time. The 
federal confidentiality regulations are cited on the prohibition on 
redisclosure. Another form used by the same facility contains check-off 
boxes for both the types of information to be released and the purposes 
for which the information is to be released. 

Notification-of-rights forms are used in some forensic 
facilities. The Center for Forensic Psychiatry at Ann Arbor, for 
example, uses such a form (see Appendix, Chapter 7) for client-offenders 
undergoing evaluations of their competency to stand trial and criminal 
responsibility. The form reveals the purpose of the evaluation and the 
clinical report to the court, the possibility of court testimony, and the 
nonconfidentiality of any psychological testing. Space is provided for 
the client's response to the question: "Do you understand what I have 
told you and is it alright to proceed with the interview?" The form is 
signed by the client and a witness. 

The Sixth Amendment to the federal Constitution guarantees a 
criminal defendant the right "to have the Assistance of Counsel for his 
defense." The landmark decision of Gideon v. Wainwright (1963) 
interpreted this guarantee as requiring publicly provided counsel for 
indigent defendants. Today, it is generally conceded that the Sixth 
Amendment also guarantees an indigent defendant the right to thorough 
mental health examination to investigate competency to stand trial and 
explore defenses based on mental abberration (Louisiana v. Bennett, 
1977); and that "extraordinary" safeguards may be necessary in cases of 
incompetency (United States v. Masthers, 1976). In some states this 
right is guaranteed by statute as well (see Bonnie and Slobogin, 1980, 
pp. 497-98). The utility of this Sixth Amendment right for an ind~gent 
client-offender is vitiated severely by the the tremendous uncerta~nty 
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surrounding his or her ability to keep disclosures to the examiner from 
the court and prosecution. Bonnie and Slobogin state that "the most 
powerful legal disincentive to full disclosure is the defendant's fear 
that what he says during the forensic evaluation will be used against him 
in court." (1980, p. 487) 

There is great difference between the mere recognition of a 
constitutionally grounded right and the realization of such rights in 
practice. And that is the rub here. Despite the clear relevance of the 
defendant's Fifth Amendment freedom from self-incrimination, the courts 
and commentators are in hopeless disagreement over the proper application 
of Fifth Amendment jurisprudence in forensic mental health screening and 
evaluation. Four possible uses (or misuses) of the defendant's 
statements could implicate the Fifth Amendment: 

(1) defendant's statements and admissions may implicate him in 
the crime charged; 

(2) they may implicate him in other crimes; 

(3) evidence of his mental condition 'may assist the 
prosecution in building its prima facie case by 
establishing the mens rea element (whether or not the 
defendant raises an insanity defense); 

(4) if the defendant does raise an insanity defense, the 
examination has forced him to provide the prosecution with 
evidence that might defeat it. (Meister, 1975, p. 419) 

A fifth candidate for this list is the use of defendant's statements in a 
subsequent hearing to determine whether the death penalty should be 
imposed in a capital murder case. In Estelle v. Smith (1981) a case 
where this last scenario occurred, the United States Supreme Court made 
its first ruling on any of these uses. The suit was brought by a Texas 
death row inmate, Ernest Benjamin Smith, who challenged a court-ordered 
examination of competency, performed by the infamous Psychiatrist James 
Grigson ("They call him Dr. Death," 1981), because the true purpose of 
the examinations were not disclosed to him. The Supreme Court ruled that 
defendants subject to the death penalty, when undergoing forensic mental 
health examination, need protections similar to those granted during 
police interrogations established in the court's 1966 Miranda decision. 
The court found that the Fifth Amendment applied because although Dr. 
Grigson's evaluation had been conducted for the limited purpose of 
determining Smith's competency to stand trial, "the results of that 
inquiry were used by the State for a much broader objective that was 
plainly adverse to the respondent;" Under the present state of the law, 
an indigent defendant seemingly is in a situation where he or she 

must choose between his fifth and sixth amendment rights. If 
he remains silent, or is cautious about the information he 
reveals, he may forfeit the adequate evaluation necessary to 
determine whether he can successfully raise a clinically based 
defense (Bonnie and Slobogin, 1980, p. 499). 
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Although the law precludes the use of mental health information 
obtained in pretrial court-ordered examinations to establish guilt or set 
the death penalty (cf. Estelle v. Smith 1981), it seems to be 
conventional practic; for attorney~use information gained in such 
pretrilll examinations in plea bargain discussion and in sentencing 
hearings. The Forensic Unit of the Peace River Center for Personal 
Development in Bartow, Florida (see Chapter 6), for example, conducts 
"preliminary mental screening" for two purposes: 

(a) to determine whether more extensive, "full mental examination 
of incompetency to stand trial or criminal responsibility at 
the time of the alleged crime might be warranted; or, 

(b) to detect mental health problems and recommend treatment. 

The public defenders in Bartow often use the latter to acquire 
information for use in plea bargaining or sentence hearing, even though 
the information was acquired at pretrial proceedings. Even when a "full" 
examination of the client-offender's competency or sanity is ordered by 
the court before trial, the court virtually always follows the 
recommendation of the examiner (which with few exceptio~ is that the 
client-offender is competent to proceed with trial and was sane at the 
time of the alleged offense), but uses the information in the extensive 
written reports only if the client-offender is convicted in the 
sentencing stage (see Chapter 6). 

The possibility of Fifth Amendment implications in court ordered 
pretrial mental health examinations raises serious and presently 
unresolved issues for the examiner. As an employer or agent of the 
court, does the practitioner have to give the defendant the familiar 
Miranda warnings? And, if so, how is this warning to be given to 
individuals likely to be unreceptive to a communication due to mental 
problems? Does the defendant have the right to counsel present during 
the examination? At least one court, in Gibson v~ Zahradnick (1978), has 
implied that the warnings required by l-1iranda before police 
interrogations might also be required before forensic mental health 
examination (see Bonnie and Slobogin, 1980, Note 210). 

Some courts have attempted to avoid these issues by employing a 
"constructive wa:l~ver" or estoppel theory, i.e., that the defendant has 
waived any Fifth Amendment rights through his act of requesting the 
examination (see Meister, 1975, 431-38; also, Judge David Bazelon's 
dissent in United States v. Byers [quoted in Mental Disability Law 
Reporter, 1981, 5(4), 267J), although at least one recent decision has 
held that a defendant may not easily waive the privilege against 
self-incrimination (People v. Parker, 1975). The Supreme Court has set a 
high standard for any waiver, repeatedly admonishing that the defendant 
make such waiver knowingly and intelligently. Furthermore, in a Miranda 
setting, the defendant has the continuing right to revoke his waiver at 
any time (Miranda v. Arizona, 1966), a point seldom acknowledged in the 
practice of mental health examination. 
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This raises several intriguing questions. How does a defendant 
who may be later found to be incompetent to stand trial make a knowing 
and intelligent waiver? Similarly, how does any defendant who is 
ignorant of forensic mental h~alth examination procedures, and thus 
unaware of the import of his responses, make such a waiver? Finally, 
can a defendant under medication or hypnosis revoke his waiver? 

how 

Not surprisingly, protection of the defendant's rights vary 
according to the economics involved. An affluent defendant!s statements 
to a private psychologist retained by counsel are protected qy the 
attorney-client privilege until such time as counsel chooses to subnit 
clinical evidence (see Bonnie and Slobogin, 1980, pp. 497-503; Saltzburg, 
1980). Indigent defendants, evaluated by mental health professionals in 
state forensic units, are offered fewer protections against the 
prosecution's use of incriminating disclo~ures of information acquired 
during the evaluation. This state of the law may v'ery well violate the 
Constitution's equal protection mandates. Although distinctions based 
solely on wealth have failed to elicit strict scrutiny by the Supreme 
Court, when fundamental interests like the Fifth and Sixth amendments are 
implicated, the state must meet an extremely high burden of persuasion to 
justify such a legal rule. 

As a postscript to the foregoing, one might ask whether there is 
much of a strawman in the discussion of this issue. Writing, presumably, 
about all of the Massachusetts clinics established since 1956, Devlin and 
Russell (Note 2) claimed that "[dJuring the 16 years of court clinics 
operation there have been no instances of legal issues being raised about 
the examinations or the re~orts." 

From a broader perspective, one might ask how much the "rule of 
law" can intrude into the domain of psychiatry, psychology, and sociology 
in the conduct of the forensic examination process without diluting its 
effectiveness for the intended purposes. In his widely-read critique of 
the decision in Tarasoff (Tarasoff v. Regents of the University of 
California, 1976), Stone (1976), a psychiatrist, warns that "a duty to 
warn threatened third parties, will imperil the therapeutj,r; ;alliance and 
destroy the patient's expectations of confidentiality, th1e,re by thwarting 
effective treatment and ultimately reducing public safety." Rather than 
sharing Stone's fear of the destructive nature of the ,!!!:asoff decision, 
Wexler (1981) strongly hails Tarasoff's "victimologial virtues" that may 
force therapists from an "individual pathology model" to one that focuses 
on relationships, including that between patient and potential victim. 

In the Structure of Scientific Revolutions,199 Thomas Kuhn 
teaches that the toppling of old SCientific paradigms, and 
their replacement by new ones, is often far from a tidy 
process. 200 If a Tarasoff-type obligation is widely 
recognized201 and adhered to seriously, we may experience a 
particularly unusual process where a rule of law prompts a 
paradigmatic (or at least a pragmatic) shift in the treatment 
of interpersonal violence from an int:::apsychic model to a 
model more interactionist in perspective. Perhaps more 
precisely, Tarasoff may lead mental health professionals to 
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practice the paradigm currently resisted but already accepted 
and preached by the bulk of the scientific and clinical 
literature. In terms of its overall impact, then, Tarasoff 
m~y help rather than hinder therapy, and may well constitute a 
major victimological victory.202. (Wexler, 1981, p. 176.) 

Review and Control of the Case File 

Effective mental health diagnoses and the formation of clinical 
opinions in criminal justice settings depend on the ability of the 
examiner to acquire information from sources other than the 
client-offender himself or herself. Bonnie and Slobogin (1980, p. 508) 
maintain that 

/ 

[iJt is impossible to base a reliable reconstructive or 
predictive opinion solely on an interview with the 
subject.240 The thorough forensic clinician seeks out 
additional information on the alleged offense and data on the 
subject's previous antisocial behavior, together with general 
"historical" information on the defendant, relevant medical 
and psychiatric history, and pertinent information in the 
clinical and criminological literature. To verify what the 
defendant tells him about these subjects and to obtain 
information unknown to the defendant, the clinician must 
consult, and rely upon, sources other than the defendant. 

Statutes or court rules may require the transmission of certain documents 
(i.e., police reports) to the mental health evaluator prior to initiating 
the examination. Alternatively, legal pronouncements may merely 
authorize the exchange of documents without mandating receipt prior to an 
examination. Although disclosure of information gathered pursuant to a 
court-ordered forensic mental health examination is generally permitted 
without the consent of the client-offender (see "Model Law on 
Confidentiality Proposed by AEA," 1979), the accumulation of document.ary 
materials unnecessary for addressing the psycholegal question may prove 
embarrassing or damaging to both examiner and client-offender • 

In most states, tlJ;;e use of a client-offender's utterances made 
during pretrial forensiciifental health examinations are generally 
restricted by the psychor:egal question (e.g., cOmpetency) at issue, and 
to the pretrial stages of the proceedings (see the preceding section of 
this chapter; also, Bonnie and Slobogin, 1980, 497-503). However, 
similar restrictions are not placed on an examiners access and use of 
available information about the client-offender and his or her alleged 
anti-social behavior. Nor are such restrictions, typically, imposed by 
the examiner himself or herself before the initiation of the examination 
process. For example, psychiatrist James Grigson, who had evaluated 
Ernest Smith for the limited purpose of determining his competency in the 
recent celebrated Estelle v. Smith (1981) case,' apparently had no 
misgivings about applying the knowledge gained for a much broader 
objective adverse to Smith (i.e., whether Smith met the "dangerous" 
criteria for a mandatory death sentence). 
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As we mentioned in the previous chapter and suggested in the model 
examination process in Chapter 9, too little information available to the 
examiner before the examination may render the entire process to be 
imprecise, irrelevant, and useless. But may not too much information 
lead mental health personnel to inappropriate psycholegal opinions or 
predictions, or perhaps, unduly prejudice the examination process? 

Proposition 12: Upon receipt of a 
health examination, and before 
client-offender, mental health 
He. 

court order for forensic mental 
the personal interview with the 
ersonnel should com ile a case 

Proposition 13: The accumulation of documentary materials and 
information about the client-offender and his or her alleged 
criminal behavior should be controlled by the specific 

s choleaal uestion. Gatheri of unnecessary or irrelevant 
i ormation (regardless of its reliability and validity) 
should be prohibited. 

Materials compiled in a client-offender's case file may be of 
various t;~p.s f~om various sources. The following listing is 
illustrative, not exhaustive. 

(1) Police reports of preci.pitating incident. 

(2) Arresting officer's description of incident. 

( 3) 

( 4) 

( 5) 

( 6) 

Witnesses' statements. 

Autopsy reports. 

Past arrest records. 

Arraignment sheets. 

(7) Information forms completed by counselors, intake or 
admissions officers. 

(8) Previous medical, psychiatric, psychological, and social 
reports. 

(9) Reports of penal institutions where client-offender was 
previously incarcerated. 

(10) Booking sheets. 

(11) Notes of discussions with referral agents. 

(12) Report of emergency room examination. 

(13) Previous records held by examining agency. 

(14) Financial statements. 
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(15) 

(16) 

(17) 

(18) 

(19) 

(20) 

(21) 

(22) 

Employment records. 

School records. 

Report of probation officer. 

Background information sheet completed by moving attorney. 

Notes of discussions with defense attorney. 

Reports by other staff members who have previously 
examined the client-offender. 

Notes of consultation with other mental health personnel. 

Newspaper accounts of incidents and circumstances 
involving the client-offender. 

It is highly unlikely that all but the most. controversial '!lnd 
complex cases would involve the accumulation of all the listed types of 
information. The typical psycholegal questions do not require access, 
accumulation, and review of such an extensive file of information. 
Moreover, the limited resources of most forensic mental health . 
facilitiess do not permit it. Our study of the forensic f~cilit~es . 
highlighted in Part III of this book indicated that sele:t~ve attent~on 
to various documentary materials was more likely to be d~ctated by past 
practices and convenience than a specific psycholegal question about the' 
client-offender. 

Proposition 14: Before the review of the case file by the pri~ary 
examiner, a mental health professional other than the exam~ner 
should inspect and screen all file materials for re:evance to 
the specific psycholegal question, threats to reach~ng a 
non-prejudicial opinion on the question, possible 
embarrassment to the client-offender and examiner, breaches of 
actual or expected confidentiality, and a betrayal of trust 
that may need to be established in the personal interview. 

At the Forensic P$ychiatry Clinic in Charlottesville" 

[o]n the day of the interview, a staff conference is held in 
order to consult the material compiled by the social worker, 
the psychologist, and other staff members. The participants 
identify and explore the range of working hypotheses about the 
case, and decide what data should be obtained during the 
interview to exclude or refine these hypotheses. An 
additional function of this pre-interview conference is the 
selection of interviewers,26l based on the issues involved 
in the case and on the social worker's impressions of t~e 
client's probable reactions to different types of indiv~duals. 
(Bonnie and s";:'~c~~Z;L!!7!980, pp. 515-516) 
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While it may be difficult, if not impossible, to set general rules 
for implementing Propositions 12, 13, and 14, it may not be so difficult 
to make a purposive selection of information to be contained in a case 
file on a case-by-case basis. Past arrest records, witnesses' 
statements, and police reports, for example, may helve only limited 
relevance to the question of the client-offender's ~ompetency to 
voluntarily and intelligently enter a plea of guilty. Conversely, school 
records may be extremely valuable in supportng a psycholegal opinion in 
response to that question. 

The Dayton Center (see Chapter 6) comes close to compliance with 
Propositions 13 and 14 by requesting via memoranda that referral agents 
include specific documentary materials according to the type of 
examination (i.e., competency, advisability of treatment for probation, 
and so forth) authorized by Ohio statutes. While the accumulation and 
review of documentary materials is not controlled ~ the specific 
psycholegal question(s), the gathering of supplementary information 
according to evaluation type minimizes grossly irrelevant and unnecessary 
data in the case file, data that may be used later for other objectives 
plainly adverse to the client-offender. 

Thus far, we have considered only the restriction of access to and 
accumulation of information in a client-offender's case file before a 
review of that file by the examiner. Objections were raised earlier to 
the general practice of unrestricted, often ritualistic and pointless 
accumulation of information about the client-offender. If nothing else 
such work seems wasteful, and potentially frustrating to the staff. Of 
course, on the other side of the coin, the inability of the examiner to 
acquire relevant information about the examiner from third party sources 
on balance may be equally frustrating to the forensic mental health 
examination process. 

Proposition 15: Failure in the access to and accumulation of 
necessary, relevant documentary materials from "third" party 
sources, before the scheduled personal interview with the 
client-offender, should be known to the referral agents 
initiating the request for forensic mental health examination. 

It is in the best interests o~ both the examiner and the criminal 
justice referral agent to communicate difficulties in acquiring important 
information about the client offender. Notifications of failure in 
access to information can initiate assistance from the I::ourt and its 
allied agency, under direct authority of court. Such notification may 
also allow the court to make appropriate allowances for a continuance of 
a court date in order to get the needed information. III New York City's 
Forensic Psychiatry Clinic, collatoral information not already in the 
files of the clinic or the referring court (e.g., hospitalization or 
employment records) must be obtained by subpeona. This is a 
time-consuming process that typically requires a continuance of the court 

'date in order to allow mental health personnel to receive the subpoenead 
information (see Chapter 4). 
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Some forensic mental health facilities have instituted procedures 
that cause the examination process to come to halt when documentary 
materials relevant and necessary to the case have not been received. New 
York City's Forensic Psychiatry Clinic will not initiate presentence 
(probation) evaluations without receipt of a preliminary probation 
report. The Pima County Court Clinic in Tucson, Arizona will not proceed 
with an assignment of an examiner to a case, and proceed with the 
personal interview of the client-offender, until pertinent supporting 
documents have been submitted by the referral agent • Apparently this 
procedure is successful in prompting requested documentary materials to 
be submitted at least one day prior to the scheduled personal interview 
in over nine out of ten cases (see Chapter 4). The Center for Forensic 
Psychiatry in Ann Arbor, Michigan will proceed without a police record of 
the alleged crime, hut will ~ send a report of the results of the 
examination until such time as the police report is received and reviewed 
for consistency with the Center's competency report (see Chapter 7). 

The Personal Interview 

Although it is the least standardized method (cf. Meister, 1975) 
used in the data acquisition component of the examination process, the 
personal interview of the client-offender is the mainstay of the 
process. And, even though the psychiatrists, psychologists, and social 
workers we interviewed disagreed about the use of psychological tests, 
social assessments, and other inquiries (see the next section in this 
chapter), all the examiners we queried indicated that the personal 
interview is a necessary m~n~mum in all forensic mental health 
examinations. Most commentators and-allthors of leading texts on forensic 
psychiatry and psychology assume that examiners have interviewed a 
client-offender before testifying about the case (see generally, Bonnie 
and Slobogin, 1980, Note 204). However, in practice the courts are often 
willing to accept expert testimony about a client-offender who has never 
been personally interviewed (see, for example, People v. Bassett, 1968, 
cited in Bonnie and Slobogin, 1980, Note 204; also, Estelle v~ Smith, 
1981; "Fifth Amendment Protections in Criminal Psychiatric Eval~ns," 
1981). Consistent with the model presented in Chapter 9 and with general 
practice in the twenty forensic facilities described in Part II of this 
book, the interview should not precede the proper delineation of the 
psycholegal question, should only be begun after the proper warnings and 
consents, and should only occur after the examiner has had adequate time 
to review the case file (see Figure 60, Chapter 9). 

Proposition 16: A Single one-hour interview with the client
offender, supplemented by a review of the case file, is a 
sufficient base for reaching a psycholegal opinion in the 
majcrity of cases. 

Proposition 17: The use of psychological testing. social 
assessments, and other inquiries 'beyond the personal interview 
~ould be restricted to those Cases where a psycholegal 
opinion cannot be rendered following a personal interview with 
the client-offender, and onl when the examiner has a clear 
rationale or their chosen ocus in that spec! !c case. 
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The forensic mental health interview differs from the typical 
"therapeutic" interview in intent and scope, if not in form (see 
generally, Bonnie and Slobogin, 1980, Notes 220 and 230' Matarazzo and 
Wiens, 1972; Kahn and Cannell, 1957; Fear, 1973). That'is, the forensic 
interview is an instrument of the eriminal justice system; the scope of 
the forensic interview is also narrowly defined by the legal criteria in 
the psycholegal question; finally, while the "therapeutic" interview 
typically results from a voluntary arrangement between the interviewer 
and patient, the client-offenders who are interviewed are usually not 
voluntary interviewees in the strictest sense (see Bonnie and Slobogin 
1980, pp 502-508). " 

As already noted in the previous chapter and in the commentary on 
the meanings of the terms "process" and "acquiring" in the operational 
definition in Chapter 2, the specific content, format, style, and length 
of the personal interview will be dictated by the overt and latent 
reasons for the referral for examination, the nature and sp~cificity of 
the psycholegal question posed, the policies and resources of the 
forensic facility, the nature of the case, the behavior of the 
client-offender at the time of the examination, and importantly, the 
background, experiences, and preferences of the examiner. Interviews may 
vary from highly structured (representing little more than the oral 
administration of portions of a standardized questionnaire) to 
nondirective interviews in which the examiner merely encourages the 
client-offender to talk as freely as possible. As is true, generally, of 
all clinical interviews, the forensic interview affords the examiner an 
opportunity for direct observation of ,behavior manifested during the 
interview, as well as eliciting the client-offender's rendition of 
life-hj,story information and the circumstances of important events. The 
forensic examiner is required to focus his inquiry into one or more of 
the following areas of the client-offenders mental health: (1) mental 
functioning and capacity at the time of the examination (primarily 
relevant to the determination of competency to stand trial); (2) mental 
state at the time of the alleged offense, including the developmental, 
psychological, and social history; and (3) potential for engaging in 
antisocial behavior in the future under various conditions of treatment 
and confinement (relevant to presentence examinations in the context of 
disposition decisions). 

The typical forensic interview may begin with a few questions and 
informal discussion designed to build rapport and to allay any noticeable 
anxieties that the client-offender may harbor. This initial period of 
the interview may include Miranda-type warnings and consent procedures 
initiated by the examiner. The interview proper may then continue with a 
mental status examination, including behavioral observations of the 
client-ob~ervers ge~eral appearance, stream of talk, affect, thought 
content, sensorium (orientation, memory, intelligence), insight, and 
judgement (~. Gerard, 1974; Lawrence, 1980). The mental status 
examination is considered a standard part of the psychiatric examination 
of all mental health patients (American Psychiatric ASSOCiation, 1980), 
although its implementation may differ widely across examiners. In 
addition to' the time for building rapport and the mental status 
examination, the typical interview then proceeds with a series of 
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questions addressing specific psycho1ega1 questions such as fit~ess to 
proceed with trial, criminal responsibility, and sentencing opt~ons. The 
questions may be a part of, one and the same, or interspersed with 
questions focused on aspects of the mental status examination. The 
questions set the stage for and encourages the client-offender to tell 
his or her own account of the alleged crime, for example, in examinations 
of sanity at the time of the offense. Again, depending on the 
psycho1ega1 question posed, the examiner's attention may be focused on 
the c1ient-offender's understanding of the alleged crime and the events 
surrounding it, present ability to assist an attorney in preparing a 
defense or on the potential threats 'of harm posed by client-offender 
with or' without treatment. The interview may include a number of pointed 
questions (Why are you here? What happened in the past? When? Are you 
on medication?) that prompt responses, discussion, and more questions, 
such as the following posed in one presen.tence psychiatric evaluation 
observed by one of the authors in the Pima County Court Clinic (see 
Chapter 4). 

o You know, of course, that you will be sent to prison or placed 
on probation? What will you do while on probation? 

o Are you having problems in jail? Sleeping? Are you hearing 
voices? 

o How is your health? 

o Did you have trouble in court? 

o Do you know today's date? Time? 

o What does "No use crying over spilled milk" mean? 

o Where are your folks now? 

o How far did you go in school? 

o Have you been able to work? What do you like to do? 

Although the formal administration of psychological tests is 
generally shunned by most psychiatrists, and many other mental health 
personnel, critical questions from the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality 
Inventory (MMPI) (i. e., those framing pro blem areas such as depression, 
suicide, persecution, family discord, and alcohol problems) are sometimes 
used in the interview. When the referral question concerns competency to 
stand trial, the clinical interview may include the administration of 
checklists tests or sections of instruments designed to assess 
competency'to sta~d trial (e.g., the Competency Screening Test). The 
examiner is also sensitive to special problems that may bear dit'ectly on 
the psycho1ega1 question raised. For example, in determinations of 
insanity at the time of the alleged crime, the examiner may be 
particularly alert to voluntary (person was "~ead drunk" at the time) or 
involuntary (punch was spiked with LSD) intox~cation with may rule out 
specifiC intent to commit the act (~rea). Delirium tremens, an acute 

622 

Y I 

,.'=?~;-'_';;'. :":~?';:'-:;--·,'..::.r,g>_"_,,.",,· 

.) 

.R 

'f\ i 

'" 

(), 

"r II 

~' 

I 

I }'J, 

1 '., 

I( r... 
~,i' 
~., 
1" I 
I 
li~ 

I' , I 
11' I 
':. i .~ ~~ I 

~i 
it) 
!!'" I 

I! 
~I 
~\ 
l:l 
~' "'\ 
~. 

l!i., 'I II 
t
J 

I 
~'I 
I 

.'1 
I 

I 

I 
I 

'! 
:.\ 
) 

l 

.j 
l! 
I 

,j 

'.I 
, 

~ 
l 

'1 

1 '1 

~ 

J 

) 

, 
1 

• 

.) 

)' 

brain disorder caused by withdrawal from excessive alcohol intake; the 
Wernicke-Korsakoff syndrome, another alcohol psychosis associated with 
brain damage and poisoning from alcohol; amnesia; and malingering, the 
deliberate simulation or exaggeration of mental illness by the 
client-offender, are other examples of problems the examiner is alert tC) 
during the determinations of insanity. 

A forensic interview should utilize the amount of time required 1:0 
formulate a conpetent psycholega1 opinion (Rappeport, 1981). However, 
when asked about the minimum time required for a competent interview the 
psychiatrists, psychologists, and social workers we queried responded 
within a range of 10 minutes to two hours, with the modal response being 
60 minutes. One prominent forensic psychiatrist indicated that 30 
minutes is a sufficient minimum for reaching a psycho1ega1 opinion in 80 
percent of pretrial and presentence examinations. 

Generally speaking, the time, examiner's effort, and supplementary 
resources devoted to personal interviews seemed to vary according to the 
complexity or controversy surrounding the case, the professional 
discipline of the examiner, and the various professional and academic 
persuasions of the examiner. Not surpriSingly, psychiatrists, 
psychologists, and social workers, alike, spent more time, effort, and 
resources in controversial cases. More than one interview with the 
client-offender, psychological testing, social assessments, and other 
inquiries (see further in this chapter) were not uncommon in such cases. 
Resource allocation seemed to vary directly according to the likelihood 
that the examiner would be required to provide oral testimony in open 
court, rather than simply submit a written report. As a practical 
matter, most psychiatrists tended to shun psychological testing, social 
assessments, and other inquiries to support their conclusions, based on 
the personal interview with the client-offender and corroborating 
evidence accumulated in the Case file. Understandably, psychologist 
relied more heavily on psychological testi~ to support the personal 
interview. Finally, social workers depended on social history interviews 
and evaluation of family members, witnesses, and friends of the 
client-offender to conform inferences drawn from the interveiw (see, 
generally, Bonnie and Slobogin, 1980, pp. 496-520, and further in this 
chapter for a discussion of assessments and inquiries supporting the 
int erview. ) 

Again, generally speaking, examinations of sanity of the 
client-offender at the time of the alleged crime consistently commanded 
more time, effort, and resources than examinations focused on other 
psycholegal questions such as competency to stand trial. The Dayton 

_ Center, for examp1!~, often required two clinical interviews of a 
client-offender to evaluate sanity, whereas, the issue of competency to 
stand trial and presentence evaluations rarely required mor~ than a 
single interview (see Chapter 6). But the differences in the perceived 
demands posed by the ~uestions of competency and insanity seem to stem 
less from methodological concerns logically raised by the question, than 
historical precedence and the varying professional persuasions of the 
examiners. As we noted briefly in Chapter 9, it may be that greater 
resource demands are made by the question of insanity because of (1) the 
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relatively rich history of the insanity defense, (2) the great public 
interest in exculpation based on mental abberation, and (3) the 
comfortable fit between the insanity question's focus on past events and 
the backward-looking approach that may be.taken by examiners trained in 
depth psychology and dynamic psychiatry. On the last point, Bonnie and 
Slobogin (1980, p. 512-415) state that a "person trained in 
psychoanalytic theory, for example, may be attuned to different symptoms 
and may interpret the same symptoms differently than a behaviorist." At 
least one commentator has questioned the differential professional 
attention paid to the competency and insanity issues. 

The question of competency to stand trial has grown out of the 
common law. The three-pronged test encompasses the accused's 
capacity (1) to understand the nature and purpose of the 
proceedings against him, (2) to comprehend his condition in 
reference to such proceedings, and (3) to assist counsel in 
preparing his defense.4 This determination involves many 
more psychiatric combinations and permutations than appear to 
confront the examiner in estimating the presence of insanity 
and the capacity to appreciate the criminality of the 
accused's conduct. In the competency determinations, for 
example, a gradation of emotional reactions occurs, ranging 
from a minor depression to catatonic regression. In insanity 
examinations, one may find a continued mental illness, 
paranoid schizophrenia, a paranoid state, organic brain 
syndrome, or mental deficiency. On the other hand, the 
conditions that· bring about incompetency to stand trial 
usually are briefer episodes, thus illustrating the ego 
stresses attending the prospect of imminent conviction and 
eventual punishment. Since such ego pressures are often 
related to guilt feelings of which the accused is not aware, 
these emotional states may cover the whole scale of human 
reactions. (Bomberg, 1979, pp. 89-90) 

Psychological Testing. Social Assessments, and Other Inguiries 

~ne model forensic examination proposed earlier in Chapter 9, as 
well as Proposition 17 in the preceding section of this chapter, 
restricts the use of psychological testing, social assessment, and other 
supplementary inquiries to ~ an initial personal interview has been 
complet.ed, and to circumstances where the examiner is unable to reach a 
psycholegal opinion without such inquiries. We contend that the examiner 
should be able to present ration~le justifying such additional inquiries 
that clearly links the chosen inquiry method to the unresolved 
psycholegal issues impeding the formulation of a psycholegal opinion. 
This proposition is consistent with Recommendation 3 and the supporting 
reasoning of the Task Force on the Role of Psychology in the Criminal 
Justice System (1980): 

...... , 

Other than for legitimate research purposes, psychological 
assessments of offenders should be performed only when the 
psychologist has a reasonable expectation that such assessment 
will serve a useful therapeutic or dispositional function. • • 
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Such assessment-without-disposition-function, when not done 
for legitimate research purposes ••• constitute an unethical 
intrusion into the lives of offenders and an unprofessional 
squandering of limited psychological resources and limited 
public funds. Perhaps most objectionably, they give the 
illusion that psychological services are being provided to 
offenders and thus serve to legitimate aspects of the criminal 
justice system tha~ are in serious need of reform.(pp. 7-8, 
emphasis deleted) 

In the same document in whicl:\ the above recommendation appeared. 
Brodsky (1980) put the matter more colorfully: 

When they exist for their own sake, such psychological 
assessments can be ritualistic and pointless. In (prison) 
reception and diagnosti~', centers, these assessments have been 
described as boring, repetitive and frustrating to the staff, 
an Edsel-like flop for the system and a disservice and waste 
of resources for all involved. (p. 65) 

In the forensic mental health facilities we studied, psychological 
testing, social assessments, and other inquiries, when they were used at 
all, were always used to confirm inferences made on the basis of a 
personal interview. We never actually observed, nor were we informed of, 
the use of such inquiries to reach a psycholegal opinion in the absence 
of a personal interview. Given this primary support function for these 
inquiry methods, their highly questionable validity for making legal 
determinations (see further in this section), and the use of the 
interview as the 'centerpiece in general pracatice, it seems wasteful (at 
the least) to use these methods before and in the absence of 
justifications bases on the personal interview with the client-offender. 

This may seem obvious, but it was not so in our observation of 
practice. In several of the facilities we studied the timing and 
rationale of use of inquiries other than the interview suggested by 
Proposition 17 were not followed. For example, upon arrival at the place 
for examination in the Nashville, Tennessee Sheriff's Office (see Chapter 
5), a psychometrician (masters-level psychologist) first administers the 
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), the Wechsler Adult 
Intelligence Scale (WAIS), and, frequently, other instruments such as the 
Rotter Incomplete Sentence Blank and the House- Tree-Person Drawing 
Technique. A personal interview conducted by a consulting psychologist 
followed the administration of the psychological tests; and, this 
interview may have prompted another interview (in about 15 to 20 percent 
of the cases) with a consulting psychiatrist. For another example, 
shortly after arrival at the Pima County Court Clinic (see Chapter 4), 
and before a scheduled personal interview, client- offenders scheduled 
for forensic mental health examination are routinely given several 
psychological tests and are asked to complete a 40-question form 
eliciting biographical information. In both of these cases, there seemed 
to be little evidence of a systematic reliance on, and a clear rationale 
for, psychological test results in the formation of the psycholegal 
opinions. (See Chapter 9 for further discussion of this point.) 
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Psychological tests are used primarily for determination and 
analysis of individual differences in general intelligence, specific 
aptitudes, vocational fitness or preference, and personality traits (see, 
generally, Anastasi, 1976; Freeman, 1962). The value of psychological 
testing in legal settings has long been recognized by mental health 
workers and criminal justice practitioners alike (cf. Parker, 1980). 
Generally speaking, a battery of psychological testS may be administered 
to assess intelligence, cognitive, and perceptual functioning, as well as 
to confirm judgments based on the information in the case file and the 
personal interview. Frequently used tests in legal settings include the 
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS), the Bender-Visual Motor Gestalt 
Test, the Rorschach Test and projective drawing techniques, the 
Color-Form Sort, and the Thematic Apperception Test (TAT); also used may 
be the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI), the Rotter 
Sentence Completion Test, the Quick Test of Verbal Ability, the Object 
Relations Technique, the House-Tree-Person Test, the Draw-a-Person Test, 
the Lawrence Mental Competency Test, the Legal Dangerousness Scale, and 
the Competency Assessment Instrument. Vocational tests may also be 
administered. Finally, staff conferences may be held to integrate the 
information obtained. The forensic examinations in court clinics, jail 
mental health services, and most other forensic facilities typically 
includes the use of psychological in testing in terms of policy; our 
impressions are, however, that the policy was far from being implemented 
in practice in the forensic facilities we studied. 

Table 10 lists the psychological tests that were noted by mental 
health personnel to be ~n use in their facilities. Unfortunately, we 
were unable to observe the actual administration of these instruments 
except in a few instances, much less make a reliable assessment of 
frequency of use. Howev~r, on the basis of interviews with the mental 
health personnel in the forensic facilities, and a review of available 
documentary materials, we came to the impression that psychological 
testing was much more a matter of policy than practice. When it did 
occur, it was often ritualistic and pointless (to use Brodsky's words, 
see above), serving no legitimate psycho legal det~rmination. 

The tests in Table 10 are listed roughly accorcing to the 
frequency with which they were represented in policy statements, 
mentioned by mental health personnel during intervie\is, or seen by us 
during our study of the twenty forensic mental health facilities 
described in detail in Part II of this book. The MMPI was by far the 
most popular test, represented in fourteen of the twenty facilities, 
reflecting a. general popularity enjoyed by the MMPI in classifying 
criminal offenders for some time (see Megargee and Bohn, 1979). The 
Bender, the WAIS, and inkblot tests were represented ih half of the 
facilities studied. Figure drawing techniques, the TAT, and incomplete 
sentences techniques were in evidence in a quarter to one half of the 
facilities. The remainder of instruments listed in Table 10 were noted 
in no more than two of the facilities we studied. 

Some forensic mental health facilities rarely adminJ.stered 
psychological tests as part of their forensic examination procedures, 
relying totally on the clinical interview, notwithstanding those 

626 

f I 

o 

(; 

10 

.. 

,/ 

Table 10 

Psychological Tests Used in Forensic Mental Health Facilities 

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

Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) 
Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test 
Figure Drawing Tests a 
Thematic Apperception Test (TAT) 
Inkblot Techniques b 
Incomplete Sentences TechniquesC 
Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale (WAIS)d 
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WICS) 
General Aptitude Test Battery (GATB) 
Revised Beta Examination 
Stanf ord-Binet Test 
Raven Progressive Matrices Test 
Slossen Intelligence Test 
Wide Range Achievement Test 
Quick Test of Verbal Ability 
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 
Memory-far-Designs Test 
Goldman Memory Test 
Benton Visual Retention Test 
Halstead-Reitan Neuropsychological Battery 
Luria-Nebraska Neuropsychological Assessment 
Mooney Problem Check List 
Sixteen Personality Factor Questionnaire (16PF) 
Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation-Behavior 

a Includes a variety of projective tests in which client-offenders' 
produce drawings on blank sheets of paper (see Parker, 1980; Anastasi, 
1976); e.g., Draw-A-Person, Draw-A-Family, House Tree, and Goodenough 
Draw-A-Person. 

b Includes the Rorschach and the Holtzman Inkblot techniques. 
C Includes both projective methods (e.g., the Rotter Incomplete 

Sentences Blank) and the Competency Screening Test (Lipsitt, Lelos, and 
McGarry, 1971). 

d Includes use of abbreviated scales (see Anastasi, 1976, p. 249). 
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psychiatrists and legal scholars that argue that it is extremely 
difficult, if not impossible, to base a reconstructive or predictive 
clinical opinion solely on an interview with the client-offender (see, 
for example, Sadoff, 1975; Pollack, 1975; and Bonnie and Slobogin, 
1980). The policy of the Center for Forensic Psychiatry is that 
psychological testing is rarely essential to formulating an opinion about 
a client-offenders competency to stand trial. Although such 
psychological consultation is not discouraged in the course of 
evaluations to assess criminal responsibility or diminished capacity (see 
Chapter 7). Other facilities either routinely administered a battery of 
tests, or did not discourage extensive psychological testing in their 
policies. The Pretrial Branch of St. Elizabeths' Division of Forensic 
Program (see Chapter 7) may include any of fourteen tests in their 
forensic examinations. Similarly, the Dayton Center (Chapter 6) and th~ 
Pima County Court Clinic (Chapter 4) each use ten or more of the tests 
listed in Table 10, according to their policy statements and statements 
by their staff. 

Ho,<oTever, as we indicated in Chapter 9, most of the mental health 
personnel we interviewed expressed confidence in their ability to reach a 
psycholegal opinion based solely on the review of the case file, 
containing accumulated documentary materials, and their personal 
interview of the client-offender in most cases. The need for further 
data collection, they said, arose from uncertainty .or unanswered 
questions during the interview. Suspecting mental retardation from the 
responses of a client-offender during a personal interview, for example, 
the examiner may request the administration of an intelligence test to 
support the hunch. Or, suspecting malingering by the client-offender, 
the examiner may administer the validity scales of the ~~I which assess 
malingering or faking (see Anastasi, 1975, p. 498), or the examiner may 
ask a colleague to do another interview. But, in sum, the routine 
administration of psychological tests and other inquries in the absence 
of questions or uncertainty arising in the personal interview seems to be 
an unjustified misuse and waste of resources. Even if the testing 
results are actually used, efficiency that may be gained by routine 
psychological testing hardly seems to outweigh the intrusion into the 
lives of those client-offenders whose test results are not used, and the 
squandering of professional resources (see Task Force on the Role of 
Psychology in the Criminal Justice System, 1980, Recommendation 3, pp. 
7-8). 

In addition to the personal interview and psychological testing, 
assessments of the social history of the client-offender are frequently 
part of the forensic mental health examination. Such assessments are 
typically initiated in the delineation component of the examination 
process, as historical information about the client-offender is 
accumulated (see Figure 60, Point 4, p. 576); they are continued as the 
examiner reviews the case file (Fi'gure 60, Point 6) in the acquisition 
component. Also, but only when conducted before sentencing for the 
purpose of assisting the sentencing a,nd disposition process (and not 
pretrial examinations), interviews of the client-offender typically 
conducted by a social worker become central to the examination process; 
i.e., they take the place of the personal interview of the 
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client-offender by a psychiatrist or psychologist. Perhaps, the 
restriction of presentence evaluation to where a personal interview with 
a client-offender by a social worker is the centerpiece of the 
examination process, is due to statutory limitations on social workers' 
expert testimony in adversary proceedings and a tradition of social 
worker involvement in probation departments (see Roth, 1980). In cases 
in which it is the centerpiece, the earlier diSCUSSions, about the 
personal interview apply, we believe. In the case where social 
assessments are only supportive of the inferences based on the personal 
interview, and not necessarily based on evidence already in the 
client-offender's case file, they should probably be restricted in the 
same manner as that proposed for psychological testing. 

Social assessments in the criminal setting are fairly standard, 
and similar to the social histories compiled in other mental health and 
social services settings. The major difference between forensic mental 
social assessments and those assessments conducted in other settings are 
the inquiries into the following areas~ 

(1) alleged offense; 
(2) legal history; 
(3) criminal record; and 
(4) childhood anomalies (e.g., cruelty to animals, enuresis, and 

arson) 

Typically conducted by a social worker, a social assessment compiles a 
variety of psychosocial data on the client~offender. A personal 
interview conducted by a social worker is usually one to two hours in 
length. During the interview, the client-offender is often asked to name 
one or two persons who the social worker could contact to corroborate the 
social history told by the client-offender. ("They are not, to stated one 
New York psychiatrist, "the world's greatest historians.") The contacts 
are usually family members, but may also be a family, doctor, minister, 
or friend. This verification is usually done by telephone, but the 
social worker may elect to meet with the persons in his or her office or 
the person's home. 

While the personal interview, psychological testing and social 
assessments are the most common elements of the acquisition component of 
the examination process, other inquiries are ~0metimes undertaken. Such 
additional data collection raises the followit~ questions: To what 
extent are these additional inquiries necessary to answer the psycholegal 
questions delineated by the court? Do the a~ded resources justify. the 
additional cost? How long do these additional procedures take? W~ll 

they delay the criminal proceedings? Is it necessary to place t"he 
client-offender in an inpatient facility to complete all the testing? 

Validity, Reliabi~ity. and Ethics 

In practice, what are the assurances of validity, reliabili7Y~ and 
ethics of data acquisition and the formation of the psycholegal op~n~on 
in the forensic examination process? The mental health workers we 
interviewed seemed to be in general agreement (implicitly, if not 
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expressly) with the following proposition which relies greatly on the 
theoretical and empirical analysis of competency to stand trial by Roesch 
and Golding (1980, see especially, p. 11-12). 

Proposition 18: To infer competency, sanity, amenability to 
treatment, or any other psycholegal condition is to engage in 
complex judgements that are depe~dent upon the facts and 
context of the particular case, but are not co~pletely 
reducible to a set of rules about those facts and context. 

Jurisdictions differ with regard to the specific legal tests for 
insanity, incompetency, diminished capacity, bail risk, and so forth. 
These tests are designed to specify what type (and in some sense, 
severity) of mental condition that needs to be shown to render the person 
insane, incompetent, diminished, or constituting risk. The most , 
important purpose of ~'chological tests, personal interviews, and the 
other evaluation procedures is to show the presence of the mental 
a~rration in sufficient degree, to meet the legal tests. The elasticity 
of the terms used in defining the legal tests and the laws interpreting 
the legal concepts involved, make it difficult for mental health workers 
to achieve a goodness of fit between legal and psychological tests. In a 
footnote to their analysis of competency to stand trial, Roesch and 
Golding (1980) equate the examination of competency to stand trial with 
construct validation in testing (see Anastasi, 1976). Their analysis, we 
think, applies equallY TArell to the determination of other psycholega.l 
questions. 

[T]he very assessment techniques employed by the courts and 
their agents must mirror steps involved in the establishment 
of "construct validity." Briefly, this means that multiple 
sources of consistent and converging evidence must be sought 
to assert a defendant's incompetency. Thus incompetency could 
not be equated with amnesia ~~, or a particular conclusory 
statement, or a low score on a particular test. Furthermore, 
given the functional nature of the construct of competency, 
the "facts to be sought" will be highly dependent upon the 
particular case. (1980, p. 43, Note 4; emphasis in original) 

Typically, examiners can cite an extensive catalog of historical 
facts, scores, and impressions they deem important in whatever assessment 
and instruments they use, but they are consistently unable to give cl~ar 
rationales for their chosen focus. One might argue that not only should 
the acquisition component be scrutinized in terms of its technical 
measurement characteristics but also in terms of its potential social 
consequences (see Messick, 1980). 

No doubt, in the day-to-day practice of forensic mental health the 
technical and ethical questions interact. Robert Michaels, Barlie McKee 
Henry Professor and Chairman of the Department of Psychiatry at the. 
Cornell University Medical Center, spoke to this issue in character~zing 
how psychiatrists and lawyers are trained (see Note 3). He claimed that 
psychiatrists (and lawyers, one can assume, although he di~ r:strict this 
portion of his commentary to psychiatry) operate on the prl.ncl.ple of 
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"professional consensual validation"; that is, they operate not from the 
question "what is the truth here" but from "how does this follow the 
profession's rules for practic e?" Professions make the moral and ethical 
decisions--the professionals only make the decisions regarding whether 
the thing examined can be,placed in the category bounded ~ the 
profession. That is, the issue for the professional is one of, 
reliability wlthin the profession, not validity. 

The issue turns on the answers to two simple questions: First, is 
the test, procedure, or technique any good as a measure of the 
characteristics (competency, culpability, and so forth) it is interpreted 
to assess? Second, should it be used for the proposed reasons in the 
proposed way? The first question is a technical one, the second an 
ethical one. 

We discovered very little evidence of any attention to the first 
question in the twenty forensic facilities we studied. Our impression is 
that those responsible fo~ administering psychological tests, for 
example, seemed to make the tacit assumption that, while few of the tests 
were validated for legal determinations, they may be helpful in 
corroborating the determinat:ions made during the personal interview. The 
reliability, validity, and ethics of determinations based on the personal 
interview seemed beyond questioning, except as discussed earlier in this 
chapter under "Warnings, Consents, and Confidentiality." The attitude of 
those psychologists, psychiatrists, social workers, and other mental 
health workers we interviewed toward the concern addressed by the second 
question--the importance of taking into account the ethics and value 
implications of the assessment techniques used--maybe (albeit, somewhat 
harshly) reflected in the cynicism of one psychologist's proposal for a 
model forensic examination process: "If he knows his Zip code he's 
competent. And, depending on the place corresponding to the Zip code, 
he's sane." 

The Qualifications of Forensic Mental Health Personnel 

Which of the traditional forensic mental health 
discipl,:f.nes-..:.psychology, psychiatry, and social work--and which 
combination of training experiences best equips a forensic mental health 
worker to conduct the forensic examination process? This chapter 
concludes with a brief discussion addressing this question of staff 
qualification. (For the working definition of "mental personnel" see 
Chapter 2.) 

Although; there has been and continues to be much debate on the 
issue, there appears to be no clear script for the roles of mental health 
professionals in the criminal process (see, generally, Perlin, 1980; 
Sa1tzburg, 1980; Halleck, 1980). In concluding their article on the role 
of mental professionals in the criminal process, Bonnie and Slobogin 
share the Concern of critics of the forensic mental health specialist 
(e.g., Morse, 1978a, b). 

[W]e are troubled by the poor quality of much clinical 
testimony which seems to rely more heavily on the assertion of 
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Aesculapian authority than on proven expertise. If clinical 
testimony, in the aggregate, is to enlighten rather than 
confuse or obstruct the administration of criminal justice, 
the courts will need to pay greater attention to the 
qualification of expert witnesses than is now ordinarily the 
case. In doing so, they can be much benefited by the 
developing efforts of the mental health professions to clarify 
the requirements of forensic specialization and to formulate 
specific methodological and ethical requirements for the 
forensic discipline (Bonnie and Slobogin, 1980, p. 494). 

The task force of the American Bar Association's Standing 
Committee on Association Standards for Criminal Justice has taken up the 
issue in a provisional outline containing the following components: the 
proper role of mental health professionals, the assessment of adequacy of 
interdisciplinary intercommunication, and interaction, the assessment of 
responsibilities of mental health institutions, the professional 
responsibility in performance standards, interdisciplinary 
training/problem solving, and finally, joint ventures to promote 
understanding, achieve fiscal support and legislative reform (see Note 4). 

Proposition 19: Although compliance with statutory regulation is 
obviously necessary, the most important consideration i~ the 
a~signment of mental health personnel to steps and components 
of the process of forensic merital health ~xamination is the 
fit between staff expertise and specific task requirements. 

As was reported in Chapter 3 (p. 40), psychiatrists, 
psychologists, and social workers are the professional groups 
predominantly involved in the forensic examination process. 
Traditionally, the law has welcomed participation first and foremost by 
psychiatrists, second and more recently by clinical psychologists, and 
third, by social workers but only on a limited basis usually in 
determining sentencing alternatives. 

The laws of most states have traditionally, nowever, bestowed 
their invitation largely with regard to expert testimony in open court 
and not participation in the examination process short of testimony. The 
thrust of the foregoing proposition is to encourage those responsible for 
hiring decisions and allocation of staff resources to be less thwarted by 
legal requirements and more creative in their interpretation of those 
legal requirements, and the subsequent assignment of staff. Would the 
courts balk, for example, at the receipt of a cqmpetent evaluation report 
signed qy two examiners, only one of whom was legally qualified to 
perform the evaluation, assuming close and conscientious supervision by 
the formally qualified examiner of the other who did most, if not all, of 
the work? We think not, given a high quality in the reporting process 
and the availability of qualified examiner for testimony, if he or she 
were called. It may be that the legal system is less receptive to such a 
procedure when instituted by "outsiders" (see Haney, 1981). However, the 
precedents for such a distinction between those relatively invisible 
individuals who do much of the work, and those visible individuals 
accountable for its application, clearly exist in the preparation of 
cases in law firms and in the drafting of judicial opinions in the courts. 
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Notes 

:'-' Comment made by William Tucker dur" " 
Ethics of the Court-Ordered Psychiat' Eng a pa~el ~~scussion entitled 

NeWSletter (1981 Vol 6 N 1 nc xaminat~on. Summarized in th 
Psychiatry and the La; (AAP~). ' p. 7) of the American Academy of e 

~l' , Devlin, J.M. and Russell, D H 
H in~c Program. The Commonwealth ~f' All About the Massachusetts Courts 
ealth. DiviSion of Legal Medicine Massachusetts Department of Me t~ 

Massachusetts, 02114), 1972. (190 Portland Street, Boston, n a 

3. Michaels, R. Professional Educat' 
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Chapter 12 

PROVISION OF INFORMATION 

For every fifteen minutes psychiatrists, psychologists, and social 
workers testi:fy as expert witnesses in open court, they may spend an hour 
or more in preparation and review of a written report that documents the 
content, cond'uct, and consequences of a forensic examination of a 
client-offender. The courtroom testimony is only the visible tip of the 
iceberg that constitutes the provision to criminal justice authorities of 
information gained by mental health personnel as ~ result of the forensic 
mental health examination process. No doubt, it is the courtroom 
presentation that attracts newspaper headlines, especially when the 
outcome of a controversial case--for example, that of Dan White who was 
exculpated for the execution-style slaying of San Francisco Mayor George 
Moscone and Supervisor Harvey Milk--turns on, the dramatic testimony of 
several mental health experts. But in most cases, testimony is, or 
should be (cf. McGarry and Curran, 1980), based on a written report. In 
fact, most Tii'volvement of mental health personnel in legal proceedings 
ends with the provision of a written report to one of the adversaries in 
the dispute, the court, a law enforcement or corrections agency (cf. 
McGarry, 1980). This chapter will expand on the definition of -
"provision" in Chapter 2: e.nd the representation of the steps of the 
provision component in the model forensic examination in Chapter 9. 
Additionally, a number of propositions specific to the provision of 
information to criminal justice referral agents will be presented • 

The Medium and Timing of Coinmllnications 

Information acquired about a client-offender by mental health 
personnel can be communicated to criminal justice authorities in a formal 
written report, by informal messages conveyed in writing or by telephone, 
by courtroom testimony, or some combination of these. The timing of 
testimo~y is typically controlled by legal proceedings, i.e., mental 
health workers appear in court when asked. Our focus in this section 
will be on the timing of the provision of written reports and informal 
messages about client-offenders. 

Proposition 20: The provision of psycholegal information to the 
criminal justice system should accommodate legal proceedings, 
not impede them. 

Having received a request for the forensic mental health examination 
of a client-offender, the facilities we studied usually accomplished the 
steps required for examination, including the provision of information 
ba~k to the referral agent or agency, within a timeframe controlled by 
policy or practice. Of~ourse, whatever timeframes were used, they could 
be altered to suit the peculiarities of a particular case, e.g., an 
unanticipated hearing scheduled at the last minute or a delay in receipt 
of results of laboratory tests. Nonetheless, the general timeframes for 
the accomplishment of the steps of the examination process from receipt 
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of the referral request (see Figure 60, Point 4) to the provision of 
information (Point 13) varied considerably across forensic facilities, 
even among similar types of facilities. The Pima County Court Clinic in 
Tucson, for example, accommodates the examination process within a 
five-day timeframe; the Medical Service of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore 
City, on the other hand, allows 30 days for completion of the process 
(see Chapter 4). Our impressions are that neither the differences in the 
steps of the examination process, nor the rigour with which the steps are 
taken (we did not evaluate the latter) in these court clinics, justify 
the different timeframes. Given that most forensic examinations, at 
least that portion encompassed by the acquisition component as we 
conceive it, rarely takes more than an hour or two, excluding 
preparation, dictation, and review of a report (cf. McGarry, 1980, p. 
740), one might question whether differences in the timeframes are not 
more a matter of administrative convenience than concerns for 
completeness and quality. One New York judge we interviewed who was 
concerned with just this issue contended that the psychiatrists to whom 
he made referrals for mental health examination raised havoc with his 
case calendar because they had a "fetish for quality." 

The timing of informal communications between the examiner and 
criminal justice authorities bears brief discussion. In the preceding 
chapter we touched upon the necessary attention that must be paid to the 
content of communications bearing on issues of privacy, confidentiality, 
and the rights of the client-offender. These issues arise in the timing 
of infamlal communications as well. In most of the facilities we 
studied, mental health personnel frequently comm~nicated informally with 
criminal justice referral agents long before a formal report was 
submitted. This may occur, especially, during the accumulation of 
documentary materials in the delineation of the psycholegal question (see 
Chapter 10) and during the review of the case file (see the previous 
chapter), but may occur as readily as someone picking up a telephone at 
any point in the examination process. 

How much access should criminal justice agents have to psycholegal 
information about client-offenders before the completion of the 
examination process and before the submission of a written report? To 
what extent do such communications preempt the written report? To what 
extent do such communications accommodate the latent purposes of a 
referral) e.g., acquistion of information for plea bargaining (see 
Chapter 10, p. 599)? 

These are not easy questions. There is no substitute for 
intelligence, clinical competence, and knowledge of the law and legal 
proceedings on the part of the examiner. Obviously, inappropriate 
questions raised by a prosecution attorney l::>og before the examination is 
completed (e.g., "Is he crazy, Doc?" "They're not going to be able to 
raise the insanity defense, are they?") are easy to ward off. More 
difficult, are legitimate questions raised by attorneys, judges, 
probation officers, and other ~riminal justice referral agents during the 
course of the examination proc~ss; for example, subtle questions about 
the viability of an insanity defense that may be raised by the 
client-offender's defense attorney during a telephone conversation which 
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was initiated by.aL examiner in preparation for an examination of 
competence to stand trial. 

Either extreme, i.e., the prohibition or total allowance of all 
informal communications between mental health personnel and criminal 
justice authorities, seems indefensible on logical and practical 
grounds. Unfortunately, we cannot offer viable alternatives between 
those extremes except to urge an awareness of the importance of such 
informal communication among those involved with the examination process. 

Accommodation to the Legal System 

Proposition 21: Written reports and other communicatins to the court 
should accommodate the practical needs of the criminal justice 
system in content and form. 

Ten to twenty years ago, many commentators were less than charitable 
in their appraisal of mental health professionals' participation in the 
legal process (Hess and Thomas, 1963; Vann and Morganroth, 1965; McGarry, 
1965; Wexler and SCOVille, 1971; Rosenberg and McGarry, 19~2). Much of 
their criticism was based on a negative assessment of the testimony and 
the written reports of psychiatrists and other mental health personnel. 
They found that mental health personnel were very often ignorant of or 
inattentive to legal crite~a or tests; they confused mental health and 
legal terms; they failed to address the psycholegal questions raised by 
the referral agents; and, they explained behavior and motives in 
psychodynamic language largely irrelevant to criminal justice. Years 
later, our impressions are that such critiCism, leveled at the written 
reports produced by the facilities we studied, would be less justified. 
In our interviews with hundreds of forensic mental health personnel, we 
were positively impressed with the overall knowledge among psychiatrists, 
psychologists, and social workers. No one we spoke with, who was closely 
involved in the examination process, for example, confused competency and 
insanity--something that could not be said of the legislators who drafted 
some of the states' mental health laws (see Chapter 10). 

In general, the many reports we were able to reView in twenty 
forensic facilities conformed fairly well to the guidelines for prep~ring 
formal reports that have been outlined for mental health personnel in 
recent commercial publications (e.g., Bromberg, 1979, pp. 33-37; 
Lawrence, 1980; McGarry, 1980), unpublished manuals (e.g., the "Report 
Writing guide" distributed to Ohio's Community forensic mental health 
centers by the Association of Ohio Forensic Psychiatric Centers Directors 
[see Chapter 6, pp. 269-277]), and in regional and national conferences. 
Reports typically contained the required elements of identifying 
information, circumstances of the referral and psycholegal 'i'1uestion as 
understood by the examiner, the client-offender's family and personal 
history up to and including the time of the offense, psychiatric and 
psychological data, findings, and psychological conclusions or 
recommendations. 

The following COmmon "errors" were found in many reports but not to 
the degree and frequency we had expected to find them: irrelevanc, 
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t ed conclusions; licting information; unsuppor 
extraneous information; conf it. seeking a "just outcome" rather than 
equation of psychosis and ins~n n~' use of jargon. In sum, major 
applying specific legal tests, a , t's ac~ommodation to the legal 
shortcomings in the provision ~ompon~:nt of ~ritten reports. One would 
system were generally not in t e con mountains of printer's lead, and 
like to think that the rivers of ~nkki s (1970) complained of being used 
forests of paper that Mhor~!~ a:: t:: l:w recently have had a positive in writings on ~ental ea a 
effect on this. 

s in the provision component of the 
In our view, difficultie the content of the messages but in the 

examination process were not in d f transmission of the messages, 
format, length, language, stYle'd~~f:r~nces in interpretations of such 
and in the seemingly legitimate 1 guage. We will touch upon these what constitutes conclusory an issues as 
difficulties briefly. 

1 legal terms or be 1 evaluation reports be written in conc usory f i ? Some 
Shou d e mental health pro ess ons. 

limited to the terms and language of th i i 1 process take the extreme 
1 thodology in the cr m na - ff critics of clinica me 1 h ld not be permitted to 0 er 

Position that mental health personn~ s oU
ll 

Although they do not 
' i expert witnesses at a • i h 
clinical opin ons as f mental health professionals n t e 
believe that the participation °iled--in fact, they believe that the 
criminal process should be curta ffer Bonnie and Slobogin (1980, p. 
well-trained clinician ha~ much t~ ~cal ~f the mental health professional 429) characterize the pos~tion cr~t 
as an e,tpert witness as follows: 

is that reconstructive and predictive The essence of the claim f n 
b la en on the basis 0 commo 

issues can be decided y" ym t" has so little "knowledge" 
experience, and that the exper

i 
ce that his participation in 

~~:c:~~d~:~~~:ne;:~i:~rye:i:~e:~ing and should be 
circumscribed severely. 

d the exclusion of clinical opinion 
Morse (1978) has propose ert only a descriptive role. Morse 

altoghether, leaving the Cli~iC:~ eX~ses c6ntending that the diagnostic would exclude any testimony y agn , 
I i ble or accurate. concepts are n?t re a 

's comments about psychiatry's intrusions In response to Thomas Szasz b . 1980 Newsletter of the American 
into criminal process (see Septem er ~ H lleck agreed with Szasz 
Academy of Psychiatry and the L~~~,oS~~~~~ i: conclusory terms during that psychiatrists should not g p 
testimony in court. 

" 
. " 

I that the standards for determ n~n i . g most of the 
By this mean if about are legal ones. A 
issues psychiatrists te:~i~e scientifically if anyone knows 
psychiatrist cannot det one is capable of maturely and 
right from ~rong, if any his acts or if anyone knows his 
meaningfully refl~cting on eo Ie and the,law. These, as 
obligations to society, other p dPi ~ues of d~ngerousness under well as issues of competency, an s 
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commitment statutes are iSsues of law, and the psychiatrist's 
only function in the courtroom should be to provide information 
which the judge and jury might wish to use or not use in making 
a legal deciSion. 

Conclusory allegations by nonjudicial personnel have long been 
legally taboo (Aguilar v. Texas, 1964; Spinel~ v. United States, 1969). 
An expert Witness is prohibited from giving his or her opinion on 
applicable law because the definition and interpretation of the law is 
the exclusive responsibility of a trial judge. A mental health examiner 
can offer his or her opinion on the mental condition of the 
client-offender, and thus embrace the ultimate legal issue (i.e., 
criminal responsibility, competency, and diminished capacity), but is 
prohibited from explaining the meeting of legal standards. The Michigan 
Court of Appeals held in People v. Drossart (1979) that ". • • a witness' 
legal opinion on the issue of insanity is both incompetent and 
irrelevant. It is incompetent because the opinion of a medical expert on 
the correct legal standards of criminal responsibility is outside the 
range of the witness' expertise in the field of mental di~eases. It is 
irrelevant because it is not 'otherwise admissable' under our rules of 
evidence." Further, in the words of the Court in the same opinion, 

A Witness may not give his opinion as to what law is applicable 
in a given case but may, of course, testify to the facts 
relevant to the applicable legal principles. Also, where the 
legal criteria are adequately defined by the questioner or the 
trial court ••• so as to be correctly understood by the jury, 
the Witness may properly phrase his opinion in terms of Some 
familiar legal standard. McCormick, EVidence § 12, pp. 28-29. 
Generally, the Witness shoulCl state his opinion of the 
defendant's mental condition in his OWn language and by such 
ordinary and professional forms of expression as will best 
convey his own ideas of the matter. Still, if, in expressing 
his ideas and opinion on the matter, the w~tness refers to legal 
standards properly explained by the trial <--,~)\;l.rt or examining 
attorney, there can be no dangel;' of usurping the role of the 
trial judge to deal with questions of law. 

In WaShington v. United States (1967), Judge David Bazelon prohibited 
psychiatrists from testifying in conclusory terms about whether an 
alleged act or acts were a "prOduct" of mental illness in the 
Durham-McDonald test for insanity. Such conclusory testimony would usurp 
the jury's function. 

While the letter of the law does not seem crystal clear on this 
matter, the advice to mental health workers providing exp~rt testimony 
seems to be clear, if not easily heeded in practice: Phrase opinions in 
such a way that the jump to legal conclusion is a short one, without 
making the jump yourself. The Forensic Psychiatric Clinic in Virginia 
seems to heed such adVice When they reCommend in their "GuidE',lines for 
Written Report" (unpublished) that a conclUSion such as, "The defendant 
is presently competent," is a judiCial determination of fact and should 
not be made in a report. But, if the same phrase is preceded by "In our 
P"rOfessional opinion" it becomes non:conclusory and permissable. 
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Although the complexities of the interactions between the mental 
health and criminal justice systems often seem overwhelming, significant 
improvements in forensic mental health screening and evaluation need not 
await major reforms in mental health law. Nor do attempts at improvement 
necessarily need to confront head-on the idealogical or theoretical 
differences between the legal profession and the helping professions. 

Proposition 22: A quality assurance review board consisting of 
mental health and criminal justice personnel should make 
periodic evaluations of forensic mental health reports, as w~ 
as other matters pertaining to communication between the two 
~y~tems. 

The provision component of the forensic examination process can be 
improved in similar fashion as that described earlier in Chapter 10 with 
reference to delineation of the process. In many jurisdictions it is 
only by chance that mental health examiners successfuly respond to the 
referring agents' specific needs. Mental health personnel can easily 
convey to judges, attorneys, and probation officers the nature, 
capabilities, and limitations of the screening and evaluation process, 
thereby developing a common set of expectations for the production of the 
written report. Format, length, language, style, and mode of 
transmission of the report all become negotiable once the expectations 
are set. A simple reorganization of the paragraphs in a typical report 
such that the examiner's pithy conclusions and recommendations are 
presented first, rather that at the end of lengthy report, for example, 
may make the. difference between a report judged to be thorough, and one 
judged to be verbose and one providing information overkill.' 

To what extent, and under what circumstances, could and should 
written me,ntal health evaluation reports supplant courtroom testimony by 
evaluators? Mental health personel, researchers and practitioners alike, 
are relatively uninformed about how criminal justice authorities utilize 
evaluation reports in practice. It seems that the two groups of 
professionals ~arely communicate ~bout the services they exchange, except 
for perhaps an occasional, informal t~Iephone call from a judge seeking 
clarification of a written report. The more thorough and understandable \ 
the written evaluation report provided to the court is, the less likely 
it may be that the evaluator is subpoenaed to testify. In fact, a 
measure of the effectiveness of forensic mental health evaluation may be 
the ratio of written reports acceptable to the court to the number of 
requests for courtroom testimony by psychologists and psychiatrists. 
L~ban, Kashgarian, Nessa, and Spencer (1977) discuss such a measure in 
their assessment of mental health evaluations of competency to stand 
trial. 

Feedback and Quality Control of the Provision of Information 

As ~e will discuss in the final chapter, the most effec::ti ve 
regulation of the flow of information and feedback regardiIllg quality of 
the provision componen~, in our judgement, is that initiated internally 
by the fOl:'ensic mental health facilities-first on an indiv'idual basis 
and then, perhaps, on an agency-wide basis. Regulation, program 
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monitoring, and program evaluation from the top down and from external 
sources seems less likely to offer substantive and practical guidance. 
The results of the telephone survey described in Chapter 3 (see 
especially pp. 44-48), confirmed in on-site interviews, indicate that 
most mental health personnel are totally unaware of p~ogram evaluation 
efforts that may have been conducted by individuals outside of the core 
of forensic health personnel who are directly involved with examinations 
of the client offenders on a regular basis, despite the existence of a 
considerable number of relevant program evaluation efforts,albeit in the 
"fugitive" literature (see ('''hapter 3, p. 45). When the existence of 
program evaluations was knoWll, the results were typically not accessible 
or, if accessible, not used. (See, also, the last section of each of the 
twenty descriptions of forensic mental health facilities in Part II.) 
The type of program quality review by committee, suggested in Proposition 
21, that is initiated internally and involves immediate, direct feedback 
to both c,riminal justice authorities and mental health personnel, was as 
conspicuously absent in the facilities we studied as its intent (i.e., to 
bring the involved individuals together to talk about improvement) seems 
simple and obvious. One New York social worker, responsible for the 
administration of the forensic exaination process in a court clinic, who 
accompanied one of the authors to an interview with two judges who make 
frequent referrals to the clinic, remarked that the interview had been 
the first time that she had met with the judges to discuss quality of 
services. 

Procedural manuals or policy statements, when available, reflect 
administrative philosophy and approach. The absence of such guidelines 
often foretell potential management inadequacies (cf. Clements, 1979). 
We conclude this chapter by touching briefly on the-need for a practical 
procedures manual specific to each forensi6'; mental health facility, 
covering the components of delineation, acquisition, and provision. This 
issue overlaps the topics of feedback and quality control of this section 
anrl the discussion of the general topic of program evaluation in Chapter 
13 which follows. 

Proposition 22: The process of forensic mental health examination 
(including the components of delineation, acquisition, and 
delineation) conducted in each forensic mental health facility 
should be fully described and documented in' a procedures and 
policy manual available to all staff. 

While the majority of the forensic facilities we studied had some 
documentation available to staff that was useful in day-to-day operations 
(the Baltimore Court Clinic; Psychiatric Services in Chicago, the St. 
Elizabeths Hospital Pretrial (Forensic) Branch, and the Center for 
Forensic Psychiatry have developed relatively comprehensive procedures 
manuals), written procedure and policy manuals to guide operations did 
not seem to be in widespread use. Alhough there are some disadvantages 
to model written reports for various types of examinations to the court, 
for example, (e.g., the relaxation of attentions to unique 
characteristics and the homogonization of communications to the criminal 
justice'system), the inclusion of such models in a procedures manual 
seems beneficial for guiding appropriate content (or exclusion of 
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inappropriate material), format, language, and length •. Thepsychiatric 
staff of the Biggs Unit of Fulton State (Missouri) Hospl.ta1 has developed 
such a model report (a copy of which is included in Chapter 6, Appendix 
F.). One clear benefit of such model report i.s that it can be subjected 
to periodic review without threat or embarassment to the referral agent, 
recipient, and author of an actual report. 
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Chapter 13 

HUMAN SERVICE PROGRAM EVALUATION AND SOCIAL POLICY 

[O]ur criminal justice system is predicated upon tensions and 
conflicts between the goals of the system and the values 
underlying it. Evaluation depends on the clear, empirical 
specification of the process or outcome goals of the program 
under investigation. The clear, empirical specification of 
goals necessary for good evaluation is particularly difficult 
in a system that is committed to conflicting goals and 
values, some of which, such as fairness or justice, are 
probably impossible to quantify in a sensible fashion.l 
(Morse, 1980, p. 331) 

The extent to which any human service is amenable to program 
evaluation, indeed to improvement, is compromised by a host of 
operational, legal, ethical,. political, and organizational factors. In 
the first twelve chapters of this book, we discussed the operational, 
ethical, and legal aspects of the delineation, acquisition, and provision 
components of,the forensic mental health examination without regard to 
the contexts ~f the political and organizational realities. In this 
final chapter, we address the issue of the evaluability of forensic 
mental health examinations, as we have defined and described them within 
the contexts of criminal justice, organizations, and social policy. 

As we discussed in Chapter 3, the basic purpose of the present 
evaluability assessment is expresse'd in three questions: What is the 
nature and scope of the mental health examination process? How does it 
operate in practice? How should it be evaluated as a prosram of human 
service, if at all? The first two parts of this book have addressed the 
first two questions. The preceding four chapters in Part III co~stitute 
the prologue to this concluding chapter, which attempts to answe~~the 
third question. .~" 

Enhancing Program Evaluability 

A successful program evaluation requires, at least two major 
reql,lirements: a workable evaluation design and a definable, 
comprehensible, and measurable program. In this section, we will discuss 
the latter requirement. 

Proposition 23: The program evaluability of the forensic mental 
health examination proeess will be enhanced to the degree that 
the process is referenced to a general model of human service 
delivery. 

It would be'!'most difficult to make judsements ,of worth or value of 
a. program without a good understanding of that program. The generalized 
model of the forensic mental health examination process in 

,.' 
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Chapter 9 provides a standard for description and understanding, not 
necessarily a standard of quality worthy of imitation. We do ~ claim 
that a program of service delivery implemented to the specification of 
the model examination process in Chapter 9, and following the 
propositions in Chapters 10, 11 and 12, will necessarily be judged 
superior to any of the forensic mental health examinations described in 
Part II of this book. That is not the point, even if it were generally 
shown to be so after large-scale program evaluation (an approach we do 
not recommend; see discussion later in this chapter). However, we do 
propose that the forensic examination process will become more 
understandable, and hence more evaluable, with reference to the 

generalized model. 

Consider, for example, any of the forensic examination processes 
operating in the twenty facilities described in Part II, with particular 
reference to Step 7 and Step 8 (the personal interview and psychological 
testing) of the model process (see Figure 60, p. 576), and the 
propositions relevant to the data acquisition component of the process in 
Chapter 11. In brief, the model and supportiu,g propositions set the 
following standards for this portion of the p~ocess: 

a) A single one-hour personal interview with the client-offender 

(Proposition 16), 

b) conducted on an out-patient basis (Proposition 9), by a 

c) a competent examiner (Proposition 19), 

d) preceded by a thorough review of the case file (Proposftions 
12, 13, and 14), and 

e) appropriate warnings given to the client-offender (Proposition 

11) ; 

f) no administration of psychological tests (Proposition 17), 
unless the examiner expresses, 

g) a clearly articulated need and rationale for their application 
i~ the specific case following the interview (Proposition 17). 

"Given these standards, a unique forens ic examination process could 
be described in a manner to make it understandable and comparable to 
other programs. Descriptive measures would be derived ,from answers to 
questions based on the standards. Is the interview longe:.,-.::- or shorter 
than one hour? Are there more. than one? Is the client-offender 
hospitalized? Are warnings given? And so .forth.Further, given the 
discrepancy from the model as a general variable, a rudimentary 
measurement approach including inferential measures could be developed. 
For example, a process that includes the routine administration of a 
complete battery of tests might be judged high on efficiency but low on 
equity for the client-offender. 
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The breadth of the model and the propositions in the ' 
:hapters,precludes the full explication of such a descri tiv~r::~ous 
1nferent1al measurement approach here S ff" P, the d " f • u 1ce 1t to say, 1n sum that 

i~d~;::!~!:1~:n~~.!~:::~;f;:b!~E~~::!~:~~;!;~iid:7~~n::~;~~~!;i~~.;~: 
~thp;~c~:an programlevaluation (e.g., staff tr~ining) when dev:lo~e~e~nto 

ures manua. For a more detailed dis ' f 
prog:am models derived from evaluability asse~~::~~~ ~eethe advantages of 
Schm1dt, Scanlon, and Bell (1979), Wholey (1979), and Ru~m:~n(~;~~~: 
Developing Internal Evaluation Capabilities 

P "2 ropos1t10n 4: As a first step, determinations of the ultimate 
wort~ or,value of programs of forensic mental health 
exam1nat10ns ar: best served by development of the internal 
program evaluat10n capabilities of those _ programs. 

Proposition 25: Until such time as a viable program of forensic 
.mental health examination has been successfully and reliably 
demonstrated and implemented, large-sclae outcome evaluations 

,:of such programs wi 11 not be worth their costs. 

For the ~rogram evaluator and decision-maker who ma 
program evaluat10n efforts, Proposition 24 and Pr 't' y be planning 
relev t Th' OpOS1 10n 25 are most 

an. e ce~tral p~1nt of this section is this: not until a 
program of forens1c exam1nations has been sufficientl d 1 demon~trated, and implemented will determinations of ~or~~eo~p~di 
pract1cal and policy relevance' until s h t' a ue be of 
efforts aimed at program impro~ement ar~cmos~m~~n:~~~I:~.evaluation 

One ratiori~ne for" the above proposition is based in the 
observation of two related trends' the . , nation's mental health 1" " general dlff1culty faced by this 
forensic mental h po 1C1es 1n general, and the developing nature of 

l' , ealth programs under those general mental health 

~~r~~~::.pr!~~:~h~~~e~~:::n~r;~~~e;u~~est program ev~l~ati~n which 
assessment format' (d an program ver1f1catlon or 
impact (su~ati 1ve evelopment~l, process) evaluation rather than 

ve, outcome, effect1veness) evaluation. 

According to a recent stud b th I . 
of this nation's mental health i. ~ e nst1tute f~r Social Research 
C ' po 1C1es, the expectat~ons of the 1963 

ommun1ty Mental Health Act--a dramatic reduction of the numbers of 
n persons in mental institutions--have not been met. 

Mental h 1 I) ea th proirams are in deep trouble at both the 
state and national leve 1. While they have successfully 
gotten awaY,from th7 custodial approach to treatment 
~~~y are st111 iack7ng in the policies and programs ~hat 

ld ~ake ~ (.:ommun~ty based approach "to mental heal't:h 
~;~~~y feas1ble.. (Mental Health Programs in Tr.ouble," 
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The study revealed several recurrent problems that dominated 
current mental health policies. Definitional problems still plague 
policy, having an impact cn funding and development of programs. Whether 
thos.e who receive services are called IImentally ill," "patients," 
"clients," "consumers," or "mentally disabled," is still a matter of 
debate. The fragmentation of efforts and short term goals of mental 
health is another problem. Mental health programs vary widely from state 
to state and city to city, depending to a large degree on the size and 
type of funding available to them. A related problem is the 
over-emphasis on cost-effectiveness and efficiency which has tended to 
overshadow innovation and initiative. Finally, mental health programs 
are plagued with some complex economic consequences of 
deinstitutionalization• For example, the emptying of mental hospitals 
has threatened the job stability of a large number of employed mental 
health workers who are skeptical about the worth of 
deinstitutionalization. 

As a growing component of the mental health system, forensic 
mental health programs do not only share the problems of mental health 
programs in general, but also show the growing pains of their own 
relatively new development. This development is not made easier by its 
necessary relationship with the criminal jUf' J.ce system. 

Some categories of program evaluation are better associated with 
some pro,gram contexts and settings than others. Some evaluation 
activities are more appropriate prior to the installation of a program to 
confirm, ascertain, or estimate needs, adequacy of conception, 
operational feasibility and sources of financial support. A major 
purpose of such activities might include the testing or appraising of a 
particular prQcess or processes of an ongoing program in order to make 
immediate modifications and improvements. Other types of program 
evaluations are more appropriate ~ the installation of a program, 
after some time of program implementation or even program 
institutionalization. Given the developmental nature and contexts of the 
programs of forens~.c mental health examination, it· seems that the former 
type of program evaluation--that aimed at program modification and 
improvement--is most app~opriately applied to forensic mental health 
programs at this time. An internal evaluation approach, in which the 
evaluator is likely to work quite closely with program designers or 
administrators and participate directly in decisions to make program 
modifications, is a program evaluation model falling in this category. 

A second rationale for our preference (for now) of building the 
internal evaluation capabilities of forensic mental health programs, 
instead of planning large scale outcome evaluations, lies in the very 
difficult nature'of the beast to be evaluated, i.e., a program involving 
the interaction of two very different systems, mental health and criminal 
justice, each with their own conflicting goals and values. Consider the 
example of the evaluation of a newly instituted program of determinations 
of ins~nity at the time of the alleged offense. Assume, further, the 
description of th.a program along the lines 
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suggested in Proposition 23 in th ' be measured? It could be broadl e prev70us ~ection. How should outcome 
efficiency, equity (justice?) o~ co~:e~ved,1n terms of effectiveness 
the relevant questions posed b sa 1S act10n, or all of these based'on 
interested primarily in m y an outcome evaluation. If we are 

1 
easures of effectiv d' 

examp e, we might determine the eness an equ1ty, for 
recommendations for insanit d tagr7eme~t among mental health 
disposition (i.e., release ~er:ue~1nalt10ns, judicial determinations and 
how would high agreement b ' s 1nvo untarY. civil commitment) Bu~ 

d ff 
' e 1nterpreted? Would th ., 

an e ect1ve? Would it be ' e program be equitable 
comparable program with 1 any more equitable and effective than a 

bl ow agreement? Puttin 'd pr~ ,em of different criteria burdens' g aS1 e for the moment the 
cr1m1nal and civil systems 'h of proof and fora operating in the 
me t 1 h' ' m1g.t one not argue th t 1 ,n,a ealth Judgement of the d "a -2! agreement among 
Jud1cial determination, and dis ~;:e7 of 7r1~1nal responsibility, 
adve:sary system? From such a Per~t10n! 1nd~cates a vigorous, vigilant 
:xa~1~ations that demonstrates ~ h,p~c~1ve, 1S a program of forensic 
Jud1.cl.al level (i e low 1. g) requency of "reversals" at the 
te f • • J agreement necessaril II " rms 0 equity and effectiveness? W y a poor program in 
such questions that would not b ' e know of no compelling answers to 
opposing interpretations. e countered by equally compelling, 

We must empahsize that we are not su ' 
all program evaluation efforts add ' ggest1.ng the abandonment of 
~he postponment of large-scale proreSs1~g the examination process, just 
1n the future. We are proposin t~ram 1mpa7tevaluation until some time 
evaluation efforts aimed t g a7 relat1vely modest internal b a program 1mprovement . . t' 

y program personnel and perh ' ' ln1 1ated and conducted 
co' ( ,aps, revlewed by a l' ~1.ttee see Proposition 22, • 642) , qua lty assurance 
b~S~S. Th~ model process and p~oPositio~: ~~n;1der~d on a f~rst priority 
m1g t provl.de adequate bases f art II of th1s volume 
and evaluation for program imp~:v:~:~~~m description, program analysis, 

Program Evaluation d an the Adversary Model 

But is the initial buildin of ' followed later by outcome eval t~ ~n 1nternal evaluation capability 
examination really necessary ~a ~~~ 0 the,process of forensic ' 
forensic mental health screen~ a d One m1~ht argue that the outcome of 
expert testimonies, in partic~~:r:~evaluat~on--written reports and 
evaluation efforts since the adv hardly need to be evaluated by program 
of scrutinizing the evidence andersa7Y,process already involves methods 
scrutiny of evaluation r arr1vlng at truth. Does not the 
sk'llf 1 eports, and the testing f 

1 ,u cros~-examination and b th ,0 experts by lll:eans of 
const1tute a torm of program evaiuat~o~~esentat10n of opposing testimony 

POSSl
' b' A

l
, few program evaluators have not otlly 1 l.ty that th d ack'nowledged the 

the value of e a versary process may reach the truth a program, but have sug t d or determine 
evaluation applied outside of the 1 ge~ e an adversary model of program 
Murphy, and Associates 1975 ega arena (cf. Anderson Ba) 1 
37-39). Challenging the f ,pp. 21-22; Levine-,-1974, Hous~ 1980 p '0 

1 
' ramework of the s' t'f' " p. 

exc USl.ve approach to th t h Clen 1 1C method as the 
1 1 e rut, they have su d ega system's appraoch ie' ggeste that we tryout the , •• , presentat10n 
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of evidence by two opposing groups to a decision maker (judge), or 
decision makers (jury), according to a complex set of investigative and 
evidence rules. 

Rather than pitting the scientific method of the mental health 
system ~gainst the adversary model of the legal system in the search for 
the truth, it may be that both can be accommodated and developed in 
program evaluation efforts. In Ballew v. Georgia (1978), the United 
States Supreme Court apparently made such an accommodation to fOrin a part 
of its opinion in that case. In ruling that the trial of Claude Ballew, 
the manager of the Paris Adult Theater in Atlanta convicted of violating 
Georgia IS obscentiy law, by a five-person jury was unconstitution,al, the 
Supreme Court made extensive use of behavioral science data obta~ned by 
scientific experimentation. Justice Powell, concurring in the opinion of 
the Court written by Justice Blackmun, may have been making the p,oint of 
the following proposition for us, when he suggested that behavioral 
science data may become more useful if it were "subjected to the 
traditional testing mechanisms of the adversary process." 

Proposition 26: The designs of program evaluations of the forensic 
mental health process should include and encourage the, 
naturally oc\curring inquiry methods of the legal system where 
possible. 

The incorporation of legal checks, reviews, and other inquiry 
methods into program evaluation designs is not restricted to the last 
step in the provision component of the 'forensic examination process, 
i.e., feedback and follow-up focused on adversarial scrutiny of wit'ltten 
reports and courtroom presentation. Indeed, Proposition 2 (p. 49l.) 
advocates the drafting of formal motions to the court requesting mental 
health examinations, and judicial review of the legitimacy of tholle 
motions, as part of the proper delineation of the forensic examinntion 
process. 

Interagency Arrangements and the Social Context 

The organizational and social contexts in which a human service 
delivery program of forensic mental health examination occurs, has a 
profound influence on its goals, characteristics, operations, service 
improvement (exis:tence::'), and its accountability to administrative 
agencies and the public. What is the best interage.ncy (intersystem) 
arrangement, under what situation, between the cr~ufinal justice system 
and the mental health system for the accomplishment of forensic mental 
health screening and evaluation? 

One Ohio judge responded to this question by asserting that an 
adequate answer will most likely have to await resolution of the 
fundamental issues in the way society views crime, punishment, and 
rehabilitation. Unfortunately (or fortunately), the practice of forensic 
mental examinations proceeds even in the absence of adequate answers. In 
fact, it is quite conceivable that the examination of practice in this 
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area may force the clarifying and reformulating of theory (see Chapter 
1). the complex relationships and alliances formed by the mental health 
system, law enforcement, and the judicial system are shaped by a number 
of factors related both directly to the client-offender and his or her 
entanglements with the law, and other factor~ only indirectly related to 
the individual, the crime (or alleged offense), and his or her mental 
health. Among these factors are: 

(a) The nature and severity of the offense or alleged offense; 

(b) the nature and severity of the suspected or diagnosed mental 
problem; 

(c) the stage in the criminal proceedings (e.g., pretrial or after 
convic tion) ; 

(d) the type of defense contemplated by the client-offender, or 
his counsel; 

(e) the financial means of the client-offender; 

(f) the mental health law issues involved (e.g., competency to 
stand trial, criminal responsibility, and mitigating 
circumstances affecting the" sentence); 

(g) the availability of viable options (e.g., jail-mental health 
program, court clinic, or community mental healt~ center); 

(h) the cooperative and competitive strategies in most 
interorganizational relationships (see Steadman and Morrissey, 
Note 1); 

(i) the movement toward community mental health programs and away 
from institutionalization (cf. Monahan, 1976); 

(j) budget arrangements and the various fiscal incentives 
operating between agencies; 

(k) the tensions between applications of the medical model and the 
legal~pder to client-offenders (see generally, Wexler, 1981; 
Miller, 1980); and, finally, 

(1) the political climate, especially in an austere economy (cf. 
"Summary and Analysis," pp. 299-300, and Breslin, 1980, pp. 
345-355) 

(See also the 'general description!? of court clinics, jails, community and 
regional mental health programs, centralized forensic mental health 
facilities, and community corrections programs at the beginnings of the 
chapters in Part II of this volum~hc 
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Two issues were the interactive effect of social policy and 
practice seem clear are the decentralization of mental health care and 
the proper role of the adversary process in mental health issues. 
Forensic mental health screening and evaluation services can be 
distinguished according to the degree 'of centralization or 
decentralization of those services. Many states (Ohio, Tennessee, and 
Missouri, to name three) are moving away from a system in which one or 
two centrally located, maximum security facilities provide all forensic 
services (Petrila, 1981). Instead, states are adopting a system in which 
forensic mental health screening and evaluation will occur, at least 
initially, in the community. Ohio began developing community forensic 
mental health centers i.n 1972 to reduce in-patient evaluation referrals 
to its maximum security facility, Lima State Hospital. Today, there are 
18 out-patient community forensic mental health centers in Ohio, 
inc biding four basic types of community fac'ilities: (1) a branch of a 
cODlUiunity mental health center; (2) a freestanding entity with its own 
Board of Directors; (3) a division of a general out-patient mental health 
facility of a university; and (4) an agency of a court or probation 
department (see Beran and Toomey, 1979). 

But decentralizing of forensic mental health services can be seen 
,·as running counter to the proponents of unified service systems. At 
least one observer (Wexler, 1981, p. 118) haG witnessed the situation, 
feared by these proponents, of "jurisdictiomll jockeying generated by 
fiscal considerations that are irrelevant to the patient's needs" (Note 
2). 

To what extent mental health services are to be included within 
the adversary process varies according to geography? 'In Maryland, staff 
of the Medical Service of the Supreme Bench of Baltimore routinely 
conduct pretrial evaluations involving questiOl:lS of insanity and 
incompt'ltency. Across the country in Tucson. Arizona. the Pima County 
Court Clinic. which is under the jurisdiction of the Superior Court of 
Pima County. performs primarily presentence and post-eonviction 
evaluations. The Clinic seldom performs evaluations to determine 
competency to stand trial or sanity at the time of the offense. These 
pretrial evaluations requested by the Pima County Superior Court are 
referred to psychiatrists and clinical psychologists in the private 
se,ctor on a fee basis. Allen Beigel (1976), a professor of psychiatry 
the nearby University of Arizona, College of Medicine, contends that 

at 

• • • [T]he mental health system should restrict its role 
to being a friend of the court in keeping·with the 
treatment relationship outside the adversary process 
• [W]e believe [competency] examinations are an 
appropriate function of the mental health system because 
they are directly a part of the adversary process (pp. 
146-147) • 

Miller (1980) goes a step further in arguing that mental health services 
should not be organizationally affiliated with the courts at all. and 

654 

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

• <..) 

(; 

o 

o 

0 

I. 

f n 

k 
0 

t 
i. 

'('1 

o· - " 

.- ,(.1. 

o " 
/' 

I 
I 

I, 

( ) 

) 

) 

• I 

I 
! 
,j • 

,I · 

,. 
I , 

when mental health professionals ~ involved in court procedures it 
should be totally within the adversary process. The major court 
functions of the mental health system should be totally eliminated, 
especially determinations of competency to stand trial. criminal 
responsibility, and future dangerousness. Clearly. the side on which the 
issue is decided will dictate the alliances formed between the mental 
health criminal justice system. 

A series of fundamental questions, related to the alliance of the 
mental health and judicial system, concerns the function of government in 
this alliance. Should the administration of forensic screening and 
evaluation at the state. regional and community levels be a part of the 
executive or judicial branch of government? What are the implications of 
the differing administrative structures on the day-to-day operations of 
forensic mental health units? 

Forensic mental health facilities have one foot in the mental 
health camp, the other in the criminal justice camp. But whose side are 
they really on? The perception, regardless of official stances. of a 
forensic center's affiliation may have some practical consequences for 
the services that are provided. A court clinic providing screening and 
evaluation services in competency and criminal responsibility issues, 
under the jurisdiction and funding of the courts, for example, may be 
viewed not as neutral "friends of the court" but as biased 
pro-prosecution arms of the state. Such a view may be seen in a clearer 
light when the forensic center provides pre-sentence mental health 
examinations as part of a probation department, the examination results 
being routinely incorporated into a probation officer's post-conviction • 
pre-sentence report to the court. On the other hand, forensic centers 
funded by state and/or community mental health centerslfiCiY be perceived 
as havens of soft-headed liberals that coddle criminals under the guise 
of constitutionally guaranteed rights involving mental health examination 
and treatment. 

The real or imagined affiliation of a forensic center may foster a 
view of forensic units as pro-defense, pro-prosecution, pro-competency. 
anti-responsibility, anti-incarceration, etc. While a forensic unit may 
be able to survive such a view when it is focused on an individual mental 
health worker, for an entire forensic unit. or system. to be viewed as 
siding with particular criminal justice dispositions may have dire 
consequences for the referrals, for services and quality control. 
Informed neutrality, perceived or actual, seems essential to quality 
service provided by forensic centers. At the least. partial autonomy 
from both systems seems part of the answer to "informed neutrality." 

Finally, in an austere economy. it is inevitable that courts will 
become more mindful of their partnership with mental health 
professionals. For example. an executive committee of the Los Angeles 
County Superior Cou~t recently balked at raising the fee paid to 
court-appointed examiners for a psychiatric or psychological report f'rom 
$135 to the $250 requested by a group of psychiatrists on the 
court-approved list of experts (Granelli, 1981). 
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Conclusion 

The operations and orga~izational arrangements constituting 
programs of forensic mental health examination are presently not 
sufficiently developed, demonstrated, or implemented ,to justify a 
full-scale program impact evaluation. Ironically, even if it were 
otherwise, the virtual demise of the National Institute of Justice's 
National Evaluation Program (NEP) within the last year would have 
precluded adequate funding of such an effort. As outlined in Chapter 
the first phase of NEP studies--the equivalent of evaluability 
assessments--involved the collection, synthesis, and determination of 
what is already known about a program, followed by recounnendations for 
further more intensive program evaluation to be conducted in a 
second-~hase NEP study. The lowered expectations; and dictates of an 
austerity economy seem to be, in this case, consi.stent with the . 
recommendations resulting from the evaluability assessment of forensl.c 
mental health screening. 

2, 

An enhancement of the evaluability of forensic mental health 
examination is proposed by developing the internal program evaluation 
capabilities of programs of such forensic examinations. This may begin 
with the description and the analysis of the program with reference to 
the model process and the 26 propositions in Part III of this book. It 
may be aimed at the primary purposes of program modification and 
improvement but produce program evaluability enhancement as an important 
side-product. 
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Notes 

1. N.J. Steadman and J.P. Morrissey, Interfacing Local Jails with the 
Mental Health System. Grant application submitted to the National 
Institute for Mental Health, Public Health Services by the Research 
Foundation for Mental Hygiene, Inc. (44 Holland Avenue, Albany, New York, 
12229). 1980. 

2. Testimony entitled, liThe Need for Unified Services Amendments," 
presented on behalf of. June Jackson Christmas, M.D., Counnissioner, New 
York City Department of Mental Health and M~ntal Retardation Services, to 
the Select Counnittee on Mental and Physical Handicap, Albany; New York 
(December 3, 1974, p. 1), cited in Wexler (1981, p. 131, Note 1). 

References 

Anderson, S.B., Ball, S., Murphy, R.T., and Associates. Encyclopedia 01 
educational evaluation. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1975, 21-22. 

Ballew v. Georgta. 22 CrL 3063 (1978). 

Beigel, A. Law enforcement, the jUdiciary and mental health: A growing 
partnership. In J. Monohan (ed.), Community mental health and the 
criminal justice system. New York: Pergamon, 1976, 141-149 • 

B~ran, N.J., and Toomey! B.G. (eds.) Mentally ill offenders and the 
criminal justice system: Issues in forensic services. New York: 
Praeger, 1979. 

Breslin, E. R. Backlash against the disabled. Mental Disability Law 
Reporter, 1980, !(5), 345-355. 

Granelli, J.S. Psychiatrist list shrinks at L.A. court. The National Law 
Journal, January 19, 1981. 

House, E. Evaluating with validity. Beverly Hills, California: Sage, 
1980. 

Levine, M. Scientific method and the adversary model: Some preliminary 
thoughts. American Psychologist, 1974, (September), 661-677. 

Mental Health Programs in Trouble. ISR Newsletter, 1980, Autumn, 5-6. 

Miller, K.S. The criminal justice and mental health systems: Conflict 
and collusion. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Oelgeschlager, Gunn, 
and Hai n, 1980. 

Monahan, J. (ed.). Community mental health and the criminal justice 
system. New York: Pergamon, 1976 • 

657 

--_______________ p~,~_'_._~M~ ____ ' ______ --~ 

I 
'{ 

, 



)1 
If -' 

'( 

'-...., j' 
';~.'d 

,I 

.~~. ~' 

.' 

j :.1 

Morse, S.J. Understanding adversary process and conflict in criminal 
justice. In M.W. Klein and K.S. Teilmann (eds.), Handbook of 
criminal justice evalua'tion. Beverly Hills, Califo.;;:;;)ia: Sage, 
1980. 

Petrila, J. Forensic psychiatry and community mental health. 
Developments in Mental Health Law, 1981,1(1), 1-4. 

Rutman, L. Planning useful evaluations: ,Evaluability assessment. 
Beverly Hills, California: Sage, 1980. 

Schmi4t, R.E., Scanlon, J.W., and Bell~ J.B. Evaluability assessment: 
:,.-:/Making public programs work better. Washington, D.C.: Government 

Printing Office, 1979. 

Summary and Analysis. Mental Disability Law Reporter, 1980, i(5), 
299-300. 

Wexler, D.B. Mental health law. New York: Plenum, 1981. 

Wholey, J.S. Evaluation: Promise and performance. Washington, D.C.: 
Urban Institute, 1979. 

'v 
d' 

f) 

() 

i.l 

;) '. 

\~ 

)1 

.J 

~" . 

658 

I 

o 

o 

f 
o 

i 

(;-, 

o 

" 

\ 

.. 

I! 

" 

c. 

\\ 
\) 

o 

o 

'. 
Ij " ::;\' 

o 
"" I' 

~ ~f" ,j' 'i';: 
t.: .', 

~I:; .. 




