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COM~ENCE REPORT HE~ (Add continuation pages BS required.) 

This is the final report reflecting the projects attempt at replicatin2 
the Des Hoines system in fuluth, JVIinnesota. Briefly, the quarte:r-s 
acti vi ties ,.Till be sUITlI11.ari zed Hi th 8. more detailed narrative encompas­
sing the entire project period by project component. Essentially, the' 
project consisted of three components, release on own recognizance(ROTI), 
supervised release (SR) intensive probation. .. ... Overall He feel the 
project was a success. 

The major operational change 1:hich occurred during the quater ~.;as 
termination of the HOR unit located in the county jail facility. This 
component 'i;[l.S operatio::1al for one entire year (Jan. 1, '75-Dec. 31, '75) 
closing opsrn.tions for t1oJO very speci.:Cic reasons; bho nmV' rLllo8 in 
criminal procedures mondated by the :Minnesota Supreme Oourt Nhich Vlent 
into effect on July 1, 1975 placing the responsibility of citations anc 
release upon line officers, and simply economics. 

1<Je've also noticed that since January 1, that there has been a slight 
increase in the number of individuals Vlho have been released from the 
County Court on their ovm recognizance. This 1;vould suggest that per­
haps I,re are Plaking progress, and yet, pos si bly this only is concidenc e. 

Again, we Dust report that a modified VERA-J.1anhattan scale to accomo­
date tho cultural needs of Native (Native Americans) clients has not 
been developed. Our Indian Corrections Ac3ent intervievrs clients and 
makes recomnendations to both COU1't systems 'l-1ho make determinations 
on 'IoJhether to releas e pending cas e resul ts. 

\·113 have also S8C1..1l"ed .. _ additional fundi1l8 thl"'ough LEAA for another 
yell1" s operation (Hay 5, 1976 -Eay [I., 1977). The grunt t.;8.S 'I.;ri tten 
consolidating the pro j eet on R. regional level whereas the CUrrEll"lt 
project '.,ras st. LOUis Ootmty alone, more specifically the city of 
Du.lut~J.. Ue are 8.s8UPling the pJ:'oj ect ,,·rill be i'1.mdeu. vrith state sub­
sidies thel'eafter l1.1l.der thG Oommuni ty 001~l""octions Act as leGislated. 
The present stat1J.3 of Conununi ty Corrections lists a start up date o.f 
July 1, 1976. That remains to be seen. 
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In prior reports we indicated that perhaps a diversion pr~cess would 
be 1'ormalized 'Hith procedures and guidelines, however, this has not .. 
occurred as anticipated but remains at the discretion 01' the chief 
prosecuting Qssistant county attorney. Hope1'ully this will be addressed 
in the next year. 

During the tHO month quarter 29 pre-sentence investigations were ordered 
by the Dis trict Court of 1.-rhich 17 Here as signed to the intensive p:'oba­
tion unit to comp.ete. 01' those assigned .5 Here completed lv-hilenone 
01' them Here sentenced. ROHever, 13 previous PoS.I.'s were completed 
and 8 01' them \,Tere sentenced. 

Quarterly Report Assigned Completed Sentnced 
1 11 4 Q 
2 20 2L~ 19 
3 29 29 30 
4 13 12 14 
.5 22 15 19 

Final -11. 18 8 
112 100 90 

Twel ve investigations remain to be compl eted lv-hile 22 remain to be 
sentenced. Of the eight sentenced during the quarter 3 were committed 
to state penal institutions Vlhile .5 were placed at N.E.RoC.C. as a con­
dition 01' probation. 

ThoJ:'e 'tooTere a total of 163 investigations ordel"'od by the District Cou:i.~:b 
during tho grD..l1.t period, of Iv-hich, 112 were assigned to the intensive 
probation tmit. Of tho 90 that Here sentenced, 20 irIeX'e committed to 
state penal institutions and 70 Here placed upon probation with restric­
tions Iv-hich varied (34 loJere placed at N.E .R.C.C. 1'01" a period not to 
exceed one year, 23 Here placed on straight probation on the street, 
9 on work release from the county jail, 1 irms required to do 30 days 
at the county jail, 2 Hore placed at Hillc:,"est House for women here 
locally, and 1 Has required to complete long term chemcial treatment 
at Eden Ilous e in Hinneapolis, l·linnesota.) 

On six occasions there Hel'e violations of probation v-rhich resul ted in 
the defendant beine; com ... vni tted to a state penal institution. There l"Tere other 
viculations, however probation Has continued. 
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DES MOINES REPLICATION PROJECT: 

PRE-TRIAL SERVICES ANNUAL REPORT 

1975 

When the Des Hoines Replication Project commenced operation 
in mid-December 1974, it was understood there would be monthly 
statistical summaries and periodic evaluation reports from Florida 
State University (FSU) under auspices of the separate Law Enforce­
ment Assistance and Administration (LEAA) grant project evaluating 
all replication sites around the country. Unfortunately these 
reports and SUmmaries never materialized, and so have not been 
available to assist us in policy decisions during the past year. 
As a result, our pre-trial service component has had to generate 
rudimentary statistics by hand, out of which this annual report 
for the most part evolves. The comprehensive FSU evaluation will 
probably not be available for about another year, as it will take 
several months for court cases begun before December 31, 1975, to 
terminate, and several more months after that will most likely be 
needed for the overall report to be produced in a format accept­
able for distribution to the replication sites. In the meantime, 
perhaps this superficial report may be of some value to local 
criminal justice administrators and plaru1ers. 

Before proceeding it is important that a disclaimer be prof­
fered: all statistics herein have been generated laboriously, by 
hand, without professional statistical ser,rj.ces or computers such 
as are available to preparers of' the FSU report. Data collection 
has been performed by Dan Stauty, Released on Recognizance (ROR) 
agent, and the supervisor and members of the SUpervised Release 
(SR) unit of this project. Records currently available to us 
are not ahmys complete, since it was not until a couple months 
into the project that our record keepin~ needs became clear (we 
had been waitingi'or the promised FSU reports), and our collec­
tion systems were then belatedly initiated. (For this reason, 
all graphs be.gin with Narch, 1975.) Also, hand counts of the 
many page-long columns of fie;ure s, "X" s and "/II s could be off a 
few units. 
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Nevertheless, we have reviewed as thoroughly and carefully 
as possible all cases processed by the ROR and SR units during 
the past year and are fairly confident that this information is 
in most instances accurate to within a per;entage point or two. 
Still, remember that we are neophytes in statistical analysis: 
professionals should get SOme good belly-laughs reading this 
report--and it will be j~teresting to see how our figures com­
pare with those ultimately released by FSU/LEAA. Finally, con­
clusions drawn from the data contained herein have been kept to a 
minim~m for obvious reasons. Alas, proceed at your own risk ••• 

SECTION I: RELEASE ON RECOGNIZANCE (ROR) 

As of December 31, 1975, after one year of operation, the 
Release on Recognizance unit is defunct. Project administrators 
determined that under the new Minnesota rules of criminal proce­
dure effective July 1, 1975, the entire release-on-recognizance 
function is the dual responsibility of law enforcement and the 
prosecutors' offices, not of the Des Moines Replication Project 
and st. Louis County Probation Department. We have performed this 
function for the past year under the grant; however, the new rules 
assign this responsibility elsewhere, particularly to the police 
and sheriff's departments through initiation of an effective cita­
tion/summons procedure. 

Perhaps the main accomplishments of the ROR unit during the 
past year have been: 1) public demonstration that release of crim­
inal defendants on their own recognizance after bookings, through 
a conscientiously applied VERA-type release evaluation, does indeed 
work in this area; 2) collection of the vast amounts of demographic 
and statistical information which will a1lo\v LEAA to prepare its 
comprehensive evaluation of our project's effect within and upon 
the local criminal justice system; and, 3) a significant contribu­
tion of manpower (and, therefore, money) to the county sheriff's 
jail operation. A further, less tangible result of ROR unit activ­
ities would seem to be a focusing and crystallizing of the release­
on-recognizance concept (in contrast to continued unnecessary deten­
tion) in local community and criminal ju.stice system consciousness. 
We have long Imown ROR works elsewhere: now we know it can be made 
to work here. 

Referring to the ROR statistics (appendix IA, p.23), of 211 
misdemeanants released (line 7), only three failed to appear for 
court as scheduled (1. 30). This is ~1 of those released on 
ROH bond, an extraordinarily high return rate. Of the three who 
failed to appear, two were acutely chemically dependent and were 
located immediately. As of the end of the year-long experimental 
period, none of the 211 ROR releasees were missing. This appear­
a.nce rate suggests more detained defendants could have been (still 
could be?) released safely if disqualification criteria had been 
relaxed as recommended. when it became apparent that virtually all 
releasees were coming back for court. 
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Of the approximately 1424 bookings at the county jail (1. 3)-­
already excluded are those sentenced, committed in lieu of bail, 
etc.--368 (25.8%) were released, 14.8% on ROR bond, the rest either 
bailing, bonding, or being released by authorities for various 
reasons (11. 7-9). This means 1054 or 74% of those booked were 
not released. There was no ROR action on 9.5~ of those booked 
(II. 24-29), and 64.5% of those not released were ineligible for 
ROR through disqualification (1. 11+): 

Figo 1: Monthly Bookings Disqualified From ROR 
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SUbjects on "hold" (11. 12-15) could not be considered for ROR; 
but after a few months of project operation and study, it became 
increasingly clear that a good number of those disqualified 
(11. 16-23) could have been safely released on their own recog­
nizance without significantly increasing our failure-to-appear 
rate or being of danger to the community. During the year SR 
recommended that disqualification criteria be relaxed in certain 
respects and, when appropriate, a more subjective release evalua­
tion procedure be followed; however, project administrators decided 
release criteria as formulated originally in the grant application 
would be adhered to. The critical responsibility of assuring no 
person remains in custody unless absolutely and demonstrably neces­
sary now rest s with police, j'ailors and prosecutors. Ironic, not? 
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An obstacle to accomplishing one of the major ROR goals estab­
lished in the grant proposal has been the inability of the ROR unit 
to refer cases directly to SR. When a defendant was disqualified 
ror ROR consideration, it was intended that supervised release would 
then prepare a bail-SR evaluation to have ready for the defendant's 
arraignment. However, one county judge would not allow SR involve­
ment prior to arraignment, contending it violated the defendant's 
legal rights. Since it is impossible to project with much accuracy 
which judge will be getting any particular case, as a result SR 
was unable to have these recommendations ready in advance or to 
secure release for any of the many detained defendants who failed 
to qualify for ROR. Of the three-quarters of the total defendants 
booked who were not released on their own recognizance, most likely 
a considerable number could easily and safely have been released 
if a more subjective evaluation had been performed or the disqual­
ification criteria applied a bit more flexibly. As it was, release­
on-recognizance was not extended to many deserving among 1054 de­
tained defendants (1. 10), and a valuable opportunity to test locally 
the validity and workability of VERA release techniques was passed 
up. Now, unless the citation system is implemented effectively, 
the entire concept and practice of release-on-recognizance may fall 
by i,he way with the demise of the ROR unit and county courts' 
apparent discontinuation of release-without-bail at arraignment. 

Significant to note also is that, for some reason(s) beyond 
our ability to analyze here, the number of "ROR-able" defendants 
booI{ed at the county jail each month drastically fell off sin.ce 
the new rules went into effect. This would make sense if there 
had also been a proportionately radical decrease in total bookings: 
it would mean that during the last six months those individuals 
being arrested who would previously have been booked were nO~-l 
being issued citations instead. However, as illustrated below, 
the continuing decrease in RORs is not coupled with a similarly 
proportionate decrease in bookings:--

Fig. 2: Compal'ison of 1975 l'Ionthly Bookings iVith 
Releases on Recognizance 
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There were 869 bookings rrom January to June (average 145 per 
month) and 613 bookings (average 102) from July through December, 
a 30% decrease in bookings the second half of the year. On the 
other hand, defendants released on their own recognizance from 
January through June totaled 170 (average 28 per month), and only 
41 (average 7) July through December, an almost incredible 76,% 
decrease in RORs. Perhaps it can be argued that our sample is too 
small or covers too short a period to draw valid conclusions; but 
the divergence in bookings and release trends is so extreme and so 
abrupt that some important factor must enter in. During the second 
half of the year there would have had to have been an average of 
almost 20 (19.7) defendants released each month to have continued 
an average monthly drop in RORs consistent with the 30% decrease 
in bookings. 

Precisely what happened cannot be concluded with any certainty. 
Did ROR agents SUddenly stop being conscientious about administering 
the VERA evaluation? or stop aggressively sorting out the ROR-able 
cases?--highly doubtful as there was no reason for them to stop do­
ing their job (at least not at that point) and there were no indica­
tions of significant attitude change then. Or perhaps there was a 
sudden shift in attitude or policy within the police department 
when the new citation rules went into effect. Were new instruc­
tions promulgated and/or suddenly "nuisance" bookings no longer 
made because ROR would release them anyway? Were explicit orders 
to cite everyone possible too difficult to ignore anymore and, 
therefore, did the 30~ drop in bookings consist mostly of those 
defendants who were ROll-able previously? If the latter is so, ROR 
and citation have had a genuinely positive effect. On the other 
hand, it is possible that ways were found to get around the ROR 
system? Impossible to know, but intriguing to consider. If FSU 
will eventually answer any question, hopefully this is one, since 
the effect of having an ROR unit at the jail was for all practical 
purposes nullified the last half of 1975, except for the very neces­
sary runction these men performed in the collection of statistical 
data for the comprehensive report. 

There is another important matter to note before moving on to 
supervised release. Elsewhere in the country, particularly in the 
major metropolitan areas where ROR and SR programs are operating, 
the number of criminal defendants released on their own recognizance 
in general far outnumber those released on supervision. In our own 
area, Carlton county judge Overlie, probation/pre-trial release 
officer Bruce Ahlgren, and Carlton county enforcement personnel 
reieased on recognizance ~54 misdemeanants and felons (9676' of all 
booked), and 97. % appeared. Of the felons not released on recog­
nizance, only one in ten did not qualify for SR, and all those 
released on supervision appeared (one t-lho bailed did not). Of all 
the Carlton county convictions last year, only eight had posted 
bail. Ten defendants released on ROR or SR returned from the 
Minneapolis area, several from the Range and one from Indiana. The 
average daily jail population of twelve before ROR and SR began 
dropped to six, and at the end of 1975 averaged only two. Bruce 
emphasizes that the court and all enfbrooment personnel have cooper­
ated completely in the experiment and are now fully satisfied and 
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convinced of the value of maximum ROR--with limited SR as a backup 
only--for virtually all defendants. They grant that Duluth is more 
urban and that there are a number of other important factors to 
consider; nevertheless, the experience in Carlton county seems to 
solidly support our contention that the courts in Duluth, through 
the pre-trial program and release-without-bail could be releasing 
far more defend.ants on their own recognizance. 

It is also interesting to note that there have been twice as 
many defendants placed on supervised release as have been release 
on their own recognizance: 

Fig. 3: 1975 Cumulative Releases on ROR and SR 
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The use of ROB and SE here appears almost exactly the opposite of 
their use elsewhere. Possibly this is the most extraordinary oc­
curr'ence observable in the Duluth replication project, suggesting 
from a positive viewpoint a new use of such programs, or from a 
negative perspective the misuse of either ROR" SR or, possibly, 
both. It may be contended that this was the intention from the 
beginl1ing, to do something different here than is being done else­
where; but the original Brant proposal is clear that we were granted 
federal money to accomplish things other than, or certainly beyond, 
what we have--particularly insofar as release on recognizance is 
concerned. 
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SECTION II: SUPERVISED RELEASE 

In contrast to ROR unit fate, the supervised release component 
of the replication project made it through its first year and itis 
girding to venture further into wilds of the Arrowhead criminal 
justice system. Members of the release unit--and the entire bat­
tery of functions and concepts referred to as "supervised release t, -­
have been through a frustrating evolutionary period this past year. 
Still, morale seems to be reviving as it becomes apparent super­
vised release and pre-trial services have not yet been abandoned, 
given the tenor of the recently initiated rules of criminal proce­
dure which are breathing down our collective necks. Unfortunately, 
many of these rules and procedures are in direct conflict with 
methods and goals originally proposed for supervised release/pre­
trial services in the grant application. Because of the paradoxical, 
mutually exclusive goals and purposes stated in the grant applica­
tion and those mandated by the new rules, pre-trial services per­
sonnel have found themselves in philosophical and functional dilem­
mas one after another. This requirement that we jump on at least 
two horses and ride off in several directions at once largely ac­
counts for certain failures to accomplish what ive said we would, 
accomplishing other things we had not intended, and the general 
turmoil we have been through. Maturation and learning can be pain­
ful processes. 

Perhaps it should again be pointed out that minor discrepancies 
between various sets of statistics will appear here as they do in 
the ROR section. We have been careful in our counts and calculations, 
but incomplete data collection during the first couple months of 
operation had the vast mass of material we had to go through by hand 
has made complete consistency and accuracy impossible. For example, 
in appendix ra, Sd statistics (p.24), it is stated that 530 cases 
have been referred to SR dllring the past year (1. 2), ... ..;he1"eas hand 
counts of our open and closed files has turned up a total of 542 
Cases with which SR has been in some way involved. This is a 2.9% 
difference, but one vrhich may be explained: our closed files con­
tained several cases which were never formally placed on sn but 
upon which, under some unusual circumstances, SE agents had spent 
time. Hinor discreplncies such as this, and the fact that a small 
amount of data is simply not available, keep our s·tatistics from 
being completely accurate. 

!YJ2es and Numbers of Offenses Processed 

As near as we can determine, SR agents have been involved with 
5L12 separate, individual cases during the past year (only about six 
defendants have been involved with us more than once at different 
times). Of these 542 referrals, 159 are felonies (29.3%), four 
gross misdemeanors (0. 7~;), and 379 misdemeanors (69.97&). (To avoid 
making this narrative portion of the report too disjointed ,and 
cumbersome, a complet e breakdovm of the se offense s and the freg.­
uency of their occurrence has been added as appendix II, p~ 25-27). 
These 542 total cases can further be broken down into 40 different 
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felony charges, two different gross misdemeanors and 49 different 
misdemeanor charges, a total of 89 different types of offenses 
with which SR agents have been j.nvolved. Of these, twelve par­
ticular types of offenses account for over two-thirds of our total 
referrals: 

Most Common Offense s Referred to SR ("F"=felony) 
% of 

"975 SR 
referrals 

Driving while intoxicated 
(F)Burglary 

Disorderly conduct 
Shoplifting 

Primary 
charges 

117 
39 
33 
28 

21.6 
7.2 
6.1 

Possession of controlled sUbstance 
Assault 

26 
24 
21 
20 
17 
17 
16 

5.2 
4·8 
4·4 
3·9 
3·7 
3.1 

Driving after cancel/revoc/susp 
Careless driving 

(F)Possession of controlled substance 
Hit-and-run (leaving the scene) 

(F)Receiving stolen property 
15 

3·1 
3. 0 
2.8 (F )rrheft 

373 68.9 

At least two other major categories of offenses can also be 
isolated. Traffic/vehicle related matters account for 39.7% and 
chemical related matters 34.4% of the referrals: 

Traffic/Vehicle Related 

Driv while intox 
Drj.v aft canc/l"ev/susp 
Car'ale s s dl"i ving 
Hit-and-run 
Open bottle 
Tampering with M/v 

(.D1 )Unauthorizcd use of H/v 
Fail yield rt-of-way 
No D/L in possession 

(F)Auto thoft 
Hocklcss driving 

(F) Criminal neBligence 

117 
21 
20 
17 

9 
5 

t 
Allow unlic drVl~ op N/v 
Boing in actual phys C011-

3 
3 
2 
1 

trol of M/V while intox 1 
Expired D/L 1 
Ii'ail yield emerg veh 1 
Illegal veh registration 1 
Red light 1 
Speeding 1 
stop sign 1 

217. 

Chemical (Dl~g & Alc) Related 

Driv vrhile intox 117 
_ Pass of contr substance 26 

(F)Poss of contr substance 17 
Open bottle 9 

(F) Sale of contr substance 8 
(F)PCS with intent to sell 5 

Furnishing-ale to minor ? 
(F)Forg prescrip to obtain narc 1 
(F)Attempt to procure CS 1 

Phys control M/v while intox 1 
Poss of (narc) paraphernalia 1 

188 
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Felonies 

The final ROR report indicates 220 .felons were booked last 
year (appendix lA, 1. 16). Of these, 159 (72.3%) were referred 
to SR and 86 (54.1% of the referrals, .39.1~& of' the booked) were 
released on SR bond. 

Fig. 4: Felonies Processed Monthly by SR During 1975 
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Felony release percentages may seem very low, but it should be 
pointed out that we had initial difficulty getting felons refer­
red-·.and, Hhen rei'erred, at time sit Has with a "Hell, you can 
do an intervieH because it is supposed to be done, but I'm not 
going to release on SIt" attitude on the part of the court. 
But this is understandable given our laek of experience then, 
and now we are getting a fair opportunity to evaluate most felons 
as they are arraigned. So, the 10H yearly percentage could be 
the result of a sloH start, befor'e the new rules, ~fent into effect, 
and next year's felon releases on SR bond may show an overall 
proportional increase. It is, hOHever, surprising and more than 
a bit disconcerting to see over the past year a distinct trend 
in the opposite direction--the monthly SR combined caseload is 
steadily inc1"easing, Hhile the number of felonies in it is actually 
decreasing slightly: 

1975 Fig. 5: Comparison of Increasing SR Caseload 
With Decreasing Number of Palons avgs 
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SR Rejections 

Of the 542 cases referred to SR, approximately 94 cases (17.316) 
were not accepted onto s~ervised relea~ (appendix IB, 11. 6-10): 
"67 were classified as "poor risk" (71~3f6 of the rejections); 15 were 
found to have holds on them requested by other agencies (16~ of the 
rejections); 12 (12.8~t) were rejected for miscellaneous reasons. 
Another 8 refused to participate in our program. Thus, a total of 
102 individuals (18.8~) were not released after referral (appendix 
IB, 1. 6). Of the 94 rejections, 54 (57.4~) ware felons. 

SR vs. the Bail/Bond System 

Although it may seem that a rather large percentage of the 
referrals were rejected, it must be remembered that mos"b of chose 
individuals eventually obtained their release by bailing or bond­
ing out. Not until we receive the final report from FSU will we 
be able to tell exactly how many defendants remained incaI'cerated 
because they could not be released through our program or bailor 
bondou't. From all indications there are 'Very, very few in thi s 
unlucky classification--though bailing or bonding ma.y have taI(en 
a while longer and, in the case of bonding, cost some money as 
opposed to release through our program. 

An interesting fact is that the total amount of bail posted 
with st. Louis COl .. mty court during 1975, the initial year of our 
project, has decreased 50.6~ from the 1974 rate: 

Fig. 6: 

J 

1975 ~roo 9(1,"':' 

197LI· noo ('S~'lD 

Bail Posted at st. Louis County Court 
During 197L~ and 1975 

A M In Jl A S o N D Total 

'7S!>D '17f1o (o~"o 73(10 59·'CI 31M .>~3{}t:J e'Zoo :r7oo ,JM(.OO lj. 77, ~D 0 

tq !;~oo I'I,O()O n, l:D 0 It/, ~()t.l 1'1, 'rob I DII.J~() 10, ~io() I~,acf.l I'I,ODO ~:<, ~O~ r:t/S3,7 00 

'HallY factors o'ther than availability of supervilJed release can 
011tc:n"' into this radical decrease in the amount; of bail posted last 
year. HOlvever, the county court collections officer states it is 
'the SR program which has had the greatest effect. F'urthermore, 
although most bail money is returned to defendants once their case 
has been ndjudicated, SR clearly has saved defendants and their 
fo.milies tho time o.nd trouble they muse go to under the tl"'aditional 
bo.il systom. Al so, consiclel"able money has been saved defendant s 
"'hioh in the past \'Tould have gone to bondsmen in 157b bundles. We 
already know one 0:(' OU1~ looal bondsm.en has gone out of: business 
clurine the past year and tha.t the othel' is struegling, indicating 
the bonding business in Duluth is not what it used to be. A new 
bondsman is in t own, but he is bacI(od by a la1"'ge bonding organi­
zation in the l1i.nneD.polis-St. Paul area and so can survive on the 
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slim pickings now available. A bonding alternative is still neces­
sary for d,efendants who are rejected for sR or who do not choose 
to participate; however, there is little doubt that when the final 
FSU report reaches us, it will show our program has saved needy 
Duluth residents considerable money. 

A final interesting point concerning the relatj.onship of our 
program to the traditional bail-bond system is that since we have 
speeded up our SR processing of defendants for release, very few 
find it necessary or desirable to bailor bond before we effect 
their release on supervision. During the first three months of 
1975 as we were getting our feet on the ground, seventeen defen­
dants bailed or bonded during processing; in contrast, during the 
last nine months only ten have done so. We are now performing 
the additional service of effecting releases more quickly than 
when we stal'ted. 

SR Effectiveness (Thusfar) 

Appearance Rates. Through December 31, the end of the one-year 
grant period, 402 individuals have been formally placed on super­
vised release after signlng our personal bond. This is three­
quarters (74.2~~) of all cases referred to SR, and 28 .2/~ of tihe 
total non-court-committed bookings. Of these 402 released on SR 
bond, 19 (4.7%) failed to be in court at the precise time sched­
uled. (appendix IB, 1. 14). But to say that 19 failed to appear 
is, perhaps, to be overly and unnecessarily fastidious in our 
evaluation of success: four of these individuals had substan-
tial reasons for failing to appear, that is, one was in the hos­
pital in a coma (albeit alcohol-induced), and th:r'ee were told 
by their attorneys not to be in court. If these four cases are 
excluded from the failure-to-appear count, our FTA rate drops 
to 3.7%. Furthermore, only nine (2.2~~) of those who failed to 
appear were still fugitives at the end of the year (appendix IB, 
1. 15), leaving us Hith a very healthy overall success rate in 
getting defendants back to court. It should also be noted that 
five of those still missing disappeal~ed in November and December-­
Hhat happened just recently 1'[e are still trying sheepishly to 
determine--and only one of those still missing is a felon, non­
violent, charged with a minor burglary. If, in a flight of 
fancy and die-hard Christmas spirit, 'He briefly overlook the 
five lost during Novembel:' and December, solace can be gleaned 
from the fact that less than 1~ of the total releases on SR were 
missing at the end of October. 

Additional Offenses. Another criteria commonly employed to 
judge effectiveness or release units is the additional offenses 
committed by defendants while on release. At the end of our first 
year, 14 (3.5~) of the 402 SR releasees are alledged to have com­
mitted additional offenses. 2,'his is nn extremely low ra'be 'when 
compared with other prosrams. Also, the nature of these offenses 
is worthly of note: seven misdemeanors and nine non-violent 1'el­
onies--the latter including two defendants who in single incidents 
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account f'or two of'f'enses apiece. 

Important to note is one critical factor running through fail­
ures-to-appear and additional offenses: chemical dependency. 
With few exceptions, those releasees who have failed to appear 
and/or ~ommitted additional offenses have significant chemical 
problems,k..,particularly involving alcohol. Nost of the additional 
off'ense~hcommitted in states of intoxication of one form or another, 
and the majority of those who failed to appear have long-standing, 
demonstrable chemical problems. As anyone who deals extensively 
with the chemically aependant painfully knows, alcoholics and 
addicts are notoriously irresponsible and difficult to control. 
This is not to excuse or condone failures to appear or the com­
mission of further offenses: it is simply a prime reason for 
some of the few failures we have had. 

vIe are also fully appreciative of' the redundant refrain that 
many additional offense s of which He are tmaware are being com­
mitted trout there" by releasees. This may be true to an extent, 
just as there is not an arrest for all offenses committed; how­
ever, if these of'fenses were many and/or serious, there is no 
way they Hould escape coming to ,)ur attention in some way. 'Ive 
simply do not subscribe to the cynical conviction that all non­
adjudicated defendants released through our program or otherwise 
are wantonly and with impunity raping, pillaging, and burning 
throughout the community as certain factions Hould have everyone 
believe. Indeed, a reason for our apparent success in certain 
areas may Hell be that He not only like and respect, but also to 
a considerable extent trust our clients. Probably a few of them 
do get, aHay with some things; but on principle we are cautious 
about cas.l.,ing the first stone. It is very important that in pre­
trial services He keep paramount in our thinking and methods of 
operation the constitutional guarantee that defendants are to be 
presumed innocent until proven guilty. This is a difficult and 
cI'i tical principle Hhich doe s not lend it self to compromi se. 
Unfortunately pre-trial functions as outlined in the new rules 
seem to impinge upon this traditionally sacred ground. Hany of 
the personal frustrations suffered by SR staff have roots in the 
mutually exclusive functiQ1s we are be lng asked' to perform; and, 
both our personal and unit integrity are often left questionable 
as we attempt to serve numerous masters. 

Because this report is already getting out of hand, further 
evaluation of our "success lt (a slippery, ambiguous term in itself) 
will be left to LEAA. The services we have provided clients are 
also very important, but He have no way of estimating their extent 
until the report forms sent to FSU by individual agents are analyzed 
collectively. Also being left to the professionals preparing the 
comprehensive report are analyses of the changes within the local 
cI'iminal justice system resulting directly or indirectly from 
implementation of our pre-trial program. Observations we could 
ourselves make at this point most likely would be discounted as 
too subjective and biased, \{hereas the statistics and conclusions 
of competent outsiders may be given some crede.nce. 
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SR Agent Involvement 

As already elaborated, our review of open and closed files 
indicates that during the past year SR agents have been involved 
in 'about 542 separate cases. Of these, approximately 9L~ (17 .3;~) 
were not accepted onto SR; others bailed or bonded; some ultima­
tely were released without bailor supervision; a number were 
disposed of in miscellaneous ways; and, most important, 402 were 
released on SR personal bond. 

Intakes. Discussion with the agents handling these 542 cases 
has brought us to the rough, "in the ball park" estimation t.hilt 
a minimum of thirty minutes agent time is spent on the typical 
uncomplicated SR intake which immediately follows arraignment. 
Anywhere from fifteen to thirty minutes is spent interviewing the 
client, then bonds must be made up, and time spent waiting to get 
to the judge's signature. In many felony cases several hours 
(over a peI~J.od of a few days often) are spent interviewing the 
subject, getting criminal records from various sources, inter­
viewing relative3 and employers, re-interviewing the client after 
the preceding information is obtained and, again, tracking down 
the judge who initially made the referral to get the release order 
signed. This estimated time spent on an individual misdemeant or 
felon multiplied by the number of cases gives a rough total time 
agents have spent in getting clients released during the past 
year. Approximately 375 misdemeanants at thirty minutes per case 
equals nearly 200 agent-hou.rs spent on misdemeanants; and, approx­
imately 160 felons at one hour apiece gives an overall total of 
360 agent hours spent on intakes alone during the past year. 
(Th~s figure does not include the time spent by our project law 
enforcement liaison ot~icer in obtaining criminal records and 
background information on every case we are referred.) 

But this figure of 360 agent hours on intakes is in fact far 
too 10H somehow, and a more accurate method of computing this 
time must be used to arrive at a more realistic figure. Almost 
invariably at least one agent, each day, spends from 9:30 to at 
least 11 :00 a.m. and from 2 :00 to 3:00 p.m. at county c'ourt ar­
raignments. This is two-and-one-half hours, minimum, per Horl{ 
day multiplied by five days per week and fifty weeks this year-­
a conservative total of 625 agent hours at county court alone. 
To this, add a low estimate of one hour on most Hondays and 
Thursdays at district court arraignments; two hours per week 
multiplied by fifty Heeks equals 100 hour·s. Grant total: 725 
agent hours at arraignments last year--still a conservative esti­
mate in agents' opinions. 

Client Reporting, Referrals, etc. Beyond the ~i~e spent on 
intakes, the bulk of agent time and activity involves dealing on 
a day-to-day basis with SR clients as they fulfill reporting 
requirements and in coordinating the outside services we find they 
need (chemical treatment, psychological and financial counseling, 
job development, education$ dr.iver's license reinstatement and 
so forth). A great deal of general couusel~ng' and just plain 



14 

rriendly listening to problems goes on in agents' offices; however, 
the need for specialized professional counseling and services and 
a vast array of various assistance elsewhere must also be identified, 
initiated and continually coordinated by agents in person and by 
phone. An average of 72.8 clients were reporting the first six 
months of 1975: this average has climbed to 106 reporting per 
month the last half of the year, and at the end of December 117 
clients were in the SR combined caseload (refer back to Fig. 5, 
p. 9). This number of people, having probably an abnormally large 
number of personal and legal problems, reporting an average of 
once per week for five minutes in minor cases to an hour or two 
in more extreme situations, consumes a great amount of agent time 
during the work day in addition to that spent at arraignments, 
doing intakes, at ·sentencings, various hearings and so forth. 
Unfortunately it is nearly impossible for us to estimate this 
reporting/counseling/referring time accurately. Perhaps FSU will 
provide something helpful along these lines (although, somehow, 
very little of Hhat is actually done with a client manages to get 
onto the FSU "Pre-Trial Services" summary form number 5). 

PSU Report Form Completion. While on the topic of completing 
forms for the evaluators, important to note is that the SR agents 
this past year had to submit three separate forms (nos. 4, 5 and 6) 
to FSU on ever-J case placed on S11. and at least one (no. 4) on 
every defendant with ~{hom He came into contact. ive discussed the 
time spent on these forms, and concluded a fairly accurate but 
conservative estimate is fifteen minutes total time on each of 
the L~02 case s released (three forms minimum, more if released SR 
on multiple charges), equalling 100 hours, and 140 cases not re­
leased (at lea3t one form) equalling~about 25 hours. This totals 
roughly 125 agent-hours this past year spent 'on data collection, 
consolidation and submission. (Pray tell, Hhat Hill we do with 
ourselves now, free from the marvelously challenging and fascin­
ating FSU forms "tve have all come to Imow and love so dearly? 
Truly the sun has set on our vlorkday • • • .) 

Also interesting and perhaps useful is the following break­
down of the total cases handled by each agent, their percentage 
of the total referrals, the number and percentage of felons each 
agent has handled, and their involvement in rejected cases. In 
viewing these figures keep a fe"\{ points in mind: 1:·is. Slwrich 1.-1aS 
hired through the CETA program a month after ever~one else; the 
SR supervisor has carried half the caseload of a full-time agent 
(as j.ntended in the grant proposal) due to additional administra­
tive responsibilities; and the Indian corrections agent is only 
half-time SR (al so half-time intensive probation officer), hand­
ling an exclusively Native American caseload. Also, in a few 
cases it "\Vas not possible to determine who the SR agent was due 
to incomplete l~ecords during the first month or so of operation. 
The nother" category refers to a few miscellaneous cases handled 
by our job developer Lurline Baker, police liaison officer George 
Vanderport, and stUdent intern Steve Meger. 
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Fig. 7: 1975 SR Cases Handled by Individual Agents 
Fel and 

C MO d R ° ti ases gr. 1S em eJec ons 
Indv % of Indv ')b of Indv % of ;6 of 'f6 of 

Agent ref ttl ttl agnt rej SR agn ttl 
ref ref ref ref rej 

Roy 198 36.5 66 33.3 38 7.0 
I 
19.2 40.9 

Skorich 156 28.8 32 20.5 22 4·1 14·1 23· 7 
-- . ~,.-. ---- -

Dawson 107 19.7 40 37·4 

~ 
15.0 17.2 (supv) 

Peacock 34 6.3 10 29.4 6 1 .1 17. 6 \ 6.5 
r-<L~=-l~L __ . 1 -I ---
Hollinday 

35.5 6 I 
19·4 6.5 _CJ.l -::D.e c_L_ 31 .5'. 7 11 ; 1 .1 

----_ ... - - .. _--
Other 6 1 .1 1 16.7 0 i 0 0 0 

. - I 

Unident. 12 2.2 4 5 
; 

141 .6 5.4 33.3 : 0.9 
1 : I 

Totals 542 00.3 164 (NA) 
I ! (NA) 93 :17.2 100.2 
\ 

Of the 542 total cases referred, we have been able to identify 93-­
or 94, depending upon ,vhich count He use-- (17.210 Hhich have been 
rejected by the agent and/or judge. Of the 93 rejections, 54 (58.1~) 
wer'e felony cases. Although it Hould be interesting to have the 
information, it is impossible from our records to determine with 
any accuracy whether the rejections. were recommended by the agent 
with subsequent court concurrence, or if the agent recommendations 
were either neutral or positive tOivard release with subsequent court 
re j e-cition of agent recommendati on. In some case s the source of 
rejection was unequivocal; but, it would seem from agent impressions 
of our 'experience during the past year that in .the majority of cases 
the agent discussed the case with the judge and between them a 
~ltual decision was reached. However, there do~s seem to be a 
recent trend, since 'we have acquir ed a year of experience, for "the 
court s to accept agent recommendation someHhat more readiJ_y. 

Harranting comment at thi s point is tll.e role law enforcement 
input has played in the rejection of defendants. Because of vride­
spread apprehension about the nOR and SR programs, for the first 
few months 'of 1975 we received a strong predominance of negative 
release recommendations from local enforcement agencies. (On the 
other hand, extraordinarily enough, oDe positive recommendation 
involved an attempted first degree murder, later reduced to ag­
gl'evated assault, a shooting at pointblank range.) This police 
input is passed on to the judge at the time He make our recom­
mendations for release, but it is placed in larger context and 
perspective as one of many factors determining the advisability 
of supervised release. As we were finding out that virtually 
everyone He released was indeed coming back for court and that 

I 
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few additional orrenses were being committed by releasees, this 
must also have been becoming apparent to our detractors, and things 
have now settled down to the point where ror the last rew months 
only sporadic rlare-ups or indignation over a particular release 
occur. 

Judicial Involvement. Far more dirricult to accurately analyze 
1s how traffic flows from individual courts to SHe It is possible 
to be rairly accurate in identifying the source or misdemeanor re­
rerrals because they are rererred and released on SH by the same 
judge. However, felony cases may have as many as rive dirrerent 
judges, on both county and district court levels, involved rrom 
initial appearance and referral at county court through sentenc­
ing by district court. For example, a felon may be referred by 
a county court judge, rejected at that level, re-referred by a 
district judge at district court arraignment, and ultimately be 
released on SR before or after omnibus hearing by yet another 
district court judge. Not all felony cases are this complicated, 
but many are. As a result, the source of initial referral at the 
county court level may have nothing to do with the judge who ultim­
ately signs the release bond. Tracking of this progression through 
the maze must be left to FSU Hhere accurate accounts of precisely 
what transpired at each appearance has been recorded on separate, 
detailed forms. Suffice it to say that as the pI'oject year pro­
gressed, increasingly felons have been released--if they l~ere to 
be released at all--at the county court level as confidence in the 
supervised release function has evolved. Individual agents and 
judges seem to have become more decisive in acceptance or rejec­
tion in recent months, and SR agents agree that'very feH felony 
release bonds have been signed at the district court level. 

Misdemeanant Referral. FolloHing is an accurate as possible 
breakdoHn of the source of misdemeanant referrals. The hand count 
from our past year's files results"in an approximate figure of 407 
misdemeanants referred, but this is 35 more than the 373 fi81.1.pe 
appearing in the SIt statistics generated monthly during the past 
year (appendix IB, 1. 2). Just why this discrepancy occurs is 
unclear. A plausible explanation is that in determining judge 
involvement from our files, a number of felonies first referred 
by county court jud[Ses Here mistaIcenly counted as misdemeanors 
because of the judge'S name. Also, SR statistics in the appendix 
deal only w-:Lth those cases in Hhich SR agents were formally in­
volved through normal, direct referral by a judge. As explained 
earb.er, He have also dealt v.rith a number of cases on an informal, 
peripheral basis; these appear in our closed files but have been 
disregarded in our monthly statistics. At any rate, based upon 
the figure of L~07 supposed mi sdemeanant cases referred by county 
court judges, a breakdoHn of totals and percentages appears in 
Fig. 8 (following page). 

Nearly half the referrals come from one coupt. Possibly one 
judge ,{as on the arraignment bench almost as much as the others 
combined, but this Hould be verifiable only if' a vast amount of 
time were spent going through county court dockets and records. 
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Fig. 8: county Court Hisdemeanant Referrals 

% of 
SR total 

Judge referrals referrals 

Lathrop 189 46.4 
Bujold 135 33.2 
Wilson 24 5.9 
Bouschor 19 4.7 
Hood 1t 3·4 
11urray 1 .5 
Unidentified 20 4·9 

,407 100. 0 

(On-site evaluators for FSU have accumulated this information in 
detail, and just how much time was spent on the bench by indivdual 
judges \"ill be broken down in the comprehesive report.) A possible 
explanation for the variance is that the judge with the highest 
percentage of referrals initiated by judicial perogative a county 
court policy which nOH' appears the norm rather than the exception-­
specifically, that every defendant who does not plead guilty at 
,arraignment should be placed on SR, irrespective of whether or not 
that defendant needs supervision or can in any Hay benefit from 
the services pre-trial services has to offer. Although release­
without-bail does occur in some other manners, it rarely happens 
anymore at arraignment even though the defendant has already acted 
responsibly by appearing for court after release by the ROR unit, 
or as instructed by the police or prosecutor's office, or after 
being summoned. 'As a'result, many responsible people needing 
little or no supervision and none of the services we have to offer 
have bloated SR statistics. 

Release-without-bail from the bench as has been practiced 
in the past still seems a humane and just procedure when there j,s 
no indication that supervision is necessary. SR agents have done 
a good job in getting people back to court, but perhaps a third 
to a half of the total number of cases Hith Hhich SR has dealt 
this past year have been likely prospects for release on their 
own recognizance and probably Hould have returned on their ovm 
anYHay. Hopefully this requirement for unnecessary supervision 
can be reconsidered in the future. SR was intended under the 
replication grant to deal with th8 mOl'e difficult and question­
able defendants, not those people Hho, for mistakes such as any 
of us can make, find themselves suddenly bound up in the system. 
A "not guilty" plea need not be constl~ued as an incontrovertible 
sign of a malfeasant or trouble maker. 

SR Client Characteristics 

It is pointless and impossibly unwieldy to here attempt the 
detailed demographic analysis of client characteristics to which 
FSU lfill gi ve {:lxt ens i ve coverage (furthermore, it l"ould prob ably 
preclude this amateur attempt ever getting to press). However, 
a fel{ basic observations concerning our types of clients may serve 
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(NOTE: 
And the 
work of 
with SR 
figures 

the following two sections on client age 
time they spent on SR is exclusively the 
Jane Ollenburger, UHD senior interning 
this winter quarte!'. The statistics, 
and narrative are hers.) 
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Client Age. Represented in the following grouped frequency 
tables are the ages of those individuals referred to SR during 1975. 
Of the 536 cases in our active and closed files in which we could 
determine age, 182 (34~) were between seventeen and twenty-one and 
145 (27%) between twenty-two and twenty-six. The mode (most fre-
uent) age was tl-lenty-one and the estimated median twenty-four. 

% Total 
Fig. 9: Age Freguenc;z Midpoint Referrals Cumulative 
Frequency 17-21 182 19 31~ 34 Table 22-26 145 24 27 61 
(Age) 27-31 82 29 15 76 

32-36 27 34 5 81 
37-41 27 39 :; 86 
42-46 21 44 4 90 
47-51 16 49 3 93 
52-56 20 54 4 97 
57-61 10 59 2 99 62-66 3 64 0.5 99.5 
67-71 3 69 0.5 100.0 

:0b 100.0 
Fig. 10: Histogram (client age) Fig. 11: ,Cumulative Percentage 

Curve (client age) 
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The numulati.ve percentage curve shows that 50% of the SR referrals 
were twenty-four or younger, with two being seventeen (juveniles 
certified over to adult court), and 80% were approximately thirty­
six or younger. Just how closely this corresponds with national 
age-crime rates we do not know, but youth and criminal activity 
(at least for people who are apprehended) do seem to correlate 
almost everywhere. 

Client Time on SR. Represented in the following figures are 
the number ot' weeks clients were actually on SR under personal 
bond, diversion, etc. The most frequent distribution occurs be­
tween three to five weelcs with 121 (28.796) out of 422 falling in 
this range. The mode is four weeks and the median approximately 
six weeks. 

Fig. 12: Weeks Frequency of 
Frequency on SR Occurrence 
Table 0-2 57 
(client 3-5 121 
time on SR) 6-8 89 

9-11 53 
12-14 38 
15-17 23 
18-20 16 
21-23 6 
2~-26 
2 -29 ~ 
30-32 5 
33-35 1 

.....---
422-)~ 

(*eliminated three extremes--· 38, 
overall results.) 

Fig. 13: Histogram 
(time on SR) 
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Midpoint' This Hangs ~ 

1 14 14 
4 29 t~ 7 21 

10 13 77 
13 9 86 
16 5 91 
19 4 95 
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34 1 100 

100.0 
, 
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The cumulative percentage curve shows 50% of all cases on SR were 
disposed of by the courts within six weeks. As of July 1, 10 75, 
the new rules required all cases be concluded within ninety d!.'.ys 
except under special circumstances. Since ninety days is approx­
imately thirteen weeks, we can see that during the total year of 
1975 approximately 82~ of those cases on SR were disposed of with­
in the specified ninety days. This rule was not in effect for the 
first six months of 1975 project period, thereby quite probably 
accounting for a significant portion of the 1856 not disposed of 
within ninety days. It should prove interesting to compare these 
figures with those of 1976. (Since the curves of client age and 
time on SR were so similar, we attempted to establish a correla­
tion but none could be isolated. The FSU report may identify 
some correlative trends.) 

Guilty Pleas and Dismissals. Of about 308 ex-SR cases in our 
closed files, hand count indicates 195 (63.3%) pled guilty at 
some point during their' progression through the court system. 
Furthermore, 88 of the 308 total cases (28.6%) involved dismis­
sals, 15 of these apparently plea negotiated because their dis­
missals were coupled with guilty pleas, and 74 (23.7%) were 
completely dismissed. This leaves 25 cases (8.1%) disposed of 
in some other manner, probably through trial. (It must be rem­
embered, though, that a majority of cases in our court system 
reach plea, dismissal or trial without ever having been involved 
"in supervised release. Just how many will not be Imown until 
we receive the comprehensive report.) 

These figures and percentages must be viewed outside of any 
larger context because we have no comparable ~ata from preceding 
years. Nevertheless, they would seem to indicate some critical 
trends concerning court disposition of at least those defendants 
lv-ho have been on supervis ed release. First, that nearly bfO­

thiras-0f our releases (63.3%) end up pleading guilty seems a 
rather high percentage; if so, this is consistant Hith results 
of studies done elseHhere showing that defendants who are kept 
under some form of supervision or are incarcerated (rather than 
being released on bailor on their 0\~1 recognizance) tend to plead 
guilty mox'e readily that those who have been "unmanaged." This 
in turn reducos the number of defendants ultimately demanding trial, 
a pr'ime, though usually unspoken, desired effect of both the new 
statG rules of criminal procedure and the national and state crim­
inal justice standards and goals. 

Ther~ also seems to be B. high numb ex' of dismissals (excluding 
those tVlllch are a part of p18a bargaining) in cases involving SR 
releasees. He do not know if this 23.7'i~ figure is consistant with 
dismissals involving non-SR defendants; but if it is, when almost 
one-fourth of all not-gUilty pleas are dismissed perhaps some 
weak arres~s and prosecutions are taking place. Is SR being used 
as a "dumpJ.ng ground" for Heak cases vlhich should never have pen­
etrated the sy,stem at all?--those in Hhich the subjects would "get 
away scott free," so run them through SR for a pound of flesh that 
way? 
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Women in Trouble (with the courtsl). As near as can be deter­
mined, we have been involved with--in a professional, SR capacity 
of course--about 54 female clients (10% of the total referrals). 
Sixteen of these women (29.6~) have been charged with felonies, 
only slightly smaller percentage than the men (31.9%). Of the 54 
referrals, nine (16.7%) were rejected for supervised release by 
SR or the court, whereas 85 men (17.4%) were rejected. These 
statistics seem to indicate, at least on the surface, that these 
women are in the court system, plead not-guilty, are referred to 
SR, and are accepted or rejected in nearly the same patterns and 
percentages as men. Although our sample of female cases may be 
too small with which to make judgements, perhaps we are avoiding 
the paternalistic approach to women which, statistically, plagues 
other court systems around the country. Furthermore, on super­
vised release these women have not seemed any more or less dif­
ferent to deal with than the men. But from our experience there 
does seem to be a difference in the manner in which men and women 
are sentenced after conviction and/or release from SR. We do not 
have all of the sentencing data which is available to FSU, but it 
seems that women receive a lighter sentence in many cases than to 
men for the same charges and with similar records. Verification 
of the latter will have to await the comprehensive report. Also, 
we may find that there is a difference between men and Homen in 
the rates at ''1hich they enter not-guilty pleas and are, thex'efore, 
referred to SR. 

Miscellaneous SR Items 

Violation of SUpervlsed Release Conditions. l\Then S11. began a 
year' ago, it was with the understanding that vrhen a defendant is 
violating the conditions of hls or her release, application for a 
summons or warrant could be made to the appropriate prosecutor's 
office to have the defendant come in (or be brought in, if neces­
sary) for a court hearing on the violation(s). This was the pro­
cedure agreed upon between the administrators of the Des Moines 
Replication Project, release unit supervisor, prosecutor's office 
and public defender's office during a meeting in January, 1975. 
It was also stated in the original bond d0fendants signed. Agreed 
was that nothing more of a criminal nature would happen to the 
defendant for vi olation of conditions than could have happened to 
him if he had not voluntal"ily joined the program: he l"ould simply 
be brought back before the court, a heal~ing would be conducted and, 
possibly, standard bail for the original charge re-imposed j_n lieu 
of supervised release. District court follovred this procedure in 
felony matters the couple times it became necessary; hovrever, the 
system ha s not Horked at county court \-There the maj ol~ity of viola­
tions have occurred. Again exerCising judicial perogative, one 
judge opted to allow defendants who are violating release condi­
tions to continue on SR until they had actually failed to appear 
for a scheduled proceeding (this resulted in a number of our failure­
to appear situations which possibly could have been circumvented 
if the planned procedure had been followed). Finall~ this past 
December SR was allowed to iron out the violation hearing proce-
dure with the city attorney's office. This should preclude these 
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violation problems from being carried over into 1976. We should 
now be able to deal with difficult defendants before they are gone. 

SR Input into Hisdemeanant Sentencings. 110st of the past year 
SR agents have provided felony probation officers with written and 
oral summaries of releasee performance and of services begun or 
completed on s~ as supplemental information to be added to district 
court pre-sentence investigations. These summaries also include 
general sentencing recommendations. Since the agents have been 
dealing in a personal, face-to-face basis with defendants often 
for extended periods of time prior to adjudication, this input can 
be valuable in sentencing. But la.rgely because county court sent­
encings occur either at the time of adjudication or after the nec­
essarily brief misdemeanant pre-sentence investigation (usually 
completed in half an hour or so), it has been impractical to make 
up SR case summaries for county court sentencing. This SR input 
has been provided on a hit-and-miss basis in only a few cases. 
However, concerted effort will be made to provide SR input at this 
level also, particularly in those cases in which there has been 
significant sn involvement. Necessary procedures will be worked 
out with the misdemeanant probation office as soon as possible. 

SR Agents as Defendant Advocates. Under the original Des 
Moines Project grant proposal, it was intended that release agents 
would perform a positive behind-the-scenes, non-legal advocacy 
function for the individuals they have supervised. This one-time 
important function has been neglected at times since the new rules 
have placed agents in the dilemma noted earlier (ne", rules vs. 
grant intentions). As a ne", yeaI" s resolution, we will try to 
keep this function in mind and re-new our efforts in behalf of 
our client s. 

JCD: cmI{ 

.~~<-.-~~ p<!~ 
- ohn C. Dawson, SupeI'visor 
Pre-Trial Services Unit 
Community Corrections Program 
17 North Fourth Avenue West 
Duluth, iiJ:inl1.esota 55802 
(218) 727-4522, ext. 257, 258 
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RELEASED ON RECOG:UZANCE (1101.1) /SUPEHVISED .\ELF..ASE (S;{) 
1975 ST.'~TISTICS 

} .:tELEASE ON iillCOGNIZAIWE (County .Jail R01.1 Unit) sir~ce Jan. 1, 1975: 
5~ of 
eliE;ib Ie 
bookinGs 

2 (FiGures in parentheses are iner. or deer. during Decembor) 

3:!ot 0.1 boo~dnss at jail (excluding court commitment R) • • • • • .1 ).1.24 (+105) 
-+ (Committed in lieu of bail, no SR refel'ral by COUI,t) 20( +2) 

5'::otal cases (oliGible for I-eleo.se) pl~ocessed by RO.L~ Unit · • .1[122 ( +1 05) 1 00.1 
, 
\) 

7 
3 
9 

Heloased . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
ori RO~ bond (misdemeanants) 
Bailed or bonded out (one ROR later bailed) 
Jail (citation)/police/court (county Dttornoy) 

rolease 

o Not Relensed • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1 
2 
J . 
~ 
~ 

:;:; 
/ 
o 

.:;:; , 
~o 

~7 
.3 
;0 
- " 

Ineli:,:ible for R03 (di squalified) 
-OnllIlol d II 

Other ar.;oncies 
Ax-re stj.llt,; 01'1':1. cer 
Non-judicial (AWOL, etc.) 

}J1elons 
LOl-1 VEBA score 
Previous FTA, contempt or escape 
Intoxica.ted 
Out8i~0 four-county a.raa. 
Parole/pro~f.ltion violators 
"Poor l~isI::1t by :WH aGent (E:nou~;h 

point s, but hnbi tnt.l.l violator) 
~~iscolla:leous (lied, mental, ul1a')la 

to verify) etc.) 

~o ROR Action. . . . . . . . . . . . 
, No tIrle to intox'viow befm.'Ie coul"t 

Refused to rnrtieipnte 
Ta~en to hospital 
Interviewed, no time for release 
Hiscellr'moous 

231 (+22 ) 

220(+18 ) 
1 ot~ ( +12 ) 
1 OLl. ( +1 ) ~ ) 

91 ( +10 ) 
69(+ ,2) 
L~8 (+ 3) 
3·~ 

.'20 (+1 ) 

~O?D.iled ·to tl.ppe.'lr fop court (on JOJ bOlld) ~. 
~1 outst[.J.n.din~ 'attt1clwl.cmts (fuGitives) 0 

. · . 
211 (+ 2) 
107 (+ :;) 

50 (+ ;)) 

. . . · . 
919 (+82 ) 

.1 35 (+11 ) 

3 

. 368 (+ 12) 25·8 

111 .. 8 

.105ll·(+ 93) 71+ .• 0 

6)~. ;5 

1 .l~~·:' of HO ... t 
releaseoD 

(over) 
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1 STJ'PEnV:tSJiJD i1ELf,ASE (s,a Unj l:;) Since mid-December 197L~: 

( "H"=Hi sderneano.nt s, II FII=Felons ) 

2::'otnl cuses referred ,to ::m.: !:f373(+37), F157(+10) 

3 Released: H325(+.33), F10L,.(+5) • ••• . . . . . . 
On SIt bond: :'1316 (+33), FJ36 (+5) 
.3o.iled or bonded durin8 pr'oce s sine; 

Not Heleased: . . . 
7 
S 

He j e ct cd by DR and/or court 
Held for othar n.~encios 
Refused to po.rticipo.to 
Hisc011o.noous 

(poor risk) 

9 
o 

1 Women roferred to SR 
Ac coptod ont 0 Gn 
Curront l;Y~ on SH 

. . . . . . . . . . . 

402 (+38 ) 
27 

67 (+ 9) 
15 

8 
12 

. 
52 (+ [I·) 
17 

530 (+[~ 7 ) 

Lf2 9 ( +38 ) 

102 (+ 9) 

2Tot 0.1 Ot'lI1t'ont 8H CD solond: :'1102 (+9) , F'15 ( - 3 ) 

3SR cascs torminatod succooefu11y (closed) 

4?ai10d to appoar for court . . . . 
,..J 

~ outstnndins attachmonts (fu[~itives ) 

117(+ 6) 

277 (+32) 

•••. 19(+ 11·) 
9 (+3) 

62)ivol'rdon Cnt.lOS l'ofo1'rod to ::m 

r.0'<'3I~T'r;11) )0 1 /1"1) NPfofTlIr<rl'TCr< U 1 .. "' .I..l'J... .l. ... \. ,,'J..=---JJ., ":1.1", .) ... JJ 

7Tota1 .l:'oloncof3 011 H0J/DH ..•.••.••• 
(E,,::c1udin~; 3:~' s previously rW::1' cl) 

8?ai101 to nppenr for court . . . . . . . . . . 
9A110e;od lHWit j.on!11 offensos Hhi10 0:1 rclense: 

"17(+1), 1.'9(+1) (2 SH l"ele~seos, 
2 offon8os apiece) 

7 

.22 (+ 11.) 

11.1· 

:D:'otI11 onployt:1C,mt plnCCl'lonts •••••••••••• 111 (+ 9) 

JCD:cmTc 

,'& of SR 
referrals 

80.9 

75.9 

19.2 

12.6 

24 
~~ of 
eliCiblo 
bookinrn 

37.2 

30.1 

28.2 

7.2 

4.7 

11 • 1 }~ .• 2 

12. 8;~ current 
cases are felons 

LI •• 7:1 of 8R relea~·· 
2.2,,," 11" ees 

lt1 .2~~ of total 
eliBible bookinCD 

3. 7,'~ of HOn/ DR 
releaseos 
2.6% of roleaseo8 
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Appendix II 25 

SR Cases Handled During 1975 

This breakdown lists, in order of frequency of occurrence, the 
nature of the offenses charged in all cases with which SR has been 
involved during the first year of operation. The "secondary (ad­
ditional) charge" column lists the number of times the particular 
charge occurred in multip10 offense cases and was secondary to, or 
added to a primary, more serious offense. 

FELONIES 

1. Burglary 
2. Possession of a controlled substance 
3. Receiving stolen property 
4. Thef't 
5. Sale of' a controlled substance 
6. Robbery, aggrevated 
7. Thef't by check 
8. Assault, aggrevated 
9. POSSe of contr. subst. \'lith intent to sell 

10. Forgery, aggrevated 
11. Unauthorized use of a motor vehicle 
12. Burglal"'y, attempted 
13. Forgery 
14. Auto thef't 
15. Criminal negligence 
16. 'Manslaughter, attempted 
17. Criminal sexual conduct, 30 

18. Arson 
19. Carrying concealed weapon 
20. Damage to property 
21. Detaining one's own children 
22. Flight f'rom justice 
23. Forging a prescription to obtain narcotics 
24. Fraudulent long-distance phone calls 
25. Harboring a fugitive 
26. Indecent liberties 
27. Manslaughter, 1° 
28. Jv1urder, 10 

29. Hurder, 1 0 , attempted 
30. l'rocurring a controlled substance, attempted 
31. Possession of stolen property 
32. Rape, aggrevated 
33. Robbery 
34. Robbery, aggrevated 
35. Hobbel'y, aggrevated, at tem.pted 
36. Selling mortgaged property 
37. Shop11f'ting 
38. sodomy, aggrevated 
39. Kidnapping 
40. Possession of a dangerous weapon 

TOTAL 

Primary 
Charge 

39 
17 
16 
15 

8 
6 
6 
5 
5 

tt 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
o 
o 

159 

Secondary 
(additional) 

CharBe 

3 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 

1 
1 

10 



Appendix II (cont.) 

GROSS HISDEHEANORS 

1. Game violation 
2. POSSe of pistol without a permit 

TOTAL 

MISDEHEANORS 

1. Driving while intoxicated 
2. Disorderly conduct 
3. Shoplift ing 
4- Possession of a controlled sUbstance 
5. Assault 
6. Driving after cancel/revoc/susp 
7. Careless driving 
8. Hit-and-run (lvg. scene, fail. dut. of drvr.) 
9. Open bottle 

10. Theft 
11. contempt of court 
12. Crim. damage to property 
13. Tampering with a motor vehicle 
14. Failure to appear 
.15. Failure to yield right of way 
16. No driver's license in possession 
17. ?respassing 
18. Destruction of property 
19. Insufficient funds check 
20. Reckless driving 
21. Defrauding an innkeeper 
22. Failure to pay cab fare 
23. Furnishing alcohol to a minor 
24. Obstructing legal process of arrest 
25. Receiving stolen property 
.26. Violation of probation 
27. Worthless check 
28. Allmving unlicensed driver to operate l'1/V 
29. Ass~ulting a police officer 
30. Being j_n actu.al phys. control of rlJ/V vhile intox. 
31. Coersion 
32. Conspiracy 
33. Contributing to delinquency of minor 
3L~. Jl;scape 
35. Expired dri vex" s license 
36. Filing false report of crime 
37. F'ailure to yield to emergency vehicle 
38. Harrassing phone calls 
39. Illegal vehicle registration 
40. Indecent JExposure 
41. Mistreatment of animals 
42. Uisuse of credit card 
4.3. Pede strian on free1·ray 
44. Running red light 

26 

Secondary 
Primary (additional) 
Cha~ge Charge 

2 
2 

4 

117 
33 
28 
26 
24 
21 
20 
17 

9 
9 
6 
6 
5 
4 
L~ 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

2 
8 
2 

~ 
5 
2 

~ 
6 
6 
6 

1 
1 

12 
1 
1 

1 

I ... 
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Appendix II (cont.) Secondary 

Primary (additional) 
MISDEMEANORS (CONT.) Charge Char~e 

45. Speeding 
46. Theft, attempted 
47. Possession of (narcotics) paraph~alia 
48. Resisting arrest 

1 5 
1 
0 1 
0 13 

49. Running stop sign 0 1 

TOTAL 379 97 

GRAND TOTAL (fel. + gross misd. + misd. ) 542 107 
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DES IvIOINES REPLICATION PiWJECT: 

PRE-TRIAL SERVICES ANNUAL REPonT SUPPLErIlENT 

January-February 1976 

From outward appearances it would seem that little has changed 
in the daily operations of pre-trial services during the f'irst 
two months of' 1976. However, close scrutiny of critical areas 
b.y which our effectiv"eness is judged suggests that some signi­
f'icant changes are indeed taking place and nevi trends develop­
ing as of the beginninG of 1976. Just what is happening is 
unclear, but it would have been interesting and valuable to 
have had the Florida state University evaluators continuing 
their careful analysis of our program for at least three or 
f'our months into the new year; they, more than anyone else, 
would ultimately be able to analyze Hhat changes are taking 
place. Unfortunately, hm,rever, their collection of data 
terminated as of the end of 19'15, reducing us to f'urther ama ... 
teurish groping on our ovm. 

Revision of I~nthly Statistics Format 

Attached as Appendix I is the supervised release (SR) Feb­
ruary 1976 statistical report Hith cumulative statistics for 
the first two months of' this new year. There is no Release 
on Recognizance section anymore since this portion of' the com­
munity corrections proGram terminated as of December 31, 1975. 
However, note that some additional info~~ation is nOH being " 
gathered concerning the number of ne"\-[ aJ."l"'aignment s in both 
cOlmty and district courts, in a rudimentary attempt to assess 
how supervised release is being used and made available to 
defendants at arraignment. Also note that He are no longer 
keeping track of women coming through the system (this will 
be left until the annual report) as a result of questions and 
observations from various SOU1"ces that to do so on a monthly 
basis \-1as not only unnecessary but also soram'That discriminatory. 
Reflection concerning continued isolation of such inf'oT'mation 
does indeed seGln. to be rather superfluous and, in reality, a 
manifestation in itself of the paternalism women resent in criminal 
justice systoms. Otherwise, information included in the monthly 
SR repol,ts is about the same as it was last year. 

Court Use of sn 

Some of the most significant trends observable thus far in 
1976 concern both the courts and pre-trial services hallcllin8 
of felony cnses. In direct contrast to the dif'ficulty we had 
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. , during a eood portion of 1975 in c;etting felonies referred to/ 
released on SR, twenty out of twenty five (80/;) of the felony 
arraignments in district court during January and February were 
either on SR by the time they appeared in district court or were 
placed on &1 at that point (Appendix I, 1. 2). SR is now being 
used; but again it must be asked whether or not all these people 
should have been on SR rather than some of them being released 
on their own recoc;nizance as they have been in the past. We are 
certainly not complaining about the use of SR in felony cases: 
it is excessive use which perhaps should be carefully studied. 

Less clear, unfortunately, is precisely how SR is fitting into 
the county court system. In a. hideously complex and aggravating 
process at the end of each month, He are nO~l attempting to C01.ll1t 
the number of nevT arraignment s, misdemeanor and i'E.lony, in county 
court to get some rcugh figures as to how SR and bail are being 
used. All trai'fic court cases are excluded from the count, and 
each defendant is counted only once irrespective of multiple 
charge s. For example, ver"J commonly a defendant may have more 
than one charge and plead guilty to all but one; that remaining 
case then is considered as an SR possibility since bail is set 
upon the single not-guilty plea (the other guilty pleas would be 
ignored in the count and this individual defendant scored as a 
not -guil ty eligible for SR). Ho st de.fendant s have only one charge 
against them, making them much easier to categorize when they 
plead guilty, not-guilty, or are dismissed. 

As near as it is possible to determine, about 476 (1. 7) trscorable" 
nev1 arraignment s t,ook place during January and February. 174 of 
these defendants (1. 10) or 36.6~ pled not-auilty and had bail 
set. Of these pleading not-guilty, 81 or 4~.6~ of those pleading 
not-guilty (1.11) were referred to SR. Adding to these 81 the 
defendants released without bail (1. 12) leaves a rather confus­
ing and ambiguous 32.7/) unaccounted .for. Certainly many of these 
who had bail set posted the money because they Here such minor 
matters; however, that a third of the total arraignments coming 
through the county court had bail set and IIdisappeared" is a 
si tuation which can be studied further. Ho~v many of the se Here 
committed in liel:. of bail Hith no SR referral is a critical ques-
tion. . 

Some" of COU1'se, are felony cases in Hhich it took more time to 
accomplish the SR evaluation but which Here rele as0d on SR before 
or at district court arraignment; these cases would register most 
likely as commits on the county court docket, at least temporarily. 
But with only 25 felonies reaching district court for J'anuary and 
February, and many of these 25 having been released immediately 
onto SH at the county court arraignnlGnt level, there remains a 
larga number of defendants pleading not-c;uilty and havil1ES bail 
set i-rho are unaccounted for. Hoper"'ully further examination v1111 
disclose Hhat has become of these IIlost souls." 

SR Heleases and Rejections 

As nlready stated, during tho first ,t't.vo months of 1976, 81 
cases (1. 14) have bean referred to sa for evaluation. This is 
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an average of 40.5 per month, fairly consistent with the. 44.1 
per month average durin8 1975. However, that 29.6% of these 
referrals are felonies is a significant increase, and that 79 
(1. 1.5) of the 31 total referrals have been released (97 .5/~) 

,,3 

is amazing. (Of the tvlO not released, one bailed during pro­
cessing and the other was rejected for SR in a serious and viol­
lent felony matter.) This 97 .5/~ release rate compare s ioJ'i th 75.9;£ 
for all of 1975. Furthermore, the rejection rate has dropped 
from 12.6% in 1975 to 1 .21b thus far this year .. 

Fig. I: Referral and Release Trends During Jan.-Feb. 

1976 

Mthly 
Avgs 

l 

1975 
New 
Year 

'15.. '76 

Ttl SR 

Ferons refrd 

Felons relsd 

A 
avg 

Failures to Appear 

Rules 

Jn Jl A s o N D 

T. L~t.1 40.~ 
3>6 39.5 

13·0 12 
~-=-=::;Ol 7.3 11 

.T 

Despite the above high 1976 release rate of def'endanis referred 
to SR, it is critical to note that not one defenda~1t bas f'ailed 
to appear out of all cases carried over from 1975 and the 81 new 
case s placed on 3H throU[)'l Pebruary 1976 . (Although 1,')8 may be 
temptinG fate, our NeH Year's resolution to get everyone baeI-:: 
has thusfar been more than idle prate.) The only tHO question­
able cases thusfar this year are the tHO veY"J old "deferred pro­
secution!! cases from 1975 ivhich Ttle recommended be declared fugi­
tives, even though they have missed no court dates, because they 
have violated the conditions under Hhich prosecution Has orig­
inally deferred. 

So, not only are I,re accepting onto supervised release a much 
greater p~rcentage of those referred to us, but we are also 
c;ettinB them all back. This is particularly significant in 
light of the fact that we are still taking in cases at roughly 
the same rate as we were at the end of last year. Depending 
upon one's perspective, it could be inferred that either we have 
more Guts than brains or that we now lmow Hhat 'He are doing~ 

It is also beGinninG to appear that our combined monthly case­
load is beginning to stabilize. We are performing roughly 40 
intakes per month fairly consistantly nOH, and the total number 
6f clients in our combined caseload has been 117 at the end of 
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December 1975 and 116 the end of both January and February 1976. 
Significant to note, however, is that the number of felons in 
this caseload has begun a radical increase since the beginning 
of 1976. \'/e averaged 16.7 felons in our combined caseload July­
December 1975; yet, at the end of January 1976 we had 27 and at 
the end of February 36--the later figure being over twice as many 
as the previous six month average. Just Hhat is happening 1,'le 

are not certain but we can make a couple of informed guesses. 
First, we stated in the annual report He are now being alloHed, 
at one court level or another, to f~irly evaluate for release 
most felony cases: 'Vle are finally able to contact and release 
more people for Hhom we can perform genuine services, so there 
are more of them in our caseloads. Secondly, there has been a 
distinct slowdown in gettinG district court defendants sentenced 
after they have either pled guilty or have been convicted. Since 
we have these felons on SR from adjudication throu8h ultimate 
sentencing, the fact that the sentencings seem to be taking longer 
recently means there will be more of these felons in our caseload 
at any given time. Other than these two possibilities, He cannot 
account for the significant increase in our felony involvement. 

Fig. II: Stab ilized Combined SR Caseload Including Hore Felons 

1975 1976 
130~----------------~-----------'~~-' 

117 /I/,. m 
120 
110 
100 

Honthly 
SR caseload 

90 
80 

} 70 
. 60 
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Additional Offenses 

Worth noting in conjunction with our hieh 1976 release rate 
is the fact that only three of the 1975 carry-over cases and the 
81 1976 releases have been alleged to have committed additional 
offenses Hhile on release (1. 21). This is a 3. 7~'b additional 
offense rate, slightly hi8her than that Hith which He concluded 
1975. Bu,·t it must. be I{ept in mind that we are nOH workinc; Hith 
a much smaller base figure from which to COl~lpute this rate, that 
is, to eet our computations back on track for 1976 it is necessary 
to use the new 1976 release-on-SR-bond fi~ure of 79 rather than 
the large base of approz:imately 550 from l,ast year. It is inter­
esting that nll three of the defendants used to compute our current 
3.7~ additional offense rate are cases carried over from 1975; so, 
in certain respects they should not even bo counted as being 1976 



• • 
additional offenses. (If anyone can come up with a better way 
of computing thinc;s like this, please, please volunteer your 
expertise .• ) 

Hi scellaneous SR It ems 

SR vs. Bail/Bo.nd S1Jstem. In follmving up .on the amount of 
bail posted in the st. Louis County court during the last two 

s 

. months, an erratic pattern occurs. In January 1976 bail posted 
was approximately 07,650 compared with $6,800 in 1975 and (J7,200 
in 1974, up a bit this January over the last couple of years. 
However, last month (Februo.r onl ~33,560 Ha!LJ.?osted in contrast 

. to ~,OOO in Februal':r 197 and ~b,dOOin 1974. This is an extraor­
dinary decrease and the county court collection officer is uncer­
tain '\oJhut happened--although he says that "things seem to be pick­
ing up here in I·larch. II Further analysis of the radi cal fluctua-
·tion in the amount of bail posted during certain months Hould 
probably prove useful in a number of ways, and more than likely 
the fluctuation results from which judge is on the bench. . 

Increasing Acceptance of SR. A canvass of meniliers of the pre­
trial services uni~ indicates an across-the-board impression that 
as of the new year there has been a perceptable change in attitude 
on the part of fellow agencies in the local criminal justice system 
toward the pre-trial services unit. Court employees and law en­
forcement personnel seem to be regarding us more as an integral 
part of the system rather than the·equivalent of fungus on the 
side of the tree. There has been little in-fighting between us 
and other departments recently, again in direct contrast of most 

. of last year. Court employees, attorneys (both prosecutorial and 
defense) and, even, police are stopping in Hith greater regula~ity 
to discuss matters of mutual import and simply just to pass the 
time of day. We seem to be relied upon more and more for inform­
ation, assistance and suggestions. Skeptics still lurk on all 
sides, but their barbs are increasingly specific and/or concerning 
"picky" matters of detail rather than a general, blanketing deni­
gration. 

JCD:cmIc 

~~v..----c-~ C. Dawson 
5upervisor, Pre-Trial Services 
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APP~DIX I 
st'. Loui s County 

Pre-Trial Services 
Community Corrections Pro~ram 
17 North Fourth Avenue vlest 

ntluth, Ninnesota 55802 

SUPERVISED RELEASE (SR) 1976 STATISTICS 
February 

(Note: "H"=Hisdemeanants, "F"=Felonsj fiBures in parenthesis are increases or 
-'ecreases during the month of this report) 

~ew arraignments in district court • 
:/. Released on SR 
3. Released on bail/bond 
~ Committed in lieu of bail/bond 
.s: Transp. from NRCC, re-commi tted 

t.. Pled guilty, sentenced 

• • • • • 
20(+ 11 ) 

1 
1 (+ 1) 
2 
1 (+ 1) 

25" 

• • • .25 (+ 12) 
80.0% 
4.0 
4.0 
8.0 
4·0 
100% 

of argmts 
" 
" 
" 
" 

....!I:ew ar.raignment s 
r· Pled "gUilty" 
9. Di smis sed 

(N&F) in county court (excl. traffic) 476 (+243) 
295(+153) 62.0% of argmts 

7(+ 4) 1.5 " 
ft. Pled "not guilty" (bail 

~ Referred to SR 
set) 174(+ 86) 36.6 

81(+38) .•.• ' ••• 46.6% of not guilty 
" 

1.1. Released w/o bail 
1.3. 

36 ( +2 9 J' 20. 7 " 
117(+67) 67.3~ (32.7% NG, bail set, no SR 

refer; bailed or commit?) 
~otal cases referred to SR: H57(+26), F2L~(+12). 

IS: Released on SH bond: 1157(+26), F22(+11) 
i'-. Bailed or bonded during processing: 1 

• • • 81 (+ 38) 
79(+ 37) 97.5% of ref 

f7. Not released: NO, F1 (+1 ) 1(+ 1) 1.2%.of ref·. 

~ombined current SR· caseload: F36 (31 .0%). • • • • • • 116 

~5ailed to appear for court • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 0 

j 976 fugitives (these are t'tvO 1975 misdem. lideferred •• 2 
prosecution" cases attached in Feb. on .SR recommendation) 

53 releasees alleged to bave committed additional. • • 3 
offenses on re1ease (1 felony, "unauth use of }'VVI) 

:-'JB DEVELOPI,:lENT 

-:-nployment. Placement s 

3CD:cmk 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 11(+ 4) 

, . 

c. DnHson 
Pre-Trial Services Unit 

• 

3. 7~~ of SR 
:re1easees 



DES HOINES PROJECT 

December i 974-February 1976 

JOB DEVELOPMENT 

Initiating personal contact with area employers to 
locate and develop jobs within their organizations 
for project clients. 

Coordinating the cross-referral of clients with 
local employment agencies. 

vlorldng with area educational directors and voca­
tional counselors at the Northe8.st TIegional Cor­
rections Center (NERCC), the Duluth Vocational 
Rehabilitation Center (DVR), technical schools, 
colleges and so forth to advance client hiring 
potential as a result of training and education. 

Intervievring j screening and evaluating indi vi­
dual clients to determine their abilities a.nd 
suitabilities for placement (e.g., criminal rec­
ords, educat ion, skill s, training, etc.) 

Accompany clients on interviews with prospective 
employers to assist them in completion of appli­
cations. 

AssistinG employers, case workers, probation of­
ficers, etc., in solving problems \vhich develop 
with clionts on their jobs. 

Follow-up evaluating of client's progress and 
performance on their jobs after placement. 
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SUMMARIZATION OF JOB DEVELOP~lliNT 

Decembe"" 1974 - February 1976 

SUmmarized below are services offered to 239 clients by the job 
development office of the Des Moines Replication Project from 
December 1974 through February 1976. These services include: 1) 
job counseling; 2) motivational counseling; 3) training in job 
interviewing techniques; and, 4) emergency referrals. 

JOB COUNSELING 

During job counseling relevant data is collected by the job devel­
opment specialist. This data includes client's special skills, 
employment history, and the length of time on previous jobs. The 
type of employment in which a client is interested is also discus­
sed. Nany clients will say any type of work will do because they 
need a job badly; however, job counseling helps the client to look 
at various types of employment more realistically because it is 
not just a job they want, but skill and a reasonably good paying. 
job. On the other hand, not every client actually needs or is 
ready for employment; rathel', there are many other problem areas 
clients have to deal with before bein8 employed, such as chemical 
dependency, marital, educational, etc. 

MOTIVATIonAL OOUNSELING 

Motivational f~ounseling is another important key to job placement. 
Not only are clients often unrealistic but they also may have poor, 
crippling concepts of themselves. So motivating them involves en­
couragingthem to tal\:e a realistic look at their o'\<]n abilities, tal­
ents and skills. It also means helping them to accept the fact that 
they are offenders and that honest effort to readjust their life 
styles may be essential. 1:then they finel employment through their 
own effol,t s, I made certain they are hone st t-lith thems el ve s and the 
employers, and using me as a referrence lets the employer know an 
offender' is beine; considered. Positive and negative aspects of past 
job performance ~s discussed, as well as the possiole neeel for work­
ing on personality traits which interfere with maintainin3 a job. 
Encouragement and concern are motivating enough for some clients, 
\.;hile othe1's need techniques and attitude adjustment. 

INTERVIE1VING TEOHNIQUES 

Interviewing t~clmiques are also important in seeking employment 
and the se can be taue;ht by the job developer. l(1or example, some 
clients will liGht up a cigarette just before going into an employ­
e1'S office: I discuss such dots and donttts with clients before 
interviews, as well as thin8s such as appropriate dress, cleanli­
ness, etc. For jobs l'equirinr.; resumes, I assist clients in the 
writin6 of these, and in a step-by-step process in my office when 
clients are ready to apply for a job, I assist them in fillinG out 
applications. This gives them confidence and assures the employer 
of getting all the relevant information he needs in an appointment. 

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



EI1ERGENGY REFERRALS 

The job developer also assists offenders by coordinating and chan­
neling the use of facilities already existing in the area, such as 
schooling, GED or OJT (bus fare to tide the offender over until the 
first pay day may also be given). lfuenever there are cli ent needs, 
and if services are available, contacts with the appropriate agency 
are made. 

ELIGIBILITY CaITERIl} 

Any man or woman I<1ho is at least eighteen years old and a resident 
of DJ.luth or st. Louis County may make use of the services of the 
job developer if charged with a violation of the law that could 
result in probation or incarceration. These services may be ob­
tained at any point dUl'ing the criminal justice process: after 
arraignment and prior to adjudication; after sentencing; upon be­
ing released from the Northeast Regional Correction Center; prior 
to and durinG l'elease from the county jail under Huber conditions 
(which 0.110'1'1 daily release from the institution for work or school); 
while on probation; and, if one has a prior criminal record. Any 
offender or ex-offender, including diversion cases recommended by 
tho city or county attorney, ~.,ho is unemployed or seeking more 
substantial employment or training may make use of these services. 

HEFERHALS 

Refer'rals for job plaoement or training come from various community 
sources; st. Louis County Probation Department, Northeast 3egional 
Correction Center, Community Corrections Program, State Probation 
Department, Duluth Indian Ac"Cion Council. 

Usually, after defendants are arraigned at the district or oounty 
court level they are interviewed by a supervised release agent, 
at '-1hich time the need for employment or training is established. 
If a person is unemployed or vrishes additional skills for future 
employment, he or she is then referl'ed by the agent to this office. 
Also, after adjudication and sentencing, defendants may be refer­
red by probation officers and other agencies. 

DC!tEmHNG 

'l'borout;h screeninG is performed by this office upon l'eferral. ..1ele­
vant data is collected, includinG prior criminal recol'd, education 
lev81, ourrent skills, if any, and training received in institutions 
if past incarceration is evident. Job readiness and attitude to­
ward employment is also considered (this readiness jud8ement is made 
based upon the individual's interest in employment, input from prob­
ation officers or counselors, as well as from the job developer's 
pel'sonal evaluation). If an individual is determined not suitable 
for employment at the time of referral, these factors and areas of 
concern ax'e disoussed i-lith the individual's probation officer or 
counselor. 

l 
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PLACE!1ENT 

After screening, the client's profile is matched with jobs currently 
available and individual applications proceed. (If there are no 
appropriate openings and a person is job-ready, contact is made ,'lith 
employers who may develop a need for the skills of the particular 
client). As soon as possible, preliminary information is provided 
from which the potential employer determines whether or not he would 
like to conduct an interview, and the applicant is briefed on such 
matters as the type of job available, hours, pay scale, ,,,orkinG con­
ditions and potential for promotion, so he or she may decide whether 
or not to participate in an interview. If an interview is desired 
by both parties, the client will sometimes be accompanied by the job 
developer, depending upon the wishes of the prospective employer and 
the client's ability to communicate effectively. At the interview 
detailed but confidential information is ~iven to the prospective 
employer by the applicant and job developer. 

A client's decision to refuse an interview for a particular job 
has no bearing on being selected for future interviews; reCOGni­
zing that a person should be able to select the kind of job that 
he would like, knowing his potential and skills, does have some 
priority in placement. Employers are encouraged to paint a real­
istic picture of the skills and performance expected, so the ap­
plicant can realistically determine whether or not the job will 
satisfy personal, career and economic needs. First placement of 
a client mayor may not be final. Clients can be placed more than 
once dep1ending on the circumstances surroundins the need for re­
placement. 

ElvIPLOYEH CONTACT & PUBLIC BELATIOnS 

Initial contacts with area employers are made by telephone in an 
attempt to arrange appointments to discuss the possiblity of hirinG 
the clients involved in the community corrections project. At 
which time one-on-one discussions of the project takes place £1.110'''­
ing the employer to ask questions and worI<: out possibilities for 
on-the- j ob -trair:ing 01" straioht employment. FollOi'l-up thank you 
letters a1"e sent to all employel"s for their time and j,nterest. 
Over 70 employers have been contacted and many of the local unions. 
Contact s are also made thl"ough the National Alliance of BUsiness­
men, and numerous speakinG engagement s at local civic orc;aniza"tiions 
and church groups. 

Public relations is very important in the success of finding job 
sites. Contacts have been made with the Duluth Chatnber of Commerce. 
An artical will appear in the Duluthian magazine on the problems 
of offenders and ex-offenders finding employment. The mayor of 
Duluth has been contacted and made m-mre of the community correc­
tions project. Emphasis on the importance of employing people Viho 
have been convicted of a crime was also brou~ht to his attention. 
The mayor will make a statement in the Duluthian regardinG his feel­
ings on employment needs of offenders und ex-offenders. 



Through public contact awareness of the problems of findin8 employ­
ment for the offender and ex-offender is brought to the attention 
of employers and local citizens. They begin to take a closer look 
at employment applications and the questions asked on them regard­
ing prior criminal records and a closer look at their hiring prac­
tices. 

People with criminal records often suffer the frustration of hav­
ing to falsify applications. They are in constant fear of not be­
ing hired if they are truthful resarding their arrest record. 
When an application if falsif..:..ed and employment is obtained, the 
offender is often fired because of the false information. So they 
live and work in constant fear and frustration wondering \'lhen and 
if the employer l'lill find out. Throu8h my contact s employers are 
becoming sensitive to the needs and problems that offenders have 
in finding employment. Efforts in public awareness \'lill continue, 
also initial moves will be made to get area legislators involved 
in passing laws specifying equal employment rights for the offend­
er and ex-offender. 

FOLLOW-UP 

FolloH-UP procedures are Elxplained to employer and client so both 
understand the tel"ms of employment. Periodic contacts with both 
employer and client s are made to di s cus s job performance or prob ,. 
lem ~l.1"eas (if there are any). If problems develop, the probation 
ofr-icer or l"eferring counselorl is notified. The employer is also 
asked to fill out an evaluation sheet after at least three months 
of work. 

PROBLEN AREAS 

FOLLOW-UP 

Employment follow-up is one of the problem areas encountered in 
job devolopment. Extensive and continual studies have not been 
conducted because the project lacks the manpower to trace clients 
and interviei>r thL.tn pel"sonally, to see if they are still employed. 
some follow-up studies are successful because the employers will 
contact me if problems arise or if additional workers are needed. 

COI-IHUNICATIOH BBTvlEEN COUNSELOHS AND THE .:rOB DEVELOPER 

One vel"Y important problem area is the lack of communication be­
t't'leen pl"'obation officers, counselors and myself. Hany times clients 
go through the cl"iminal justice system and are sentenced \'lithout 
feedback as to the status of the client. Closer communication is 
a l1lucl~. needed element in this type of 8. program. vIi thout close 
communication betl'leen myse If and probation oi'i'icel"'s and counselors, 
employers are sometimes unaware of t'lhy clients are no longer re­
porting for Hork, and I am placed in a situation where I am totally 
ianorant of tho employers loss of manpower. Consequently, a break­
do\'ln in the relationship betl'leen myself and the employer results. 

/ 



TRANSPORTATION 

Lack of funds causes a problem in transportation capabilities. 
such things as locating ne~o[ job sites, effective follow-up and 
assisting clients on interviews are reasons the job developer 
must have monies for transportation. 'J.1h€l job developer is al­
lowed a certain number of miles each month, but it is in no \-lay 
enough because of the way Duluth is laid out. The city is ap­
proximately 30 miles longr, and tro.velinE5 in both: directions mnny 
times a \'leek adds up to much more than the mileage alloi'!ed the 
job developer each month. 

PLANNING AHD INPLTIlHTIlNTATION 

Planning new, more effective ~..;ays to get offendeI's hired and im­
plementation of these new ideas also are handicapped by limited 
funds. Oontact with other organizations have been made in an 
attempt 'bo promote a nei'! plan for seeking employment placements. 

MANPOVlER 

Clients are referred from various corrections units throughout 
the city. From December 1974 to February 19'76, 239 clients have 
been referred to my office. As of December 197L~ 124 clients have 
been placed through this office. For one person to do complete 
and meanineful folloH-UP is nearly impos sible. Thel'e is a gem.tine 
need for additional manpower. 

LB:ck 
3/76 
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CHARACTEHI STI CS OF CLIENTS SEdVICED 

Average Age • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 19 

Average Grade Level Attained • • • • • • • • • • • • 10th 

MARITAL STATUS 

Single • • • • • • • • • • • • 165 

Harried . • • • • • • • • • • • • • 48 

Separ.ated, 'IVidowed or Divorced • • • • • • • 26 

EFffiifI CITY 

Black . • • • • • • • 13 

Native American . • • • 34 

Spanish • 0 

Caucasian • • 190 

Other • 2 

STATUS 

Probation • • • 94 

Parole • 12 

Supervised Release (SR) 76 

Northeast Regional Corrections Center (NERCC) • 27 

Ex-Offender • 19 

Released on OH"n Recognizance (ROR) 2 

County Jail • 5 

Diversion • • • • 4 

SEX 

}1ale • • • • • • • • • 213 

Female • • • • • • • 26 

TOTAL clients worked with • • • • • 239 
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TYPES OF OFFENSES 

Aggravated assault 

Aggravated sodomy 

1 

1 

Assault of a police officer 1 

Bad checks 

Contempt of court 

Distruction of Property 

Indecent exposure 

No DIL 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Parole violation 1 

Prohibited conduct 1 

Rape 1 

Reckless Driving 1 

Resisting arres~ 1 

Robbery 1 

Selling mortgaged property 1 

Speeding 1 

Unlawful assembly 1 

Attempted manslaughter 2 

Driving after revocation 2 

Indecent liberties 2 

statutory rape 2 

Violation of probatjon 2 

Interstate transportation 3 

Hit and Run 4 
Receiving stolen property 4 
Car theft 5 

Aggravated robbery 

Possession of controlled 
substance 

Disorderly conduct 

6 

6 

7 

Driving while intoxicated 7 

Sale of controlled sUbstance 7 

Shoplifting 7 

Theft 14 

Burglary 48 



*336 -

$L~80 -

1~800 -

TOTAL . 
CUrrent 

DES r-mINES PROJECT 

December 197L~-February 1975 

JOB DEVELOPHENT 

Salary Level s Placements 

~j)l~oo ($1 .95 - 2·33 per hour) · · • · 73 

f~760 ($2.79 - 4·42 per hour) · • · · 29 

ql1,100 (t~4·65 - 6·4·0 per hour) · · · · 11 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . • • · • · .113-::-

number of clients presently Horkine; 72 

-::-NOTE: total number heI'e is not the same as total 
placements as that number also includes 11 
placement s at VoTech and the Skill Cent er. 






