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FOREWORD 

Maine I S Traffic Court Advisory Committee was created 

as a result of the desire to reform the present method 

of handling traffic violations. 

The National Center for State Courts was selected 

to study the present methods of handling traffic cases 

and propose improvements. It is anticipated that the 

recommendations set forth in this study will result in 

constructive legislative and administrative changes to 

improve the present methods. 

The Committee has discussed and debated the recommenda­

tions included in this report. The recommendations reflect 

the views of the Committee and not in all instances those 

of the National Center for State Courts. 

xi 
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Summary of Recommendations 

1. ALL BUT THE MOST SERIOUS TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD 

BE RECLASSIFIED AS LESSER OFFENSES TO BE KNOWN AS 

"TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS." THESE OFFENSES SHOULD BE 

NON-CRIMINAL IN NATURE, PERMITTING NO RIGHT TO TRIAL 

BY JURY. SANCTION FOR TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS SHOULD NOT 

INCLUDE INCARCERATION .... p. 14 

2. ALTHOUGH TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD BE RECLASSIFIED, 

ADJUDICATION OF THEM SHOULD REMAIN A FUNCTION OF THE 

JUDICIAL BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT. MAINE SHOULD ADOPT NEITHER 

A PARA-JUDICIAL NOR AN ADMINISTRATIVE METHOD OF ADJUDICA­

TION OF TRAFFIC MATTERS .... p. 20 

.3. IN ALL TRAFFIC CASES THE COMPLAINT OR INFORMATION AND 

SUMMONS SHOULD BE IN THE FORM KNOWN AS THE "UNIFORM 

TRAFFIC TICKET AND COMPLAINT" AND SHOULD BE USED BY 

ALL STATE AND LOCAL POLICE. THE UNIFORM TRAFFIC TICKET 

AND COMPLAINT SHOULD BE NUMBERED SERIALLY WITH INDIVIDUAL 

TICKETS IN QUADRUPLICATE WITH DIFFERENT COLORED SHEETS OF 

SENSITIZED PAPER FOR COMPLAINTS, SUMMONS, POLICE RECORD, AND 

AN ABSTRACT OF COURT RECORD FOR MOTOR VEHICLE DIVISION. 

THE TICKET SHOULD BE DESIGNED BY A SPECIAL COMMITTEE 

-2-



COMPOSED OF REPRESENTATIVES FROM AGENCIES 

INVOLVED WITH TRAFFIC MATTERS. THE TICKET 

SHOULD BE DESIGNED TO MEET LEGAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE 

REQUIREMENTS, AND A CONTINUING REVIEW SHOULD BE MADE 

OF ITS DESIGN AND EFFECTIVENESS. ACCURATE RECORDS 

MUST BE KEPT OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF TICKETS IN BULK TO 

POLICE DEPARTMENTS, THEIR ISSUANCE IN "BOOKS" TO 

OFFICERS, AND THEIR INDIVIDUAL DISPOSITION BY OFFICERS. 

THERE SHOULD BE AN ANNUAL AUDIT OF SUCH RECORDS BY 

THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF AUDIT .... p. 31-32 

4. THE STATUTE ALLOWING WAIVER OF COURT APPEARANCE FOR 

CERTAIN TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD BE AMENDED TO ALLOW 

WAIVER BY OCCASIONAL OFFENDERS. A POLICY OF ALLOWING 

WAIVER OF COURT APPEARANCE WHENEVER CONSISTENT WITH 

HIGHWAY SAFETY SHOULD BE PROMULGATED AND APPLIED 

UNIFORMLY IN ALL DIVISIONS OF DISTRICT COURT. THERE 

SHOULD BE PERIODIC REVIEW AND, WHEN NECESSARY, RE-

VISION OF LEGISLATIVE AND JUDICIAL DETERMINATION OF 

TRAFFIC OFFENSES FOR WHICH COURT APPEARANCE IS MANDATORY . 

5. PERSONS CHARGED WITH TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS SHOULD BE 

ALLOWED TO ENTER PLEAS WHICH (1) ADMIT THE VIOLATION 

CHARGED; (2) ADMIT THE VIOLATION CHARGED, WITH AN 

• I.~ p" 4_t 

EXPLANATION; OR (3) DENY THE VIOLATION CHARGED, RATHER 

THAN TRADITIONAL PLEAS NOW UTILIZED IN CRIMINAL PRACTICE. 
. .. p. 4. 6 
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6. UNIFORM OPERATING RULES AND PROCEDURES SHOULD BE 

PROMULGATED AND WORKSHOPS SHOULD BE HELD TO AID 

CLERKS IN THE OPERATION OF TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS 

BUREAUS. THE RULES AND PROCEDURES SHOULD BE EX­

PLAINED IN DETAIL IN A CLERKS MANUAL TO BE DISTRIBUTED 

TO ALL DIVISIONS OF THE DISTRICT COURT .... p. 50 

7. BY RULE, TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS SHOULD, WHERE POSSIBLE, 

BE HEARD BY THE COURT IN SEPARATE "TRAFFIC SESSIONS" 

AND NOT AT THE SAME TIME AS CRIMINAL MATTERS ...• p. 55 

8. THERE SHOULD BE A SIMPLIFIED PROCEDURE, GOVERNED 

BY PUBLISHED RULES AND UNIFORM THROUGHOUT THE STATE, 

FOR THE TRIAL OF TRAFFIC CASES. BUT APART FROM MODI-

. CATIONS RECOMMENDED IN THIS REPORT, DEFENDANTS IN 

TRAFFIC CASES SHOULD BE ENTITLED TO PROCEDURAL SAFE-

GUARDS ACCORDED CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS. . .. p. 59 

9. ALL DISTRICT COURT TRAFFIC TRIALS SHOULD BE 

RECORDED ON THE SOUND RECORDING EQUIPMENT NOW 

AVAILABLE. STAFF SHOULD BE PROVIDED TO OPERATE 

RECORDING MACHINES AND LOG THE RECORDINGS. 

GUIDELINES SHOULD BE PROMULGATED FOR THE USE OF 

SOUND RECORDING AND FOR THE PREPARATION OF TRANSCRIPTS. 

ALL APPEALS TO THE SUPERIOR COURT SHOULD BE ON 

TRANSCRIPTS OF THE RECORD SO PREPARED. , .• p. 65 
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10. AN EXPRESS POLICY SHOULD BE ADOPTED IN THE SUPERIOR 

AND DISTRICT COURTS REGARDING THE SENTENCES IMPOSED 

FOR TRAFFIC OFFENSES. THERE SHOULD BE GREATER CON­

SISTENCY IN FINES IMPOSED, AND UNUSUALLY HIGH OR LOW 

FINES SHOULD BE SUPPORTED BY REASONABLE JUSTIFICATION. 

JUDGES SHOULD BE AUTHORIZED GREATER FLEXIBILITY IN 

ORDERING TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF AN OPERATOR'S LICENSE. 

THOSE APPEALING ADJUDICATIONS FOR TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS 

IN t'1HICH TEMPORARY SUSPENSION HAS BEEN ORDERED SHOULD 

BE ENTITLED TO RETAIN THEIR LICENSES PENDING APPEAL, 

ABSENT A SHOWING OF GOOD CAUSE WHY THEY SHOULD NOT BE 

SO ENTITLED. FORMAL PROVISION SHOULD BE MADE TO ALLOW 

A COURT TO IMPOSE A REDUCED OR SUSPENDED SENTENCE OR 

TO ALLOW DEFERRED PAYMENT OF A FINE FOR THOSE OFFENDERS 

DEMONSTRATING INABILITY TO PAY .... p. 69 

11. A MIXED SYSTEM OF BATCH PROCESSING, TELETYPE, AND COM­

PUTER TERMINAL FACILITIES SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED TO 

ENABLE COURTS WITH VARYING TRAFFIC CASELOADS TO RE­

TRIEVE PRIOR OFFENSE DATA FROM MOTOR VEHICLE DIVISION 

AND TO ASSURE ACCURATE REPORTING OF CONVICTION OR 

ADJUDICATION BY COURTS TO MOTOR VEHICLE DIVISION. 

A DRIVER'S RECORD OF PRIOR OFFENSES SHOULD BE CON­

SIDERED ONLY FOR IMPOSITION OF SENTENCE, AND UNDER 
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NO CIRCUMSTANCE SHOULD IT BE AVAILABLE FOR CONSIDER-

ATION BY THE COURT BEFORE A FINDING OF GUILTY HAS BEEN 

ENTERED IN THE CASE THEN BEFORE THE COURT. TO PROTECT 

DRIVERS FOUND NOT TO HAVE COMMITTED ALLEGED TRAFFIC 

INFRACTIONS, THE RULE OF EXPUNGEMENT SHOULD BE APPLIED ..• P. 74 

12. THE STATUTE ENABLING A MISDEMEANOR DEFENDANT TO HAVE 

HIS CASE TRANSFERRED TO SUPERIOR COURT FOR JURY TRIAL 

SHOULD BE REPEALED. A CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT SHOULD 

BE ADOPTED TO LIMIT CRIMINAL JURY TRIALS TO CASES IN 

WHICH A PENALTY OF INCARCERATION OR A FINE OF $500 OR 

MORE MAY BE IMPOSED. * THE DISTRICT COURT SHOULD BE 

GIVEN EXCLUSIVE TRIAL JURISDICTION OF ALL TRAFFIC 

OFFENSES FOR WHICH NO PENALTY OF INCARCERATION OR A 

FINE OF $500 OR MORE MAY BE IMPOSED OR FOR WHICH TRIAL 

BY JURY HAS BEEN WAIVED. 

THE PENALTIES NOW IMPOSED FOR EACH TRAFFIC OFFENSE 

SHOULD BE REVIEWED AND, WHERE NECESSARY, MODIFIED SO 

THAT ONLY THOSE OFFENSES DEEMED SERIOUS ARE PUNISHABLE 

BY MEANS GRAVE ENOUGH TO WARRANT A RIGHT TO TRIAL BY 

JURY. TRIAL DE NOVO IN SUPERIOR COURT SHOULD NOT BE 

RE-INSTITUTED, AND APPELLATE REVIEW OF TRAFFIC MIS-

DEMEANORS AND INFRACTIONS SHOULD BE LIMITED TO MATTERS 

OF LAW .... p. 81 

* This portion of the recommendation corresponds to 
that approved by the Maine Trial Court Revision Commission. 
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A. General Approach to Traffic Cases 
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1. Characterization of Traffic l Offenses 

In most municipalities, violations of parking ordinances 

may be disposed of by the payment of fine~ to municipal 

authorities. These violations do not corne into the 

courts unless payment is not made in timely fashion. 

30 M.R.S.A. §2151(3). However, those motor vehicle violations 

adjudicated in the courts account for more thant two-

thirds of the criminal business in District Court. (See 

Appendix B, Chart 1 and Table 1.) 

All traffic violations are considered "crimes" 

under Maine law. 2 Traffic violations are classified either as 

"felonies" or "misdemeanors," depending on the length and 

place of imprisonment associated with the offense: a felony 

is an offense punishable by imprisonment for more than one 

year, in the State Prison (15 M.R.S.A. §§451 and 1703); a mis-

demeanor is an offense punishable by imprisonment of less 

than one year or for which no penalty or place of punishment 

is prescribed (see 15 M.R.S.A. §1741). 

Some examples of felony offenses are alteration, 

forgery, or counterfeiting of an auto title (29 M.R.S.A. 

§2442), driving while under prohibition as a habitual 

offender (29 M.R.S.A. §2280), manslaughter by motor 

lThroughout this report, "traffic" and "motor vehicle" 
are used interchangeably. 

2See , for example, State v. Inman, 301 A.2d 348 (Me~ 1973) 
(speeding); State v. Child, 158 Me. 242, 182 A.2d 675 (1962) 
(reckless operation); Carlson v. State, 158 Me. 15, 176 A.2d 
844 (1962) (excessive speed and failure to stop at stop signs); 
State v. London, 156 Me. 123, 162 A.2d 150 (1960) (vehicular 
manslaughter;State v. Hopkins, 154 Me. 317, 147 A.2d 450 
(1959) (violation of turnpike rules and regulations); and 
State v. Croteau, 153 Me. 126, 135 A.2d 282 (1957) (driving 
while intoxicated). -9-



vehicle (see 29 M.R.S.A. §1313), and reckless homicide (29 

M.R.S.A. §1315). Other motor vehicle offenses are 

misdemeanors for which the specific statute defining 

the offense makes imprisonment a potential penalty. For a 

large number of misdemeanor motor vehicle offenses no greater 

punishment than fine or administrative action on the offender's 

license or his certificate of, registration is provided 

by express statutory language. 

These offenses, as well as those for which no penalty 

is otherwise provided, are all subject to a "general penalty" 

statute (29 M.R.S.A. §2303 (1957)). (See Appendix 0, 

"Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses.") This statute 

provides that any violator of the motor vehicle law is 

punishable by fine of $10 to $100, or imprisonment for 

not more than 90 days, or both, "when no other penalty is 

specifically provided." The clause and the statute have been 

construed in practice as applying to any statute not expressly 

3 
providing a potential jail penalty. Consequently, any 

3 
The clause quoted here might be read to provide 

punishment of imprisonment only when a statute makes no 
mention of a penalty whatsoever. By this reading it 
would be inapplicable to any statute expressly providing 
a penalty, even if that penalty were only a fine (which 
would me~n that for some traffic offenses a jail penalty 
could not be imposed absent a finding of contempt) . 
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traffic offense, however minor, is potentially punishable 

b 
. . 4 Y lncarceratlon. 

Despite the statutory possibility of imprisonment for 

any motor vehicle offense, jail sentences are rarely imposed. 

In the center's three-year sample, imprisonment was imposed 

in less than two percent of the cases in District Court, and in 

only eight percent of the cases in the Superior Court. (Further-

more, one-third of the jail sentences imposed in the District 

Court sample and one-seventh of those in the Superior Court sample 

were suspended.) (See Appendix B, Charts 20 and 46.) A jail 

sentence was imposed under the general penalty provision of §2303 

in only one (1) of the 984 cases sampled. 

Because motor vehicle offenses are considered crimes, 

traffic defendants are to be accorded the protection of 

applicable constitutional safeguards, as in other criminal 

cases. Among these is the right to trial by jury. The 

4Motor vehicle offenses for which there is a statutory 
possibility of imprisonment for more than three months constitute 
only about three percent of the National Center's sample of traffic 
cases tried in 1972, 1973, and 1974 in District Court. (See 
Appendix B, Chart 19.) Those for which any possibility of 
imprisonment absent application of the general penalty provisions 
of §2303 constitute only about twenty-one percent of the sampled 
cases tried in District Court in those years, and drunk-driving 
cases make up almost half of that twenty-one percent. (Appendix B, 
Chart 19.) In the Superior Court sample for the same years, 
cases punishable by imprisonment for more than three months are 
only about ten percent of the total. (Appendix B, Chart 45.) 
Those punishable by imprisonment without resort to the general 
penalty provision are fifty-four percent of the total sample; 
drunk-driving cases make up over eighty percent of the cases 
punishable without resort to the general penalty and over forhy 
percent of the total cases sampled. (Appendix B, Chart 45.) 
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Maine Constitution provides that: 

In all criminal prosecutions-, the accused shall 
have a right to have a speedy, public and impartial 
trial ... by a jury of the vicinity. He shall not ... 
be deprived of his life, liberty, property or privi­
leges, but by judgment of his peers or the law of 
the land. 
(M.R.S.A. Const. Art. 1, §6.) 

Maine courts have held that the right to jury trial applies 

in any proceeding characterized as criminal, regardless of its 

magnitude. 5 The result has been that a defendant in even the 

SIn Johnson's Case, 1 Me. 230 (182l), decided shortly after 
Maine became a state, it was held that article 1, section 6 
of the Maine Constitution entitles a defendant to appeal to a 
jury from a conviction by a Justice of the Peace in a misdemeanor 
case. Subsequent decisions of the Supreme Judicial Court uni­
formly followed the position taken in Johnson's Case: see, for 
example, Saco v. Wentworth, 37 Me. 165 (1853); State v. Intoxi­
cating Liquors, 80 Me. 57, 12 A. 794 (1888); Sprague v. 
Androscoggin County, 104 Me. 352, 71 A. 109 (1908). The united 
States Constitution and the constitutions of most other states 
have been applied in a manner consistent with the common-law 
practice of allowing trials without jury for "petty" offenses. 
Noting this, a student article in Maine Law Review argued that 
the Supreme Judicial Court could, without violence to the intention 
of the framers of the Maine Constitution, interpret its jury trial 
provision to allow non-jury trial of petty offenses. Comment, 
"Minor Traffic Violations: A New Approach," 19 Maine L. Rev. 261 
(1967). The Supreme Judicial Court has expressly declined, 
however, to follow this course. In 1971 it advised the 105th 
legislature that trial of petty offenses without a jury is uncon­
stitutional in view of the language of M.R.S.A. Const. Art. 1, 
§§6 and 7. Opinion of the Justices, 278 A.2d 693 (197l). In a 
1974 decision on a question of law in a prosecution for speeding, 
punishable under the general penalty terms of 29 M.R.S.A. §2303, 
it held that the constitutional guarantee of trial by jury is 
operative in each and every criminal prosecution, notwithstanding 
that the alleged violation is petty rather than serious. State 
v. Sklars, 317 A.2d 160 (Me. 1974). The Supreme Judicial Court 
reasoned in that opinion (317 A.2d at l70-7l) that the drafters 
of the Maine Constitution clearly intended to extend a right to 
trial by jury to a defendant in any criminal prosecution, without 
limitation, restriction, or qualification, in keeping with 
Massachusetts practice and in conscious departure from the 
practice in other jurisdictions. 
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most insignificant traffic matter may exercise the right to 

trial by jury.6 Since jury trial is available only in the 

Superior Court, the cases of motor vehicle defendants claiming 

the right to jury trial at the District Court must be dealt 

with by both courts before final disposition.
7 

Almost all traffic 

cases docketed in Superior Court have come from the District 

Court by a claim of this right in the District Court. (See 

Appendix B, Chart 28). Only a small percentage of these proceed 

to trial in Superior Court, with less than half of those 

being heard by a jury. (See AppendixB, Charts 30 and 31.) 

The result has been delay in the disposition of cases, waste 

of manpower because personnel in two court systems must deal 

with the same cases, and pressure on the Superior Court caseload 

caused by cases that could be adjudicated at the District Court level. 

(For further discussion of this matter, see below, Appellate 

Review and Jury Trial in Superior Court.) 

6Among the cases coming before the Superior Court in 
1974 as a consequence of defendants' not waiving the right 
to jury trial were prosecutions for such traffic offenses as 
"squealing tires," "hitchhiking," "excessive noise," and 
"following too close." 

7 Before October 1973, the right to trial by jury was 
exercised by appeal for a trial de novo in Superior Court (4 
M.R.S.A. §156 (1964); 15 M.R.S.A--. §2ll4 (1963)). After that 
time, it has been done primarily by transfer to Superior Court 
before adjudication in District Court (15 M.R.S.A. §2ll4 
(1973)). 
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ALL BUT THE MOST SERIOUS TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD 

BE RECLASSIFIED AS LESSER OFFENSES TO BE KNOWN 

AS "TRAFFIC IN~RACTIONS." THESE OFFENSES SHOULD 

BE NON-CRIMINAL IN NATURE, PERMITTING NO RIGHT TO 

TRIAL BY JURY,; SANCTION FOR TPAFPIC INFRACTIONS 

SHOULD NOT INCLUDE INCARCERATION. 

There are certain violations of the law that 

involve high risk of harm to others or damage to property 

resulting from intentional or culpably negligent conduct. 

These include the felonies and many of the misdemeanors 

punishable by imprisonment that are listed in Appendix D, 

"Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses." They should 

retain their present characterization. With a number of 

misdemeanors, however, the statutory possibility of imprison-

ment is almost never realized. (See Appendix B, Charts 19' and 45.) 

This may be in keeping with a feeling that prison sentences 

are not warranted for most traffic offenses, especially in 

8 cases of casual offenders. It also may reflect the practical 

recognition that the facilities of county jails are already 

crowded with those convicted of offenses considered more 

serious. 

Because few people are jailed for traffic offenses, the 

statutory possibility of imprisonment should be removed from 

some of the present traffic misdemeanor statutes and they 

8 . f See Mlddendorf, The Effectiveness of Punishment,pp. 88f 
(1968) . 
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should be classified as traffic infractions. All traffic 

offenses for which the statute defining the violation expresses 

no penalty (see section 5 of Appendix D), as well as all those 

for which the statute defining the violation provides only a 

fine or administrative action (see section 4 of Appendix D) 

can be put in the "infraction" category. It will be necessary 

at the same time to amend the general penalty statute, 29 

M.R.S.A. §2303, to eliminate any possibility of punishment by 

incarceration for such offenses. In addition, a review of 

offenses for which there is a statutory possibility of punishment 

by imprisonment for not more than three months may show that 

some may also be reclassified as infractions, upon amendment to 

remove provisions relating to imprisonment. 9 Among the states 

that have reclassified lesser traffic offenses as non-criminal 

are California, New Jersey, New York, North Dakota, and Rhode 

Island. See Appendix C for the classification of traffic 

offenses by California and New York. Since offenses that 

would be reclassified would carry no possibility of imprison-

ment, there would be no need for court-appointed counsel for 

9The Ad Hoc Task Force on Adjudication of the National 
Highway Safety Advisory Committee recommends: 

All traffic violations shall be categorized as 
'Traffic Infractions,' except for offenses which 
involve serious injury or fatalities, leaving the 
scene of an accident, driving on a suspended or 
revoked license, alcohol or drug, or reckless 
driving, which remain as criminal offenses. (Final 
Report, p. 8 (1973). [Hereinafter cited as Task Force 
Report.] 

The National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice 
Standards and Goals makes a similar recommendation in Courts, 
Standard 8.2, p. 168 (1973) [hereinafter cites as Courts]. 
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indigents under the rule of Argersinger v. Hamlin 

10 407 U.S. 25 (1972). 

Removal of these offenses from the area of "crimes" 

would also remove the state constitutional requirement that 

their prosecution have the possibility of being tried by 

jury. Traffic offense trials do not require a jury to 

perform the fact-finding function. In most minor traffic 

offenses the factual issues are uncomplicated so 

that the time and expense of a jury trial may not be 

justified. In California, New Jersey, New York, North Dakota, 

and Rhode Island, a right to trial by jury is not available 

for non-criminal traffic offenses. This is consistent with 

the recommendations by the National Advisory Commission on 

Criminal Justice Standards and Goals and the Ad Hoc.Task 

Force on Adjudication of the National Highway Safety Advisory 

Committee. 11 
... --~. 

10 In this decision, the United States Supreme Court held 
that in any case in which an indigent defendant may be deprived 
of his liberty, including misdemeanor and petty offense cases, 
the defendant has a right to free, court-appointed counsel. 
It should be noted that Argersinger sets a minimum standard 
for states, and some jurisdictions have gone beyond Argersinger, 
which may indicate future trends in United States Supreme Court 
decisions. See, for example, Rodriguez v. Rosenblatt, 58 N.J. 
281 (1971), where the court held that, in regard to disorderly 
persons and motor vehicle offenses, "no indigent defendant should 
be subjected to conviction entailing imprisonment in fact or 
other consequence of magnitude [including the substantial loss 
of driving privileges] without first having had due and fair 
opportunity to have counsel assigned without cost." 59 N.J. 
at 295. See Rules Governing Criminal Procedure, Rule 3:27-2: 
in Rules Governing the Courts of the State of New Jersey, (1974). 

11 Task Force Report, p. 8. 
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2. Authority to Adjudicate Traffic Offenses 

All decisions regarding violations of motor vehicle 

statutes are now made by the courts. 29 M.R.S.A. §230 (1973). 

Most are tried in the District Courts, in which the majority 

of cases on the criminal docket are traffic matters (see 

Appendix B, Chart 1 and Table 1). Criminal procedure is followed and 

penalties of the criminal law are imposed in the disposition 

of these cases. When a guilty finding is entered, fines 

are imposed much more frequently than jail sentences (see 

Appendix B, Chart~ 3 and 20). Judges may also impose temporary 

suspension of driving privileges for up to thirty days, though 

this is done very infrequently. 29 M.R.S.A. §2305 (1967). 

(See Appendix B, Charts 21 and 47.) 

The Superior Court exercises concurrent jurisdiction 

over criminal matters (including motor vehicle offenses) 

with the District Court (29 M.R.S.A. §2302 (1973) i 15 M.R.S.A. 

§2111 (1964)). 12 In "transfer" cases, the Superior Court has 

original trial jurisdiction. For felonies and for any case 

where a jury trial is demanded by the defendant, the Superior 

Court acts as a court of original trial jurisdiction. 4 

M.R.S.A. §105 (1963); State v. Barnette, 158 Me. 117, 179 

A.2 800 (1962). It also hears appeals of cases tried to 

conclusion in the District Court. 15 M.R.S.A. §2111 (1969); 

15 M.R.S.A. §2114 (1973). 

12Under I? M.R.S.A. §2114, (1973) any misdemeanor defendant not 
waiving his right to jury trial may not have his case heard in 
District Court; the case must be transferred to Superior Court, 
since jury trial is not available in District Court. 



The Motor Vehicle Division of the Department of 

State receives repDrts from the courts following adjudica­

tion of traffic matters (29 M.R.S.A. §2304 (1963)), and it 

conducts administrative hearings with power to suspend or 

revoke licenses or registrations when appropriate. 29 M.R.S.A. 

§§2341 (1973) and 2301-A (1971). For drivers dissatisfied 

with decisions in administrative hearings, review by the Superior 

Court is available. 29 M.R.S.A. §2242 (1961). 

Problems with ~he present system for adjudicating traffic 

matters have been perceived by both the courts and the 

Motor Vehicle Division. Adjudication of traffic matters 

makes up the greatest part of District Court criminal docket. 

District Court judges do not feel, however, that 

their case load is unwieldy or excessive. But the growi~g volume 

of traffic cases makes it increasingly difficult for the 

courts to give adequate consideration to individual cases. 

District Court clerks, overburdened by traffic matters, are 

unable to give adequate attention to other responsibilities. 

When all defendants are scheduled to appear at the same time 

at District Court, particularly in those District Courts where 

facilities are in the same building as those of the Superior 

Court, there is a great deal of congestion. 

Because judges do not sit in some District Court divisions 

more than one or two days a week, they are not able to give full 

attention to overseeing clerical operations. In the absence of 

direction from District Court judges, each clerk tends to deal 

with matters on his own initiative without reference to more 

efficient procedures undertaken in other divisions of the District 

Court. -18-



In the Superior Court, traffic cases are not as large a 

percentage of the total case load as in the District Court. 13 

However, the judges and clerks of the Superior Court find that 

minor traffic cases transferred or appealed from the District 

Court divert attention from other cases on the criminal docket. 

In some traffic cases transferred to the Superior Court in 1974, 

defendants pleaded guilty on first appearance before a jury was 

empanelled, while in other cases the plea was entered after the 

Superior Court initiated the costly process of empanelling a jury. 

The Motor Vehicle Division is also dissatisfied with the 

present system of handling traffic cases. Because of the 

increased volume created by the transfer of traffic cases, the 

Motor Vehicle Division suspects that the courts do not always 

report the disposition of these cases to the Department of State. 

This suspicion indicates in part a communications problem between 

the court system and the Motor Vehicle Division. The Division 

feels that this failure to report dispositions hampers its 

responsibilities in the control of motor vehicle operating 

licenses and certificates of registration. 

13 
In 1973, for example, traffic cases constituted approximately 

41 percent of the Superior Court total criminal caseload. Total 
traffic caseload figures for the Superior Court have not been 
kept, and must be estimated from other records. The Chief Clerk 
of the Superior Court now compiles a comprehensive report of . 
the overall Superior Court caseload. In 1973, there were 5,783 
criminal cases completed. ("Summary of civil and criminal cases 
disposed of in the Superior Court of the State of Maine during 
1973," p.2 (compiled from monthly reports by Superior Court clerks 
to the Chief Justice of the Supreme Judicial Court).} In 1973, 
the Motor Vehicle Division recorded 1,451 guilty findings in 
Superior Court traffic cases. (See Appendix B. Chart 23.) 

There were guilty findings in 60 traffic cases, or 
70 percent, of the 86 cases sampled for 1973 by the National 
Center study team. Using the percent figure from the sample 
and the number of guilty findings recorded for 1973 by Motor 
Vehicle Division, it can be estimated that there were 2,379 
traffic cases tried in Superior Court in 1973. This constitutes 
41 percent of the criminal case total reported by the Chief Clerk 
of the Superior Court. 
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ALTHOUGH TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD BE RECLASSIFIED, 

ADJUDICATION OF THEM SHOULD REMAIN A FUNCTION OF 

THE JUDICIAL BRANCH OF GOVERNMENT. MAINE SHOULD 

ADOPT NEITHER A PARA-JUDICIAL NOR AN ADMINISTRATIVE 

METHOD OF ADJUDICATION OF TRAFFIC MATTERS. 

Though traffic cases amount to a large percentage of 

the judicial caseload, they do not take the same percentage 

of judicial time. Relieved of the burden of many traffic 

cases, a judge could devote more of his time and energy to 

other kinds of cases. It would be possible to allow access 

to the courts for matters that courts cannot now address 

because of this burden. 

This recommendation does not imply that the present 

Maine system for adjudicating traffic offenses be retained, 

without any changes whatsoever. The creation of the Traffic 

Court Advisory Committee indicates a serious desire for improve-

ment in the system. With appropriate modifications, adjudica-

tion of traffic offenses by the Maine court system is the 

perferable approach. 

One approach that has been suggested is the "para-judicial 

method" whereby jurisdiction over the adjudication of traffic 

offenses is maintained by the court with certain functions 

in the decision making and sanctioning process being delegated 

to quasi-judicial offficers. 14 

14 
See Effective Highway Safety Traffic Offense Adjudication, 

"Vol. I-A Perspective," p. 3 (prepared for U.S. Dept. of 
Transportation by Arthur Young & Company, Contract No. DOT-HS-
123-2-442, Aug. 1974 [hereinafter cited as Effective Adjudication]). 
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Another alternative is the "administrative" method, wherein 

all functions in the decision-making and sanctioning processes, 

as well as the preliminary review, are performed by adminis-

trative hearing officers under the supervision of an adminis­

trative agency.lS -
lSId. Authorities are in disagreement whether lesser 
traffic matters should be adjudicated by an administrative agency 
or by the courts. The National Advisory Commission on Criminal 
Justice Standards and Goals (Courts, Standard 8.2, p.168) and 
the Ad Hoc Task Force on Adjudication of the National Higheway 
Safety Advisory Committee (Task Force Report, p.9) recommend 
administrative adjudication. The American Bar Association Committee 
on the Traffic Court Program, however, maintains that traffic cases 
should continue to be decided by the courts. American Bar Asso­
ciation Committee on the Traffic Court Program, Standards for 
Traffic Justice (Revised Draft), p.2 (June 1974). [Hereinafter 
cited as ABA Traffic Standards.] 

In a study of administrative adjudication in New York City 
completed in early 1974 by a doctoral student in public adminis­
tration, that city's program was evaluated to determine whether 
administrative adjudication is (1) more economical, (2) speedier, 
(3) more effective in improving traffic and parking law enforce-
ment, and (4) more capable of relieving court congestion than 
judicial adjudication. Yusuf E. Zarur, "Administrative Versus 
Judicial Adjudication of Minor Traffic and Parking Violations: 
Program Evaluation," pp.14-22 (unpublished doctoral dissertation, 
State University of New York at Albany, 1974). Taking issue 
with the arguments of Raymond L. Berg and Richard L. Samuels 
(presented in "Improving the Administration of Justice in Traffic 
Court," 19 De Paul L. Rev. 503 (1970))that traffic adjudication 
should remain a function of the judiciary branch of government, 
Mr. Zarur concluded from his study that transfer of minor traffic 
cases from judicial to administrative adjudication was justified 
and that administrative adjudication met the criteria of evalua­
tion set forth above. Zarur, supra at p.2l9. 

But Zarur was careful to limit his evaluation to New York City, 
whose courts handling traffic cases before the implementation of 
administrative he characterizes (pp.208-209) as burdened with 
"overcrowdedness," "delay," and "intolerable conditions" aggravated 
by their "huge traffic caseload." Zarur's evaluation of cost 
factors was limited to "litigation costs": (1) police appearance 
time, (2) salaries to judges and hearing examiners, (3) fine 
collection rates, and (4) litigation costs (p.lS7). Perhaps because 
of the magnitude of New York City's traffic problem, its huge 
operating budget, and the pre-existence of sophisticated computer 
technology that forms a crucial element in New York's adminis- -
trative adjudication process, he did not consider the cost of 
implementing and maintaining such a system. Nor did he evaluate 
the costs involved in construction and maintenance of separate 
facilities for administrative adjudication. 

Zarur did not undertake to reubt the Berg-Samuels argument 
generally. He merely concluded that administrative adjudication 
was better suited than judicial adjudication for New York City's 
problems with minor traffic and parking offenses. 
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The "para-judicial method" describes the present pro-

cedure in the Detroit Recorder's Court (see Appendix F). 

The quasi-judicial officer, a "hearing referee," is usually 

a lawyer authorized to hear minor offenses. The hearing 

referee is per~itted to hear minor offenses. The hearing 

referee is permitted to hear contested cases, and although 

the disposition is technically only a recommendation subject 

to judicial review upon the defendant's request, the referee's 

decision is rarely overturned. 16 As a consequence, quasi-

judicial officers in this system dispose of virtually all con-

tested minor traffic offenses. 

The implementation of a para-judicial method of adjudica-

tion in Maine would require paying a number of "referees" or 

"commissioners." 16a These new officers would hear cases 

that now make up a large portion of the District Court case-

load. They could reduce the case load (and some portion of 

judge time) in the District Court. Fewer new District Court 

judges would be necessary, and there would be a savings in 

judicial salaries off-set by the expense of hiring traffic hearing 

officers. 

But the creation of such a system would, in effect, appear 

to be a return to the old Justice-of-the-Peace system, which 

Maine discarded with the creation of a unified, full-time 

District Court. Almost uniformly, District Court judges do 

not feel their traffic case load unbearable. It might be worth-

T6 . 
Effectlve Adjudication, Vol. II, p.76. 

16a The actual number needed could be ascertained by inauguration 
of pilot programs in selected divisions of District Court. 
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while to introduce para-judicial hearing officers to assist 

in the two or three divisions of the District Court with the 

heaviest traffic caseload, but this would be as a special 

modification of an overall system in which traffic cases are 

adjudicated by judges. The use of such hearing officers does 

not seem appropriate on a statewide scale. 

The second alternative, administrative adjudication of 

traffic offenses, is currently used in New York17 and will 

soon be introduced in Rhode Island. 18 (See Appendix G, 

"Administrative Method of Adjudication.") Essential to the 

administrative model is the de-criminalization of minor 

traffic offense, so that they may be heard outside the court 

system in an administrative agency. In New York, the Adminis­

trative Adjudication Bureau is part of the Department of 

Motor Vehicles 19 while in Rhode Island the hearing officers 

are part of the Department of Transportation. 20 The heart of 

administrative adjudication is its extensive use of computer 

technology, with terminals readily available to each hearing 

officer during every hearing. The computer system in New York 

is programmed to schedule dockets and appearances by police 

and motorists and to deal with "scofflaws" and prior offenders. 

Among other innovations, before any hearing officer has access 

to a driver's record, he must enter a guilty finding. The 

New York system allows a large number of offenders for whom 

17 
N.Y. Veh. and Traffic Law §155 (McKinney 1973). 

18 
R.I.G.L. §31-43-1 (as amended 1974). 

19 
N.Y. Veh. and Traffic Law §225(1) (McKinney 1970). 

20 
R.I.G.L. §31-43-1 (as amended 1974). 
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hearing is not mandatory to elect to plead guilty and 

pay fines by mail. 

The administrative method of adjudication is ill-suited 

for Maine for reasons related to population density and 

expense. The New York program was initiated in 1970 in 

New York City in order to cope with an enormous criminal court 

backlog swollen by four million traffic cases a year.21 

This is more than forty times the number of traffic cases 

heard in Maine each year (see Appendix B, Chart 1). The only 

other cities in New York that employ administrative adjudi-

cation bureaus are Buffalo and Rochester. Respectively, these 

cities have populations of roughly 450,000 and 300,000, with 

metropolitan area populations at least twice those numbers, and with 

traffic caseloads larger than any in Maine. The statute under 

which administrative bureaus are authorized specifies that they 

may be established only in cities with populations in excess of 

275,000. In all other localities of the state, traffic matters 

are heard in the court system. 

In 1974 Rhode Island ,reformed its system of traffic 

adjudication and implemented administrative adjudication 

on January 1, 1975. Rhode Island's population is slightly 

less than that of Maine, according to 1970 u.s. Census figures. 

But the geographical area of Rhode Island is only three 

percent of the size of Maine. Virtually all localities are 

part of metropolitan Providence, which has a population almost 

three times that of Maine's largest city, Portland. 

21 
Vincent L. Tofany, "New York City Breaks Traffic Logjam," 71 

Traffic Safety 8, at 9 (1971). 
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There is no municipality in Maine, even Portland, that 

approaches the population and traffic problems of New York 

City, Buffalo, Rochester and Providence. In New York State, 

the minimum staffing, regardless of the size of traffic case­

load, is two referees with seven clerical support staff. 22 

In order to create a statewide administrative adjudication 

system, Maine would have to establish at least as many adminis-

trative hearing sites as there are current judicial districts, 

with clerical support staff at each site and enough hearing 

officers to cover the state, sitting daily at some locations 

and perhaps "riding circuit" to others. 

In addition to the personnel cost involved, there would 

be costs of facility renovation or construction, telecommu-

nications equipment, and office equipment and supplies. 

The case load and revenues that make it possible for an admin-

istrative system to be "cost effective" in Rhode Island or 

the large cities of New York are not available in Maine. 

With appropriate modifications, judicial and clerical 

personnel, along with facilities and equipment~ are now 

available to dispose of Maine's traffic caseload justly and 

efficiently. That part of the New York approach regarding 

22Interview with Donald J. Bardell, Deputy Commissioner and 
Counsel, New York Motor Vehicle Department, November 6, 1974. 
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communications between the site of adjudication and the motor 

vehicle licensing agency could be borrowed, and some of Maine's 

problems with traffic matters may be reduced. 

The District Court divisions could employ simplified 

procedure for traffic sessions. Some of the thinking involved 

in New York's methods of appearance control for drivers and 

police can be applied within the court system to relieve 
------

congestion and minimize court time for officers, witnesses 

and defendants. Allowing drivers to waive appearance and 

plead guilty by mail is more a function of the design of 

the uniform traffic ticket and improved administrative and 

clerical procedures than of administrative adjudication. 
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B. Treatment of Traffic Cases Prior to District 

Court Hearing 
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3. Uniform Traffic Ticket and Complaint 

The majority of traffic cases in Maine are initiated 

by the issuance of a "ticket," giving notice to a driver that 

he is alleged to have committed a violation of one or more 

of the traffic laws and summoning him to appear in a particular 

court at a specified time and date. All police--both state 

and local--have blank tickets printed for them and maintain 

a supply on hand to be distributed in lots to officers. They 

also maintain communication and coordination with the courts 

to insure that the courts have sufficient information to 

adjudicate the cases arising from tickets that have been 

written. But there is considerable variation among police 

jurisdictions regarding tickets. 

The most obvious area of variation is in the design of the 

tickets themselves. A single type of ticket (see Appendix I ) 

is used throughout the state by the state police, who initiate 

a substantial percentage of the traffic cases. (See Appendix 

B, Chart 2.) The local police departments, however, have a 

number of different types of tickets. They differ in size, 

color, format, and in the information desired. Tickets do 

not always require a reference to the statute allegedly viola-

23 
ted in giving notice of the offense charged. 

23 
Under Maine case law, a defect in the summons issued by 

a police officer to a driver is not fatal to a traffic prosecution, 
because the summons does not take the place of a properly-drawn 
complaint. State v. Melanson, 152 Me. 168, 126 A.2d 278 (1956). 
With a uniform ticket, however, the complaint as well as the 
summons would be prepared by the police officer upon observing 
an alleged violation. 
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A second major variation is in the management 

of ticket supply, issuance, and disposition by the police. 

Blank tickets are usually ordered by local police depart-

ments from local printers. Some departments number tickets 

serially, while other departments do not use numbered 

tickets. Although serial numbering can be used to monitor 

the distribution of blank tickets to officers and their 

issuance to drivers, not all police departments that use 

numbered tickets monitor their distribution and issuance. 

There seem to be few procedures common to all local police 

departments for monitoring the number of tickets mutilated, 

miswritten, lost, or unaccounted for by officers. Police 

records of the tickets issued to drivers, of the transmission 

of cases to the courts, and of court dispositions vary 

from locality to locality, but uniformly require a great 

deal of time and paperwork. 

A third variation is the notice given drivers who are 

stopped and ticketed for traffic violations. Although many 

drivers may know that they have done something wrong, they 

are not as likely to know precisely what offense they have 

allegedly committed. They must rely on the police officer 

and the ticket is~ued them to state the alleged violation; 

but the officers are not always able to specify the offense 

because of the design of the ticket. Not all motorists are 

informed when or if they need appear before a judge for a first 

offense. While some first offenders in some areas are informed 
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of the procedure they may follow in order to waive appearance 

and plead guilty by mail, most are not. 

Notice of the issuance of a ticket by a police officer 

is usually given to a court in the form of a "work sheet" 

prepared by the police department. (See Appendix I .) 

The work sheet, developed by the state police and copied 

by many local police departments, gives information about 

the driver, the complaining officer, and the offens.e. It 

is signed and brought to the court by a liaison police officer 

called the "court officer." From each work sheet, the 

clerk of court prepares a formal complaint to be verified 

by the police "court officer" and read to the 

offender in court on the date of appearance written by the 

complaining officer on the ticket issued to the driver. An 

entry of relevant information is then made in the criminal 

docket of the court. 

The criminal docket is designed to allow entry of four 

cases on each side of a page" (see' Appendix I.) Under 16 M.R.S.A. §600, 

courts are now required to expunge a case from the record 

when there has been an acquittal. But clerks have found 

expungement difficult, for the absurd reason that the use 

of a marker to delete a defendant's name sometimes ruins 

the record of a case on the reverse side of a docket sheet. 

Some cases are not "expunged" ap a result. 
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If the offender is an out-of-state resident or a resi-

dent of the state living at some distance from the court 

having territorial jurisdiction of the offense, he must 

correspond with the court, to determine whether he may plead 
, 

guilty and pay the fine by mail. The court must respond by 

mail, enclosing a form for waiver of appearance and plea to 

be completed by the offender and returned with payment. 

If personal appearance is required, the complaint form 

contains spaces for entry by the judge of the disposition of 

the complaint. Upon disposition, with or without appearance, 

a separate abstract of the court record must be prepared and 

mailed to the Motor Vehicle Division of the Secretary of State. 

29 M.R.S.A. §2304. (See Appendix 1.) An abstract is also sent if 

a person appeals from conviction for a traffic offense, but no 

abstract is sent if a defendant elects to request a jury 

trial and his case is "transferred" under 15 M.R.S.A. §2114 

to Superior Court. 

IN ALL TRAFFIC CASES THE COMPLAINT OR INFORMATION 

AND SUMMONS SHOULD BE IN THE FORM KNOWN AS THE 

"UNIFORM TRAFFIC TICKET AND COMPLAINT" AND SHOULD BE 

USED BY ALL STATE AND LOCAL POLICE. THE UNIFORM 

TRAFFIC TICKET AND COMPLAINT SHOULD BE NUMBERED 

SERIALLY WITH INDIVIDUAL TICKETS IN QUADRUPLICATE 

WITH DIFFERENT COLORED SHEETS OF SENSITIZED PAPER 

FOR COMPLAINTS, SUMMONS, POLICE RECORD, AND AN 
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ABSTRACT OF THE COURT RECORD FOR THE MOTOR 

VEHICLE DIVISION. THE TICKET SHOULD BE DESIGNED 

BY A SPECIAL COMMITTEE COMPOSED OF REPRESENTA­

TIVES FROM AGENCIES INVOLVED WITH TRAFFIC 

MATTERS. THE TICKET SHOULD BE DESIGNED TO MEET 

LEGAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS, AND A 

CONTINUING REVIEW SHOULD BE MADE OF ITS DESIGN 

AND EFFECTIVENESS. ACCURATE RECORDS MUST BE 

KEPT OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF TICKETS IN BULK TO 

POLICE DEPARTMENTS, THEIR ISSUANCE IN "BOOKS" 

TO OFFICERS, AND THEIR INDIVIDUAL DISPOSITION 

BY OFFICERS. THERE SHOULD BE AN ANNUAL AUDIT 

OF SUCH RECORDS BY THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF AUDIT. 

The uniform traffic ticket and complaint may 

be implemented in essentially the form now employed 

in several states, with modifications to accord with 

Maine legal and administrative requirements. (See 

Appendix E, "Model Traffic Ticket and Complaint.") A special 

committee, made up of persons including representatives of the 

District Court, the Attorney General, Motor Vehicle 

Division, the State Police, the Uniform Crime Reporting 

element of the State Police, the Sheriffs, and the Police 

Chiefs' Association, can undertake a joint effort to 

design the ticket. This will assure that research already 

completed will be utilized and that all parties to the 

traffic adjudication process will be able to make effec-

tive use of the uniform ticket and complaint. 
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The same committee can monitor the effectiveness of 

the ticket they design and modify it if necessary to 

improve it. The uniform traffic ticket can be printed 

in a size small enough to be carried conveniently by 

a police officer, yet be of a design sufficient to 

perform a variety of functions. Use of such a ticket 

necessitates legible completion by police officers and 

others making entries. Indeed, the police officer issuing 

a uniform ticket must be responsible not only to the 

motorist for the legibility of his summons, as is now the 

case, but also to every other party in the traffic-case 

process since police, court, and Motor Vehicle Division 

records would also be based on his ticket. 

The first sheet of the document would serve, upon 

proper verification by the complaining police officer, 

as a complaint. The ticket must meet specifications of the 

illustrative complaint forms appended to the Rules of 

Criminal Procedure and District Court Criminal Rules. (See 

Maine Rules of Court 1974, Me. R. Crim. P.3, 58, Form 1, 

pp. 365, 419, and 422i Me. Dist. Ct. Crim. R. 3, 58, 

Form 1, pp. 487, 506, and 507 (West, 1974).) The proposed ticket 

would enable a police officer to check the most common offenses, 

and would call for a reference to the statute allegedly 

violated. If a list of traffic violations is prepared 

for each officer, giving short but specific description 
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of all offenses along with appropriate statutory 

references, it should be possible for officers to 

cite offenses on the ticket with sufficient particu­

larity to meet the legal requirements of a complaint. 

After the ticket is written, the officer can swear to 

its veracity in order to complete the complaiht. 

Complaints are now verified on information and belief by 

a police department's "court officer;" but under the 

simplified procedure recommended by this report the 

complaining officer himself would verify the complaint 

on the court appearance day. On the back of the com-

plaint, the court would enter all of its transactions 

for the case. The ticket control sheet on which a court 

would list the serial numbers of tickets issued in bulk 

to police departments (see below, p.193) would serve as 

a simple list docket for traffic cases. The control 

sheet could be. designed in such a manner that expungement 

of records for acquitted persons under 16 M.R.S.A. §600 

would be easier than with the present criminal docket. 

Since the control sheet could also serve as the docket sheet 

for the case, a great deal of time and paperwork would be 

saved the court clerical staff. 

The second sheet of the ticket, the police record, 

contains the same information on its face, of course, as 

the complaint. On its reverse side can be entered any 

information needed for police records. In addition, it 

seems possible for the reverse side to perform the in-court 
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functions now served by the "court officer's work sheet." 

On the reverse side of the third sheet the court can 

enter information needed for the Motor Vehicle Division. 

There are forms now used by court clerks to report court 

actions: (1) "Abstract of Court Record of Violation of 

Motor Vehicle Laws" (Form MV CR 12 Rev. 12/63) i (2) 

Notice of default by traffic violator (Form MV CR-85 

Rev. 12/68); and (3) "Abstract of Court Record for Criminal 

Violation" (Form 13: 76) . If certain traffic violations 

for which a ticket would be written remain criminal offenses, 

it may be impossible to eliminate the need for a separate 

Form 13:76. Its use would be less frequent, however, as 

a consequence of the de-criminalization of many traffic 

offenses. 

The fourth part of the ticket is the summons, which 

would inform the driver of the nature of the charges against 

him, would tell him whether he must appear in court, and, 

if so, when and where. The reverse side would tell the 

alleged offender what he must do in order to avoid a court 

appearance for a parking violation or violation of certain 

local traffic ordinances (see 30 M.R.S.A. §2151). It would 

also include some of the most important features of the 

uniform ticket and of the plan to improve the manner in 

which traffic cases are handled. Specifically, it would 

explain the pleas that may be made and the circumstances 

under which a court appearance is mandatory or permissible. 
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It would explain what would be done if the offense were 

one for which the driver might waive appearance and plead 

by mail or in person through the traffic violations 

bureau. The driver would be informed of his rights and 

the consequences of failure to respond to the summons. 

Finally, it would provide space for the driver to enter 

his plea and waiver. (See Appendix E, "Model Traffic 

Ticket and Complaint," especially reverse sides of the state of 

New York and Hudson County, New Jersey, summons forms.) 

Although the model traffic ticket and complaint de­

veloped by the American Bar Association Traffic Court 

Program has four sheets organized in the headings of 

complaint, police record, abstract and summons, the 

samples from New York and New Jersey suggest that ex­

tensive modifications from the ABA model are possible. 

It may be necessary to have the ticket with five, rather 

than four sheets, for example. Or the ticket might in 

time be designed to cover not only traffic offenses, 

but fish and game violations or non-traffic misdemeanors 

as well. 

Because copies of the uniform ticket and complaint 

would be serially numbered, it will be possible to monitor 

each individual ticket from production through adjudication. 

Reliance on this type of ticket requires standard and uniform 

procedures. Since the two most essential parts of the 

ticket--the complaint and the summons-~are documents pre­

pared for and in the name of the court, the court would 
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distribute the tickets. The number of each ticket would 

be entered on a ticket control sheet to be maintained 

by the court clerk. Police departments would sign 

for receipt of tickets in bulk, then have individual 

officers sign for "books" of twenty or twenty-five 

tickets as received and be held to account for each 

individual ticket, with each police department having 

its own ticket control sheet. As police departments 

brought the "complaint" and "abstract" sections of each 

ticket to the court, the clerk would record information 

on the ticket control sheet. This would enable the 

clerk to use the ticket control sheet as a docket as 

well as a means to monitor disposition of tickets. Each 

police department in turn would be responsible to account 

on a periodic basis for all the tickets received in 

bulk, checkinq its records against the court's ticket 

control sheet (see Appendix E for a sample ticket control 

sheet used in Hudson County, New Jersey). 

Individual police officers would be allowed reasonable 

latitude for mishaps with tickets, but could be scrutinized 

more closely if continuing "mishaps II began to suggest carelessness 

or unprofessional conduct. The District Court could control 

illegible complaints and protect drivers issued unreasonable 

summonses by dismissing such cases. A police chief, after 

seeing a number of his department's tickets leading to dismissed 

cases, could direct his officers to correct the defects found by 

the court. All governmental entities involved--the courts, 

Motor Vehicle Division, and the police--would be able to keep 
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more accurate records of total traffic viblations cited and 

adjudicated. Overall control of the issuance and distribution 

of traffic tickets will narrow the opportunity for anyone associated 

with the processing of traffic cases to "fix" tickets. Though 

each entity might conduct its own internal audit, an annual 

audit of the ticket control system by the State Department of 

Audit would be an important way to identify shortcomings or 

abuses in the system. 

There is widespread agreement that some form of uniform 

traffic ticket should be adopted by states. The National 

Conference of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws, in its 

1957 Handbook, at pp. 243 and 249-257, has endorsed the model 

prepared by the American Bar Association Traffic Court Pro-

gram. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

similarly advocates use of a statewide uniform traffic cita-

tion (37 Fed. Reg. 15619 (1972)), as does the National 

Committee on Uniform Traffic Laws and Ordinances ("Uniform 

Vehicle Code," §16-117, in Uniform Vehicle Code and Model 

Traffic Ordinance, p. 243 (1968)). A uniform ticket based 

on the American Bar Association model has been adopted in at 

least nineteen states (including Indiana, Michigan, Mississippi, 

. . . 24 
Mlssourl, New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, and Washlngton ) 

d 
. . . 25 

an In over 4000 cltles. 

24 
'See Ind. Stat. Ann. §47-2326 (1966); Mich. Vehicle Code 

§9.20422 (3) (1968); Miss. Code Ann. §828.5(1971); Mo. Sup. 
Ct. R. 37.46; N.J.R. Prac. 7:61; 15 N.Y.C.R.R. §91.7 (August 
31, 1971); N.D. Century Code, §29 05-31 (1960); Wash. Court 
R. JTR T. 201. 

25 
-Telephone conversation, Ron E. Weger, Weger Govern-

mental Systems, December 16, 1974. (Mr. Weger holds the 
copyright for the uniform ticket recommended by the American 
Bar Association.) 
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4. Waiver of Court Appearance 

By statute, the Chief Judge of the District Court 

is to designate by order those traffic offenses for which 

court appearance may be waived, with guilty plea and pay­

ment of fine to a traffic violations bureau. (4 M.R.S.A. 

§164.12 (B) (1969).) The list of offenses so designated 

may from time to time be amended, suspended, or repealed. 

However there are seventeen offenses specified in the 

statute, for which court appearance may not be waived. (See 

note 32 below, p. 49.) Any person with a prior offense 

may not waive court appearance unless a court order permits 

such a waiver. 4 M.R.S.A. §164.12 (D) (1969). This provision 

of the statute makes no distinction between those drivers 

with several recent offenses and others with only one offense 

ever since they began driving. Statistics of the Motor Ve-

hicle Division indicate that by this standard, 27 percent (in 1973) 

of all Maine drivers are "prior offenders," even though a 

large number of these are one-time or occasional violators. 

Since 1972, a growing percentage of traffic defendants 

have waived appearance in District Court. (See Appendix B, 

Chart 4: in the survey conducted by the National Center, 

the percentage of those waiving court appearance in 1974 was more 

than twice the percentage waiving in 1972.) In 1972, drivers waived 

appearance in 24% of the sampled cases in which they were 

charged with offenses for which court appearance was not 

mandatory for first offenders. In 1973, that percentage 
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increased to 41%; in 1974, it was 45%. A signi-

ficant percentage of those in the sample committing 

offenses for which court appearance is mandatory under 

statute were allowed to waive court appearance. In 1972, 

10% of these in this category waived appearance; in 

1973, 17%; in 1974, over 21% waived appearance. 

Only two of the eleven divisions of District court 

sampled keep records of repeat offenders (See Appendix A) , 

so that drivers often were allowed or disallowed to waive 

appearance for reasons other than "prior offender" status. 

These variations from statute do not necessarily show 

impropriety on the part of judges setting policy in District 

Court divisions or of clerks administering that policy. 

Rather, they support conclusions reached elsewhere in this 

study, that drivers are not consistently told by the police 

that may have an opportunity to waive court appearance (see 

above, p. 29), and that court clerks are often unable to 

identify repeat offenders (see above, p. 31 ,and below, 

pp. 42 and 43 ) . They also demonstrate that 4 M.R.S.A 

§164.12 is not uniformly applied in District Court divisions. 

Only some of the District Court divisions allow waiver of 

appearance where it is waivable by statute, while others 

require court appearance for virtually all traffic offenses. 

This may be due in part to differing constructions of the 

statute by District Court judges and in part to disagreement 

with the legislature regarding offenses for which the interests 

of highway safety require mandatory court appearance. 

-40-



THE STATUTE ALLOWING WAIVER OF COURT APPEARANCE 

FOR CERTAIN TRAFFIC OFFENSES SHOULD BE AMENDED 

TO ALLOW WAIVER BY OCCASIONAL OFFENDERS. A 

POLICY OF ALLOWING WAIVER OF COURT APPEARANCE 

WHENEVER CONSISTENT WITH HIGHWAY SAFETY SHOULD 

BE PROMULGATED AND APPLIED UNIFORMLY IN ALL 

DIVISIONS OF DISTRICT COURT. THERE SHOULD BE 

PERIODIC REVIEW AND, WHEN NECESSARY, REVISION OF 

LEGISLATIVE AND JUDICIAL DETERMINATION OF TRAFFIC 

OFFENSES FOR WHICH COURT APPEARANCE IS MANDATORY. 

The requirement that every motorist cited for a traffic 

offense appear in court may not be necessary or even appro­

priate for first time and occasional violators whose offense 

is minor. Those who are otherwise law-abiding citizens, 

whose offense may have been inadvertent, can justifiably ex­

pect not to be treated as criminals and to have their case 

handled with dispatch to minimize inconvenience. They need 

not be lumped together with repeat offenders or those committing 

more hazardous offenses. 

A local requirement that there be court appearance for 

most traffic offenders creates court congestion (see below, 

Appendix J ,Facilities Observations. It also means 

that a certain percentage of a judge's bench time is involved 

with receiving guilty pleas from traffic offenders, when the 

judge's time could be better spent in performance of other 

functions. 
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A local court policy allowing waiver of court appearance for 

a large number of traffic offenses without possessing means 

to check for prior offenses runs the risk that adequate means 

(for example, heavier penal sanctions or court-ordered parti­

cipation in rehabilitative programs) will not be employed to 

deal with repeat offenders. At the same time, variations in 

ocal policy regarding court appearance creates inequality 

among different areas of the state in the way drivers are 

treated by the courts. 

These inconsistencies in local policy among divisions of 

the District Court are in large part a result of an inability 

to determine which traffic defendants are prior offenders not 

entitled to waive court appearance. But relatively inexpensive 

technological means are available that would enable District 

Court divisions and Motor Vehicle Division to keep abreast of 

traffic offense disposition. (See below, Communications 

and Records, p. 72, and Recommendation 11.) Given the im-

proved control of prior offenders, District Court divisions 

can act more consistently and confidently in allowing waivers 

of court appearance. 

Promulgation by the District Court Chief Judge of uniform 

waiver policies for District Court judges and procedures for 

implementation of waiver provisions by judges and clerks will 

also aid consistency. Since a large number of drivers with 

prior offenses may be only casual offenders, a policy might 

be implemented, either by court rule or by amendment of 

4 M.R.S.A.§164.12, to treat those drivers with no offenses in 

the last twelve or eighteen months, except for certain classes 
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of offenders (such as habitual offenders or those convicted 

of hazardous offenses), as persons allowed to waive appearance. 26 

This would require coordination with the Motor Vehicle Division, 

so that offenses prior to the operative time period pre-

ceding the date of the latest alleged offense would not be 

27 reported. 

Further aid to uniform application of a waiver policy 

will be given by the implementation of a Uniform Traffic Ticket 

and Complaint (see above, p. 36) . The reverse side of the 

summons form can contain written explanation to the driver from 

which he can determine whether or not he can waive court appearance. 

The summons can also explain the procedure for waiver, give 

the address of the traffic violations bureau, and give the 

hours during which it is open if the driver desires to pay 

his fine in person. 

26 In Model Rules Governing Procedure in Traffic Cases, 
§1:3-7(b), Handbook of the National Conference of Commissioners 
on Uniform State Laws, pp. 245-246 (1957) [hereinafter cited 
as Model Traffic Procedure], a driver with no prior moving 
offense within the twelve-month period immediately preceding 
the present alleged offense may waive court appearance, unless 
the present alleged offense is one of a list of hazardous 
offenses. Though 4 M.R.S.A. §164.12 is based on the Model 
Rules, the twelve-month provision was not included in the 1969 
enactment of the statute. 

27Motor Vehicle Divisions's point system makes license 
suspension a possibility after accumulation of a certain number 
of points within a specified time period. Points are erased 
from a driver's record when those points become three years old. 
See Form MVCR 41 Rev. 1-1-72. 
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A broader and more consistently-applied waiver 

policy will remove a number of cases from the workload of 

District Court judges. This will be necessary to off-

set the increase in District Court judicial workload that 

will be created if fewer cases are shifted for hearing in 

Superior Court as a consequence of implementing Recommendations 

4 and 6 (see pp. 41, above and 50, below). The combined effect 

of these recommendations will be to save time by more expeditious 

disposition of cases that do not require court appearance, with 

only mandatory-appearance and contested cases coming before 

District Court judges. 
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5. Pleas for Traffic Infractions 

Because traffic offenses are now classified as criminal 

offenses, defendants may plead only "guilty," "not guilty," 
28 

or "nolo contendere." These pleas, as part of traditional 

law of criminal procedure, are frequently inconsistent with 

defendants' feelings that they are not criminals or moral 

29 
offenders, even though they may admit to violations charged. 

Furthermore, the pleas do not allow defendants who are 

willing to admit violations to present circumstances that 

they feel justify their behavior, or will at least mitigate 

punishment. Others, faced with the real possibility that 

guilty pleas will affect them as parties or witnesses in sub-

sequent court proceedings, will often plead not guilty 

when they might otherwise admit to traffic violations. The 

consequences are that many cases that might other-

wise be summarily disposed of at District Court go forward 

to hearing or (perhaps more frequently) are transferred to 

Superior Court. 

28Maine Rules of Court 1974, R. Crim. P., Rule 11, p. 373, 
and Dist. Ct. Crim. R. 11, pp. 490-91, (West 1974) [hereinafter 
cited as Rules 1974]. 

29 
Under traditional common law, any crime requires the 

coincidence of a blameworthy state of mind and a proscribed 
act. The alleged offender's state of mind 1S irrelevant 
under a number of statutes of Maine and other jurisdictions 
that define traffic offenses. 
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PERSONS CHARGED WITH TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS SHOULD 

BE ALLOWED TO ENTER PLEAS WHICH (1) ADMIT THE 

VIOLATION CHARGED; (2) ADMIT THE VIOLATION 

CHARGED, WITH AN EXPLANATION, OR (3) DENY 

THE VIOLATION CHARGED, RATHER THAN TRADITIONAL 

PLEAS NOW UTILIZED IN CRIMINAL PRACTICE. 

This recommendation follows from that calling for 

decriminalization of traffic infractions and helps rein-

force the characterization of such offenses as non-criminal. 

In its effort to decriminalize lesser traffic offenses, 

New York has statutory language allowing a driver to enter 

an answer to a summons "admitting the violation as charged" 

or "denial of charges.,,30 But under administrative regula-

tions, these answers are interpreted to mean the traditional 

criminal pleas of "guilty" or "not guilty.fl 3l Referees 

3~.y. Veh. & T. Law §226.2 (McKinney 1971). Statutory 
language providing for administrative adjudication of traffic 
offenses in Rhode Island is virtually identical. R.I.G.L. 
§3l-43-2 (a) (as amended 1974). 

3l New York Department of Motor Vehicles, Regulations for 
Administrative Adjudication of Traffic Violations, §123:l (a) 
and (c), p.12 (January 1, 1973). (According to Victor S. Andreozzi, 
Assistant Director of Transportation (director of administrative 
adjudication), State of Rhode Island, that state's administrative 
procedure will follow New York's practice closely.) 
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adjudicating "non-criminal" traffic offenses in New York 

State have observed that that jurisdiction's maintenance 

of the pleas traditionally common to criminal procedure 

has made the break from criminal law imperfect. In order 

to emphasize the non-criminal character of traffic infrac-

tions, the sUbstituted pleas of "admission" or "denial" 

should not be construed as criminal pleas. 

Though it retains other traditional pleas of 

criminal practice, New York does allow a traffic defen-

dant to plead "guilty with an explanation," in order to 

accommodate those defendants expressing mitigating cir-

32 cumstances. In at least one District Court division 

in Maine, traffic defendants are allowed to plead "guilty 

with an explanation." The opportunity to explain the 

circumstances, by means of an "admission with explanation" 

plea, should enable a traffic offender to feel that he is 

being given an opportunity to be heard, that he is being 

judged fairly and as an individual, and that the court 

is not being operated in an impersonal "assembly-line" 

fashion. See H. Jones (ed.), The Courts, the Public and 

the Law Explosion, pp. 56-68 and 115-121 (1965). 

32 
Id., §123.l(b), p. 12. 
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6. Traffic Violations Bureau 

The amount of traffic case paperwork that each clerk in each 

District Court must perform is uniformly burdensome. The 

task is no easier in smaller courts than in those with 

larger volume because the smaller courts have fewer clerical 

personnel, restricting the division of labor. 

It has been statutorily mandated for five years that 

Traffic Violations Bureaus be established in each division 

of the District Court (4 M.R.S.A. §164.l2 (1969)). 

The clerk of each court is to serve as violations 

clerk with the authority to accept written appear-

ances, waiver of trial, plea of guilty and payment of fine 

and costs in traffic cases, subject to the limita-

tions prescribed by the statute. Only first offenders can 

plead and pay their fine by mail or make payment through the clerk. 

Alleged offenders seeking to waive court appearance are 

required by 4 M.R.S.A. §164.l2 (D)to affirm that they have 

no previous convictions for motor vehicle violations. Any 

person swearing falsely to such an affirmation is liable 

under that statute to prosecution as a misdemeanant, subject 

to a fine of up to $50. However, there is no standardized 

procedure by which clerks can identify prior offenders, un­

less their office keeps a file of all those convicted. Conse­

quently, the statutory provision against false representa­

tion is seldom enforced. There are seventeen motor vehicle 
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offenses ~hat are considered more serious than the rest, and 

for which the clerk cannot accept guilty pleas and payment 

f f ' 33 o lnes. 

While such violations bureaus are called for by 

statute, their use is not very evident in the operation of 

the clerks' offices of many courts. When the provision 

33Waiver and plea of guilty cannot be accepted for the following 
violations, though a guilty plea may be entered on behalf of 
the defendant by a Maine attorney with consent of the court: 

(1) Driving to endanger 
(2) Reckless driving 
(3) Recklessly causing death 
(4) Offenses resulting in acciGent 
(5) Operating while under the influence of intoxicating 

liquor or a narcotic drug or while impaired 
(6) Driving after suspension or revocation of operator's 

license 
(7) Operating without a license 
(8) Operating an unregistered motor vehicle 
(9) Passing a stopped school bus 

(10) Exceeding the speed limit by more than 15 miles per hour 
(11) Loaning or altering license or permit 
(12) Death caused by violation of law 
(13) Leaving the scene of an accident 
(14) Taking a motor vehicle without consent 
(15) Homicide or assault committed by means of motor vehicle 
(16) Failure to report an 'accident 
(17) Passing on hills and curves 

4 M.R.S.A. §164.12B; see District Court Form CR-24A-69. 
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calling for mandatory traffic violations bureaus was 

enacted, no detailed directions were disseminated to the 

clerks of court explaining how to establish and maintain 

a bureau. As a consequence, most District Court 

clerks do not know what the organization of a violations 

bureau involves or how one should be operated. When one 

clerk was asked how she operated the traffic violations 

bureau, she said that she did things just as they were 

done before the enactment of the new mandatory requirement. 

In another court, all traffic offenders are simply sent into the 

courtroom before the judge because the clerks feel they 

are too busy to accept payment of fines by first·offenders 

for lesser violations. A form (See Appendix I , "Waiver of 

Personal Appearance and Plea of Guilty," CR-24A-69,) has been 

developed to inform offenders whether they may plead guilty 

by mail, but not all clerks' offices use the form. 

UNIFORM OPERATfNG RULES AND PROCEDURES SHOULD 

BE PROMULGATED AND WORKSHOPS SHOULD BE HELD TO 

AID CLERKS IN THE OPERATION OF TRAFFIC VIOLATIONS 

BUREAUS. THE RULES AND PROCEDURES SHOULD BE 

EXPLAINED IN DETAIL IN A CLERKS MANUAL TO BE DIS-

TRIBUTED TO ALL DIVISIONS OF THE DISTRICT COURT. 

A significant hindrance to the efficient operation of 

a traffic violations bureau at present has been the absence 

of a uniform ticket and complaint. The introduction of a uniform . 
ticket and complaint, as recommended, will mean that court clerks 

in every division of the District Court will be receiving 
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information in the same form from police. A single document, 

with parts performing different functions, will serve as the 

basic recording device for all types of traffic violations, 

eliminating the several forms now in use. 

Another obstacle has been the inability af the court 

system to identify prior offenders in order to determine 

which drivers may have their cases disposed of by a traffic 

violations bureau. This problem can be alleviated by 

improvements in communications betweeen courts and the 

Motor Vehicle Division, as discussed below at p. 72. With 

such improvements, court clerks in a traffic violations 

bureau could ascertain from the Motor Vehicle Division whether 

the record of any Maine driver (except one with violations 

oi adjudications too recent to be posted by the Motor Vehicle 

Division) would allow a guilty plea and payment of a fine at 

the traffic violations bureau. 

To deal with the lack of understanding among court 

clerks about the operation of a traffic violations bureau, 

34 
workshops and a clerks manual would be of great assistance. 

To facilitate understanding and uniformity, periodic workshops 

should be conducted with training sessions in the different 

steps of th~ violations bureau process, including the 

following: 

~See National Center for State Courts, "Administrative 
Unification of the Maine State Courts" (prepared for 
Maine Trial Court Revision Commission). (December 12, 1974), 
for a similar recommendation. 
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(1) receipt of ticket from police or driver; 

(2) probedure for checking ticket against "ticket control sheet" 
where docket entries are made; (see above, p. 34). 

(3) procedure for assuring that the driver understands 
his rights, the pleas available, and the conse-
quences of a plea; 

(4) receipt of waiver of court appearance and plea; 

(5) communication with Motor Vehicle Division to 
determine driver's record, if any, of prior offenses; 

(6) determination and receipt of applicable fine; 

(7) proper accounting and disposition of fine; 

(8) completion of entries on ticket and docket; 

(9) filing of court record portion of ticket; 

(10) ~ransmittal of qbstract of court record to Motor Vehicle 
Division and notice of disposition to police. 

Explanation of these ten steps necessary to process a ticket 

through a traffic violations bureau can also be promulgated in written 

form as part of a clerks manual. A manual would not only be 

of assistance at workshops, but would be available as a daily 

aid to operation of each clerk's office. It can be used for 

training clerks unable to attend workshops, and it can be 

up-dated as improvements are devised. A clerks manual for 

District and Superior Courts in Maine is now being designed 

by the National Center for State courts. 35 

35 Maine Law Enforcement Planning and Assistance Agency, 
Grant No. 200170/6042 (1974). Contract between Maine Supreme 
Judicial Court and National Center for State Courts executed 
December 1974. 
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C. District Court Traffic Hearings 
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7. Traffic Sessions 

In all divisions of the District Court, traffic matters 

are docketed, calendared, and heard together with non-traffic 

criminal matters. In the majority of traffic cases, even those 

of many first offenders, court appearance is not waived, 36 and 

traffic violators appear in court as criminal offenders. 

For purposes of optimal court-community relations, traffic 

courts, as the arm of the judicial system closest to the 

public view, must fully adhere to applicable constitutional 

safeguards in criminal proceedings. All offenders must be 

processed fairly and quickly. Due to the large volume of 

traffic cases, hearing time for traffic offenders is limited. 

Some defendants may therefore view the constitutional safe-

guards as little more than shallow formalities. Judge time 

for hearings of non-traffic'criminal matters is also cut 

short. As a consequence, defendants 1n those cases are not 

given as much time as would be possible were traffic cases 

not filling the docket. 

Many traffic offenders feel that they have done nothing 

morally wrong and should not be treated as criminals. Yet 

they must appear in court and wait to have their cases called, 

only to have them treated summarily by the judge. 

36 . . . d Th1S 1S because offenders are not always 1nforme that 
appearance may be waived for certain offenses, and because 
some judges have a policy that all traffic offenders must 
appear in court. (See above, Waiver of Court Appearance, 
p. 39 .) 
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BY. RULE, TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS SHOULD, WHERE 

POSSIBLE, BE HEARD BY THE COURT IN SEPARATE 

"TRAFFIC SESSIONS" AND NOT AT THE SAME TIME 

AS CRIMINAL MATTERS. 

The scheduling of traffic matters apart from other kinds 

of cases will reinforce the reclassification of traffic 

infractions as non-criminal offenses. The judge will be able 

to focus his attention on highway'safety considerations in 

traffic session. Separate treatment of traffic cases should 

assure that both traffic and non-traffic defendants will spend 

less time waiting at the courthouse. The National Conference 

of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws and the American Bar 

Association Committee on the Traffic Court Program recommend 

that traffic cases be treated apart from other court business, 

with traffic sessions or divisions established wherever the 

1 d ' ff" 3 7 case oa 1S su 1C1ent. 

37Model Rules Governing Procedure in Traffic Cases, 
§1:3-4; ABA Traffic Standards, Section 2.6, p. 3. The 
following commentary is made: 

Separation of traffic cases reduces waiting time, 
permits use of opening remarks for education 
about available constitutional safeguards, hearing 
procedure and traffic safety goals, and facilitates 
case processing. Periodic, regular assignment to 
traffic court allows a judge to develop expertise 
and a consistent policy of educational penaliza­
tion. (Id.,' at pp. 5-6.) 

See also James Economos, Traffic Court Procedure and Admini­
stration, pp. 55-60 (1961). 
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Time would be saved for drivers and police officers by 

38 
staggering scheduled appearance times during the day. 

The use of staggered appearance times could be used effec-

tively in Maine courts, and would enable courts to tailor 

their calendars in keeping with local caseload differences 

and the availability of judges. 

Some divisions of the District Court, for example, might 

set aside more than one day a week for traffic sessions, 

with ample time scheduled for criminal traffic cases. A 

simplified procedure for traffic infractions should also 

be helpful. See below, p. 58. For reasons of simplicity 

and efficiency, it would be best to schedule criminal traffic 

matters separate from infractions.) Were traffic sessions 

scheduled on one day, the morning could be scheduled for 

criminal traffic cases and the afternoon for infractions. 

38This system works effectively in the New York administra­
tive model, according to Donald J. Bardell, Deputy Commissioner 
and Counsel, and Leon I. Schulgasser, Supervising Referee, 
New York Motor Vehicle Department, October 29 and November 6, 1974. 
Appearances for contested infraction cases are scheduled at 
four different times during a day at administrative hearing 
sites, so that no driver or officer need wait longer than 
ninety minutes. Policemen writing tickets have a pre-arranged 
appearance schedule (e.g., an officer might be scheduled for 
appearance every Thursday at the 1:00 session), and they write 
appearance times for motorists in keeping with this schedule. 
An officer is notified when a motorist has waived appearance 
and pleaded guilty, so that the officer need not appear for 
that case. Because New York hearing sites deal only with infrac­
tions, their scheduling is simpler than would be necessary for 
Maine courts, whose business includes not only lesser traffic 
offenses that would become infractions under the recommendations 
of this report, but more serious traffic offenses and, of 
course, a wide range of non-traffic matters. 
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To reduce waiting time for drivers and police and 

to introduce further flexibility, there might be two 

sessions in the morning and two in the afternoon, each 

seventy-five or ninety minutes in length. Through coor-

dination between a court and a police department, each 

officer could be assiqned court appearance times a month 

in advance. The court could, for instance, schedule state 

pol ide cases for the first morning session and local police 

cases for the second morning session. 

An individual officer would know the court appearance 

times for drivers contesting his tickets. If a court 

scheduled criminal traffic matters separate from infractions, 

and if a list of traffic offenses (giving references to statu­

tory sections, as recommended above, p. 29, and distinguishing 

criminal traffic offenses from infractions) were provided to 

each officer, the policeman could schedule drivers' court 

appearances accordingly. 

If consistent with availability of iudqes r a division 

of the District Court with a particularly heavy caseload 

might schedule evening sessions. In addition to allowing 

the court to stay abreast of its traffic caseload, this 

would allow some drivers to make a court appearance without 

losing work time. It would also allow more flexibility in 

scheduling appearances for police officers. 
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8. Simplified Traffic Procedure 

Sincie traffic offenses are now characterized as crimes, 

traffic cases are subject to the rules of criminal practice. 

Some of these, such as separation of arraignment and trial, 

create greater inconvenience for drivers, judges, and police 

than the gravity of many traffic offenses would warrant. 

Consequently, this report recommends a single court 

appearance for drivers and police in most traffic cases. (See 

above, p. 57.) Among the constitutional safeguards afforded 

is the right to trial by jury (which often appears to be 

claimed more for delay than for its intended purpose) , 

the availability of which would be limited were the recommen­

dations of this report adopted. (See above, Characterization 

of Traffic Cases, page 9 and below, Appellate Review and 

Jury Trial in Superior Court, p. 80.) 

Recognizing that most traffic defendants appear "pro self 

(without the aid of counsel) and that most cases are prosecuted 

by the complaining police officer, District Court judges 

often rela~ the rules of procedure in the interest of fairness, 

but criminal procedure rules still govern technically. The 

result is that the nature and degree of relaxation from formal 

rules is not uniform from court to court or from defendant to 

defendant. 
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THERE SHOULD BE A SIMPLIFIED PROCEDURE, GOVERNED 

BY PUBLISHED RULES, UNIFORM THROUGHOUT THE STATE, 

FOR THE TRIAL OF TRAFFIC CASES. APART FROM 

MODIFICATIONS RECOMMENDED IN THIS REPORT, DEFENDANTS 

IN TRAFFIC CASES SHOULD BE ENTITLED TO PROCEDURRL 

SAFEGUARDS.ACCORDED CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS. 

Simplified procedure in traffic cases is recommended 

by a number of national organizations that have studied 

t ff ' d' d' t' 39 h' ..' ra lC a JU lca lone T e Amerlcan Bar Assoclatlon Commlttee 

on the Traffic Court Program advocates published and uniform 

rules, "with local deviations allowable only where expressly 

permitted by the state-wide rules:" 

It is desirable that the uniform rules be promulgated 
by the highest judicial authority in the state. Uniform 
procedure eases the burdens of police officers, lawyers, 
and others required to appear in court throughout a 
~tat~. 18ey help insure a higher quality of uniform 
Justlce. 

The rules for traffic procedure can be promulgated under 

statutory authority by the Supreme Judicial court. 4l 

39: e-.g. Ccmrts" S.tandard 8.2, p.168 (1973) Task Force Report, 
p. 9 (1973) and American Bar Association Committee on the 
ABA Traffic Standards, §2.8, p.4. 

40 ~BA Traffic Standards, §2.8 Commentary, p.4. 

41 4 M.R.S.A. §§8 and 9 (1964). 
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To aid clerical staff, they can be published in a clerks 

42 
manual. 

If an alleged violator desires a hearing, he can engage 

counsel under the Maine Constitution, whether his case be 

characterized. as criminal or civil. 43 A right to engage 

counsel, as well as a right to a reasonable continuance 

to engage counsel, is widely recognized as an essential 

feature of the process due a traffic defendant, even under 

44 simplified procedure. When there is a likelihood of in-

carceration following conviction, an indigent defendant 

is entitled to court-appointed counsel under Argersinger v. 

Hamlin, 407 u.s. 25 (1972). One of the most important pur-

poses of arraignment, that of informing a defendant of his 

rights before he enters a plea, would in most traffic cases 

.be performed by the Uniform Traffic Ticket and Complaint. 

A policy decision should be made as to whether a driver 

facing possible imprisonment should be informed orally of 

his right to appointed counsel by the police officer issuing 

him a ticket, or whether that information should be offered only 

by the judge upon the driver's court appearance. 

42 h .. .. Suc a manual 1S now be1ng prepared for Na1ne Super10r 
and District Courts by the National Center for State Courts. 

43 
M.R.S.A. Const. art. 1, §§6 and 20. 

44 
For example, see Model Traffic Procedure §1:3-6(a) (1) 

and (2), p.245; ABA Traffic Standards, §3.2, pp.5-6; Task 
Force Report, p. 9; and Courts, Standard 8.2, p.168. 
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In order to assure efficient disposition of traffic 

cases, continuances should be granted only when necessary 

and then only for a reasonable period of time. When a hearing 

is continued, the court may admit the defendant to an approved 

. 45 
form of recognlzance. The court should control continuances 

by means of an express policy and regularized procedure. The 

court calendar should also be controlled by the court. Though 

contested matters, where the defendant is represented by counsel, 

may be accorded priority on the trial list, such cases should 

not receive priority unless a timely "appearance" (notice of his 

participation in a case) has been entered with the court or clerk. 46 

In addition to a right to counsel, the defendant in a 
. 47 

traffic case should be accorded other procedural rlghts. 

For instance, he should be entitled to have process issued 

by the court, without expense to him, to compel the attendance 

of witnesses on his own behalf. He should not be required to 

testify or to present evidence and arguments in his own behalf, 

and must be confronted by the complainant. There should be 

a right of appeal to Superior Court to the extent and in the 

manner recommended. (See below, p. BO.) 

45 See Model ~raffic Procedure §1:3-4(e), p. 244. 

46 See Municipal Court Rules of Practice,. Rule 7: 10- 3, in 
Rules Governing the Courts of the State of New Jersey (1974). 

47 
See M.R.S.A. Const. art. 1§6: Model Traffic Procedure §1:3-6, 

p. 245; Courts, Standard B.2, p.16B. 
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In the interest of fairness and simplici.ty, the rules 

of evidence should be relazed, and the judge should admit 

'd d 1 ' 48 eVl ence he eems re evant and materlal. This approach 

is now followed in several divisions of the District Court, 

where most traffic defendants appear without the aid of 

49 counsel. For speeding cases in which radar has been used, 

the procedure of requiring an officer to offer oral testimony 

of the machine's accuracy and his own capacity as an operator 

might be replaced by a procedure of admitting into evidence 

up-to-date written certification by a qualified person that 

the machine operates properly and that the operating officer 

is competent to do so. Also, the judge might be authorized 

to take judicial notice of the speed limits in certain areas, 

In place of the time consuming requirement that proof of the 

speed limit be offered in evidence for each case. 

A final procedural matter to be considered is burden 

and standard of proof. As in criminal matters, the State 

should bear the burden of proving beyond a reasonable doubt 

that a driver committed a traffic infraction. The National 

Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals 

recommends that the State be required to prove the commission 

48See Courts,Standard 8.2, p.168; N.Y. Dept. of Motor Vehicles, 
RegulationS:for Administrative AdjUdication of Traffic Violations, 
§124.5, pp.2l-23 (1973). 

49 Relaxation of the rules of evidence is now allowed in 
District Court for small claims cases 14 M.R.S.A. §7455(197l). 
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of an infraction by clear and convincing evidenqe, with 

the driver not required to prove his innocehce. Under 

this recommendation,the primary burden of proof is on the 

State, just as in a criminal prosecution. The standard, however, 

is a civil one rather than the criminal standard o~ proof beyond 

a reasonable doubt. The National .7\dvisory Commission recommendation 

follows the practice in New York administrative adjudication. But 

the New York standard of "clear and convincing evidence" 

has been attacked?O and hearing referees in New York admit 

that in practice there is no distinction that can be made 

between "clear and convincing evidence" and "beyond a reasonable 

doubt.,,51 Considering the difficulties experienced by New York 

with a civil standard of proof the practice in New Jersey, 

where traffic offenses are "quasi-criminal," and require 

proof beyond a reasonable doubt, is preferable. 52 

50 In Rosenthal v. Hartnett, 71 Misc. 2d 266 (S.ct. N.Y. Co. 1972), 
It was held that the clear and convincing evidence test 
applied in administrative hearings under N. Y '. Veh. & T. Law 
§277(i) is an unconstitutional denial'of due process; that 
decision is now on appeal before the New York Court 6f Appeals. 

51 Conversations with Donald L. Bardell, Deputy Commissioner 
and General Counsel, Leon L. Schulgasser, Supervising Referee, 
and Richard Wozniak, Senior Referee, N.Y. Dept. of Motor Vehicles, 
October 29 and November 6, 1974. 

52 As to the quasi-criminal nature of a traffic offense, see 
State v. Lanish, 103 N.J. Super. 441, at 443 (App.Div. 1968). 
Regarding the burden and standard of proof, see State v. Johnson, 
42 N.J. 146 (1964). 

-63-

II 



9. Sound Recording =or Traffic Cases 

By court rule, electronic sound recording of civil and 

criminal cases is required in District Court, and the Chief 

Judge of the District Court may, in his discretion, order that 

all or certain kinds of proceedings be recorded as a matter of 

53 routine, without any special request or order. In any pro-

ceeding not recorded routinely, a recording is to be made if 

requested by a party to the proceeding or ordered by the District 

, d h' t' 54 h ' 't Chi d Court JU ge on lS own mo lone T e Dlstrlc ourt as acqu re 

sound recording machines for each court. But not all courts 

have installed such units because of acoustical problems in some 

courtrooms and the absence of personnel trained to operate the 

machines during a court session. 55 

As a consequence, sound recordings are not available in 

some courts, and a record is not made for many traffic cases 

in the District Court. In cases for which an electronic 

record was not made and a party wishes to appeal, an agreed 

statement of the evidence or proceedings must be prepared 

from the best available means, including the recollection of 

, 56 
the partles. 

53 Rules 1974, Dist. ct. Civ. R. 76, pp. 264-65, and Dist. Ct. 
Crim. R. 39A, pp. 498-99. 

54 Id. 

55 National Center for State Courts, "Administrative Unification 
of the Maine State Courts," pp. 96-'97 (Report to Maine Trial 
Court Revision Commission, December 1974) [hereinafter cited 
as MTCRC Report]. 

56 Rules 1974, Dist. ct. Civ. R. 75(c), p. 264, and Dist. ct. 
Crim. R. 39 (c), p. 498. 
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ALL DISTRICT COURT TRAFFIC TRIALS SHOULD BE 

RECORDED ON THE SOUND RECORDING EQUIPMENT NOW 

AVAILABLE. STAFF SHOULD BE PROVIDED TO OPERATE 

RECORDING MACHINES AND LOG THE RECORDINGS. GUIDE-

LINES SHOULD BE PROMULGATED FOR THE USE OF SOUND 

RECORDING AND FOR THE PREPARATION OF TRANSCRIPTS. 

ALL APPEALS TO THE SUPERIOR COURT SHOULD BE ON 

TRANSCRIPTS OF THE RECORD SO PREPARED. 

The most important purpose to be served by maintaining a 

sound recording of all traffic proceedings is to enable the 

Superior Court to decide appealed cases on the record, with 

confidence that the record before it is accurate. This makes 

it possible for review of District Court decisions without 

the time and expense involved in trial de nov057 (see below, 

p. 80 Appellate Review and Jury Trial in Superior Court) . 

The availability of such a record is also of assistance at the 

District Court, making it possible to determine whether cases 

were handled properly and to provide an accurate record of 

the disposition of every case. 

The recommendation here is consistent with one adopted 

b h . . 1 ' , ,,58 Th Am rl' can y t e Malne Trla Court ReV1Slon Commlsslon. e . e 

57 
Only in the event the transcript of the proceedings below is 

incomprehensible would the matter be tried de novo before the 
Superior Court. In the usual course, the transcript of the 
record below should be the sole record upon which the matters 
at law on appeal are resolved. 

58 
MTCRC Report, p.97. 
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Bar Association committee on the Traffic Court Program 

also recommends that a verbatim record be kept of all 

traffic proceedings. 59 

59 f . ABA Tra flC Standards, §2.1, p.2. 
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D. Processing of Traffic Cases After District 

Court Hearing 

-67-



10. Sentencing Policy 

According to statistics compiled by the Motor 

Vehicle Division from reports by Superior and District Court, 

sometimes there are rather startling differences in the 

fines imposed for the same offense by different courts. 

(See Appendix B, Charts 9 to 18 and 35 to 44 .) In 1971, for 

example, one District Court division imposed fines for 

operating without a registration that averaged three times 

greater than the average fines for the same offense in 

another division. (See Appendix B, Chart 16.) For speeding 

thirty or more mi~es above the speed limit, one District 

Court division imposed fines in 1971 averaging more than 

five times greater than those in another division for this 

same offense. (Appendix B, Chart 14.) For that same offense 

the highest average fine imposed in the Superior Courts was 

six times the lowest average fine in 1971, and three times the 

lowest average fine in 1972 and 1973. (Appendix B, Chart 40.) 

Some of these differences can be attributed to unique 

case circumstances, while others are due to the proximity to 

recreation areas or the Maine Turnpike. Some courts are 

consistently among the lowest in average fines imposed, while 

others are consistently high. As a consequence, police relate 

stories of m~torists who, cited near the line between two 

localities, request that arrangements be made for their court 

appearance to be in the court where more lenient fines are imposed. 
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A problem experienced by many traffic offenders is the 

inability to pay fines. For some, this has resulted in 

f '1 d" , ,60, a1 ure to appear an somet1mes 1n 1ncarcerat1on. It 1S 

believed that many transfers to Superior Court are simply 

a means to delay apyment. (See Appendix A.) Courts have 

not been consistent in their handling of this problem. One 

court frequently grants a continuance before judgment to 

allow defendants time to gather money, while another "suspends" 

execution until payment can be made. Partial payment is 

generally avoided because it is perceived as an administra-

tive nightmare for clerical staff. 

,AN EXPRESS POLICY SHOULD BE ADOPTED IN THE SUPERIOR 

AND DISTRICT COURTS REGARDING THE SENTENCES IMPOSED 

FOR TRA?FIC OFFENSES. THERE SHOULD BE GREATER CON-

SISTENCY IN FINES IMPOSED, AND UNUSUALLY HIGH OR 

LOW FINES SHOULD BE SUPPORTED BY REASONABLE JUSTIFICA-

TION. JUDGES SHOULD BE AUTHORIZED GREATER FLEXIBILITY 

IN ORDERING TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF AN OPERATORIS 

LICENSE. THOSE APPEALING ADJUDICATIONS FOR TRAFFIC 

INFRACTIONS IN WHICH TEMPORARY SUSPENSION HAS BEEN 

ORDERED SHOULD BE ENTITLED TO RETAIN THEIR LICENSES 

PENDING APPEAL, ABSENT A SHOWING OF GOOD CAUSE WHY 

THEY SHOULD NOT BE SO ENTITLED. FORMAL PROVISION 

SHOULD BE MADE TO ALLOW A COURT TO IMPOSE A REDUCED 

OR SUSPENDED SENTENCE OR TO ALLOW DEFERRED PAY~lliNT OF 

A FINE FOR THOSE OFFENDERS DEMONSTRATING INABILITY TO 

PAY. 

60Tate V. Short, 401 U.S. 395 (1971), made imprisonment 
for inability to pay a fine due to indigency unconstitutional. 



It is essential that judicial discretion be preserved 

in sentencing for traffic offenses, so that judges may take 

into account. the individual circumstances and mitigating or 

aggravating factors for each defendant. Yet the ideal of 

justice is not served when defendants who are in a position 

to do so seek to engage in "judge shopping." Furthermore, 

members of the public, served by the courts, with a 

commonsense idea of fairness must have difficulty comprehending 

why a first offender does not receive sa similar penalty for 

the same offense in one court as he would in another. 

Some indigents may become repeat offenders; for these 

persons, restrictions on the license to operate (e.g., for 

use only to and from work) may be a more effective sanction 

than fines that cannot be paid. Imposing such restrictions 

is a functicn of the Motor Vehicle Division, though a judge 

may impose temporary suspension and make recommendations 

regarding administrative action. (29 M.R.S.A. §§2304 and 

2305.) More extensive use by judges of their power to impose 

temporary suspension of an operator's license may have more 

immediate impact on the offender. A change in statutory 

wording to make it clearer to judges that they may impose 

suspension without fine or jail may encourage this. Further­

more, expansion of the time period for which a license may 

be suspended by court order should increase the effectiveness 

of this as a judicial sentencing alternative. 
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However, the courts, can, in addition, make adjustments 

concerning payment of fines. Such adjustments are a necessary 

accommodation to the law under Tate v. Short, 401 u.S. 395 

(1971), since a court may no longer use imprisonment to 

penalize a defendant unable to pay a fine because of indigency. 

The court, of course, retains its contempt power to puniSh 

those who are able but willfully refuse to pay the fine. Sus­

pension of execution of a sentence would seem to be the simplest 

alternative (from the viewpoint of the cburt clerk's accounting) 

where the defendant needs additional time to pay. 

To grant a continuance before judgment leaves the 

case without a disposition and is a misuse of the court 

calendaring procedures. "Suspension" of execution until 

payment can be made means that a delay is allowed until a 

defendant is able to pay the fine. It does nothing to help 

those unable to s'ave their money. If they cannot save, they 

will be in no better position at the end of the delay period 

than at its beginning. 
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11. Communic.ltions and Records 

Because their functions relating to motorists charged 

with traffic offenses are interdependent, Maine courts and 

the Motor Vehicle Division need to maintain continuous coor-

dination. This focuses on the drivers' traffic violations 

records maintained by the Motor Vehicle Division. Neither the 

courts nor the Motor Vehicle Division is satisfied with the 

manner in which details of a driver's record are communicated. 

This record is relevant to the courts in at least two 

ways. Under 4 M.R.S.A. §164.12, any driver with a record of 

prior offenses may not waive court appearance and have a 

traffic violations bureau receive his guilty plea. In addition, 

the record of prior offenses may bear on the sentence imposed. 

Yet, despite its significance, few divisions of the District 

Court maintain a record of offenders. (See Appendix A, 

gummary of Interviews.) Moreover, there is no 

means- by which ~the courts can retrieve up-to-date deta:il~s of 

drivers' records quickly from the Motor 'Vehicle Division. The 

consequence of this is that courts are inconsistent in 

their policies for waiver of court appearance and use of 

traffic violations bureaus, simply because they cannot easily 

identify repeat offenders. 

Traffic offense records are also important to the 

functions of the Motor Vehicle Division. The Division is 
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authorized to maintain a point system "for the purpose of 

identifying habitually reckless or negligent drivers or 

frequent violators of traffic regulations." (29 M.R.S.A. §2241.2 

(1973).) In order to operate this system effectively, the 

Division must have regular and timely reports from the courts 

of traffic convictions. Such reports are required by statute 

(29 M.R.S.A. §2304 (1967)), and a Motor Vehicle Division form 

is provided for the courts to give notice of convictions 

(Form MVCR 12 Rev. 12/63). The Motor Vehicle Division, however, 

has no means by which to assure that all traffic convictions 

61 will be reported by the courts. 

61 
See Appendix A, Summary of Interviews, where it is 

reported that those Motor Vehicle Division employees inter­
viewed feel that not all traffic convictions are reported 
by the courts. Because of the way statistical data are kept 
by the courts and by Motor Vehicle Division, it was not 
possible to test the accuracy of this feeling. District Court 
workload totals are reported annually to the Chief Justice of 
the Supreme Court (see Appendix B, Table 1), with traffic 
matters reflected by the number of cases handled. Motor 
Vehicle Division computer print-outs made available to the 
National Center record t~affic matt~rs bv the n~mper of g~~lty 
findings for each offense. The total number of cases in which 
a guilty find~ng is entered can be estimated by projecting for 
the total District Court traffic cases the percentage of cases 
in the National Center's sample in which a guilty finding was 
entered. But since a number of cases reported by District 
Court involved guilty findings on more than one alleged viola­
tion, the total cases reported by District Court cannot be 
reliably compared with the total number of guilty findings 
recorded by the Motor Vehicle Division. 
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A MIXED SYSTEM OF BATCH PROCESSING, TELETYPE, 

AND COMPUTER TERMINAL FACILITIES SHOULD BE 

IMPLEMENTED TO ENABLE COURTS WITH VARYING TRAFFIC 

CASELOADS TO RETRIEVE PRIOR OFFENSE DATA FROM THE 

MOTOR VEHICLE DIVISION AND TO ASSURE ACCURATE 

REPORTING OF CONVICTION OR ADJUDICATION BY COURTS 

TO MOTOR VEHICLE DIVISION. A DRIVER'S RECORD 

OF PRIOR OFFENSES SHOULD BE CONSIDERED ONLY FOR 

IMPOSITION OF SENTENCE, AND UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCE 

SHOULD IT BE AVAILABLE FOR CONSIDERATION BY THE 

COURT BEFORE A FINDING OF GUILTY HAS BEEN 

ENTERED IN THE CASE THEN BEFORE THE COURT. 

TO PROTECT DRIVERS FOUND NOT TO HAVE COMMITTED 

ALLEGED TRAFFIC INFRACTIONS, THE RULE OF EXPUNGE-

MENT SHOULD BE APPLIED. 

Means to check quickly whether drivers corning before 

the court have relevant prior records would enable court 

clerks operating traffic violations bureaus to determine 

which drivers cannot waive court appearance. It would also enable 

judges to know which drivers should be penalized as repeat 

offenders. From a financial viewpoint, increased revenues 
62 

may result. 

62 
Under-penalizing of repeat offenders may be reduced. This would 

aid in offsetting the cost of installing and maintaining more 
sophisticated devices for communication between courts and the Motor 
Vehicle Division. However, the system should not be promoted as a 
money-saving device. While it is possible that revenues may 
increase as a result of better coordination, it is better to 
assume that the financial cost will outweigh the revenues. 
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But this consideration must never take priority over 

justice to the motorist. 63 In particular, the clerk ln 

a traffic violations bureau should have access to a motorist's 

prior record only upon entry of a plea admitting the violation 

charged on the uniform traffic ticket. 

If the driver must appear in court, the record should 

not be accessible to the court or the violations bureau until 

the court appearance has been entered and adjudicated with a 

finding that the motorist committed the offense charged. Under 

New York's system of administrative adjudication, a driver's 

prior record is not made available to the hearing referee 

until he orders a guilty plea to be entered in the computer 

terminal at the hearing site, whereupon a visual display on 

the terminal can be obtained to show the motorist's record of 

prior traffic offenses. 64 A procedure must be developed and 

monitored to assure that a driver's record is not seen or used by 

the judge before the case is heard and judgment is entered. Other-

wise, the availability of the record might tend to prejudice the 

6~ndeed, the assessment of fines as a revenue source for the 
local government involved in a traffic arrest can involve U.s. 
Constitutional problems. In Ward v. Monroeville, 409 U.S. 57 
(1972), the U.S. Supreme Court held that a motorist fined in 
a mayor's court that provided a substantial portion of the 
village's funds had been denied a trial before a disinterested 
and impartial judicial officer as guaranteed by the due process 
clause, notwithstanding availability of trial de novo on appeal. 

6'\,ee Vincent L. rrofany, "The Administrative Adjudication of 
Traffic Violations in New York City," 26 Traffic Quarterly 
319, at 323 (1972). 
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judge against the defendant. 65 

The introduction of an improved communications system, 

used in conjunction with the serially numbered uniform traffic 

ticket and complaint, would also enable the Motor Vehicle 

Division to keep a more accurate record of court dispositions. 

Both the courts and Motor Vehicle Division could compare the 

number of court dispositions with the. total tickets issued 

to police departments. The Motor Vehicle Division, in turn, 

could compare the number of cases for which courts requested· 

drivers' records of prior offenses with the total number of 

court dispositions. 

In the process of improving information retrieval and 

recordkeepping, the interest of the motorist found not to have 

committed an alledged traffic offense must be closely guarded. 

It is required by statute (16 M.R.S.A. §600) that a person 

acquitted of a criminal charge have the record of his case 

expunged. The expungement rule should be applicable to the 

recommended non-criminal class of traffic infractions as well 

as to those characterized as criminal. A policy should be 

promulgated and followed precisely by courts, police, the 

Motor Vehicle Division, and any others involved in the traffic 

adjudication process, to assure that the name and any other 

information to identify a driver found not to have committed 

a traffic offense is deleted from the record. For record-

keeping and statistical purposes, however, other data on such 

traffic cases should be retained. 

65 
James Economos, Traffic Court Procedure and Administration, 

p. 39 (1961). 
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The expungement problem may become acute in situations 

where a driver's record of prior offenses has been requested 

from the Motor Vehicle Division by a court clerk before a 

finding has been entered by a judge on the offense charged. 

The driver must be assured that the judge does not consider 

the Motor Vehicle record until after he has entered the 

disposition on the offense charged. Another safeguard is 

that the Motor Vehicle Division not maintain a record of 

alleged traffic offenses by specific drivers, when such 

allegations were not sustained in court. To the extent that 

the Motor Vehicle Division maintains a record of requests by 

the courts for drivers' prior offenses, such a record should 

not be abused. 

A communications system using a mixture of communication 

techniques is called for by the variation in caseloads among 

the divisions of the District Court. For those divisions 

having a light caseload, batch processing might be the most 

efficient first step toward improvement. The clerk in a 

smaller court would send groups of tickets on a regular basis 

to the Motor Vehicle Division computer facilities in Augusta, 

which would send back information regarding prior offenses. 

Courts with intermediate-sized case loads could be handled in 

parallel fashion by teletype. The most efficient system for 

courts with small and intermediate caseloads may be a combination 

of teletype and batch processing; this method could be replac~d 



by teletype in the smaller courts. 

For the courts with the heaviest traffic caseloads, 

computer terminals would be most effective. A computer 

terminal could be either a keyboard terminal (usable as a 

typewriter i.n off hours) or a TV-like visual display with an 

additional "hard copy" capacity. Installation of one of these 

devices is only slightly more difficult than that of a common 

typewriter. Once installed, the device would communicate with 

the Motor Vehicle Division in Augusta over standard telephone 

lines. The :lata processing department of the Motor Vehicle 

Division can recommend a specific terminal manufacturer. 

Costs of installation would include the following: 

Type of Cost 

A. Start-up costs: systems 
analysis and programming 
for a court retrieval program 

B. Monthly costs: 
1. Terminal 
2. Acoustic Coupler 
3. Telephone 

Amount 

This could be done by 
an analyst/programmer 
in the MVD's data pro­
cessing department. A 
simple program should 
take no longer than 
three months to prepare. 

$100-200 
$20 
Standard rates for voice 
communications 

If it were decided to undertake a pilot test program in a 

high-volume court for six months or a year, the expense 

(excluding programming costs) would probably not exceed $5000. 

Implementation of a pilot program would allow for the 
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identification of technical difficulties and problem areas 

in information flow before incurring the cost of a large-scale 

program. 
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12. Appellate Review and Jury Trial in Superior Court 

A major concern regarding traffic matters in the 

Maine courts is the "transfer" problem. 66 Many minor 

traffic cases that might be disposed of in District 

Court are handled by the Superior Court as well, where a 

jury trial is available. (See Appendix B, Chart 23.) The 

Superior Court caseload has swollen to a size making reliance 

on negotiated pleas (or dropping of cases altogether) 

inevitable, without any ruling on the merits. (See Appendix 

B, Chart 49.) In many traffic cases that survive this 

screening-out process, defendants change their plea to guilty 

on or just before the time of hearing (see Appendix B, Chart 

29), sometimes at great expense to the county in calling 

and empanelling a jury for the particular case. Few traffic 

cases go forward to trial, with or without a jury, at the 

Superior Court level. (See Appendix B, Charts 30 and 31.) 

The transfer provision was enacted to prevent seeming 

abuses of the statutory provision 67that allowed waiver of 

hearing at the District Court and subsequent appeal to the 

Superior Court for a trial de novo. Few cases are now 

appealed to Superior Court following District Court hearing. 

66 Under 15 M.R.S.A. §2ll4 (1973) and Me. Dist. Ct. 
Crim. Rule 40, any defendant not pleading guilty or nolo 
contendere in a misdemeanor proceeding must waive his right 
to a jury trial before his case may be heard in District 
Court. Should he not waive this right, his case must be 
transferred forthwith to Superior Court. 

6715 M.R.S.A. §2ll4 (repealed and replaced 1973). 
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(See Appendix B, Chart 28.) With either transfer or 

appeal for trial de novo, a case must be handled in two 

separate court.s, with attendant delay between court 

appearances, and with the second consideration of the 

case no more limited in scope than the first. 

THE STATUTE ENABLING A MISDEMEANOR DEFENDANT TO 

HAVE HIS CASE TRANSFERRED TO SUPERIOR COURT FOR 

JURY TRIAL SHOULD BE REPEALED. A CONSTITUTIONAL 

AMENDMENT SHOULD BE ADOPTED TO LIMIT CRIMINAL JURY 

TRIALS TO CASES IN WHICH A PENALTY OF INCARCERATION 

OR A FINE OF $500 OR MORE MAY BE IMPOSED.
68 

THE DISTRICT COURT SHOULD BE GIVEN EXCLUSIVE TRIAL 

JURISDICTION OF ALL TRAFFIC OFFENSES FOR WHICH 

NO PENALTY OF INCARCERATION OR A FINE OF $500 OR 

MORE MAY BE IMPOSED OR FOR WHICH TRIAL BY JURY HAS 

BEEN WAIVED. 

THE PENALTIES NOW IMPOSED FOR EACH TRAFFIC 

OFFENSE SHOULD BE REVIEWED AND, WHERE NECESSARY, 

MODIFIED SO THAT ONLY THOSE OFFENSES DEEMED 

SERIOUS ARE PUNISHABLE BY MEANS GRAVE ENOUGH TO 

WARRANT A RIGHT TO TRIAL BY JURY. TRIAL DE NOVO 

IN SUPERIOR COURT SHOULD NOT BE RE-INSTITUTED, 

AND APPELLATE REVIEW OF TRAFFIC MISDEMEANORS AND 

INFRACTIONS SHOULD BE LIMITED TO MATTERS OF LAW. 

68 This portion of the recommendation corresponds to that 
made by the Maine Trial Court Revision Commission. 
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The present system of jurisdiction and transfer provides 

little improvement over the old trial de novo system. Trial 

de novo may have been appropriate in times of part-time local 

Justices of the Peace. Many were not lav,yers, and possessed 

limited resources for making a record of their proceedings. 

Both trial de novo and transfer minimize, downgrade, and 

under-utilize the judicial and fact-finding capacity of 

District Court judges, all of whom are now full-time pro-

fessionals. At the same time trial de novo creates an undue 

burden on Superior Court judges and clerical staff. Many 

traffic cases that have contributed to the overload of Superior 

Court dockets could be handled summarily in District Court. 

It is now technologically feasible to use relatively inex-

pensive sou n d recording devices in District Court, so that a 

record can be made for appellate review on matters of law. 

(See above, Sound Recording, p. 64.) 

An amendment to the Maine Constitution to limit the 

right to jury trial to criminal cases with a penalty of 

incarceration for longer than six months would not conflict 

with the right to a jury trial under the Sixth and Fourteenth 

Amendments of the united States Constitution. In Duncan v. 

Louisiana, 391 U.S. 145 (1968), the united States 

Supreme Court recognized the common-law view that so­

called "petty ':)ffenses" may be tried without a jury, 69 and 

69S ee Frankfurter and Corcoran, "Petty Federal Offenses 
and the Constitutional Guarantee of Trial by Jury," 39 Harv. L. Rev. 
917 (1926); George Kaye, "Petty Offenders Have No Peers!" 26 
U. Chi. L. Rev. 245 (1959). 
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that only defendants accused of "serious" crimes must be 

afforded the right to a trial by jury. In Baldwin v. New York, 

399 u.s. 66 (1970), the Supreme Court defined the line be-

tween "petty" and serious" offenses, holding that a defendant 

has the right to a trial by jury under the Sixth Amendment, 

if his offense is punishable by a potential sentence in excess 

of six months' imprisonment. In the majority opinion, the 

Court reasoned that: 

Where the accused cannot possibly face more than 
six months' imprisonment, we have held that these 
disadvantages, onerous though they may be, may 
be outweighed by the benefits that result from 
speedy and inexpensive nonjury adjudications. We 
cannot, however, conclude that these administra­
tive conveniences, in light of the practices that 
now exist in everyone of the 50 States as well 
as in the federal courts, can similarly justify 
denying an accused the important right to trial 
by jury where the possible penalty exceeds six 
months'imprisonment. (399 u.s. at 73-74.) 

The abolition of jury trials for lesser offenses would have 

no effect on felonies. Felonious offenses, whether or not 

associated with motor vehicles, would still be bound over 

to Superior Court. 
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Appendix A. 

Summary of Interview~ 

For a period of nearly six weeks, eleven District Courts 

and nine Superior Courts were visited by our data collectors 

and interviewers. A variety of questions were asked in 

order to formulate a picture of the problems confronting 

the courts concerning traffic matters. (See attached 

interview form, page 8~) 

The majority of District Courts visited had one judge 

(a small percentage had two) who sat an average of two days a week 

ln that court, dividing their remaining time among the other courts. 

In the large communities, the judges sat every day in the same 

court. Courtroom facilities and appearances were as varied 

as the communities. Some were extremely well kept, 

while others were found to be too small, with uncomfortable 

seating and poor acoustics. All were professional in 

appearance. 

The results of the interviews of District Court personnel 

revealed that ordinance violations present virtually no 

problems. Traffic was the major problem. In 1971, the Maine 

District Court reported a total of 62,584 traffic cases, or 

68% of its total case load for that year. By 1973, there was 

an increase to 94,497 traffic cases, or 72% of the total 

70 
case load for the year. Although each court is available to 

police forces from several communities, the largest single 

70 See Appendix B, Chart 1. 
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source of traffic cases is the state police. 

It was learned that regardless of how many times an 

individual is cited for a traffic offense, very few courts 

keep any sort of record (in the form of a folder, card file, 

etc.). Only two of the eleven District Courts did so; 

however, it should be noted that the repeat offenders were 

well known by sight to each clerk in each court. A repeat 

offender from another county could be before a judge, and 

unless the judge was made aware of the fact that the defendant 

was a chronic offender in another part of the state, he had 

no idea of the extent of the person's traffic record. 

There was no master list to refer to in any District Court. 

A centralized form of recordkeeping, perhaps through the 

Motor Vehicle Department, could do much to identify the chronic 

offender. 

Much of the District Court clerks' time is con­

sumed with the handling of traffic matters. Be-

cause of the ever-increasing volume of traffic cases, clerks 

feel that other matters do not receive the attention they 

deserve. They expressed a feeling that the utilization of 

violations bureaus and the use of a uniform traffic ticket 

would' serve to improve the current situation. 
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Approximately 30% of the courts allow partial payments 

if a defendant does not have money to pay a fine, even though 

clerks feel they do not have the time and are not equipped to handle 

such a procedure. Yet there seems to be very little choice 

9pen to some defendants. From the clerks' viewpoint, a 

preferable method of dealing with this situation is the 

suspension of execution of the fine until such time as the 

defendant has the necessary funds available .• 

Transfers are the major problem in the Superior Courts, 

according to all persons interviewed. Judges, police 

and clerks opined that transfers are being used 

as a delay tactic by offenders, thus clogging the system. 

Both judges an d clerks said that most trans fer cases posed 

a difficult problem for them. They felt that they should 

be concentrating their full effort on serious criminal matters 

and not on certain classes of traffic violations such as 

"passing a stop sign," "fail ure to stop," or"parking violations." 

Much of the courts' caseload since October, 1973, has consisted 

of transfers. One court was found to have 476 cases pending in May 

1974, of which 224 were traffic matters. On several occasions the 

remark was made that "transfers will ruin the Superior Court 

if they keep up"; this seems to be the prevailing mood. 

To summarize the general tone of the interviews wi th members 

o£ the state police and officers from local police departments, 

the recurring theme was that a uniform traffic ticket is necessary. 

One chief of police stated that such a uniform ticket would not 

only reduce paperwork, but would enable departments to assign 

more men to the field for longer periods of time. 

_~7_ 



People interviewed in the Division of Motor Vehicles 

agreed with the state police and the local police concerning a 

uniform traffic ticket. It was the opinion of some that the 

majority of traffic cases could be handled administratively 

and that traffic matters can be taken out of the courts al­

together. The New York program was discussed as an example 

of a computerized administrative adjudication system that 

some thought might be feasible in Maine. 
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Interview Guide 

The following questions were used as a guide during inter­
views in visits to courts, police, and the Motor Vehicle 
Division. The questions were not intended to be used in a 
manner that would allow statistical tabulation of responses. 

1. What problems do ordinance violations present to the courts? 

2. List the ordinance violations handled by the court. 

3. What is the ratio of prosecution for violations of state 
law to that for ordinance violations? 

4. How many local police are there serving the community? 

5. How are court records handled? Specifically: 

a. Who has the informal responsibility for handling records 
in each court? (asst. clerk?) 

b. Who receives tickets from police? How are they accounted 
for?) 

6. Does the court report disposition of cases to related 
authorities? 

a. To state and local police? 

b. To the Motor Vehicle Division? 

7. Who has the functional responsibility for accounting and 
administration of revenues? 

8. How many judges are there available at the location? How 
often do they sit? 

9. Which localities provide the greatest number of traffic 
violations to the court? Is this relevant? 

10. What happens if the defendant doesn't appear? 

11. How many repeat offenders are there, and who keeps the 
records of such offenders? 

12. If defendant doesn't have the ~cn2y ~o pay the fine, what 
happens? Who keeps the records? Is partial payment or 
installment payment allowed? 
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13. Does th8 judge take the defendant's prior record 
into account? If so, when? 

14. Under what circumstances is the defendan~ provided with 
a defense attorney? How does this relate to severity 
of violations? 

15. Do the judge and the clerical staff perform other court­
related functions? If so, which ones? 

16. Are separate traffic sessions held? Daily sessions? 

17. 

Night sessions? 

How are drivers under 18 years of age dealt with? 
many such cases are there? How many and what kind 
cases for minors are dealt with in "adult" traffic 
sessions? How many of each kind are dealt with in 
juvenile session? 

How 
of 

18. What traffic offenses are most common in this court? 

19. What percentage of cases in this court are traffic cases? 

20. For what offenses is appearance mandatory? 

21. How many defendants are local? Out of state? 

22. What is the cost of the various forms that could be 
replaced by the Uniform Traffic Ticket? 

23. How much time is consumed by the clerk in handling traffic 
complaints, etc.? 

24. How much time is consumed by the clerk with matters that 
could be covered by Uniform Traffic Ticket. 

25. Obtain a copy of the local traffic ticket. 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Methodology 

A random sample of traffic cases was taken from 11 District 

Courts and 9 Superior Courts for the years 1972, 1973, and 1974 

by our data collectors. 

For the District Court sample, the month of May in each of 

the selected years was chosen as the representative month. In­

formation was collected from a percentage of all the traffic 

cases that had hearings during the month of May for our study. 

The Superior Court sample consisted of 5% of all traffic 

cases which were entered in the Criminal Docket during each of 

the 3 years. 

The field phase of our study which consisted of visits to 

11 District Courts and 9 Superior Courts and involved field 

interviews and questionnaire survey research as well as data 

collection and is all but complete. The courts that we selected 

were chosen because they were representative of all the communi­

ties in the State of Maine. We were careful to include high 

and low density population areas, affluent areas, resort commu­

nities, and politically potent communities. 

The raw data, collected during the field phase of the 

study, has been processed into more usable form with the 

assistance of the computer facilities of Boston University. 

Other data has been made available by the Office of the Chief 

Justice of the Maine Supreme Judicial Court, the Office of the 

Chief Judge of the Maine District Court, and the computer facil­

ities of the Motor Vehicle Division of the Maine Secretary of 

State. Charts and,tables included in this Appendix reflect our 

findings from the analysis of the complete body of data that we 

have thus assembled. 
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NOTE 
(Relating to Charts 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 18, 35, 37, 38, 
39, 40, and 44 and Tables 2, 3, 8 and 9.) 

In order to present a clear and consistent picture of 

the trends of various offenses illustrated in charts and tables 

in this study it was necessary to combine some seemingly indis-

tinguishable offense titles and their related data found in 

the "Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all Courts." 

Since the Motor Vehicle Division began keeping computerized 

records in 1969, it has created and abandoned numerous offense 

titles for two reasons. The first involves legislative 

changes in the statutory language and definition of an offense. 

For example, changes were made in the "operating under the 

influence of drugs or liquor" statute (29 M.R.S.A. §13l2) 

ih 1969, 1971, 1972 and 1973. Subsequent to these changes the 

Motor Vehicle Division changed their title twice. As a result, 

we have combined three titles in order to construct an accurate 

picture of this offense over a three year period. 

The second involved changes by the Secretary of State 

in point totals and the definitions of offenses with particular 

point totals. (29 M.R.S.A. §224l.2 enables the Secretary 

of State to make such changes.) For example, on January 1, 1972, 

the point total for "speeding 10 to 14 miles per hour over 

the limit" (29 M.R.S.A. §1252) was changes from two to three. 

Subsequently the Motor Division added' another title to their 

computerized records with the same name but a different point 

total. Another example involved a change in definition. On 
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the above date the wording of the offense "speeding 31 plus 

miles per hour over the limit" (29 M.R.S.A. §1252) was 

changed to "speeding 30 plus miles per hour over the limit." 

As a result another title was added to Motor Vehicle Divisions 

list. All of the offenses which appear in charts and tables 

in this study have, where necessary, been combined to provide 

useful figures. 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 2. Comparison of District Court Traffic Cases 
Initiated by State and Local Police (By Year) * 
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Appendix B. statistics 

Chart 3. Percentage of District Court Traffic Cases 
in which Fine was Imposed (by Year) * 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 4. Percentage of Traffic Cases in which Court 
Appearance was Waived Compared to those in which Court 
Appearance was Not Waived in District Court (By Year)* 
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Chart. 6 Time Elapsed from 
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ance Date for District Court 
Traffic Cases (By Year) * 
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* Source: Sample conducted by National Center for 'State Courts, 1974 
(Sample size: 1972, 175 cases; 1973, 199 cases; 1974, 239 cases.) 
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Appendix B. Stat~stics 

Chart 7. Time Elapsed from First Appearance Date to 
Disposition Date for District Court Traffic Cases 

(By Year)* 
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* Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974 

(Sample size: 1972, 175 cases; 1973, 199 cases; 1974, 239 cases.) 
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Chart 8. ~ime Elapsed from Offense Date 
to Disposition Date for District Court Traffic 

Cases (By Year) * 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

<:::QJIlJ;;>arison of Average Fines in District C~ fQL 
Frequently Violated Major Offenses (By Year)* 
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*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. 
**See note above, p.92. 
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Comparison of Average Fines in District Court for 
Most Frequently Violated Speeding Offenses (By Year)* 
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*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts. 

**See note above, P·92. 



Appendix B. Statistics 

Comparison of Average Fines in District Court for 
Frequently Violated Minor Offenses (By Year)* 
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*Source: Mains Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. 

**See note above, p.92. 
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Chart 19. Comparison of District Court Traffic Cases 
Which include the Statutory Possibility of Imprisonment 
With Those Which DO Not (By Year)* 
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*Source: Sampl~ conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974. 

(Sample Size: 1972, 214 cases; 1973, 231 cases; 1974, 276 cases.) 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 20. Percentage of Traffic Cases in which 
Incarceration was Imposed in District Court (By Year)* 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 22. Percentage of Traffic Cases in which 
Execution of Sentence was Deferred in District 
Court (By Year)* 
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*Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974. 

(Sample Size: 1972, 214 cases; 1973, 231 cases; 1974, 276 cases.) 
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Chart23. Number of Superior Court Traffic 
Cases in which Defendant was Found Guilty (By Year) * 
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*SourceJ Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. 

-108-



ercent 

erior 

affic 

of 

Court 

Cases 

Appendix B. Statistios 

Chart 24. Percentage of Superior Court Traffic 
Cases in which Fine was Imposed (By Year) * 
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, Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974 

(Sample size: 1972, 88 cases; 1973, 86 cases; 1974, 89 cases.) 
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Chart 25 . Tlme Elapsed from Entry Date to First 
Appearance Dat.e in Superior Court Traffic Cases (By Year) * 
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* Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974 

(Sample Size: 1972, 88 cases; 1973, 86 cases; 1974, 89 cases.) 
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Chart 26 . Time Elapsed from First Appearance 
Date to Dispositon Date in Superior Court Traffic 

Cases (By Year) * 
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(Sample size: 1972, 88 cases; 1973, 86 cases; 1974, 89 cases.) 
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Chart 27. Time Elapsed from Entry Date to 
Disposition Date in Superior Court Traffic Cases 

(By Year) * 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 28. Percentage of Traffic Cases Entered 

100 

80 

ercent of 60 

perior Court 

affic Cases 

40 

20 

Calendar Year: 

- in Superior Court by Transfer or Appeal 
(By Year) * 

Appeals Appeals 

96% 

Transfers 

78% 

Appeals 

i 19% 
~ ______ ~ ____ ~ ______ ~ __ ~ ________ ~L ___ ~ ____ ----

1972 
(no tr'3.ns fers) 

YEARS 

1973 1974 
(n~. transfers) 

Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974 
Sample size: 1972, 88 cases; 1973,86 cases 1974, 89 cases.} 

-113.-



cent of 

ppeals 

Chart 29. 
Plea was 

75 

50 

Transfers 
25 

Appendix B. Statistics 
Percent of Traffic Cases in which Guilty 

Ehtered in Superior Court after Appeal or Transfer 
69.0 % -, 

50.6 % 55.0 % 
47.0 % 

Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974 

75 

rcent of 
50 

(no transfers) (no transfers) 

Chart 30. Percent of Transferred 
Jr Appealed Traffic Cases Tried 
to Jury in Superior Court (By 

(By Year) * 

Appeals 
Year) * 

Appeals Transfers 

d Transfers 

25 

7.1% 7.9% 8.7% 

~ __ ~===~1 ____ ~ __ ~ ______ 0_.0~%~~~~ __ 
Calendar Year: 1972 1973 1974 

75 

'rcent of 50 

Appeals 

,d Transfers 

25 

Calendar Year: 

(no transfers) (no transfers) 

Chart 31. Percent of Transferred 
or Appealed Traffic Cases Tried 
Wi thout Jury in Superior Court By 
(Year) * 

17.2 % 

n 10.1 % 
6.0 % 

1972 1973 1974 
(no transfers) (no trans fers) 

Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974 
(Sample size: 1972, 88 8ases; 1973, 86 cases; 1974, 89 cases.) 

...:11 A _ 



Percent of 
Traffic 

Cases 

Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 32. Time Elapsed from Entry Date to First 
Appearance Date in Superior Court for Traffic Cases 
Appealed or Transferred (1972, 1973, 1974 combined) * 
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* Source: Sample condncted by National Center for State Courts, 1974 

(Sample size: 1~72, 88 cases; 1973, 86 cases; 1974, 89 cases.) 
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Chart 33. Time Elapsed from First Appearance Date to 
Disposition Date in Superior Court for Traffic Cases 
Appealed or Transferred (1972, 1973, 1974 combined)* 
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*source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974 
(Sample size: 1972, 88 cases; 1973, 86 cases; 1974, 89 cases.) 

-116-



Percent of 
Traffic 

Cases 

Appendix B. Statistics 

Chart 34. Time Elapsed from Entry Date to Disposition 
Date in Superior Court for Traffic Cases Appealed or 

Transferred (1972, 1973, 1974 combined) * 
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Appendix B. Statistics 

Comparison of Average Fines in Superior Courts for 
Frequently.Violated Major Offenses (By Year)* 
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**See note above, p. 92. 



Appendix B. Statistics 

Comparison of Average Fines in Superior Courts for 
Most Frequently Violated Speeding Offenses (By Year)* 
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*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. 
**See note above, p. 92. 
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Comparison of Average Fines in Superior Court for 
Frequently Violated Minor Offenses (By Year) * 
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**See note above, p. 92. 
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Chart 45. Comparison of Superior Court Traffic Cases 
Which InclJde the Statutory Possibility of Imprisonment 
Wi th Those Which Do Not (By Year) * Up to 
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Chart 46. Percentage of Traffic Cases in 
Which Incarceration was Imposed in Superior 
Court (By Year)* 
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Chart 48. Percentage of Traffic Cases in Which 
Execution of Sentence was Suspended in Superior 
Court (By Year) * 
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* Source: Sample conducted by National Center for State Courts, 1974. 

(Sample Size: 1972, 88 cases; 1973, 86 cases; 1974, 89 cases.) 
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Afpendix B. Statistics 

Chart 49. fercentage of Superior Court Traffic Cases 
which Involved Dispositions of Dismissal, Filing or 
Negotiated Plea (By Year)* 
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A:ependix B. Statistics 

Table 1- District Court Traffic and Total Criminal Cases 1 

Fiscal Year 1970-71 Fiscal Year 1971-72 Fiscal Year 1972-73 

Other2 
Total Total 

Other2 
Total 

Traffic Criminal Traffic Other2 Criminal Traffic Crimina 

District I 

Caribou 1382 8~5 2247 1:;07 940 2441 1596 901 2497 

Fort Kent 108G 430 1510 932 476 1408 1100 601 1701 

Madawaska 656 498 1154 416 389 803 546 359 905 

Van Buren 390 207 597 354 207 561 353 232 585 

I District Total 3508 2000 5508 3209 2010 5219 3595 2093 5688 .1-' 
N 
lJ1 , 

District II 

Houlton 2843 921 3764 3342 973 4315 3439 938 4377 

Presque Isle 1768 1392 3160 2250 1350 3600 2273 1209 3482 

District Total 4611 2313 6924 5592 2323 7915 5712 2147 7859 

District III 

Bangor 5203 1542 6745 6434 1594 8028 7327 1998 9325 

Newport 872 338 1210 1462 286 1748 2249 428 2677 

District Total 6075 1880 7955 7896 1880 9776 9576 2426 12,002 

---
, ~~ ... - ..... ~----



Table l. (continued) Ap;eendix B. Statistics 

Fiscal Year 1970-71 Fiscal Year 1971-72 Fiscal Year 1972-73 
2 Total Total 2 Total 

Traffic Other Criminal Traffic Other2 Criminal Traffic Other Criminal 

District IV 

Calais 840 726 1566 828 726 1554 920 992 l.912 

Machias 739 45l 1190 883 349 1232 1356 494 1850 

District Total 1579 1177 2756 1711 1075 2786 2276 1486 3762 

District V 
I 
.... 
..) Ellsworth 1323 632 2005 1871 752 2623 2170 967 3137 
l'\ 
I 

Bar Harbor 354 339 693 472 344 816 661 503 1164 

Belfast 743 549 1292 1142 608 1750 1512 913 2425 

Bucksport3 36 15 51 

District Total 2456 1585 4041 1556 1704 5189 4343 2383 6726 

District VI 

Bath 788 404 1192 1364 483 1847 1729 605 2334 

Rockland 912 559 1471 1160 712 1872 1350 947 2297 

Wiscasset 1002 439 1441 1288 446 1734 1221 552 1773 

District Total 2702 1402 4104 3812 1641 5453 4300 2104 6404 



Table 1. (continued) AEEendix B. Statistics 

Fiscal Year 1970-71 Fiscal Year 1971-72 Fiscal Year 1972-73 
2 Total 2 Total Total 

Traffic Other Criminal Traffic Other Criminal Traffic Other2 Criminal 

District VII 

Augusta 3547 :!..S::i..9 5066 :}700 1348 SolO;; 4477 1802 6359 

Waterville 2633 1087 3720 2966 925 3891 3075 1080 4155 

District Total 6180 2606 8786 6726 2273 8999 7552 2962 10,514 

District VIII 
I 

f-' 
Brunswick 1639 760 2399 1988 680 2452 678 3130 N 2678 

---:J 
I 

Lewiston 5152 2275 7427 5624 1998 7622 7702 2721 10,423 

District Total 6791 3035 9826 7622 2678 10,300 10,154 3399 13,553 

District IX 

Bridgton 672 616 1282 1009 670 1679 1414 805 2219 

Portland 9509 3411 12,920 13,575 4311 17,886 16,412 6439 22,851 

District Total 10,181 4027 14,208 14,584 4981 19,565 17,826 7244 25,070 



Table 1. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics 

Fiscal Year 1970-71 Fiscal Year 1971-72 Fiscal Year 1972-73 

Traffic 
2 Total 

Other Criminal Traffic 
2 Total 

Other Criminal Traffic 
2 Total 

Other Criminal 

District X 

Saco 4363 1777 6140 6427 1907 3334 7760 1802 9562 

Sanford 1789 1015 2804 2537 989 3526 2585 1231 3816 

Kittery 3049 833 3882 3471 915 4386 3704 1111 4815 

--

District Total 9201 3625 12,826 12,435 3811 16,246 14,049 4144 18,193 
I 
.... 
v District XI 0 
I 

Livermore Falls 868 234 1102 1167 255 1422 1022 216 1238 

Rumford 1283 546 1829 1139 650 1789 1669 976 2645 

So. Paris 588 455 1043 635 376 1011 1024 423 1447 

District Total 2739 1235 3974 2941 1281 4222 3715 1615 5330 

District XII 

Farmington 1433 638 2071 1494 628 2122 2277 614 2891 

Skowhegan 2347 1293 3640 3395 1430 4825 4356 1652 6008 

District Total 3780 1931 5711 4889 2058 6947 6633 2266 8899 



I 
i-' 
N 

'" I 

Table 1. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics 

Fiscal Year 1970-71 Fiscal Year 1971-72 Fiscal Year 1972-73 

Traffic 
2 Total 

Other Criminal Traffic 
2 Total 

Other Criminal Traffic 
2 Total 

Other Criminal 

District XIII 

Dover-Foxcroft 704 909 1613 1082 1107 2189 1935 1470 

Lincoln 1031 401 1432 707 127 834 1532 441 

Millinocket 1046 766 1812 1302 670 1972 1299 1022 

District Total 2781 2076 4857 3091 1904 4995 4766 2933 

District Court 
Total 62,584 28,892 91,476 77,993 29,619 107,712 94,497 37,202 

lSource: District Court Reports of Total Cases, in Annual Reports to the Chief Justice 
of the Maine Supreme Judicial Court on the Activity of the District Court, Fiscal Years 
1970-71, 1971-72, and 1972-73, submitted by the Chief Judge of the District Court under 
4 M.R.S.A. §164.9. 

2Includes non-traffic criminal and juvenile cases. 

3Totals for Bucksport are not entered for 1971-72 and 1972-73 because that division 
was discontinued in 1971 and its cases taken by the District Court divisions in Ellsworth 
and Bar Harbor. 

3405 

1973 

2321 

7699 

131,699 



AEEendix B. Statistics 

Table 2. For 34 ComrnonTraffic Offenses, 
District Court, Ratio of Guilty 
Pleas to Guilty Findings (By Year) * 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 

Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty 
Offense Finding Plea Percent Finding Plea Percent Finding Plea Percent 

Driving Under the In-
fluence of Liquor 2,980 2,021 ~3 4,042 2,792 69 4,'2.79 2,938 69 

Violation of Law 
Resulting in Death 15 3 20 8 2 25 7 1 14 

Leaving the Scene of an 
Accident -Bodily Injury 3 1 33 8 2 25 8 4 50 

Leaving the Scene of an 
i Accident-Property Damage 201 122 61 229 156 68 205 148 72 -' 

,.:; 
::> Driving to Endanger 314 189 60 349 225 65 509 319 63 I 

Reckless Driving 81 50 62 95 58 61 81 49 61 

Operat.ing After 
Revocation 20 18 90 6 5 83 3 1 33 

Operating After Suspen-
sion - Court Record 584 438 75 919 682 74 1,044 772 74 

Taking Motor Vehicle 
Without Consent 137 92 67 154 10~ 71 139 93 67 

Loaning Driver License 15 13 87 12 9 75 8 6 75 

Speeding 30+ MPH Over 
Limit 374 308 82 697 593 85 718 623 87 



Appendix B. Statistics 

Table 2. (continued) 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 

Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty 
Offense Finding Plea Percent Finding Plea Percent Finding Plea Percent 

Operating After Sus-
pensi0n-Fin~~cial 
Responsibili t~l 372 275 74 562 435 77 250 219 88 

Passing on a Hill or 
Curve 310 264 85 352 219 91 348 303 87 

Other Improper Passes 440 371 84 466 382 82 506 428 85 

Illegal Attachment of . Plates 114 92 81 269 235 87 304 281 92 

Speeding 21-29 MPH 
Over Limit 2,755 2,476 90 3,633 3,279 90 3,594 3,248 90 

Operating Without a 
License 3,210 2,890 90 3,214 2,894 90 3,790 3,437 91 

Allowing Unlicensed 
Person to Drive 232 211 91 406 362 89 269 243 90 

Operating a Motorcycle 
Without a License 373 343 92 402 373 93 698 660 95 

Spe'eding 15-20 MPH 
Over Limit 13,052 11,880 91 17,034 15,484 91 17,007 15,566 92 

Speeding 10-14 MPH 
Limit 11,973 11,165 93 13,668 12,666 93 13,010 12,095 93 

Imprudent Driver 605 429 71 664 446 67 614 472 77 



Appendix B. Statist~cs 

Table 2. (continued) 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 

Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty 
Offense Finding Plea Percent Finding Plea Percent Finding Plea Percent 

Failure to Obey a 
Stop Signal 3,587 ~,087 86 L!, 04 L 3,557 88 4,440 4,016 91 

Failure to Return 
to the Right 175 147 84 311 240 77 336 265 79 

Following too Close 105 91 87 132 105 80 153 131 86 

Driving Wrong Side 467 350 75 550 383 70 524 412 79 

I Driving Wrong Way 178 162 91 162 152 94 217 179 83 
t-' 
w 
I\..) 

Improper Turn 287 228 79 323 247 77 417 339 81 I 

Failure to Yield at Sign 341 235 69 310 182 59 266 186 70 

Operating Without a 
Registration 1,099 999 91 1,219 1,102 90 1,325 1,212 92 

No Inspection Sticker 1,076 1,025 95 1,333 1,265 95 986 930 94 

Squealing Tires 594 521 88 686 618 90 929 835 90 

Speeding Under 10 MPH . 
Over Limit 285 249 87 288 227 79 330 255 77 

Operating with Defec-
tive Exhaust 496 442 89 706 632 90 753 679 90 

*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts. 



AEEendix B. Statistics 

For 34 CornmonTraffic Offenses 
Table 3. in Superior court Ratio of Guilty 

Pleas to Guilty Findings (By Year) * 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 

Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty 
Offense Finding Plea Percent Finding Plea Percent Finding Plea Percent 

Driving Under the 
Influence of Liquor 505 450 ()f' 633 ~/3 91 691 608 88 UJ 

Violation of Law 
Resulting in Death 6 3 50 8 3 38 4 3 75 

Leaving the Scene of an 
Accident-Bodily Injury 2 2 100 0 0 0 0 

Leaving the Scene of an 
I Accident-Property Damage 18 18 100 20 18 90 9 8 89 ~ 

w 
w 

Driving to Endanger 56 88 62 89 57 I 64 55 51 90 

Reckless Driving 14 12 86 14 12 86 15 12 80 

Operating after 
Revocation 5 5 100 4 4 100 3 3 100 

Operating After 
Suspension-Court Record 71 70 99 106 99 93 129 127 98 

Taking Motor Vehicle 
without Consent 7 7 100 11 9 82 6 6 100 

Loaning driver license 1 1 100 0 0 0 0 

Speeding 30+ MPH over 
limit 17 13 77 41 39 95 10 10 100 

Operating After suspen-
sion-Financial Responsi-
bility 33 30 91 49 43 88 18 16 89 



Table 3. (continued) 

Calendar Year: 

Offense 

Passing or:.. <J. ::ill 
or curve 

Other improper 
passes 

Illegal Attachment 
of Plates 

Speeding 21-29 MPH 
over limit 

Operating without 
a license 

Allowing unlicensed 
person to drive 

Operating a motorcycle 
without a license 

Speeding 15-20 MPH 
over limit 

Sp~eding 10-14 MPH 
over limit 

Imprudent driver 

Failure to obey a 
stop signal 

. -- - -----~ -

Guilty 
Finding 

7 

6 

3 

46 

56 

6 

3 

76 

56 

20 

48 

1971 

Guilty 
Plea 

7 

5 

3 

45 

53 

6 

2 

62 

46 

12 

42 

Appendix B. Statistics 

Percent 

100 

83 

100 

98 

95 

100 

67 

82 

82 

60 

88 

Guilty 
Finding 

5 

8 

6 

37 

58 

1 

6 

83 

72 

23 

38 

1972 

Guilty 
Plea Percent 

2 40 

8 100 

5 83 

35 95 

56 97 

1 100 

4 67 

77 88 

62 86 

22 96 

32 84 

Guilty 
Finding 

4 

9 

2 

40 

49 

1 

8 

70 

73 

36 

32 

1973 

Guilty 
Plea Percent 

3 75 

9 100 

2 100 

36 90 

45 92 

1 100 

8 100 

68 97 

67 92 

34 94 

29 91 



.J 

" 

Table 3. (continued) 

Calendar Year: 

Offense 

railure to retU:r.-ll 
to the right 

Following too close 

Driving wrong side 

Driving wrong way 

Improper turn 

Failure to yield at 
sign 

Operating without 
a registration 

No Inspection Sticker 

Squealing Tires 

Speeding under 10 MPH 
over limit 

Operating with 
Defective Exhaust 

Guilty 
Finding 

3 

3 

8 

2 

4 

5 

26 

2 

7 

14 

4 

~gpendix B. Statistics 

1971 

Guilty 
Plea Percent 

2 67 

3 100 

7 88 

2 100 

2 50 

3 60 

26 100 

1 50 

5 71 

13 93 

3 75 

Guilty 
Finding 

9 

2 

9 

3 

3 

5 

19 

6 

12 

12 

10 

1972 

Guilty 
Plea 

5 

2 

7 

3 

2 

2 

19 

6 

9 

12 

10 

*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division statistics for all courts. 

Percent 

56 

100 

78 

100 

67 

40 

100 

100 

75 

100 

100 

Guilty 
Finding 

5 

4 

9 

3 

2 

3 

14 

3 

11 

25 

4 

1973 

Guilty 
Plea 

5 

3 

8 

1 

2 

2 

13 

3 

9 

25 

3 

Percent 

100 

75 

89 

33 

100 

67 

93 

100 

82 

100 

75 



Table 4. 

Calendar Year: 

District I 

Caribou 

Fort Kent 

" Madawaska 
) , 

Van Buren 

District Total 

District II 

Houlton 

Presque Isle 

District Total 

District III 

Bangor 

Newport 

District Total 

Appendix B. Statistics 

Ratio of Guilty Pleas to Guilty 
Findings for All Traffic Cases 
Reported to Motor Vehicle Division 

by District Court (By Year) * 

1971 1972 
Guilty 

Findings 
Guilty 
Pleas Percent 

Guilty Guilty 
Findings Pleas 

1158 933 81 1226 976 

625 422 68 794 577 

263 183 70 446 296 

198 141 71 161 103 

2244 1679 75 2627 1952 

2325 1934 83 2384 1985 

1417 1029 73 1623 1109 

3742 2963 79 4007 3094 

4403 3451 78 6016 4752 

985 872 89 1716 1512 

5388 4323 80 7732 6264 

Percent 

80 

73 

66 

64 

74 

83 

68 

77 

79 

88 

81 

1973 
Guilty 

Finc1ings 

1344 

894 

488 

67 

2793 

2676 

1555 

4231 

4472 

2033 

6505 

Guilty 
Pleas 

1094 

648 

337 

37 

2116 

2243 

1109 

3352 

3529 

1845 

5374 

Percen 

81 

72 

69 

55 

76 

84 

71 

79 

79 

91 

83 



Table 4. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 
Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guil ty Guilty 

Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent Findings plea Percent 

District IV 

Calais 654 595 91 448 389 87 690 640 93 

Machi2.s 593 55.s 94 938 854 91 1124 1056 94 

District Total 1247 1150 92 1386 1243 90 1814 1696 93 

District V 

Ellsworth 1499 1314 88 1416 1203 85 1635 1389 85 
, 

-' Bar Harbor 418 379 91 386 v 342 89 462 420 91 
.J 
,- Belfast 913 775 85 1117 897 80 1203 970 81 

District Total 2830 2468 87 2919 2442 84 3300 2779 84 

District VI 

Bath 935 853 91 1092 954 87 1194 1075 90 

Rockland 880 760 86 1022 877 86 1026 882 86 

Wiscasset 939 831 88 975 854 88 1052 928 88 

District Total 2754 2444 89 3089 2685 87 3272 2885 88 



Table 4. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 
Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty 

Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent 

District VII 
Augusta 3184 2775 87 3415 3011 88 3928 3447 88 

WClt~rville 2293 204:9 89 2£l5t5 2141 87 2546 2239 88 

District Total 5477 4824 88 5871 5152 88 6474 5686 88 

District VIII 

Brunswick 1419 1324 93 1790 1700 95 1856 1783 96 

I 
Lewiston 3488 2824 81 4328 3595 83 3538 2926 83 

I-' 
w District Total 4907 4148 85 6118 5295 87 5394 4709 87 co 
I 

District IX 

Bridgton 628 590 94 1057 1017 96 1286 1254 98 

Portland 9650 9047 94 10716 10041 94 12202 11436 94 

District Total 10278 9637 94 11773 11058 94 13488 12690 94 

District X 

Saco 3892 3725 96 4338 4130 95 4656 4364 94 

Sanford 1634 1567 96 2125 2044 96 1915 1817 95 

Kittery 2166 1991 92 2543 2377 93 2978 2785 94 

District Total 7792 7283 93 9006 8551 95 9549 8966 94 



Table 4. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 
Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty 

Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent Findings Pleas Percent 

District XI 

Livermore Falls 681 646 95 1010 938 93 659 596 90 

Ruffiforll 799 731 91 1010 921 91 910 838 92 

So. Paris 514 470 91 578 542 94 ·635 565 89 

District Total 1994 1847 93 2598 2401 92 2204 1999 91 

District XII -

Farmingham 1097 948 86 1545 1308 85 1364 1142 84 

Skowhegan 2246 1938 86 3110 2692 87 3044 2633 86 

District Total 3343 2886 86 4655 4000 86 4408 3775 86 

District XIII 

Dover-Foxcroft 716 607 85 1078 967 90 1410 1309 93 

Lincoln 1011 936 93 1285 1183 92 1219 1128 93 

Millinocket 816 721 88 823 729 89 862 774 90 

District Total 2543 2264 89 3186 2879 90 3491 3211 92 

District Court 
TOTAL 54,539 47,916 88 64,967 57,016 88 63,231 59,238 94 

*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts. 

•.. --- ..... -_._- --~. 



Table 5. 

Calendar Year: 

county 

Androscoggin 

Aroostook 

Cumberland 

Franklin 

Hancock 

J Kennebec . 
Knox 

Lincoln 

Oxford 

Penobscot 

Piscataquis 

Sagadahoc 

Somerset 

Waldo 

Washington 

York 

Guilty 
Findings 

66 

107 

243 

35 

31 

46 

21 

134 

62 

151 

13 

64 

42 

27 

26 

148 

AppendlX B. Statlstics 

Ratio of Guilty Pleas to Guilty 
Findings for All Traffic Cases 
Reported to Motor Vehicle Division 
by Superior Court (By Year) * 

1971' 
Guilty 
Plea 

50 

100 

223 

30 

26 

43 

20 

114 

55 

140 

13 

59 

37 

19 

21 

127 

Percent 

76 

94 

92 

86 

84 

93 

95 

85 

89 

93 

100 

92 

88 

70 

81 

86 

Guilty 
Findings 

39 

14'7 

315 

44 

55 

81 

21 

91 

60 

239 

6 

54 

41 

51 

51 

179 

1972 
Guilty 
Plea 

26 

145 

296 

42 

54 

64 

20 

75 

50 

223 

5 

48 

40 

39 

47 

147 

, Percent 

57 

-99 

94 

96 

98 

79 

95 

82 

83 

93 

83 

89 

98 

76 

92 

82 

'1973 
G~ilty Guilty 

Findings Plea 

54 49 

14,9 142 

372 351 

50 42 

53 46 

108 95 

25 23 

34 28 

38 34 

167 157 

12 11 

67 59 

51 49 

66 62 

47 42 

158 126 

Percent 

91 

95 

94 

84 

87 

88 

92' 

82 

89 

94 

92 

88 

96 

94 

89 

80 



Table 5. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics 

I 

] 971 1972 1973 
Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty Guilty 

Findings Plea Percent Findings Plea Percent Findings Plea Percent 

Superior Court 

TOTAL 1216 1077 89 1474 1321 90 1451 1316 91 

*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts. 



Table 6. 

Calendar Year: 

)istrict I 

:aribou. 

~or't Kent 

1adawaska 

Ian Buren 

)istrict T.otal 

)istrict II 

f-Ioulton 

Presque I·sIe 

District Total 

District III 

Bangor 

Newport 

District TotaJ,. 

Appendix B. Statistics 

Total Fines Collected for Traffic 
Cases in District Court (By Year) * 

1971 1972 

40559 43230 

23740 ~8459 

9420 '15845 

7445 6160 

81,164 93,720 

68095 74200 

57545 66335 

125,640 140,535 

141314 183707 

29525 53135 

170,839 23.6,8'42 

1973 

44900 

31471 

16888 

3680 

96,939 

82098 

54142 

136,240 

158579 

61295 

219,874 



Table 6. (continued) App'endix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year: 

1971 1972 1973 

District IV 

Calais 26565 18223 29660 

Machias 20149 31855 41240 

Distr-ict Total 46714 50078 70900 

District -v 

Ellsworth 57820 51385 56225 
, Bar Harbor 15795 13789 13400 

Belfast 37125 48625 58981 

District Total 110,740 113,799 128,606 

District VI 

Bath 31010 . 42335 42276 

RockJ,.and 28495 35615 63495 

Wiscasset 33970 38465 36147 

District Total 93,475 116,415 141,918 



Table 6. (cont~nued) Appendix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year: 

1971 1972 1973 

District VII 

Augusta 103644 112484 132445 

Waterville 70855 81345 '91825 

District Total 174,499 193,829 224,270 

District VIII 

Brunswick 46580 76149 62117 

J Lewiston 76625 100359 101225 

District Total 123,205 176,508 163,342 

District IX 

Bridgton 19125 33533 38405 

Portland 245823 311644 269866 

District Total 264,948 345,177 308,271 

District X 

Saco 110935 141100 145499 

Sanford 47145 73845 63242 

Kittery 72614 80025 90620 

District Total· 230,6-9A 294,970 299(261 



Table 6. (continued) Appendix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year: 

1971 1972 

District XI 

Livermore Falls 16745 25265 

Rumford 18800 26-875 

So. Paris 18310 19525 

Distl:'ict Total 53,855 71,665 

District XII 

Farrningharn 28900 45350 

Skowhegan 89478 118110 

District Total 118,378 .163,460 

District XIII 

Dover-Foxcroft 19840 32814 

Lincoln 37449 41519 

Millinocket 27448 29885 

District Total 84,777 104,218 

District Court 
TOTAL 1,678,928 2,101,198 

*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts. 
Total all Districts 3 years 71-73 5,911,980 

1973 

19350 

27043 

21840 

68,233 

45775 

115323 

161,098 

41240 

41282 

30380 

112,902 

2,131,854 



Table 7. 

Calendar Year: 

County 

Androscoggin 

Aroostook 

Cumberland 

Franklin 

Hancock 

• Kennebec . 
Knox 

Lincoln 

Oxford 

Penobscot 

Piscataquis 

Sagadahoc 

Somerset 

Waldo 

Washington 

York 

~pendix B. Statistics 

Total Fines Collected for 
Traffic Cases in Superior Court 

(By Year) *. 

1971' . 1972 

Total Fines ... To.tal .. Fines. 

3,020 1,475 

12,593 16,885 

22,430 31,440 

3,070 3,025 

2,235 3,695 

6,000 9,460 

2,030 2,395 

16,375 9,355 

5,075 4,840 

15,245 23,145 

855 465 

6,145 5,660 

4,955 5,690 

3,290 3,915 

2,515 5,695 

12,012 17,298 

< c: 

1973 

Total Fines 

1,845 

16,850 

36,085 

4,920 

5,215 

13,759 

1,850 

3,905 

2,085 

16,855 

1,313 

7,450 

6,220 

6,340 

4,105 

16,585 



I 
....l 

~ 

..J 
I 

Appendix B. Statistics 

Table 7. (continued) 

1971 1972 

Total Fines Total Fines 

Superior Court 

TOTAL ** 11'7,845 144,438 

*Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts. 

**Total for3 years 1971-197~ 410,665 

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

1973 

Total Fines 

148,382 

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



Table 8. 

Calendar Year; 

Offense 

)riving under the 
Lnfluence of liquor 

High1 

Mean2 

Low 
3 

)perating after 
suspension-court 
r-ecords 

. hI Hlg 

Mean2 

Low 3 

Speeding .10-14 
HPHover limit: 

High l 

Mean 
2 

Low 3 

Speeding 15-20 
MPH over limit: 

High1 

Appendix B. Statistics 

Average Fines for Ten coron 'Traffic Offenses 
in Superior court (By Year) (See Charts 9 to 18) 

1971 1972 
Guilty Total Average Guilty Total Average 

Findings Fines Fines Finding's Fines Fines 

-------

34 6080 179 191 33030 173 

2980 457980 154 4042 607374 150 

98 12020 123 134 15920 119 

3 450 150 17 2120 125 

584 47745 82 919 76600 83 

35 1450 41 12 475 40 

-- 56 1480 26 152 3710 24 

11973 242166 20 13668 279689 21 

518 9116 18 232 4270 18 

74 2200 30 146 ' 4445 31 

- 1973 

Guilty Total Ave:i:a~ 

Findings Fines Fine! 

218 372·15 171 

4279 546744 151 

-
186 24530 132 

16 1800 113 

1044 88160 84 

1 50 50 

295 7320 25 

13010 270785 21 

349 6115 18 

180 5320 30 



Table 8. continued 

Calendar Year: 1971 
Guilty Total 

Offense Findings Fines 

Mean20 13052 306008 

Low 3 1304 22334 

3peeding 21-29 
\1PH over limit: 

High
1 69 2975 

2 
2755 Mean 80328 

3 250 4560 ,. Low 
) 

Speoeding 30+ 
MPH over limit: 

Highl 5 385 

2 
Mean 374 16700 

3 
Low 5 75 

Operating 
without a 
license: 

High1 85 3545 

Mean 2 3210 79958 

Low 3 " 49 590 

Average 
Fines 

24 

17 

43 

29 

18 

77 

45 

15 

42 

25 

12 

Appendix B. Statistics 

0" _ 

Guilty 
Findings 

17031 

1679 

134 

3633 

322 

5 

697 

40 

12 

3214 

53 

1972 
Total 

o Fines 

404492 

30295 

5595 

109074 

6305 

300 

29835 

1015 

470 

78125 

610 

Average 
Fines 

24 

18 

42 

30 

20 

60 

43 

25 

39 

24 

12 

Guilty 
Findings 

17007 

1108 

157 

3594 

291 

22 

718 

3 

94 

3790 

2 

Total Avera( 
°Fines Fine~ 

403755 24 

20190 18 

6265 40 

104810 29 

5710 20 

1345 61 

30597 43 

75 25 

3980 42 

93935 25 

25 13 



Table 8. continued Appendix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 1973 
Guilty Total Average Guilty Total Average Guilty Total- Average 

Offense Findings Fines Fines Findings Fines Fines Findings Fines Fines 

?erating without -
registration: 1 

_High 3 ~10 37 33 920 28 8 230 29 

2 109g 22800 21 1219 25400 21 1325 28440 22 Mean 

Low 
3 14 170 12 29 355 12 17 225 13 

ailure to obey 
top signal: 1 

High 56 1415 25 69 1660 24 19 470 25 

Mean 2 3587 75169 21 4042 82001 20 4440 92711 21 

3 313 5040 16 20 265 13 37 590 16 Low 

:J inspection 
High

1 3 60 20 9 195 22 1 20 20 ticker: 

Mean 2 1076 15520 - 14 1333 21340 16 986 15765 16 

Low 3 24 255 11 3 30 10 1 10 10 

1 

Figures for division with highest average. 

2Mean for all divisions. 

3 . for division with lowest F1.gures average. 

4 
• 

Source: Maine Motor Vehicle Division Statistics for all courts. 

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



Table 9. 

Calendar Year; 

Offense 

riving under the 
nfluence of liquor 

High1 

Mean2 

Low 
3 

)perating after 
;uspension-court 
:ecords . 1 

Hlgh 

Mean2 

Low 3 

;peeding 10-14 
1PH over limit: 

High l 

Mean 
2 

Low 3 

3peeding 15-20 
~H over limit: 

. 1 
High 

Appendix B.Statistics 

Average Fines for Ten Cowmon 'Traffic Offenses 
in Superior Court (By Year) (See Charts 35 to 44) 

1971 1972 
Guilty Total Average Guilty Total Average 

Findings Fines Fines Findings Fines Fines 

38 9950 262 21 4245 202 

505 82090 163 633 99730 158 

15 1480 9-9 13 900 69 

4 1110 278 1 205 205 

71 6495 92 106 10370 98 

5 '70 14 3 85 28 

1 100 100 17 495 29 

56 1501) 27 72 1815 25 

4 75 19 2 15 8 

7 325 47 12 430 36 

1973 

Guilty Total Averag 
Findings Fines Fines 

----. ---

11 2255 205 

691 106044 154 

- 19 1575 83 

4 855 214 

129 11070 86 

7 100. 14 

5 245 49 

73 2205 30 

1 20 20 

5 235 47 



Table 9. continued Appendix B. Statistics 

Calendar Year: 1971 1972 
Guilty Total Average GuIlty Total Average -Guilty Total Averag1 

Offense Finq,ings Fines Fines Findings Fines Fines Findgings Fines Fines 
...-~ .............. 

Mean2 76 2-100 32 83 2330 28 70 2080 30 
Low 3 4 85 21 3 50 17 4 ~O 5 

peeding 21-29 
PH over limit: 

High
l 

2 135 68 8 365 46 2 150 75 
2 

-' Mean 46 1680 37 , 37 1370 37 40 1555 39 
) 3 

Low 2 25 13 1 20 20 4 100 25 

peeding 30+ 
[PH over limit: 

Highl 
1 100 100 1 100 100 1 100 100 

2 
Mean 17 825 49 41 2160 53 10 523 53 

3 
Low 2 30 15 2 30 15 1 30 30 

lperatirrg 
rithout a 
.icense: ' -

Highl 5 280 56 7 405 58 1 100 100 

Mean2 56 1900 34 58 1810 31 49 1615 33 

·Low 3 2' .15 8 5 75 15 12 175 15 



Tabl~ 9. (continued) 

Calendar Year: 

Offense 
Guilty 

Findings 

1971 
Total 
Fines 

Appendix B. Statistics 

Average 
Fines 

1972 
Guilty Total 

Findings Fines 
Average 
Fines 

1973 
Guil ty Total 

Findings Fines 
Averag 
Fines 



Appendix C. California and New York Classification of 
Motor Vehicle Offenses 

1. Motor Vehicle Offenses Under the California 
Vehicle Code* 

1. Acts sPecifically defined as felonies include: 

a. throwing rock or substance capable of causing 

serious bodily harm or discharging firearm at 

vehicle (§23110(b)) 

b. nar~otics addict driving vehicle on highway 

(§2J105) 

c. causing bodily injury by unlawful acts in driving 

while drunk (§23101; toluene or other poison, 

§23101.5), non-narcotic drug, §23108) 

d. theft and unlawfuldriving or taking vehicle §10851) 

e. failure to stop by driver involved in accident 

resulti~g in injury to another or death (§20001) 

f. vehic~lar homicide (Cal. Penal Code §192(3)) 

2. Acts specifically defined as misdemeanors include: 

a. false statements (§§20, 40000.5) 

b. impersonation of member of State Highway Patrol 

(§§27, 40000.5) 

c. giving false information (§§31, 40000.5) 

d. failu~e to obey officer's lawful order or submit 

to lawful inspection (§§2800 i 40000.7) 

* All statutory references in Appendix A are to Cal. 
Vehicle Code (West 1971), except where otherwise noted. 

-154-



e. faii~re to obey fireman's lawful order 

(§§2801, 40000.7) 

f. unlawful vehicle or load (§§2803, 40000.7) 

g. failure to obey crossing guard's traffic 

signal or direction (§§2815, 40000.7) 

h. lmprop0r delivery of certificates of ownership 

and ~egistration by dealer (§§5753, 40000.7) 

i. improper notice by dealer (§§5901, 40000.7) 

j. cancelled, suspended, or revoked ,documents of 

dealer, manufacturer, etc. (§§8803, 40000.7) 

k. falEe report of vehicle theft (§§10501, 50000.9) 

1. altered or defaced vehicle 10 numbers (§§10750, 

10751, 40000.9) 

m. theft of binder chains (§§10851.5, 40000.9) 

n. injuring or tampering with vehicle (§§10852, 10853, 

40000.9) 

o. unla",ful use of stored vehicle (§§10854, 40000.9) 

p. liceDse violations (as enumerated in §40000.11) 

q. unregistered interstate highway carrier (§§16560, 

40000.13) 

r. failure to stop when involved in accident damaging 

property (§§20002, 40000.13) 

s. drivl.ng under influence (liquor §§23103, 40000.15) 

(non-narcotic drug, §§23106, 23102.5) 

t. reckless driving (§23103) and that causing bodily 

injury (§§23104, 40000.15) 
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~. speed contests (§§23109, 40000.15) 

v. throwing substance at vehicle (§§23110(a), 40000.15) 

w. noncompliance with order, signal or direction of 

officer on vehicular crossing (§§23253, 40000.15) 

x. treEpass on vehicular corssing not intended for 

public use (§2332, 40000.15) 

y. sale of substandard exhaust system (§27150.1, 

40000.15) 

z. improper transportation of explosives, radioactive 

materials, flammable liquids (§40000.19), or 

hazardous materials (§40000.21) 

aa. weight violation (§40000.23) 

bb. emp10yer/owner's failure to answer citation issued 

to driver/employee (§§40000.25, 40005) 

cc. false signature on written promise to appear 

(§§40000.25, 40504) 

dd. violation of promise to appear (§§40000.25, 40508) 

ee. 3 or more infractions within a 12-month period 

(§400()0.28) 

3. All other violations of the Vehicle Code are "traffic 

infractions." 
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Appendix C. California and New York Classification of 

Motor Vehicle Offenses 

2. Motor Vehicle Offenses Under New York 
Vehicle and Traffic Law* 

1. The follm\1ing offenses are classified by New York 

as felonies:, 

a. homicide arising out of operation of a motor vehicle 

b. assault arising out of operation of a motor vehicle 

c. criminal negligence in the operation of a motor 

vehicle resulting in death 

d. fraudulent alteration of certificate of title (S2130(a)) 

e. oPerating motor vehicle while under influence of 

alcohol or drugs, second or subsequent offense 

within ten years (Sl192) 

f. improper transportation of dangerous articles, third 

or subsequent offense (S380) 

g. sale of false or frauduJcent license, registration, 

or license plate (S392-a) 

h. willful alteration of vehicle ID number (S421) 

i. false statement relating to motor vehicle known to 

be stolen or wrongful possession of stolen vehicle 

(S4?6) 

j. theft cf motor vehicle 

2. The following offenses are misdemeanors: 

a. nonfelonious fraud relating to certificates of title 

(S 213 0 (b) ) 

b. reckless driving (Sl190) 

* All statutory references are to New York Vehicle 
& Traffic Law (McKinney 1970) 
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c. operating motor vehicle while under influence 

of alcohol or drugs, first offense (§1192) 

d. unauthorized destruction, defacing, or removal 

of unattended motor vehicle (§1224(7)) 

e. operation of unregistered motor vehicle (§319) 

f. operation of motor vehicle without financial 

security (§319) 

g. failure to deliver certificate of registration, 

license plates, or ficense upon revocation (§318(7)). 

h. improper transporation of dangerous articles, first 

or second offense (§380) 

i. false statement or deceit in application for registra­

tion or license (§392) 

j. equipping motor vehicle with radio capable of 

recE:iving police signals (§397) 

k. fai~ure by vehicle dismantler to produce required 

records (§415ia(5)) 

1. sale of vehicle with changed ID number (§421) 

m. wrongful possession of vehicle with changed ID 

number (§422) 

n. leaving scene of accident causing damage to person 

or property without reporting (§600) 

o. participation in speed contest without permission 

on highway (§1182) 

p. unlawful disposal of traffic summons and complaint 

(§207(5)) 

-158-



q. failure to surrender inspection items upon 

sus0ension or revocation (§303(f)) 

r. certain violations of inspection law (§306 (e), (f)) 

s. failure to surrender license, etc. after suspen-

sion (§ 340) 

t. operating while license or registration is suspended 

or revoked, where restoration or a new license is 

depr;nden t upon furnishing proof of fin ancial 

responsibility (§355) 

u. any violation of §370, Indemnity bonds or insurance 

policies; notice of accident 

v. operating motor vehicle with inadequate brakes (§375(1)) 

w. sale of unapproved headlighting devices (§375(7)) 

x. vio1ation by vehicles engaged in log transportation , 

( § 377 ) 

y. any violation of §§378, 379, Motor vehicles engaged in the 

transportation of flammable liquids 

z. any violation of 5382., Hydraulic brake fluids 

, aa. any violation of §382(a), Brake linings 

bb. any violation of §394, Drivers' Schools 

cc. any violation of §395, Private service bureaus 

dd. removal from a vehicle of a validating tag on a 

license plate or other evidence of registration 

except by the owner or person authorized by the 

owner or a police officer in the performance of 

his duty. (§403) 
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ee. failure to surrender suspended or revoked 

dealer certificate of registration, number 

plates or certificates of sale (§41S(9-b)) 

ff. defaced vehicle indentification numbers (§§41S(a), 

421, 422, 423) 

gg. junk and salvage vehicle--notice and VIN plates 

(§429) 

hh. Failure to surrender licenses, etc. after suspen­

sion or revocation (§SlO(7)) 

ii. Operating while license is suspended or revoked 

(§5ll) 

jj. operating while registration is suspended or revo~ed 

(§5l2) 

kk. leaving scene of accident (§600) 

11. failure to report accident or given correct' ,infor-

mation (§60S) 

mm. speed contests and races (§1182) 

nne reckless driving .(§1190) 

00. operating with .10 of 1% alcohol in blood (§1192(2)) 

pp. driving while intoxicated (§1192(3)) 

qq. operating while ability impaired by the use of 

a drug (§1192 (4)) 

rr. destroying or defacing an unattended vehicle (§1224 (7)) 
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ss. illegal possession of certificate of title i 

failure to deliver certificate of title upon 

request, failure to transfer certificate of 

title upon request (§2l30(b)) 

3. A.ll offe~lses regarding the registration of snowmobiles 

and motorboats are violations (§§2220-223l). 

4. All other violations of the Vehicle and Traffic Law are 

infractions. 
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Title 29 

§893 

§900 

§998 

§1311 

Appendix D 

Present Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses l 

The following is a list of offenses defined by Faine 
Revised Statutes Annotated, Title 29, Motor Vehicles, with 
penalties now;provided by statute. Violations of Chapter 21 
of Title 29, relating to title to motor vehicles, are included 
although they are not so much "traffic" offenses as offenses 
against tit Ie or security interests in property. (Dollar 
amounts lis\r.ed under "penalty" refer to the amount of fine 
that may be imposed; time periods listed represent length of 
possible imprisonment.) Under 29 M.R.S.A. §2305, a judge 
may order temporary suspension for up to 30 days of the operator's 
license of any traffic violator, in addition to any penalty 

. listed below. 

Since duration of imprisonment bears on recommendations 
in this report relating to characterization of traffic offenses 
and availability of a right to trial by jury, offenses listed 
here are grvuped according to duration of possible imprisonment. 
Those offenses for which this report recommends statutory 
change are marked by one asterisk (*) if it is recommended that 
they be recI-.. aracterized as infractions and by two asterisks (**) 
if statutory change is recommended to make clear that they 'not 
be characterized as infractions. This report recommends an 
amendment to 29 M.R.S.A. §2303, the general penalty statute 
for traffic offenses, that will be consistent with these 
changes. Under the recommended amendment to §2303, any offense 
that would otherwise be a traffic infraction, but which results 
in personal injury or property damage, will be a misdemeanor. 

1. Offenses now punishable by imprisonment for six months 
or long~r 

Offense Penalty 

Failure to stop when involved in serious $100-500 and or 
up to 9 months. 

violation) $200-500 
up to 11 months. 

accident (injury or death to person) 
(second 
and or 

Using motor vehicle without authority Up to $200 and 
or up to 9 months. 

(second violatio~ $200-500 and 
or up to 11 months. 

Failure to reduce spped at grade crossing 
or stop on approach of train as in §900 above 

Second or subsequent violation for 
reckless driving 

Up to $1,000 and 
or up to 11 months. 

Isource: Office of Secretary of State, Revised Motor 
Vehicle Laws of the State of Maine, 1973 Edition. Suhsequent 
legislative amendments to Title 29 are not reflected in this 
Appendix. 
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Title 29 

§1313 

§1315 

§1316 

§2184 

§2185 

§2280 

§2442 

Offense 

~ausin9 death by motor vehicle in 
manner to support manslaughter conviction 

Reckless homi cide 

Causins death by violation of law 

Second violation; driving while 
license suspended or revoked 

Selling or possessing vehicle with no 
identifying marks 

Habitual offender driving when 
prohibited 

Altered, forged, or counterfeited 
certificate of auto title 
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Penalty 

Manslaughter penalty 
plus 5-year license 
revocation. 

Up to $2,000 and 
6 months to 5 years 
pI ilS 3':" 5 years 
suspension. 

$300-1,000 and 3-11 
months plus 2-3 
years suspension. 

$100-500 and or 
2 days-II months 

Up to $1,000 and 
or up to 11 months. 

Up to 2 years. 

$500-1,000 and or 
up to 1-5 years. 



Present· Pena,lties fo.r Maine Traffic Offenses 

2. Offenses now pun~shable by imprisonment for not more 
tnan s-ix TtlontJis. 

Title 29 Offense 

§783 (7) Knowing misrepresentation of accident 
report, where bodily injury or death 
or property damage up to $200 

§787 (7) Permitting operation in violation 
of financial responsibility suspension 

§1312 (10) Second or s~bs8quent offense: operating 
under influence of intoxication of 
liquor or drugs 

§2184 First offense: driving while license 
suspended or revoked 

§2184 Driving while under suspension for 
failure to comply with fine responsi­
bility law 

§2443 Offenses (other than altered, forged, 
or counterfeit certificate) involving 
certificates of title to Motor Vehicle 

§2445 False report of theft or conversion of 
Motor Vehicle 
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Penalty 

Up to $500 and 
or up to 6 months. 

Up to $500 and or 
up to 6 months 

Up to $2,000 and 
or up to 6 months 
plus at least 6 
months suspension. 

$100-500 and or up 
to 6 months. 

Up to $500 and or 
up to 6 months. 

Up to $500 and or 
up to 6 months. 

Up to $500 and or 
up to 6 months. 



Present Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses 2 

3. Offenses now punishable by imprisonment for not more 
than three months. 

Title 29 Offense 

§113 Stealing license plates 

§534 * Operating vehicle in violation of 
license restriction 

§ 730 ** Unlicensed corrunercial driver-education 
instructor or school 

§894 Failure to stop when in(Volved in accident 
damaging vehicle driver or attended by 
another person 

§948 Failure to yield at sign with accident 
involvement 

§13ll 

§13l2 (10) 

§1369 

§1370 

§1654 

§1805 

§2l2l 

Removing, defacing, damaging or 
destroying signs or signals 

First offense for reckless driving 

First offense for driving under 
the influence 

Safety glass violation 

*Operating motor vehicle with an 
obstructed windshield 

Failure to pay fines and costs for 
weight violation by commercial vehicle 

Refusal to permit weighing of vehicle 

Failure or refusal to give correct 
name and address to officer making 
equipmen t exam 

Penalty 

Up to $100 and/or 
up to 90 days 

Up to $100 and/or 
up to 90 days 

$50-500 and/or 
up to 90 days 

$25-100 and/or up 
to 90 days 

Up to $50 and/or 
up to 60 days 

Up to $50 and/or 
up to 60 days 

Up to $500 and/or 
up to 3 months 

Up to $1,000 and/or 
up to 90 days 
plus 4 month 
suspension 

As in §2l23 below 

As in §2l23 below 

Fine determined by 
amount of excess 
weight over limit 
and up to 30 days 

Up to $100 and/or 
up to 90 days 

Up to $100 and/or 
up to 90 days 

2Those offenses for which this report recommends statutory change 
are marked by one asterisk (*) if it is recommended that they be recharac­
terized as infractions and by two asterisks (**) if statutory change is 
recommended to make clear that they not be characterized as infractions. 
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Title 29 

~2l22 

§2l23 

§2l24 

§2l25 

§2l26 

§2l27 

§2l8l 

§2l87 

§2l88 

§2243 

* 

Offense 

Operati,on of unsafe or uninspected 
vehicle 

Failure to display valid inspection 
certificate 

Official inspection station violation 

Impropor inspection fees 

Improper oisposition of inspection fees 

Removal of or inadequately maintained 
air pollution control system 

Fraud or falsity on application for 
license or registration 

* . Hawker or vendor stopplng traffic 

*Hitchhiking 

Violation of reciprocity provision 
relating to interstate travel 
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Penalty 

As in §2l23 below 

$10-100 and/or up 
to 90 days 

As in §2l23 above 

As in§2l23 above 

As in §2l23 above 

As in §2l23 above 
and/or suspension 
of registration 

Up to $100 and/or 
up to 90 days 

Up to $50 or up 
to 30 days 

Up to $50 and/or 
up to 30 days 

Up to $100 and/or 
up to 90 days 



Ti tIe 29 

Present Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses 2 

4. Offenses now punishable by fine or administrative action 3 

and subject to provisions for imprisonment in 29 

M.R.S.A. §2303, "General Penalty," (Section 2303 

reads as follows: 

Whoever violates or fails to comply with any 
provision of this Title, or any rules or 
regulations established thereunder, when no 
other penalty is specifically provided, shall 
be punished by a fine of not less than $10 
nor more than $100, or by imprisonment for 
not more than 90 days, or by both.) 

Offense Penalty 

5242 (1) (D) *Misuse of one-trip permit $25 to 200 

§246 

§252 

§349(l) 

Fraudulently obtaining farm truck license $50 

*Misuse of farm truck license plate 

* Misuse of "handicapped person" 
placard 

A. Material misstatement in applica­
tion 

B. Willful failure to comply with 
subchapter 

C. Failure to have established 
place of business 

D. Failure to give timely notice 
of relocation 

E. Willful fraud on retail buyer 

F. Conviction of fraud in sales business 

$100 to $500 

$100 fine 

License denial, 
suspension, revoca­
tion by M.V.D. 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

2Those offenses for which this report recommends statutory 
change are marked by one asterisk (*) if it is recommended that 
they be recharacterized as infractions and by two asterisks (**) 
is statutory change is recommended to make clear that they not be 
characterized as infractions. 

3For a number of statutes listed here, the penalty listed 
relates solely to administrative action (e.g., license suspension) 
to be taken by the Motor Vehicle Division (M.V.D.) of the Office 
of the Secretary of State, which may be additional to court action. 
For this reason, notations relating to "infraction" or "misde­
meanor" recommendati-ons are inapplicable. 
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Title 29 

§349 (1) 

§581-B 

§ 723 

§§725, 727 
and 728 

§782 

§783(c) 

§891 

§959 

§llll 

§H'ill 

§1613 

§1654 

§1963 

Offense 

G. Unfair trade practices 

H. Dishonored check to Secretary 
of State 

Accident-prone driver 

Cancellation of insurance for a 
commercial driver education school 

Failure to meet commercial driver 
education standards 

Failure to show financial responsibility 
upon conviction of Motor Vehicle law 

*Failure to surrender license or 
registration upon financial respon­
sibility suspension 

*Failure to make accident report to 
Secretary of State when personal 
injury or death or property damage in 
excess of $200. 

*Failure of vehicle transportating 
dangerous materials to stop at grade 
crossings 

*Interfering with snow removal 

*Violations of §902 (seasonal closings 
of highways), 1702 or 1703 (vehicles 
on bridges); 1753 (weight limits on 
bridges) 1754 (permit for log haulers 
and traction engines) 

*Vehicle constructed to cause menace or 
unreasonable damage 

*Violation of §1652 (exceeding weight 
limit for commercial vehicle) 

*Bicycle violation (17 years or 
older) 
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Penalty 

License denial, 
suspension, revoca­
tion by M.V.D. 

" 

Re-examination by 
M.V.D. 

Suspension of 
license by M.V.D. 

License denial, 
suspension, revoca­
tion by M.V.D. 

Suspension by 
M.V.D. 

Up to $25 

Suspension 
by M.V.D. 

Up to $200 

Vehicle towed at 
owner's expense 

$10 to $500 

Revocation or 
suspension of 
registration 

Fine determined by 
amount of excess 
weight over limit 

Fine of not more 
than $10 and/or 
bicycle impounded 
up to 5 days 



Title 29 

§1963 

§2011 

'§2187 

§2241 (1) 

§2241-A 

§2271 et 
seq. 

§2301 

§2352(2) 

§2378(1) 

Offense 

* (under 17 years old) 

Failure to stop at railroad tracks 
while operating school bus 

*Interfering with traffic 

A. Offe.nse for which suspension 
is mandatory 

B. Frequent serious offenses 

C. Habitually reckless or negligent 

,D. Incompetent 

E. Un~awful or fraudulent use 

F. Suspendable offense in a~other state 

G. Failure to stop for police officer 

H. Reckless driving or driving to 
endanger 

Incompetent driver 

Habitual offender 

Failure to appear in court 

Failure to make timely delivery of 
certificate of auto title 

A. Certificate of title fraudulently 
procured or erroneously issued 

B. Vehicle scrapped, dismantled or 
destroyed 
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Penalty 

Bicycle impounded 
up to 30 days 

Not less than $200 
ann. suspension 
of license to 
operate school bus 
for not less than 
2 years 

Up to $50 and/or 
up to 30 days 

Suspension by M.V.D. 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

" 

Re-exam by M.V.D. 

Suspension by M.V.D. 

Suspension by M.V.D. 

Amount equal to 
fee required 

Revocation of 
certificate of title 

" 



Present Penalties for Maine Traffic Offenses 2 

5. Offenses that are now subject to the provisions for 

fine or imprisonment stated in 29 M.R.S.A. §2303, the 

text of which is set forth above in section 4 of this 

Appendix, but for which no penalty is otherwise provided. 

Title 29 

§102 

§lll 

§113 

§115 

§116 

§117 

§118 

§15l 

§193 

Offense 

* Failure to register out of state vehicle 

**Operating unregistered motor vehicle 

*Towing unregistered vehicle without a 
permit 

*Failure to carry registration certificate 
on person or in vehicle 

**Failure to surrender license plates upon 
demand by Secretary of State when registra­
tion suspended, revoked, or expired 

*Operating stock car on highway under own 
power 

*Failure by Maine resident to make timely 
report of breakdown of vehicle registered 
out of state 

*Failure of military personnel returning 
from overseas fo make timely registration 
of motor vehicle 

*o~eration by Madne resident of motor vehicle 
purchased and registered in foreign country 
or out of state other than directly from 
point of entering this state to owner's 
place of residence 

**Failure to notify Secretary of State 
upon transfer of motor vehicle ownership 

**Failure by state official to surrender 
specially designed plates 

2 Those offenses for which this report recommends statutory 
change are marked by one asterisk (*) if it is recommended that 
they be recharacterized as infractions and by two asterisks (**) 
if statutory change is recommended to make clear that they not be 
characterized as infrpctions. 
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Title 29 

§242 (1) (E) 

§243(1) 

§244 (1) 

§246 

§342 

§347 

§348-A(1) 

§348-A(2) 

§354 (1) 

§354(2) 

§354 (4) 

§354 (5) 

§355 

§360 

§361 

Offense 

*Operating specially registered vehicle 
under 15 years of age 

*Operating home-made farm tractor more 
than 10 miles from where customarily kept 

*A. Operating trailer over weight limit 
*B. Transporting farm trailer load over 

distance limit 

*Towing more than authorized number of 
trailer units 

*Exceeding maximum length of motor vehicle 
and trailer 

*Motor vehicle operating over weight on 
ways or bridges 

*~nregistered motor vehicle dealer 

**Failure to display dealer license and 
registration 

*~ailure to surrender new car dealer plates 
and registration 

**Pailure to surrender used car dealer 
plates and registration 

* Unlawful use of dealer plates 

~nlawful use of equipment dealer plates 

~ailure to obtain permit to demonstrate 
loaded truck with dealer plates 

~ailure to obtain tax certificate for 
moving house trailer with dealer plates 

*~ailure of dealer to keep records of 
purchases and sales 

~llegal use of transporter plates 

~nlawful use of loaner plates 

*~ailure to keep records concerning loaner 
plates 
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Title 29 

§363 

§38l 

. § 382 

§53l 

§53l-A 

§53l-B 

§532 

§533 

§535 

§535-A 

§537 

Offense 

*Illegal use of temporary registration 
plates 

*Unlawful display of license plates 

*Failure to report loss or mutilation of 
license plates 

*~Operating without a license 

*Non-resident under 17 years of age 
operating motor vehicle 

*Non-resident at least 17 years of age 
operating motor vehicle without valid 
operator's license in his immediate 
possession 

*Non-resident at least 17 years of age 
operating motor vehicle other than 
as an operator 

*Failure to carry operator license 

*Failure to produce operator license on 
demand 

*Violation of instruction permit 

*Violation of temporary license 

*Resident serviceman operating motor 
vehicle with expired license not renewed 
within 30 days after discharge or release 

*Operation of motor vehicle by active 
duty serviceman without valid license 
in his possession 

*Operating motorcycle on learner's permit 
during other than daylight hours 

**Unlicensed person operating motorcycle 
with passenger not licensed as motorcycle 
operator 

~operating motor vehicle on learner's permit 
without presence of licensed operator in 
vehicle 

** l' d ' h' 1 Un lcense person operatlng motor ve lC e 
on learner's permit when that person has 
previously had a license revoked, suspended, 
or finally refused 



Title 29 

§544 

§546 

§724 

§726 

§892 

§895 

§896 

§897 

§898 

§900-A 

§901 

§903 

§904 

§905 

Offense 

*Operating motorcycle without proper 
license 

*Failure to report change of name or 
address 

*Failure to display commercial driver 
education school license 

**Failure by driver education school 
licensee to keep records 

*Failure to keep commercial driver education 
vehicle in safe mechanical condition 

**Failure to report recovery of stolen 
vehicle 

**:Failure by garage proprietor to report 
serious accident or vehicle struck by 
bullet 

*:Failure to give information and render 
aid when involved in serious accident 

**:Failure to notify owner upon striking 
unattended vehicle 

**Failure to notify owner upon striking 
fixtures or other property 

*~llowing unauthorized person to drive 

**:Failure to keep records by owner of rented 
vehicle 

*:Failure to obey restrictions on use of 
commercial vehicles 

~edestrian walking on way when sidewalk 
provided 

~ailure by pedestrian to walk facing 
approaching traffic when practicable 

~ailure to recognize emergency rule by 
police officer 
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Title 29 

§941 

§942 

§943 

§944 

§945 

§946 

§947 

§949 

§951 

§952 (1) 

§953 

§954 (1) 

§954 (2) 

§954 (4) 

§955 

§956 

Offense 

*Failure to keep right when teams meeting 

*Obstructing way by stationary vehicle 
or by unattended animal drawn team not 
reasonably fastened 

*Failure of slow moving vehicles to keep 
right 

*Failure of vehicle on private way to 
yield to pedestrian or vehicle on public 
way or to proceed cautiously 

*Failure to yield at traffic circle or 
rotary 

*Failure to yield to an emergency vehicle 

*Failure by motor vehicle or pedestrian 
to obey traffic control signal 

~ailure to stop and yield at stop sign 

~ailure of pedestrian to obey pedestrian 
control signal 

~. Failure to stop at flashing red signal 
~. Failure to slow at flashing yellow 

signal 

~ailure to obey lane direction control 
signal 

~ailure to yield to pedestrian at cross­
walk 

~edestrian leaving curve when vehicle 
approaching is too close for driver to 
yield 

~assing vehicle stopped at crosswalk 

~ailure by pedestrian to yield when no 
crosswalk 

"Moving- parked vehicle when unsafe to do so 
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Title 29 

§957 

§958 

§960 

§991(l) 

§991(2) 

§991(3) 

§991(4) 

§992 

§993 

§994(l) 

§994 (2) 

§994 (3) 

§995 

§996 

§997 

§999 

Offense 

*Interfering with traffic movement by 
opening or closing vehicle doors 

*Occupying trailer while moving on highway 

*C ' . arrylng passenger on motorcycle wlthout 
seat provided 

*Pailure to drive in single lane 

*Center lane violation 

*Lane use sign violation 

*Violation of lane change prohibition 

*Driving on divided and limited access 
highways: 

Crossover violation 

Improper entry 

Improper vehicle or person on way 

~riving wrong way on one-way road 

* Improper right turn 

~mproper left turn on two-way roadway 

~mproper left turn on other than two-way 
roadway 

~oasting on grade in neutral 

~riving over unprotected fire hose 

~ailure to stop when approaching 
frightened animal 

~arassing animal on public way 

~ore than two motorcycles operating 
abreast 

~andle bars more than 15 inches above 
motorcycle seat 
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Title 29 

§1031 

§1032 

§1033 

§1071 

§1072 

§llll 

§1112 

§1151 

§1152 

Offense 

*Trucks traveling less than 150 feet 
apart 

*Following too closely 

*Insufficient space between vehicles to 
allow safe passing 

*Failure to keep 500 feet behind fire 
apparatus responding to an alarm 

*Operating or parking motor vehicle without 
lights on 

*Parking vehicle with lights on facing 
oncoming traffic 

*Failure to dim headlights when approaching 
another vehicle 

*Parking, standing or stopping on highway 

**Stripping motor vehicle while it is in 
tower's'possession 

*Failure to leave hired team attended when 
team has passengers 

*Failure to set parking brake on standing 
vehicle 

*Passing on the right except when: 
(1) Overtaking vehicle turning left 
(2) Upon way with unobstructed pavement 
(3) Upon a one-way street 

*Passing on right unsafely 

*Passing without giving audible warning 

*Failure to keep right and/or increasing 
speed when being overtaken 

*Failure to return to right after passing 

*Passing on left unsafely 

*Passing on left when: 
(1) Approaching grade or curve 
(2) Approaching intersection or railroad 

crossing 
(3) View is obstructed 
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Title 29 

§119l 

§§125l, 1252 
and 1255 

§1253 

§13l4 

§136l 

§1362 

§1363 

§1364 

§1365 

§1366 

Offense 

*Improper turn 

*Pailure to or improper signal when turning 
or stopping 

*Exceeding speed limit 

*Driving too slowly 

*Driving to endanger 

*Improper lights 

*Inadequate brakes 

*Using or selling illegal lens, muffler, 
reflector or lighting device 

*Inadequate brakes 

*Inadequate horn 

*Inadequate parking brake 

*Unnecessary noise 

*Illegal bells or sirens 

*Selling inadequate brake fluid 

*Operating with inadequate or illegal 
muffler or exhaust 

*Watching television while operating motor 
vehicle 

*Insufficient or improper lights 

*Operating without lights on 

*Improper or insufficient tailor license 
plate lights 

*Improper or insufficient lighting for 
vehicles 7 feet or more in width 
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Title 29 

§1367 

§1367-A 

§1368 

§1368-A 

§1371 

§1372 

§1373 

§1374 

§1401 

§1402 

§1403 

§1404 

§1461 

Offense 

*Insufficient or no rearview mirror 

*Operating with temporary mirrors extended 
beyond width of motor vehicle 

*Operating motorcycle with inadequate or 
no rearview mirror 

*Operating with spotlights or more than 
two fog lights 

*Operating with device for flashing head­
lights alternately 

*Operating with red or blue emergency lights 

*1966 vehicle or newer without seat belts 

**Illegal sale of regrooved tires 

*Operating motor vehicle with load or 
passenger obstructing driver's view or 
interfering with driver's control 

*Riding motorcycle without a helmet 

*Operating motor vehicle with illuminated 
advertisement 

*Failure to carry flares on trucks of over 
15,000 pounds 

*Failure to use flares or emergency 
reflector by disabled trucks over 15,000 
pounds 

*Failure to display name of owner or lessee 
on truck tractor doors 

*Failure to have suitable splash guards on 
trucks, trailers, or semi-trailers when 
required 

*Failure of rural mail vehicles to have 
properly mounted display and warning lights 
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Title 29 

§1462 

§1463 

§1701 

§1702 

§1751 

§1752 

§1755 

§1756 

§2011 

§2012 

§2013 

Offense 

*Failure of snow removal or sanding equip­
ment to have proper lighting system and 
an auxiliary system 

*Operating physician's emergency light while 
not enroute to the scene of an emergency 

*Violation of height and width restrictions 

*Failure of certain vehicles to obtain 
permits to operate on roads ~nd bridges 

*Failure to properly secure a load of 
timber 

*Placing or allowing injurious substance 
on way 

*Load not securely fastened 

*Failure to attach danger signal to 
protruding objects 

*Towing trailer without safety chains 

*Failure to display capacity marking on 
certain vehicles 

*Improperly or inadequately equipped or 
marked school bus 

**Operation of school bus without approved 
fire extinguisher 

**Failure to turn on flashing school bus 
lights before stop to receive or dis­
charge passengers. 

**Failure to submit school bus to timely 
official inspection 

*Operating school bus without having 
complied with requirements for license, 
age, driver examination, application and 
fee 

**Operating school bus without having passed 
annual physical examination 
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Title 29 

§20l4 

§2l82 (1) 

§2l82 (2) 

§2l82(3) 

§2l82(4) 

§2l83 

§2l86 

§224l-C 

§237l (3) 

§2372 (1) 

§2373 

§2377 

§2403 

§2406 

Offense 

**Passing stopped school bus 

**Display or possession of mutilated, 
revoked, suspended, ficticious, or 
fraudulently altered license or 
instruction permit 

**Loaning operator license or instruc­
tion permit 

*~epresenting someone else's license or 
instruction permit as one's own 

**Permitting unlawful use of operator 
license or instruction permit 

**Illegal display and use of plates 

**Tampering with repair or maintenance signs 

*Operating on closed way 

**Operating under foreign license during 
suspension or revocation 

**Failure to surrender original certificate 
of title upon recovery 

*Failure to report transfer of interest in 
motor vehicle 

*Failure of dealer to report transfer of 
motor vehicle 

**Failure to deliver certificate of title 
of dismantled or destroyed vehicle together 
with plate 

*Failure to report creation of security 
interest in motor vehicle to Secretary of 
State 

*Failure of lienholder to furnish 
information to owner or other lienholder 
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Appendix E. Model Traffic Ticket 

1. ABA Uniform Traffic Ticket and Complaint 

(\. Corli.)laint 

COMPLAINT 

____ lJNIFORM TRAmC TICJ:l:'1' .rum Ct)MPLJUNT 
I eIIle If.. I>OCI:J:'I' "0 'AaB /U. ____ _ 

STATE OF --- J.a Le. COllNTYOF___ _ 11 
On' OF ___ COMPIJUNl' 

m ~, UNDtR11'k[~~m:l ~~Y mAH. UPON HI' OJITK PtPOUS AND SAYS: 

OM 1'ltL.--l>IIT or _________ ~ III- A .... ___ ... "I' .. _ 

• IIMLr _________________ ~(~P~~---=~~~~Q~----------------------
,~,ti _______________________ _ 
enY.~ATE~-_____________________________________ ___ 

IIDIm DIlTE _____ RIICL.- In:lt..- Wf---. llT_ 

CI', Lie, 110 DID Ul1.AWlVUY II'AAKI (O,DlATEj 
VEIL LIe. 110 ___________ ~An: TEJlU"-__ _ 

IIIIlIC" BODY me r;cUJ1I'-_____ _ 

0'0" A .01We H10HWAT, NIIMJ:I.T AT \LOCIl7tCml-_______ _ 

r::;,1I~6ic:J»,JJ_~fg.?c?JolG"grr~ u,?ru:um JJil) DID-rlii!iii 

IlPIlEDIKC , ........... Q 0 ~IO ... p.h. 
,---'" p_h. "'---"'_p.h. _.) 
loa ........ LEFT tvllM 0110 oIon"" 

Ioa_ .... ruOJn tvP" -0 Ifo .Iqna! 

:~""AI~~;t D~n~!~::~11~1: 
tw .. w,.4,) 

o II·I~ m.~.h. 0 ...... r 1~ m.p.lo. 

Orrom 
wTon~ tone 

D lnlo wranQ 0 rrom 
lane ""'0"9 lern. 

Dell' I!;Ofoe( 

o MJddla of 0 Not ,eoch .. d 
1nlINUtctiOfl ..nlene<lIoa. 

Dh.ohe"od. "TOP s.Jc.M' 0 W,onlil p'ace DWolk ~p4Jed 0 fall,,: 

LAJQ:A:'';.CU: 0 rr!:'i~n 0 On ri9ht 0 ~.m.nt 
ba",..,.., PA.$.SOlIQ ~ 0 A.t Inlorl-G-CUDo 0 Cut lQ 0 Wronq .Id. 

O~,~'ddUn~ O·W,onqlano OOoC";trv. 
D'fHrn- VlOl.AnOllS (d •• c.iJ>,w)'-___________ ~_ 

PIIRXIJ(C I 14.1.. H ...... ____ ---tOOVOr<lm. OPTohlhl18d 0700 C OOw.l4>_1dew 

THE Ul(1)USlom:o ruRnrtR STATES THIIT HE lIAS ruST lUID ru:ASOHABLE 
CROUIIDlI TO nElI~V[, AND oots BtltEVr. THAT THE Prn50H HAMED 
ADOn COHMI'lTtO nu: Or/'DISE HDlWf ~ rORTK. COIlT1lJ\RY TO LAW. 

BWORn 10 IIHD SUBSCRI.8ED DUO HE ME } 

THlS-DAYOr J.___ (SJ"nCltur. and ldo-nti1ic:crtlon of 
oH COol' or etb4f c.om;Jlainant..t 

(Her ... ..,d Till~l 
COUIIT APP[AMIICC: __ DAY OF 11 __ AT---N~ 

ADDBts.5 or covu _________________ _ 

Praparetl by A!llerican Bu A ... ei8llol1 r ... RIc Court PlO!JUPI 

(mom) 

-; 
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(j 

Dot. 

COMPLAINT 

Dod;" N 0 0 

COURT ACl10N AND OTHEJI OROERS 

Th. wlll.ln complalnl 1.00 be... ..amlnod and Ih.ro ... 
probable cause for flUnq Ihe somo. Loavo Is 
qranlod 10 1110 Iho complalnl, Complalnl rUod • 

horeby 

BaIJ u..ed at $ Of 0011. depa.11 01 $ 

SJqoalw& 01 pet-= 91vlD9 ball 

SlgnafWe 01 person laklnq bQll 

fin. In the amoWlI 01 $ rocelvod 03 
roqulJod by court sch.dule. 

~oolOerk 

CoftHnuanee to 11_ -
Con""""""" 10 11.....-

Wamml \Douod 

Warrcmt ... rvod 

:rrial by Cow1 (Jury) PI"" 

Oolondanl /uTo\qned.--Wal ..... Trial by J"'l' ___ 

F1nd1lIq by Court 

finding by Jury 

The Cowl. thero/oro, ""lora !oIIowlnq ",der: 

F'mod S 

Jallod daya In d 

Probatl"" 
FIr.I ooon"" Wrlllon Wanilioq 

TroIlI<: Sclwol 

Privor Uwn ... _nded lot <lara 

S\qDaIure 01 Judqo 

Tntlmonr - J.~ HatH: Icr oIh ... Court Otd4>u): 

Appool Bond 01 8 FIIOO lot 

Appeal 10 c..wt , 

(REVERSE) 



Appendix E. 1. b. Police Record 

POLICE RECORD 

. UNIFORM TRAme TICKET AND COMPLAINT 

C7&IB If ...... ____ --'''OCUY 1r--..-l!AWI .Iik-"_ ___ _ 

nATE OF } No COI1l'n'Y or ___ m. • 
Cl'I'Y OF -'-- POLIO:: RECORD 

JIll nw£ UNDERlIaU[D~~l ~~v SWORN. UfO. HIS OAfHDuoSEI AND ,",viI 

0Jf ntlL--llAY 01' _________ .... 1"----.. Ay ___ .... M., ... 

~~--------------(~,~~--~hm~O~--------~--------mm~ ________________________________________ ___ 
cnT·nATE~ ______________________________________ _ 

IIDIYfI DATE ______ 1UIeL.- IIDL-- WT ____ 1If ___ _ 

01'. LlC. ICO DID UJdAWJ"ULi.Y (PMIQ (OPEIIA'I'I!.1 
VDL LlC.1I0 STATE n:Jl.IlD ____ _ 

NAn !IODT TTl'E:,. ________ COLO''''' ____ ~ __ 

UfO'II A PI1DL/C mOOWAY,l!IlI.MELY AT (UlCATlolI)l-_______ _ 

LOCATC> IN T!fE mv. COUlfTY IlHD STArn Al'OIlESAlD IlHD DID ntDi 
AND no:aE caWNIT 1'1/.£ FOu.oWIlfG OI"l'I:R'!1,!:, 

aPUDINO (090' Umlt) 0 ~lO m.p.h. 
'--m,p.h. In...----rn.p.h. :lono) 
lmpropH LITT TUR1f 0 No alqnol 

Impropar WGlrT TUlIN 0 No Ilqnal 

~~0J':r1wr!!'J~;t 0 ~~~~:~~~ 
NralKi rod! 

o IH~ m.p.b. 0 oVO, I~ !D.PA 

Of"rom 
wronQ'lano 

[1 (nlo ","r.JnQ' 0 rrom 
lana wronq 10:\8 

[jCutconer 

tJ).flddlo of 0 No. feochud 
lnlcuecUon lntoDacllon 

D'iobayad STOP ItCH 0 WronQ' plof!'G 0 Walk. lPOOO 0 rallar 
latp,oxu PASSDfQ {O AI InlouocUon 0 Culln 0 WronQ lid. 

LA.HI: U~~QI 0 ~!jj'i~·n 0 On rl9ht 0 <5,fhO,rnonl 
o ~~r~ddJln!J 0 WronQ lana 0 On curve 

OTIIOI VIOLATIONS (ducllb.,I-) _____________ _ 

IN VJOLIlTJOH or lht hhtuld (en1lnlJlC'li) In IUIh CUt cu6t UId lIftI,jdt4. 

PAIUWlQ, 14 .... ' !I'o" _____ OO'_oOI'ro!.lhl\od _ODouhl4pcUldDli 

1KE tJlfDrRSlCIIlJ) rtIlITlID\ STATE!! T1U\f HE lUIS rosy IlHD RJ:MOIlIlDUl: 
OROI1KDS TO B[\.!EVI. ,..lfO DOES Do.!EVE. TlUlT THE PDISOII IfIlMED 
Aaov& COMMrrn:n Tm; OrTCfs.l: m:llI:m SO FORTH. CONTRARY TO LAW. 

SWORH TO AND SlTBllCllIII1:D DI:I'ORE ME } 

ntll.-bA Y or , 11_ (5IqnCltur. cmd IdGnlllicatioti o. 
ollie., or other cODl;ltulncwLj 

(Namll and Title) 
COtnlT APPEIlIlAIICE,---DAY OF 18---0 AT M. 
ILDDIU3!I or caunT ___________________ _ 

Prepared hy Amezlcln Bar Anociullor Trail!!: COllrl PrO!lTIIIll 

(FTIONT) 

POLICE RECORD 

m.:POBT·or .ACTION ON CASE 

FIRst MINOR OFFENSE WlUTlt:N WARNlNQ 0 
VIOLATIONS Bmu:AUx 
omo ________________ ---------------____________ ___ 
AmI. of Fin. Paid ~$ ________ CoBia ~s __ ....,..-----~ 

COURT ACTIONI 
001., ___________ _ 

~OH~ ________ ___ 

[)j"po.llionl.. ____________ ..,... _________ ~ 

AmI. 01 fino Paid $ ..... _______ Cosls .. $ ______ _ 
LkenwA~lonl.. _______________________ __ 

OffiCER'S NOTES FOR TESTIFYING IN COURT 
Plooso nolo lacls and dl'C\!mllances In addlt(on 10 Ih.... chockod 011 

fac<> 01 complalnL 

VEHICLE DEFECTS 
~1~Eroko ____________________________________________ _ 

PmkmqBrakn ________________________________________ ___ 

H""dUqhtB, ______________________________ _ 

roll UqhIB"-______________ '-________ _ 

S~pUqhl~s ______________________ --~~----------------
Wmd.hleld Wlper ___________ _ 
H~n~ _______________________________________ ___ 
Tu •• L-_______________________________________________ ___ 

OIhor _______________________ _ 

(REVEnsE-) 
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Appendix E. 1. c. 

HEPORT OF CONVICTION 

____ UNIFORM TRAITIC TICKET AND COMPLAINT 

CAEE Ho. D<;1CXrr H. PACE 110 _____ _ 

STATE OF ---- j No 
COUNTY or ___ &s. • 

CITY or ____ A!Jltraci of Court Record fOl' 
• 'If mE COURY OF SI.t. Ucendng Authority 

THE UHO[ASIGH(D, etlHG DU~V 5WOAN, UPON "'S OATW OE'OS(5 AND lAYS: 

Olf THL--DAY OF __________ _ 

HAME~------------~(~'I~.-~-.~h~I~J &rDErr _________________________________________ _ 

CnY·8TAT&£ __________________________ ___ 

BIRTH DATE'-_____ RACE...-- BtlL-- WT_ 1fI' __ _ 

0 •• lIC. NO DID UHl.IIYInILLY (PARIO (OPlRA1'II 

VDI. LIC. HO STAn: 'nAil--
NU""' __________ BODY TTl'~E ______ COLOU'-_______ _ 

UPON II PUBLIC IUCHWAY.IIAMI1Y AT (l.OCATlOHlJ. _________ _ 

~riMklHcri:mJ!Mi igrYWvJof'o"8,:l:ll, ArOIWlAID AND DlDfiiEii 

IPEEDINQ (0 .. ' Ua111 0 ~ 10 ... p.h. 
(--..m.p.h. ~.p.h. lone) 
bnprop"" LD"t TUfUf 0 No allJ"al 

I. pro"", IUQHT 'rUI\M 0 No alqnal 

~::O::I1w~~~ 0 rn~:~~:!: 
turned f.dJ 

o IH~ ... p.h. 0 ..... U m.p.h. 

o Cui corntr 0 from 
wfonV'lana 

D IRlo w~'If 0 rrom 
!one wronQ Ian. 

D toeladJ. 0{ 0 Hot reached 
into,. KU08 inf.h6>CUOb, 

Dhobe,ed STOP 11011 0 WroaQ' place 0 Walt _plied 0 Faalar 

LAm V~'lOI 0 ~~H~n Can rlQht 0 ~h:u·m.at 
lraPtAer PMIDfQ {D Allnler.KUGn '0 C\.If 1n 0 Wronq lid. 

o ~:'cil~1ir 0 Wronq lane 0 On curve 
OTHI:R VIOLATIOHS (d •• e.Ib.).) ______________ _ 

'AUlHa, M.I., IfO ____ ---lOO"'orilza.OProhlhllod ...... ODouhlo_Ida' 

o Olb., putkln9 ... loladOD Id •• nlbe) 

BLIFPDY 
PA vt:MJ:Nl' 

mE UNDEI\SIGH[1) rvR'mtl'l 8TATI:I TllAT ilE HAS .JUS? MD IU:l\&OIfADLE 

fcg~~OJOJ~INl~E~~i: ~~:'~~8HlJ:rr.i ~:{H. ~=B~HT~Am. 
IIWORH TO AND 8U8BcmSED OETOnl: KE ! 
YHII----DA Y or JL-..- (llq'nature and ldenllllcathm oi 

oUleer CC' oth., COIllDla1,tlallt.) 

(Hame and Title) 

COunT APPEAIlAHCE.--DAY or ID_ AT ", 
ADDRCWor COUBT' ____________________________________ _ 

Pupared II)' Amerlcall Bar AslOcialiom Tral!ic Collfl P'Owr'lII 

(FRONT) 

ea ... No 

Dale 
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Report of Conviction 

REPORT OF CONVICTION 

Docket No Page No 

COURT }'CTlON AND OTHER ORDERS 

Tho within complaint has bean examln&<! and (h.r. Is 
proboblo causo for Il11nq tho lomo. Leave Ia horeby' 
qranlod to III .. tho complaInt. Complainl riled. 

Ball iii&<! 01 I or cosh dopo.1t 01 $ 

SIQnature 0/ petlon IIIY"'1I baU 

Slqnalure 0/ person laking ball 

F1n" or ball, band Iorio lied In the amount 01 $ 
received OJ requlrod by cowl schedule. 

Slqnaluro of Clerk 

Conllnuonce to Reaaol"L.----

Connnuonco 10 Reasol"L.----

Werrent issued 

Wmront Issued 

Trial by Cowl (Jury) Ploa 

De/ondanl Arral9n~ Wah"" Trial by Jwy ___ 

rlndlnQ by Court 

rlndinIJ by Jury 

The Courll therofore. ontol.ll foUowlnQ Older.: 

Fined S 

JaU&<! daya In 

I'rQballon 

flrsl OIIon"" Wrlll.., W<IIIililtJ 

TraI/Ic School 

Drlye, L1e-on .. DU8pQnd&<! for dcrya 
N ptoyld&<! by Law, I horoby corlUy .hat !he lnIormaUon 
on Ihi. 'Icko. I. a lrue ab.IrQcI 01 Iho rocord 01 lhIo cow1 
or bureau In thls oos<>. 

SIqnaIuro 01 Judqu Of CIork 

App<MJ! Bond 01 $ rn..:I kR: 

Appeal to Court 

(l1EVERSE) 



Appendix E. 1. d. Summons 

SUMMONS 

____ UNIFORM TRAmC nCIU.:T AND COMPLAINT 
CILU Jio- J)()(;U1 JII ... ____ -"1OMB ..... :a-_.-, __ _ 

IITATl:Or____ J"" No COUNTY 01' __ ..... • 

CT'I'OF~ , . 

0If 'riIE..--....I>AY 01' _______ ,~ "--- A1' ____ ........... 

KUa--------------~(.~~~·~~~~U~----------~----mrn~ _______________________________________ __ 
CnY.BTAT~E _____________________________________ ___ 

limn! DATE'-____ MeL-- BrL.- WT_ IIT_ 

OV. LlC. NO DID UWLAWVI1LLY (pAlIK) (OPElIJIl'l'rl 
VEIL LlC.MO ____________ S\'AT" nOJlII ___ _ 

MAX!: 1I0DY "I'YI'l' 00L0 .. 1!i _____ _ 

UPOII A Pl/IILIC WCHWAY.IIJ\M'E1.l' AT (l.OCAnOIll-______ -, 

!OCATa> i'H Tift tiff. COtnlTV Mi) (run Ai6iWtD lli tilD 'i'Iiti 
AND ntDU: COMJfTT TIm rOLLOWIIIQ OffDlSEo 

lPD:[)rHG (0''1'0' um.1, 0 ~IO I1l.P.h.. 0 ll·lS m.p.h. 0 o .. r n m.p.h. 

(---m p h. l.n...--l1\.p,h. uno) 
lmPfOP'" Ltrl 'IlJRN 0 No .lqnaJ o Cut comer 0 rrom 

WTOM, lanD 
D Into WfOflQ' 0 J"rom I_prope, lUGJrt TUM 0 No .Iqna! 

lane w,onq lana 
a ),(\ddl. 01 a Not ",,,,,hod 

tnlaliKhon. lnteuctehon ~~.~:re&..~~~ 0 f'n~!~=:!': 
tufa" red.) 

. Dl •• boyed STOP WOlf 0 Wrono plaeo 0 Walk: .poed Ora.lor 
lmp,Oopor PAUDfa {O Alinl.rlocllon 0 Cut in 0 Wronq lid. 

uun:AU~~G1C Of:!MI~n DOn rh~ht O~:h~ll7'lent 
o k~~dd1lnO 0 W rono lema 0 On C"JrVIII 

ontDI V10LATlO/fS (doocrlb.1--- _________ _ 

rH VIOLATION 0' Ott (lhtlM) (eAhu~) L1 Ulth tu", .iJf 1M c;A1id.4. 

ILI'P'PDY 

'"Yon:Nl' 

DAIIDIDB 

I ~ $oov.ft,,'kI g=~m.sollll 1M ACc:romr 
/j B ". .. ~I.. 0 N, 0 VdIi<lo 

I § Hiokt Drnet 0 IntU\otttlOft 
r 0 tU,hl AtJ.t14 
s!. JUST Ml99rD 0 Htld 8fl 

~::"orr TIUlJ7tC =~I!t 0 OWl f-t 0 nUl Ind I ~ 
Ctast ACctDDfl' D S4dtf.l~ 

~e4 D~I~ 8 :!i ;i'l~~O~~ 
ARtA, a e.nhm1 a l""'IIriAl a!.oMal D1ItiIw.U.1 a R"," 
HIOHW A 'Y 'tVP'[, 02 1&4? D) ta.'"' DA 1~ 04 i111!1 dni_.a 

YOU A1I~ NO'lU'IID THAT T!fE on"lCOl WHose ~IGHATUlle AP1'EAR!! 
I!I1OW WILL Fnx A SWORN COMPLAINT II; nus OOURT CHARGlJIG YoU win" l1iJ: OIT£NsE srr FOIlTH ABOVE. 

(Su~ncrt..lr. and ld.nUJlcaHon of oHkerJ 
Iro'I'ICE TO YlOLATOR, PJ:AD BAa: OF nus 5UU).!ONS CAru:rUUY. BRING 
I014IAONS wHit 1'00.-
COImT APPEAIIAl'I",c.:w, __ ..,nll1' OF _____ IlL- AT ___ -"IA-.. 
~ or COOlly _________________ _ 

'r,pared h, Alilllr\J:UII DIU' lwoeiatiOD Tra~ Court Program 

(FRONT) 

SUMMONS 

READ CAREFULLY 

(Note: 10 1M upaC<l below I"&crt InfonRBtioD .. Meb will 1111_ lhe 
~lol.tor 01 hi. richtl •• a defendant 0< tho proecdu .... to be follow.d willo 
.... pect to paymenl 01 fift"" 10 tho ... In&la.n<:ea .. hero II plea 01 pilI}' ....,. 
be entered >IItboul penonol 81'1",.rance In eoID'I,) 

NOTICE 

TilE COURT WILL ISSUE A WARRANT FOR TIlE ARREST OF ANY 
DEFENDANT WHO IS A RESIDENT OF THIS STATE AND WIIO HAli 
FAILED TO APPEAR TO ANSWER A TRAFFIC SUMMONS DULY 
SERVED UPON HIM AND UPON WHICH A COMPLAINT HAS BEEN' 
FILED.' 

THE LICENSING AUTHORITY, WILL REVOKi': THE DRIVING 
PRIVILEGE IN THIS STATE OF ALL OUT-OF·STATE DEfENDANTS 
WIIO FAIL TO APPEAR WilEN DULY SUMMONED, AND WILL 
AL<;() REQUEST TilE LICENSING AUTHORITY OF THE STATE 
WHERE TilE DEFENDANT RECEIVED 1/15 LICENSE TO DRIVr., 
TO REVOKE DEFENDANT'S LICENSE. 

APPEARANCE, PLEA OF GUILTY AND WAIVER 

r. Ih. unde .. igned, do h<rehy enter my appe ... nce on Ih. complainl '" 
the offen,. ch.fged on other .Id. 01 Ihi, summon •• I h ••• beM Informed 
of my right to a tri.l. tltot my signatUre 10 thi. plea of guilty will ha.e I .... 
.. me for co snd .lTcct a. a judgment of oourl, and tMl1hi. reoord will .... 
8enl 10 Ihe Licensing Authority of Ihi. Stat. (or of tho Slale ... he,. I received 
my lice ... to dri.el. I do heroby PLEA.D GUILTY 10 .aId oWenoc 18 
charged, WAIVE my right t& • HEARING by lho eourt, _ad .gno Ia pa, 

the penally ~r.....,ribed for my off ..... 

(A~dr ... 1 

(Driver'. Lkeme fW.) 

(REVERSE) 
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Appendix E. Model Traffic Ticket 

2. New York Ticket and Complaint 

a. Complaint 

( 
", , 

INFORMATION 

False statements made herein are punishable as a class A misdemeanor pur­
suant to section 210.45 of the penal law. Afflrrred under penalty of perJury_ 

Date Signature 

Defendant pleads Guilty Not Guilty 

Date Judge 

ADJOURNMENTS 

2 

3 

Defendant tried and found Guilty Not Guilty 

Date Judge 

SENTENCE 

Fined $ ___ or In default of payment Imprison Tlent for __ days, 

Imprisonment for a term of _____________________ ... 

Dllte Judge 

CASH REGISTER IMPRINT 

(Reverse) 

PARKING 
VIOLATIONS 
BUREAU ( 

C\.C CRIMINAL 
~COURT . 

PRINT ALL ENTRIES. USE BALL POINT PEN. PRESS HARD 44353 

COpy OF NoTICE: OF VIOLATION 
COMPLAINT 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK-VS-

VOID 
LAST NAME FIRST NAME INITIAL 

STREET ADDRESS 

CITY (os shown on lieo_) STATE ZIP NO, 

PLACE OF OCCURRENCE rRECINCT OF 
OCCURRENCE 

COUNTY DATE 

I 

TIM' : r VIOLATlO" OF 
OA .. 

Ei PM ECTION SUBD, OF - fRAfF'C , REDS TRAFFIC U.W CODE 

c::J c::::::J 
V<thCLE AND ,.0.,",sr .... V£IOfHER LAW 

01 PARKING 1 -r coo, fA"""G MET[R HO. /"" ,RO" HYDRANT 

W TRAFFIC INF RACTION DISOBEY TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICE I 'N MP" lOH[ I DL 'f 0 T"AV[Et·· os PE (DING MPH 

0 
DESCRIPTION OF TRAFFIC INFRACTION If" NOT SHOWN ABOVE 

@ OTHER OFFENSE (INCLUDING TRAFFIC MISDEMEANOR) 

SCHEDULED FINE $10 $15 $25 $35 OTHER 

D D o 0$ 
THE PERSON DESCRIBED ABOVE 
IS SU"MO>.jEO TO APPEAR AT; 

IF CRI~IN.AI. COURT SUNMO~S PART 
INOICA1( pAPT 

lOCATED AT 

DATE Of AP?(A.RA~CE i2J OR MORE D.HS AFTER OAre: ISSUED) 

DAY OF 19 AT ." PM 
,~u SU1(""",, "''''01 1'1(_(111 AR' 'V .. ,5tHlll ." .l ClAS" A MUOnHA>10" ,VP:SV •• , ,~ 'lClIO" ! 10.'" 0' "',' 'UUL lA" 
I '("O"·hlr 0.51 ...... (0 Ull CO ..... '5UOIl or , .. , O"{'1Sf ,".1,,,(,10 "'10"" ."uuf(O u"Of" .( .. .I,Ur or "flU.' 011 OA" 0' 
O' ..... ~ t 

RANK/SIGNATURE OF COMPLAINANT SQUAD COMMAND 

·_C_O_M_P_l_A_I"_A_H_'_.S __ "_A_M_'_'_P_R_'N_T_'_D_' ______________ ~-X-L--L--L--J---L_ ___ ._G_._N_C_Y __ __ 

(Front) 
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Appendix E. 2. b. Summons-Criminal Court 

;0 .LOA.h .......... -- .~ 

(" / 
'. 

CRIMINAL COURT - CITY OF NEW YORK 

Failure to comply with these Instructions may result In the Issuance of 
/I warrant for your arrest. 

TO PLEAD GUILTY 
fly Mall: 

If II specific fine Is NOT designated on the lace of this summons you 
may NOT plead guilty by mall and II R,.rsonal appearance will be 
necessary. Consult the Instructions under 'In Person" below. 

If a specific fine Is designated on the face of this summons then, within 
tan days after reeelBt of this summons, complete the PLEA FORM 
balow checking the' Guilty" box thareln and m;lll the specified fine 
together with this summons to the Court and location specified on the 
face of this summons. Make your check or \'loney order payable to the 
Criminal Court. 00 NOT MAIL CASH. 

In Person: 

On the date and time set for appearance you MUST appear In person or 
by counsel at the Court and location specified· on the· face of this 
Summons. . 
For New York licensees: If a traffic offense Is charged, your Record of 
Convictions (Part 2 of your Driver's License) must be presented at that 
time. 

TO PLEAD NOT GUILTY 
By Mall: 

Wlthln48 hours after receipt of this summons complete the PLEA FORM 
below checking the "Not Guilty" box therein, and mall this summons 
to the NOT GUILTY UNIT at the Court aHd location specified on the 
face of this summons. The Court will then notify yOU by mall of the 
date to appear for trial. 

In Person: 

Appear In person or by counsel on the date lnd time set for appearance 
at the Court and location specified on the face of this Summons. A 
second court appearance will then be requlrJd at a later date for trial. 

UPON APPEARING FOR ARRAIGNMENT· you HAVE Tf-'E RIGHT: 
To the al-:1 of counsel at your arraignment and at every su~s~quent state 
8f til a action. 
To an aJ)ournment for the purpo$(! of obtaining counsel. 

To ha'/e cO'lmel as~i9ned by the COllrt If you aro finanel,ily unabl~ to 
obtain coun •• ' except If you are charged with a traffic infraction only. 

To have a ~upportlr.g depOSition filed as provided In section 100.25 &f 
the Criminal Proced'Jre Lilw l'!'h.'L'l th~ aCCU5Jtory Instrument filed 
dg<lin$t you Ii it SimpllfilJd Traffic Information. 

IF TRAFFIC OFFENSE OTHER THAN PARKING OR JAYWALKING IS CHARGED: 

;\ plt:a at guilty to this cnarg9 is equival.;nt to a. convic­
tion after trial. If you are convidaa, not only will you 
be liable tv a per-city, but in addition your license to 
drive a molor vehicle or motor cycle, and your coar­
iificoto of regist.ation, if any, are subjed to suspemion 
and revocation cs prescrjb~d by law. 

DO NOT DETACH SUBMIT ENTIRE SUMMONS 

PLEA FORM 

I hereby plead OGUILTV ONOTGUILTY 

NAME (Prim) 

AODRE...5S 

CITY $TATE ZIP NO. 

SIQNATURI[ I DATE 

(Reverse) 

PARKING .~ 'A1 VIOLATIONS 
~ BUREAU 

'\lf7 S rATE {10M. ADJ. BUll:", C\.c CHIMINAL ,-, 

(V ( ( ~ COURT 

PRINT ALL ENTRIES. USE BALL POINT PEN'. PRESS HARD 44'5' 

SUMMONS 
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK-VS-

VOID 
LAST NAME fiRST NAME INITIAL 

. SJRtaET ADDRESS 

CITY 100 "'own on 11e_) STATE ZIP NO. 

'A. 

COLOR 

THE PERSON DESCRIBED ABOVE IS CHARGED AS FOLLOWS 
Pt.ACE OF OCCURRENCE 

COUNTY 

TRAFFIC 
A EGULATIONS 

c::::J 

SU90', 

PR ECINCT OF 
OCCURRENCE 

OF 

~~I _______________ O_FF_E_NS_E ______________ ~ 
FOLLOW INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE 

SCHEDULED FINE $10 $15 $25 $35 OTHER 

o D D Os 
J SUM MO,.., PART 

LOCATED AT 

DATE OF APP£AR~Nct 

19 AT 9A.M. 

RAN)(/SIGNATURE OF COMPLAINANT COMMAND' 

COMPLAINANT'S NAME (PRINTED) AGENCY 

CRIMINAL COURT @ 

(Front) 

-186-



Appendix E. 2 c. Summons-Department of Motor Vehicles­
Administrative Adjudication Bureau 

, . , 
( 

DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES -
ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUDICATI:JN BUREAU 

TO PLEAD GUIl.TY 

• Read Notice printed In red on face of this Summons. 

• See Fine Schedule below to determine amount of your fine. 

e Complete the Plea Form below and check "Guilty" box. 

• Mall your check or money order In the approprIate amount, payable to 
Department of Motor Vehicles, within III d.ys,together with thIs 
Summons and your Record of Convictions (Part 2 of your Driver's 
License) to the. Mailing Address below. DO NOT SEND CASH. 

~ 
• Bring thIs Sum mom and your Record of COI;vlctions (Part 2 of your 

Driver's License) to any of the hearIng offlct 10catlOns listed below, on 
or before date of appearance. 

FINE SCHEDULE FOR GUILTY PLEo,S 

SPEEDING 
1 - 14 MPH over limit $25 

15 - 24 MpH over limit $35 

Inspectlon or Eq<Jlpma,lt Vlolatlon $15 
All Oth£T Offenses $25 

25 MPH or more over llmlt - parsonal appearance required. 

TO PLEAD GUILTY 'NITH EXPLANATION 

• Read notlce prInted In red on face of thIs 5ummons. 

• Bring this Summons and your Record of Convictions (Part 2 of your 
Driller's License) to any of the hearing office locatlons listed below, on or 
befoTe date of appearance. 
TO PLEAD NOT GUILTY 

• Complete the Plea Form below and check "Not Guilty" box. 

,·JR •. 

( ( 
PRINT ALL ENTRIES. USE BALL POINT PEN. PRESS HARD 44,,] 

_. ~ _ ._ _ _ • _~._ ._ ~ __ J 

SUMMONS 
THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK-VS-

VOID 
LAST NAME FIRST NAME INITIAL 

STREET ADDRESS 

CIT'( (os shown on licen ... ' STATE ZIP NO. 

YR. 

COLOR 

THE PERSON DESCRIBED ABOVE IS CHARGED AS FOLLOWS 
PLACE OF OCCURRENCE 

COUNTy DATE 

SUBO. 

PRECINCT OF 
OCCURRENCE: 

Of 

• Send thiS Summons to the Mailing Addres~ below within 10 d.ys. 
TRAFFIC 

REGULATIONS 

c:=J 
VEHICLE AtiD 
TRAFFIC LAW 

c:=J 
~ 

• Enter your "Not GUilty" plea In person ~thln 10 davsat any of the 
hearing office locatlons listed below. 

• Your hearing will be on the Date of Appearanc" and at the time Indicated 
on the face of thIs Summons, at the hearing 0:71ce location In the county 
In whIch the Summons was Issued. 

HEARING OFFICE LOCATIONS: 
Bronx Brooklyn Manhattan 
2455 SedgwIck Ave. 350 LiVingston St. 50 East 26th St. 

Queens RIchmond 
1 Lefrak City Plaza 60 Bay Street 
(JunctIon Blvd. & Long Island Expressway) 

Daytime hours are Monday through Friday 8,30 A.M. to 4,00 P.M. 

EvenIng hours are Thursday 4:00 P.M. to 7:30 P.M. 

MAILING ADDRESS 
Administrative AdJudIcation· Plea Unit 
Department of Motor Vehicles 
The South Mall 
Albany, New York 12228 

Rules and regulatIons of the AdmInistrative AdJ.Jdlcatlon Bureau may be 
Inspected at any of the abolle offIces. 

PLEA FORM DO NOT DETP.CH 

I, the undersigned, plead o GUILTY o NOT GUILTY 

NAME (Print) 

ADDRESS 

CITY S.TATE ZIP NO. 

SIGNATURE rATE 

(Reverse) 

IF YOU FAIL TO ANSWER THIS SUMMONS BY THE DATE OF 
APPEARANCE, YOUR LICENSE WILL BE SUSPENDED. 

'af7 TRAFFIC INFRACTION DISOBEY TRAFFIC CONTROL DEVICE 

. V D'·O . "PH I'" "PH lONE I ISL loT PAVED·"'·· . 
DESCRIPTION OF TRAFFIC INFRACTION IF NOT SHOWN ABOVE 

A plea ofguiltytothischargeisequivalent to a convic­
tion after trial. If you ore convicted, not only will you 
be liable to a penalty, but in addition your lit.;ense to 
drive a motor vehide or motor cycle, and your cer­
tificate of regi5trotion, if any, are subject to suspension 
and revocation as prescribed by law. 

The person described above Is summoned to appear at 
N.Y.S. - DEPARTMENT OF MOTOR VEHICLES 
ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUDICATION BUREAU 

Located In the County where the summons was Issued. 
OFFICE ADDRESSES ON REVERSE. 

OATE Of APPEARAkC f 

DAY OF 19 AT PM 

I PERSONAllY OBSERVED THE COMMISSION OF THE OFFENSE CHARGED ABOVE. AFfIRM.(D 
UHOER P£NA~TV Of PERJURY ON DATE OF OFFENSE. 

RANK/SfGNATUR,E Of COMPLAINANT SOUAO COMMAND 

CO ... PlAINANT'S NAM£ (PRINTED. AGENCV 

FOLLOW INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE 

N.V.S. DEPT. OF MOTOR VEHICLES W ADMINISTRATIVE ADJUDICATION BUR, 

(Front) 
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Appendix E. 2 d. 
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Summons-Notice of Violation­
Parking Violations Bureau 

W·- . p,n nl" . \1\7' so .-"TF.C',~::Ji.I:j.\'DJ: a'JR

C

' 'Oc" \. cC·OrIlUMR·'T"' ... L' -""' • .,. 
A VIOLATioNS ( '(7 'CI 

BUREAU 

PRINT ALL ENTRIES. USE BALL POINT PEN. PRESS HARD .4353 

VOID 
SUMMONS 

NOTICE OF VIOLATION 

LAST NAME FIRST NAME INITIAL 

STREET ADDRESS 

CITY (as shown on lle ...... ) STATE ZIP NO. 

v •. 

COLOR 

.~.~~~~~~~~~~ 
THE PERSON DESCRIBED ABOVE IS CHARGED AS FOLLOWS 

PLACE OF OC.cURRENCE PRECI;~CT OF 
O.cCURRENCE 

SUBD" or 

PARKINCo .... £f[A NO . 

YOU MUST ACT WITHIN 7 DAYS 

TQ PAY FINE; 
Check guilty on the Ple~ Form (back of summons. bottom middle) 
Mall thls5ummons within 7 days with a check or money order for the 
amount checked below to: 

Parking Violations Bureau 
P. O. Box 127 
Peck Slip Station 
New York. N. Y. 10038 

Write thesummons number and plate number on thetront of your 
check or money order 

TO PLEAP NOT GUILTY OR GUILTY WITH AN EXPLANATION 
See back of summons 

SCHEDULED FINE D D Ds ____ _ 
$15 $25 $35 OTHER 

Failure to plead on time may cause additional penalties up to 
$25 and may lead to a default judgment. 

I PERSONAllY OBSERViD Ti-fE COMMISSION or THE OfFENSE CHA.RGED ABOVE. .FFIRMED 
UNDER PfNJ\LTV or P(RJURt 0"1 DATE OF OFfENSE. 

RANI</SIGNATURE OF CQMPl"j!'olANT COMMAND 

COMPLAINANT'S NAME IPRlhrEOI AGENCY 

FOLLOW INSTRUCTIONS ON REVERSE SIDE 

PARKING VIOLATIONS BUREAU 

(Front) 
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Appendix E. Model Traffic Ticket 

3. Hudson County, New Jersey, Ticket and Complnint 

a. Compln.int 

' . .' 

BAIL FIXED. ADJOURN"'ENTS 

D~TE ________ ~ ______ _ TO' ____ _ REASON-. __ · ___ . __ 

TO' _____ _ REASON __ . 

C DtGNO\TUAE P€RSOH GIVING BAIL) 

,SICNATURE PERSON TAKING BAIL) (S,GtIIATURE OF CURK OR JUDGE) 

VIOLATIONS BUREAU APPEAL 

----- --- DATE FILED . -;-

~OCKU N •. ____ AEO. N*. ___ _ 

COMPLA!NT 
I DAY 

. -------.~----......!. 
MONTH 

NAMIt FIRST 

ADDRE-se 

CITY 

HUDSON COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
Criminal Port 

HUDSON COUNTY 
POLICE 

THE UNDERSIGNEO C!RTIFIES THAT: 

J YEAR J HOUR 

-----= ... 
INITIAL. I.AIJT 

I DTATE I rlLIiPHOHC NO. 

D,UVICJ!I' 
_I:.IC. NO, Ll.~1 ~I-,-;-I· ,--I ~"--,,I I 

Slue f WfUCSHTi J He:IGHT I 9TAT~ YEAR f gYRO i J DAta: 0" MO. 
BI"TH 

IiXP. DAT[, 

,.' EMPLOYERS NAMa: 
FINE $ __ . ___________ _ AMT. OF BOND $_____ .....---.-. 

.COSTS $ _____________ .. -;, APPEAL COURT 

". 

(SIGNATURIE OF cLERK) (5lGNATURE 0" CLERK OR .JUOGE) 

COURT' ACTION 

BAIL FORFEITURE: AMOUNT $ ____ . ______________ _ 

(DATE) (SIGNAT'JRE of .JUDGE) 

PL.IUI. _____________ _ 
FINDING 

SENTENCE: FINE $ _____ _ COSTS ~ 

. .JAIL ________ _ 
DAYS 

DR. LICENSE REVOKED ______________ . __ DAYS 

OTHER _____________________ _ 

(DATE) (SIGNATURE OF JUDGE) 

(WITNESSES. TESTIMONY. JUDGE'S NOTES. ETC.) 

IIU.sIP4l1fJa- AODRBSe-

DID UNL.AWFUL.LV (PARK) (OPERATE) A 
MAtelE 0,. VEHICLE I VI!AR , BODY TVPE CoLOR 

LICENSE PLAn: NO, I STAT&: , EX,., DAn 

MUNICIPALITY 

AND DID THEN" AND THERe: COMMIT THE FOLLOWING OP'P'ENBI!.(Ii) 

I g .. ,. 
SPEEDING 

CAREL.ESS DRIVING 

M.P.H. IN M.P.H. %ONE 

o RECKLESS DRIVING 

'(0 
(DUCR'DB IN WOROS) 

! 0 ... 

DHIINEGARD orr 

Tr.ffic lialUl 

Om ... ·,liU"'1 

o Slop sign 

o Vield liun 

IMPROPER OPERATION BY 

o Im,ropor lur. o PUling on aroda 

o Not kttplng righl o enuli., conltr lin. 

o Poninu on ,un, 
OTHER VIOLATION (DUCR'.' IN WORDS) 

ilITATU1!i!I:: 
R. iii. ORDINANCE NO. 

PARKING: 0 OVERTI'''' MUIR No. o DOUDLE 

BTATUTE: 
.!!: 13. 

o OTHER I DEe-CRIBE, 

ORDINANCE NO. _ 

SEC. 

o STREET CLIIANING 

o PROHIBITED AREA 

SEC • 

THE UND£RSIGNED-FURTH~R GTATED THAT H~ HAS JUST AND R~ASDNABLE 
GROUNDS TO BELIEVE. AND DOE9 DELIEV£ THAT THE PER!JON NA.MI.O AB'bV'f. 
COMMITTED THe: OFFEND&: (S. HItREIN JJIlT FORTH, CONTRARY TO LAW. 

(SIGNATURE OF CQMPLAINANT) 

IDENTIFICATION 
COURT APPEARANCE REQUIRED 0 
COURT APPEARANCE _____ ~AY OF _________ ,, __ '07_ 

AT D:OO A. M. 

ADDRESS OF COURT: !l95 NEWARK AVE .• JER5EY CITY. N. J. 

o "«R90NAL INJURY 0 PROPERTY O/d4AGl 

NOTICE: II you i"hnd 10 pl .. d nol guilty and to eonlut Ihe charo. IPecili,d in Ihi. IU"'mons. 
~t lusl 3 day, prior 10 Ih. dah lind lor your .pp"r'." in court. you mUll nolily Ih. ,Iork. 
wha., addrl!U .and trllPhont! rlu",ber is shown Oft the summons, 0' your intention. It you 'ail to 
10 notify the £Ierlr it may b. nfees:",y lor you to mak. two court appurancu. 

C(lMPLAINT 
~'9IFOR'" A"~ROV.D MAY I. 196!1) 

(Reverse) 
-189- ( Front) 



Appendix E. 3. b. 

DISPOSITION OF CASE' 

TO _______ _ 

!!All. AMOUNT S .-------- 0 C.\SM o BOND 

~mwlm ______________________________________ __ 

o FORI'I!ITUIIf!. AMOUNT $.-______ DAn! --------

1l1S1'OSITION DATe ________ _ BY, 0 COUIIT 011 0 VIOL. lUll.. 

!'lEA _______________ fiNDING ____ _ 

UNTfNCE, mu $ ___________ COSTS $ ___________ _ 

JAIL _____________ DAYS 

00.. LICENse 1fV0KED ______________ DAYS 

OFFICER'S COMMENTS 
(5 •• InmuctloM on Cowv) 

II l'NESSI!.S, (No"", and Add, .... ) 
~UIU'OENA ISSUED 

YES NO 

o o 

o o 

0- o 

Police Record 

.' c 22507 HUDSON COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
Criminal Part 

DOCKEt N •. ____ REG. N ••. ___ _ HUDSON' COUNTY 
PO LI C E 

POLICE RECORD THE UNDERSIGNED CERTIFIES THAT: 

MONTH YEAR . I DAY t HOUR 
N. 

----~.------" LAST 
MANit. 'IRST 4 PLi:ASE PRI~T) INITIAL. 

ADDRI!99 

CITY I 
STATE I TELEPHONE NO. 

I I I I DRIVER 
LlC. NO. 

I YEAR I 
rr 
sEX I Wl!:lGHfi I HEIGHT STATE EXP. DATE 

DATE:. of MO, 

elRTH 

EMPLOYE.RS NAMe: 

BI.J91NI!59 ADDRESS 

DID UNL.AWFULLV 

MAKE. of VEHICLII 

LICENSE PLATE NO. 

.LOCATION I 9TREE? 

'(PARK) (OPERATE) A 

I YEAR BODY TYPE COLOR 

t fiTATJ: I EXP.DA'1£ 

MUNICIPALITY 

AND DID THEN AND THERE COMMIT THE FOLLOWING OFFI!N9E{ S} 

o SPEEDING 

o CAREL.ESS DRIVING 

M.P.H. IN M.P.H. ZONE 

o RECKLESS DRIVING 

(DrlSCAIIH£ IN WORDS) 

Troffic lio",1 
om""1 slgnll 

o Slo.,ign 
e' Yi,ld lign 

'MPROPI!:R 'OFt'RATION BY 

o Impropor lurn 
o Not kH.ing right 

o Passino on cUrn 

o Panino on grad. 
o Cr ... ino ctntor Ii". 

OTHER VIOL.ATION (OnCRIBE IN WORD. I 

5TATU"i'liL1 
1'1. S. ORDINANCE NO. 

PARKING: 0 OVERTIME - METER No. o DOUDLE 

o OTHER (OESCRIBE) 

STATUTE: 
ORDINANCE NO. 

SEC. 

o STREET CLEANINO 

o PROHIBITED ARBA 

SEC. 
R. S. 

THE UNDERSIGNED FURTHER STATES THAf HE HAS JUST A~D REASONABLE 
GROUND" TO BELIEVE. AND 00£9 BELIEVE THAT THE PER90N NAMED A90VE 
COMMITTED THE OFYEN9EIS) HEREIN SET FORTH. CONTRARY TO LAW. 

(SIGNATURE OF CO"'PLAINA~T) 

IDENTIFICATION -------------- -.----­
COURT APPEARANCE REQUIRED 0 
COURT APPEARANCE ______ DAV OF ____________ 'D7 __ _ 

AT 9:00 A. M. 

ADDRESS OF" COURT: 596 NEWARK AVE .. JERSEV CITV. N. J. 

o PERSONAL INJURY 0 PROPERTY DAMAGE 

NOTICE: II you in lend 10 pi tad not guilty and to ,ont"t tho ,harg. ,prcili.d in this ,ummonl. 
at I ... t , day. prior to Ih. dah lixrd 'or your a .... ,.n" in court. you mU5t nolily tho clerk. 
whose addrul ilnd tthphoM number is sho·Ain all tin Jum:nons .. of your intention. It you hil to 
s.o notify the tiff" it .ma)' ~e nl!cts~,'ry tor you to makt two court ~PDtannc~s. 

~19'''OR'' APPROVED MAY 1. 19651 

POLICE R!:CORD 

(Reverse) -190- (Front) 



Appendix E. 3 c. Officer's Copy 

DISPOSITION OF CASE 

ADJOURNMENTS. (Dam) 

TO _______ _ REASON __ 

TO IU!ASON 

MIL, AMOUNT $ -----.----,----.-- 0 CASI'I o IIOND 

>OSrED WITH 

o FORfEITURE. AMOUNT $------- DATI! 

)tSPOSITION D ... Te IIV, 0 COURT 011 0 VIOL. lUlL 

'lEA _____________ FINDING 

IV4TENCf!, PIN! $ _________ COSTS $ _________ _ 

JAIL _________ DAYS 

DIL LICENSE IIfVOkED ______________ DAYS 

OTHER 

OFFICER'S COMMENTS 
(5 .. Instruction. 01'1 C ...... ,) 

VITNESSES, (No .... and ... dd ..... ) 

(Reverse) 

SUBPOEN ... ISSUED 
YES NO 

o o 

o o 

o o 

. .. 
HUDSON COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 

Criminal Part 

DOCKeT N •. __ ~_ REG. H •• ___ _ HUDSON COUNTY 
POLICE 

THE UNDERSIGNED CERTIFIES THAT: 

MDNTH t DAy 

--------..!. 

I VEA" 
M. 

f HOUR 

NAME F'RST (PLEASE PRINT) INITIAL. LAST 

-AD-DR-ES-9---------------------------------------

CITY I STATE I TELEPHONE NO. 

EMPLOYERS t;'AME. 

BUSINESS ADDREms 

DID UNLAWFULLY (PARK) (OPERATE) A 

MAKE OF' VEHICLE I YEAR I BODY TYPE COL,OR 

LICENSE PLATH NO. I STATE I I!:KP. DAYE 

LOCATIONI 9TREE1' MuNICIPAL'TY 

AND DID TH£N AND THERE COMMIT THE FOLLOWING OF'FE:HSI£(SI 

~ ! 0 SPEEDING M.P.H. IN M.P.H. ZONE 

o RECKLESS DRIVING 'il 0 CARELESS DRIVING ... 
'l5 

(DESCRIBE IN WORDS) 

DISREGARD OF 

Traffic sjgnal 
Office'·Slign.1 

o Slop sign 
o Yield sign 

'J04PROPER OPE~ATION HY 

o Impropor turn 
o Not k .. ping right 
o Paning en Cur~e 

o Palling on grad. 
[J Crolling <tnter lin. 

OTHER VIOLATION (DesCR'B' IN WORDS) _______ ~~_~ ____ _ 

STATU1<E: 
1'1. S. ORDINANCE NO. 

PARKING: 0 OVERT'M •• METER No. 

o DOUBLE 

o OTHER I DESCRIBE J 

STATUTE: 
R. S. ORDINANCE NO. 

SEC. 

o STREET CLEANING 

o PROHIBITED AREA 

SEC. 

THE UNDERSIGNED FURTHER SlATES THAT HE HAS JUST AND READONABLE 
GROuND9 TO BELIEVE. AND DOES BCLUi:VE THAT THE PERSON NAMED ABOVE 
COMMITTED THE OFFENSE I S) HEREIN SET FORTH. CONTRARY TO LAW. 

(DATE) (SIGNATURE OF COMPLAINANT) 

IDENTIFICATION 
COURT APPEARANCE REQUIRED 0 
COURT APPEARANCE __ ~ ___ DAY OF _______________ 197 __ _ 

AT 0:00 A. M. 

ADDRESS OF COURT: !l95 NEWARK AVE .• JERSEY CITY. N. J. 

o PIlAsONAL INJURY 0 PROPERTY DAMAGE 

NOTICE: II you in lend to plead not guilly and to eont,,1 Ih. chug. 4PlCifi.d in this lummons. 
at 'alSl .3 days priOi' to the date fixed for your itppearanCf in court, you must notify the clerk, 
whoJt address and telephone number is sho-Nn all thr summons, at your intention. II you tlil to 
SO notify the cltr~ it may be netes",ry for you to make two cQurt appurancu. 

OFFICER'S COpy 

-'191- (Front) 



Appendix E. 3 d. 

COURT APPDUNCII! IUQUI~m 
If the ~ side of this 541_ III ~ at the bottom "Coori 

AppearallClD Roqulnld", you must appear In C,;uri at the time and plaClil 

Indlcatad. 
" thIa 541_ Is not c:hoc:bd "Court Appearance Required", you 

I!i!Vd dill OppNf In ~ ~ If, 
G. You wbh to conhIBlit t+.. Charge, call court for appearaftCIII dato. 

b. The offen .. I. ~ listed on t+.e Vlolotlona BurlO<lu Schedule. 

PAYMENT THROUGH VIOLATliONS IWHAU 
If you wish to plead guilty and ...,01 .... your right to a hearing in Court, 

you may do sa provided "Court Appeoronca Steq"ired" has not been 
dI&eked and provided also the offen ... i. listed on t+.. Vlolatians Bureau 
Schedule. You may telephon .. tho Violation. Clr,k to d .. t .. rmine wh .. th .. r 
t+.e offense Is On tho Violation, Bureou Schadule and th", amount of t+.. 
penalty. If tho Vlolationl Bureau il authorized ffr tli,po'" of your OffOMoB, 

PRIOR TO THE DATE Of YOUR APPEARANCE I~i COURT you should COm' 

pleto In full too Appearonco. PI .... and WaiVflt' (_ below) and bring or 
moll t+.11 Summonl, together with payment In t+.e amount of t+... pre­
ICTlbed penalty to the Violations Bureau at the oddreu indicated below. 
IF PAYMENT IS MADE BY MAIL DO NOT SEND CASH; S£Nf) CERTIFIED 
CHOCK OR MONEY ORDER ONLY PAYABLE TO THE HUDSON COUNTY 
DISTRICT COURT, CRIMINAL PART. If payment Is reaoiwd by t+.o Viole­
tians Bureau after the appearanao dote, you may be aueued additional 
penoltiol and you moy be required to appear In court. (A reaolpt will 
be lent to you only if your pel)'lTICInt IB accompanied by a .. If-addr.ued. 
stamped envelope.) 

VIOLATIONS BUREAU IS LOCATED AT 595 NEWARK AVE., JERSEY CITY, N. J. 
OFFICE HOURS 8:30 8.m. to 4:30 p.m., ROOM 09. TelEPHONE 792·3737 -
EXTENSIONS: 402 • 403 • 404. 

Stop BIIrlU - Tnlfle BlrrnaJa - REd LIght. Offl"" ... Bllrll .. ' - U5. Fall to 
Keep RlJrb, - $15. J-oadlDII' .... to Spill - 8%5. ~mpropu Turn& - 815. 
No Inlpsct.lo .. - $lD. Nola,. Mumer $111.. 1"nu:J</i:Ia' on !lk.yW&7. BI .. cI. 
or Pa..rk - $25. 
Meter - ,S. AU other Park\n:r $10. 

MOT1C1 
Su~ c-rt rvlecl ~ ,. criml_' ~pt ~. 

~(limt ~ alcUI'I9 In the Im~ d~IOfl of a tn:If!Ik tk:bt 
IIInd for falluftl to aMy a 5vtft_ 
~ fallul"lt to a~, In ~ to tfthi Sun.m_ Of' to JlGV 1M 

pt"MCribed fine !lIH ectih, a wamlnt mcry be ;uu4ld fw your al'f'Nt 
and your drlvll'l9 privl~ In ~ JIIIi'MY m~ be l"It'I'oIuId. 

APPI.A.RANCII. PloIA AND Wt\lVlDI 
I heveby __ my a~rolK!l) Oft the -¢aim m the ~ 

charged In tfthi SummOl'Hl, Walv. my rigfIt to Q oour9 t-rfn;J, _ 
PllMJd (WItty to .... off o I'M chargcwi and ~ to pay tM ~ 
penalty. I Im_ tftot a ~ of this comfldkin will " -' to the 
Division of Motov V.hld .. which "--I my 1k:sMe. 

.... ,VIUt 
LIe. NO. 

(""'-'t Ad<I..-) 

CIty (W Tawn ____ ~ ______ Stat. 

(Reverse) 

I I 

Summons 

., ·E 

C~ 225Wt HUDSON COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
Criminal Part 

DOCKET H •• ____ REG. N •• HUDSON COUNTY 
POLICE 

SUMMONS THE UNDERSIGNED CERTIFIES THAT: 

MONTH I DAY I Y£AR I HOUR .... 
--------
NAME "IR31 I PLEASE PRINT. INITIAL LAST 

ADDRESU 

CITY 
TELEPHONE NO. I STATE , 

~~d.V~~~. L-!--I -LI.,.--l----'-,--I--I',-~' ~I~I. -=' :-::':--;-!:~I I. YEAR I EYES! I SEX I W['GHTi I HEIGHT I STATE EXP.D"TE DATE OF ...-0. 
BtRTH 

JU4PLOYI:R8 NAME 

BUSINESS ADDR!5IS 

DID UNL.AWFULL.Y (PARK) (OPERATE) A 

MAKE OF VEHICLE I VEAR I BODV TYPE COLOR 

LICENSIt PLATE NO. ., stATE I E.XP. DATI[ 

LO(:ATtONI 9TREItT MUNICiPALITY 

AND DID THEN AND THERE COMMIT THE FOL.LOWING OFFENSE'S I 

i ~ 0 SPEEDING ______ M.P.H. IN ___ --- M.P.H. ZONE 

~ 0 CARJ;:LESS DRIVING 0 RECKLESS DRIVING 

~ (D .. CRIBE IN WORDS) 

~ ( 0 I !Ii REG A RO 0 F ~I "':.P~R~O~P:!E~R~O~P:!E;.::R:.:::Aw.T.:.:' O:::N:...:<..:,B Y 

1l 0 Trilli. ,10." o. Slop sion 0 Improptr lurn 0 Pallino on grad. 

... 
~ 0 Officer'Slia",,1 0 Yi.ld siall 00 Nol k .. pino right 0 Crolling e.nhr lint 

hssing on curve 

OTHER VIOLATION (DESCRIBE IN WORDS) ------~------. 

STATU'R: 
Fl. 8. ORDINANCE NO. SEC. 

PARKING: 0 OVERTIME. MnER No. 
o DOUBLE 

.------- 0 STRIiET CLEANING 

o .PROHIBITED AREA 

o OTHER IOESCRI13&:I 

STATUTE: SEC. R. S. ORDINANCE NO. 

TH« UNOEA91GNEO FURTHER STATE9 THAT HE HAS JUST AND REASONABLE 
GROUNDS TO BELIEVE., AND 00E9 eELIILVE THAT THE P,ER90N NAMED ABOV' 
COMMITTIlD THE OFFItNSE (8, HEAEIN SET FORTH. CONTRARY TO LAW. 

(DATE) (SIGNATURE OF COMPLAINANt) 

IDENTIFICATION 
COURT APPEARANCE REQUIRED 0 
COURT APPEARANCE _____ DAY OF ____________ '87_ 

AT .:00 A.M. 

ADDRESS OF COURT: 393 NEWARK AVE .• JERSEY CITY. N. J. 

o PERSONAL INJURV 0 PROP£RTY DAMAGE 

NOTICE: If you lohnd 10 ·plead nol auilly and 10 ,onttSt tho ,harg. sptcilitd in this summons • 
st I ... t 3 d.ys prior to tho dal. lixed lor your apptaranct in eourl. you musl noilly Ih. clerk. 
wh"" address and telephone number Is shawn on the summons. of your intention. If you rail to 
... notily Ihe elerk it moy ~. nfC."."y lor you 10 mok. two ,ourt appu,an<lI. 

SUMMONS 
(SEE OTHER SiDE) 
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Appendix E. Model Traffic Ticket 
FORM 1 

4. TRAFFIC TICKET CONTROL RECORD 

TRAFFIC COURT -- HUDSON COUNTY BOULEVARD POLICE DEPARTMENT 

DATE TO 
DISPOSITION OF TICKET 

rrCKET No. DATE ISSUED NAMe OF' OFFICER 
VlOLATOR DOCKET DATE 

--

15Jl() 1 --.~. -

15002 

150lhL 
15004 

15005 
1500() 

15007 
15008 

15009 
15010 

15011 

15012 
15013 -

1S()14 

15015 
lS()16 
15017 I 

I 15018 
15019 

15020 

15021 
lS(}22 

15023 --



Appendix F. Para-Judicial Method of Adjudication* 

Used in the Recorder's Court of Detroit, Michigan, 

this type of system consists of an independent traffic 

court staffed by elected judges,who do not sit on other 

courts, as well as appointed hearing officers called 

. "referees." 

The judges possess full adjudicatory power to hear 

all cases arising from violations of state codes or city 

ordinances and review all decisions made by the referees. 

On a rotating basis, referees are nominated by one judge, 

each appointment subject to the other judges' approval. 

All referees ~ust be members of the bar and are not permitted 

to conduct a private practice while sitting as a referee. 

They are appolnted to serve indefinite terms. They are 

empowered to hear all city ordinance violations, and their 

decisions are technically treated as recommendations to 

be approved or overruled by the judges. 

The Traffic and Ordinance Division is a court of 

limited trial jurisdiction, authorized to hear both state 

misdemeanors (8xcessive speed, etc.) and city ordinance 

violations (speeding and other moving violations). The court 

also administers its own driver improvement program which 

utilizes professional driver education instructors. 

* See Ef=ective Adjudication, Vol. III, pp. 62-67. 
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Arrest or posting of bail is not required in the 

majority of traffic violations. A uniform citation/ 

summons is the primary charging and(·notification document. 

The majority of motorists charged with committing a traffic 

violation are r-ited under city ordinances rather than state 

traffic codes. Arrest can occur, and does in all state 

misdemeanor co.ses. Jailed motorists are given a prompt bail 

hearing/arraignment before a referee. The defendant 

may plead guilty or post bond and be scheduled for trial. 

In most offenses the referees handle the bulk of the 

adjudicative process; from arraignment to trial. 

Pre-trial and adjudicatory functions have been integrated 

into one process. A motorist can pre-pay all city ordinance 

violations by mail or in person at the Traffic Court. With 

four or more violations in a year, a motorist must appear 

in court. Required appearances are before a referee. If 

the motorist pleads guilty, the referee can accept the plea 

and impose penalties on the motorist. The motorist can 

either accept the referee's recommendation or request that 

a judge review the case. Trials by a judge occur only.in 

cases involving state misdemeanors or where a new trial 

has been ordered. Referees have flexibility in determining 

appropriate sanctions and are empowered to impose such 

alternative sanctions as probation, license suspension, or 

dri ver improvem8nt school. Incarceration is rarely imposed. 
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Judicial review of a referee's recommendation serves 

to give judicial legitimacy to the referee's actions. To 

obtain a judicial hearing a defendant must request it after 

his hearing. After review, the judges have three options: 

a. accept the referee's recommendations; 

b. accept the recommendation and modify the penalty; 

c. reject the recommendation and order a new trial. 

If a motorist fails to appear or respond to a city 

violation, a computer-produced warrant is issued for his arrest. 

A notice of his failure to appear is simultaneously sent to 

the Department of Motor Vehicles, which suspends the motorist's 

license until further notice from the court. Failure to 

respond to a state violation results in issuance of a bench 

warrant for th~ defendant's arrest, and his license is 

suspended indefinitely. 
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Appendix G. * Administrative Method of Adjudication 

An alternative approach to traffic adjudication is that 

now employed in New York State. Minor traffic offenses are 

non-criminal and in the state's three largest cities are 

heard by administrative referees of the Department of Motor 

Vehicles rather than by judges. Misdemeanors and felonies 

are heard by judges of the Criminal Court. The program 

operates in the cities of New York, Buffalo and Rochester, 

adjudicating over six million cases a year. 

All hearing referees are attorneys and civil servants. 

They are required to have had a minimum of five years' prior 

experience in administrative law or trial practice. They 

must undergo orientation courses in highway safety and driver 

control. Senior referees are responsible for the supervision 

and administration of activities for a specified city or area. 

A case begins when the motorist is issued a citation/ 

summons in the form of the uniform ticket and citation. It 

contains the officer's assigned court date and informs the 

motorist how to respond to the summons. It includes a state-

ment of the ~onsequences of ignoring the summons. No bond is 

required to insure appearance; a driver's license may be 

~Sources: Observations of administrative adjudication bureaus 
in New York City, Buffalo, and Rochester; interviews with 
Donald Bardell, Deputy Commissioner and Counsel, New York 
State Department of Motor Vehicles; Effective Adjudication, 
Vol. III, pp. 75-84. 
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deposited in lieu of bail. A deposit, equal to the amount of 

the fine, is required of "scofflaws" who desire a trial after 

they have been denied license renewal by the Department of 

Motor Vehicles. 

In many cases, no appearance by the motorist is necessary, 

and he can ?lead guilty by mail. All the necessary instructions 

are contained on the summons form including a fine schedule. 

The mail plea and payment are mailed to the Department of 

Motor Vehicles and the plea is entered into a computer. If 

the offender's prior record so warrants, the plea may be 

rejected and a hearing scheduled with notification immediately 

sent to the motorist. 

An offander may also plead guilty and pay his fine at 

any hearing office, not necessarily the office serving the 

area where the violation took place. 

to the scheduled court appearance. 

This must be done prior 

Not guilty pleas are made by mail or in person at any 

hearing office within ten days after the issuance of the 

summons. No hearings are held until the time and date 

designated on the summons, and the hearing is conducted in 

the jurisdiction where the summons originated. 

If a motorist feels that there are mitigating circumstances 

and wishes trJ. plead "guilty with an explanation," he may go to 

any he~ring office at his convenience any day before the date 

of appearance and submit his plea in person to a referee who 

hears only those cases. The referee can accept the plea and 

impose a sanction or recommend that the motorist change his 

plea and have a formal hearing. 
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All contested hearings are conducted in an informal 

manner with testimony taken from the police officer, the 

defendant, and any witnesses. The referee is not placed 

in the position of assuming the role of a prosecutor. A 

defendant is apprised of all his rights, including the 

right to an atborney. He may, if he wishes, appear without 

counsel. Ple~ bargaining is eliminated as the motorist must 

enter a plea to the charge specified on the summons; the 

charge cannot be reduced to one alleging a less serious violation. 

Before a referee imposes a penalty against a motorist, 

he must first enter the finding of guilty into the comput~r 

record. A visual display terminal is available on each 

referee's desk. The motorist's complete driving record is 

made available for review and determiniation of appropriate 

penalty. The referee, however, cannot gain access to the motorist's 

driving record until a guilty judgMent has been entered. Referees 

are expected to use prior records in determining appropriate 

sanctions. When the conviction is entered on the visual 

terminal, the ~river's records, stored in the central computer 

in Albany, are automatically updated. 

When a fine is imposed, the motorist is expected to 

pay immediately, If he cannot do so, the referee postpones 

execution of the sentence for two weeks. But the referee 

retains the permanent operator's license and issues the mo­

torist a temporary license for the period of postponement. 

Upon payment of his fine, the motorist's permanent license 

is returned to him. 
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Review is a two-step process. The first appeal is 

to the Administrative Appeals Board. A dissatisfied 

motorist has thirty days from the initial decision to 

file an appeai. Appeal forms are available from clerks. 

A fee of $10 must accompany the appeal form to cover costs. 

The form and fee are screened and, if found proper, passed 

on to the review board. The motorist also has a right to 

further review by the courts. 

Referees do not have the power to issue warrants 

for the arrest of "scofflaws." To prevent scofflaws 

from abusing the system, the Department of Motor Vehicles 

applies license suspensions and renewal bans to 

the scofflaw's licenses. Also, if a motorist fails to 

respond to a summons, or fails to appear for a hearing, an 

immediate not~ce of suspension is entered by the computer 

and a notice thereof sent to the motorist. A suspension 

can only be lifted after the motorist appears at an Adminis-

trative Adjudication Bureau. If the motorist fails to 

comply, the computer automatically enters a license renewal 

ban on his driver record, making it impossible for the 

motorist to re~ew his license. 

The Department of Motor Vehicles makes extensive use 

of electronic data processing equipment in the day-to-day 

operation of the program. Each hearing office is equipped 

wi th computer t.erminals with visual displays that provide 
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instant communication with the central computer in 

Albany. Infor~ation can be entered and received from 

these terminals, thus permitting flexibility in response 

time, generation of computerized dockets, daily auditing 

of adjudicatory activity in each hearing locat~on, and 

instant scofflaw indentification. 
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Initial 

lote: 

Cf you 
:-un across 
my entries 
"hich do 
lOt fit in 
hese cate­

Jories, con­
,act Nels 
lbout any 
:::hanges. 

Appendix H. Sample Data Collection Forms 

1. District Court 

Maine Traffic Study 
District Court Data 
Collection Sheet 

Court Narr,e 

Offense Name 

Court ID I 
I 

1 
I Docket No. 

9
l 

Offense [late 

I 

2 

19 
Hear. /l'st Appear. Date I 

Nati6nal Center for 
State Courts 
209 Bay State Road 
Boston, MA 02215 

I 1 
State7 

N 

--, 
I 
~ 
31 

17 

I Disposition Date 
26 

33 l I. I I 38' 
No. Court L J Default,tWaiver No. Appear. 

plea \ 
47 

l=Guil ty 
2=Not Guilty 
3=No Plea 
4=Nolo 

40 41 

suspension [~] 
53 

l=None 
2=Full SenteLce 
3=Partial sentence 
4=Probatior. 
5=Execution 

Bail [ 1 
61 

Yor N 

Found f I 
49 

l=Guilty 
2=Not Guilty' 
3=Filed 
4=Dismissed 

43 

Entry to Sup. ct. 

l=Transfer 
2=Appeal 
3=Bound Over 

police Type ~~ 
59 

l=State 
2=Local 
3=private Party 
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Sentence r---l 
51 

l=Fine 
2=Jail 

45 

3=License pulled 
4=Fine and Jail 
5=Fine & license 

pulled 
6=Jail & license 

pulled 
7=Jail, fine, & 

license pulled 

Attorney r~ 
57 

l=Yes 
2=No 
3=Appointed 
4=withdrew 

Bargain D 
Yor N 

63 



Initial 

Jote: 

~f you run 
icross any 
mtries which 
10 not fit in 
::hese categor­
Les, contact 
~els about 
any changes. 

Appendix H. Sample Data Collection Forms 
~ Superior Court 

Mair.e Traffic Study 
Superior Court Data 
Collection Sheet 

Court Name 

Offense Name 

National Center for 
State Courts 
209 Bay State Road 
Boston, MA 02215 

r- : 
Court I D i ~_L_ 

1 2 Offense ID U 
4 

'-------'--_ J 

7 L'',., In State 
Docket No. 

9 

Entry Date r 
L ._ 

[ ~I~ ~- __ t -1_ 
] ---~I._- -1-.-

15 
Hear./lst Appear. 

L~] -l Yor, N 

I 1 15 
Attorney 

24 

f --. 

D 
26 

1= Yes 
2= No 

Disposition Date 

Date [ 

28 
fl r··-.--I .. 

II 
1 33 3= Appointed 

4= Withdrew 
35 40 

No Appear. [ __ I_~J No. Court. n Default/Waiver [~ 
42 43 4S 1 or 2 47 

1-] Entry to Sup. ct.l~ 

49 
l=Transfer 2=Appeal 
3=Information 
4=Grand ,Jury 
5=Bound Uver 

Sentence [ ] 

l=Fine 55 
2=Jail 
3=Licens2 pulled 
4=Fine and jail 

plea L=J 
51 

l=Guilty 
2=Not Guilty 
3=No Plea 
4=Nolo 

5=Fine and license pulled 
6=Jail and license pulled 
7=Fine, jail, and license pulled 

Found ['] 
53 

l=Guilty 
2=Not Guilty 
3=Filed 
4=Dismissed 

Suspension D 
57 

l=None 
2=Full Sentence 
3=Partial Sentence 
4=Probation 
5=Execution 

Trial [~] 
59 

Jury Trial D 
61 

Bargain CJ 
63 

Appeal 0 
65 

Yor N Yor N Yor N Yor N 
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Appendix 1. Sample 1. MAINE STATE POLICE 
Forms Presently Used 
in Handling Traffic ·C __ O_U_R_T_O_F_F_I C_E_R_S __ W_O~R_K __ S_H_E_E_T_. 
Matters in r-1aine 

RESPONDENT. 

COMPLAI N I N G 
OFFICER. 

OFFENSE 
& 

DETAILS. 

COURT ACTION. 

NAME----________________________________ DOB. ______ __ 

S rREET -------__ CI TY or TOWN ________ _ 

LlC. NO. ________ STATE ___ REG.NO ____ STATE--.. 

~~UMMONSED __ _ ARRESTED· ___ BAILED ______ _ 

IF BAILED, BY WHOM, _________________ _ 

AMOUNT OF BAIL $ __ _ COURT APPEARrANCE DATE. ___ _ 

NAME ______________________________________________ __ 

:'>REFERRED DATES FOR TRIAL. IL-___ _ 2 

CHARGE ________________ CHAP. 8. SEC __ _ 

DATE TIME CITY orTOWN ______ __ 

ROUTE STREET ROAD__.. ________ _ 

"PLEA. GUILTY __ NOT GUILTY NO;;..O ______ _ 

~ESPONDENTS ATTORNEY ________________________________ ___ 

DISPOSITION __________________ "'-__________ ~ ____ ----------



Appendix I. 

Forms Presently Used in Handling Traffic Court Matters in Maine 

Date: 

Time: 

To: 

. ~fate of .1fiaine • maine ~tate f30lite 

NOTICE TO VEHICLE OWNER 
COPY Of SUMMONS ISSUED TO THE OPERATOR 

Of YOUR VEHICLE BEARING REG. # 

of: 

Place: 

Route :±f:: 

Town: State: . 
You are hereby notified to appear before 
The District Court at: 

. ..................... County: 

., Maine 

On: ._., 19 __ ... at: . O'clock __ .... M 
(Dat') 

to answer to the ch&rge of: 

Alleged Speed: 

Owner: 

Address: 

Secretary of Stat~ 
Augusta, Maine 04330 

m.p.h. Speed Limit _.. ......... . 

Officer: ... 
(State Police) 

The following person was summoned to appear in ... 

Court on 

at M. He failed to appear in person or by cousel. 

Name 

Arlrlrf'ss 

Date of Violation Route 

Charge 

License No. ... Registration No. 

Dille of Birth ... Arresting Officer 

Form MVCR-85 Rev. 12-68 Judge or Clerk 
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.. __ ... m.p.h. 

Form 13:43 

3 . 

2. 
Maine 
State 
Police 
Ticket 

Motor 
Vehicle 
Division 
Notice of 
Failure to 
Appear in 
Court 



/ 
Appendix I. 

Forms Presently Used: in--Rand-ling-'I'ra-f-ficCourt :!1atters in Maine 
;" "; 

STATE OF MAINE 
ABSTRACT OF COURT RECORD OF CRIMINAL VIOLATION 

RESPONDENT. ______________________ ___ 

DOCKET NO. ADDRESS NO. __ S'!. 

--------------f CITY or TOWN -------------.---.-----. 
ARRESTING OFFICER DATE OF BIRTH ____ . _____________ .-'--__ _ 

PLACE OF OFFENSE ._. __ . _______ .. ___ ._ .. 

DEPARTMENT DATE OF OFFENSE .~ _____ . ______ . __ _ 

OFFENSE 

DATE OF HEARING PLEA JUDGMENT 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true abstract from tbe records 
of the Court holden at 

Superior 0 ATTEST 

Municipal 0 
Trial Justice 0 
District Court 0 

:\fa~e any recommendation COUrt S{'C'S fit on the hack o( this abstract 

STATE OF MAINE 

RESULT 

Clerk 

Ft>rm 13:76 

ABSTRACT OF COCRT RECORD OF VIOLATION OF MOTOR VEHICLE LAWS 

DOCKET NO ..... RRE'>TING OFFICER 
74-75-

" State Police 

Local Officer 

o 
o 

Codes - FOr Departmental Use Only 

RESPO N D ENT ... _ ........ _...... ........ ..... .......... __ ......... -

AD DRESS NO . ........... ____ .. _____ ............ .................. ST. 

CITY or TOWN ....... _ .. _____ ............................. _ ........... . 

DATE OF BIRTH ... .._...... . ........... .. 

Lie. NO .. . REG. NO. 
Suspension Conv'ction I Points 
OFFENSE ---~------~----------------------------------

DATE OF HEARING PLEA JUDGMENT 

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true abstract from the records of the 
l:\fPORTANT: Return immediately in Court holden at 
order that prompt action may ~ taken in 
remo\'ing Crom the highways operators who ATTEST: 
are a menace to the public safety. 
Fonn MY CR 12 Rev. 12/63 
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(SPEED ALLEGED) 

RESULT 

Clerk 

4. 
Motor 
Vehicle 
Division 
Abstract 

5. 
Motor 
Vehicle 
Division 
Abstract 



Appendix I. 

Forms Presently Used in Handling Traffic Court Matters in Maine 

6 • WAIVER OF l'ERSONAL APPEARANCE AND PLEA OF GUILTY 
(Waiver of Appearance in District Court) 

Pursuant to the provisions of M.R.S.A. Title 4 Sec. 164 Sub Sec. 12 the undersigned having been 

summoned to appear in the Maine District Court at Maine, 

to answer to a charge of hereby waives the right to appear 

personally in said court and -loes hereby enter a plea of GUILTY and agrees to pay the fine as set by the 

court and indicated below. 

In making this request 1 acknowledge that I have the right to a trial, which I hereby waive, and 

I acknowledge that my signature to this plea of guilty shall have the same effect as a judgment by the 

court and the record of conviction will be sent to the Secretary of State. 

I hereby affirm that I have no previous conviction or convictions for a violation of the motor vehicle 

laws of the State of Maine as defined by the above Title and Section and I make this affirmation with the 

knowledge that a false representation as to any prior conviction or convictions can subject me to a fine 

of up to Fifty Dollars. 

Amount of fine $ 

Make payment to Maine District Court, Address 

.. Mame 

Personal checks can not be accepted. 

Any person who has been found guiltY or, who has previously signed a plea of guilty to any traffic 

offense as defined in the above se-:tion shall nbt be permitted to submit a waiver and plea of guilty except 

by specific order of court. 

The above waiver and plea of guilty can not be accepted for the following violations, but a guilty 

plea may be entered by a Maine Attorney by consent of the court: 

(1) Driving to endanger 

(2) Reckless driving 

(3) Recklessly causing death 

(4) Offenses resulting in accid~nt 

(5) Operating while under the influence of 
intoxicating liquor or a narcotic drug or 
while impaired 

(6) Driving after suspension or revocation of 
operator's license 

(7) Operating without a license 

(8) Operating an unregistered motor vehicle 
I 

(9) 

( 10) 

( 11) 

(12) 

( 13) 

(14 ) 

(15) 

(16) 

(17 ) 

Passing a stopped school bus 

Exceeding the speed limit by more than 15 
miles per hour 

Loaning or altering license or permit 

Death caused by violation of law 

Leaving the scene of an accident 

Taking a motor vehicle without consent 

Homicide or assault committed by means of 
motor vehicle 

Failure to report an accident 

Passing on hills and curves 



-~-.. ~--~.~.~--- _._. 

Docket No. Respondent's Attorney 

Complaint Justice ...... .. _-_ ..... __ ._._ .... .......... -......... ..................... . No .. Appeal filed Term, 19 

State Versus Bound Over Term, 19 

Q) 
Date, Place & Offense Bail !:: 

• ..-1 
CO 
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Appendix J. 

Facilities Observations 

The bui~dings that house the divisions of the District 

Court and the nine Superior Courts vary in age, size and 

style. In AQgusta and Bangor, the District Court facilities 

are new, spacious and comfortable. Augusta's District 

Courthouse, built in 1970, consists of two District Court 

rooms, as does the Bangor District Court facility. Other 

District COUlt facilities have only one courtroom and some 

share the courtroom of the Superior Court. Some District 

Courts are housed in County Court House buildings, sometimes 

150 years old, with small courtrooms and inadequate waiting 

rooms. In Skowhegan, defendants waiting their turn in 

court overflow the halls into the furnace room. Skowhegan's 

courtroom, is, however, neat, compact, and professional 

in appearance. In Belfast, although the building and the 

courtroom are large and well kept, the waiting room for the 

defendants is a hallway, and attorneys must use the grand jury 

room for consultations. In Bath and several other communities, 

where both the Superior Court and the District Court occupy 

the same builJing, the halls are congested when both courts 

are in session. The District Courtroom in Bath is small, 

with only four rows of seats on each side of the aisle for 

spectators. These can comfortably seat only 32 people, though 

the court serves an area with a population of about 10,000. 

Some court facilities lack attorneys' rooms, and only one 

court had a waiting area set aside for defendants or witnesses. 
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In spite of the fact that many of the District Court 

courtrooms are in old buildings, all courtrooms are well kept 

and professional in appearance. 

The Superior Court does not appear to have the space 

problem of the District Court. Its courtrooms are generally 

located in larger buildings. When the District Court and 

the Superior Court share the same building, the Superior 

Court's facilities appear far more adequate than those of 

the District Court. Without exception, each Superior Court 

courtroom has adequate space and presents a dignified 

atmosphere for the administration of justice. 
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