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percent), Prebail reports constituted !2 per-

cent of the pretrial services reports pre-

pated. The remaining reports were pro-

vided to the courts for other hearings in

which pretrial services release was at issue,

including hearings held for conviction and

sentencing. Table 10 presents data on pre-

trial services cases and reports for this year.

The workload of judicial officers also

increased as the number of cases rose in

2000. In conjunction with all pretrial ser-

vices cases closed during the year, 194,092
pretrial hearings of all types were held, an

increase of 8 percent over the total for
1999. Detention hearings grew ! percent to
43,292, bail review hearings grew 18 per-

cent t0 25,188, and violation hearings rose
4 percent to 3,884. Review hearings held at
conviction and sentencing rose 5 percent to
112,113.

Detention hearings took place for 50
percent of defendants whose cases were ac-
tivated during the year. Detention was 0r-
dered for 75 percent of defendants who had
detention hearings, as the number of de-
fendants detained at these hearings in-
creased l0 percent to 32,236. Overall, the
courts detained 38 percent of activated de-
fendants following initial detention hear-
ings, one percentage point more than in
1999. Risk of flight was identified as the
reason for detention in 44 percent of cases,
danger to the community was cited for 9
percent of detained defendants, and a com-
bination of danger and flight risk was cited
for the other 47 percent of defendants de-
tained; these were the same percentages as
in 1999.

The number of defendanh released
following hearings increased 5 percent to

37,933, of which 35,352 (93 percent) were
released with restrictive conditions. In ad-
dition, 32,388 defendants released follow-
ing hearings (85 percent) were placed into
the custody of PSOs. For persons under su-
pervision, PSOs monitored compliance with
the release conditions set by the courts,
provided necessary support services, and

informed the courts and U.S. attorneys of
all apparent violations of release condi-
Ilons.

The most frequently ordered restric-
tive conditions involved substance abuse
testing and substance abuse treatment and
were imposed on 22 percent (18,752) of de-
fendants whose cases were opened in 2000,

the same percentage as last year. House ar-
rest and electronic monitoring, restrictive
conditions which are less expensive alter-
natives to detention, were ordered for 8 per-
cent (5,452) of defendants, one percentage
point more than last year. A defendant in
the house arrest program must remain in
his or her residence between specific hours.
To ensure that this requirement is honored,
some defendants must wear ankle bracelets
that are electronically monitored by a
monitoring center. If a defendant violates
the confinement condition, the center is
notified ailomatically, and its sta-ff in turn
notifies the supervising officers.

Pretrial diversion is a period of su-
pervision proposed by the U.S. attorney and
agreed to by the defendant as an altena-
tive to prosecution of criminal charges in
federal court. In addition, diversion pre-
serves prosecutorial and judicial resources
for more serious criminal matters. In 2000,
the number of defendants placed in the
pretrial diversion program fell 5 percent to
1,896; this represented approximately 2
percent of activated cases in 2000, one per-
centage point less than in 1999.

Pretrial services statistics appear in
the H series of the appendix tables.

Complainls Againsl
Iudicial Ofilicers

Pursuant to Title 28 U.S.C. Section

372(c) , any person alleging that a circuit
judge, a district judge, a bankruptcy judge,

or a magistrate f udge has engaged in con-
duct prejudicial to the effective and expedi-



tious administration of the business of the
courts, 0r alleging that such an officer can-
not discharge all the duties of the office be-
cause of physical or mental disability, may

file a complaint with the clerk of the court

of appeals for that circuit or the clerk of the

applicable national court.
The number of judicial complaints

filed in 2000 declined 11 percent to 5!6.
This decrease marked the second consecu-
tive year that filings of complaints fell be-
low the total for the previous year. Table 11
summarizes ludicial complaints activity
from 1998 through 2000.

A single complaint may involve mul-
tiple allegations against numerous judicial

officers. This year, the allegations cited

most often were "abuse of judicial power,"
"pre1udice/bias," and "other." Approxi-
mateiy trruo-fifths of all complaints filed
originated in the Fifth, Ninth, and Eleventh
Circuits.

A total of 715 complaints were termi-
nated during 2000, down i4 percent from
1999 and2) percert from 1998. Chief
judges terminaled 359 of these complaints.
Seventy-four percent of the complaints ter-
minated by chief judges were found to be
outside the jurisdiction of Title 28 U.S.C.
Section 372(c) because they were directly
related to the merits of the decisions 0r pro-

cedural rulings rendered by the judges

named in the complaints. Judiciai councils

terminated the other 355 complaints, ter-
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minating 354 on petitions for review and
two after rEorts by a special investigative
committee appointed pursuant to Section
372(c)(4). All of the 354 petitions for re-
view were dismissed without any action
taken; the remaining two complaints were
consolidated and resulted in a single public
censure. For more information on judicial
complainh, see Table 11 and Supplemental
Tohle S-22.

Because the number of complaint
terminations outnumbered the number of
complaint filings, pending judicial com-
plainh decreased i0 percent to 162.

Sfofus oJ Article III
Iudgeships

0n September 30, 2000, atotal of.23
vacancies existed among the 179 iudge-
ships authorized for the U.S. courh of ap-

peals, one less vacancy than occurred one
year earlier, but six more than the total for
two years ago. One of those vacancies was
in a position created on December l, 1990,
by the FederalJudgeship Act of 1990 and
never filled. Thatvacancy and 7 others that
had existed more than 18 months have
been declared "judicial emergencies,"
TahIe L2 provides information on the status
of iudgeship positions since 1996.

0n September 30, 2000, in the U.S.
district courts, 4J vacancies existed among
the 655 positions authorized, an increase
of five vacancies from the total reported
one year earlier. One cause for the addi-
tionalvacancies is the enactment of the
Consolidated Appropriations Act on Novem-
ber 29,1999 (Public Law Number 106-
ll3), which created nine additionalkticle
III iudgeships. As of September 30, 2000,
four of these nine new judgeships remained
vananL (Tho of these new positions, as well



Tabfe S-22.
Report of Complaints Filed and Action Taken Under Authority of Title 28 U.S.C. Section 372(cl
for the 12-Month Period Ending September 30, 2000

Complaints Pendlng on S€ptember 30, 1999'
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Writton by Complainant
On Order of Chi€f Judg€s

Olficials Complained About"
Judges
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Msntal Disability
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Table S-22. (September 30, 2000'-Continued)

Approprlate Actlon Alroady Teken
Action No Longer Nec€ssary Because of

lntsrvenlng Ev€nts
Complalnt Wlthdrawn
Subtotal

Actlon by Judlclal Counclls
Dlrected Chl€t Distrlct Judgo to

Tak€ Actlon (Maglstrats Judg€ Only)
Certifled Dlsablllty
R€qu€sted Voluntary Retlr€m€nt
Ordered Temporary Suspenslon

of Case Asslgnmsnts
Privately C€nsured
Publlcly Censured
Ord€rod Othor Appropriate Actlon
Dlsmlss€d th6 Complaint
Withdrawn
Reterred Complaint to Judlclal

Conference
Subtotal

Complaints Pendlng on September 30, 2000
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NOTE: EXCLUDES COMPLAINTS NOT ACCEPTED BY THE CIRCUTTS BECAUSE THEY DUPLICATED PREVIOUS FILINGS OR WERE OTHERWISE INVALID FILINGS.rCC = U.S. CLAIMS COURT.
'ClT = COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE.
'REVISED.
* EACH COMPLAINT MAY INVOLVE MULTIPLE ALLEGATIONS AGAINST NUMEROUS JUDICIAL OFFICERS. NATURE OF ALLEGA11ONS IS COUNTEO WHEN A COMPLAINT IS CONCLUDED.


