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For persons under supervision, the PSOs monitored compliance with the release con-
ditions set by the courts, provided necessary support services, and informed the
courts and U.S. attorneys of all apparent violations of release conditions.

The most frequently ordered restrictive conditions involved substance abuse
testing and ffeatment and were imposed on 2l percent (16,697)of activated defen-
dants, two percentage points more than last year. House arrest and electronic moni-
toring, which are less expensive alternatives to detention, were other restrictive concli-
tions ordered for 6 percent (5,063) ofactivated defendants, the same percentage as
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 automatically,
and its staffin turn notifies the supervising officers.

Pretrial diversion is another program intended to preserve prosecutorial andju-
dicial resources for more serious criminal matters. Diversion is a period of supervi-
sion proposed by the U.S. attorney and agreed to by the defendant as an alternative to
prosecution ofcriminal charges in federal court. In 1998, a total of2,968 defendants
were placed in the pretrial diversion program, equaling approximately 4 percent of ac-
tivated cases, one percentage point more than in 1997.

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

Complaints
AgainstJudicial
Officers

Pursuant to Title 28 U.S.C. 372(c), any person alleging that a circuitjudge, a
districtjudge, a bankruptcyjudge, or a magisuatejudge has engaged in conduct
prejudicial to the effective and expeditious administration of the business of the
courts, or alleging that such an ollicer cannot discharge all the duties ofthe o{fice be-
cause of physical or mental disability, may file a complaint with the clerk of the court
ofappeals for that circuit or ofthe applicable national court.

The number ofjudicial complaints filed in 1998 totaled 1,051. This larger-than-
normal number of complaints filed may be attributable to the increased use of the
Internet and fax-on-demand services, which publicized information on procedures to
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Table 11

Judicial Complaints Filed, Concluded, and Pending

1996* 1997', 1998

1,051

1,002

742
734

3
5

260

256

Filed

Concluded

By ChiefJudges
Dismissed

Corrective Action Taken
Withdrawn

ByJudic ia l  Counci ls
After Review of ChiefJudge's Dismissal l

Dismissed
Action Taken
Referred to J udicial Conference

After Report by lnvesrigarive Committee

Dismissed
Action Taken
Referred to J ud icial Conference

Pending

529

610

JO I

3s1

7

249

248

679

486

273
266

z

5

213

212

1
2

21 214 263

rPet i t ion for  review of  a chief judge's dismissal  of  a complaint .

"Revised.

file complaints and made it easier for dissatisfied litigants to organize mass filings of
complaints against particularjudicial officers. Table I I summarizes judicial com-
plaints activity from 1996 through 1998.

A single complaint may involve multiple allegations against numerous judicial
officers. This year, the allegations cited most often were prejudice/bias, abuse of judi-
cial power, and "other." Over one-half of all complaints were filed in the Third, Ninth,
and Eleventh circuits, all of which faced campaigns of mass complaint filings.

In 1998, a total of 1,002 complaints were terminated. Chiefjudges terminated
742 of thesecomplaints. Seventy-two percent of the complaints terminated by chief
judges were found to be outside thejurisdiction ofTitle 28 U.S.C. 372(c) because they
were directly related to the merits of the decisions or procedural rulings rendered by
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thejudges named in the complaints. Of the remaining 260 complaints, judicial coun-

cils terminated256 following receipt of petitions for review of chiefjudges'dismissal.
The remaining four complaints were investigated by special investigating commit-

tees, which resulted in two sanctions orders and two dismissals by judicialcouncils

under 28 U.S.C. 3t2(c)(6).
This year, the Judicial Conference Committee to Review Circuit Council Con-

duct and Disability Orders, pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 372(c)(10), ruled on seven related
petitions for review all arising out of a judicial conduct complaint proceeding in the
Fifth Circuir. On December 51. i997, the JudicialCouncilof the Fifth Circuit, follow-
ing receipt of the report of a special investigating committee, issued an order impos-
ing sanctions against a districtjudge because of thejudge's "intemperate, abusive
and intimidating treatment of lawyers, fellowjudges, and others." Thejudicial council
ordered under 28 U.S.C. SZZ(c)(0)(e)(vi) that thejudge receive a public reprimand, or-
dered under 28 U.S.C. SZZ(c)(0)(n)(iv) that no new cases be assigned to thejudge for
a period of one year, and ordered under 28 U.S.C. 572(c)(6XBXvii) that thejudge not
participate for three years in certain defined cases involving certain listed attorneys.

On September 18, 1998, the Judicial Conference Committee to Review Circuit
Council Conduct and Disability Orders, ruling on seven petitions for review brought
by the districtjudge from the order of the Judicial Council of the Fifth Circuit, sub-
stantially affirmed the order. The only change the committee made was to modify the
judicial council's order such that no new cases are to be assigned to thejudge for a pe-
riod of one year "unless and until the Council finds that [thejudge's] conduct indi-
cates that he has seized the opportunity for self-appraisal and deep reflection in good
faith and that he has made substantial progress toward improving his conduct."

Because complaint filings outnumbered terminations, 265 judicial complaints
remained pending on September 50, 1998.

Status of Article lll

"ludgeshipt
On September 30, 1998, a total of l7 vacancies existed among the lT9judge-

ships authorized for the U.S. courts of appeals, a decline of 29 percent from the previ-

ous year's total. One of those vacancies was in a position created on December 1,
1990, by the Federal Judgeship Act of 1990. That vacancy, along with I I others, has
existed for more than 18 months. Table 12 provides information on the status of
judgeship positions since 1994.
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