2021 Rule/ICOTS Proposal Summary
Rule(s)
ByLawArt2Sect2
1.101-Revise Definition of
‘Resident’
5.108-Probable Cause
Hearing in the Receiving
State
2.110, 4.111, 5.101, 5.102,
5.103 & 5.103-1
ICOTS
New Warrant Status
Tracking/Audit Tool

Proposed
Proposal Description/Justification
by
Executive Add NDAA as ex-officio member
Rules
Change qualification for ‘resident’ to lived in the
receiving state 1 year prior to sentencing or
supervision start date
Midwest Clarify PC must be established prior to retaking on
a violation that is actually revokable in the
receiving state
Rules
Expand (except 5.101) timeframe for issuing a
warrant to a standard 15 business days when an
offender fails to arrive/return as instructed or is
subject to retaking
Proposed
Proposal Description/Justification
by
1. New Warrant Status for ICOTS records: User
Rules/
entered data related to compact compliant
Tech
2.

3.

warrants.
New email notifications managing the Warrant
Status information based on triggers (Failure to
Arrive, Disc Retaking, Mandatory Retaking, updates
to Warrant Status information)
New managed activity for Discretionary Retaking

RC review
Complete?
N/A
Yes

RC
Recommend?
N/A
Yes

ICOTS
Change?
N/A
Yes
$1,020

Yes

Yes

No

Yes

Yes

Yes
Separate
Vote

TC review
Complete?
Yes

RC/TC
Recommend?
Yes-Warrant
Status
Tracking

ICOTS
Cost
Yes
Warrant
Status
Bundle $56,565
New Disc
Retaking
activity $38,625
=
$95,190
Total

Neutral-Disc
Retake

PASS/
FAIL
PASS
PASS
PASS
PASS
PASS/
FAIL
PASS

PASS

2021- By-LawArt2Sec2 EXEC
Proposal to create/amend ICAOS Bylaws:
Section 2. Ex-Officio Members
The Commission membership shall also include but are not limited to individuals who
are not commissioners and who shall not have a vote, but who are members of interested
organizations. Such non-commissioner members must include a representative of the
National Governors Association, the National Conference of State Legislatures, the
Conference of Chief Justices, the National Association of Attorneys General and the
National Organization for Victim Assistance. In addition representatives of the National
Institute of Corrections, the American Probation and Parole Association, Association of
Paroling Authorities International, the Interstate Commission for Juveniles, the
Association of Prosecuting Attorneys, the Conference of State Court Administrators, the
National Sheriff’s Association, the American Jail Association, the National Association
of Police Organizations, National Association for Public Defense, National District
Attorneys Association and the International Association of Chief of Police may be exofficio members of the Commission.
Justification:
This amendment adds the National District Attorney Association (NDAA) as an exofficio member. NDAA is a national association that provides training, technical
assistance and services to prosecutors around the country. It is the oldest and largest
association of prosecutors in the country with over 5,000 members, their mission is to be
the voice of America’s prosecutors and to support their efforts to protect the rights and
safety of the people by providing its members with the knowledge, skills, and support
they need to ensure justice is attained.
ICAOS has collaborated with NDAA over the last year to deliver training, share
information and collaborate on issues affecting both organizations. Inviting NDAA to
become an Ex Officio formalizes our partnership and cooperative efforts.

Executive Committee action:
Executive Committee January 2021: Motion to recommend the Commission add the
National District Attorney Association as an ex-officio member made by D. Crook (VT,)
seconded by R. Marlan (MI). Motion carried.
ICAOS ABM September 29, 2021: Motion to approve the By-law amendment to add
the National District Attorney Association as an ex-officio member made by
Commissioner D. Litter (AZ,) seconded by Commissioner S. Reinhardt-Stewart (NE.)
Motion carried unanimously (48-0.)
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Effective date:
September 29, 2021
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2021_1101ResidentDefRULES
Proposal to create/amend rules:

Rule 1.101 Definitions
“Resident” means a person who—
1. has resided in a state for at least 1 year continuously and immediately prior to either
the supervision start date or sentence date for the original offense for which transfer
is being requested has continuously inhabited a state for at least 1 year prior to the
commission of the offense for which the offender is under supervision; and
2. intends that such state shall be the person’s principal place of residence.; and
3. has not, unless incarcerated or under active military orders deployment, remained
in another state or states for a continuous period of 6 months or more with the intent
to establish a new principal place of residence.
Justification:
The current definition of resident in Rule 1.101 is overly restrictive and does not address
the circumstances of individuals who have resided in a receiving state for an extended
time, especially between commission of the offense and placement on supervision.
Moreover, the current definition makes it particularly challenging for the sending state to
provide proper documentation to support residency in such circumstances. The
misapplication and limitations of the current definition often result in unnecessary delays
or denials of the transfer request because the individual does not meet the current criteria
of “resident”, despite having a valid plan of supervision in the receiving state. This
proposal maintains the protections provided to the receiving state under the existing
“resident” rule, while recognizing individuals who have established themselves with the
requisite supports in the receiving state. Lastly, this proposal ensures that the request for
transfer under the qualifying reason remains tied to the commission of the offense for
which the offender is placed under supervision.
The following information is drafted by the Rules Committee
Effect on other rules, advisory opinions or dispute resolutions:
Benchbook updates required. Possible AO footnotes/changes needed.
ICOTS impact:
Technology Committee June 2021: Discussion on updating the definitions listed on
Transfer Request & Transfer Reply PDF ICOTS generated forms questioned whether
these serve a practical purpose as help points already exist to assist the user. Motion to
recommend removal of the definitions listed on the generated forms made by
Commissioner S. Turner (KY), seconded by M. Pevey (WA.) Motion carried.
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Cost: $1,020
Scope and Metric
Definition change is expected to increase the number of offenders qualifying as a
‘resident’ as well as increase the acceptance rate.
As of 11/18/2020 the number of active compact cases transferred as ‘resident’ = 54,099
or 49% of total compact offenders
Acceptance Rates:
2018: 86.5%
2019: 87.5%
2020: 86.5%
Region/Committee action:
Rules Committee March 2021: Motion to forward and recommend NY’s version of the
proposed amendment to the definition of ‘resident’ made by NY, seconded by AK.
Motion carried.
Rules Committee June 2021: Upon review of comments received, revisions were made
to add ‘continuously and immediately’ to section 1 clarifying the trigger for when the 1year timeframe for qualification for a resident starts as well as the committee decided not
to strike section 3 referencing military duty and incarceration. Motion to amend proposal
for Rule 1.101 definition of ‘resident’ and approve for final version for Commission vote
at the ABM made by NY, seconded by AZ. Motion carried.
ICAOS ABM September 29, 2021: Motion to approve amendment to Rule 1.101
definition of ‘resident’ and related ICOTS impact made by Commissioner D. Littler
(AZ,) seconded by Commissioner D. Skiles (WV.) Motion carried unanimously (490.)
Effective date:
April 1, 2022
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Proposal to create/amend rules:

Rule 5.108 – Probable cause hearing in receiving state
(a) An offender subject to retaking that may result in a revocation shall be afforded the
opportunity for a probable cause hearing before a neutral and detached hearing officer in
or reasonably near the place where the alleged violation occurred.
(b) No waiver of a probable cause hearing shall be accepted unless accompanied by an
admission by the offender to 1 or more violations of the conditions of supervision that
would result in the pursuance of revocation of supervision in the receiving state and require
retaking.
(c) A copy of a judgment of conviction regarding the conviction of a new criminal offense
by the offender shall be deemed conclusive proof that an offender may be retaken by a
sending state without the need for further proceedings.
(d) The offender shall be entitled to the following rights at the probable cause hearing:
1. Written notice of the alleged violation(s);
2. Disclosure of non–privileged or non–confidential evidence regarding the alleged
violation(s);
3. The opportunity to be heard in person and to present witnesses and documentary
evidence relevant to the alleged violation(s);
4. The opportunity to confront and cross–examine adverse witnesses, unless the
hearing officer determines that a risk of harm to a witness exists.
(e) The receiving state shall prepare and submit to the sending state a written report within
10 business days of the hearing that identifies the time, date and location of the hearing;
lists the parties present at the hearing; and includes a clear and concise summary of the
testimony taken and the evidence relied upon in rendering the decision. Any evidence or
record generated during a probable cause hearing shall be forwarded to the sending state.
(f) If the hearing officer determines that there is probable cause to believe that the offender
has committed the alleged violations of conditions of supervision that would result in the
pursuance of revocation of supervision, the receiving state shall hold the offender in
custody, and the sending state shall, within 15 business days of receipt of the hearing
officer’s report, notify the receiving state of the decision to retake or other action to be
taken.
(g) If probable cause is not established, the receiving state shall:
1. Continue supervision if the offender is not in custody.
2. Notify the sending state to vacate the warrant, and continue supervision upon
release if the offender is in custody on the sending state’s warrant.
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3. Vacate the receiving state’s warrant and release the offender back to supervision
within 24 hours of the hearing if the offender is in custody.
Justification:
Added language to this rule would align it more with both ICAOS Bench Book and
ICAOS training of this rule. In 2016 this rule was amended to remove language as the
commission no longer used the term “significant” in referring to violations resulting in
revocation in order to be consistent with the supervision of probationers and parolees in
the receiving state. The intent was to create a single standard of supervision in the
respective states by eliminating the three significant violations. However, by removing
the word significant it leaves open interpretation that any admission of any violation
could result in the requirement for retaking. For example, a receiving state may report a
combination of violations including major violations such as violence or prohibited
contact, in addition to a minor violation of failing to report. Should the offender only
admit guilt to the failing to report, many could and do interpret that to create a mandatory
retaking situation. In discussion of this amendment, multiple states reported this
occurring multiple times. In this situation, it would then require the sending state to
request further action from the sending or be forced to conduct a probable cause hearing
in the sending state, foregoing rights such as the opportunity to confront witnesses, and
have the hearing near the location of the violation.
This is in accordance with the ICAOS Bench Book 4.7.3.3 Probable Cause Waiver,
where it states that the effect of waiving the probable cause hearing is “in effect, an
admission that they have committed an offense of sufficient gravity as to justify
revocation…”. Also that “by waiving the hearing, the offender is implicitly admitting that
their actions could justify revocation of supervised release”. It is important to clarify that
the intent of the rule is that the offender must admit guilt to a violation that would result
in revocation.
In accordance with ICAOS Bench Book 4.7.3.2.2 Probable Cause Hearing Report it
discusses that the purpose of Rule 5.103 – Offender behavior requiring retaking is “that
officials in the receiving state must show through documentation that the offender has
engaged in behavior requiring retaking. Therefore, by adding language to both (a) and (f)
it supports that the waiver or evidence of a violation that would result in revocation, be
supplied to the sending state.
The following information is drafted by the Rules Committee
Effect on other rules, advisory opinions or dispute resolutions:
Consistent with ICAOS Benchbook and Hearing Officer Guide on Rule 5.108.
ICOTS impact:
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None.
Scope and Metric
N/A
Region/Committee action:
Midwest Region Jan 2021: Commissioner K. Ransom (OH) moved to forward proposal to
Rule 5.108 (b) & (f,) Commissioner R. Walton (IL) seconded. Motion passed.
Rules Committee Feb 2021: Motion to recommend alternate language for the Midwest’s
proposal to Rule 5.108 (b) ‘…..that would result in the pursuance of revocation of
supervision in the receiving state and require retaking’ for consideration made by R.
Maccarone (NY,) seconded by D. Littler (AZ.) Motion carried.
Midwest Region Feb 2021: Motion to amend proposal as recommended by the Rules
Committee made by MN, seconded by WI. Motion carried. Replace that are subject to
revocation of supervision. with that would result in the pursuance of revocation of
supervision in the receiving state and require retaking’ in section (b)
Rules Committee Mar 2021: Motion to recommend proposal to Rule 5.08 made by NY,
seconded by AR. Motion carried.
Rules Committee June 2021: Review of comments from Commission members. No
changes made to proposal and is considered final for Commission vote in September.
ICAOS ABM September 29, 2021: Motion to approve the amendments to Rule 5.108
(b) and (f) made by Commissioner J. Adger (SC,) seconded by D. Littler (AZ.) Motion
carried 48-1.
Effective date:
April 1, 2022
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Warrant Timeframe Amendments-Rules 2.110, 4.111, 5.101, 5.102, 5.103 &
5.103-1

Summary & Justification:
The following rules package includes amendments to six (6) rules (2.110, 4.111, 5.101,
5.102, 5.103 & 5.103-1) expanding the timeframe for issuing compact compliant warrants
to a standard 15 business days when an offender fails to arrive/return as instructed or is
subject to retaking. In addition, this proposal includes a proposed ICOTS enhancement to
create new managed processes for tracking warrants for compact offenders enhancing the
Commission’s efforts and goals to provide effective tracking and communication.
This package is thought to improve stakeholder training efforts (due to confusion over
various timeframes in current rules) while ensuring the timeframe supports public safety
and efficient actions for managing offender movement as required in each state’s compact
statute.

FAQ’s:
Q: My state has compliance concerns of meeting a 15-business day timeframe. Is
assistance available?
A: As every state functions differently, states face different challenges issuing compact
compliant warrants. States with compliance concerns are encouraged to proactively reach
out for assistance sooner than later. The proposed rules actually EXPAND timeframes in
most instances a warrant is required. The Commission’s Technical Training Assistance
Policy is available to all member states and provides solutions based on your state’s
specific technical or training needs.
Q: Fifteen business days (3 weeks) is too long and our in-state policies require warrants to
be issued within 5 business days. Why 15 business days?
A: Through various committee/region discussions over the years and based of the 2019
Warrant Audit responses, 15 business days is a balance between public safety and a state’s
ability to issue warrants. While recognizing some states may face challenges, it is important
to establish a standard that can be measured. States can certainly establish their own
policies and procedures for shorter timeframes internally to ensure activities are completed
within the ICAOS rules.

Proposal to Create/Amend Rules:

Rule 2.110 Transfer of offenders under this compact
(a) No state shall permit an offender who is eligible for transfer under this compact to
relocate to another state except as provided by the Compact and these rules.
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(b) An offender who is not eligible for transfer under this Compact is not subject to these
rules and remains subject to the laws and regulations of the state responsible for the
offender’s supervision.
(c) Upon violation of section (a), the sending state shall direct the offender to return to the
sending state within 15 business days of receiving such notice. If the offender does not
return to the sending state as ordered, the sending state shall issue a warrant that is
effective in all compact member states, without limitation as to specific geographic
area, no later than 10 15 business days following the offender’s failure to appear in the
sending state.

4.111 Offenders returning to the sending state
(a) For an offender returning to the sending state, the receiving state shall request reporting
instructions, unless the offender is under active criminal investigation or is charged
with a subsequent felony or violent crime in the receiving state. The receiving state
shall provide the sending state with the reason(s) for the offender’s return. The offender
shall remain in the receiving state until receipt of reporting instructions.
(b) If the receiving state rejects the transfer request for an offender who has arrived in the
receiving state with approved reporting instructions under Rules 3.101-1, 3.101-3,
3.103 or 3.106, the receiving state shall, upon submitting notice of rejection, submit a
request for return reporting instructions within 7 business days, unless 3.104 (b) or (c)
applies or if the location of the offender is unknown, conduct activities pursuant to Rule
4.109-2.
(c) Except as provided in subsection (e), the sending state shall grant the request no later
than 2 business days following receipt of the request for reporting instructions from the
receiving state. The instructions shall direct the offender to return to the sending state
within 15 business days from the date the request was received.
(d) The receiving state shall provide the offender reporting instructions and determine the
offender’s intended departure date. If unable to locate the offender to provide the
reporting instructions, the receiving state shall conduct activities pursuant to Rule
4.109-2.
(e) The receiving state retains authority to supervise the offender until the offender’s
directed departure date or issuance of the sending state’s warrant. Upon departing, the
receiving state shall notify the sending state as required in Rule 4.105 (a) and submit a
case closure as required by Rule 4.112 (a)(5). The sending state shall notify the
receiving state of the offender’s arrival or failure to arrive as required by Rule 4.105
(b) prior to validating the case closure notice.
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(f) If the offender does not return to the sending state as ordered, the sending state shall
issue a warrant no later than 10 15 business days following the offender’s failure to
appear in the sending state.

Rule 5.101 Discretionary retaking by the sending state
(a) Except as required in Rules 5.101-1, 5.102, 5.103 and 5.103-1 at its sole discretion, a
sending state may order the return of an offender. The sending state must notify the
receiving state within 15 business days of their issuance of the directive to the offender
to return. The receiving state shall request return reporting instructions under Rule
4.111. If the offender does not return to the sending state as ordered, then the sending
state shall issue a warrant no later than 30 calendar 15 business days following the
offender’s failure to appear in the sending state.
(b) Except as required in Rules 5.101-1, 5.102, 5.103 and 5.103-1 at its sole discretion, a
sending state may retake an offender via warrant. The sending state must notify the
receiving state within 15 business days of the issuance of their warrant. The receiving
state shall assist with the apprehension of the offender and shall notify the sending state
once the offender is in custody on the sending state’s warrant.

Rule 5.102 Mandatory retaking for a new felony or new violent crime
conviction
(a) Upon a request from the receiving state, a sending state shall retake an offender from
the receiving state or a subsequent receiving state after the offender’s conviction for a
new felony offense or new violent crime and:
(1) completion of a term of incarceration for that conviction; or
(2) placement under supervision for that felony or violent crime offense.
(b) When a sending state is required to retake an offender, the sending state shall issue a
warrant no later than 15 business days and, upon apprehension of the offender, file a
detainer with the holding facility where the offender is in custody.

Rule 5.103 Offender behavior requiring retaking
(a) Upon a request by the receiving state and documentation that the offender’s behavior
requires retaking, a sending state shall issue a warrant to retake or order the return of
an offender from the receiving state or a subsequent receiving state within 15 business
days of the receipt of the violation report.
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(b) If the offender is ordered to return in lieu of retaking, the receiving state shall request
reporting instructions per Rule 4.111 within 7 business days following the receipt of
the violation report response.
(c) The receiving state retains authority to supervise until the offender’s directed departure
date. If the offender does not return to the sending state as ordered, then the sending
state shall issue a warrant, no later than 10 15 business days following the offender’s
failure to appear in the sending state.
(d) If the sending state issues a warrant under subsection (c) of this rule, the receiving
state shall attempt to apprehend the offender on the sending state’s warrant and
provide notification to the sending state. If the receiving state is unable to locate the
offender to affect the apprehension, the receiving state shall follow Rule 4.109-2 (a)
and (b).

Rule 5.103-1 Mandatory retaking for offenders who abscond
(a) Upon Within 15 business days of receipt of an absconder violation report and case
closure, the sending state shall issue a warrant and, upon apprehension of the
offender, file a detainer with the holding facility where the offender is in custody.
(b) If an offender who has absconded is apprehended on a sending state’s warrant within
the jurisdiction of the receiving state that issued the violation report and case closure,
the receiving state shall, upon request by the sending state, conduct a probable cause
hearing as provided in Rule 5.108 (d) and (e) unless waived as provided in Rule 5.108
(b).
(c) Upon a finding of probable cause, the sending state shall retake the offender from the
receiving state.
(d) If probable cause is not established, the receiving state shall resume supervision upon
the request of the sending state.
(e) The sending state shall keep its warrant and detainer in place until the offender is
retaken pursuant to paragraph (c) or supervision is resumed pursuant to paragraph (d).
Effect on other rules, advisory opinions or dispute resolutions:
Possible footnote to Advisory Opinion 3-2012
ICOTS impact:
A separate ICOTS Enhancement to create a compliance measuring tool for warrant issuance will
be proposed at the Annual Business Meeting as a separate vote. Review the functional
specifications for this enhancement.
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Scope and Metric
ICOTS proposals will provide new managed processes and data elements to enhanced state’s
warrant tracking efforts.
Committee action:
Rules Committee Nov 2020: Commissioner D. Littler (AZ) moved to adopt the workgroup’s
rule proposal package (which includes a warrant tracking ICOTS enhancement) expanding the
timeframe for issuing compact compliant warrants to a standard 15-business day for
Commission’s consideration at the 2021 Annual Business Meeting. Commissioner R. Brunger
(AK) seconded. Motion passed 7 to 1.
Rules Committee June 2021: Review of comments by Commission members. Although one
comment expressed concerns for complying with the proposed standard timeframe, no changes
were made to the proposal considering it final for Commission vote in September.
ICAOS ABM September 29, 2021: Motion to approve the amendments to Rules 2.110,
4.111, 5.101, 5.102, 5.103 & 5.103-1, expanding the timeframe for issuing compact
compliant warrants to a standard 15 business days when an offender fails to arrive/return
as instructed or is subject to retaking made by Commissioner D. Littler (AZ,) seconded by
Commissioner R. Maccarone (NY.) Motion carried 40-9.
Effective date: April 1, 2022
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Proposal to modify/enhance ICOTS application:

Create ICOTS Processes to Track Warrant Status and New
Activity for Discretionary Retaking
Proposed by: Rules & Technology Committee
Users Impacted:
PO (Field User), Supervisor, Compact Office
Statement of Need:
In November 2020, the ICAOS Rules Committee formally recommended an ICOTS
enhancement to create new managed warrant tracking process for compact offenders.
This recommendation aimed to provide an effective tracking, communication, and
measurable compliance tool.
Importantly, there will also be proposed rule amendments related to warrants. However,
the ICOTS enhancement will be considered as a separate vote at the 2021 ABM.
‘Warrant’ – means a written order of the court or authorities of a sending
or receiving state or other body of competent jurisdiction which is made on
behalf of the state, or United States, issued pursuant to statute and/or rule
and which commands law enforcement to arrest an offender. The warrant
shall be entered in the National Crime Information Center (NCIC) Wanted
Person File with a nationwide pick-up radius with no bond amount set.
The Technology Committee approved functional specifications for a new ‘warrant status,’
initiated by retaking or failure to report and new activity for ‘Discretionary Retaking.’ The
Technology Committee recommended three components to this enhancement proposal:
1. New Warrant Status for ICOTS records: User entered data related to compact
compliant warrants.
2. New email notifications managing the Warrant Status information based on triggers
(Failure to Arrive, Disc Retaking, Mandatory Retaking, updates to Warrant Status
information)
a. Warrant Status Needed-when no warrant record exists and/or data fields for
‘Issuing authority’ and ‘NCIC verification date’ are NULL
b. Warrant Status Updated-when any data is added to a warrant record
3. New managed activity for Discretionary Retaking
Current Practices:
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States continue to face significant challenges identified in the FY2020 Warrant Audit.
Reported delays (primarily probation cases) result from multi-step processes involving
various stakeholders and a lack of consistent or identified tracking efforts. Moreover,
although the ICOTS Dashboards provide data on cases where a warrant is required, (e.g.,
failure to arrive, warrant issued/requested) tracking warrants and warrant compliance is
accomplished outside of ICOTS.
The following information is drafted by the Technology Committee:
Justification of Enhancement Priority:
The need to track warrants in ICOTS, although discussed in prior years, was a focal point
in the FY2020 Warrant Audit. That audit asked states to provide data on randomly
selected absconder cases. Data gathered in the audit had flaws due to inconsistent selfreporting. Further, 21 percent of cases were unsuitable for audit.
Provision of warrant-related tracking data in ICOTS would enhance public safety,
compliance measurement, and reporting capacity as defined by Compact goals.
Region/Committee action:
Rules Committee Nov 2020: Commissioner D. Littler (AZ) moved to adopt the
workgroup’s rule proposal package (which includes a warrant tracking ICOTS
enhancement) expanding the timeframe for issuing compact compliant warrants to a
standard 15-business day for Commission’s consideration at the 2021 Annual Business
Meeting. Commissioner R. Brunger (AK) seconded. Motion passed 7 to 1.
Technology Committee June 2021: Committee reviewed the 4 comments for the draft
functional specifications of the warrant tracking enhancement. Two in support, one
suggestion which is already included in the specifications and the remaining comment
provided suggestions which are outside the scope of the defined warrant tracking
project. Motion to proceed for Commission consideration without changes to the
functional specification draft made by Commissioner S. Turner (KY), seconded by M.
Pevey (WA). Motion carried unanimously.
Technology Committee August 2021: Committee reviewed the costs for the proposed
FY22 ICOTS enhancements (noted below) specifically discussing whether to prioritize
both the warrant status bundle and new Discretionary Retaking activity or have the
Commission vote on each separately. Motion to present as separate votes recommending
the Commission approve the warrant tracking bundle @ a cost of $56, 565 but remain
neutral on prioritizing the new discretionary retaking @ a cost of $38, 625 pending
additional region discussion on use of this new activity made by Commissioner S. Turner
(KY), seconded by J. Lopez (WI). Motion carried unanimously.
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ICAOS ABM September 29, 2021: Motion to approve the warrant tracking bundle
@ a cost of $56, 565 made by Commissioner Godfrey (MN,) seconded by
Commissioner K. Ransom (OH.) Motion carried (48-1.) Motion to approve the new
discretionary retaking @ a cost of $38, 625 made by J. Adger (SC,) seconded by S.
Kreamer (IA.) Motion carried 45-3 with 1 abstaining from the vote.

Impact on Other ICOTS Processes:
Current activities for Violation Responses of ‘Warrant Requested/Issued’ (transmitted by
a sending state) and Notice of Failure to Arrive (transmitted by a receiving state) will
trigger the Warrant Status Needed notification. Also, the new process for Discretionary
Retaking in this proposal will trigger the notification.
Impact on External Data:
All the new data fields created to track the special status will be added to the daily ICOTS
data export in a new table. States will be able to monitor and audit details entered on
warrants as well as compliance with ICAOS rules requiring warrant issuance.
Development Cost:
1.)

2.)

Warrant Status Bundle - $56,565
a. Special status – Warrant Status: $36,525
b. New warrant status email notifications: $16,500
c. Warrant Status data fields to data export: $3,540
New Discretionary Retaking activity - $38,625

Functional Specifications Drafted by National Office:

Overview
This enhancement will be comprised of three major sections:
1.) New compact activity to manage discretionary retaking by the sending state
2.) New status (like current special statuses) that can be updated on the offender
profile
3.) New email notifications covering “Warrant Status Needed” and “Warrant Status
Update”

Permissions & Description of Workflow
1 - Discretionary Retaking
Workflow
This retaking workflow will mirror the progress report workflow and notifications with
the caveat that it will originate from the sending state. It will follow the normal workflow
on the SENSTA side, PO->Supervisor->Compact Office. When transmitted to the
Page 3 of 8

ER_2021_01_CreateWarrantTrackingProcess_Technology
RECSTA, the activity will become final except for the assigned user’s ability to
withdraw.
This process will not apply to offenders ordered to return in-lieu-of-retaking under Rule
5.101 (a) or 5.103 (b). Rather, those offenders will use the existing return reporting
instruction procedure.
Permissions
Only the sending state assigned user will create the new compact activity and may
withdraw the activity at any time (including after transmission) until case closure. This
activity will only occur when invoking Rule 5.101(b) due to triggering the need for a new
Warrant Status Record.
2 - Warrant Status
Workflow
The Warrant Status record will allow for multiple entries by various users with a
time/date audit trail of ICOTS user entry data. Addition of warrant data will be available
for any active or historical record (absconder cases are closed in ICOTS.)
The Warrant Status record is associated with the offender profile, and not a specific
compact case. This mirrors how the current special status records, like Sex Offender, are
handled in ICOTS.
The required data fields for this status new status are shown, but not limited to, the
sample emails for #3.
For example, the assigned PO may initially create the warrant status record entering data
elements related to the date a warrant request was sent to the issuing authority and
contact information for the issuing authority. As the process advances, a compact office
user may provide additional data to the record such as the warrant number (NIC number)
and NCIC verification date. The record remains ‘active’ in ICOTS to allow for additional
details until data is entered that the warrant has been served or withdrawn. At that time,
the record is ‘read-only.’
Permissions
Functionality included will allow the sending state-assigned PO, supervisors, and
compact office to create/update the Warrant Status data. The compact staff will not need
to reassign the case to themselves to add a warrant status update.
3 - Email Notifications for Warrant Status Process
Create two new types of email notifications:
1. ‘Warrant status needed’ - All users associated with the case in the sending state
will receive these email notifications (PO, Supervisor, Compact Office)
2. ‘Warrant status updated’ - All users associated with the case in both the sending
and receiving states will receive these email notifications (PO, Supervisor,
Compact Office)
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1 - “Warrant Status Needed”
This email notification reminds users that warrant status information is needed in ICOTS.
Emails are prompted when no warrant status records exist or are incomplete (Issuing
authority and NCIC verification date are NULL) and triggered by:
•

•

•

Discretionary Retaking (New Activity)
a. Timeframes:
i. Upon transmission of Discretionary Retaking Activity
ii. 5, 10, 15, and 30 calendar days after transmission of the activity
b. Stop Triggers:
i. Withdraw of Discretionary Retaking Activity
ii. Warrant Status is updated to indicate warrant execution
iii. Warrant Status is updated to indicate warrant withdrawal
Failure to Arrive Notice:
a. Timeframes: 5, 10, 15, and 30 calendar days after FTA transmitted
b. Stop Triggers:
i. Successful NOA transmitted after NOFA
ii. Warrant Status is updated to indicate warrant execution
iii. Warrant Status is updated to indicate warrant withdrawal
OVR Response w/ Warrant Issued/Requested
a. Timeframes: 5, 10, 15, and 30 calendar days after OVR Response
transmitted
b. Stop Triggers:
i. Mandatory Retaking obligation removed by receiving state
compact office (post-2021 enhancement)
ii. Warrant Status is updated to indicate warrant execution
iii. Warrant Status is updated to indicate warrant withdrawal

Sample Email
Below is sample language for this new email notification. Text in red is language not
previously used on ICOTS email notifications.
From: ICOTS Notification <icots@globalnotifications.com>
Sent: {DATE}
To: {USER EMAIL}
Subject: Warrant Status Update information is NEEDED for {STATE} offender
{OFFENDER_NAME} ({OFFENDER_ID})
This email is a notification that Warrant Status update information is NEEDED
for {STATE} offender {OFFENDER_NAME} ({OFFENDER_ID}), based on
{Notification Trigger Reason (see note at bottom)}.
*IMPORTANT*: Arrests should not occur based on this information alone.
Warrant Status does not necessarily indicate an active NCIC warrant, though the
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process of issuing a warrant may have been initiated. Inaccurate information
should be reported to your state compact office immediately.
____________________________________________________________
Offender Name: {OFFENDER_NAME}
Age: {Age based on DOB}
ICOTS Offender #: {OFFENDER_ID}
ICOTS Case #: {COMPACT_CASE_ID}
Sending State: {SENSTA}
Receiving State: {RECSTA}
Supervision Type: {SUPERVISION_TYPE}
Special Status: {SPECIAL_STATUS_LIST}
Offender Profile: {OFFENDER_PROFILE_URL}
____________________________________________________________
NOTICE: This electronic mail transmission is for the use of the named individual
or entity to which it is directed and may contain information that is proprietary
and/or confidential. It is not to be transmitted to or received by anyone other than
the named addressee (or a person authorized to deliver it to the named
addressee). It is not to be copied or forwarded to any unauthorized persons. If you
have received this electronic mail transmission in error, delete it from your
system immediately without copying or forwarding it, and notify the sender of the
error by replying via email, so that our address record can be corrected.
2 - “Warrant Status Update”
This email notification is sent to all associated users in both the sending and receiving
states upon entry of new warrant status data on an existing warrant record.
Sample Email
Below is sample language for this new email notification. It includes a display of a select
number of data fields from the warrant record entered in ICOTS. Text in red is language
not previously used on ICOTS email notifications.
Data elements added prompting this email notification will display a ‘NEW’ flag in the
email notification.
From: ICOTS Notification <icots@globalnotifications.com>
Sent: {DATE}
To: {USER EMAIL}
Subject: A Warrant Status Update for {STATE} offender {OFFENDER_NAME}
({OFFENDER_ID}) has been submitted
This email is a notification that a Warrant Status Update for {STATE} offender
{OFFENDER_NAME} ({OFFENDER_ID}) has been submitted.
____________________________________________________________
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Date Warrant Requested of Issuing Authority: {DATE} {NEW}
Date Warrant Issued: {DATE} {NEW}
Issuing Authority Name: {NAME} {NEW}
Warrant Identifier Number (NIC #): {NUMBER} {NEW}
Date Warrant Entered in NCIC: {DATE} {NEW}
Date Warrant Served Record Became "Read Only": {DATE} {NEW}
Date Warrant Withdrawn Record Became "Read Only": {DATE} {NEW}
Warrant Status Comments: {TEXT SAMPLE} {NEW}
____________________________________________________________
*IMPORTANT*: Arrests should not occur based on this information alone.
Warrant Status does not necessarily indicate an active NCIC warrant, though the
process of issuing a warrant may have been initiated. Inaccurate information
should be reported to your state compact office immediately.
____________________________________________________________
Offender Name: {OFFENDER_NAME}
DOB: {DOB_LIST}
ICOTS Offender #: {OFFENDER_ID}
ICOTS Case #: {COMPACT_CASE_ID}
Sending State: {SENSTA}
Receiving State: {RECSTA}
Supervision Type: {SUPERVISION_TYPE}
Special Status: {SPECIAL_STATUS_LIST}
Offender Profile: {OFFENDER_PROFILE_URL}
____________________________________________________________
NOTICE: This electronic mail transmission is for the use of the named individual
or entity to which it is directed and may contain information that is proprietary
and/or confidential. It is not to be transmitted to or received by anyone other than
the named addressee (or a person authorized to deliver it to the named
addressee). It is not to be copied or forwarded to any unauthorized persons. If you
have received this electronic mail transmission in error, delete it from your
system immediately without copying or forwarding it, and notify the sender of the
error by replying via email, so that our address record can be corrected.

Additional Notes
•
•
•
•
•

Data will include a clear audit trail of who, what, and when an entry is made.
Each state will need to determine how to train on these new processes as
procedures to obtain compact compliant warrants varies by state.
States will need to determine lines of communication to ensure ICOTS privacy
policy compliant data entry.
Users must know that ICOTS/ICAOS does not confirm active/compliant warrants.
Include this disclaimer on the warrant status screens in ICOTS as well as on every
email notification regarding warrant status updates:
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“Arrests should not occur based on this information alone. Warrant Status does not
necessarily indicate an active NCIC warrant, though the process of issuing a warrant
may have been initiated. Inaccurate information should be reported to your state
compact office immediately.”
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