n»———,.,.hw_,«.v_,..h.,.,_‘,_t.‘:,»/.

o
This microfiche was pr'oduced'irom documents received for

, mclusmn m the -NCJRS data base. Since NCIRS cannot oxemse

. control over the physlcal condition of the documents suhmltted
the mﬁmdual frame quallty mll vary. The resolutlou chart on.
'thls frame may be usau tn evaluato the documnt quahty;, :
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 MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST cHAﬂﬁgf? :
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDASDS-1963-4 -~

tha standalds sat forth in 41(:Fll m H 504 :

Pomts of mw or opqmous stated in tlus locunut are .
: \thnse ni the authot(s) and do nut npusent tlu mmal %
. posmon or- pohms of tl\e u. S nepmmnt of lustm

" s!lS DEPARTHENT OF JUST!CE |
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATIUN

| NATIONAL CRIMINAL IIISTICE REEERENCE SERVICE
‘-EWASHINGT(]N Il C 20531

’mcrommmg nroccdures used tn cmtu tius t:clu comply mth )

f 'u in .' d}‘
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If you have issues viewing or accessing '_chis file contact us at NCJRS.gov.
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 BACKGROUND INFORMATION: -

Expand Lvidence chhnician Unit (Ph. II)
Flcld'Revxpw Report ,—S~MP41—7°—dl g

The specific objectiveshof the Evidence TeehnicianbUnitp(Phase‘II) projectfj‘=n

are: s

;l)c‘Train ofchcxs as ev1dence rollection speciallsts in a 40-hour. program
of instructlon whlch will emphaslae crime scene photography., '

2) Increase: Ev1dence Techn1c1an UnlL servnces by fwelding an addltnonal
27 manwatches per week. ' ~ .

-'3) Zlncrease the pcrcentage of Index offcnse crlme 5cenes to which the
~ ETU responds from 27 to 30.

’b4)‘ Develop and apply a reasonable standard for the percentage of Index
Crime scenes that should be searched by .the EV1dence Unlt of the St.
’~Louis Metropolltan Police Department. :

" The prOJect began on 3/1/73.~ However, due to a number of dlfflcultles in

_obtaining final approval for the grant, it was operated on a pre-agreement ba51s

“until 7/17/73 The aforementloned pre-agreement arrangement alloved for orogect

spending at Phase I levels until final approval eould ‘be negotlated ThlS made it

possible for the vadence Teehnrelan Unit (hTU) to malntaln its orig1na1 mannlng

level of 18 men rather than the 27 men progected in the grant applicatlon. The hlr—

ing of a part—tlme research a581stant was. deferred until final approval of the ;

project. On 7/17/73 full operatlon under Phase IIsguldelines_was initiated.

FINDINGS:

A. 'Significant‘Activities implemented.

1) Under Phase IT the ETU has 1ncreased the number of manwatches per

} week by 504 (from 18-27) as was proposed 1n the grant appllcation. (See attached
“manning tables show1ng manwatches before and after Phase 1T fundlng)
These addltlonal manwatches are prov1ded by regular ETU personnel warklng on

: their days off aud vacatlons and by officers from the Identlfication Sectlon, also"'

ﬂworking on au overtlme ba51s.,

2) One maJor goal of the Phase II grdnt of the Fvidence Technician Unlthfa-f'

,‘ pES;s;,

*
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‘hxpnnd lvidonce chhnieiqn Unit (Phase II)
"Dield Review Report —S-MP&I 12- di :

- P ; “—',

centage of crime scenes could be searChed fn,l973‘than'was,Searched in 1972}

"“project was to put more evidence technicians on the street so that. a greater per-

The actual figures for radio'assignments to ETU'perSOnnel‘for the period

of March Lhrough November, 1973 (Phase I1) and - the same period in 1972 are as follows

SR © 1972
March L 83§
Aﬁgix‘f"“ | f f'f 1044
My 10m
~ June | : E _d913;-"
VxJuly, :, | ,f : 9491
» August 8 R ‘877
September , "‘ e 904
October e
November | 125 |
Total hf R 8858¢'

,1973
1277

1248
1314
1257

1338
'1346
1300
1296
1247

11623

~ These figures are takenrfrom the Metropolitan Police Department statistical

reports‘(attached) andfindicate a 31 percent increase in the number of crime scenes

searched by ETU personnel durlng the Phase II subgrant period,

- This pereentage becomes more signlflcant when realizlng that the overall flgures

for reported crime in the City of St. Louis have decreased durlng 1973

Spec1f1c functlons performed at crime scenes during these same perlods in

n1972 and 1973 ‘are tabulated below w1th the percentage of 1ncrease or decrease for -

March Through

Percent 7
Increase/Decres

" ea¢h" .
7 March lhrough’
. November,19727
‘ﬂ,Fingerprint Searches :‘f ’;f; | - wa6;422 :
'ffl,;]PhotogLaphy Hi~»s 1*1'f”~~-ﬁi,‘h f ~2,950 g
'i?;,Physical Lv1dence“hhrkf1h.i j:l:i; .f3;835>:b'4”

‘ ;t”FinPOThrfnl Tdnnr1finarions l(*'i,nff4f:?33‘“"

November,1973

3,678

3,164

298

L4250

428

"fél‘



Etpand Evidence Technician Unit (Phase II)
',Field Review Report =S-MP41-72=d1 (c)

' 35 Two men from,thevID‘Seetionpwere‘originallytscheduled'to‘receive 40 hours‘
(each)of photographic training. One man decided against taking the training and the
other had completed only 20 hours when the Police Department photographer decided the -
trainee was fully competent |
k At this time the ETU has no plans to train another man in photography and
‘Lt. Williavarmstrong, ProgecteDirector, feels his unit has‘a full complement of

ephotographic personnel.without the additional man; »f

| 4) On April l2, 1973;.Lt. Armstrong testified beforenthe House Select "
Committee on Crimevregarding the activities ofrthe SLMPD,Evidence Technician Unit;

The Committee nas,very much impressed,with the'proéress made by the ETU. - This testi- 

] mony is recorded in the Congressional Record; Union Calendar #165 entitled, House -

Report 93—358, Street Crime: Reduction Through Positive Criminal'Justice Responses,
| pp. 68, 82. | | |

| ) The BTU progect has been. recommended for exemplary progect status by the
St; Lou1s Metropolitan Police Department and approved by the Region 5 staff.

6) Project personnel predicted that response time would be cut with the
increased personnel provided for under the Phase II grant. This would free patrol
»officers torreturn.to duty as'soon as ETU~officers arrive at the crime scene.k

The figures below 1llustrate the response time for one and two ‘man units for

the periods -of September through December of 1972 and January through February of

'1973 (these two periods comprise the time span of Phase I) 'compared w1th March.through e

E November of 1973 (Phase II)

ETURESPONSF TIME# ; T
(Jn mlnutes) e

Pcrson Crimes and Burg}nly (Impnct Offcnseq) ﬂ:'ETU.InEidents‘

iel—Man Units
Phnsc I

TR ;,732;5 (2638%%) 30,9 (3902)
'~Phase Ir- .

'f~£tiﬂﬂllhﬂdb P G e
o Rhase T S- 39,2 (2302)

AR TR R AN T

39.4 1397)

L mer A kg

S

e he28,1 (9758)"'fe14"ﬁ

F L RIS b

e

npet

PR o8

'Expand Evidence Technician Unit (Ph. II) TR L e e
"Field Review Report

~5=-MP41~72-d1l" (¢)
*From time call was made to ETU van time of van's arrival at crime scena.
*&Number of offenses from which the average response time was calculated.,

As shown in the above table, the response time has been reduced by the
following percentages.

1-MAN UNITS

Person Crimes and Burglary All ETU Processed Incidents

13.22 , \ 9.1%
2-MAN UNITS L :
T 20.8% , 17.9%

[}

Apparently the increased manningfhas eliminated a portion of any backlog
which may have resulred from having more radio calls than ETU vans able to respond.

B Defic1enc1es in Programmatiﬂ Operation Requiring Clarification of
Corrective Action

Some of the personnel used on this project are drawn from sections not
under Lt. Armstrong's authority. Because of this it is sometimes difficult to

fill overtime watches with outside personnel who are not under the formal super-

“vision of the*project director. This may not be possible to correct but should be

looked into as a possible area of concern. Aside from this lack of coordination,

the Evidence Technician Unit is operating within its guidelines as set forth in the"

- grant application.

CONCLUSICN

This project'is being executed in an efficient professional manner. Project

»personnel intervieved were found to be well 1nformed abOut their duties and responsi-

ybilities as well as the overall goals of the progect itself

. The Only difficulty, as alluded to above, is a gap in the‘chain,of authority

'~‘from the project director to line personnel who are,recruited-from:outside the ETU -

(namely from the ID Section)

: The D Section is a Headquarters unit directly under the Chief of Police

vfwand is considered by many police officers as an "elite unit". Some personnel
'ﬁkhvin the Ev1dence Technician Unit feel that personnel utilized on this project

'eefrom the Ip section are uncoopcrative in carrying out proieet ObJCCtJVCS and

-6



- Evidence | Techniciamn)

o ,gjt?'ld I_Eeviewaeport -S—M[’Al-?Z dl (c)

33
‘ L]

have a poor attitude concerning their overtime work on the ETU grant.

It has been reported by full-time ETU personnel that ID officers are hesi-

tant to respond to radio calls while on overlay assignement thereby forcing E’I‘U

"office.rs to do an inordinate amount of the work of Searching crime scones.“.

It is therefore recommended that s‘ome measures be taken to determz.'ne how,:‘
effectively non—ETU personnel carry out the1r dutles compared to full-tﬁme |
ETU officers. Some pollce officers who may be offering substandard performance

g 'shouLd be removed from overtlme duty with the Evidence Technician Unit if this

lack of cooperation 1s documented in. fact.

The Region 5 staff feels that this project is far too valuable and effective
to allow :Lts proficienty to be threatened by inept performance on ‘the part of a few

outsiders who areoonly interested in receivmg overt:.mepay.’
A techmcal c,valuatlon of this progect has been made by MLLAC Reglon S s
Hzgh Impact Evaluauon Umt. The results, which appear quite favorable, are summanzed

on the followlngpage and drscussed in more 'detail in the Appendix. |

S

~ LEVALUATION Lo
o  SUMMARY
Ov'er'one'-fourth of the tncldents processed by the ETU are handled by the “\
"overlay" unlts provided by the Impact grant o a

The average number of lncldents processed per month by the ETU has lncrcased
from 936 prlor to Impact to 1204 durlng Phase II.

In both Phaso I and Phase i1 the ETU processed about one-fourth of all reportcd
Index offenses and one-thtrd of all reported Impact offenses.

When ETU-=processed lncrdents are compared to those not {e} processed, it is

found that those handled by the ETU are:
‘more. frequently cleaned up,
'cleaned up fa ster,
" *have ak higher proportion’ of a‘rrests, o
'go from offense to trlal ln less 'tlme,
*have a hlgher proportion of guilty pleas and,
have a hlgher convlction rate,

A questlonnalre survey of defense and prosecutmg attorneys regardmg the
value of physical evidence in processlng cases through the courts indicates:

the attorneys believe that the numbers of convrc"lons and guilty pleas

would be higher, and the numbers of trials and acquittals would be lower,
if more physical evrdence could be made available for trials,

the attorneys estimate that evidence played a part {n at least two- thirds
" of their cases thls past year, and

*in more than one- sith of the cases handled by the respondents they Judged :

that an arrest and identification had taken place solely because of evidence

found at the scene, even when no wrtness was present to descrlbe the incr-
dent or suggest the name of the perpetrator.
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W MANN!NG }
EVIDENCE TECHNI(‘lAN UNIT

'KAE%.E

CWATCH

MON.

WED.

| THUR.

SAT.

| st.

7am. 1o Bpm..'

TUE.

FRI.

CSUN. |-

| »'2;nd. .

3pm. to H‘pm.‘ |

o

- 3rd.

| pm. to Tam.|




F ANN!NG “‘"ABLE o
EVIDENCE TECHN!C!AN UNIT
EXPANS!ON GRANT
OVERLAY | | . |_ T T
|_WATCH | MON. | TUE. | WED. | THUR.| FRIL | SAT. | SUN.
~ |10am. to 6pm. 2 2 2 | 2 2 1.2 1.
- 2nd. - | s I S 1
6pm. to 2am.| 2 | 2 2 | 2 2| 2 4 2

-10-



~ MANNING TABLE

;EV!DENCE TECHNICIAN UNIT
~ WITH OVERLAY, ADDED

"TIME | MON. | TUE. WEP,‘ { THUR.| FRI. | SAT. | SUN.

SRR N A IS
4| 4 |4

. _;;,
¢\

7om.‘io’ 10am.| S | 4 |

{
L

&

|Oam.to 3pm.| 7 | 6 | 6 |. 6:

\l
ﬂ .

- lzemto6pm.i T | T |7

: S T A
{6pmtollpm.| 7 | T .7 | T

I~ |~

llpm.to 2am. | 6 | 6. |, 6 | 6 |I

(0))

| 2am. to '?qm‘.lf'zrr 4 | 4 | . 4

sl |
W
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INTRA DEPART\/!ISNT RE(‘OPL AND CORRESPO\JDE\'CF CI*‘E:..T//

r~Datc Lo :
Decembcr l 1973
To:s r g ‘
Lt. Wllllam Arms trongf' S e R o
From : R S . ke .

Etninobcrt Dunsrord

B.T.U. Activities
‘Copics Sent To: . :

Slr' . : v
" The folling statlstlcs repres«.n'c the actlv:tt:.es of ‘the Evidence
Technician gnlt of the Laboratory Division in the period listed: :

' Radio assignments: = . S : ST
. CDMPARITIVE : g
‘From 01/01/73 Lo date Period 1972 November 19’73 Last month November 1972
13821 10381 1247 1296 1125

SPECIFIC,FUNCTIONS‘COMPLETED ON RADIO ASSIGNMENTS:

" From 01/01/73 to date Period 1972 Novembcr 1973 Last lonth November 1972

 os4z SRl “37475‘- - 88 977 851
Photography i | I
'4199" . 3470 382 424 S 321

_——.---n-—.—..—--.——-——_—

3762 | . asea 438 446 187
 BingerRrint_Identifications i S AT

o 353 i Y £ T - ) R e
/'Rcspec fullx/,,) , e 4 EE

//d //(/c/( // ,(/.zt(" ~

Ptn Robcr Dunsf Jo

Suporv;sor E.T.¥.

RD/LE e e

s o B e e e -—
e oo ot G s e At e, i g W B e Py o e i 00 St © ¢ . Gt e D v M8 B By s e
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APPENDIX

EVALUATION: 'EVIDENGE TECHNICIAN UNIT

.The following analysls with the exceptlon of tlgure 2,1s
restr[cted to the portlon of Phase I from October 1, 1972 to March 1, 1973

and to the portlon of Phase I from March 1, 1973 to December 1, 1973

Computer processlng of ETU reports began on September 21, 1972 maklng

October the flrst month for whlch automated reports were available. A |

ten percent sample of handwrltten reports avaﬂable from the perlod beiore :
' September 21, 1972 was selected and processed to provlde some lnformatlon k

- on that perlod

Flgure 1 shows the total number of lncldents processed by the ETU

for the two perlods, the number of those In Phase II which were processed

E by the two vans provrded under the Impact Program (called "overlay vans
by the pro;ect staff), the total number of Impac mcldents processed by ETU
and the number of Impact mcldents whlch were processed by the overlay .

: vans. (Impact lncldents are estlmated by summing person crlmes ancl

| -burglarles..) |

i e o



' Total number of

incidents processed :

by a,ll ETU ,unlts

Total number of
" incidents processed
by Impact unlts
(percent of total)

Number of Impact
Incidents* processed
by all ETU units
“(percent of total)

‘Number of Impact

Incldents* processed
by Impact units
(percent of total)

* Person crimes and burglary

Phase I

~ Oct., 1972 - Feb., 1973

5340

*k

3705

Uk

%% Impact \‘Ians began operating in February, 19 73.

Ca4-

PhaSe 1T

110832

2988
- (27.6)

7195
(66.4)

2009
(27.9)

e - o :
% B » : L RN r
: S AT A v A
‘

**March 1973 - Nov., 1973

4‘Plg‘ure- 2 tndylcate‘s the ‘averagennmber of Incidents processed monthly by the

-~ ETU for the two perlods,of F,lg‘ure 1 and, based o'n a 10 percent sample of ertten,

‘re‘ports - forj the perlo:i from May 1, 1972 to September 20k, 1972 -(esccludlng data for
June whtch was not avallable) The estimated a‘verage of 936 lncldents for t'n-e'vftrst
Aperlod was obtained by multtplytng the number of 1ncldents sampled (343) by 10-,~ \to
_scale the sample results up to 100 percent), and then dlvldtng by 3~ 2/3 months,
The s;econd column of figure 2 shows-thef percent lncrease in average monthly
activlty for each of the_last perl'od?s compared~to ‘th"é'preced lng per[od.
) The number of lncrdents proce.;sed each month for the months October, 1972 J

: through November 1973 is indlcated in flgure 3. The average number of mctdents

processed per‘_month over that perlod is 1155.




 MONTHLY ETU ACTIVITY RATES

Avefage‘number of " ‘Percent Increase -
Incldents processed ‘over precedlng
Monthly S Pertod ’

May 1, 1972 to Sep. 20, 1972 936 =
(e*ClUdlng Iun‘“’e), o SR T

 Oct.1,1972to March 1, 1973 1052 1.0

. March 1, 1973 to Dec. 1, 1973 1204 - 12.6

*Esti‘m’ate based on a 10 percent sample of processed incidents

~ Figure 2

o a6-



i ////4//4 |

B NN

age Number of Incidents
rocessed Monthly: 1155
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N‘umber,’ of In‘cid/é'n‘tsk o
Bach Month

Proce

-LF

]

Chug ' sep oot N
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‘ 1000.
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:Pl'gur‘e' 4 shows the dlstrlct-?wtde distribution of Index and Impact Incldents

frepottedﬂto the police for the two periods October, 1972 thraugh February, 1973 and

‘Mayrch,‘1973 through Novembér,’, 1973. Person crltﬁes pius burgléry_ are used as a
. surr’ogate fdr Im‘p‘éc’t crimes (aiso, larceny under $50 was subtracted from total
reported Index crimes in September, Oc‘tober,‘ and Nermber of 1973 to be consis~
tent with previous Index ‘tcv):als which did not include larceny under $50).

| | ’Thve number of Index and Impact Incldents processed b‘y the ETU (n each
police dlstrlct is glven In ngré 5 for the samé tlme periods as-Elgure 4.

The kc.lata of Figure 4 and FRgure § are combined in Hgure 6, indlcating the

district-wide percent of incidents processéd by ETU,

L /’/f“"
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‘ Number of Indicated Incidents Reported "to Police

i Phase I

Oct., 1972 - Feb., 1973

District lp_d_ex_
1 778
2 870
3 2928
4 1435 °
5 2054 _
6 2013

7 3103

8 1580

9 2471
‘Total 17,232

(city-wide)

 Impact*

515
462
1900
717
1494
1268
2315
1121

1450

11,242

*Person crimes plus Burglary

Flgure 4

Index

1637
2011
5369,
3243
3950
4186

"5730

3139

5055

34,320

Phase II
March, 1973 = Nov,, 1973

Impact*

1042

979
3555
1693
2850
2684

4016

»



o T oS

- ;
Number of Indicated Incidents Processed by ETU
*Phase I o ~ ; Phase II
Oct., 1872 - Feb,, 1873 ' " March, 1973 - Nov., 1973
Di‘strict - Index. Impact* ‘ Index | Impact*
y 249 222 B 49 SRR 417
2 308 252 ,‘ 549 A . j 407
3 948 780 RRRIR 1427 | | 1196
& 248 | 178 : .. e ‘ 444
5 469 e 1086 o 925
6 o 412 . 358 | - 970 , 843
7 975 888 Cee 1779 1488
8 | -399 348 P 976 819
9 o .333 262 S R 828 653
Unknown S ‘ | 3  L e 4 oo | 3
Total 4346 3705 PR §738 | 7195
(city-wide) ' ' ‘ , ' ‘ . A

*person crimes plus Burglary

,Pigure 5

-20-



ottt i

.. Phasel

‘District :

2

9.

. Toml
. fclty-wide)

1 ‘3250~
354
32,4 - 
'.17,3, 
22.8
» 20.5

314

25.3

25.2

, Im ‘ackiy* .
e
.

24.8

28.2
38.4

130.6

18.1

433.0

CIndex  Impacts

_Percent of Indicated Incidents Processed by ETU

Phase 11

30.5 .

- 27.3

26,6

28,0
23,2

31,0

19.1

27.5

3Ll

- 16.4

“ l;

v‘aFi_g’ ur'év 6.

25.5

E *Person crimes P‘lus Burglary

March, 1972 - Nov. 1973

33.6

26.2

37.1
36.7
~19.8-

32.2

40.0

32,5

3l.d



Cleanups for Impact Offenses*

I‘lgure 7 ls based on cleanup data for the same tlme pertods as in the preccdlng 1 | S
SR ' ’ e SR [T T R PhascI B ‘ ' '
. d ts rocessed b the ETU are compared to lncldents not processcd IR , e v : S oot

, flgures IﬂCl en b y ( | iRt , e Sl e i S Oct., 1972 through Peb., 1973 “ Mar., 1973 through Nov '7

5 by ETU wlth respect to cleanup rates. L Y o e

4

‘.‘Perccnt of ETU processed _7 C f e R
id t cleaned up'is & roxtmately flve percent' | Inctdents cleaned up ST oo kas R 13.10A :
The rate of ETU processed inc ents p PD | (number cleaned up) B T e (958)

S ' : ~pre d i crdent‘s and the average amount of tlmev to ‘ '
| hlgher than, the rate f.or non proces‘se SnETReTe BRe TR oY a LR SO B Percent of non- processed S T B e S L
- i ] ight days less for ETU processed incldents. | [Incldents cleaned up 80 SERRR 8.13
Sloanubls almost elght days less for P plogessed Inclentey 0 B | fumber cleaned wp) - (se9 e
CETU brocess ncidents which are cleaned up show a higher fraction of % e ~ e L L
ETU processed Inciden sw T T T ,'\:Percent of cleaned up T e S T e
o 0 for cleanups of non- rocessed incidents, by almost nine percent in . Incidents processed by ETU ST 45,28 o A P 44._77'3
~arrests thal‘t ‘forvvc,,lean‘ups ot honr p: ; o T , s *(number processed) o (%) e (958)
Phase 1 ?’,‘d_ by_l_z percent 1n Pnase ! Averagc number of days O B N U T N s N ST St e e
| ' | | tocleanup for incidents, . O & R s ]
1 processed by ETU o : S 22,73 _ e - 16.69 L

‘Average number of days
to cleanup for Ingidents i T e ‘. : : , S
not processed by ETU . . 30,39 Lo o 24,27

Percent of cleanups =~ -

(ETU processed) which =~ - - R e R ) RS
were arrests = I - 75.43 ' A 86,02
(number of arrests) BT o (3rey : s - (824)

' Percent of cleanups

(non-processed) which L L : : : : S ;
| were arrests o oo B6J76 0 ; o 78,72
(number of arrests) o T 4000 o (87

s *Perso‘nfcrlm}esy"pluskBkurg,Iary" ,




g Average Number of Months from Offense to

Trlal for Cases Wlth Vs,

Cases Wlthout ETU Evldence - 1972

"‘Offense

oy i g
PRI TR

Number of ’
Cases Studled *

’ Months from Offense to
. Trial = 1972 Cases* o

~ |With BTU
: ,E‘vidence: '

" Without ETU|
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Usc of Phyﬂlcal I‘vldenco in the
. St., Louls Courts ~

Pigurcs 8 through 12 were prepared frOm data drawn from a flve percent

sample of cases from the Clrcutt Attorney s flles from 1972

‘ LTU evtdence took 1 5 months less time.

.Figu:e 8 shows the .averag'e amount of time from 'offense to trial (in 'monthC)‘ :
ffor cases w1th FTU ev1dence comoared to cases with no evidence or Wll.h evxd(,ncc
‘from pohce sources other then the BTU The result is little dlfference for the 1‘34

fcases in general but iof the 76 Impacn offenses of the 184 total, the cases V\.’lth
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e o Disposlitions of Impact Court Cases

LN

,Ca‘své,s With
ETU Evidence

With vs. Without ETU Evidence - 1972%

Céses W)lt,h,\out? :
ETU Evidence**

o

Nurmbejr~of‘:>; o ; : D
~Impact Cases | - 3% 37
- (percent of total) - (51.3) (48.7)
Guilty Pleas oy s 67% 43%
Trials SR 5% 14%
~Jury Trials 5% 14%
- Months from 4o o ,
‘Offense to Trial , SETHE 4,3 5.8
. Convictlons o T2% 51%
Acquittals RERRE 0% 5%
“Nolle Prosequi o 26% 41%
Other - R « 3% 3%
h ~*Based on a 5 percent sample of'dases‘from‘ 1972. '
**Includes cases Wlth.no e\iidence and cases wlthk o
non-ETU evidence : : » o

TR i
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' The. 76 'Impact cases are te’xam,‘iined‘ In Flgure 9. Sixty-seven ‘pqrcc,ht‘of‘ these

casés;whk‘lch had .E’l?f‘U, cvtdcncc resulted ln gullty pleas, compared to b’ri’ly 43 pereent

~ for Impact cases wlthout ETU evidence, and the convlictlon rates are 72 percent for

cases with ETU evidence compared to 51 pevrcent er cases without.

| Figure '10 also "mc‘llc:fa_tes's higher conviction and guilty plea ré_tes: in almost |

every type of offense for cases with ETU,ev.idencﬁe compared to cases without, In

‘general, considerking'_kall 184 cases studied, the qon\)ictioh rate is 17 percent higher

for the ETU cases.

" The 76 Impact cases pres‘ented as arywhole in ‘ngre’ 9 are examined by type |

“of offense In Figure 11, Aggravated asszult is the only category where the conviction

rate {s l‘ower'foncawses with ETU evidence, The majority -of those assault cases not

‘resulting in convictions resulted In nolle prosequi.
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- Percent Gullty Pleas and Convictions For.

*Based oh a § percent say‘mple of cases from 1972

Cases With and Without ETU Evidence = 1972%
NUMBER OF PERCENT PERCENT
CASES STUDIED GUILTY PLEAS CONVICTIONS
- , Cases Cases’ :
With Without - | With W ith no Cases Cases
ETU ETU ETU FTU With Withno
: Evidence | Evidence** |Evidence Evidence** |l ETU Evidence IETU Evidence**
Homicide 2 0 50% - 50% - ‘
Rape 1 2 100% - | 0% 100% 0%
Aggravated Assauly 10 . 20 40% | 40% 40% - 50%
Robbery 6 9 83% | 44% 100% 56%
Burglary 20 6 75% 67% 80% 67%
. Auto  Theft 17 3 88% | . 33% 88% 33%
Larceny (over $50)| 6 15 33% | 33% 33% 47%
Other 4 63 _ 50% | 48% 50% 56%
Total 66 118 65% | 44% 70% 53%
_Impact Offenses 39 37 67% | 43% 72% 51%

**Includes céses with no evidence and cases with non-ETU physikcal evidence

;F'lgure 10
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Dispositions of Cases With Vs.

Without ETU Evidence by Type of Offense - 1372%

Homicide

Aggravated Assault

Rape Rokbery Buralarv
\ Cases ; Cases | Cases Cases ] Cases
[Cases Without Cases Witheout Cases Without Cases Without Cases Without
ith ETU | ETU with ETU |ETU with ETU|ETU with ETU|ETU with ETU ETY
pvidence evldence** evidence levidence** levidence | evidence**ievidence | evidenge** (et i »n - evidenc
Number of Cases 2 -0 1 2 10 20 6 9 20 - 6
(percent of total) (100) (0) (33.3) (66.7) (33.3)] (66.7) (40.0) (60.0) (76.9) (23.1
Guilty Pleas 50%, - 100% 0% 40% 40% 83% 44% 75% - 67%
 Trials 0% - 0% 50% 0% 15% 17% 11% 5% - b
Jury Trials 0% - 0% 50% 0% | 15% 17% 11% 5%: 03
Mean Months from ; , ;
Offense, to Trial 3.0 - 10.0 6.0 4.9 6.5 4.3 6.0 3.6 3.
Convictions 50% - 100% 0% 40% 50% 100% 56% 80% 679
Acquittals 0% - 0% 50% 0% 5% 0% 0% 0% 0
Nolle Prosequl 50% - 0% 50% 60% 40% 0% 44% 159{65 33
— Qther © 0% o 0%l 0% “ 0%, 5% 0% 0% 5% 0%

" *Basedona-$ percent sample of cases from 1972
**Includes cases wlth rio evidence and cases with non-ETU evldence

Figure 11



-~ Dispositions of Cases With vs, Wlithout

ETU Evidence for all Offense Types ~ 1972 *

ther Disposition

Cases With Cases Without

ETU Evidence . ETU Evidence*¥
Number of Cases ‘ 66 18
(percent of total) - (35.9) (64.1)
Guilty Pleas 65% 44%
Trials 5% 15%
fury Trials 5% - 10%
Mean Months
from Offense
to Trial 4,1 3.9
Convictions 70% - 53%
Acquittals 2% 8%
Nolle Prosequl 24% 36%

3%

~ *Based on a

| **Tncludes cases with no evidence and cases with non=ETU evidence

2%

percent sample of cases from 1972

Flgure 12 shows that in 36 percent of the cases studled, physlcal evidence
had been col}ected by the Evidence Technlclan Unlts, while 64 percent of the cases

studied had elther no physlcal evidence, or had evidence which had been collected

by non-ETU pollicemen. Cases with ETU evidence were found to have higher -convic-

tion rate ('70 percent versus 53 percent for cases without ETU evidence), a higher
rate of gullty pleas (65 percent versus 44 percent for cases without ETU evidence),

and a smaller percentage of nolle prosequl dispositions (24 percent versus 36 percent

for cases without ETU evidence). Small differences were found In the times from

arrest to trial when cases v;ru:h ETU evidence wére compared to cases without ETU
e\'ridence. |

Flgure 13 indlcates the percént of incidents processed by the ETU for th\e
period Se.ptember through Decemb;er of 1972 and the percent of court cases from the
5 percent sample of cases studied Whléh had ETU evidence present and the percent
which had evidence from police sources other than the ETU.

Ovetall, 47 'percent 6f all Part ] incidents from S'eptember through December,v
1972 were processed by the ETU, Of the 5 percent sample of Clrcuit Attorney's cases,
36 percent had ETU evidence and 2_9 percent had police supplied evidence othe; than

from the ETU,
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Percent

Percent =

it t cases ~ court cases o
{me scenes court cases t cases o
?rx;)rrnnewilch , ‘with with physical
‘ETU evidence ETU evidence evldence‘{rom
was collected 1972* nonszU ’
N - sept-Dec, 1972 - ponce_ ——
Homlclde 100% | 100%
Rape. 75% - 33% 66%
 hggr 9 339 33%
" Aggravated Assault 91% - 33% |
Robbery e 51% 40% f1,3/°'
,‘Byur’glaryk‘ “ 33% 77% 12%
Auto Theft 42,5% 85% o
69 29% 0%
‘Larceny (over $50) 38,6% . 29%
~ Other 72.9% 6% 54%
Tétal 47% - 36% - 29%

*Based on a 5 percent sample of Circuit Attorney's cases for 1

.

. Figurel3
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~ Survey on Value of Evidence in Processing Cases

As a second ‘part'of the Study,  ‘?‘ questionnalre coscerning the collection

‘and use of physical evidence {n the St. Louts Criminal Justice System was distributed ;

“to va’_ss‘lstant c‘:lrcu‘it'atktorneys, assls’tant public defenders, and trial lawyers.il‘A
total of 35 que‘st’tonhaire‘s Were diS’tributed;\Z,'(S of them (74 percent) were complevted |
éndk returned. Th}ekresults are sum‘marized below.“ Seventeen of the questlonnalres’
Were dtstrlbu‘t‘éd toy assis’tant cifcult avttomeys ; thélr responsés reflect fheir p‘osltions
as vprosecuting attorneys .i Thirteen of the'se’cjuestionna irebs werebrvetu:m‘ed. Ten of the
- questionna lrés were distrib‘utéd.‘to assis,t‘antb public ‘d'efendle’rs, and elghtﬁmore were
distributed to crlmihal laWyers in pthéte'praqf:lcé;‘ the reéponses of these groups
reflect thelir p;)sitions‘ as 'défense attomeyé. A tqtfal of,‘13 of these guestionnaires
wefe retur.ned_; |
| The fol‘lov‘v‘ii}‘gk’summary' deScribes attitudes of prosecution and defense

la,w'yers, separately, as well as general attitudes of all respond’ingy'attorneys.
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, - Tools, weapons and fingerprints were plcked as the most useful evidence
4 N ¢ . . o e ‘ o C s :

‘types n the pro’secutton of a case by all of the responding attorneys. The prosecuting - '

Summary of the Questionnalre Results
’ | ’ ’ : attorneys felt that photographs were more uscful than did thc defense attorneys for

e
4

Defense attorneys answers reflect the fact that they have fewer experloncc., s all types of Index crlmes.

w‘lth phvslcal evidence than do prosecuting attomeys; in fact, physlcal evidence - | B Physlcal evidence often nlays a role In the pre-trial b‘aroatnlng process,

Is more often used by prosecutlng attornGYa because It is used to prosecute and : 4 according to the attorneys questl'oned'.’ It is felt thata defenaant.ts more likely |
conv[ct By its very nature it ts less likely to be used to prove a defendant not ; : | to plead | guuty'b,efore trklal when there s strong'fingerprint or btherphystca_l e
gullty than to prove hlm guilty. For example the fact that a defendant s finger- : PR against him, particularly in 'robbery; burglary, auto theft, and larceny (over $50) Caseé_.
prints were found at a crime scene may help to prove him quilty, but the fact that | It is felt that photographs play a slgnlflcantly,smaller role In pre-trlal bargatnlng

his prints were not found willdovvery‘ little to show that he Is lnnocent, Overall S ‘than other types of physical evidence. Physical evldenCe also; plays an l‘mportantv

it was felt that the Evidence Tecnniclans do a good job of collecting evidence; at’ - | 1 "~ role in both jury and non-jury trials., The’ majority o.f attorneys responding to the

 the .Séme ti_rne,kmoyst a tt;orneys believe thaht, if additional DhYS.iéa"l evidence was S ; (o questionna ire felt t'h‘at fingerprints are always very persuasive evtdence durtng a

coilected, it might resuylt‘tn a more fa ir and accurate dispensation of justice, | : trial. Tools; Weapong, physiologica'l; tests and blood sample tests are usually
particularly in aggravated assault or rape cases. An overwhelmlng majority of the - | k'pér‘s'uasive during a trlai. Photogr_aph's are judged sometimes persuasive, but they
attorneys believe the numbers of eonvictions and gullty pleas would be htgher and the | " can be very Important for reconstructton of'th‘e crime durlng 'trialy.k ' ‘

numbers' of trtals and acquittals would be lower lf more physrcal evrdence was collecte’d In cofmparlng the value of physical evidence to the value of witness testimony

by the ETU's. - : : N SRR I L e ~ In the prosecution of a case, the attorneys had mixed opinions; All agreed that
Although the PIOSGCUfiﬁg and defense:attorneys ag‘ree’ that ’thekd}efensev is | " Identifying ftngerprints are' of more value than any type yof;rwitness testki'mony'.‘ k

’USUSHY made aware of phys ical evidence against the de‘fenvdant, they‘dlsagree ; | no Prosecutikng attorneys felt»tha‘t photographsﬁ are of more v’awlue than any type on witness
“strongly about how often the defense s made aware of physlcal evrdence ln the | | L testimony, but the defense di‘sagreed and 'yfelit that all types of witness testtm’ony are
defendant's favor.; Forty-six percent of the prosecuttng attorneys felt that the Sk L s ;’of more valne than ph“oto'gyraptxs.‘ Otner kinds of phy‘s'ical evidence are thooght to be
defense is a azs made aware of physical evidence in the defendant's favor, whlle o G Tcomp}ara‘bletn !Value to witness testimony by most of the attorneys. - ERpat

’ 54 percent of the: defense attomeys felt that the defense:a_z:e_l_y ts made aware of £ . " o Prosecutlng attorneys estimate that in 80 'AperC'e.v“_t‘ of their ca‘s}es_ this past
| such evldence.k, At the same time 92 percent of the defense attomeys felt that o 3 i V'year, they made use of some physrcal evrdencer De‘fen'se’at»tome.ys 'estimat’e that the L
| physlcal evidence should be made available to them more often, whlle 77 percent | prosecutlng attomeys made use of physical cvrdcncc rn only 65 pexcent of all cascs

L v:Of thc prosecuttng attorneys felt that thefé iS no  need: tO make PhYSiCa1 evldence S | . this Payst Yeal'a ,On‘,the other hand, the,’defcnse attorneys esftxmate t‘hat»ln 19 pcrccnt '

,avallablo to thc defensc more oiten G LR : S R :
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-of thetr cases thls past year thcy made use of some physlcal evldence. Prosecutlng

B attorneys estlmate that the defen.,e attorneys made use of physlcal evldenco in only

- ‘9 perccnt of all cases thls year. All agree that the percent of convlctlons Is hlgher ‘

to trlal

o for cases with physlcal evtdence than for cases with no physlcal evidence.

- All of the above flndlngs lndlcate a seemlngly fayorablerelatlonshlp'be‘tween;

‘theproVislon of evidence in criminal cases and outcomes such as the fraction of -

cases 'c‘leaned up, the numbers of convictlons obta lned,‘and'th'e delay from offen'syie |

Whlle there'ls certainly no questldn that the evldence servlces 'prov'ld‘ed ,

‘ by the ETU contrlbute slgnlflcantly to the achlevement of these results, the

: procedures by whtch crime SCenes are selected' for ETU 1nvest1gatlon tend to s‘creen

L out incrdents for which favorable results (l €., arrests convlctlons etc ) are less ‘

By survey were asked about the percent of cases they had handled ln which the identification f

:‘that such ldentlflcatlon and arrest had taken place solely because of evldence found at ‘
. Ei';‘the scene even when no wltness was present to descrlbe the lncldent or suggest the name

o Ofr the’perpetrator‘.f‘

',respOnses are presented lni'FlgL‘ire 14

llkely. Therefore comparlsons between ETU-processed lncldents and lnctdents not SO

: processed may be blased to some extent tn favor of successful outcomec for the BTU-

proces‘sed cases. Put in oversimpllfled terms, do arrests cause ETU processing, or.

does ETU processlng cause arrests'? The answer to thts questlon ls probably that both o
; phenomena are valid to some extent,for most"casesr -wrth«the relatwe levels‘ differxng _

from Caseto case. To shed sorne llght on thls issue, respondents to the questlcnnalre ‘

; and arrestofa defendant resulted solely frorm evidenCe fou‘nd at the crime scene.' Thelr k

“In better than one-sb{thiof thercase's lt was ,felt i

A
; .o

Percent of cases handled In
which identification and -

arrest of defendant resulted
solely from evidence found

at the crime scene, and:

-Defense

[Attorneys

| Prosecuting
Attorneys -

Total .

No witness at scene, no
named suspect

127

24

18

v

Witness at scene, but no

‘named suspect or complete

ldentlficatlon

14

32

23

Witness identification of suspect,

but no positive confirmation of
identification without evldence
found at scene

18

33

25

Figure 14 -
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'\?.;fUnlt project staff from the monthly crlme tapes prepared by the Pollce Department

S ffcomputer center, and from the flles of the ulrcult Attomey for the Clty of St Louls. S

J.

Questlonna lres were completed by attorneys from the Clrcult Attorney s staff and

‘-'f'from some attorneys ln prtvate practlce who have defense experlence.r Computer S

,i‘programs used to analyze crlme data clearance rates and the actlwty data supphed

Lby the project staff were wrltten by the ngh Impact Bvaluatlon Unlt and run on the

o ::'REIIS computer system. e

'l'he evaluatlon staff would llke to acknowledge the asslstance of Lt Wllllam v.- .

' Q,_‘,Armstrong and the ETU staff Mr. Barry Welsmantle and the staff of the Pollce L [/ S

Department‘s Evaluatlon Unlt Ms Iane Schaefer of the Department of Applied o .

"""_Mathematlcs and Computer Sclence Department of Washlngton Unlverstty, and the

| _A’_staff members of the Clrcutt Ati;orney s and Publlc Defender s offlces o

e
~

Questlonnarres for the survey of the value of physlcal evldence ln the couxts

E lﬁ““"were also completed by attorneys of the Offlr*e of the Publlc Defender.

Data for thls analysls were complled from records kept by the Evldence 'l‘echnlclan ‘






