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i3 1.1 Project Developmeht and Organization

1.0 Introduction

The Bronx County District Attorney's Office.is organized under the leader-
ship of the District Attorney and one Chief Assistant District Attorney
(see Figure 1). Each of the 10 separate bureaus of the District Attorney's
Office are administered by a Bureau Chief and one or two Deputy Bureau
Chiefs. The MOB has one Deputy Bureau Chief. In addition to the major
bureaus, the D.A.'s Office also has staff assigned to the Supreme Court

he Brohx County District Attorney's
h concentrates the resources of ten |
full-time Assistant District Attorneys on prosecuting t?e serxgui oife2~ | E%
der--the recidivists, the “career criminals," the especially violent o

i d to specialize the func-
ders. One of ten bureaus designe
B the D ffice, MOB was created as a response to

The ‘Major Offense‘Bureau (@OB) of.t
Office, New York, is a project whic

o am Resommer’s © Y Calendar Control Part, a part reserved for non-trial matters, including
thires problens: | | : 4 arraignments, motions and hearings,® and a special Early Case Assessment
. . : ; . "Project which works in conjunction with MOB's own early screening program.
j and trial of : :
(1) the increasing delays betwezn t:e apprehension Project urich works in conjunction uith U0B's om early screening progean
felony defendant; in Bronx County; ‘

employees,

(2) the resulting loss of witnesses or effective testimony, and

? \ . ; . ) ; ‘ . ' . .
- Jack of continuity in case preparation; and , , - iz When the new District Attorney for Bronx County took office in January of

1973, a person who was arrested and indicted in Bronx County had to wait-
24 months or more in jail before his case could be litigated. This situa-
tion encouraged the imposition of extremely low bail, promoted a high in-
cidence of bail jumping, and increased the probability that "the serious
‘offender would commit new crimes while awaiting disposition Of outstand-

] ‘ens excludin i - tion -
o Screeneg maj;? Efiizzz Zizezeéarate > ' : ing -charges. Moreover, the long delays substantially diminished effective
and arson for whic S 13

ithi i ! ttorney's Office) and are responsible T ks prosecution of the cases--w%tness availabili?y @ecreased‘or they could not
special bureaus 'within the DlS?rlct ia an Yfrom ag initial interview at accurately recall events, witnesses lost.their interest in the case or be-
for all stages of the prosecution--starting

indictment and ending in trial in came reluctant to become reinvolved after such long delays, and the case
the time of arrest, through Grand Jury indictment a ceme relustant to becone weinvolved after sush long delays, and the case

cases where plea bargaining proves unsuccessful. o ' ‘ Attorneys, each forced to re-work the contents of the file he received.
Finally, in order to deal with tremendous caseload pressures, more than
90 percent of all matters were being disposed of by plea or dismissal.

(3) the belief that a relatively small percentage -of ?ffenders
in Bronx County wexe responsible for a disproportionate &

éﬁare of the serious crimg. _ } :

MOB staff are assigned special
homicide, narcotics, rackets,

TRy .7a
8

i

was visited by two Abt Associates staff membexs

he Ma;or Offense Bureau . ' . |
gn April 5 and April 6. Ms. Carolyn Burstein of the National Institute '

accompanied the on-site team on the final day of observation.

¥

The Bronx District Attorney believed that through proper intake control,
comprehensive case preparation, full disclosure practices, and strict
quidelines on.plea bargaining determinations, the "persistent felony offen-
der would receive just and certain punishment" and the system would final-
ly begin to provide regular assurance of a speedy trial. The Major Offense
Bureau, as a trial bureau, fully prepares each case so that the prosecution
zg - is actually ready for litigation at the time of arraignment.

=

" This validétion report incorporates information from the following
sources:

| RrE

e the project submission documents forwarded to the National , )
" Institute; |

a series of on-site interviews with MOB staff, District ‘ . :

R ‘In order to secure the neceéssary manpower to initiate action against major
Attorney staff, judges, and defense attorneys;

- - 'é offenders, the District Attorney applied for a grant from the Law Enforce-

: b ment Assistance Administration. .An award was made in April, 1973, and,
following three months of preparation, the first MOB case'was filed in
July.

o an LEAA publication and a National District Attormey's
aAssociation (NDAA) publication which deal with case-
screening and selected case prosecution.

* The judicial terminology used in New York is sufficiently unigue to

cause confusion. The reader should be mindful of the fact that the Su-

" preme Court is not the highest court in New York but rather is a trial
court of original jurisdiction (in many jurisdictions, its’ counterpart is
Superior Court):. Also, "part" refers ¢to a judicial session.-

~Ailist of documents reviewed and persons interviewed is contained in the

- Appendix.
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‘ ~ S . Figure 1: MOB Organization Chart

‘ ' . o Bronx County
: ' e . District Attorney

' , .o ' Chief Assistant
' District Attorney

[ 1 ’~ ’ 1.

Supreme| |Major | ; , Criminal
e Court Offense Homicide Narcotics Indictment Rackets Arson Complaint| |Appeals Court
Bureau* Bureau® Bureau* Bureau* Burcau* Bureau* Bureau*| |Bureau®* Bureau®* Bureau¥*
% : ' I f [ i | ] i f
. Calendar A (Early Case Assessment Projectf
! Control .
, Parts

b S lBureau Chief

10 Assistant.|

o : District
' Attorneys
‘. |Investigators|}— |
R ] ——~15 Clerksl
‘ ‘Process
Servexr ———{2 Trial Preparation Assistants

* Each Bureau is administered by a Bureau Chief and one or niore Assistant Bureau Chiefs.
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. one clerical secretary.
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puring the preparation and planning phases, the District Attorney appointed
a MOB Bureau Chief to head the effort. The Bureau Chief contracted £for the
services of the Natignal Center for Prosecution Management, the research
arm of the National District Attorney's association. The Center assisted
in the development of a numerical case screening and evaluation system

and a case record system which would insure that the appropriate cases

were identified for MORB asgignmient and thoroughly documented.” Formal
quidance and control procedwures over intake and case screening were also
established to frame the assessment of each case. Cooperation from the

New York City Police Department, the Housing Authority Police, and the
Transit Police was formalized by directing the arresting officer to notify
the District Attorney's Office immediately upon the arrest of a person
charged with committing a "serious crime," so that investigation and case
preparation could begin immediately.

Barly and comglete case preparation might have no impaet on pre-trial de-
lay. without immediate availability of an adequate forum. Recognizing
this, the DBistrict Attorney successfully negotiated with the Administra-~
tive Judge of the Supreme Court (the felony trial court in New York) sc
that the Appellate Division of the State Supreme Court designated (in
September 1973) two trial parts (sessions) and three judges for the ex~
clusive litigation of Major Offense Bureau cases. Thus, MOB cases are not
subject to the calendam delays that currently exist for other felony cases
in the Bronx.

MOB cases are assigned to one of ten Assistant District Attorneys. The
Bureau Chief does not carry a caseload and concentrates his attention on
supervising staff and providing technical assistance in the preparation
and prosecution of more difficult cases. The Major Offense Bureau also
has a non-legal staff of two trial preparation assistants, one detective
investigator, one process server, one legal secretary, five clerks; and
Attorneys who serve with the Major Offense Bureau
are selected by the Bureau Chief primarily from the Criminal Court Bureau,
or main trial bureau, of the District Attorney's Office.

The highly specialized nature of MOB efforts redquires that the Assistant

- District Attorneys be relatively experienced, or more senior, attorneys.
"By-and-large an attorney will not be selected for -MOB assignment unless

he has served at least one and a half or two years in another bureau of
the District Attorney's Office. The MOB Bureau Chief attempts to-avoid
“creaming" the best attorneys from other divisions in the staff selection
process, but the District Attorney has given the MOB Bureau Chief a rela-
tively free hand in selecting staff across other bureaus: “As a result,

Appendix C contains copies of the case evaluation and casn manage-

’ ment control forms.
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E thé MOBE attorneys generaily tend %o be among the most experienced attor=—

neys in the Disirict Attorney's Office.

Sine# the attorneys working in MOB are relatively experienced, there is

no ¥prmal training program. New attorneys are oriented by the Bureau

chigf and are generally assigned some of the most difficult cases early

in their tenure. The Bureau Chief believes that the strategy of assign-

ing difficult cases to new attorneys helps acquaint them with the nuances

of their jeobs quickly and thoroughly. Since the MOB staff work closely

and frequengly (although informally) meet as a group, training is largely
accomplished on~the~job by peers. , -

1.2 Case Management

The major thrust of MOB is to (1) establish a means of identifying cases
which require special prosecutorial attention because they involve a. .re-
cidivist defendant or:a particularly violent crime, and {2) to push for a
speedy disposition that will result in a high number of convictions and .
long sentences. o . -

v

Once cases have been identified as MOB targets (cf. Section 1.2.2), they

are indicted, arraigned and tried (if necessary)’in a manner similar to

other felony cases handled by other bureaus of the District Attorney's

Office. The primary distinction is that the dispositional process is

telescoped into a dramatically shorter time frame, and:the case is tried

in one of the two felony parts which are set aside solely for the dis- -
position of MOB cases. The foilowing sections describe the essential : y
components of MOB case processing. .

1.2.1 Notification

The early involvement of an Assistant District Attorney in the major of-

fense case is critical to MOB's performance. Traditionally the complaint

room of the Bronx District Attorney's Office was where an Assistant Pro- .
secutor handled all initial charging decisions and reviewed the facts of
each case with the withesses and police officers. The Assistant Prosecu-
tor would complete a folder on the case with a recommendation for referral

. to the grand jury, a diversionary program, or other appropriate action.

Prior to MOB, the Assistants who worked on complaint room duty lacked
felony trial experience and were relatively new to the District Attorney'’s
Office.
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With the advent of the MOB and the Early Case Assessment Project of the
District Attorney's Office,* Assistant Prosecutors were replaced in the
complaint room with clerks who provide l6-hour-a-day coverage, seven days
a week. One Assistant Distxict Attorney is also on-call 24 hours a day.
The Assistant carries an electronic "beeper" which is a signal receiver

. to insure that he can be 1mmed1ate1y contacted by the clerks in the event

any case is likely to be of MOB concern.

Assistant District Attorneys assigned to MOB receive notifications either
from the complaint room clerk or directly from the New York City Police
Department, the, Housing Authority Police, or the Transit Police by way of
an emergency phone number which hooks directly into the Office of the.
District Attorney. Notifications are made by the police immediately upon
apprehension. The circumstances which require immediate notification by
police to the District Attorney's Office are the following:

o Robbery arrests when
. - defendant was armed with a firearm, oxr
- assault occurred and the victim required hospitalization
(other than treated and released), or victim received mul-
tiple wounds, or victim received numerous stitches, or
— defendant has been identified as having committed a series
of robberies.

¢ Attempted murder or serious assault arrests when

- victim is shot or has received multiple stab wounds which
require hospitalization (other than treated and released), or

- a police officer is the victim of a shooting or stabbing,
NOT AN ATTEMPT.

- DO NOT notify the Distri¢t Attorney of assaults between
members of the same household, family or commonlaw, UNLESS
VICTIM IS LIKELY TO DIE.

° Bulqlary arrests when
~- committed in a dwelling and there is no prior relatlonshlp
between the defendant and the complainant and the burglary
is coupled with a sex crime, assault, or robbery, or
- when the defendant has been identified as having committed
a series of burglaries from dwellings.

* The Earl& Case Assessment Project (ECAP) is another special unit of the

District Attorney's Office which concentrates on early case screening angd.
assignment. The cooperation between MOB clerks who perform the initial
screening function for MOB and ECP clerks has evolvedinto a highly effi-
cient scréening process for all cases. Currently, both units utilize the
MOB case evaluation worksheet in screening.

gﬁg,
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e Arson arrests when
~ a fire of considerable proportion results in the serious
. physical injury of an inhabitant, or
- there is considerable damage to a building.

¢ Kidnapping arrests when

-~ committed for sexual, monetary or political reasons and the
Persons are unknown to each other.

© Rape or scdomy arrests when

- force or threat of force is used and the parties are unknown
to each other.

¢ .Child abuse arrests when

= a child under seven (7) years of age is tortured or receives
serious physical injuries.

©  Any arrest when :
- there is considerable community or public interest in either
the type of crime committed or the defendants, or
~ a prominent person is involved, or
- there is a likelihood of extensive media coverage, or
=~ defendant wishes to make a statement to District Attorney
relative to a felony case, or

a pollce officer, under any circumstances, shoots another
person. .

-

0 Homicide arrest or investigation (at discovery of body) when
~ a victim of a crime is likely to die or is dead.

Clerks also periodically telephone the Police Department Emergency Notifi-
cation Unit--a special police unit designed to quickly screen and access
cases for referral-in case the individual officer failed to notify the
District Attorney’s Office. By and large, however, the most common form
of notification for MOB cases occurs when the arresting officer Smely
brings the witnesses to the complaint room of the criminal court so that

a complaint can be drawn by the regular Assistant District Attorney on
duty. In the complaint room the MOB clerk completes a MOB case evaluation

form and, if approprlate, alerts the on~duty MOB Assistant District Attor-
ney.

Since the beglnnlng of MOB, the case evaluatlon procedure has been per-
formed on all cases referred to the District Attorney's Office. MOB, in
concert with the Early Case Assessment Project, attempts to insure that
the referral of cases to each of the 10 bureaus of the District Attor-
ney's Office is consistent and timely.
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SERUEORPIRASENNY

PEOPLE v, CHARGE DATE

A
: L‘P 1.2.2 Screenm Pleats record those polnts which apply 10 your case, Whero' there are multiple defendants, compute a base on the defendant with
NS the most serious offense(sl,
X i . B A.NATURE OF CASE ”‘?f“ pu. ) C.REFER TO M.0.B. IF.ANY OF THE
. ' 02 ‘ wolicable FOLLOWING CONDITIONS APPLY:
The screening approach employed by the MOB and devised by the National Ej ) ’ vicTiM ns O 20 + - lcheck thase applicable-offense is most serious charga)
Center for Prosecution Management attempts to remove the element of sub- ; one or more pare ' ' [J FORCIBLE SEXUAL OFFENSES BETWEEN
Ez jegtlv:hevaluazlon in selectlng cases for special prosecutorial attention.* ; ‘ VICTIM IMJURY o a4 UNRELATED PARTIES
L5 Under this system a case is evaluated using a numerically weighted set of received minof injury :
criteria. The criteria assess four essential aspects ofyeachgcase: ¥$$$£$U“"“d 8 22 © Aﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁiﬁﬁgﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁGeoa
e the nature of the crime charged; INTIMIDATION ' O CHILD ABUSE, CHILD SEVEN OR UNDER
; . ' . 006 OF MOre persons o 1.3
e the heinousness of the offense~-based primarily on the extent o ) ‘ O MULTIPLE ROBBERIES OR BURGLARIES
of personal injury and property loss or damage; g W%ﬁiﬂil“mw 0 94 D.SUMMARY INFORMATION
. @ the propensity of the defendant to commit additional violent C ' “';"ﬁ?é’ééﬂféf“" - NO.OFVICTIMS e
. crimes--based primarily on the nature of his prior criminal .. cartied explosives O 157 8 532?$$?Zﬁ2%m
record and background; and - . % ' - ’ 0 hospitalizedan‘glorpermancntinjury
) ) g STOLEN PROPERTY . O taw officer
e the strength of the case~-based primarily on the facts and . ; any vaive D os O attempted murder of officer
. evidence available. o » ' B PRIOR RELATIONSHIP WEAP6N
g ’ . : ) - g - ) . vietim and defendant - same family Q 28 0 gun
£ . : i ) O kiife .
A Major Offense Bureau clerk utilizes the Case Evaluation worksheet, ex- ‘ ' .ARREST ' O s D oy o expicslve

: hibited on‘the following page, in deriving a ranking score on each case. v - within 24 hours O 2 BURGLARY‘
éé Points are accumulated given the nature of the case, the nature of the . O night-time

de?endant, the extant condltl?ns su;roundlng the case, and supporting - ST Etﬁﬁﬁﬁixﬂnmmm O 14 g 2£$3?§;2§€5§?3®.

- evidence. If the felony committed is a Class A felony {(felonies punish- oy : additional witnasses g 31 O no. ot pramises burglarized
able by 25 years to life imprisonment), 20 points are needed in order to . g ’

) trigger a phone call to an Assistant District Attorney. If the felony . . h IDﬁMﬂFmAﬂON 0 a2 CyﬁtifészOLENPmMERTY wﬁ§Wd‘[§
. ?ommitted is a Class B felony (felonies punishable by 15 to 25 years - - e ) O $250 e §1499 =} g
g_. imprisonment), 15 points are needed. Regardless of the number of points -oE TOTAL CASE SCORE J— 8 Siggéﬁpm 8 8

: derived on the case, immediate referrals are'made to the District Attor- . - . AT ‘ o

ney's Office in cases which involve forcible sexual offenses between un- ‘ B-NATURE OF EFENDANT PRIOR RELATIONSHIP
related parties, arson where their is substantial damage or high poten- g ", FELONY CONVIETIONS 8 zfawr:;;mny
e tiaL for injury, child abuse involving children seven years of age or 2 z:smmom 8 1;; o “ﬁﬁ\
uhder, and cases involving multiple robberies or burglaries. .- i g ”ﬁ“m““”
§ o g % : ‘ MISDEMEANOR CONVICTIONS ofer ‘
' % one 8
- The institutionalization of effective ¢ ' ; : L e o8 0 pcaion |
_ ' ~ n of effective case evaluation and screening pro- - ' . PRIOR ARRESTS - SAME CHARGE O on or nearby scene
- cedures concentrated early attention on isolating the recidivist~--or - fon one Q 45 G other
g “career criminal"--~as well as monitoring the flow of cases into the ' ' mort than o 22 g :\:n oL zzrsor;s'rgakinq 1.D.
District Attorney's Office so that only the most serious offenders are ‘ o PRICR ARRESTS ' TR
- -selected for prosecution. In addition, instituting an objective procedure - ’ one g 22 SUPPORTING EVIDENCE
Eﬁ . for case assessment was intended to preserve the integriy of the District E? more than one 0 8 3$§%ﬁiﬁi$ﬁﬂkeam"
Attorney's Office and to raise MOB above accusatlons of uncontrolled se- ) s HMORARRESFWEAPONSTOPCHARGE i
‘ 'lectlve prosecutlon, e more than one o E.DISTRICY ATTORNEY'S EVALUATION
: , TOTAL SCORE -
% Y I _ : - % ‘ STATUS WHEN ARRESTED ' ' RANKING CLERK
The National Center was selected for this task because of their prior ) . . :fﬁﬁ”“ 8 zé : "~ AD.A.NOTICED ye10 - noQ
: . involvement with the D.C. Government Office of Crime Analysis, which ini- ~ T o L . " ACTIONSY AD.A:
Eg tiated the prototype prosecutorial information system known as PROMIS for , ﬁ . TOTAL DEFENDANT SCORE L Qaccepted - Q  furthered
w the Superior Court Division  of the U.S. States Attorney Office in Washing- L f‘ i . k o reeted 2. i Nos

: ton. The case weighting systems developed initially for PROMIS were modi- - ‘ reasong:
§~ fied for the’ Bronx MOB. The Bronx system differs from others previously

developed in that it objechvely considers the ev1dent1ary strength of

each case.
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Following indictment by a Grand Jury, a date is set for arra%gnmgnt. To
" expedite the case, the policy of the District Attorney's fo%ce-ls to
offer a plea at the earliest possible moment. Plea negotlatlon§ are an
important part of the MOB approach. The offered plea 1s e§tabllshed at
a conference between the Assistant District Attorney handling the case

1.2.3 Acceptance and Diéposition

o

Once the MOB Assistant District Attorney on call has been notified of the
occurrence of a serious érime he makes contact with the duty clerk. After

' i i ;idelines, :the offered
5 a quick determination of the appropriateness of the case for MOB (based on i E and F@e MgB Bure?ihgiliié tg:siiuiz ;gtiizainggitiizni zr O;e he ofthce
0% the results of the case evaluation), the attorney contacts a special steno- ‘% plea;is a wgis elo T e e avamining is e smited, e
. grapher {(who iz also on-call 24 hours each day). The stencgrapher and the ) low. Thus the scop ' > g e e o wiil scctzatsly
‘ﬂ% attorney immediately go te the central booking station in the Bronx to . €3 that, eveg whez a;czgt;gg ngeizé e def
E& "interview officers, to insure that all evidence has been legally obtained L reflect the nature s

and is complete, to direct laboratory testsor photographs, to direct line- .
ups, and to interview the defendant and each witness. During these initial -
interviews all witnesses are immediately served with Grand Jury subpoenas , . . : i licy of
and a schedule for appearance is established. Arrangements are normally i the eYlde?ce of the case. ConElSte?t wiizwzhih:uzifZ;zleiizini; aciess
made so that all MOB cases can be heard by a Grand Jury within 24 hours of o Ehe 2ist§lc§ 222;22§g£ zgziizglzrigbih: prosecuting attorney. If, at

o - 3 O a (=) n .
Ziiiat&urin non-MOB cases, it usually takes about one montp to reach the this time, the defendant does not accept the plea, a dgte is set for

trial.*

Wwhen the plea is offered, the defense attorney is invited to discuss all

RS

&

Once all witnesses and police officers have been interviewed, the assistant - . . L : R ; tertain de-
meets with the defendant and asks if a statement can be takeg. Because a . Once proceedings begin, the MOB District Attorney will not en

: iati : i - is made cleax
gz number of these interviews have resulted in confessions, the MOB has also fense overtures to reconvene plea negotiations. This fact :
4

2

. N ; S secution's case is
instituted a. new procedure for video-tape recording of defendant inter- - . at the original conference when the weight of the prose

. ‘ Tf & es chose to “"take his chances" with a
views. BAll defendants are made aware of their constitutional xights and . @ade k;owzé 1§£L§§eiiiieii:nzoi;itmant O e ke e o idar basad on the
v i . recOrdi t i i . : S jury, he < e Y
are given the cpportunity to refuse recording the interview. B : W T ot of the trial (the usual defense ctio) .

.

The final case acceptance decision is not made until all the facts of the - . From July, 1973, through January, 1975, MOB accepted 733 indictments for

, case have been recorded and a criminal record check has been performed. & . . . s for MOB break
é At that point, the Assistant District Attofney who conducted the initial ) ﬁg_ Qrose?utlon coverlng.l,?87 defendant§. The yearly total
‘ - interviews determines whether to accept the case for MOB prosecution. If T - down into the following:
the case is accepted, the same Assistant Attorney will handle the case : ) ) ) }ear . Cases Defendants
gqg through disposition. . , — — -
= . - 1973 141 206
. . . . S . 1974 339 513
If the case is accepted, the Assistant District Attorney proceeds from 1975 253 : 368
the central booking station to the Criminal Court where he directs the .
- filing process and personally handles the preliminary arraignment, which : :
: ’ includes a bail recommendation. The same District Attorney will also 2 S A summary of MOB's total caseload in contrast to the ca§eloads of‘other
present the case to the Grand Jury. To increase.the speed and efficiency i . bureaus in the District Attorney's Office is presented in Appendix D.

of the indictment process, magnetic tape typewriters are used to prepare As that summary indicates, in 1975 MOB's caseload accounted for roughly

. the formal indictment, which is then presented for signature and filed . 3 13 percent of the total number of defendants processed through the

i with the court. This procedure was instituted to reduce waiting time in %_ office. : - o .
the Grand Jury and to insure that the victim need only tell his story S -

" once and deal with only one Assistant District Attorney all the way . E

g . through disposition. ; L : - % v

; ¥ - mhe rules\of the First Judicial Department pf.the‘Agpe};ateiDivision
) - .of the State of New York prohibit the trial of a case w1th1n thirty déys
- ‘ ‘of arraignment without the defendant's consent. Thus under the sgeedlest
i ’ of circumstances, the first five weeks of every case must be considered

its period of gestation.

Frequently a Grand Jury hearing can be held the same day the Assistant :
files for a hearing appointment. The usual procedure, hbwever, is to :

have the Grand Jury hearing within three days of arrest and - the indict-

ment drawn and handed up to the Supreme Court the same day the jury votes

a true bill. ' .
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_of other bureaus within the District Attorney"s Office.

2.6 Selection Criteria

Having provided a descriptive overview of the Bronx Major Offense Bureau,
this section discusses the project against each of the five exemplary
project selection crtieria.

2.1 Measurability

Given MOB's aim of effective selection, quick processing, and successful
prosecution (with resulting high sentences) of serious offenders, the

major issues in measuring the bureau's goal achievement are the following:*

L
BRI T Y]
.

o How effective is MOB in identifying and selecting the
caseload which meets the criteria established by the
project?

o How effective has MOB been in accelerating the processing
of its cases?

e ‘How effective has MOB been in obtaining convictions and
insuring that defendants receive appropriate sentences?

Statistics are available on project operating characteristics relating to
each of these three questions. The project records the number and types
of cases screened into the project, elapsed time for each stage of prose-
cution, number and type of pleas obtained, conviction rate, and type and
range of sentence. These statistics can be viewed as a measure of the
combined effects of selection, acceleration, and case preparation. Be-
cause selection is one of these components, there is no way to infer from
these statistics alone whether there is any net impact in the total Bronx
caseload. A difference between MOB cases and others may simply mean that
MOB has selected those most easily processed or most promptly convicted.
If MOB could be compared to a control group of cases from the Bronx which
are identical to MOB cases in every respect, except that they are not
prosecuted by a MOB Assistant Distxrict Attorney, the effect of selection
could be isolated from the, presumed effects of swifter and more thorough
prosecution.

In fact, MOB has attempted to establish a pseudo-control group comparison,
Each month the MOB project selects cases from the regular caseload files
Comparlson cases
are matched with MOB cases with the same date of offense, type and class
of offense, and number of defendants involved in the case. There is,
however, an inherent flaw with this comparison group. The selection of
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the comparison group follows all case screening and assignment of cases
to the D.A.'s Office. Since MOB cases have already been screened and
referred, the comparison cases clearly have been determined to be eithex
(1) not serious enocugh or sound enough for MOB treatment, or (2) nhot in-
volving a recidivist defendant who would qualify (under MOB's evaluation
system) as a career criminal. fThat is, since MOB's screening criteria
not only weigh seriousness but also soundness of case,* MOB's cases are
more likely to be prosecuted successfully than the bulk of cases falling
in the comparison group. Any resulting comparison of cases rejected by
MOB screeners with cases which meet the criteria of severity and probable
successful prosecution clearly fails to provide adequate statistical con-
trol for characteristics of the case directly related both to mode of
selection and to outcome measures.

This incomparability is a consequence of the perennial dilemma between

full treatment of all eligible cases and ability to predict what would have
happened in the absence of such treatment. Only by sacrificing some of its
selectivity in screening cases for MOB,prosecution could a reliable control
group be constructed. Since the project's primary concern is insuring
that these major offenders are successfully prosecuted, and.since the re-
sources of MOB are necessary to insure this, the assignment of MOB cases
outside the bureau for statistical purposes represents a compromise cer-
tain to meet resistance from the District Attorney, other bureaus, and
certainly MOB staff.

This source of bias is more grave in comparing convicticon rates than in
evaluating the effects-on processing times, since the selection is more
‘directly related to probability of conviction than to delays in system
handling. In general, process measures which reflect only the actions of
MOB ‘as compared to those of other prosecutors can be reasonably inter-~
preted by using the reference group selected by the bureau as a standard.
Measures likely to be influenced by case characterlstlcs, by contrast,
are not to be so easily compared.

2.2 Goal Achievement

The ability of the Major Offense Bureau to reduce the incidence of major
crime by successfully prosecuting the career criminal is dependent on the
accomplishment of three primary objectives:

o To éarefully screen major felony cases and select those
cases which are perpetrated by the recidivist defendant

* See the Case‘bvaluation Sheet, Section A, where time and place of
arrest, the ‘nature and amount of evidence, and the presence of a positive

identification. are welghted in favor of MOB selection.
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and which have a relatively high probability forhsuccesg~
ful prosecution and concomitant lengthy incarceration:

@ To carefully prepare each case by .assigning a single
assistant prosecutor to be responsible. for all aspects
of trial preparation, beginning with interviewing the .
defendant and witnesses, collecting and vouchering physi-
cal evidence, subpoenaing and filing criminal, medical,
and other official records, and making grand jury presen-
tations, arraignment conferences, and other necessary
appearances through complete case d;sposition; and

To speedily process each case by utilizing separate trial
parts for the exclusive disposition of MOB cases and by
adhering to a full disclosure policy which encourages .
early conferences between defense counsel and prosecution
and which pushes for the defendant to take advantage of the
prosecuﬁion‘s readiness for a speedy trial.

© To adhere to atlimited scope in plea bargaining by making
plea offers which never éxceed one count lower than the
original charge (or, in the case of multiple charges, the
scope of bargaining is determined by the most serious
charge) and which often result in recommending to the court
maximum sentencing.

Each of these three objectives is discussed separately in the following
sections.

2.2.1 Screening and Case Selection

Identifying appropriate cases for "MOB. treatment" is central ?o the proj-
ect's ability to accomplish its major goal.  The case evaluation procedure
used for this purpose appears to offer an objective,wconsistent means of
selecting prosecutable major offense cases. )

During the course of the site visit; the Bronx Public Defender’'s Office
did, however, suggest that MOB is not identifying such a class of offen-
ders, and that the defendants. that do get selected are, therefore, unduly
punished. Specifically, these objections are based on one-of‘tw? argu-
ments: either that a less dangerous co-defendant suffers by his inclusion
in a MOB case, or that MOB cases are chosen with greater emphasis on the

~weight of the evidence than the weight of the crime. As discussed below,
-neither of these objections is convincing.

$J
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. In cases which involve co~defendants, one of whom is less of the “career

criminal" type than MOB is designed to handle, defense attorneys have
suggested that the co-defendant may receive more severe treatment than
he might otherwise in another trial part of the Supreme Court. In some
cases co-defendants may have criminal records and be involved in indict-
ments which are quite dissimilar. Nonetheless, since they are processed
as a "case," a defendant who might not otherwise be selected by MOB for
prosecution becomes a MOB case by virtue of his involvement in the case.

MOB Prosecutors respond to this criticism by stating that co-defendants
who are obviously not the career criminal and are present only because of
association with a more serious defendant actually receive more lenient
treatment than they would in another trial part because they are, by
comparison with the other defendant, not very serious. Moreover, since
the co-defendant was involved in the commission of a serious felony with
a recidivist felon, the circumstances of the crime and the- association
mitigate against the removal of the entire case from MOB consideration

as a way of protecting the defendant from the possibility that harsher
treatment may result from MOB involvement. Although comparative data are
not available to resolve the debate, the concern for co~defendants 'is not
persuasive for two reasons: first; it is premised oii*the unfounded notion
that the sentencing judge will ignore the less serious individual in favor
of the other; and, second, it ignores the fact that the co-defendant, if
he reaches the sentencing stage, was quilty of the commission of a rela-
tively serious offense.

Beyond the importance that the screening mechanism for MOB correctly iden-
tify the serious "career" criminal for MOB prosecution, the screening pro-
cess must also take into account the relative probability that the case
can be successfully prosecuted. This intentional focus on prosecuting
fairly "good" cases is reflected in a section of the Case Evaluation Form
which, among other considerations, weighs each case according to criteria
related to "Strength of Case." Factors such as prior relationship, posi-
tive identification, weapon recovery, property recovery, arrest at the
scene, and other scientific or incriminating evidence are all taken into
account before a case is accepted as a MOB case. However, these factors
alone cannot result in the case being selected by MOB, -as the numerical

‘value of such criteria is insufficient.

Since one of the objectives of the project is to develop a strong reputa-
tion with regard to convictions. and harsh sentences, the need to focus on
cases with relatively high conviction possibilities is not unrealistic.

Moreover, the cases prepared by MOB are intentionally made strong by the

diligent preparation of the Assistant District Attorney assigned to the
case. The selection of the case, therefore, is not based entirely on the

" immediate strength of the case but rather takes into consideration the

potential for preparing a strong case and bringing a conviction if
promptly and properly developed. ’
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Finally, it must be remembered that MOB is but one bureau of ten within the
Bronx D.A.'s Office. 1Its particular mandate is to insure swift and sure
prosecution to a defined area of cases amenable to removal from the hin~
drances and implications of long delays and the usual range of plea bar-
gaining. Cases that are thus screened out of MOB because of a lower like-

Hlihood.Of conviction are neither ignored nor dropped. They are simply

not the subject of MOB's particular, but limited, resources. .

2.2.2 Case Preparation and Trial Readiness

The Bronx Major Offense Bureau Chief maintains that case preparation and
trial readiness are the keystones to successful case prosecution. Not

only are better prepared cases stronger cases, but better prepared cases

offer benefits in time saved by the police, courts, -and witnesses. The
Bronx District Attorney emphasized his own commitment to better case
preparation when he mandated a decrease in felony indictments by 42 per-
cent at the end of 1374. The bulk of the initial cutback in felony in-
dictments was the result of a no-indictment policy relative to bail jump-
ing and welfare fraud offenses. The decision to cut back in these areas
was precipitated not only by the relative lack of seriousness, but also
the availability of alternative remedies. Bail jumping can result in in-
carceration without the additional charge, and welfare fraud is being suc~
cessfully dealt with through a civil restituticn program. The effect of
decreased indictments was to enforce greater attention on developing solid
cases and focussing resources on “serious" crime.

Several features of MOB's project design reflect the importance of care-
ful case preparation and trial readiness. The assignment of a single
attorney to handle the case from arrest through disposition lends contin-

uity to case preparation which avoids the common problemns of "attorney

read-in" at critical stages in the proceedings, of witnesses having to
tell their story over and over, of links which disintegrate with each new
attorney involved in the case. The use of video tape to record confessions

and careful case documentation procedures also insure thoroughness at each

step in case development. Judges interviewed for 'this validation indicated
that MOB cases are usually better prepared than most cases heard at that.
level. One additional effect that this type of preparation has engendered,
according to both judges and D.A.s, is that defense counsel are also for-

- ced to prepare more diligently, thus providing an additional guarantee of

a faix trial.

" At the end of two years of operation. the MOB had established a 90-day

average time span from arrest to sentencing. This contrasts to the pro-

‘cessing average for other felony defendants of 400 days to sentencing.

Moreover, MOB reports that 99 percent of the indictments are voted and
presented to the Supreme Court withiq‘three days of arrest, in contrast
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to the ordinary procedure (used with control ‘cases) which takes as long as

' four weeks. MOB's ability to cut processing time and to expedite their

cases is further magnified by the fact that an unusual number of MOB's
cases obtain 60-day delays for psychiatric examinations.

MOB currently claims. that they are able to research and document cases so
that prosecution is ready for trial immediately following the mandatory
conference between defense and prosecution {(at the time of arraignment).
This increases the likelihood of an early trial and compares favorably to °
the common practice of completing case preparation just prior to the trial
date. MOB's preparedness of cases dictates the scheduling of an early
trial rather than the trial date dictating when the prosecution will begin
case preparation. Certainly the achievement of MOB in expediting cases
is, in no small part, due to the project's initiation of two separate
trial parts for the exclusive attention to MOB cases.. When MOB was begun
in 1973, there was a 16~18 month backlog of untried Supreme Court cases.
Currently MOB faces no backlog. i

7t is also important to point out that efficient case processing sub-
stantially reduces the amount of time a defendant is "at risk." Judges
are much more likely to set high bail requirements when they are assured
that the defendant's case will quickly mature to dispesition. Thus,

~rather than the possibility of being at risk to the community for 16-18

months; the MOB defendant is typically not at risk at all; furthermore,
even when the defendant is able to make bail, the risk time is shortened
to about three months because of MOB's accelerated case processing.

2.2.3 Plea Bargaining and Sentencing

The MOB has been able to adhere to its strict guidelines concerning plea
negotiations--accepting only pleas to the highest charged offense or to

a plea at one count lower. The ability of the project toc maintain plea
negotiation standards is, in no small part, linked to the preparation of
“"solid" cases. When the prosecutor lays open the evidence (under the full
disclosure practices of the D.A.'s Office), there is full confidence that
the strength of the case will guide the plea negotiations. Therefore, MOB
prosecutors are severely limited in the permissible scope of plea bar-
gaining. Prosecutors, are forbidden to offer any defendant a plea lower

‘than one interval on the scale of serioushess and no further bargains can

be made (if the original plea offer is rejected) once the trial begins.
In many cases, the only offer made to the defendant is that of a plea_to
the most serious charge. Over 90 percent of MOB's convictions were for

. felonies at the same level of the original charge or one in#erVal lower.
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.The following table breaks down the disposition of defendants handled by

MOB and défendants in the control group from July , 1973, through December

31, 1975.% Of the 944 defendants disposed of by MOB, 864 defendants (rep-
resenting 611 indictments) were convicted. " Of these, 504 defendants were
convicted of the top count of the indic¢tment. Therefore, MOB's overall
conviction rate~~including the 41 defendants with cases which are pending
sentencing—-was 92 percent. - Although the two groups are not strictly compar-
able, (as discussed in Section 2.1), not one defendant in MOB's comparison group
has been convicted of a Class A felony, and only 23 have been convicted of

Class B felonies. Moreover, only 33 defendants in the comparison group were

.convicted of the top count. By-and-large, cases disposed of by MOB are two

grade levels above those dispositions in the comparison group.

The limited scope of plea negotiation has other obvious implications on

the latitude of plea decisions for the defendant. In instances where the
prosecultor enters plea negotiations asking for a plea to the top count,

the major element for negotiation becomes one of sentencing recommendations.
If a defendant is willing to plea to the top count, prosecution will offer
to recommend to the court a difference in the minimum number of years for
sentencing. If the defendant goes to trial and is convicted, the prose-

‘cution will recommend the maximum sentence on the lower end of the scale.

For example, if the defendant pleas to the highest count, the prosecution
may recommend 8-1/3 to 25 years; if the defendant is convicted after going
to trial, the Urosecutlon may recommend 12-1/2 to 25 years. Obviously,
from the defendant's point-of-view the negotiation over the minimum {(which
is linked to when the defendant is eligible for parole) is often sufficient

‘incentive to plea teo the highest count and avoid a trial.

In addition, MOB's tough record on convic¢tions in cases going to trial
encourages early pleas. As of December 31, 1975, 16l cases, involving
207 defendants, were brought to trial. During trial, 86 defendants plea-
ded guilty to the charges. Of those remaining, 95 were found guilty, 16
were acquitted, 2 were dismissed by the court, 2 were in process of trial,
and 6 were awaiting retrial. Accounting only for those defendants who
pleaded guilty or were found guilty, the MOB obtained a conviction rate
of those defendants brought to trial of 87 percent. During the same
period, 81 control group defendants were brought to trial; 31 were ac-

-quitted, 33 were convicted, 6 pleaded guilty, and 3 are awaiting retrial,

while 8 were dismissed. This represents a conviction rate of those con-

‘trol group defendants brought to trial of 48%.

* The total number of defendants in the control group is not ekactly

equivalent to the total number of MOB defendants as some controls get
"lost" due to the dramatically slower disposition of their cases. "In
general, extremely accurate case-by-case dispositional records are kept,
but aggregate statistical summaries suffer from occasional error, so that

* the totals on numbers of defendants or numbers of total 1nd1ctments may

vary sllghtly

A

R

SN

3

i

R

Aesy

kS

1

o

Defendants from July 1, 1973 through.December 31, 1975

' Major Offense

Bureaun
Felony Convictions:
Class A 3
Class B 434
.Class c 298
Class D 105
Class E 22
Misdemeanors 2
Disposed of by Grand Jury 2
Disposed of by Court 2
Bench Warrant 15
Acquitted after Trial 16
Psychiatrié commitment 20%**
Transferxred tﬁ Family Court: 4
D.O.R. - | 18
Abated by Death 3
Subto;al 944
Cases ﬁwaiting (as of Dec., 1975)
Preliminary Hearing 0
" Grand Jury
Arraignment on Indictment 16
Pre-trial Conference 9.
. Trial 78
Sentence 41
Sub-total inéGf.‘
Total 1090

Control

Group

23
106
219
172

26
37
21

78

31
; Gf*»**
2**

14

742

‘325

T 1067,

Only 81 defendants brought to trial in Contxol Group

*x

Court for prosecution.

*** 15 returned to Supreme Court for trial.

¥***One returned to Supreme Court for trial.

One case previously referred to Famlly Court was returned to Supreme
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% . . . ) MOB Sentences Between July 1, 1973 and December 31, 1975
E With regard to sentencing, MOB has secured incarceration in 94 percent of Ez ) : .
. its cases. Moreover, MOB has been successful in securing the imposition o Maximum Minimum No. of Defendants
: of a relatively high average minimum sentence.  In 1975, MOB obtained an ' .
average maximum sentence of 10 years, as opposed to the control group Life v 15-25 vyrs. 4 -
average of 3 years. MOB's average minimum sentence obtained was 3 years _ 25 i 124 yrs. 14
and the control's minimum was 6 months. Therefore, MOB was able to obtain ) . 25 8-1/3 yrs. 11
an_averade minimum sentence for its cases which was equal to the maxinsum - 22 11 1
average sentence handed out to control defendants. - Again, although the 21 7 2
comparison is flawed due to the differences in MOB and non-MOB cases, MOB ~ . : 20 10 4
£ has clearly been able to secure sentences consistent with its goal of ob- \ & 20 6-2/3 1
&3 - taining severe dispositions. The following chart displays the distribution 18- 9 2
of maximum and minimum sentences for a sample of the last 499 MOB defendants : ) 18 6 5
‘ sentenced. Unfortunately, data are not available to provide further details o . 18 0 1
s regarding the nature of the offenses. 3 16 8 2
- 15 ‘ 7% 16
- 15 5 29
i 15 4 ... 1
- e 15 3 R 1
. 15 0 ,° 6
@ . 1 7 7 :
& ) 13% 4% 1
- N 13 6% 1
" e 12 6 17
gg - - 12 4 16
: 12 3 1
12 0 4
E,B - ] 10 5 28 .
. El; ' 10 3-1/3 34
10 2% 2
gg ‘ 3 - 10 0 32
; B 5 & :
- 9 3 8
: : 9 2 2
: . % 9 o] -7
. - 8 4 <13
. ' 8 2-2/3 7
8 0 14
' 7 3% 8 :
. 7 2-1/3 . 15 .
' 7 2 2
g 7 0 16
6 3 9
i - . -6 2 5
* E .6 0 10 *
5 -2k .2 .
: 5 0 42
% - E a4 2% 1 i
; ‘ . 4 2 6
) 4 0 19
%f ‘ 3 14 3
3 S 3 0. 16
: 1 3- ; 3
0% mos. Reformatory (4 yrs.) - 10
’ Probation (5 yrs.) 33
TOTAL , . , 499 -
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2.3 pfficiency

Offense Bureau is a totally institutionalized division o? the

In fiscal year 1975, the operating bud-
get of the Office was slightly more than $4 million. With the six grants‘
the Office operates, the budget exceeds $6 million. A}t@oggh the MQB'prOJ—
ect is technically funded through the New York State DlVlSlop of Criminal
Justice Services (the SPA), project funds are administered Vlth tho§e of
the District Attorney's Office at the Bronx County level. Frqm %prll,
1973, through December, 1976, MOB will have expended $1,250,18§ in federal
funds, and $389,859 in local matching cash, for a total expendlture of

$1,640,043.

Bronx District Attorney's Office.

Currently in the third grant cycle, the MOB grant budget allocations were

the following:

Federal Share Local Match. Total
Grant Cycle .
%gzughly 18 months) $461,551 312,556 774,107 '_
%ggughly 15 months) $410,282 35,264 445,546
?ggughly 12 ﬁonths) $378,351 42,039 420,390

The annual operating cost of the project is estimated to be $436,000. Dur-

ing the first year, MOB spent $36,590 in one-time expenditure§: 'congultant )
services of the National Center for Prosecution Management, file cabinets )
and office equipment, and the cost of space renovations.necessary to house

the MOB staff in the District Attorney's Office. Most important, héwever, N
the first year budget of $775,107 allocated nearly $300,000 to setting up

the two trial parts which would be used exclusively for MQB ca§es. Al-

though totally a local cash contribution, the cost gf deS}gnét%ng separate

trial parts--an essential element of MOB's design--is a significant §ost -
item related to the project's current operations and to the preparation of

the initial grant application.

The bulk of all overhead expenses=—-including the costs of space,~util%ties,
and certain expenditures--are absorbed by the regular budget of the Dis-
trict Attorney's Office. The MOB operating budget does not allocate funds
directly for overhead or general and administrative expensgs,_and budgets
only a small percentage of the funds for the rental of typewrlte?s and
" office equipment, telephone, and the like. By*and—large,‘these items are
_"donated" by the D.A.'s Office.
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Since witnesses are.an important resource to the MOB, the MOB budget pro-
vides reimbursement to witnesses for meals and other minor expenses (e.9g.,
transportation). In addition, since project staff are often required to
travel (to interview witnesses, to conduct investigations, etc.), the
budget allocates a small part of direct charges for the rental of a car.
The largest single budget item, however, is staff salaries and staff bene~
fits. In the fixst year budget, the labor category accounted for roughly
50 percent of the total budget (including the significant cost of two trial
parts).

The major efficiency of the MOB should be realized in the project's ability g
to process major felony cases more quickly, with fewer delays, and with
less frequent involwvement of the police, courts, and juges in the process.
In the Bronx, a Supreme Court appearance costs roughly $150* and a police-
man/witness costs $84 per day ($18,500 per year divided by 221 working
days). For each day that a MOB case does not require a court appearance,

a potential savings in court and police time may be realized., In an ordin-
ary case, prior years indicated that roughly 30 court (non-trial) appear-
ances are necessary. MOB reports that the average MOB case requires only
12 appearances. The fewer the number of appearances, theoretically the
lower the total cost of processing MOB cases. However, since three judges
have been assigned. to two trial parts that deal exclusively with MOB cases,
the relative number of appearances per case has less of a total cost sav-~
ings implication because the court would be in operaticn in any event. (’e
real savings, then, is not in actual dollar costs but in resources, the
ability of D.A.'s, police, Jjudges, and even defense attorneys to increase
their workload capacity by decreasing. the workload of individual cases.

MOB's ability to expedite the disposition of its cases also has immeasurable
effects on the costs of detaining defendants, the costs associated with se-
curing the cooperation of complainants and witnesses, and personnel costs

in general case processing. Since comparable cost data are unavailable,

the absolute efficiency of MOB remains undetermined. Clearly, however, a
more speedy disposition of cases positively impacts expenditures and re-
sults in a number of cost efficiencies which are not available to normal
case processing systems in other courts. The use of paralegal screening
clerks, the assignment of cases to a single assistant prosecutor who stays
on top of the case from arrest through dispogition, and the use of the most
experienced attorneys all contribute to the relative efficiency with which
the office can operate. : .

* According to a report of the Administrative Judge, New Yoik City Judi-

cial Department, the court cost of $150 excludes the cost of the judge,

_Prosecutor, and defense counsel and is determined on the basis of 10 cases

per day, 200 calendar days, at a cost of :$300,000.
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2.4 Replicability

The right of the prosecutor to establish case priorities énd pe:foim ;an
basic selective prosecution function has been we}l‘esbabllghed. umger Og
respects, the Major Offense Bureau of the Bronx is not unllge adn e
other District Attorney's Offices throgghout the country yhlch ec; reé
early in the 1970's, that early screening and case selection p¥oce u e
would aid the district attorney in case prgparatlgn and wgulq 1mgrove
performance of the prosecutor's office by increasing conviction 1ate§; -
Moreover, case screening procedures give the p;osecutcr the opportunz yand
decide which cases and types of offenders require concegtrate@ ef-ords
whicﬁ strategies and alternatives are most consxstgnt with the st:te Ctem
(public) priorities of the district attorney's o?flcg. Tze PRQxi' syfor
devéloped by the U.S. attorney's Office of the'Dls;Fth of Colu 'laft'zin
example, provides a computer~based system for 1dent%ay1ng an§-grli§1 1llo€
important cases and assisting the state's at?orney lD‘SYStemdLlca y a
cating prosecutorial resources on a more rational basis.

o
«

. The Major Offense Bureau of the Bronx differs from other case screening

projects in one extremely important respect: it repre§§nts a major at-
tempt to establish case priorities which not only.co§3lder t+the seriousness
of the offense but which also weigh the characteristics o? the defendanté
The MOB, therefore, places a special focus not only on major offenses bu
on major offenders.

At the time that the Bronx District Attorney conce%ved of MO?, thgre'were
apparently no similar projects which actually considered t?ftf pr%orlty
to be the "career criminal" of the "majox felony o?fender. Rétheri }
the projects which did operate some form of selemt%ve case screening pro
cedure concentrated their attention on crimes of vmolencg and other

¥ A thorough discussion of the basic policy considerations and practices,

and the constitutional and legal considerations in_regard t? ?he prosecu-
tor's decision to prosecute is contained in Screening ?f ?rlmlnal Cases,
a publication of the National District Attorneys Assoc1at;on. 211 East
Chicago Avenue, Chicago, Illinqis.

- #* mhe most up-to-date discussion of prosecutor screening programs is

found in Pre~Trial Screening Projects by Joan Jacoby. produced under the

Naticnal Evaluation Program of the National Institute of Law Enforcement

and Criminal Justice, LEAJ, January, 1976.

’

T Tn October, 1974, the Office of National Priority Programs, LEAA, under-

took a survey of every district attorney's‘office, or equivalent,’ig ?he

country as a planning exercise for the_developmevt gf t?e Cé:eer Criminal
Program. The project, which was funded for $§_mllllon in fiscal y?ar“' )
1975, will support a total of 18 projects designed to focus-prgsec?tokla

resources on the major violator. .
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specific major offenses., Indirectly their efforts did serve to screen out

. and prosecute the major offendexr, but emphasis was lacking on the defend-

ant's criminal career as a criterion for selection.

In 1975 LEAA initiated the Career Criminal Program, uitilizing the Bronx
Major Offense Bureau as the prototype for the design specifications and
grant applications. There are currently 15 Career Criminal Projects, with
three more grants awaiting final award.® The projects range in size from
approximately $100,000 to $600,000 per year, have a staff range of 2 to 14
full-time assistant district attorneys, and have an average caseload of
roughly 200 to 600 per year. Only eight of the projects (Houston, New
Orleans, Detroit, Columbus, San Diego, Boston, Indianapolis, and Dallas)
have been operating since July of 1975. For purposes of comparison with
the Bronx Major Offense Bureau, a skeletal outline of the major elements
of five of these projects is displayed on -the following page. (This infor-
mation was gathered through an informal telephone survey conducted on April

One of the obviously unique characteristics of the Bronx MOB is the fact
that it actually has separate trial parts designated to handlé its cases.
Even though other projects may have procedures for insuring special case
handling, none have the advantage of exclusive attention by the courts.
This is probably due, in part, to the severity of the major crime problem
in the Bronx and the caseload requirements of the Bronx District Attoxney's
Office in relation to other prosecutor's offices in the sample.

-

Another apparent difference between the Bronx MOB and the Career Criminal
Projects is thait MOB is a separate bureau which assigns full-time attor-
neys to the exclusive prosecution of the major offender. In other offices,
the assistant D.A.'s also have regular. caseload responsibilities, and, in

some instances, the cases may be assigned at different stages to different
attorneys.**

*  pProjects currently funded are located at Houston, New Orleans, Detroit,

Columbus, San Diego, Salt Lake City, Manhattan, Boston, Kalamazoo,; Indiana=
polis, Dallas, Miami, Saint Louis, Rhode Island, and Albequerque. 1LoSs
Vegas, Louisville and Memphis are currently pending final grant approval.

**  phe further Comparison of the MOB in the Bronx to the newly emerging

Career Criminal Program is premature given that so few projects have been
in operation for at least one year. However, future comparisons may be-
comre more meaningful given two major activities in this area. First,
MITRE Corporation is scheduled to perform evaluations of five Career Crimi-
nal programs in fiscal year 1977.  Second, the Naticnal Legal Data Center,
Thousand Oaks, Calif., is under contract with LEAA to install an automated
data processing system for all Career Criminal programs. Based on the sub-

“mission of specially designed Case Data forms, - the Center: will perform
‘statistical analyses. Verdict, the quarterly newsletter published by the

Center for prosecutors participating in the Career Criminal program, reaches
over 2500 law enforcement officials and will contain statistical and pro-
grammatic developments on 'Career Criminal projects throughout the country.
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Start-Up . '
‘ Project pDate Organization i« Criteria ! Screening Process Process Flow
Detroit ' July 1975 |[staff: 10 ADAs Informal process, with {Cases get to Bureau 1. Mo particular speedy|550 cases
proB . 2 Investiga- |DAs making £inal deci- [either by police re~ trial program, but 88 percent conviction
, Prosecutor's . tors aion on ¢ases brought ferral or DA's warrant | facilitated by ancther {{estimated) !
Rephated Offen- 1 pDirector: to attentlon because of{bureau referral; then |program that speeds
ders Bureau Oparates as scparate defendant's record and/|bureaun DAs plck from canes for defendants
. bureau with ADAs havingi o nature of present those forwarded to who can't make bond
responsibility only to |offerae, them informally. {here, bond usually sect
this projecrt, Staff - P very highl),
. are among the most ex- 2. Benefit is the fact
. perienced in the DA's ! that it gots the atten~ \
. oftice. tion of a single DA and
special resources in
§ preparation.
Cnluwbus, Ohlo .
Career Criminale July 1975 1Staffinyg: & ADAs To be eligible, 8 case [Takes all cases that L. Skips preliminary {229 cases
. ‘ “Informal™ Burean, migt aither involve: meet eriteria, but may heaiing {if police no~ |98 % conviction
’ These attorneys. have 1. a violent crime [or jor may not get case tification)}. Through March,
' regponsibility first threat of same)) ox Immediately. Only din- {2. One ADA handles 45 triala and
to cases which arxe 2. a defendant with itlal screening is by [case from start to 41 convictions.
screened for this pro- jtwo prior convictions. {police. If they don’t { finish.
' R gram, but not exclu-~ alert DA's office, the
sively., 2 yrs. trial case la picked up when
C expecience required. office i3 mandatorily
v, involved in procesa.
X Yalarazoo, Michlganloct, 1975 |S8tatf: 2 attorneys 10 Threshold Criteria Referral from warrant |DA intervenes in pro- : [information not currently
Caréer Criminals 1 legal Intern {O=dcfendant) ¢ section. cess earlier than available.
priority Prosecu~ Operates as separate 2 felony éonvictions;“ usual. {i.e.. arraign-
tion bureau with exclusive {5 prior felony arrests . ment)s open discaveryy .
‘ responsibility. and present charge ia priority at all stages
"part 1" crime; D= but no special mechan- ©
\ . parolee: D=prabationer: isnm. ~
» pD=escapaes D free on '
. post-conviction bondj .
A : D free on pretrial .
' R bopd; D armed with gun ,
and has felonles pend-~
, . R ing; actudl delivery of . -
) heroln: rape.
Thege are subject to
! sncondary criteria
by DAs) numerical sys-
tem Faghloned after
;. Bronx, based on priox
record. :
Indianapolis Oct. 1975 |Staff: 2 screening Two-tler system. First {Alerted by Bureau's Barly intervention 287 of all felonies In
Career Criminals . attorneydq case must be either screening attorneys, 1eads to early case office. .
s 6 trial attys burglary, robbery, ar- ! preparation, then 100 pending cases
‘ ‘ ' Separate bureau. son or violent assault, priority on trial Dispositions: N
Then a point’ system calendar, 13 guilty pleas &s charged
whlch considers priox 25 guilty hy jury A
v arrests/convictlons, 4 builty by judge
! Juse of weapons, injury 5 nolo contendere
“to victim-and pending 3 not guilty,
. i s cases. ‘
Boston ‘Sept. 75 staff: 4 screening Numerical system adap~ |Screening attys sta- Program eliminates the iSept, 8, 1975-ppril 2,

Hajor Violators

aktys
6 trial attys

‘ted from thie Bronxy
includes crime, defen~

2 investigators [dant, and evidentiary
Separate Bureau; officelconsiderations,

and telephone are diff-
erent than County DA's.

tioned at police has.
monitor cases as they
cone in and apply

serepning criteria.

preliminary hearing
stage, Therefore cases
go from grand jury in-
dictmént to trial, Sup-~
posed to be done within
90 days. - Practlces open
discovery.

1978, 135 defcndants
referred to bureau.
Dispositions on 72 of
those defendants:

40 guilty pleas

5 jury trial copvicé=
tions

25 trial convictions

2 acquittals
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‘Special Features

Certainly one of the most essential ingredients to establishing a Major
Offense Bureau is obtaining a clear commitment on the part of the district
attorney to the assignment of staff and resources to a special unit respon-
sible for the identification, processing, and prosecution of the career
criminal. The need to establish a special unit is dictated by the level
of concentration required of staff; they must be free of other duties in
the office and they must be willing to be assigned full-time to the unit.
Without a special unit, no matter how small relative to other activities
of the district attorney's office, the emphasis on careful case prepara-
tion may be sacrificed to new office priorities as they emerge. Moreover,
the existence of a special unit in. the Bronx District Attorney's Office
has had the effect of making a clear statement about the priority concerns
of the District Attorney and about the seriousness with which the Office
will pursue the major felony recidivist.

The MOB lends itself easily to a number of case screening and case priori-
tizing systems. Whether manual or computerized, the case screening system
must emphasize not only objectively weighted criteria in the direction of
the seriousness of the crime but must also respond to such factors as prior
record of -the defendant and probability of conviction. The standards es-~
tablished and used by the Bronx MOB could be readily adapted to other juris-
dictions and, in fact, have been incorporated into the design of other Ca-
reer Criminal projects. By-and-large, the selection criteria permit inde~
pendent case evaluations to be performed without relying too heavily on
subjective judgments by clerks or assistant district attorneys. Therefore,
the screer.ng function can be readily performed without a heavy staff re-
source or staff training commitment, and case evaluation can be done ouﬁsidq
the immediate purview or potential bias of individual D.A.s.

One of the cornerstones of the Bronx MOB is, of course, the accessibility to
immediate trial. No matter how comprehensive, complete, and expeditious the
case preparation, if the assistant district attorney meets with delays and
backlog difficulties in scheduling a trial, a large part of the MOB's impact
could be mitigated. Quick and comprehensive case preparation relies exclu-
sively on the court's responsiveness to the case scheduling needs of the
special bureau. Although the Bronx has the luxury of separate trial parts,
most jurisdictions may be able to establish a priority scheduling procedure
with the courts. In contemplaiing replication, fostering such a relation-
ship and understanding. with the. courts is essential. The ability to secure
the cooperation of the courts will rely, in part, on the ‘district attorney's
reputation and his ability to make the advantages of a major offense bureau

" apparent.

The open discovery policy and the limited plea bargaining stance of the Bronx
District Attorney are equally pivotal to the need for swift processing and
comprehensive case preparation. Open, discovery not only prevents the defense
attorney from introducing stalling tactics by way of prolonged discovery
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motions, but also circumvents any constitutional challenges. that might be
raised relative to the adequacy of the defendant's ability to prepare for
trial. One final, but not unimportant aspect of open discovery is the
strategical impact of laying bare the prosecutlon s entire case for de-
fense inspection.

Limited plea bargaining helps to speed up case processing by placing clear
parameters on the prosecutor's intentions in the case and willingness to
dispose of the case without the need to go to trial. Since both limited
plea bargaining and open discovery are matters of policy, there should

be. no major constraints on the replication of these procedures elsewhere.

In short, the Bronx Major Offense Bureau is a highly replicable model for
the development of projeécts which focus attention on the major offender,
or *"career criminal." The proiject's potential:- for replicability has been
demonstrated both in the broad applicability of the concept to the needs
of prosecutor's offices throughout thee¢country and in the use of the Bronx
MOB as the prototype for the current LEAA Career Criminal Program.

‘Legal Considerations

Because of our legal system's sensitivity to the rights of the accused,
instances where a criminal defendant receives extraordinary considera-
tion or treatment from prosecutorial or law enforcement personnel are

‘often the focus of close judicial scrutiny. This, of course, would be

relative to constitutional issues raised by defense objection either at
trial or on appeal. That such a challenge has not yet occurred in the
Bronx despite allusions to the constltutlonal1mproprletles of the "special
treatment" alleged by defense representatives, speaks to the improbable
merit and weight of the arguments. However, in order to prevent this is-
sue from becoming more conspicuous and meritorious by its absence, the
possible areas of constitutional objection and arguments supporting the

constitutionality of the program are summarized below.

Generally, these issues involve either due process or equal protectlon,
and fall into one of the following three areas:

@ MWould a program of accelerated prosecution be susceptible
to a due process challenge on the ground that it might not
allow sufficient time for preparation of an adequate defense?
Fundamental to the notion of due process is the right to obtain
counsel and prepare a defense. There is no indication the MOB
. abridges this right. 1In fact, by adhering to the rules of the
First Judicial Department of the Appellate Division of the

28



State of New York=-which require 30 days between arraign-=
ment and trial--this right is clearly protected. At the
very least, it is not impinged by some inherent impropriety
of MOB. .

e Is the procedure of exclusively assigning particular judges
to MOB cases subject to due process challenge? The nature
of this challenge would rest in the inability of the judge
to provide a fair trial to the defendant because of the
judge's knowledge of the defendant's record. The more per-
suasive countervailing arguments are: (1) the judge's con-
duct is preserved by the record and subject to close scru-
tiny;* (2) a major function of the bench is to weight evi-
dence (in fact, facts which the judge excludes especially
because of their prejudicial value which must be known to
be excluded); and (3) this premise has been more broadly
advanced on the issue of habitual criminal statutes. The
controlling case, Spencer vs. State of Texas- 385 U.S. 554
(1967), held constitutional a procedure whereby the defend-
ant's prior criminal history becomes known {with instructions
to disregard when considering guilt or innocence of the offen-
se charged) to both the judge and jury.

2.5 Accessibility

The Bronx Major Offense Bureau has expressed its willingness to submit to
evaluation, publicity, and visits from qualified personnel interested in
understanding the project's goals and operations. During the on-site
visit, all staff were extremely willing to discuss the project in.a
straightforward manner, and the interviewees made available represented
the broadest perspective possible on the strengths and weaknesses of MOB.

nguiries to the project are welcome by the Bureau Chief and Assistant
District Attorney staff, although the project lacks any written materials
which would aid in orienting either new staff or visitors. The lack of
descriptive materials makes it difficult to gain a quick and full per-
spective of program operations.

MOB is an institutionalized part of the Bronx District Attorney's Office.
As the current fiscal crisis eases in New York, and with the end of the
current grant in December, 1976, the Bronx D.A. fully expects to make the

@ajor Offense Bureau one of the ten permanent bureaus (separate budget
items) of the D.A.'s Office.

=
Q

Does a program of accelerated prosecution for recidivist

offenders violate the defendant's right to equal protection?

There does not appear to be any argument to sustain an.objec- .

tion under this heading. First, the defendgnt is not being L
subjected to any procedures or sentencés that are not already -~
statutorily mandated; second, this 1s not a case of selective
enforcement, since those defendants not chosen for MOB consid~

eration will ultimately be prosecuted in any event.

B
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Undoubtedly the continued growth of LEAA's Careexr Criminal Program will
- precipitate further examination of these and other legal issues. The
suit brought by the Legal Aid Society of the City of New York agaihst
MOB* may be only 'a signal of the objections which may be pursued by de-
fense counsel in the future. Confrontations between Career Criminal Pro-
grams and the defense bar are, however, likely to root MOB-like programs
in exceptionally firm legal ground. :

kot

* In this regard, it can tangentially be noted that through the first Year

3
% of operations, no MOB convictions were reversed on appeal; a fact which " Eg .
‘ . speaks as much to the competence of the trial judge as it does to the D.A.'s
- © preparation. ' ’

**  The suit, which was filed in June, ‘1974, was a writ of Mandamus which
- " sought to prohibit the transfer of a major felon into MOB and which argued
" violation of Due Process and Equal Protection;- the suit also argued that
.having separate MOB trial parts violated the doctrine of .Separation of
-7 7 Powers. The motion was subsequently dismissed. : :
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3.0 Project Strengths and Weaknesses

3.1 Project Strengths

(1) The primary strength of the Bronx Major Offense Bureau is the organi-
zational independence the project has established--both its operational in-
dependence as a bureau of the District Attorney's Office and its ability to
secure separate trial parts to process its cases.

'(2) The MOB has a case screening procedure which is both efficient and \
objective. The case screening evaluation sheet developed and used by the | , ~

MOB removes a large part of the subjective decision-making and personal
bias which might affect the case selection process for the prosecutor’s
office. Since the evaluation sheet numerically weighs the criteria selec-
ted by' the District Attorney's Office ds important (severity of case,
severity of crime, and strength of the evidence), the screening function
is not only more objective, it is also more efficient. Casé screeners can
be paralegal personnel, whose training can be confined to a simple orien-
tation about £illing out the evaluation sheet and procedures to be followed
in contacting the Assistant District Attorney on duty.

!
|

(3) The MOB insures early prosecutor case involvement and speedy pro-
cessihg which concentrates the resources of the prosecutor's office on

careful and thorough case development. The involvement of the Assistant

District Attorney almost immediately following arrest--and the assignment
of one attorney throughout the case--provides the prosecution with the
best possible case; witnesses are available, the events are clearly in
the minds of those involved, and defendants are sometimes willing to
offer a confession. Moreover, early case intervention greatly expedites
the overall processing of the case. ' MOB has successfully demonstrated {
its ability to speed up case processing while developing and presenting i
the most comprehensive and complete case possible. - From the point of view i
of the prosecution, MOB attorneys develop "model" cases of thoroughness. ' j
|
f

e ey

‘Finally, the MOB's accelerated prosecution program has greatly reduced the

time-at-risk of many potentially dangerous criminal offenders.

{4). The MOB has effectively limited the scope of plea bargaining, obtain-
ing a high-conviction rate and severe sentences. Because -MOB cases have
been thoroughly prepared, the prosecution is able to adopt a full disclo-
sure ‘policy, ‘is able to negotiate for tough pleas which.reduce bargaining
to issues of minimum range on a makimum sentence. The project has es-
tablished a reputation for a high rate of convictions (92 percent), which

‘result in-long sentences (an average minimum of three years and maximum of

ten), and which enable-project attorneys, at the time of plea negotiation,
to limit the defendant's options. /

2RES
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~ offender and has given the Distric

(5)  The MOB has focussed attention on the career crimipal and the serious

t Attorney's Office a positive. prose=
and even other attorneys in the District
défendants who become "MOB cases!" will be
gll weight of the law. One of the im-
Ject has been its ability to achieve a
that is "tough with criminals."

cutorial image. The defense bar,
‘Attorney's Office, recognize that
pProsecuted swiftly and under the f
portant accomplishments of the pro
reputation as an aggressive Bureau

3.2 © Project Weaknesses

(1) The Major Offense Bureau lacks an
Operational guidelines beyond the Stan
to govern police referral.

Yy written program description or
dard Operating Procedures established

(2) The monitoring and data collection
port%ng format for their performance rep
readily accessible means for assessing p

Five and illustrative tables created for
incomplete.

brocedures of MOB, and the re-—
orts, do not permit a full and
roject accomplishments. The narra-
reporting purposes are somewhat
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OFFIGE OF THE

DISTRICT ATTORNEY

. . , . : . OF BRONX COUNTY 851 GRAND CONCOURSE
» .o s ‘ BRONX, N. Y. 10451 -
MARIO MEROLA LU B:9300 6‘

DISTRICT ATTORNEY ] .
' February 18,1976

Ms, C. Burstein

Model Program Development Division ' N
Office of Technology Transfer ' Eé
National Institute of Law Enforcement and .
Criminal Justice {§

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
. Washington, D.C. 20531
Dear Ms Burstein:

Fi
I am submitting the attached copy of our &pplication Eé
o [@f ' - to have The Bronx Major Offense Bureau endorsed as an
. Exemplary Project to you based on the several conversations
Appendix A: Exemplary Project Submission ’ ' " '
' that you-have had with Seymour Rotker, Chief Assistant District
Attorney in The Bronx. We have submitted the same package
to the Regional Administrator, Mr. Tesler.

Please feel free to call upon Mr. Rotker, Paul Gentile,

or we if there are additionsl facts or information that

will assist you in your consideration of +this application.

_ _
[
)

X
&5
g; Sinecerely,
el
R
744"/:.«:7 £ /J;:'c?(f&}/:

Leroy A. Brown
%BSiness Manager

Er oTm D D

Cld e i it bt S P i 1



e B ' : e ' ' ' ‘)

L} N B h * : B ) i
- 'y " [} 3 i ’ ’ K )
. » .
: . : . P v hel 7
£ ) H * ° .
o X ) .-
v

OFFICE OF THE

DISTRICT ATTORNEY E S | | ‘
OF BRONX COUNTY. B51 Grle Contesr . 'EXEMPLARY PROJECT RECOMMENDATION
BR LY, 10465 . R .
. . . LU 8.9500 ER ’ . o
A0 MEROLA : P E - ‘ I. Project Description
@sm.r‘rmromlev‘ . - e | .

I. Name of the Program

. : - ' , ~ } : ‘ MAJOR OFFENSE BUREAU

SNIE

4 2. Type of Program (ROR, burgldry prevention, etc.)
p . : ' . ' Career Criminal
B ' MAJOR OFTENSE BUREAU | 1
‘ - . ' : i > 1 ‘ 3. Namc of Area or Community Served
. : S nlary T am Application :
. ) Exemplary Progra pp 4 ~ ' _ Bronx County, New York
1% . ) . . . . ) .
j‘«h ) : - X i , - (a) Approximate !ota! population of area or community served
Table of Contents- ) ' 1,450,000 ,
T PI‘OL’)'GG‘U Description (b)" Target subset of this population sefvcd by the project (if appropriate)
:; A T ATTACHHE[VTS | ' S - N B T No. Served . ‘Pcriod » . Population
Ao Imowram Review Menorandum - . . z ‘ : ) N/4
5 - oo E i I 4. Administering Agency (give full title and address)
: . : : a) Project Summary . o e
- . i MARIO MEROILA, Tt
' ' L b) Crlterla Achievement .o , ~ Bronx County District Attorney
: - Fndl +q ' IR ' S 851 Grand Concourse -
. B? ndorsemnen 1 . Bronx New lork 10451 ' ’
] ‘ ~ : - s N 8 ‘ ) :
@' G.. Grant Applications and Reports - SN . S I'OJCC{ gxrcc or (name and phone number: address only if different from 4
, X ~ " above.) :
: ' - D. TFiscsl Reports N
é? _ : , . ‘ . : ; Leroy Brown
4 . Community Comments . o . o N (212) 588-9500
% - : F. ‘Report — National Center for Prosceutilon lauajgementy B

G. Pronx Case Folder and MOB forms

C o . (b) Ii.ividual responsible for day to day program opcrauons (name and phone number)
~ ' ) Paul Gentile
@ - : « ~. L (212) 588-9500
W : . 5. Funding  Agency(s) and Grant Number (agency name and address, - staff contact
Cm N and phone number) .
% ' o ’ « : ) . ‘- 'New York State
: _ T o ‘Division of Criminal Justlce Serv1ces-Proaect¥ C— 68571
o T ‘ , o . 270 Broadway
ﬁ. : - : . ‘

New York, NY 10007
- Mr. S. Mendelsohn (212) 488 5882

; , . . 6. Project Duration (give date project began rather than date LEAA funding, if any,
) Lo ' : ) : : ) ) (. . began) ;
T . ‘ , T o 4o . April 1973 - to present

1
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851 GRAND CONCOURSE @

. . BRONX, N. ¥, 10451 .

. : Co o “noL : : . 4o sl B.9%00

7. Project Operating Costs (Do not include costs of formal evaluation if one has’ been P rg@'}f{%'/{ggg’ueﬁ ‘ . Attaciment 'AY
performed. Sce ltem §) : A ,

]
Program Review I'iemora"ndgg
. Breakdown of total operating costs, speeify time period: -

EXEPLARY PROGRAM

Federal: ‘7/1/75 to 12/29/75 ~ 871 y833.,00 H 'a ] . | C E
. ‘ : f 1) Project Summary - D :
State: ) - 0 1 . . K . | g‘%
‘ ‘ . | ; Bropx County, one of the 5 boroughs of New York City, has, &
' Local: - , . =~ $347,820.00 - g { . | .
, : . . .+ over the last 10 years, achieved unwelcoms nobtoriety as the classic gﬁ
Private: - 0 : ' o S ¥
' ‘ example of an urban area being destroyed by crimé and blight. During ’
Total: ~$1,219,65%.00 : - : , S ‘ B
: . v the years when the Bronx was populated primarily by the middle class, gg
Of the above total, indicate how much is: : : . : : . ] ‘ | . ‘
- o end crime was Just an ordinary problem the traditional methods for
(a) Start-up, one time expenditures: $36,590.00 ‘ f A operating an urban Distri?t Attorney's Office were followed. Vhen
;4" | o ' , ; the.crime rate escalated ;the prosecutonr's office could not, with the
(b) Annual operating costs: ' $436,000.00 ' ; - . : _ 1d s ¥
i - TEeSouTrces

available, cope with the rapidly increasing flow of cases.
(A complete budget breakdown should be.includcd with the attachments to this form)

. The Major Offense Bureau in the Bronx was organized with
8. Evalliation Costs (Indicate cost of formal evaluation if one has been performed) ) :

gevergl objectives in mind; in the forefront was the effort to

. R : . Principal Cost Categories . o a a ] !
Total Cost Time Feriod ; FTIRCP . o5  increase the probability of a successful prosecubion of career -
i s ) : .
none : £ o . . b vy s A
9, Continuation. Has the project been institutionalized or is it still regarded as experi- ?:. criminals who might have, by dint of fThelr considerable knoxvlgdge
' i ' i i i bly certain with local funding? » oo . L . : - . v
mental in nature? Docs its continuation appear reasonably € ' - kY of the criminal. justice system, avoided punishment by society.
The Major Offensé Bureau is institutionalized in that The lMajor Offense Bureau was also designed o improve the
. fPlame 1t 3 O rosecution of those committing major offenses (see p. 32, Appendix T) 1
5 i i ; edure in the office; it 1s no ot b . s gg’
its operation is standard proc ‘ ’ i ot o S o ‘ . ) - _ o
i onsidered experimental The inclusion of the cost of fa L C and to speed the Jjust disposition of their cases in conformity with :
onger C ; . ; - _ , -
‘s C the seriousness of the crime committed. This was accomplished by
_operating the Major Offense Bureau within the stgndarq New York NS ‘ | ’ : . |
' - ' : 3 re ", the development of: An objective system for identifying and ranking 5
. City tax budget would be an accomplished fact if the city we Kf | : ’ o e ?
- t ht up in a fiscal crisis. We have every confidence U of specific crimes for special handling (see Appendix F). Different &
Dot caug * ' s ‘ . . , -
: o : ' . . ' | clerical procedures — established and maintained with the courts, the - §
. - that the project costs will be included in the budget. ! | i P ~ } ? s
: ' ' ‘ ~ i ! : ’
' R : 2y
'; i . - 10 - e T e - ;;
- - 39 - - - 4
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G

.1 ]xﬂjce, and the other agencies 1x the criminal Justbtice system including

i new procedures for notifications and document processing Lo ~— accomplish

ERE

that apec1a1 handling.

Y

~ The funcblonlng of the IMajor Offense Bureau (HMOB) is best

- wnderstood through its hlstory. The initial conbract was signed and

Y deliveres carly in 1973. District Attorney lMerola had already appointed
{§ Assisvant District Attorney Panl Gentile as the MOB chief, and a plan

of action was developed, which included: selection of assistant district

attorneys from the officﬁ staff; visits to other Jurisdictions with

{3 pertinent off;ce procedu.cs (Washington, D.C. and Debroit, Michigan);
devising of a numerlcal case evaluation system; d051gn1ng of forms and

- ‘procedures for project co'nirrol; acquisition and renovatlon of space for

‘tﬁe bureau;s staff; development of an overall scheme for phasing in the

‘new system.

Distfiot Attorney Merola, Paul Gentile and other staff chose the

gtandards to be use in identifying those case serious enough for special

ig ‘attention; these cases were then analyzed in an aﬁtempt to identify the
% common factors in each - those objective elements that could be used

. to-determine the relative gravity of a case.

Ty

This data finally Dbecame the basis of a unique ranking schene,
" a Statistically reliable, elegant system for carrying out prosecutorial
~priorities.

The ﬁational Center for Prosecubion Manqgemenﬁ.had been retained,

= =B

- and mnow jérformed’the_formal data analysis with computers, necessary %o

& =

41

arrive at the objective screening aﬁd_rankihg method (see attachment .

R o e
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The bureau chief was giyen his pick of the entire legal skaff

and selected personnel with several requirements in mind:
a) Adequate Supreme Court trial . experience (in New Yovk Staté N

all felonies are Pried in the Suprenme Court).
b) Willingness to work nights and weekends.

¢) Compatability,

. 4)  Strong motivation to excell,

AfTter ac i £ ' . ”
acceptance into the Program, salary .increases were provided for

lawyers., Nonlegal employees were hifed-and/or selected under Civil

Service rules,

-
.

Until the consultant's work could be bompleted

y 8 temporary F?

! ranking form and other documentation were de51:ned and reproduced for 7

% use by the District Attorney'~ staff., ' g?
H s A . . L -/

Separate offi ‘
D office 5pace could not be obtained therefore partitio [3

were erected to lelde ex1st1ng space creating, small, barely aﬁequate

offices.

The bureau chlef spent considerable time and energy workin

with fhp consultants, the District A

g

S
-+ - |
tuOIBGJ,aLu The New gitarny Muegh ' ‘2‘
a.y Muger

- -

time also went 1nto explaining the new scheme to the numerous 01ty

=

A

departuents from whonm he would need addltlonal cooperat1on, C. B3 é?
o 9 .

’the police foren51c units, the borough command for the Police Departuent {%

The Tran51t Authorlty and Housing Authority police, other New York City

D;str;ct At#orneys, the Criminal' Court clerks apd-the officials of the

:Supreme'Court, etc,

The bureau one*ates as follow°

Upon ‘making a.summary arrest (in the BDODR) at or near the

42

&
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scene of a crime, the arresting'oﬁficer Erings the prisoner into a
police faoilitj for booking, fingernrintiné, etc. If the circumétances_
of the crime and/or the prlsoner meet certain general crltcr ia e stab--
lished by MOB, a call is promptly made to a special Lelebluno numoer

at the.District Attornmey's Office. The telephone is manned around

the clock by a police officer who fthen alerts the on-duty assistant
districf‘attorney (ADA). Usually the call goes out over a commercial
radio alert system to a belt~worn receiver; Uﬁbn gettigg the "beepér"
cgll} the‘ADA contacts the police fa;ility,'discusses the case, and
decides whether to go to the scene or éhe'stationhouse, or just to
give ingsbructions to uhe “police officer and then meet him at his
office with the w}tnesses. The alternative to the above alert, -end
the most common rdﬁtefofPﬁﬁxgction,'occurs as the result of the
arreéting‘officer going to the Criminal Court with'the.witnesses for
the purpose of héying a complaint drawn by the assistant distriﬁt
attorneys on duty. In the comp}aint room a clerk from MOB completes '
the MOB ranking form. If the tobal score is within the pre;set range
the clerk alerts the on-duty aésistant district attorney us@ng the
above described telephoﬁe system. The ADA will then, if éppropriate,

come over to the complaint room (1 mile away) and direct the drawing

of the initial complaint and questién the witnesses that the arresting

fpfficer'has with him. If the assistant district attorney decides

' presentatioq is to be made to the Grand Jury he then makes a grand

Jury hearing appointment and issueé subpoenas to all partien. Frequentiy,
the Grand Jury hearing can be 3316 that Same day. The usual procedure

(95%) is to have the Grand Jury hearing within 3 dayé'of arrest and

the indictment.drawn and handed-up.fo{the-Sup:eme.Gourt'(Court,of

" PAGE 5
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Attachment 'A!

Felony trial jurisdiction) the same day the Grand Jury votes a

true bill,

During this initial period the ADA directs the preparutlon

of the case in as thorough a manner as possibdle. Wltnesses~ere found
and ouesuloneu, Du“51cal evidence is collected and voucbe“ca, medical
recordo anéwo her officials recordp are subpoenaed and filed. Nuch

S
of tnu work of obtaining official information 1s donc by one of the

é§

paralegals a.SLvned to the Major Offense Bureau.

Ac?dlgnments on the 1ndlctment charges are held by the uupreme

Gourt in a Par by N >
a Part reserved fon non~f11al matters, (ar;algnments, motions,
hearln%,) called a Calendar Control Part. The case will also be dis~

cussed by the Jjudge, prosecutor, and defense in ordér\to deterﬁine

if a pled can be agreed upon, During the conference between the defeﬁueé.
attorney and the prosecutlon, the MOB assistant dlstrlct attorney will

"open™ the file to the defense and, based upon Mr. PIerola s full dls- ;

‘closure policy, provide complete 1nformatlon. The only 1nformatlon not *q

- . ’@
given is the names' and addresses' of witnesses. An offer is made by the
v

2

. e ! &
AD to accept a guilly plea on the wost seriouns charmoe ox sometimes ¢ j
count lower than that charge, i.e., if the:ndlctment is for a "B" felonyf

(up %o 25 years) the offer will be for a "C" felony (up to 15 vears).

Thls is ’che only plea offer wnlch can be made and it will be wlthdrdwn !

.-prlor to the tlme of trlal.

&
3

| Aiter one or two conference dateu the audge will assign the %
case for trlal to one of the two parts deolgnated solely for MOB cases. €§

Durlng the entire life tlme of “the- case, if at all p0551b1e,

the'same a 51stant district attorney is a581gned and’ personally appears

for the Varlous court and Jury proceedlngs. - T e - § 
B PR, L . . R . ) “ﬁ.’ -
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At the end of two years Lhe record of the Maaor Offonse Bureau

show g conv1ctlon rate of 95% of those 1nd1cted a 90 dsgfﬁédlan time
/span from arrest to seatoac1ng in ;ontrasb to e prev1ously eylstln j

f“”““-

Ao

B

average of 400 days to scntenc1ng, 94% of Lhoue conv1cteu are sentenCcd

Fovrnn,
s
-y ot S Ve e
R i vt et s PSS

t0 incarceration rather tnan ‘the less than 50% usually incarcerated;
ﬁg - 9%% of the indictnents are voLed and presented to the Supreme Court

~within 3 days of arrest in contrast to the ordinary procedures which

take several weeks.

&m, TP

R B BES
‘ o :
B 2 -
4 N
)
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&3
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- GOAL:

length of time from arrest to

; . R ..
'given 60 days psychiatric examinations.
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.

2) Criteria Achievements: . S ¢

a) Goal Achievement- -
' Reduce the elapsed time bebtween arxest‘and disposition.
Measures: Disposition . is date of sentencing |
OG.’tcome: Prior to the beginning of the project the average ‘
sentencing for a convicted defendant -
in Bronx County was QOO'days, the median time from arrest to conv1ctlog.§

¢

under the Major Offense Bureau is 90 days,.a 444% improvement.

This

'is accomplished despite the vnusual ,umber of MOB defendants who are
i . .
!

GOAL: Improve the rate of conviction.

mbe average conviction raue for the office was 65%

the MOB rste is 95/o°

Outcome:
A similar group of cases contemporary with the

MOB ‘cases have a conviction rate of SOpo In regard to Lrlals the

office average is approximately 70% convictions MOB has a 90% conviction
rate.

‘GOAL:

.
. « * : 7o

Reduce the scope of plea bargaining;

-Measure: The prosecutors were forbldden to offer any defendant

‘a plea lower than one interval on the scale of seriousness and no

In many cases the onTy o Ifer made ig

.‘ vy -

bargains after the trial commenoes.

5K

S e

that of a plea to th: most serious charge. |
| Qutcome: A substantial aumber of defendants pled to the ori ini%_

1nd1ctment charge, which 1s.very rare occurrance out81ae tae bureau. ;A

It became kno wn in ’che dei‘enso communlty that no ba:ce,a:unng tactics or @

delays’ would convincs the prosecutpr to make a better bargain than the

¢

AR S A TR T A

worss A




e - T e T e T A T e e e s ~ e B ;o oy . Hoivher e L e o oy At
B B o . _ S G RS sk LB 8 oL P i Mk S SN L U 8 S 510 i S5 A P Brton 0 AT sl SR T SR B i o o S T R I B e it £ A ‘:”"hirﬁﬁ‘t@*ﬂd‘&

. . o - - N - : T - ) ) T ’

2., . Y . . [} v B

. L ) . O ) :
£ ) . . A . L A ) . v 3
3 - . . . .
3 . .

- i . <. . :

' )
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SERE

Outcome cont'd- : ‘ﬂ ‘ ‘ o GOAL: Permit the MOB caseg to be reached for trial separately in éﬁ

R

initial offer and further there may be a penalty in not taking the

advance of the existing backlbg of untried cases

. g\;ﬁrzg

originél offer in that conviction based on the'original charge was , ) :
- _ : Measure: At the time the bureau started there was a 16-18
the most frequent resulft. : : ‘
\ q month backlog of untried Supreme Court cases.

GOAL: Increase the efficiency of clerical processing:

RE

Outcome: A formal agreement between the Pronx Distriot A torge*a
Outcome: The usual clerical foulups were for the most part %é
A . : and the presiding Justice of the New York State Supreme Court, FLrst
prevented or circumvented by the use of full time employees, who were

)

Department, was made assigning 2 Supreme Court Parts to the exclusive

also law students, as paralegal assistants. Specific additional steps . , o . i
: - purpose of trial of OB cases. Thik effectively allowed MOB cases to

were taken to bypass delays in typing complaints; tracking court appear- .
| :

be advanced;as 4ll other oases‘(the existing backlog) were in queues

[

t . B
ence dates; ensuring the delivery of prisoners to court; obtaining police L ) ' -
. for the remaining trial parts. — . éﬁ

reports and medical repor s; clear and precise standard record keeping : . ‘ _ ) ) ) : .
' : GOAL: Develop and use an objective screening and ranking method which
for each case was promoted by development of new forms and reports. ' :

. can be completed by non-legal staff,
GOAT: Develop an "alert" system for notification to the bureau when - ! . . . R
: . ~ Measure: Only subjective screening was done.

Ry

a suspect is apprehended. - : : : » .
‘ _ Outcome: BSee attached report by the National Center for

Measure: dnly‘ih the case of homicides or.in'obviously serious’ . Prosecution Management. (Attachment }FQ.

- cases were calls made to alert the District Attorney. No objective

GOAL: Obtain convictions and therefore sentences which are closely
criteria existed. ' '

=

_ . : relaved Vo the origimal’ crime charged.
Outcome: Specific instructions-were issued to all Bronx police ' - ‘ . o ‘ -
i : . Measure: As a result of the system inefficiences and plea ) Eg
& officers by the.police department in addition to the tramsit authority L . | ) : . ) :

bargaining practices subordinate charges of less importance vere

o police and hou51nv police to-call an especially estqbllsned pnone - Lo : . : z%
¥ : usually the conviction charge and sentences were based on the

number uhencver a crime occurred ox an arrestwas made whlch met the : : ’ '

A ‘conV1ctlon charge. . oo : : g
project criteria. A duty ros’cer of e‘cperlenced ADAs responds to these ) : : o ,
‘ Outcome' A full examination .of the MOB case fxles (all are
calls 7 days/week 24-hours a day. : ) . R By
% . ‘ : * - : ’ i‘elony 1nd1ctments) shows over 90% of the convictions were for i‘elomes

%‘ ; R R . : IR ' . .at the sarme Jevel of the orlglnql charge ‘or one 1nterva] lower In

a group of similar noanOB cases. less than 20% wereAfelony convictions !§~

ety . . . : ’ ) ’ . R B o

. PR : - e Sl ‘ - " o - -', 47. L. S = - - P . N = : N . : : k 48
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* Outcome cont'd -

punishable by up to 15 years imprisonment while 89% of the OB felouy Measure: Existing practices were to complete the preparation

g; convictions were punishable by 15 years imprisonment or longer. ' -of the case just prior to' the trial date. e
| | ' " Outcome: All MOB ceses.are fully researched and docuc :nted

@
& GOAL: Demonstrate that specific crimes are committed repetitiVely by : o i
% ' : ‘ «t the outset. As the cases are completely prepared the prosecution ég
the same criminals and if these criminals are removed from society - L .
v T ' is able to answer "Ready: for btrial" as soon as the mandatory conference i
ég the occurrence of their crime speciality is reduced. ~ o

between Gefense and prosecution is finished. This increases t e likeli- b
.Measure: Number of Supermarket "holdups”. |

- hood of an early trial date. _ | | _ L o '
Outcome: From a frequency of 30~35 supermarket holdups a . o | | ‘ o

ok

month we have gone to less than 5 per month, we gre certain this is the .

result of the successful prosecution of several groups of supermarket

I

hold-up specialists.

.
.
SR
. 1

GOAL: Develop a .complete case folder.

Measure: The previously existing case folder used in criminal

R

court was blank ménilé, the Supreme Court folden was printed with an

outdated- and inefficient format.

g

Outcome: A new criminal court folder with specific space

A

. requiring the users tc provide complete prosecutorial information

vas implemented with a very favorable reception by all. A case folder

wE

with complete information was also developed for the Supreme Court

B, BN
R

" with the same effective results. The designs are specifically fox the

. Bronx District Attorney's Office data collection problems but apparently

.FPhe folders are superior enough in désign to be copied by other juris-~

dicﬁionS. (see attachment 'G')

.+ GOAL: Prepare cases for trial as close to the origination date as

&5

possible.

3 e = B
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.g b) Replicability: - | | ’ ¢) Measurability:

3 j it ; ject is still.o eratln and is assured of operation ﬁ
1) This project has been cited as an example of a successful 1) The projec D g

antil 12/31/76.

gg law enforcement innovation by Attorney Géneral William Saxbe and by _ . |
| 2) The project has not, been formally evaluated by an out31dc

"21
St

7 President Ford in his message of June 19, 1975 to Congress concerning

. group.
crime. , , : -
% ' 2) Tt ﬁas been ou£ pleasure‘to provide meny prosecubors (at T 3) There is, we believe, excellent obaecclve evidence o?
‘ 4 ' ‘ % dect! . The information concerning some of this evidence
. their request) throughout: the country with detailed information as to the project's worth ‘ '
_ L e s 1 . 1
@ ~ the operations of the Bronx'Major Offense Bureau. We have hosted | is included in severalsolaces in this zeport. and Atbachment ‘C
| . | o - " i st The evidence includes records of convictions
ﬁ% . visits by many prosecutors from citles such as Las Vegas, Los Angeles, "project reportst. . _
i ' ' | versus those of s1mllarlcase in this office or other. The dispatch

Detroit,Washington, D.C., Nassau County, etc;, and pﬁovided them with

@ materials. tours. and demonstrations. Tt ié our understanding that - and ef£1c1encv of the MOB operation can be obaectvvely measured against .
y [} $ L s ° ) . E L

" ses not handled by MOB. The severlty of sentences Wi -
several similar major offenders bureaus have been established. the general run of cs

3) The most important factors in replicability of this of MOB convictions can be compared to convictions to the same chqrgcs f§1~

, : : , , - Y k St"te or New York City. Other measures of -

project are adequate. resources and staff proficiency.. Other important - elsewhere 1n New Tor < . SRR B

J _ ' . " : X e dia and the public towsrds s

factors: Cooperation with other law enforcement agencies, staff - success could be the attitude of the. ne P 14‘;

i N ‘ | ' 1ts of MOB rosecutlon as evidenced by the e
commitment, administrative expertise, court cooperation, and long term the 1nd1v1dual resu P . .

fund commitment .edltorlal and news comments included under Attaﬂhment HE'y

This program or some modification of it will be effective in

any Jjurisdiction in which there is a problem of excessive delay in

R ey
o

reaching tri a] after arrest. In addition; in those prosecutors'

offices in which it is desired to allocate resources based upoh the

- policies'of the chief prosecutor, the principles developed by the ' -

Bronx Maaor Offense Bureau will be effective. We have shown that ' - S i L - T g§

=D

scarce resources (e\'perlenced prosecutors7t1me and peonle i‘or . L g ' . ‘

~ Bupreme- Court trlal:) ¢can be respon51bly apportioned on to those pro- i ‘ - : ' . : ‘ | T }‘

[}
,

blem cases which thevchief prosecutor deems of greatesf importance. .
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fooas

ency A
d) Efficiency: 'e) cceSSIbnllty

.

1) District Attorney Merola. and his staff are available foxr

5Ty

Phe efficiency of the ﬁroject may be'measured in several

e T

’ . . " \ ) valuatl n ubl .
ways, the most direct are the savings obtained by the rapid conclusion € ot P icity and visitation

&
S
)

s E%"‘B
e

of a proéecutiOH, ' o ) ' —_— f | . 2) The project is certain to exist relatively unchanged for
:; In Lhe Bronx, a Bupreme Court appearence for any purpose : %% the reméinder of 1976.
‘%‘ SO8 oy PR lea?ely #150, in court costs. & t'also cost approximately R B
442 a day to maintain a prisoner in detention,in addition,a policéman/ : Lo , ' .

witness costs approximately $84 per day. During the course of 2 years

704 defenﬁanbs hafe been'completely processed;‘ Prior years indicate

that it would have taLenlapprOYlmately 20 court appearences (rot including § }

EED
Y'V m i ,;;_.(.‘..e‘ .

trlal days) to dispose of a defendant's 1ndlctment 1n an ordlnary case.

R
=

Under IMOB the number of non~tnal court appearences 1s approxlmately 12

and the time span 1s 90‘days versus ;4 months. The dlfferenoc in costs

&R

[
B

would therefore be (for prisoner) $18,072 less per indictment for IMOB.

i A

Most of the defendants prosecuted were kept in detentidn, therefore,

using a modest figure of 400 prisoner defendants processed, the total o ' -

sy
% of 'E 4:4‘2\3
% 4
. 1

costs savings generated by MOB have been $7,228,800 at a minimum.

E‘.égz;:; L:i

Other savings in property losses, and personal injury not

=D

inflicted because of these convictions cannot be measured. ' The con-

L

venience and savings to the complainants and witnesses also canpnot be

—
==
e

calculated. Overall we have no doubt that this program's cost/benefits

=2

are substantlal

. i

%
i

'(1) Court cost excludlng audwe, p“osecutor, defvnse counsel is $300,00¢/
annum:  average calendar day 10 ases, average number of court dayn
200, Source New York City office, admlnlstratlve Judge.

.
=D

(2) Source - New York-: Olty Department of Correction. § o

* (3) Averoge salary of New York City patrolman $18,500 (not including -
frlnge beneflts) Divided by 221 worklng days.

.

Em =R o0
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PAGE 16 o ‘ - Attachment 'A'
{3 3) Outstanding Features:
F_ a) This project demonstrates the'capacity of the criminal
justice system to overcome the disabilities of thepast and the
pressures'bf'their overcrowded calendars to prbvide‘the accused
ig and the community with swift and sure justice under the law.,.

b) We have proven'that the diverse and complex character of

circumstances surrounding the commission of a crime and the prosecutors
policies can be reduced, to some degree, to non-technical, objective

questions which allow a lay person &o determine with high certainty

r§i % {Sﬁ

whether the prosecutor wishes to direct extra resources to a specific

criminal act.

¢) We have proven that the laborious manual generation of
% - criminal complaints can be speeded up by the application of data

processinrg techniques.

d) Ve have éemonstrated that paralegal persoﬁnel can profide

~invaluable assistance to the prosecutor.

e) Ve have demons%;ated that up-to-date court calendars can

b aintained witheouly making inordinate concessions to the defendan

b
i3

0
)

by genercus plea offers.

ED TE B2 68 | S3
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4), Weaknesses:
There are a number of problems in operating this project.

The most significant being the small number of assistants district

.attorneys (10) assigned initially. Because of the 24-hour 7/day

coverage the ADAs were overworked. At least 15 ADAs ‘were needed %o

. lessen the burden on the staff, as Bronxz County Has enough crime so

that there were no days when a oall was nowv received
A difficult probJem for the Bronx DlobrlCt Attornoy is the

small number of experienced a881stant district attorneys on his

. staff, This is caused by high turnover stenming from low salarie .

Because of ‘this. problem it dis :mpractlcable to always assign the
most highly gualified ADAs to the Major Offense Bureau as that would

have resulted in inadequate coverage of other responsibilities of the

- office. A number of compromises had to be made.

_Addiyionel problems‘stem from lack of physical resources.
The Bronx Ceunty District Attorney's funds come from the New York

City budget as a result we have been seriously underfunded for a

iong time. Ordinary supplies (paper, etc.,) ave very hard to getb;
Office space is impossible to obtain. MOB operates without office

_Aspace in the criminal court and inadequate space elsewhere., If

the grant system would allow renovations of space in a legs restric-

tive way we could have obtained more satisfactory working -conditions.

"Additiohal difficulties are caused by the slow bureauacracy involved

-‘,ir,releasirg funds to the project, which caused freQuent‘beokkeeping

-erisis,

R
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PAGE 18 - | . Attachment “'A'
5) Degree of Support:
See attachment 'E' newspaper clippings file for details.
The only formal complaint has been from the defendants
in which thelr lawyers petitioned the court to prevent the District
Attorney from prosecuting their cases "out of turn".
’ Communify organizations including the Bar Association, various
mercﬁant groups, religous organizations, various private parties, the
local comﬁﬁﬁity newspabers, and the fNew York Times" and the "Daily Hews"

have praised this program and called for expansion.

‘

The Journal of the National District Attorney's Association

‘vol. 11, Ne. 1 carried a feature article descriﬁing'the Majer Offense

Bureau and as a result we have received numerous favorable comments. .

(see attachment 'E').

e

o e AT
FRSTRAERTIPET I S S

Appendix B: Letters of Recommendation
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Bureau of Social Science Research, Inc.
1990-M Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036
(202} 223-4300

March 3, 1976

4

Ms.,Mary Ann Beck
Model Program Development Division
0ffice of Technology Transfer

633 tndiana Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20531

Dear Mary Ann:

{ understand the Major Offense Bureau.program in the Bronx,
New York District Attorney's office is under consideration for
Exemplary Program status. |1 would liks to take this opportunity to
endorse this program as a successful example of how the limited
resources in a prosecutor's office can be restructured to meet the
demands of the workload and reflect the prosecutor's policy. '

| am familiar with this operation, having been involved
with its establishment through the National Center for Prosecution
Management, and have kept in touch with its progress over the years.,
{ think that this is an outstanding example of how large offices can
attack the problems of prosecuting larger caseloads of increasing

seriousness by the proper allocation of staff resources and supported
by the latest techniques derived from the fields of criminology and

statistics. This type of program lends itself easily to transfer to
other offices facing similar problems and certainly should be set
forth as an example to other prosecutors. | heartily recommend it
to you, . :

Yours truly,

. i:(zkfzcuakoul

Jdan E. Jacoby
‘Adjunct Research Associate
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. OF THI CITY OF NEW YORK  °
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DRUG LAW EVALUATION PROJLCT ' 3

» L4

February 1L, 1976

My, Cerald M. Caplan, Director :
NMational Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice - LEAA :
633 IYndiana-Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20539 SR

Dear Jerry: : ' ; .

: puring its first year, the Drug Law Evaluation
Project has collected much information and conducted
ppglininary analysis relevant to a number of issues
rnlced bye the cnactment of New York State's 1873 drug
Qid Senlencin: Doninant provisions of these
Stalules %mpose pleca bargaining restrictions and man-
datory prison sentences on offenders convicted of cer-
tain d;ug gelonies and on all sccond felony ofZenders.
The obgcctlve of the Drug Law Evaluation Project is to
determine, as definitively as possible, the effects
the 1973 laws have had on the prevalence of drug abuse
and @rug-relatod crime, and on the administration of
justice in lew York State. c ' o

“ PRI IR
Letvdlse

These ‘questions raise issues central to the prok-
lem of cpntrclling crime and are extrencly comple:.
D?V*“U the firsy scoveral menths of thne ?rojcat: auch
time was spent in recruiting staff and in developing
mOChQJ?30giQS and scurces of information. 'Early. ’
analytic work has not addrcseed every issue, and so
the {csults describked here o not represent the full
breadih of in?inzs we are looking forward to develop-

1 S

s

h £
ing. neverthcless, some consistent directions are
cvident.  Because of the preliminary nature of the

cvl?oncu,.thc recults hiave not been reviewed by the
full Ccrmmittee on New York Drug Law Evaluation.’ '

- Qrfitest progress has been made in evaluating the
rpact ol the neow laws on the operaticn of the courts
Latest available Iigures show that during the first

4.
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two years of operation, there werao apnroximatels 4.900 new law
drug cases fully processed in the Stace's suocf;or,courto gg
these, 3,550 rcspltcd'in convictions (regardiesé‘of char;é) "
By contrast, during the last two years in which the oid‘érué laws
verc 1n effect (1272 and 1973), the courts processed over-lé,BbB
Of the

grggocascs.of.which over 10,000 resulted in convictions.

S,P: convictions under the new drug laws, ncarly 1,500 prison
entences have resulted, and nearly 900 of these were indetcrmi.-

nate lifetime sentences. ’ : h

couftThege havg been.severe:problems of implementation in the
our s © T-New York City, while other counties in New York State
. gcne_al}y been successiul in dealing with the new provisions

3 Difficulties in implementation can be traced to thG‘COW54PT~
tlon.of plea bargaining restrictions and mandatory anténci;cn.c‘ ’
provisions. These have combined to raise the demanavfor trials '
in drug felony cases from 6.5% of all Newv .York City drug digogji~
tions in 1973 to 15% in the first half of 1975. A subsEantide
pg:t,,?hough not all, of the inerease is attributable td resE;‘ -
-tions imposed by the 1973 laws. . e

. In non-drug cases, trial rates in New York City have also

increased, from 6.5% in 1973 to 10.5% in 1975, . The jﬁdcﬁ r;s“ -
sible for the administration of the City's courts feels sure ggg*
muc? of the increase in non-drug trials is attributable +o—£k° i
fact thaF secgnq felony offenders, .who are subject to re;t**.b
on plea bargaining and face mandatory prison sentencesmszrt;

) The result of the increased demand for trials, combined
with someyhat lagging productivity of- the new courés Gét;LIiQHm”
to deal Vlth the 1973 laws, has been a rapid rise in éhe g““;;T“
of new Qrug cases. During 1974 and the first hal€ of-1975hb::og
gntlre 1ncrefse in the pending caseload in the New York Ciéywe
cgggfme i?:é;sqéraggt%y l,OSO gaies) was accounted for by ncw drug

S. AL <4 RWOALAs, only half the City! v lav - indict<
Wents nad been disposed of. The backlog o% ihgg; éggeglgg"i?:;CL
fell, though by a very small number, during the last.qﬁzgtgz~;3

1975,

Thl§ backlgg has devecloped despite the addition of 31
court units (a judge and associated Clefical,préqccutoriai .
defense staffs, at an annual cost of approximateiv $23 ﬂillEx“'
Throgghout the State, a total of 49 now court'uniﬁs\;av; b“t”“~
provided; at an annual cost of $35 million. ‘ ‘ oo

Sev‘rIn_ugstaLg areas, problems of implemcntation have bkoen less
exe. We think this is due to the reclatively simall number of°

cases upstate which arc serious erouvah to falJ.unﬁcr'*“n“bl*a )

bargaining and sentencing restricticns., In Néw Yéxk éva; ;'°

-t 9

"the City.

‘& drug felony did not increcase between 1973 and 1974,

"ing their first 16 months of operation. Statewide, the total

courts' product, the f£requency of prison sentences will also in-

of indictments fall into this catcgory, comparad to 25% outside §
There has becn no general increase in the demand for =
trials in drug cases upstate. - : ‘ .

As for potential general deterrent effects, ‘the likelihood
of a prison sentence (imposed in:-a superior court) following arrest
for a drug felony increased during 1974 in only two of the seven 3
jurisdictions (New York City and six upstate counties) we examined .=
The likelihood of a prison sentence following arrest for a non-

drug felony did not increase in any of these jurisdictions in spit

of the mandatory sentencing provisions facing recidivists. Our
survey of sentences under the new laws revealed that because the

most serious cases lagged so badly in the courts during 1974, the

statewide fregquency of prison sentences following conviction for

' R . .
Jt' is doubtful that the new drug laws could have had bene-
ficial effects through incarceration of dangerous offenders dur-

number of convictions in drug felony cases actually declined dur-
ing 1974, to 3,100 convictions compared to 4,700 convictions a
year earlier. There were 1,100 ®prison sentences in drug cases
during 1974 compared to 1,700 .sentenceg in 13973. Once again, much
of the decline can be attributed to the slow processing of serious
cases. As these cases eventually becoime a larger component of the

crease, and the probability of punishment is likely to go up.
But additional data for 1875 and 1976 is reguired to confirm or
deny these speculations. '
There is one positive indication that the new drug laws are
having an effect on the behavior of offenders.
around the State are in broad agreement that informants have been
easier to obtain with the threat of severe penalties as a lever.

{43
3
2

&

@

Police officials

The potential of long prison terms has apparently made offers of

leniency more attractive to some offenders.

The available evidence regarding prevalence of heroin abuse
does not indicate significant changes in abuse patterns fcollowing
enactment of the 1973 laws. Numerous indicators of heroin abuse,

. including data from drug treatment programs, police reporits, and

medical souvrces, have been followed over several years. HMany of
the indicators are weak in themselves but there is genecral agrce-
ment in what they show as a group.
began in the 1971-72 period, before introduction of the new laws
in carly 1973. The decline continued during most of 1973, and _
levelled off toward the end of that year, just when the new laws

became effective. oo » . :

-
.

-The. indices of heroin’abuse did not show notable changes
during- 1974, the first full ycar the now laws were in effect,
New York City, narcotics deaths, incidencc of scrum hepatitis,
reports to-the Narcotics Reogister, and admissions to treatiwent

A decline in heroin abuse
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., were all fairly stable during the year. There have been numerous : ’ ' stud As a result of that pr.cess, 1 am confident we
news accounts of increasing heroin act'vity during 1975, The .+ of our Study. ke a contrrbutmoq to the understanding of the i
, meager cevidence we have secn suqgests a slight expansion of hevoin 7 can in time maxa tory sentencing provisions in gencraly and of i
use once again, but not of major proportions. According to the - . . effects o’f .md"ct i‘:_c érug laws in partlcular. .
Drug Enforcement Administration, heroin from Mexico became widely = the New XOLE Sta ) ] O
available in the City last year. Aadditional data for 1975 are  ~ % % ' : ' X Sincerely, L
needed. ) . . ' o ' .
E ’ " .+ Information from drug treatment programs indicates that ; o . . o ‘gjzr’” éf/
.there was no sustained increase in the inflow of clients to the
programs following implementation of the laws

- B

in 1973. After a o ST . . hnthony T Japha |
very fast expansion during 1971 and 1972, the population in treat- | ARd la o . f :
ment has been guite stable. As far as we know, lack of capacity

has not been a constraint to further expansion of the programs

Cadtidr o

.
ENI
Pt

While there is nothing in New York
to indicate a significant impact of the new laws on the course ;
of hercin abusc, the observations cited above have not yet becn T . . :
comparcd to comparable data regarding drug abuse from nearby : : )

states to assess whether the mild fluctuations seen here differ : - : o w 0 -
“£xom patierns in other areas. . . . '

Two 1nd1cators of drug- related crime are being tracked.

Though the results are still partlcularly tentative, neither of the
1ndlcaLors suggests unusual movements in New York State.

State's recent experience S ot

R

SRS

o)

ey

The most
: direct indicator of crime attributable to heroin users is the - o ' .
%' volume of defendants who reguire detoxification from narcotics . . o .

while in detenticn awaiting trial.
New York City and

reliability. . The

Data are availalle only ioxr
are currently being uﬂulY&@d to determine their

Tt e . L

raw data show surprising stability Ebetween mid-

28

. : : Ty
1873 and mid-~1975 in both the number of defendants and the pro- : ' ‘ o : . .
. portion of all defendants who require detoxification. Since mid- : . . : - . ¢ g
% 1973, between 20% and 25° 0f all detainees have been processed ‘ C ’ . ) ‘
& through the plogram. ‘ ’

An :mdlrect and rather rough 1nd°" of how New York State: : K ' -

is performing in controlling non-drug crime is obtained by com- ’ y o . ' :

L paring changes over recent years in the movement of non-drug : - ) o

crime with similar crimes in other states which previously

bited similar movenments. Data from only one po¢“~ndh yoar, Q . A

are available. , e S : 7}

0 o property crimes) here and in other states, both on a s*at~v1o“ . ) ' : . . , g

Yg basis and for cities individually, reveals that similarities: are ’ : . ’ '

- .still evident where they were evident before 1973,

N

[ZETH

There is no i R - : ‘ _ N . v .
. clear divergence between crime trends of hcw York State and I : ' Coe ; o . o %.
% neaxby sLates. : L L o S , =
‘ . . ., . . - ‘ :
- . . . " . ., . - N . - A B . - N . . ‘ : 4 i_'
RN As you know, the Project will continue itswork long enough . ~ ‘ : v ‘ : ., ~
%. to resolve many of the uncertainties uncovercd in the carly phase o e . <

NN . . T . La .
. . . N A i . N
‘ * . ; o “
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Appendix C:

Case Evaluation and Case Management

Control Forms

» [ ]
BRONX CASE EVALUATION :
. DOCKET NO - INDICTMENT NO.
PEOPLE v. CHARGE ‘ DATE ;1‘?.2
Please record.thosa points which apply to your case. Where there are multipls defandants, computs a base on the dofendant with
the most sarious otfensals),
’ , A.NATURE OF CASE ' d”:f“ pu. C.REFER TO M.O.B. IF ANY OF THE 3
spsticable FOLLOWING CONDITIONS APPLY: :
VICTIM - {chack those applicable-offense is most sarious charge) ©
one or maré persons a 20 :
i O FORCIBLE SEXUAL OFFENSES BETWEEN o
VICTIM INJURY UNRELATED PARTIES ’i"’
recoived minor injury O 24 ’ 4
treated and released O 30 [0 ARSON'WITH SUBSTANTIAL DAMAGE OR
hospitalized a 4.2 HIGH POTENTIAL FOR INJURY
INTIMIDATION O CHILD ABUSE, CHILD SEVEN OR UNDER jﬂ
one or more persons O 13 ) |
0O MULTIPLE ROBBERIES OR BURGLARIES
WEAPON . : 5
o ¢ arrad O s D.SUMMARY INFORMATION @
fend fi h 3 3
e z:rriat.:i( g:::,dosr ot DNO. OF VICTIMS :
X . o 15 | teceived minor injury
sartied explosives 187 (0  treated and hospitalized
0 - hospitalized and/or permanent injury
STOLEN PROPERTY O .law officer
any value Q 15 O attempted murder of officer
' PRIOR RELATIONSHIP e : WEAPON o
vietim and defendant - same family a, ~28 ! gun ) . )
: - O kdife . "
. {0 bomb orexplosive
ARREST .
at scene v g 4.6 Q  other .
withih 24 hours 29 BURGLARY
T : & night-time o
EVIDENCE O evidence of forcible entry
admission or statement .} 1.4 0 . Church, School, Public Bidg.
-additional witnesses 0 31 O ' no. of premises burglarized
IDENTIFICATION . VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY  recovered ot
line-up 0 a3 0 under $250 (.} ]
O $250 to $1489 Q o
' O $1500 to $25,000 a O ]
TOTAL CASE SCORE S ) O over $25,000 '®] o y
B.NATURE OF DEFENDANT : PRIOR RELATIONSHIP
FELONY CONVICTIONS Q  other family )
one O 97 a neighbor =
more than one a 187 Q  friend <
O acquaintance.
O other
MISDEMEANOR CONVICTIONS =
one o 3 IDENTIFICATION ‘
more then one . O photograph ;
PRIOR-ARRESTS - SAME CHARGE O on or nearby scens
one O as @ other ey
mose than (8] 1.2 @ no. of persons making 1,0. ¥
O tmedelay of I.D.
. PRIOR ARRESTS - ‘
one a 22 SUPPORTING EVIDENCE
more than one 0 42 O  crime observed by palice officer
R E O tingerprints recovered
PRIOR ARREST-WEAPONS TOP CHARGE = 2 :
. more than one O 84 E.DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S EVALUATION ___
TOTAL SCORE e %
! . STATUS WHEN ARRESTED ' a : RANKING CLERK {
i ‘L state parole 7.4 ; .
E 4 ‘ varmtad a 42 A.D.A. NOTICED y#50 noq
| . : .. ACTION BY A.DA: -
- Q accepted ‘O lurthored 5
TOTAL DEFENDA!\IT SCORE i Q rejected O referred to M.O.B. N
E ’!l!Of\‘i: : ' ‘ )
< | :
: v 66
e _ . €. S E
-7 R CCOA FURM 33 9176 S R - K o= ) =




PROBLEMS IN CASE

VI, FACTS OF THE CASE

) UATE, C  <ET NUMBER:
OFFICE Of 18 -
DISTRICT AT)ORNEY INDICTMENT NUNMBER:
OF BRONX COUNTY, N.Y. ASST. DA >
FACT SHEET
1. DEFENDANT(S)
NAME (LAST, FIAST, MIDOLE) AGE ADDAESS (INCLUOE APT, NOJ) ZEEgN
il. CRIME FACTS
TiME OATE LOCATION {OETAILED)
OFFENSE:
TIME DATE LOCATION [OETAILED)
ARREST:
B8ASIS FOR ARAEST
IH. EVIDENCE
WEAPONS (OPERABLE?) DESCRIBE RECOVERED: WHERE/WHEN/WHO
PROPERTY DESCRIBE RECOVERED: WHERE/WHEN/WHO
STATEMENTS TO WHOM TIME/ODATE/LOCATION NATURE
INJURIES SUSTAINED
) IV, WITNESS
PGLICE ~ IBENTIFY BY ARRESTING (A) = PARTNER (P) — EXPEAT (E) — FIRST AT SCENE (F)
NAME SHIELD COMMAND ASSIGNMENT TYPE
B
CITIZEN NAME AGE AODRESS (INCLUDE APT, NO.)} PHONE TYPE
V. IDENTIFICATION FOR EACH WITNESS »
NAME TIME OATE TYPE LOCATION WADE PROBLEMIS)
VI. CRIMINAL COURT .
DATE AND PART ASST, D.AL JUDGE DEFENSE ATTORNEY
AT OATE ANG PART REPORTER NOTICE 190,710, MO8 BAIL REQ, SAILSET
) VI, GRAND JURY
ASST. DAL REPORTER INTERPRETER - PANEL DATES
PRES.
EXHIDITS B . VOTE
WITNESSESHOETAILS 1A NOT LISTEO N IV} B SIGNEO
OEFENDANT VEITI¢YY HELEASE GJ WINUTES 1P NQ, WHY? >
TO OKPENSE?
A = - . 2 - < 67 - - LT - s <

~ BAONX DA QFEICK FORM MOAE-2 1774




OFFICE L. THE BATE
DISTRICT ATTORNEY - ’
OF BRONX COUNTY, N.Y,

OOCK.+ INDICTMENT) HUMBER

: ASSTV DA QEFENGANTI(S)
CITIZEN WITNESS FORM
I, WITNESS
NAME (LAST, FIRST, MIDOLE) EEE) SEX [ WY | wr RACE LANGUADGE [INTERPRETER
MODY YR . NEEDED?
i {1 Yes { | nO
AOORESS (INCLUDE APT, NO, PHONE NO, HOW [ALTERNATE CONTACT
LONG? | NAME:
Res: ADDRESS:
ri's. PHONE ¢
MARITAL STATUS LIST SPOUSE AND CHILDREN BY NAME AND NGE I1E AHY)Y YEARS MARRIED|AESIDES WiTH WHOM SND
‘ HELATIONSHIP
il. WORK STATUS
EMPLOYER'S NAME ADDRESS PHONE NATURE OF WORK HOW LONG? [ SALARY [HA/OY/ WK
1F UNEMPLOYED, LAST ADGAESS PHONE NATURE OF WORK HOW LONG? - JSALARY (HA/OYAIR)
EMPLOYER'S NAME
IF\WELFARE:CENTEA NAME  |ADDRESS LD.NO, CASE WORKER REC'D LAST |[AMOUNT

IF NO WELFARE, DESCRIBE
MEANS OF SUPPORT:

. .

1. PERSONAL DATA

LEVEL OF EDUCATION|MILITARY: B8AANCH YEARS TYPE OF DISCHARGE DECORATIONS

PRESENT STATUS

NARCOTIC HISTORY: DALY USE AND COST YEARS SUPPORT METHOD ORUG PROGRAMS LPAST AND PRESENT)
TYPE

PSYCHIATRIC HISTORY IDESCRIBE COMPLETELY)

FHYSICACHISTORY {OESCRIBE SRIEFLY)

MEMBER OF GANG ALCOHOL CONSUMPFTION DAY OF: .

DEMEANOR AND CREDIBILITY FAOBLENS 3
' G,‘:g{?ﬁm“s INCIDENT 10 INTERVIEW
O AN
_IlI. CRIMINAL RECORD (ACCORDING TO WITNESS)
JUVENILE LUNDER 16) HISTORY ] ADULT HISTORY
NO. OF ARRESTS | CHARQES INCARCERATION NO.OF ARRESTS | CHARGES INCARCERATION

PRIOA RELATIONSHIF 70 DEFENDANT AND/OR YOTNESSIES)

§TATEMENT OF WITNESS: RELATE IN OETAIL THE COMPLETE STATEMENT OF T
FACTS LEADING UP TO THE INCIDENT, TIME SEGMENCE, LOCATIONS, OESCRIPT
COURT IDENTIFICATIONS AND REACTION TO THE CRIME, INCLUDE ANY MAZ0

HE WITNESS AND INCLUDE'THEREIN THE FOLLOWING:
IONS, LIGHTING CONDITIONS, OETAILS OF ALL OUT OF
R PROBLEMS WITH THIS WITNESS,

[ TR

Tt T ok BT a

STATEMENT OF WITNESS: (CONTINURO)




B

NO,Of ARRESTS |NO.OF (=153
TIMES
TESTI{FIEO:

OFFICE O. [HE DATE SKET NUMBER
DISTRICT ATTORNEY
OF BRONX COUNTY., N.Y. N4y o ¥ W SEFTRGANTIST
POLICE WITNESS FORM
LWITNESS
TAME [LAST, FIN3T, I4IOOLE) PAONE-AES, c08 HT WT | RACE | MILITARY SEAVICE | YRS,
BRAANCH
MO DA YR
ADDRESS (INCLUDE APT, NO.J PRONE-GUS, MARITAL STATUS v OF CHILOREN OECORATIONS
SHIELD HO, COMMANGD RANK COMMENDATIONS FOR VALOR
ASSIGNMENT (INCLUDG AMP NO,, SECTON, DRESS) YEARS ON FOACE
TOUR OF DUTT UrAeiio vacaion DA YS OFF CHART IMCT ~ GRAND JURY 5UPREME Gl

FARTNER'S RAME [LAST, FIRST, MIDOLE)

*

SHIELO NG,

PRIOARELATIONSHIF YO OErENCANT

QR WITNESSIEST

EVALUATION OF! (1) CASE

(2) DEFENDANT

13} WITNESS(ES)

DEMEANOR AND CREDIBILITY PROALEMS

LIST ALL FORKS COMFLETED 8Y POLICE OFFICER

BE USED)

STATEMENT OF WITNESS: RELATE IN OETAIL THE COMPLETE STATEMENT OF THE WITNESS AND INCLUDE THEREIN THE FOLLOWING:
FACTS LEADING UP TO THE INCIDENT, TIME SEQUENCE, LOCATIONS, DESCRIPTIONS, LIGHTING CONDITIONS, DETAILS OF ALL OUT OF
COURT IDENTIFICATIONS AND REACTION TO THE CRIME, INCLUDE ANY MAJOR PROBLEMS WITH THIS WITNESS, (REVERSE SIDE MAY

ARONX 0.4, QFFICE = FORMMOR4 1/74

OFFICE OF © | OATE; CHARGE(S) INOICTMENT NO.
DISTRICT ATTOr NEY - ’
OF BRONX COUNTY, N.Y, ASS¥GA, DOCKET O,
DEFENDANT FORM

. LADENTIFICATION

OEFENDANT'S TAUE NAME (LAST, FLAIT, MIDODLE! ‘oon AT wWT RACE [Bww
CNYS TS o
Mojov|vn
DEFENDANT'S STATEOD NAME OF ALIAS . HESIDES WITH (NAME AND RELATIONSHIP)
ADDBEES TNCUUBE APTINO.) PMONE NO, =On wona!
MANMTALSTATUS LIST SPOUSE ANO CHILOREN BY NAME AND AGE (IF ANY)} LANGQUAGE
INTERPARETER NEEDLED
[ ] ves [ ) no

1. WORK STATUS

EMPLOYER'S NAME ADORES3 PHONE NATURE OF WORK [HOW LONO SALARYIHHR/OY/WK)
1P VRN ILD LAgT eLOTE R NANT ADORESS PHONE NATURE OF WOAK |HOW LONG SALARY HHA/OY/WK]
IF WELFARE:CENTER NAME ADORESS PHONE CASE WOHKER REC'D LAST [ AMODUNT

MEAMS OF SUPPOAT

1F NO WELFARE, DESCRIGE

T PERSONAL DATA

LEVEL OF EDUCATION

MILITARY: BRANCH

YEARHTYPE OF OISCRARGE

OECARATIONS

PRESENT STATUS

RARCOTICS HISTORY
TYPE:

OAILY USE AND QOST

YEARHSUPPORAT METHOD

DRUG PROGRAMS (PAST AND PAESENT)

PSYCHIATRIC HISTORY (DESCRIBE COMPLETELY)

PHYSICAL HISTORY (DESCAIDE BRIEFLY)

"OEMEANOR:

11 PHYSICAL

(2)SPEECH 13) CREQIBILITY

MEMBER OF GANG OR
NOTORIOUS ORGANIZATION

tV. CRIMINAL HISTQRY [ACCORDING TO DEFENDANT)

JUVENILE IUNDER 15) HISTORY ADULT RISTORY
NO, OF ARRESTS CHARGES INCARCERATION NO, OF NO. NO. TIMES SENT  NO, NO,
ARRESTS CONVICTIONS  TO PRISON PLEAS TRIALS
FOR EACH CASE (USE RAP SHEET A9 REFEAENCE WHEN POSSIBLE]
DATE CHARGE FACTS DISPOSITION
NURMBER]BAILOR PAROLE CHARGES ATTORNEYI(S) COURTS
PENDING
CASES
SN PROBATION: CHARAGE NAME OF PROBATION OFFICER CHARGE NAME OF PROS, OFFICEAR
FRESENT PAST
V, THIS CASE
TiM& OF CRIME TIME OF ARREST UNOL R INFLUENCE |
NARCOTICS
ALCOHOL "
- CONSUMPTYION
; VERBAL FHYSICAL,
NEACTION TO '
ARNESTY . :
WHO. . WHEN

OEFENSE ALIBI
ALIBI

WHERE

BAGNX D,A; OFFICE = FORN MOBS 1/76  ~
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AELATE TO EXTENT AVAILABLE THE DEFENDANT'S VERSION OF FACTS IN DETAIL, MUST INCLUDE THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION:
1, STATEMENTS {TO WHOM. WHERE, WHEN, ADMISSIBILITY)
2, DEGREE OF KNOWLEDGE OF JNCIOENT
3. RELATIONSHI? TO PHYSICAL EVIDENCE
4, YIITNESSIES) TO DEFENSE
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Apperidix D:

Bronx District Attorney's

. : Office 1975 Sugmary
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. BRONX DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S OFFICE B S RV , : 4 |
1975 SUMMARY - . . ’ ‘ &
7 eric ' - PAGE 2 : g
Office Totals = Indictments - 3835 (defendar 5 : | S
é‘é , © 5 55 (defendants) Re: . 1975 Statistical Summary cont'd : S
Ea n ‘ 9  Ppials - 493 BT ' . . ' . ’ E% :
. ~ Defendants pending beginning of year - 2494 | Supreme Court Bureau cont'd from page 1- ' ,
" "« end of year - 2896 ‘ R | Returned on Bench Warrants -~ 5380
N ’ ‘ ) Arfai rmed on Arrest Warrants ~ 591
@ ~ Numben of employees - 1/1/75 < 223 ‘ © ' .
n wooow e - 1/1/76 - 315 ' " Major Offense Bureau Cases AcceptedX . - 253 E}
@ Indictments (Defendants) - 368
: Bureau Totals—~ ) : R .
, — Dispositions - 453
& Criminal Court Bureau: ’
@ . Convictions Rate ~ Q0%

Arraignments ' ' ~42,530 .

. - Homicide Bureau-
Executed Warrants - 9,689 - : ] ) , "

. ; ‘Number of Homicides Reported - 396°
Felony Hearings ’ ~ 2,376

'
Ereiid TR
- .

Jury Triais | _ "~ Déffendants Indicted - 296 ;

Court Dispositions 41,845 e - |

| . ’ Trials - 7N | b
. . No complaint ordered - 1,109 _ | . Convictions - 53 ‘

. -~ Indictment Bureau- ~ ' R - . Acquittals o - 18

Total presentations - 1,197 N _ B Dismissals ’ - 23 - .
‘ TR, Intichuonte | - 21837 Narcotiics Bureau*-~ : '
- -Supreme Court Bureau- | ' S paLie Indictments - k22

5 Trials - 4{)1* . " S Ple‘éeg,' | | - 211 - o
Acquitted | - 159 - - R  mpials | - 97
BeE Convicted - we i | R Convicetions | o -el L B
-» ”_; Pleas - 1,773 | | R | - Acquittals | : - 56 |

D- S .S . - - -
1Sml Sals _ : . 617 Complaint Bureau-

&=

i

Office Visits 2,204 | |
- Investigations - 353 .

- 75
Yafeprala - T ooTeT =T 4. a3 o ; s

*Does not include Homicides
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Re: 1975 Statistical Summar& cont'd-

B R O aE aEa L e

Police Department-

Investigations

Arrests

Polygraph Examinations

Tested’
Extraditions

Lineups

Bodyguard Assignments
(man hours) :

Court ordered Wire Taps

Court orders processed

_ Prisoners moved

- Detective Investigators Bureau-

Welfare ?raude

Investigations
Arraests

Background checks
Bodyguard Assignﬁents
Welfare Fraud Arrests

Recovery Value

Arrests - 1975

Frsud value

Cash Recovery

M 7 S

- 1,052
- 206

- 213

- 95

- 80

- 93

- 4
- 837

- 12

- 1,123

- GIQ

- 112

- 8‘7

- 31

- 91
~§374,987
- 185;
~§720,541

-$573,721 L






