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1.0 Introduction 

(MOB) of the Bronx County District Attorney's 
The-Major Offense ~ureau 'ect which 'concentrates the resources of ten 
Office, New York, ~s a proJ t' the serious offen-
full ~ime Assi~tant District Attorneys on prosecu ~ng , 1 t 

-<- 'd-O:·, t.s the "career criminals," the especially '11.0 en or 
der--the recl. l.V~s , ' l'ze the func-

ffenders One of ten bureaus designed to specl.a 1. 

~~:~:r~~s~e Distri~t Attorney's Office, MOB was created as a response to 

three problems: 

(1) the increasing delays 'between the apprehension and trial of 
felony defendants in Bronx County; 

of W;tnesses or effective testimony, and 
(2) the resulting loss ~ 

lack of continuity in case prepar~tioni and 

(3) the belief that a relatively small perce~tageof ~ffenders 
in Bronx county were, responsible for a dl.sproport1.onate 

-~hare of the serious crim~. 

MOB staff are assigned specially screened major offense cases (excluding 
homicide narcotics, rackets, and arson for which there are ~eparate , 
special ~ureau5 'within the District Attorney's Offic7) .a~d a:e r~~i~~s~~le 
for all stages of the prosecution--starting from an l.n1.tl.~l l.~te . 1 . 
the time of arrest, through Grand Jury indictmen~ and endl.ng ~n trl.a l.n 
cases where plea bargaining proves unsuccessful. 

The Major offense Bureau was visited by two Abt Associat75 staff m~mb~rs 
on April 5 and April 6. Ms. Carolyn Burstein of the Nat~~nal Instl.tu e 
accompanied the on-site team on the final day of observatl.on. 

~nformation from the following This validation report incorporates • 
sources: 

o 

the project submission documents forwarded to the National 
IMtitutei 

a series of on-site interviews with HOB staff, District 
Attorney staff, judges, and defense attorneys; ,I , 

an LEAA publication and a National District,Attorriey's 
Association (NOAA) publication which deal w1.th case 
screening and selected case prosecution. 

'A'list of documents reviewed and persons interviewed is cont~ined in the 

Appendix. 
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1.1, Project Development and 'organization 

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 administel:ed by"a Bureau Chief and one or two Deputy Bureau 
Chiefs", The llOB has one Deputy Bureau Chief. In addition to the major 
bureaus, the D.A.ls Office also has staff assigned to the Supreme Court 
Calendar Control Part, a part reserved for non-trial matters, including 
arraignments, motions and hearings,* and a special Early Case Assessment 

'Project which works in conjunction with HOBls o\>m early screening program. 
In total, the Bronx County District Attorney 1 s Office employs roughly 300 
employees. 

\'then the ne,.; District Attorney for Bronx County took office. in January of 
1973, a person who was arrested and ~ndicted in Bronx COWlty had to wait 
24 months or more in jail. before his case could be litigated. This situa­
tion encot~aged 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
ingcharges. ~breover, the long delays substantially diminished effective 
prosecution,of the cases--witness availability decreased or they could not 
accurately recall events, witnesses lost. their interest in the case or be­
came reluctant to become Meinvolved after such long delays, and the case 
became weakened as it might be handled by a number of Assistant District 
Attorneys, each forced to re-work the contents of the file he received. 
Finally, in order to deal with tremendous caseload pressures, more thdn 
90 percent of all matters were being disposed of by plea or dismissal. 

The Bronx District Attorney believed that through pr?per intake control, 
comprehensive case preparation, full disclosure practices, and strict 
guidelines on. plea ba~'gaining determinations, the "persistent felony offen­
der would receive just and certain punishment" and the system would final­
ly begin to provide regula,r assurance of a speedy trial. The Major Offense 
Bureau, as a trial bureau, fully prepares each case so that the prosecution 
is actually ready for litigation at the time of arraignment. 

'In order to secure the necessary manpower to initiate action against major 
offenders, the District Attorney applied for a grant from the Law Enforce­
ment Assistance Administration. ,An award was made in April, 1973, and, 
following three months of preparation, the first HOB case'was filed in 
.;ruly. 

* The judicial terminology used in New York is sufficiently unique to 
cause confusion •. The reader should be mindfuY of the fact that the Su­
preme Court is not the highest COUl:t in New York but rat.\)er is a trial 
court of original jurisdiction (in many jurisdictions, its" counterpart is 
Superior Court). Also, "part" refers to a judicial session.' 

2 _. 
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During the preparation and planning phases, thE! District Attorney appointed 
a' ,MOB Bureau Chief to head the effort. The Bureau Chief contracted for the 
seryices of the Nat.:i.t;!:1al Center for Prosecution Hanagement, the research 
arm of the National District Attorney's Assoc,tation. 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 ident:i.fied for MOB as~;i.grurtent and thoroughly documented.* Formal 
guidan~e and control J?roced\t1>res over intake and case screening were also 
established to frame the assessment of each case. Cooperation from the 
New York City Polic'e Department, t.he Housing Authority Police, and the 
Transit Police was forw~1ized 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,lI so that investigation and case 
preparation could begin immediately. 

Early and complete case p:ceparation. might have no impact 011 pre-trial de-' 
lay ~o,fitl10t1.t immediat.e availability of an adequate forum" Recogni1i!ing 
this l the t1istrict Attorney successfully negotiated Nith the ll.rnninistra­
tive Judge of the Supreme Court (the. felony trial court in New York) so 
that the Appellate Division of the state Supreme Court designated (in 
September 1973) two trial parts (sessions) and three 'judges for the ex­
clusive litigat~on of Major Offense Bureau cases. Thus, HOB cases are not 
subject to the calendar delays that currently exist for other felony cases 
in the Bronx. 

~~B 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 
~as a non-legal staff of two trial preparation assistants, one detective 
investigator, one process server, one legal secretary, fiVe clerks, and 
one clerical secretary. 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 requires that the Assistant 
Oist,rict Attorneys be relativelY experienced, or more senior, attorneys. 

"By-and-large an attorney will not be selected for 'HOB 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 resultl 

,1<, Appendix C contains copies of the case evaluation and caSf) manage­
ment control forms. 
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the MOB attorneys generally tend to be among the most experienced attor­
ne.ys ill. the District Attorney's Office. 

Sinc<t: the attorneys "'larking in MOB are relatively experienced, there is 
no ~~t1T\al training program. New attorneys are oriented by the Bureau 
c.hi\'~f 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 at·torneys helps acquaint them with the nuances 
of their jobs quickly and thoroughly. Since the MOB staff work closely 
,1ind frequehi:.ly (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 
sI>eedy disposition that will result in a high number of convictions and 
long sentences. 

Once cases have been identified as MOB targets (cf. section 1.2.2), they 
are indicted, arra.igned 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 following sections describe the essential 
components of MOB case processing. 

1.2.1 Notification 

The early invo~vement 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
secu~or handled all initial charging decisions and reviewed the facts of 
each case with the witnesses and police officers. The Aqsistant 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 HOB, the Assistants who worked on complaint room duty lacked 
felony 'trial experienc,:e and were relatively ne\'1 to the District Attorney I 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 16-hour-a-day coverage, seven days 
a week. One Assistant District 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 immediately 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 compiaint 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 hooJes 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 vias anned with a cireflrm, or 

assault occurred and the,victim required hospitalization 
(other than treated and released), or victim received mul­
tiple wounds, or victim received numerou~ stitches, or 

- defendant has been identified as having committed a series 
of robberies. 

o Attempted murder or serious assault arrests when 
- victim is shot or has received mul t'jple stab \olOunds ,.,hich 

require hospitalization (other than treated and released), or 
- a police officer is the victim of a shooting or stabbing, 

NOT AN ATTEHPT. 
- DO NOT notify the District Attorney of assaults between 

members of the same household, family or commonlaw, UNLESS 
VICTIM !S LIKELY TO DIE. 

o Burglary arrests when 
committed in a dwelling and there is no prior relationship 
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 fro~ dwellings. 

* The Early Case Assessment Project (ECAP) is another special unit of the 
District Attorney's Office which concentrates on early case screening and 
assignment. The cooperation betwe~n MOB clerks who perfonn the initial 
screening function for MOB and ECP clerks has evolvedinto a highly effi­
cient s~reen'ing process for all cases. Currently, both units utilize the 
HOB case evaluation worksheet in screening. 
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' . ., Arson a~~ when 
- a fire of considerable proportion results in the serious 

physical injury of an inhabitant, or 
- there is considerable damage to a building. 

Q Kidnappinq arrests when 
- committed for sexual, monetary or political reasons and the 

persons are unknown to each other. 

Q Rape or sodomy arrests when 
- force or threat of force is used and the parties are unknown 

to each other. 

G Child abuse arrests when 
- a child under seven (7) years of age is tortured or receives 

serious physical injuries. 

o Any arrest when 
- there is considerable community or public interest in either 

the type of crime committed or the defendants, or 
- a prominent pe.rson is involved, or 
- there is a likelihood of extensive media coverage, or 
- defendan~ wishes to make a statement to District Attorney 

relative to a felony case, or 
- a police officer, under any c~rcumstances, shoots another 

person. 

o 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 fa{led to notify the 
District Attor.ney f s Office. By and large, however, the most common form 
of notification for NOB cases occurs when the arresting off:i.c:er simply 
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 HOB clerk completes a MOB case evaluation 
form and, if appropriate, alerts the on-duty MOB Assistant District Attor­
ney. 

Since the begimi.ing of MOB, the case evaluation procedure has been per­
formed on all cases refe~red 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. 

7 



1.2.2 Screening 

The screening approach employed by the MOB and devised by the National 
Center for Prosecution Management attempts to remove the element of sub­
jective evaluation in selecting cases for special prosecutorial attention.* 
Under this system a case is evaluated using a numerically weighted set of 
criteria. The criteria assess four essential aspects of each case: 

o 

the nature of the crime charged; 

the heinousness of the offense--based primarily on the extent 
of personal injury and property loss or damage; 

the propensity of the defendant to commit additional violent 
crimes--based prin~ily on the nature of.his prior criminal 
record and background; and 

the strength of the case--based primarily on the facts and 
evidence available. 

A Major Offense Bureau clerk utilizes the Case Evaluation workr,heet, ex­
hibited on·the following page, in deriving a ranking score on each case. 
Points are accumulated given the nature of the case, the nature of the 
defendant, the extant conditions surrounding the case, and supporting 
evidence. If the felony committed is a Class A felony (felonies punish­
able by 25 years to life imprisonment), 20 points are needed in order to 
trigger a phone call to an Assistant District Attorney. If the felony 
committed is a Class B felony (felonies punishable by 15 to 25 years 
imprisonment), 15 points are needed. Regardless of the number of points 
derived on the case, immediate referrals are'made to the District Attor­
ney's Office in caSes which involve forcible sexual offenses between un­
related parties, arson where their is substantial damage or high poten­
tia), for injury, child abuse involving children seven years of age or 
under, and cases involving multiple robberies or burglaries. 

The institutionalization of effective case evaluation and screening pro­
cedures cQncentrated early attention on isolating the recidivist--or 
"career criminal"--as well as monitoring the flow of cases into the 
District Attorney's Office so that only the most serious offenders are 

'selected for prosecution. In addition, instituting an objective procedure 
for case asse'ssm8nt was intended to preserve the integriy of the District 

. Atto~ey' s' Office and to raise HOB above accusations of unc.ontrolleCl. se­
lective prosecution~ 

The National Center was selected for this task because of their prior 
involvement.w~th the D.C. GoVernment Office of Crime Analysis, which ini­
tiated the prototype prosecutorial information system known as PR01US for 
the Superior Court Division' of the U.S. states Attorney Office in Washing­
ton. The. case· weighting systems developed initially for PRmlIS \oJere modi­
fied for the: Bronx HOB. The Bronx system differs from others previously 
developed in that it objectively considers the evidentiary strength of 
each case. _ 

..... 00- a -

BRONX CASE EVALUATION 
DOCKET NO. ___ , __________ -'--!NDICTMENT NO. _________ _ 

PEOPLEv. ________________ CHARGE __________________ DATE _____________ ___ 

Plea\e r~ord thOSQ points whic:h ~pply to your use. Whero'there arc mUltiple detend.nu. compute a bJID on tho delendant with 
the most ICri;)US oftensc(sl. ' 

A.NATURE OF CASE u-k. pu. 
il 

tPPI\ca~ 

VICTIM 
OM or morD porSON 

VICTIM INJURY 
receivud minor injury 
truted ind released 
hot.piuli.«l 

INTIMIDATION 
one or more pGr«lni 

WEAPON 
defendant armed 
defendant fir«l shot or 

carried gun. or 
carried explOSives 

STOLEN PROPERTY 
Iny VIIIJ~ 

PRIOR RELATIONSHIP 
~~tlm ~nd defen~nt· same family 

.ARREST 
&t~a 

Within 24 hours 

EVIDENCE 
admission or $ta'~mcnt 
additional Will1815eS 

IDENTIFICATION 
Iinc.tJp 

TOTAL CASE SCORE 

B.NATURE OF DEFENDANT 

FELONY CONVICTIONS 
one 
rnou tN n 0011 

MISDEMEANOR CONVICTIONS 

mort than OM 

0 2.0 

0 2.4 
0 3.0 
0 4.2 

0 1.3 

0 7.4 

0 15.7 

0 7.S 

0 -2.8 

0 4.6 
0 2.9 

0 1.4, 
0 3.1 

0 3.3 

o 9.7 
o 18.7 

o 3.6 
o 8.3 

PrHOR ARRESTS - SAME CHARGE 
one 0 4.5 
~than 0 7.2 

PRIOR ARRESTS o 2.2 
more wn 00\1 o <4.2 

PRIOR ARREST·WEAPONS TOP CHARGE 
mort than OM 0 6.4 

STATUS WHEN ARRESTED 
Itat' p.role 
WJnted 

TnTALDEFENDANTSCORE 

... 

o 7.1 
o 4.2 

9 

C. REFER TO M.O.B. IF.ANY OF THE 
FOLLOWING CONDITIONS APPL Y: 
(check those applicable·ottens. is most serious ch.rge) 

o FORCIBLE SEXUAL OFHNSESEEIWEEN 
UNRELATED PARTIES 

o ARSON WITH SUBSTANTIAL OAMAGE OR 
HIGH POTENTIAL FOR INJURY 

o CHILD ABUSE. CHILD SEVEN OR UNDER 

o MULTIPLE ROBBERIES OR BURGLARIES 

D.SUMMARY INFORMATION 

NO. Or- VICTIMS ___ , 
o received minor injury 
o Ilea ted and hOtpitalized 
o hcxpitalized and/or permanent injury 
o law ofiiesr 
o attempted murdCf of officer 

WEAPON 
o gun 
o !;riile 
o bomb or explosive o other ____ _ 

BURG.LARY 
o night· time 
o evidence 01 forcibl!- entry 
o Church. School. Public Bldg. 
Dna. ot premises burglarized 

VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY recovered, riot 
o under S250 o 0 
o $250 to S1499 o 0 
o $1500 to $25,000 o 0 
o over.S25.000 o 0 

PRIOR RELATIClNSH1P 
o other family 
o neighb(:l' 
o friend 
o acquaintance 
o olher 

IDENTIFICATION 
o photograph 
o 0:1 or nearby ,cont! 
o other o no. 01 perSOfU making 1.0. _____ _ o time delJV 011.0, _______ _ 

WPPORT!NG EVIDENCE 
d crime obs~rved by police officer 
o f1n~r!Xint$ recovered 

~,DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S EVALUATION __ _ 
TOTALSCORE ____________________ _ 

RANK!NG CLERK ___ -'-_______ _ 

,bo.n.A. NOTICED yela noO 

ACTION -lilY ,CI,.·.D.A.: 
o ICcepled .' 0 furthered 
o r.tjected 0 relffred te M.O.B. 

------------,~---------------------
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1.2.3 Acceptance and Disposition 

Once the MOB Assistant District Attorney on call has been notified of the 
occurreljCe of a serious crime he makes contact with the duty clerk. After 
a quick determination of 'the appropriateness of the case for MOB (based on 
the results of the case evaluation), the attorney contacts a special steno­
grapher (who io also on-ca];l 24 hours each day). The stenographer and the 
attorney immediately go to the central booking station in the Bronx to 

'interview officers, to insure that all evidence has been legally obtained 
and is ~omplete, to direct laboratory testsor photographs, to direct line­
~ps, u?d to inte~view the defendant and each witness. During these initial 
l.nterVl.ews all vll.tnesses are immediately served with Grand Jury subpoenas 
and a schedule for appearance is established. Arrangements are normally 
made so that all MOB cases can be heard by a Grand Jury within 24 hours of 
arrest. In non-MOB cases, it usually takes about one month to reach the 
Grand Jury. 

Once all witnesses and police officers have been interviewed, the assistant 
meets with the defendant and asks if a statement can be taken. Because a 
~umb~r of these interviews have resulted in confessions, the NOB has also 
l.~stl.tuted a,new procedure for video-tape recording of defendant inter": , 
Vl.ews. All defendants are made aware of their constitutional rights and 
are given the opportunity to refuse recording the interview. 

The final case acceptance decision is not made until all the facts of the 
case have been recorded and a criminal record check has been performed. 
~t tha~ point, th~ Assistant District Attorney who conducted the initial 
l.ntervl.ew~ deternll.nes whether to accept the case for MOB prosecution. If 
the case loS accepted, the same Assistant Attorney will handle the case 
through disposition. 

If the case is accepted, the Assistant District Attorney proceeds from 
t~le ,central booking station to the Crimina.l court where he directs the 
~l.ll.ng proces~ and personally handles the preliminary arraignment, which 
l.ncludes a bal.l reco~nendation. The same District Attorney will also 
present,th: ca~e to the Grand Jury. To increase.the speed andefficienc:y 
of t;he l.ndl.~tm~nt process ~ ma?ne,tic tape type\"ri ters are used to prepare 
t?e formal l.ndl.ctment, whl.ch l.? then presented for signature and filed 
wl.th ,the court. This procedure was instituted to reduce waiting time in 
the Grand Jury ~nd to insure that the victim need only t~ll his story 
once and deal wl.th only one Assistant District Attorney all the way 
through disposition. 

F~equently a Grand Jury hearing can be held the same day the Assistant 
fl.les for a hearing appointment. The usual procedure, however is to 
have the Grand Jury hearing wi thin three days of arrest ~l'id· th~ indict-
ment drawn and handed up to the Supre'"le court the d " same ay the jury vot, es 
a true bill. 
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Following indictment by a Grand Jury, a date is set for arraignment. To 
',expedite the case, the policy of the District Attorney's Office.is to 

offer a plea at the earliest possible moment. Plea negotiations are an 
important part of the MOB approach: The off.ered plea is established at 
a conference between the Assistant District Attorney handling the case 
and the MOB Bureau Chief. Based on internal 1-10B guidelines, :the offered 
plea. is always either the top count of the indictument or one count be­
low. Thus the scope of plea bargaining is severely li~ited, insuring 
that" even when accepting a plea, the defendant's record will accurately 
reflect the nature of his offense. 

When the plea is offered, the defense attorney is invited to discuss all 
the evidence of the case. Consistent with the full disclosure policy of 
the District Attorney, the conference allowS the defense attorney access 
to all the information available to the prosecuting attorney. If, at 
this time, the defendant does not accept the plea, a date is set for 

trial. * 

Once proceedings begin, the' MOB District Attorney will not entertain de­
fense overtures, to reconvene plea negotiations: This fact is made clea:r; 
at the originral conference '''hen the weight of the p:t;'osecution' s case is 
made known. If the defendant does chose to "take his chances" with a 
jury, he is locked into his commitment and cannot reconsider based on the 
conduct of the trial (the usual defense tactic). 

From July, 1973, through January, 1975, MOB accepted 733 indictments for 
prosecution covering 1,087 defendants. The yearly totals for HOB break 
down into the following: 

Year 

1973 
1~74 
1975 

Cases 

141 
339 
253 

Defendants 

206 
513 
368 

A summary of MOB's total caseload in contrast to the caseloads of other 
bureaus in the District Attorney's Office is presented in Appendix D. 
As that summary indicates, in 1975 MOB's caseload accounted for roughly 
13 percent of the total nu.mber of defendant8 processed through the 

office. 

,*' The rules of the First Judicial Department 9f the Appellate Division 
of the State of New York prohibit the trial of a case within thirty days 
'of arraignment without the deiendant' s consent. Thus under the speediest 
of circumstances, the first five weeks of every case must be considered 
its period of gestation. 
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2.0 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 HOB'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 :" 

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

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

'How effective has l10B 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 Sronx 
caseload. k difference between MOB cases and others may simply mean that 
MOB has selected those most easily processed or most promptly convicted. 
If NOB 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 1>10B Assistant District 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 compa:ison. 
Each month the HOB project selects cases from the regular caseload f~les 
of other bureaus \'lithin the District Attorney"s Office. Comparison 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 de'termined to be either 
(1) not serious enough or sound enough for r'!OB treatment, or (2) not in-
volving a recidivist defendant who would qualify (under MOB's evaluation 
system) as a career criminal. That is, since MOBis screening criteria 
not only weigh seriousness but also soundness. of case, -1/ 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 pr.ovide adequate statistical con­
tr?l for chara~teristics of the case directly related both to mode of 
selection and to outcome measures. ' 

This incomparability is a consequence of the perennial dilenuna between 
full treaboent of all eligible cases and ability tO,predict what would have 
happened in the absence of such treatment. Only by sacrificing some of its 
selec~ivity in screening cases for MOBaprosecution could a reliable control 
group be constructed. Since the p~oject'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 resistanpe from the District Attorney, other bureaus, and 
certainly MOB staff. 

This source of bias is more grave in comparing conviction rates than in 
evaluating the effects-on processing times, since the selection is more 
'directly related to p!:obability 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 characteristics, 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: 

0- To carefully screen major felony cases and select those 
cases which are perpetra·ted by the recidivist defendant 

* See the Case Evaluation Sheet, Sect.ion A, where time and place of 
arrest, the 'nature and amount of evidence, and the presence 'of a positive 
identification are weighted in favor of HOB selection. 
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and which have a relatively high probability for success­
ful prosecution and concomitant lengthy incarceration. 

o To carefully prepare each case by .assigning a single 
assistant prosecutor to be responsible for all aspects 
of trial preparation, beginning with interviewi?g the . 
defendant and witnesses, collecting and voucher~ng phys~­
cal evidence, subpoenaing and filing criminal, medical, 
and other official records, and mru(ing 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 defens.e counsel and prosecution 
and which pushes for the defendant to take advantage of the 
prosecution's readiness for a speedy trial. 

~ To adhere to a!linrited scope in plea bargaining by making 
plea offers which never exceed 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 
maximu~ 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 evaluat~on procedure 
used for this purpose appears to offer an objective, consistent 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.t\~ argu~ 
ments: either that a less dangerous co-defendant suffers by h~s ~nclus~on 
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. 
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In' cases which involve co-defendants, one of whom is less of the "career 
criminai" type than HOB 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 HOB involvement. Although comparative data are 
not available to resolve the debate, the concern for ~o-defendants is not 
persuasive for two reasons: first, it is premised on~he unfounded notion 
that the sen:tencing judge ';olill 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 guilty 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. 11 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 ',·Ii th 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 vlithin the 
Bronx D.A.'s Office. Its 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
ga~n~ng. Cases that are thus screened out of MOB ,because of a 100~er like-

. :J..ihood of conviction are neither ignored nor dropped. They are sl.IDply 
not the sUbject of MOB's particular, but limitec, 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 decreas~ in felony indictments by 42 per­
cent at the end of ).974. 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 restitution program. The effect of 
decreased indictments was to enforce greater attention on developing solid 
ca'ses and focussing resources on !Iserious" crime. 

Several features of MOB's project design re'flect 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 \vhich avoids the common problems of "attorney 
read-in II 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 developluent. Judges interviewed for this validation indicated 
that HOB cases are usually better prepared than most cases heard at that. 
level. One additional effect that t~is type of preparation has engengered, 
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 fair 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, l-IOB reports that 99 percent of the indictments are voted and 
presented to the Supreme Court within' 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 expedi.te their 
~ases is further magnified by the fact that an unusual number of MOB's 
cases obtain 60-day delays for psychiatric ~xaminations. 

MOB currently claims that they are able to research and document cases so 
that prosecution is ready for trial immediately following the mandatory 
conference" betvleen 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. HOB'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 HOB was begun 
in 1973, there was a 16-18 month backlog of untried supreme Court cases. 
Currently HOB faces no backlog. 

It 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 disposition. 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 alIi 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 to maintain.Plea 
negotiation standards is, in no small part, linked to the preparat~on 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. Prosecuto~s. are f;orbidden. to o;Efer any defendant, a ple~ lower 
than one iflterval on tl1e scale' of' s~r:lbushes's 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 seri()us charge. Over 90 percent of HOB I S convictions were for 
felonies at the same level of the original cha~ge or one interval lower. 
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The following table breaks down the disposition of defendants handled by 
MOB and defendants in the control group from July, 1973, through December 
31, 1975.* Of the 944 defendants disposed of by HOB, 864 defendants (rep­
resenting 611 indictments) were convicted .. Of these, 504 defendants were 
convicted of the top count of the indictment. Therefore, MOB's overall 
conviction rate--including the 41 defendants with cases \",hich are pending 
sentencing--was 92 percent. Although the two groups a.re not strictly conpar­
able, (as discussed in Section 2.1), not one defendant in HOB's comparison group 
has been convi,cted 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 
prosecutor 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 \'/illing 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, :i,.f 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 prosecution 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 to the highest count and avoid a trial. 

In addition, MOB's tough record on convictions in cases going to trial 
encourages early pleas. As of December 31, 1975, 161 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 tQtrial of 48%. 

* The total number of defendants in the control group is not exactly 
~quivalent to the total number of l>10B defendan.ts 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 mimbers of defendants or numbers of total indictments may 
vary slightly. 
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Defendants from July 1, 1973 through December 31, 1975 

Felony Convictions: 

Class A 

Class B 

Class C 

Class D 

Class E 

Misdemeanors 

Disposed of by Grand Jury 

Disposed of by Court 

Bench Warrant 

Acquitted after Trial 

Psychiatric commitment 

Transferred to Family Court 

D.O.R •. 

Abated by Death 

Subtotal 

-

Major Offense 
Bureau 

3 

434 

298 

105 

22 

2 

2 

2 

15_ 

16 

20*** 

4 

18 

3 

944 

cases Awaiting (as of Dec., 1975) 

Preliminary Hearing 

Grand Jury 

Arraignment on Indictment 

Pre-trial Conference 

. Trial 

Sentence 

Sub-total 

TOtal 

0 

2 

16 

9 

78 

41 

, )146": 

1090 
" . . " 

Control 
Group 

0 

23 

106 

219 

172 

26 

37 

21 

78 

~31* 

6~*,** 

2** 

14 

. 7 

742 

0 

1 

18 

9 

225 

72 

'.325 

) .. 067.., 

* Only 81 defendants brought to trial in ,?ontrol Group. 

., 
" 
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;. 

** One case previously referred to Family Court was returned to Supreme 
Court for prosecution. 
*** 15 returned to Supreme Court for trial. 
~***One returned to Supreme Court for trial. 
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with regard to sentencing, HOB has secured incarceration in 94 percent of 
its cases. Horeover, HOB has been successful in securing the imposition 
of a relatively high average minimwn sentence. In 1975, HOB obtained an 
average maximum sentence of 10 years, as opposed to the control group 
average of 3 years. HOB's average minimum sentence obtained was 3 years 
and the control t s minimum was 6 months. Therefore, l10B was able to obtain 
an. average minimum sentence for its cases which was equal to the maximum 
average sentence handed out to control defendants. Again, al tho'ugh the 
comparison is flawed due to the differences in NOB and non-r.lOB cases, HOB 
has clearly been able to secure sentences consistent ,·Ii th its goal of ob­
taining severe dispositions. The following chart qisplays the distribution 
of maximum and minimum sentences for a sample of the last 499 NOB defendants 
sentenced. Unfortunately, data are not available to provide further details 
regarding the nature of the offenses. 
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MOB Sentences Between 

Haximum 

Life 
25 
25 
22 
21 
20 
20 
18 . 
18 
18 
16 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
14 
13~ 
13 
12 
12 
12 
12 
10 
10 
10 
10 

9 
9 
9 
9 
8 
8 
8 
7 
7 
7 
7 
6 

-6 
.6 

5 
,5 

41:1 
4 
4 
3 
3 
1 

l;01:l mos. 

TOTAL 

-

t!u1y 1, 1973 and December 31, 1975 

Minimum No. of Defendants 

15-25 yrs . 4 
12~ yrs. 14 

8-1/3' yrs. 11 
11 1 

7 2 
10 4 

6-2/3 1 
9 2 
6 5 
'0 1 
8 2 

7~ 16 
5 29 
4 1 
3 .\5~ 1 
0 .' 6 e 

7 7 
4~ 1 
6~ 1 

6 17 
4, 16 
3 1 
0 4 
5 28 

3-1/3 34 
2~ 2 

0 32 
4~ 5 

3 8 
2 2 
0 ·7 
4 13 

2-2/3 7 
0 14 

3~ 8 
2-1/3 15 

2 2 
0 16 
3 9 
2 5 

'0 10 
,21:1 .2 

0 42 
··.2~ t 

2 6 
0 19 

11:1 3 
O. 16 
,3- 3 

Refortl)ato;t'y (4 yrs~ ) 10 
Probation (5 yrs. ) 33 

499 
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2.3 ~fficiency 

The Majo::" Offense Bureau is a tota~.ly. institutionalized division of the 
Bronx District Attorney's Office. In fiscal' year J.975, 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. Although the MOB proJ­
ect is technicallY funded through the New York State Division of Criminal 
Justice Services (the SPA), project funds are administered with those of 
the District Attorney's Office at the Bronx county level. F'rom April, 
1973, through December, 1976, MOB will have expended $1,250,184 in federal 
funds, and $389,859 in local matching cash, for a total expenditure of 

$1,640,043. 

CUrrently in the th~.rd grant cycle, the MOB grant budget allocations were 

the following: 

Federal Share Local Match Total 

Grant cxcle 

1st 
(Roughly 18 months) $461,551 312,556 774,107 

2nd 
(Roughly 15 months) $410,282 35,264 445,546 

3rd 
(Roughly 12 months) $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 expenditures: consultant 
services o'f the National Center for Prosecution Management, file cabinets 
and office equipment, and the cost of space renovations necessary ~o house 
the l-10B staff in the District Attorney's Office. Most important, however, 
the first year budget of $775,107 allocated nearly $300,000 to setting up 
the two trial parts \ .... hich would be used exclusively for MOB cases. AL­
though totally a loctil cash contribution, the cost of designating separate 
trial parts--an essential element of MOB's design--is a significant cost 
item related to the project's current operations and to the preparation of 
the initial grant application. 

The bulk of all ov~rhead expenses--including the costs of space,.utilities, 
and certain expenditures--are absorbed by the regular budget of the Dis­
trict Attorney's Office. The HOB operating budget does not allocate funds 
directly for overhead or general and administrative expenses, and budgets 
only a small percentage of the funds for the rental of type~riters 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 ... litnesses a;r:e.an important resource to the HOB, the MOB budget pro­
vides reinmursement to witnesses for meals and other nunor expenses (e.g., 
transportation). In addition, since project staff are often required to 
travel (to intervie~ .... w~tnesses, 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 first 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 NOB shoul.d be realized in the project's ability 
to process major felony cases more quickly, with fewer delays, and with 
less frequent involvement 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 tot~~ cost of proc~ssing HOB cases. However, since three judges 
have been ass~gned, to two tr~al 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 operation in any event. ~ ".e 
real savings, then, is not in actual dollar costs but in resources, the 
ability of D.A.'s, police, judges, and even defense attorneys to increase 
their workload capacity by decreasing the \~orkload of individual cases. 

~~B's ability to expedite the disposition of its cases also has immeasurable 
effects on the costs of detaining defendants, the costs associated \~i th 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 r~.ins undetermined. Clearly, however, a 
more speedy disposition of cases positively impacts expenditures and re­
sults in a nunmer 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 ca'se from arrest through disposition, and the use of the most 
experienced attorneys all contr~bute to the relative ~fficiency with which 
the office can operate. 

* According to a report of the Administrative Judge, New York City Judi­
cial Department, the cO).lrt 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 ~licability 

The right of the prosecutor t.O establish case priorities and perform a 
basic celective prosecution funct:i.on has been well established.* In many 

~t the MaJ'o~ Offense Bureau of the Bronx is 'not unlike a number of respec s, ... , 1 d 'd d 
other pistrict Attorney's Offices throughout the country ~h~C1 ec~ e , 
early in the 1970's, that early screening and case select~on p:-ocedures e 

l d 'd the district attorney in case preparation and would ~mprove th 
wou a~ , ' ' tion rates performance of the prosecutor's office by ~ncreas~ng conv~c " 
P~reover, case 'screening procedures give the prosecutor the oppor~un~ty to 
decide which cases and types of offenders requi:e conce~trate~ ef_orts and 
which strategies and alternatives are most cons~stent w~th the stated 
(public) priorities of the district attorney's offic~. The PROMI~ system 
dev~loped by the U.S. Attorney's Office of the Distr~ct of ColUrru:'~a~ ~o: 
example provides a computer'-based system for identifying and ~r~or~t~zJ.ng 
importa~t cases and assistin'3' the state' s at~orney i!1, sy;;ematJ.callY allo­
cating prosecutorial resources on a more ratJ.onal basJ.s. 

o 

, The Major Offense Bureau of the Bronx differs from other case screening 
projects in one ext:remely important respect: it repre~:nts a majo: at­
tempt to establish case prioJ~ities which not onlY,C~~sJ.der the serJ.ousness 
of the offense but which als() weigh the characterJ.s ... J.cs o~ the defendant. 
The HOB, therefore, places a special focus not only on maJor offenses but 

on major offenders. 

At the time that the Bronx D:Lstrict Attorney conce~ved of MO~, there were 
apparently n~ similar projeci:s Whic~ a~tuallx consJ.dered t~;;; priority 
to be· the "career criminal" of the 'maJor felony offender. ~ther, 
the projects which did operai:e some form of sele,.;t~ve case screenJ.ng pro­
cedure concentrated their attention on crimes of v~olence 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 Screen.Lng ~f ~r~m~nal Cases, 
a publication of the National District Attorneys AssocJ.atJ.on, 211 East 
Chicago Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. 

" d d' ' n of'prosecutor screening programs is ** The most up-to- ate J.scusSJ.O 
found in Pre~Trial Screening Project$ by Joan Jacoby, produced under the 
National Evaluation Program of the National Institute of La"'" Enforcement 

. and Criminal Justice, LEAA, January, 1976. 

. 
*** In October, 1974, the Office of National Priority Pro~rams, LEAA, under­
took a survey' of every district attorney's office, or equivalent, i~ 7he 

country as a planning exercis~ for the.developme~t ~f t~e c~reer Cr~mJ.nal 
Program. The project, ,.,hich was funqed for $3. mJ.lhon Ul fJ.scal year , 
1975, will support a total of 18 pr9je~ts designed to focus· prosecuto~~al 
resources o~ the major violator. 
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specific major offenses. Indirectly their efforts did serve to screen out 
. and prosecute the major offender, but emphasis was lacking on the defend­
ant's criminal career as a criterion for selection. 

In 1975 LEAA initiated the Career Criminal Program, utilizing the Bronx 
Major Offense Bureau as the prototype for the design specifications and 
grant applications. There are currel1tly 15 Career Criminal Projects, with 
three more grants awaiting final a\o,1ard. j( The projects range in size from 
approximately $100,000 to $600,000 per year, have a staff rang·e 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 majol::' elements 
of five of these projects is displayed on ,the follO\o,1ing page. (This infor­
mation was gathered through an informal telephone survey conducted on April 26.) 

One of the obviously unique characteristics of the Bronx 1olOB is the fact 
that it actually has separate tria.l parts designated to handle 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 Attorney'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 thaT; 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 regulap caseload responsibilities~ and, in 
some instances, the cases may be assigned at different stages to different 
attorneys.** 

* Projects currently funded ar'e located at Houston, Ne\o,1 Orleans, Detroit, 
Columbus, San Diego, Salt Lake City, !~nhattan, Boston, Kalamazoo, Indiana­
polis, Dallas, ~llamit Saint Louis, Rhode Island, and Albequerque. Los 
Vegas, Louisville and Hemphis are currently pending final grant approval. 

** The further comparison of the HOB 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 a~ea. First, 
~ITTRE Corporation is scheduled to perform evaluations of five Career Crimi­
nal programs in fiscal year 1977. Second, the National 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 ~ill perfo~l\l 

. sta tistical analyses. Verdict, the quarterly ne\;'sletterpublished by the 
Center for prosecutors participating in the Career Criminal program, reaches 
over 2500 lawehforcement officials and will contain statistical and pro­
grammatic developments on 'Career criminal projects throughout the,country. 
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Detroit 
~ 
Prosecutor's 
Rcp.!ated Offen­
ders Bureau 

Colu .. oos. Ohio 

July 1975 

Career Criminals July 1915 

Staff. 10 r.IJ1\!\ 

2 Investiga­
tors 

1 Oi~ecto~ 
Operates ~9 acpar~te 
bureau with 1\01\9 h,wing 
respon9ibility only to 
thin project. Staff 
lire nmong the ~9t ex­
perienced in tho OA'& 
oHice. 

Staffing' 6 AOI\~ 
"Informal" Bureau. 
These attorneys have 
responsibility tJrst 
to caSeS which are 
screened for thiD pro­
gra~, but not exclu­
sively. 2Yrs. trial 
experience required. 

Ioformal process, with 
D~s ma~l.ng final deci­
sion on cases brought 
to attention ~cause of 
defendant's record and/ 
0:: n.,ture of present 
offet'ge. 

'fo be eligible, II case 
~jst ~ither involve' 
1. a violent crime (or 
thre"t of same») or 
2. II defendant with 
~ p~ior convictions. 

Cases get to Burellu 
elthe!:" by police re­
ferral or on's warrant 
bureau refe~ralt then 
bure~" Ol\s pic): from 
those forwarded to 
them informally. 

Takes all cases that 
meet criteria, but may 
or may not. get. case 
i~iately. Only in­
itial screening is by 
police. If tooy don't 
alert OA's of rice, the 
cas" is picked up when 
ofeice is mandatorily 

1. ~ particular speedy 
trial program, but 
facilitated by another 
program that speeds 
canes Cor defendi\nts 
who can't; ~~e bond 
(here, bond usually set 
very hiqh). 
2. llcnefi t is the fact 
that it gets the atten­
tion of a single OA and 
special resourceD in 
prcp,1ra tion. 

1. Skips preliminary 
hearing (if police no­
tification) • 
2. One J\!)T\ handles 
case from start to 
finish. 

550 cns<:>g 
98 percent conViction 
(estimated) 

225 cases 
98 \ conv ic tion 
'fhrough March, 

45 tria 1s nnd 
41 convictions. 

______________ ~---+----------·+_----------------------+_--------------~-·----r'~·n~v~o~l~\~'c~d,~i~n~~Plr~0~c~e~5~a~.~_+--~_c--------~------_i-------------------------
r .... 1 n".37;OO, Hichig"n O;:t.. 1975 Staff, 2 attorneYll 10 'rhreshold Criteria flcfe:-ral from "arraot 01\ intervenes in pro-
Career Criminalll 1 le9a1 inter.n (o~dcrendant)' section. cess carlier than 

tnfor~tion not currently 
available. 

Priority I'rosecu- Operates as scparllte 2 felony convictions I usual (Le., arraign-
tion bure"u with el<clusive 5 prior felony arrest9 ment) J open discoveryt 

Indianarolis O;:t. 1975 
Career Criminals 

~ isept.75 

Major Violators 

. ' 

respon!)! bili ty. and present ch"rge is priority at all stages 
"part I" crime. 0# but no special mechan-
patolee. tFpt'alXltiane!:", is",. 

Staf!r 2 screening 
attol"neys 

6 trial attys 
SCp3l"ate bureau. 

D=e$Cnp~el 0 free on 
post-conviction bond, 
o free on ptetrial 
bopd, 0 armed with gun 
and has felonie9 pend-
ing/ actl,al delivery of 
heroin. rapc. 
These are subject to 
s~condary criteri~ 
by onO) numcricnl sys­
tem fashioned after 
Bronx, b30cd on prior 
r~cord. i 

Two-tier system. First 
case must be either 
butglary, robbery, ar­
son 'Or violent aS5ault~ 
Then a point' system 
which considers pl"ior 
arrests/collvictiof's, 

. 'use of weapons, injury 
to victim and pending 

• cases~ 
Staff, 4 screening Humcric"l sYfitem adap-

attys 'ted from th" Drom'l 
6 trhl atty!! !inC!UrleS cr1me, deCen-
2 investigators daot, Dnd evidentinry 

Separate lJureaUJ office considerations. 
and telcphorie arc diff-I" 
erent than County D1\'S., 

Alerted by Dureau's 
scrcenin~ attorneys. 

Screcoing attys sta­
tioned at police hqs. 
monitor cases as they 
come in and apply 
sCl'e~ning criteria. 

Ea~ly intervention 
leads to early case 
preparation, then' 
priority on trial 
c,11endar. 

2S\ of ~ll felonies in 
office. 
100 pending cases 
Dispositions, 
tJ guilty pleas ~s charged 
25 guilty by jury 
4 bu il LY by judge 
5 nolo conte~Jcre 
3 not guilty. 

Program eliminates the Sept. B, 1975-~pril 2, 
preliminary !tearing 1976, 135 defend~nts 
stage. TooreJ:ore cases referred to bur<!au. 
go from grand jury 1n- Disponi tioml on 72 of 
dictmunt to trial. SU{'- tho!>e dcfendants, 
posed to b" done within ·10 guilty ple11s 
90 days. Practices open S jury trial cO/l\lic-
discov~ry. tions 

25 trIal convictions 
:2 acquittals 
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~ecial Features 

Certainly one of the most essential ingred'ien'ts to establishing a Hajor 
Offense Bureau is obtaining a clear commibnent 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 wlit 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 n~tter 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 NOB 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 NOB could be readily ~dapted to other juris­
dictions and, in fact, have been incorporated into the design of other Ca­
reer Cri~inal projects. By-and-Iarge, the selection criteria permitinde­
pendent case evaluations to be performed ,~ithout relying too heavily on 
subjective judgments by clerks or assistant district attorneys. Therefore, 
the screer:,~ng function can be readily performed \~ithout a heavy staff re­
source or staff training commitment, and case evaluation can be done outside 
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 i.n scheduling a trial, a large part of the HOB'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 contempla-ting 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 prolol!ged discovery 
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motions, but also circt~vents 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 prosecution'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 v,lillingness 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 projects which focus a'ttention on the major offender, 
or "career criminal." The project's potential' for ,replicabili ty has been 
demonstrated both in the broad applicability of the concept to the needs 
of prosecutor's offices throughout the~country and in the use of the Bronx 
MOB as the prototype for the curren~ LE~~ Career Criminal Program. 

Legal Considerations 

Because of our J.egal system's sensitivity to the rights of the accused, 
iristances where a criminal defendant receives extraordinary considera-' 
tion or treatment from prosecutorial or la\" enforcement personnel are 

'often the focus of close judicial scrutiny. This, of course, ''lould 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 constitutional improprieties of the "special 
treatment" alleged by defense representatives, speaks to the improbable 
me:ri t and weight of the arguments. However, in order to preve.nt this is­
sue from becoming more conspicuous and nleritorious by its absence, the 
possible areas of constitutional objection and arguments supporting the 
constitutionality of the program are summarized belm". 

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

a Would a program of accelerated prosecution be s~sceptible 
to ~ due process challenge on the ground that it might not 
allol" sufficient time for preparation of all apequate defense? 
Fundamental to the notion of due process is the right to obtain 
counsel: and prepare a defense. There is no indication the NOB 

. abridges this right. In fact, by adhering to the rules of the 
First Judicial Department of the Appellate Division of the 
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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. 

o 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 ,"hich 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. 

o Does a program of accelerated prosecution for recidi,rist 
offenders violate the defendant's right to equal protection? 
There does not appear to be any arglli~ent to sustain an_objec­
tion under this heading. First, the defend~nt is not being 
subjected to any procedures or sentences that-are not already 
statutorily mandated; second, this is not a case of selective 
enforcement, since those defendants not chosen for MOB consid­
eration will ultimately be prosecuted in any event. 

Undoubtedly the continued growth of LEAA's Career Criminal Program will 
precipitate further examination of these and other legal issues. The 
suit brought by the Legal Aid Society of the City of Ne\'1 York against 
MOB* may be only a signal of the objections \."hich 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 HOB-li::6 j?!:ograms 
in exceptionally firm legal ground. 

* In this regard, it can tangentially be noted that through the first year 
of opera tions, no HOB convictions were reversed on appeal i_ a fac.t which 
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~nd which argued 
violation of Due Process and Equal Protection;-the suit also argued that 

. having separate NOB trial parts violated the doctrine of .Separation of 
Power~. ~~e motion was subsequently dismissed. 
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2.5 Accessibility 

The Bronx l-1ajor 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 "Jere 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 Z,lOB. 

Inquiries 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 Ne", York, and ... ,ith the end of the 
current grant in December, 1976, the Bronx D.A. fully expects to make the 
Major Offense Bureau one of the ten permanent bureaus (separate budget 
items) of the D.A.'s Office. 
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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 a~ a bureau of the District Attorney's Office and its ability to 
secure separate trial parts to process its cases. 

(2) The NOB has a case screening procedure which is both efficient and \ 
objective. The case screening evaluation sheet developed and used by the ii' V--~ 
MOB removes a large part of the subjective decision-making and personal 
bias which might affect the case selection process for the prosecutor's t 
office. Since the' evaluation "sheet numerically weighs the criteria selec­
ted bY'the District Attorney's Office cfs 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. Case screeners can 
be paralegal personnel, whose training can be confined "to a simple orien­
tation about filling 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
cessing 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 ""J 

f 
its ability to speed up case processing while developing and presenting 
the most comprehensive and complete case possible. From the point of view 
of the prosecution, MOB attorneys develop "model" cases of thoroughness.' f 
Finally, the MOB's accelerated prosecution program has greatly reduced the ,I 
time-a t-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 r:ange on a maximum 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. ' , 
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~;~en~=; MOB has f~cussed at~ention on the career criminal and the serious 
, ~nd has g~ven tlJe D~strict Attorney's Office a posit' 

cutor~al ~mage The d f b ~ve,prose-
Attorne 's Of'~ .. e e~se ar, and even other attorneys in the District 

y ,~~ce, l:ecogn~ze that defendants ,who become "MOB cases" will b 
prosecuted sW~f~ly and under the full weight of the law. One of the im- e 
portant.acc?rnpl~srunents of the project has been its ability to achieve a 
reputat~on as an aggressive Bureau that is "tough with criminals." 

3.2' Project Weaknesses 

(1) The Major Offense Bureau 
operational guidelines beyond 
to govern police referral. 

lacks any written program description or 
the Standard Operating Procedures established 

(2) ,The monitoring anc: data collection procedUres of NOB, and the re­
port~ng format,for the~r performance reports, do not permit a full and 
~~~=~~da~~~:s~le,means for assessing project accomplishments. The narra-
, ~ us at~ve tables created for reporting purposes are s 'h t 
~ncomplete. Omew a 

-, 

. 
, '. 
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OFFIGE OF THE 

DIST.RICT ATTORNEY 
OF BRONX COUNTY ID;~~'" 851 GRANO CONCOUI\SE ., 

MARIO' MEr~OLA 
DISTIller AT.TORNEY 

Ms. O. Burstein 
I10del Program Development Division 
Office of TechnoloVJ Transfer 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and 
Criminal Justice 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 

,Washington, D.C. 20531 
Dear Ms Burstein: 

BRONX, N. Y. 10451 
LU o·!)!Soo 

February 18,1976 

, . ~ , I am submitting the attacbed copy of our a'pplication 

to bave Tbe Bronx Major Offense Bureau endorsed as an 

Exemplary Project to you based on the several conversations 

that YS'u' bav:e had vIi th Seymour Rotker, Chief Assistant DistriCt; 

Attorney in The Bronx. We have' submitted the same package 

to the Regional Administrator, I1r • Tesler. 

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

or me if there are additional facts or information that 

will assist you in your consideration of ·this application. 
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OFFIC£; OF THE 

D,{ST!-~ICT AT-r:0I~NEY 
OF BF{ONX COUNTY 

I1.4..JOR OFl!'E1TSE BUREAU 

Exem'f)lary hograr.l Applieation 
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EXEfv1PLARY PROJECT RECO~Jli\1Ei'JDATION 

I. Project Description 

I. Name of the Program 

l1AJOR OFFENSE BUREAU 
2. Type of Program (ROR, burglary prevt!ntion, etc) 

Career Criminal 

3. Namc of Area or Community Served 

. Bronx County, Ner' York 

(a) Approximate total population of area or community served 

.1,450,000 . -
(b)' Target subset of this population served by the project (if appropriate) 

No. Served Period Population 

'N/A . 
4. Administerlng ~gency (give full title and address) 

YUillIO MEROL..4., 

Attorney Bronx County District 
851 Grand CODcou~se 
Bronx, NeVI York 10451 
(212). 588:-9'100 
(a) l)roJect Olrcc(or (name and phone number: address only if different from 4 
above.) 

Leroy Brown 
(212).588-9500 

(b) b\~.lvidual responsible for day to day program operations (name and phone number) 
Paul Gentile 
(212) 588-9500 

S. Funding Agency(s) and Grant ~umber (agency name and address, staff contact 
and phone number) 

New York State 
Division of Criminal Justice Services-Project# C-68571 
270 Broad\oJay 
Ne\'/ York, NY 10007 . 
MrG S. Mendel~obn (212) 488~5882 

6. Project Duration (give date project began rather than date LEAA funding, if any, 
began) 

April 1973 to present 

" 
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7. Project Operating Costs (Do not include costs of formal evaluation if ~ne has been 

performed. See Item 8) 

Breakdown of total operating costs, specify time period: 

Federal: 7/1/73 to 12/29/75 

State: 

Local: 

Private: 

Total: 

Of the above total, indicate how much is: 

I 
(a) Start-up, one time expenditures: 

(b) Annual operating costs: 

$871,833.00 (- Lf 

- ° 
$3L!·7 ,820.00 

o 

_$1,219,653.00 

S36,590 .. 00 

$436,000.00 

(A complete budget breakdown should be included with the attachment:> to this foml) 

8. Evaluation Costs (Indicate cost of formal evaluation if one has been performed) 

Total Cost Time Period : Principal Cost Categories 

none 
9. Continuation. Has the project been institutionaliz.ed or is it still regarded as experi­

mental in nature? Does its continuation appear reasonably certain with local funding? 

The Major Offense Bureau is institutionalized in that 

its operation is standard procedure ll1 the office; it is n~ 
! 

longer considered experimental. The inclusion of the cost of 

operating the Major Offense Bureau within the standard New York 

City tax budget vlQuld be an accomplished fact if the city were 

not caught up in a fiscal crisis. We have every confidence 

that the project costs will be included in the budget. 
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OFFICE: OF TH E -,", 

DISTRICT ATTORNEY 
OF' BRONX COUNTY 

, 
851 GH"'NO CONcounsr. I 

BnONX. N. Y. 10,151 

MARIO MEROLA 
DISInler ATTOfWEY .A t 

,1_ll 1).gr19o 
t -acnmenll 'A' ~ 

Program Review r-lemorandt::}n 

.. 

EXEI'lPJ-ll'D:1Y PROGRMI 
~ .-

1) Project Sum~ar~ 

Bronx County, one of the 5 boroughs of l'Tei'] Yox1c City, has, 

over the last 10 year's, achieved unvJelcom.e notoriety as the classic 

example of an urban area being destroyed by crime and blighto During 

the years "Jhen the Bron:x: 'was populated primarily by the middle class, 
, 

and crime "Jas just an ordinary problem the traditional methods for 

operatillg an urban District Attorney's Office vJere follo\'led. 
! 

V]}len 

the crime rate escalated,' the prosecutor 's office could not) 1'1i th the 

resources ava'ilabl~, cope 'wi th the rapidly increa.sing· flow of cases. 

The I1ajor O,ffensG Bureau in the Bron."\: was organi2!~d "lith 

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

increase the probabilit-y of a successful prosecution of career 

criminals .. \>Jbo might bave, by dint of their considel'able knoi'llec1ge 

of the criminal justice system, avoided punishment by society. 

The I1ajor Offense Bureau Has also designec!. to i2!lpro'Vc thG 

prosecution of those committing major offenses (see po 32, Appendj~ F) 

ana. to speed the jus.t disposition of their cases in conformity \'lith 

the seriousness of the crime committed. This \-Jas accomplished by 

the development of: .An objectiye system for identifying and ranking 

of' specific .crimes for special handling (see Appendix F). Diffel"'ent 

clerical procedures - established and maintained \~i th the courts, the 
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PAGE 2 Attachment IAt 

police, and the other agencies in the criminal justice system including 

ne\'J procedu.:r.'es for notifications and document processing to - accomplish 

that special handling. 

The functioning of the Najor Offense BureElu (HOB) is best 

lmderstood, through its history. The initial contract \'laS signed and 

delivered early in 1973<>" District Attorney I1erola had already appointod 

Assistant District Attorney Paul Gentil'e as the HOB chief, and a plan 

ot action was developed, "'hich included: selection of assistant district 

attorneys from the offic, staff; 'visits to other jurisdictions \'li th 

pertinent office proce~~es Cvlashington, D .. C e' and De~roi t, Hichigan); 

devising of a numerical case evaluation system; desig;ning of forms and 

procedures for project· control; acquisition and renovation of space for 

. the bUJ.1 eau·, S staff! development of an overall scheme for phasing in the ~.;. I 

~ 

i
t~ 
.," ,-" 

~ 

t 
I-
fA-
~" 

l~ -

new system. 
-

District Attorney I1erola, Paul Gentile and other staff chose the 

standards to be USe in identifyipg those case serious enough 'for special 

'a,ttention; these cases were then analyzea. in an attempt to identify the 

co~~on factors in each -- those objective elements that could be used 

t'o- determine the relative gravi 1,7 of a case. 

This data finally became th~ basis of a uniql,J.e ra:o.king scheme, 

- a statistically reliable, elegant system. for carrying out prosecntori[JJ. 

. "l?riori ties. 
" 

The National Center for Prosecution Manqgeme~~had boen retaine~, 

.. and nO\'1 performed" the ,fo~al data analysis with computers, necessary to 

~ "arrive at the objective screening and ranking method (see attachment ']"). 

; 
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and 
The bureau chief \'las giVen bis pick of t·ho entire 

sele~ted personnel with several requirements in mind: 
legal staff 

a) 
Adequate Supreme Court trial,experience (in HeN York State 

all felonies are tried in the Supreme Court). 

b) IVillingness to lvork nights and 1'J60kends. 

c) Compatability~ 

d) Strong motivation to excello 
:I, 

After acceptance into 'the program, salary .increases were provided for· 
18\l/yers ... Nonlegal employees 'Here h:1r'ed' and/or selected under Civil 
Service rules. 

Until the consultant's work could be completed, a temporary 

1 ranking' form ~nd other documentation "Jere deSigned and reproduced for 

Use by the District Attorney's sta!f. 

Separate office space could not be obtained tb~I'efore t 
''''ere erected to divide existing oJ) . t. 0;; par i tions Gt 

o ace crea lng, small, barely adequate ~" 
offices .. 

The bureau chief spent considerable t;me· and 
.J.. energy vwrking 

wi th thp. n()n~lll tants +-be no; ~o/-r';,..-I- ~t,J.. ..., '" .... ' 
,-, "- - -- , v, ....... "" '" ..... v v • .c\.. vOJ.ney ~ dL1I.,1 IdlE: ".lel.<! 8;::aii. Nuch 

time also went into explaining the new ~~beme to the numerous city 

depart'ments from "Itom he \~ould nee,d adcli tional t' 

the POliC~ forenSi~ units. the borough command for the POlice Departmeut ~ 
The Transl~ Authorlt-y and Rousing Authority police, other New York Oity 

District Attorneys, the Criminal'Court clerks apd the officiDls of the .~ 

~oopera-20n, c~go, 

Supreme'Cou~t~ etc: 

Jhe bureau operates as follovlS: 

Upon :making a, summary arre~t (ih the 13'ronx) at or near the 

42 
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PAGE LJ· Attachment 'A' 

scene of a crime, the arresting o~ficer brings the pris~ner into a 

, , t' , tc If the circumstances police ,facility for booking, f~ngerprl.n-l.~g~ e ~ 

of the crime and/or 'the prisoner meet certain general c'r~,~eria ~.,eGt8b-. 
lished by NOB, !3- call is promptly made to a special tele:!?}::JD~enUmbcr 
at the.District Attorney'~ Office~ The telephone is manned ~round 
the clock by a police officer ~lho then alerts th~ on-duty assistant 

district attorney (ADA). trsually the call goes out over a commerci~l 

. Upon getting the IIbeeper" radio alert system to a belt-worn recelver~ 
, '. ., 

call, the ADA contacts the police .facil.i ty, discusses the case, and 

de'cides 1,'lhether to go to I the scene or the' stationhouse, or just to 

..I..h l' off"'cer and then meet him at his give instructions to ~ e.po lce • 
, 

office ,·,i th the W} tnesses. The alternative to the 'above alert ,and 

the mo'st common route for !10B",~~ctions occurs as the result of the 

arresting officer going to the Crim~nal Court i>li th the. '1i tnesse,s for 

the purpose of h~:ing a 'complaint dra\,ln by the assistant district 

hI' t m a clerk'from MOB completes attorneys on duty. In t e comp a~n roo 

the 1'1013 ran1nng ·orm .. , . f If the total score is "Ii tbin the pre-set range 

~be clerk alerts the on-duty assistant ~istrict attorney using the 

above described telephone system. The ADA will then, if appropriate, 

come over to the complaint room (1 mile aw'ay) and direct the drm'linG 

of the . initial compltdnt and qne,sti~n the i'Ji tnesses 'that the arresting 

. officer bas w'i th him.. If the as,sistant district attorney decides 

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

jnry hearing appointment ,and issue$ subpoenas to all partien. Frequently, 

the Grand 'Ju,:ry hearinG can be be,fd that same day. The' usual procedure 

(95%) is to, have the G~and Jury pear,ing within 3 days 'of arrest and 

the illd,:t.ctme~t ~ drm.;n and hand-ed _ up. to, tbe- Sup~eme _ Court (Court ,of 

, . 

/ ........ 
:,.,J 

PAGE 5 Attachment 'A' 

Felony trial jurisdiction) tbe same day the Grand Jury votes n 

true hill. 

DUring this initial' period the ADA directs the preparation 

of the case in as thorough a manner as possible .. vli tnesses are fat-mel . .. 
'';'.' "''I;;'~, 

and questioned; physicul ev"idence is collected £lnd voucbe!'ed, medical 
.,:- ... 

rec,ords and~5:·tb:er officials recor'd,s are subpoenaed and filed" l'luch . ~.' ~~~ 

of the work';6f obtaining official information i~ done by Olle 0;[' the 

paralegals a'sr3igned to' the I1ajor Offense Bureau. 

fi 
~ 

lirraie;!llllents on the indictment charges are held by the Supreme, 'I 
Court in a Part reserved for non-trial'matters, ( arf'8ignments, motions, , 

hearings,) called a Calendar. Control Part .. The 'case will also be dis-
, , 

~ussed by the judge, 111'osecutoI', and defense in O1:de'r to determine. 

if a plea can be agreed upone During the conference bet"lJ~en. the defe~se~' . 
attorney and the prosecution, the I'lOB assistant district attorney ,,>Till 

Ifopen" the file to the defense and,' based upon l1r. 1'lerola f s full dis-

,closure policy, provide complete info~ation. The only information not I 
given is the names' .and addresse~ I of \-Ji tnesses. 

• J i .. ~ t' 1JJA t() GC08pt Fl gu:I..;y ;P.I.ea on '!le 

." 
count lo.,er than that charge. i. e •• if the :lndictment is for a uB" felonYI 

(up to 25 years) the offer \-Jill be for a "Oil felony (up to 15 years). 

This i,s the only plea offer \·Jhich can be made and it 1-lill be vlithdrav;n 

, p:rior to the time of trial • 
, , 

After one .or tvlO conference dates the judge \oJill assign the 

COSe ,for triol' to one of the t\.;o parts designated sol'ely for I10B cases. ~' 

During the entire life time of ' the' case, if at all possible, 

the'same assistant district attorney is assiG~ed and-personally appears I 
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fl ' At the end of t\vO years the record of the Major Offense Bureau 

; ~~~:~~V~~io~_rat~f 95;0 of ~~se _indict~d:;Y~;,j"ediarltime\ 
m ("span from arrest to sentencing in ~~.::::~_~~ _p=-e .. ~~~,~_~:.-,: .•. :="is.~D;.~_,) 
~ ~ ... _~~~:£~~~~.£._~~_.~a~.~ __ ~~, .. _~::~t:::~~~~.~ ... :;(216 of those convicted- a:r'e sentenced 

t~ 

~ 
~ .. 

I' 
~ 
fUJ 

I 
~ , 
~ 
I 
i). 

I. 
~ 

to incarceration rather tha'n ·the less th81+ 5Ot~ usually incarcera'ced; 

9996 of the indictments are voted and presented t.o the St1preme Court 

ivithin 3 days of arrest in contrast to the ordinary procedures which . 
take several weeks; 

• 

" 

.. 
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GOAt: 

" 

2) Criteria Achievements: 

a) Goal Achievement-· 

Attachment lA' 

Reduce the elapsed time between 8Trest and disposition. 

1:1easures : Disposition "is date of sentenci.ng 
t' 

Ou.tcome: Prior to the beginning of the project the avero.go 

length' of time from arrest to sentencing for a convicted defendan.t 

in BraIDe County was 400 days ~ the median time from arrest to eonvic tioD. ~ 
~der the I1ajor Offense Bureau is 90 day~" a ~.% improvement. This 

~is ace-omplished despite the Dnusual.1J.umber of MOB defendants \'lho are 
i I 
'given 60 days psychiatric examinations. 

GOAL: Improve the rate of conviction. 

Outcome: The average conviction rate for the office vlaS 65~d 
~ 

the NOB rc:.te is 95%0 A siinilar group of cases contemporary with the 

J:I0B 'cases have a conviction rate of 501~o In regard to trials ~he , ! I 
office average is approximately 70%· convictions 110B has a 90'}6 conviction'J .' 

rate. 

GOAL: Reduce the scope of plea bargaining'. 
. m\.:." 

tj 
,:t-leasur e : The prosecu.tors \Vere ,forbidden to offer ~ny defendant " 

'a plea 10\'-ler than one interval on the scale of seriousness and no 

bargains after the trial c.ommences. In many cases the only offer made 

that o'f a plea to th·} most serious charge. 
, , 

Oute-ome: A SUbstantial ,number of defendants pled to the Origin11f. 

indictment ~h~rge; which ,is ~ery rare occurrance outside the bureau. 

It became' lmo~.;n in the' def.ense cOID¥1uni ty that no bargaining tactics or 'I 
delays'would convince the prosecutor to make a better bargain than the I 

.. 
" 
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'-
Outcome cont'd-

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

original offer in that conviction based on the origina;L ~baJ:'ge was 

the most frequent result. 

GOAL: Increase tho efficiency of clerical processing: 

Outcome: The,usu~l clerical foulups ",ere for the most part 

prevented or circumvented by the use of full time employees, "'ho I"ere 

. , ' . t ~ Specl'I~l·C additional steps ~lso law students, as paralegal ?SSlS an~s. , _ 

"lere taken to bypass 

ence dates; ensuring 

delays in typing complaints; tracking cou.rt appear­
I 

the' delivery of p;risoners to court; obtaining police 

reports and .medical ro)?orts; clear and precise standard record keeping 

for each cuse , .. 'as promo~ed by deveiopment of ne"l forms and reports. 

GOAL: Develop an "alert" system for notification to the bureau \'lben 

a suspect is apprehended. 

Measure: Only' in the case Qf homicides or ,in obviously serious' 

cases \'Jere calls made to alert the District Attorney. No obJective 

criteria existed. 

Outcome: Specific instructions,' i'lere issued to all Bronx police 

bfficers by the.police department in additi~ll to the transit authority 

poiice and housing police to"call an especially established phone 
:.w. 

number ,-,henover a crim'e occurred or an arrest "JaB ~de which met the 

project criteria. A duty roster of experienced ADAs responds to tbese 

c~lls 7 days/week 2l~bours a day. 

.. 

, . 
P.A.GE 9 Attachment 'A' 

GOllli: Permit the MOB cases to be reached for trial separately in 

ady-ance of the existing backlog of untried cases. 

Measure: At the time the bureEm stc~rted there '-las 8 16-J.8 
.. 

month backlog of untried Supreme Court cases .. 

Outcome: A for~al agreement be"b"leen th~ 13ro:nx District A:ctor"ne;y~ 

and the presiding Justice of the NevI York State Supreme Court, First 

Q Department, i'las made assigning 2 Supreme Cour'l; Parts to the exclusive 

purpose of tr~al of MOB cases. Thi~s . effectively allm'leel 1'1OB cases to 

be ad~anced,as all other cases (the existing backlog) were in queues 
'~ .~~: -, 

for the remaining trial parts. 
,~ 

GOA.1i: Develop and use an objective scre.ening and ra"nking method whiGh 

can b.e completed by non-legal staff. 

Neasure: Only subjective screening was; done. 

Outcome: See attached report by the National Center for 

Prosecution Management. (Attachment 1Ft). 

GOAL: Obtain convictions and therefore sentences which are closely 

rel6.ted to the original' c;:L'ilue clwrgea" " 

!,Ieasure: lis a result of the system inefficiences and plea 

bargainingpI''?tctices subordinate charges of less importance "lere 

u~ually the c~nviction cbarge 84d sentences were based on the 

. conviction charge. 

Outcome: A full examination ,of the MOB case files (all are 

felony indictments) ShO\'IS. over 9(J)b. of the convictions "lere for felonie~ 

at the sanie le'vel of the origina.l charge 'or one interv~l ~oHer • In 

." "1 non-'TI.I0B cases, les.s than 20C'.t6 ''lere felony convictions a group of ~~l ar ! ~ . 
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PAGE 10 Attachment 'A' 

Outcome cont'd 

punishable by up to 15 years imp'risonment ''lhile 8996 of the 110B felony 

convictions were punishable by 15 years imprisonment or longer. 

GOAL: Demonstrate that specific crimes are commi ttec;t repEd;i'ti Vely by 

the same criminals and if these criminals are relioved. from society 
, 

the ocCt~rence of their crime specialit-y is reduced. ,. 

, 11easure: 1Tumber of Supermarke~ IIholdups " .. 

Outcome: From afreguency of 30-35 supermarket holdups a 
. 
month vIe have gone to less than 5 per month, ''Ie ere certain this is the , ,. 
result of the successful prosecution of several groups of sup~rma:cket 

hold-up sp'ecialists. 

GOAL: Develop a~omplete case folder. 

Measure: The previously existing case folder used in criminal 

court \'laS blank manila, the Supreme Court folder was printed \'li th an 

I ou'~dated, and- inefficient format. 

Outcome: A ne'o'l criminal court folder ,.vi tb specific space 

. requiring the users to provide complete pros8cutori8l 1nfo:r.mRt:i.O!l 

was implemented i'lith a very favor.able reception, by all. it case folder 

i'd th complete information 'was also developed for the SupJ:eme Court 

I ,.1i th the same effective results. The designs are specif~cally f03: the 

,"Bronx District Attorney's Off.ice data collection problems but apparently 

I' _ the folders are superior enough in design to be copied by other juris-

1-- dictions. (see attachment f G I) 

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

I possible. 
. 
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Existing practices ''lere to complete the preparation 

~~ 
Vi! 

I 
. ,i l. 

. of the 'case just pri,or to· the trial date. 

Outcome: All 110B cases "are fully researched and docu( ~nted 

at the outset~ As the cases Bre completely prepared the prosecuticn I 
is able to an5\'1e1' ITReady' for trial ll as soon as the mandatory conference ~tr 

between defense and pr~secution is finiShed. This inc~eases t e likeli- I 

bood of an early trial date. 
, I 
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''\ 

b) Replicability: 

1) This nro~ect has' been c~i~e'd as ~ v ~v an example of a successful 

law enforeement innovation by Attorney G(~neral William S,axbe and by, 

President Ford in his message of June 19, 1975' t C . ~ 0 ongross concernlDg 

crime. 

2) It has been our pleasure to provide,many prosecutors (at 

their request) throughout the country with detailed information as to 

the operations of the Bronx Najor Offense 'Bureau. \o/e have hosted 

visits by many prosecutors from cities such as Las Vegas, Los Angeles, 

D'etroit,Vlashington, D.O~, Nassau County, etc.', and p~ovided them ','lith 

materials; tours, and demonstrations~ 
. 

It is our understanding that 

several similar major offenders bureaus have been establishedo 

3) The most important factors in replicability of this 

project are adequate, resources and staff proficiency., Other impor,tant 

factors: Coo~eration with other law enforcement agencies, staff 

commitment, administrative expertise, court cooperation, and long term 

fund commitment. 

This program or some modification of it will be effective in 

any ju.risdiction in "lbiob there is a problem of ex.cessive delay in 

reaehing trial after arrest. In addition; in those prosecutors' 

offic~s in which it is desired t6 allocate resources based upon the 
, . 

policies of the chief pro$ecuto~, tho principles developed by the 

BronX I-Iajo; Offense' Bureau \vill be effective. We have shm'm that 
, . 

scarce resources (eA~eri~nce~ prosecutors/time and p~ople for 

Supl'eme, Cour:!; tria13) can be ~e~~o'~si bly 'clppo:;-tioned on to those pro­

blem cases \'lhich the cbief prosecutor deems of greatest importance •. 

" . 

- 51· -
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c) Measurability: 
• i 

1) The project is still· operating and is assured of operation 

until 12/31/760 

2) The project has not., been fOl:'mally evaluated by an outr3ide 
" 

group. 

3) There is) \.;e believe, excellent objective evidence of 

the project's worth. The information concerning some of this evidence 

is included in'several'places in this report and Attacbment '0' 
. , 

"project reports". The evidence includes record.s of convictions 

versus those of similar Icases i~ this office or other. The dispatch 

~ 

I:;,;' -'. "" ,~ 

,~ 

ff fi.l 

~ 

~ 

Br: . 
", 

~ 

n 
and efficiency of the MOB operation can be objectively measQ~ed against 

tbe general rUIi. of cases not bandIed by MOB. Tbe s~verity of sentences ~ . 
of l"IOB convictions can be compared to convictions to the same chargeS" 

'elscn'lhere in Nei'l York State or Nevl York Oi ty.. Other measures of 
...... 

success could be the attitude of the, media and the public tm<Jards 

th,e individual results of MOB prosecution' as evidenced by the 
, . 

. editorial' and neioJS comments inc'luded under Attachment' 'E' • 

" 
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PAGE 14- Attachment 'A' 

d) Efficiency: 

The efficiency of the project may be measured in several 

"lays, ,the most di.rect are the savings obtained by the rapid conclusion 

of a prosecution. 

In the Brol1X, a Supreme Court appearence for any purpose 
, (1) 

costs approximately $150, in court costs. It-also cost approximately 
(2)' . 

$4-2 a day to maintain a prisoner in detention, in addi tiQn"a "0_ oliceman/ 
. (3) 

witness costs approximately $84 per day. DUring the course of 2 years 
I " 

791.j. defendants have been completely processed. Prior' years illdicate 
• e , 

that it "r6uld have taken! approximately 30 court appearences (not including 
I ' 
I 

trial days) to dispose of a defendant's indictDlent in an ordinary case6 

Under BOB the number of non-trial court appearences is approximately 12' 
'-1 I 

, ,. 
and the time span is go days versus 14 months. The difference in costs 

. . I 

'\10uld'therefore be (for 'prisoner) $18,072 l~ss per indictment for 110B. 

Most of the defendants prosecuted were ~ept in detention, therefore, 

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

'costs savings generated by MOB have been $7,228,800 at a minimumm 

Other savings in property losses, and personal injury not 

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

venience and savings to the complainants and witnesses also cannot be 

calculated. ,Overall we have no dou'9t that this program IS cost/benefi ts 

are substant:t~l • 
.. ' - ..... , •• --- • '. . • • - • -_.... ",., , --,..-,. ••• n »b • t. ) , loa ...... 

. (1) Cou.rt cost excluding judge,. p~~osecutor, deff,nse counsel is ~300, OOQI _ 
annum:" averD[5e' calendar day 10 cases, averafSe number of court days, 
200. L:?0~ce New York City office I administrative, Judge .• 

(2) Souroe - New York City .Department of Correction. 
(3) Average salary of Ne\'1 York C,ity pa,~olman $18,500, (not including , 

frinGe penefits) Divided by: 2~1 'working d?ys. . . 

. ' 

. ., 

.! 

\ 
I 
I 

\ . 
\ 
\ 

---~~~~""..-.-;,--~....--_~.-"" ........... _~~~ .... r"'~liI:-_-,Jf)li~","""",,,.~"-~~~-

PAGE 15 

, , 
,,' 

e) Accessibility: 

.' 
~ 

) , .. ' 

Attachment 'A' 

1) District Attorney Me~ola.and his staff are available for 

evaluatton, publicity and visitation. 

',2) The project is certain to exist relatively unchanged'for 

the remainder of 1.976 .. 
" 

" 

" 
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3) Outstanding Features: 

.... 
' . 
1 .. 

Attachment .'AI 

a) This project demonstrates the. capacity of the criminal 

justice system to overcome the disabilities of t~past and the 

pressures' of their overcrO\·,ded calendars to provide the accused 

and tho community '<lith swift and sure justice under the 1a\1. 

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

circumstances surrounding the commission of a crime and the prosecutors 

policies can be )~educed, to some degree, to non-technical, objective 

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

'w'hether the prosecutor vlishes to direct extra resources to a specifi,c 

criminal act. 

c) We have proven that the laborious manual geneTation of 

crimi.nal complaints can be speeded up by the application of data 

processing techniques. 

d) We have demonstrated that ~ara1egal personnel can provide 

invaluable assistance to the prosecutor. 

e) We have demonsr;;ated that up-to-date court calendars can 

be maintained without makin8 ino~dinate conc0ssions to the defendant' 

" by generous plea offers • 

i . 

5S 
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4). \"realmesses: 

There are a number of problems in operating this projecto 

The most significant being the small number of assistants district 

attorneys (10) ass~gned initia11yo Because of the 24-hour 7/day 

coverage the ATIAs \'IOre over\llorked. At lea,st 15 1illAs'i-Jere needec1 to 

lessen the burden on the staff, as Bronx County has enough crime so 

that tb~re were no days when a call was not received. 

A difficult problem for the Bronx Distric1i Attorney is the 

small number of experienced assistant district attorneys on his 

staf:f 0 Tb.is is caused by high turnover stemming from lov} salaries 0 

Because of, 'this, problem it is impracticable to all'Jays assign the 

off~ceo A number of compromises had to be made. 

Addi~ional problems stem from lack of physical resources • 
. 

The Bronx County District Attorney's funds come from the N~\v York 

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

long time. Ordinary supplies (paper, 8tCo,) a~e v8IJ hard to gat; 
" 

Office space is i~possible to obtain. I"IOB operates \vi thout office 

space in the criminal court and inadequate space elsewhere. If 

the grant system would allow renovations·of space in a le:ss restric-,:­

tive way we could have obtained more, satisfactqry working ·conditions • 

. . Adp.i tional difficulties are ~aused by the l?lCHoJ bureauacracy involved 
, , 

- ',in.releasing funds to the project, which caused frequ~nt bookkeeping 

,-crisis. 
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5) De~ree of Support: 

See attacbment IE' newspaper clippings file for details. 

~le only formal complaint bas been from the defendants 

in v1hieh 'libei.r lav1yers petitioned the court to prevent the District; 

Attorney from 'prosecuting tbeir cases !fout of tUI'n". 

Communi ty organizations including the B,ar Associa,tion ~ various 

mercha~t groups, religous organizations, various private parties, the 

local co~~i ty neNspa~ers, and the "New York' Times II and the IIDaily Hews 11 

ho,ve praised this program and cal1e-d for expansioDo 

The Journal of the National District Attorney's Association 
, . 

·vol .. 11, NO e 1 carried a, feature article describing the I1ajer Offense 

Bureau and as a result we have received numerous favorable commentso 

(see attachment'E'). 

" 
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Bureau of Social Sqience Research. Inc. 
1990·M Street. N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036 

(202) 223,4300 

March 3, 1976 

'. 

Ms~,Mary'Ann Beck 
Model Program Development Division 
Office of Technology Transfer 
633 Indiana Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.t. 20531 

Dear t1ary'Ann: 

I understand the Major Offense Bureau ,program in the Bronx, 
New York District Attorney's office is under consideration for 
Exempl.ary Program status. I would 11k.,; to take this opportunity to 
endorse this program as a successfuJ 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. 

I am fami liar with this operation 1 having been involved 
with its establishment through the National Center for Prosecution 
Management, and have kept in touch with its progress over the years. 
I 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 certain1y should be set 
forth as an example to other prosecutors. I hearti ly recommend it 
to you, 

Yours truly, 

r~j;~\J, 
,Adjunct Research Associate 

JEJ:evm 
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,.111: A!;!,OC",TION'o~' 'THe 11M! 

or Tlir. en'( eor: New YOIIK 

3'0 WI.:ST ;\4TH !:'fRCF.T 

NEW ,·or:Y. "00:30 

• • 
DRUG LAW f.VALUATION fJnOJI:cT • 

February 11, 1976 

Mr. Gernld M. Caplan, Director 
National Institute of Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice LEAA 
633 l'ndiana'-Avenue, N.N. 
\'t'as11ington,;:i).C. 20539 

" 

Deal.' Jerr.~~: 

During its first year, the Drug Law Evaluation 
Project h~s collectod much information and conducted 
pry15::,inury analysis relevant to a nu.-nber of issues 
r;t'i ceo b'/ t!1c 0nactmcnt of Ne~'l York State's 1973 drug 
Qi10 .s <'0 'C.~ r.c i :<: l ~.! '.';~ • De::',linul1 t tJ:= 0'./ is ion S 0 f th~ se 
~ til ~ i.: t. .... s ir::pose plea bargaining restrictio!1s ar.G :iwn­
eu tOl.·Y p~i son sen tel1ces on off. cr..c1ers conv ic ted of cel:" 
tain c!rug felonies and on all s~cond felony of::cp.ders. 
The objective of the Drug Law Evnluatio~ Proje6t is to 
determine, as definitively as possible; the effec~s 
.~hc 1973 laws have had on t'.he prevalence of drug c:buse 
and drug-rela ted crime, and on the administl~ation 0:: 
justice in New York Stat~. . . 

These'questions raise issues central to the orab-
1 - J '1" " . .. c/O or concro_ long cr~me f.nd are e~,trer.iely cOi~:Dlc::·:. 

P'1'··'1~' ~·~"'n ;:-: ",,..1. - •..• 1 -.: .. ~ .... .r. • ~.. ... ., J.. ~ _ ...... __ t.::,- sc .. ·~.ca mOil'-,,;:' 0.1.. tnc !:'.co]c:ct:, ;'du:.::h 
til~c \':':"tS s!?cnt :i.n recruiting staff c:!.nd in devclopi!.,] 
mctho.,-?) OgH'!S and sources of infor~\ation. Early 
(l1l;llyt!.c \':Ol:}~ bc::ts not add,t'csf;l~d ~very issue, ar~c1 so 
the .t CStll ts de~cribed ~erc de.: :l.ot rCD!:'esent the full 
brc:l'I""" 0" f" " 1 t" • • ,~"O. .:.. .,;,ncllIl'.::S ',:e are .oo.ang for~"'Clrd tb develop-
lf19. ~:c\'c:rth~lcss, so~c consistent directions are 
evident. Bec"tuse 0: the pr~li;Llinury nuture of the 
CV 1 G cnei.~, ,the r.ec;u 1 ts hivl2 not bce:l. reviewed by the 
full Cc:: .. ::uttee on Nc:· ... • l"OJ::k Dru,S L.:lW Evaluation.' 

-. 

I Gr0.~f:cst p!:"oc;ref.)s has bf'en mClde ifl e"C111wtincJ the 
Jr.~p.:\ct of I:hc :1('\,' L'n·:s 0:1 t~w o~cl:ltion of t!1e COUl.,t!'i. 
J .. 1te:.;L ~l\',:iJ..:'~le i"igt:rc~~ slim: th,,~t· \1Lil:i.neJ thC!, tJ.r~t 
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1-

, .. 
tHO yeurs of op·crc.:tion, there Here upnro:-:imutely 4,900 nev' la" 
~ru~ CClGeS fllll~' proc?~sC!d in, th~' St~l\:.e I s superior courts. O~. 
t·he,)e I 3, 550 res~llcd ~n (:onv~ct~ons (regClre]less of c l1arcre) 
Dy co::trClst, dur.ln. g the lust two years in which the oid 'drll~1 l." .• s 
\-, ere J n e f f e c ~ ( 1 .:') 7 2 '1' ) :J - Cl .. d . ::,," -, ~, a]1c. 973, thc courts processed over '12, 000 
ru~ cQ~es,O~,wh1cn over 10,ODO resulteJ in convictions. Of the 

~,5~0. conv~c~~ons under the new drug iClWS neClrly 1 500 '~ 
sentercns hI' , , pr~~on 

.1 I 1..0 .ave resu ted and nea""ly 900 f th ' d ' 
nate lifetime sentences: ..... 0 ese were ~n ete:rmJ.-

. There hav~ been,severe;problems of implementation ill the 

h
courts of NeVI York C~ ty, whJ,le otllcr coun tin c:; ; n Nei" '\1or1~ S ta.J.. e ave gen r 11 b _,', _. - . J. f. '- . 

e_a y eeIl sUCCCSS:i:u,l ~n deal~ng \'lith the new provisions. 

DjfFicul~~a~' . 1 .' 
" _ -. _ 1.. •• -"" J,.n,.~J11p etr:entat~on can be t!=>cc~ te .. th'"' ' ., 

t~on 0- 1 -, b -~ 1.., ~ comD~na~ , .t p~eQ arga~n~ng rest~ictions and mandatory sent~ncin~ 
J?rovJ.s~ono::>. These have comb~ned to raise the der:1and for trials 
~~ dru~ felony CClses from 6.5% of all ~ew,York City drUG disoo~i­
t~~ns ~n 1973 to 15% in th~ f~rst half of 1975. A sUbsfanti~l~ 
Pt~z;t, ,~hough not all, of tne ~nGrease is attributable to restric-

10ns ~mposed by the 1973 lClws. -.. 
. " ' ~nanon-~rug ca~e~, trial rate~ in New York Cit; h~ve also 
1ncreus_d, f~om 6.5~ ~n 1973 to 10 5~ ~11 1975 Th . d . bl f' . 0 ... • ' e JU or> res'''on-
S1 e :01' th~ a~m~nis~ration.of the City's courts feels~;ure ~hat 
rouc~ of ~he ~nc.l..c~se ~n non-drug trials is attributa.ble to the 
~ac,- t~Cl,t sec<?n? .celony offende~s, .v.'ho are subject to rest!:'ict.:i(.";"s 
t~,~lea~Darga~n~ng and face rnanaatory prison sentences sini12r ~o 
t o':lc fCLccd b~ defendants under the new drug provisions "'N'l-nd 
ra~ s at a h~gh rate. . I .... ~.l 01 

. The result of the incr8ased demand for trials cornb~nr..d 
~~t~ s~me~hat lagging productivity of· the new courfs G~t;~ii~~~~ 
'~ C ea \:l.l th the 197 3 l~\"S, has b~en n rapid rise in the b<1.C~l~~ 
~f_~ew ~ru~ case~. Dur~ng ~974 and the first half of 1975, the~ 
esnt~re .lncr ease ~n the pendJ.ng caseloCld in the New Yor~' Ci l.\! 

upreme CourJ- s ( 1 1 1 ." ... '-.1 . - t.. roug 1 y ,000 cases) Has accounted -For by n.C"l dru:J 
CClsets.. ~di\f~er :n, rno:1ths, only half th~ Ci tv's ne\',7 l~w drucr 'J" J\;"~ : c;': 
men s nil Deen dJ. -'': . _ 1. ,~ . ~ .• , • .1. ~ 

f 11 1 
Sposea OL. The bGchlog or the~e ca~es ~.l~~l"1 e t 10ugh b: .. ." . . . .. ~"_L_ 

1975: . ~ a vcr} small nu~b~r, dur~ng the last qu~rte~ o~ 

. Thi~ backl~g has developed despitd the addition of 31 n~w 
~o~rt un~ ts (a Judge and ClssQciatecl cler'ical, prosecu tori.).l .:.::.:1 
T~ .ensf s~affs, ~t an Clnnual co~t of Clpproxil':1ately $23 i:lilL:,I.1n .. 

r o~dg ldoll t the S t..a te, a tota~ or 49 nc\,' court 'uni ts h.:1.\'c been 
prov~ c ~ at an annual cost of $35 million. 

. In u~~tatc Clreas, problcms of iI':1Dlcl':1entation'l'~\'c \:nnn lc~~ seVere \"e th' k thO , , , . H. l.:,;,,\.,. .J.., 
• <"'~ .In.- ~s ~s (tHe to thc rclutivclv ~:nalJ. nU::l!,H:'t" of" 

l
cases. ul?o:>t..ate \'lluch Clrc seriolls' cr.ol~i.lh to f"lJ' - un'~'''''' "I.,.) fll "''' )Cl r g u 1 ~ l' ......, \~ '- .. - .. . L: u 

n ng ane sent:cnclllSi rC'strictiC'!~s. iil t'C"'o' Yo"'!\ ri",,' -,,,., 
..... ,. -', • ..".- .. .;, I.,..,J 

• 

" . , 
... • < 

, , 

of indictmcnt~ fall into thi~ ~atcgorYI compared to 25~ outsidc 
the City. There has becn no general increase in the ucmu.nd for 
trials i:1 drug cases upstate. ~ 

. . 
As for potential general deterrent effects,the likelihood 

of a prison sentcnce (imposed in'a superior court) following arrest 
for a drug felony increased' during 1974 in only two of thc seven ~ 
jurisdictions (New York City and six upstClte counties) VIC examined.~ 
Thci likelihood of a prison sentence following arrest for a non-
drug felony did not increase in any of these jurisdictions in spitcij 
of the mandatory sentencing provision~ facing recidivists. Our ~ 
suryey of sentences u:1der the new laws revealed that because the 
mpst serious cases lagged so badly in the courts during 1974, the ~ 
statewide frequency of prison sentences following conviction for ~ 

·a d~ug felony did not increase between 1973 and 1974. 
I 

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

. ing their first 16 months of operation .. Statmvide, the tot~l f:f1.'.a .. · ... ·. 

nu"'iber of convictions in drug felony cases actually declined dur- \i.~ 
iny 1974, to 3,100 convictions compared to 4,700 convictions a 
yeitr e'arlier. There \~'ere 1,100 ~prison sentences in drug cases 
during 1974 co~pared to 1,700 ·sentences in 1973. Once again, much e 
of the decline can' be attributed to the slow pr06essing of serious 
cas~s. As these cases eventually become a larger component of t~8 n. 
courts' product, the frequency of prison sentences will also in- M 
crease, and the probability of punis~nent is likely to go up. 
But additional data for 1975 and 1~7G is required to confirm or 
deny these speculations. 

There is one positive indication that the ne~ drug laws are 
having an effect on the behavior of offenders. Police officials 
around the state are in broad agreement that informants have been 
easier to obtain with the threat of severe penalties as a lever. 
The potential of long prison terms has apparently made offers of 
leniency more attractive to some offenders. 

The avu.ilabie evidence regarding prevalence of heroin abuse 
does not indi9ate significa:1t changes in abuse patterns followj.Dg 
enactment of the 1973 laws. Numerous indicators of heroin abuse, 

, !ncluding datCl from drug treatment programs, police reports, ~nd 
medical sources, have been followed over several years. ~lany of 
th~ indicators are weak in thelnselves but there is general agree­
ment in \'1}) a t they sho\'.' as a group. A decline in herC?in .:J.buse 
began in ~he 1971-72 period, before introduction of the new lClws 
in 'early 1.973. The decline ;continued during mO'st of 1973, and. 
levelled off to\vard the end of that year i just \~'hen the new 1m·;s 
became effective. 

. The indices of heroin' abuse did not show notable changes 
during· 1~7~, the first full year the n2W lClws weie in effect. ,In 
New Yor.k ci ty, narcot'ics den ths, incidcncq 0 f serum hepu t· i t ~ s, 
rcpqr ts to' t~e t~.::lrc.otics Reg is'tc!:', ~md udl.lis!J ions to tl:eu. tii't~i1 t 

~. 
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Here uJ.l fClir.ly stable during the ycnr. There have been numerous 

• .nC\OIS ilccoun ts of:, increasing heroin act: vi ty dur ing 1975. The 
mcuger evidence 'de hnve secn S1..lCJ,9csfs a slight c;{p~nsion of: ll('t'oin -
llSC once tlgClin, btl t: not of mCljor p!~opor tiol1s. l\ccording to the ' " 
Drug Enforcement l\dminibtration/'he~oin from Mexico bGcalne widely 
availnblc in the City last year. Additional data Jor 1975 are 
needed. • 

, 
" ' Information from drug treatment programs indicates that 

,there was no sustained increase in the inflow of clients to the 
progrtlms fol1m'/ing implementation of: the laws in 1973. After a 
very fast expansion during 1971 and 1972, the population in treat­
ment hits been quite stable. J..s far as we knO\'l, lacJ~ of c~paci ty 
~as not been a constraint to further expansion of the programs. 

i 

While there is nothing in New Ybrk State1s recent,experience 
to indicat.e a signific2.nt impact of the ne\'1 lai'ls on the course 
of heroin abuse, the observations cited above have not yet been 
compar~d to comparable data regarding drug abu~e from nearby 
st~tes to assess whether the mild'fluctuations seen here differ 

,'frqffi patterns in other areas. 
, 

Two indicators of ctrug-re1ated crime are being tracked. 
Though the results are still particularly tentative, neither of the 
indicators suggests unusual movements in New York State. The most 
direct indicator of crime attributable to heroin users is the 
volume of defendants "lho reouire detoxification from narcotics 
while in ditention awaiting~trial. Data are available only for 
NE:\'l Yo:ck Ci ty' Bllct are currently bei'ng analyzed to cleterrnine t.hAi.::­
reliability. ,The raw data show surprising stability batHeen :-:-.id-
1973 and mid-l975 in both the number of defendants and the pro­
portion of all defendants who require detoxification. Since mid-
1973, between 20% and 25% of all detainees have been processed 
through the ~rogram. 

An Inc1irect and rather rough index of hOH New York State' 
is performing in controlling non-drug crime is obtained by com­
paring changes over recent years in the movement of non-drug 
crime Wit}l similar crimes in other states which previously exhi­
bited similar movem~nts. Data from only one post-law yaflr, 1974, 
are available. Comparison of changes in index c:t:imcs' (primar.-ily 
property crimes) here and in other states, both on a statewide 
basis and for cities individually, reveals that similarities. are 

'. still evident where they were evident before 1973. There is no 
cle~r divergence between crime trends o~ New York State and 
nearby states. 

", 
As you knO\oJ I the Project Hill continue its\"rork long ,enough 

to resolve many of the unce:rtuinties uncovered in the curly phaG0 
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Appendix C: Case Evaluation and Case Management 

Control Forms 
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BRONX CASE EVALUATION 
DOCKET NO. ________________ INDICTMENT NO. _________ _ 

PEOPLEv. ______________ CHARGE ____ ~ __ -----------DATE------------
Pleue rrcord thole pointl which apply to your cale. Where there are multiple defendanll. comfjutn a bald on tho defendant with 
the most S<lrious oHens.(I). 

A.NATURE OF CASE 

VICTIM 
ono or more porsons 

VICTIM INJURY 
received minor injury 
treated and released 
hOtpiulizcd 

INTIMIDATION 
one or more persons 

WEAPON 
defandant armed 
defendant fired shot or 

carried gun. or 
carried explosives 

STOLEN PROPERTY 
any valuo 

PRIOR RELATIONSHIP 

chock PII. 
II 

oppllcabl. 

0 2.0 

0 2.4 
0 3.0 
0 4.2 

0 1.3 

0 7.4 

0 15.7 

0 7.5 

II 

victim and dofendant • lame family O. -2.8 

ARREST 
at scene .' ,. 
withil'l 24 hours 

EVIDENCE 
admission or statement 

'additional witn~5es 

IDENTIFICATION 
line·up 

TOTAL CASE SCORE 

B. NATURE OF DEFENDANT 

FELONY CONVICTIONS 
one 
mora than one 

MISDEMEANOR CONVICTIONS 
on8 
more than ono 

PRIOR ARRESTS· SAME CHARGE 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

o 
o 

4.6 
2.9 

1.'; 
3.1 

3.3 

9.7 
1B.7 

3.6 
B.3 

one 0 4.5 
7.2 more than 0 

PRIOR ARRESTS 
one o 2.2 
more thin on. o 4.2 

C. REFER TO M.O.B. IF ANY OF THE 
FOLLOWING CONDITIONS APPLY: 
(chock those applic;Jblo·of/ense Is most serious chargu) 

0 FORCIBLE SEXUAL OFFENSES BETWEEN 
UNRELATED PARTIES 

0 ARSON WITH SUBSTANTIAL DAMAGE OR 
HIGH POTENTIAL FOR INJURY 

0 CHILD ABUSE. CHILD SEVEN OR UNDER 

0 MULTIPLE ROBBERIES OR BURGLARIES 

D.SUMMARY INFORMATION 

NO. OF VICTIMS 
0 received minor injury 
'0 treated and hospitalized 
0 hospitalized and/or permanent injury 
0 • I~\Y officer 
0 attempted murder of officer 

WEAPON 
0 gun 
0 knife 
0 bomb or explosive 
0 other 

BURGLARY 
0 night·time 
0 evidence of forcible entry 
0 Church. School. Public Bldg. 
0 no. of premises burglarized 

VALUE OF STOLEN PROPERTY recovered 
0 under S250 0 
0 S250 to 51499 0 
0 S1Soo to S25,000 0 
0 over .525.000 0 

PRIOR RELAT10NSHIP 
0 other family 
0 "oighbor 
0 friend' 
0 acquaintance 
0 other 

IDENT! FICATION 
o photograph 
o on or nearby scene 
o other o no. 01 persons making 1.0. ____ _ 
o time delay 011.0. _______ _ 

SUPPORTING EVIDENCE 
o crime obser.ed by police officer 
o fingerprints recovered 

not 
a 
0 
0 
0 

I 
F====E.=D==I=ST==R===I C:::::T~A=TT:::::==O==R==N==E::=' )==":::::S:::::E==V==A==L==U==A;:::T':71 '=O==N::::::= PRIOR ARREST·WEAPONS TOP CHARGE 

• more than one 0 6.4 

STATUS WHEN ARRESTED 
stato parole 
w.",od 

TOTAL DEFENDANT SCORE 

o 
o 

7.1 
4.2 

---. 
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TOTA~SCORE __________________ __ 

RANKINGCLERK __ ~ _________ __ 

A.D.A. NOTICED ytlO noO 

ACTION BV A.D.A.: 
o acc.oted 
a r'lfcted 

reuon,: 

o lurthored 
a rellrred to M.O.O. 

~ 
'fJ 

Jr! 
b1 
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OFFICE 01 iE "Ar •• r <ET NUMBEfI: 

DISTRICT An ORNEY 
OF BRONX COUNTY, N.Y. ASSTIO,A. l"OICTMENT NUMIlEfI, 

FACT SHEET 

I. DEFENDANT(S) 
NAMa ILAST. FII'IST. MIOOLE) AOIi AOORE!>S IINCLUOE APT. NO.) PREO 

FELON 

-

II. CRIME FACTS 
TIMII DATE LOCATION IOETAILEO) 

OFFENSE: 

TIME OATE LOCATION IOETAILEOI 

ARREST: 

BASIS FOR AUAEST 

III. EVIDENCE 
WEAPONS (OPERABLE?) OESCRIOE RECOVERED: WHERe/WHEN/WHO 

. 

PROPfATY DeSCRIBE RECOVEReD: WfiEREIWHEN/WHO 

STATEMENTS TO WHOM TIMelOA n/LOCATION \"ATURE 

--
'NJURIES SUSTAINED 

IV. WIT~JESS 
~GLICE -IDENTIFY BY,ARRESTING CAl - PARTNER (PI - EXPERT (E) - FIRST AT SCENE (F) 

NAME SHIELD COMMANO I ASSIGNMENT TYPE 

CITizeN NAME AOE ADDRESS (INCLUDE APT. NO.) PHONE TYPE 

. 
V. IDENTIFICATION FOR EACH WITNESS 

NAME TIME OATE TYPE LOCATION WAOE PROBLEMISI 

. 

VI. CRIMINAL COURT 
DATe ,\NO PART ASST. 0."" JUDGE DEFENSE ATTORNEY 

AOJ 0 ... re AND PART REPOI'ITEA NOTIC. 1QO. 710. MOD ~A'L AEO. SA'L SoT 

VII. GR.A:ND JURY 
ASST.O.A. nEPOATiA INTERPAETe" 'ANlll.. OATes 

'I'IES. 

I eXH,BITS . vOTE 

WITNE~SES lOETAILS" NOT LISTeO IN 'V) SIONEO 

IOEHI<""U"A'H T ts TI f'O ~~ 'o£t,s,eN~~,'"N U TU IF NO. WHYI 

. - . .. .' . ' . 67 . . .. ., . . 

PROBLEMS IN C;l..SE 

1.1. 

VIII. FACTS OF THE CASE 

68 ---.----.. 
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-OFFice I..' THE 
D:"TE DOC"_, IINDICTMENTI NUMoell DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

OF flRONX COUNTY. N,Y, 
CITIZEN WITNESS FORM A~.;;rj ~.A. 

Pcr-ENDANfiSI 

I. WITNESS 
NAM!lILAST. fl/\ST. MIOOLEI 1 000 SEX j'iT 'NT fI-AC~ l.ANGUAGE INTERPRETER 

"'YIR 
NeEDeDI 

( I VEs ( I NO ADDR£SS "NCl.UDE APT. NO,I 
p~or~" NO. HOW .lLT£Rr<ATe CONTACT --l.ON01 NAME: RES: 

AOORESS; 
r.:'s. 

PHONe: "'~RITALSTATUS 1 LIST spouse AND C~Il.D~EN 8Y N"ME AND AGE tlF ANY) 
VEAf'S MARRIED RESIOES WITH WHOM AND 

RELATIONSHIP 

II. WORK STATUS 
EMPl.OYER·S NAME ADDRESS P~O/~E NATURE OF WORK HOW LONGI SAl.AIIY IHA/OYiWK 

~~ UI/EMPl.OYEO. LAST ADORESS PHONE NATURE OF WORK HOW LONGI SALARY IHA/DY/W"I 
EMPLOYER'S NAME 

If WELFARe: CENTER NAME ADOHESS 1.0. NO. CASE WORKER Rec'O l.AST AMOUNT 

If NO WELFARE. DESCRIBE 
MEANS Of SUPPORT: 
. 

III. PERSONAL DATA 
LeVEL OF E:DUCATIO~rll LITARY: BRANCH 

j'l'eARSJType OF DISCHARGE JOECORATIONS lPftESENT STATUS 

~~:ECOTIC HIS'T,;lRY: lOAI 1..Y use AND COST lY~ARSl SUPPORT METHOD 
lORUG PROGRAMS IPAST AND PRESENTI 

PSYCHIATRIC HISTORY 10eSCRIBe COMPLETel. YI 

PH'I'SICAI.. HISTOR'I' \O~SCRISE ~RIEFLY) 

DEMEANOR A~O CREOI81l.ITY PROBLEMS 
MEMB~R OF GANG 

ALCOHOL CONSUMPTION DAY OF: OR NOTORIOUS 
INCIDENT 10 INTeRVIEW " GROUP 

. ." ~ . 

"'1 
~l ,J.' 

~ "', t.}' , -

~ ~\ 

~ r~' 

~ " 

!~3 

~ :i~ .' 

~ . " ~ f 

t~ ;.,.:; 

'n 

fl ,,1' -:' 

.. 
STATEMENT Of WITNES5: ICONTINueOI 

I !~-

I 

III. CRIMINAL RECORD (ACCORDING TO WITNESS) 
JUVENILE IUNOER 16) HISTORY 

ADUl.T ~ISTOIW NO. OF ARRESTS CHARGES INCARCERATION NO. OF ARRESTS CHARGES INCARCERATION 

P!,IOR RfLAT)ONSHIP TO DEFENDANT ANOIOR WITNoSSIESI 

~ /~ 

~ ," 

~ 
~-

I 
I 

STATEMENT OF WITNESS: RELATE IN DETAIL THE COMPLETe STATEMENT OF THE WITNESS AND INCLUDE THEREIN THE FOLLOWING: 
FACTS LEADING UP TO THE INCIDENT, TIME SECJJENCE. t.OCATlONS. DESCRIPTIONS. LIGHTING CONDITIONS. DETAILS OF ALL. OUT OF 
COURT IDENTIFICATIONS AND REACTION TO THE CRIME. 

INCLUDe ANY MAJOfl PROBLEMS WITH THIS WITNESS. 

~ 

~ , 

m 

I· 
-

fit . I ~ * 

I 
, I jA' 

i , , 

I I :~, 

I 1)9 ."'ONI( o.A. or r-lCQ10R..,. MO,,:) 111 . . - . 

~ 

m ~ 
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OFFICE O. rHE DATE ;KeT'1UMO./\ 

DISTRICT AnORNEY 
OF SRONX COUNTY. N,Y. 

POLICE WITNESS FORM 
I""~l, O.A. ,u.f'NDANli~1 

I.WI'MSS 

/lAMe Il.A5T. FIRST. MIOOl.~1 PHONE,IIES. 

00 a 'I HT 

I 
wr I RACE 

Mll.lTARY seRVice 

I-=-
BRANCH 

MOjOAI V/\ 

AOORE!13 IINCl.UOE APT. NO.1 PHONE·OUG. MARITAl. STATUS ... OF CHIL.OREN OfaCO AA nONS 

SHIEL.O NO. ICOMMANO RAt." COMMENo"nONS FOR VALOR 

ASSIGNM£NT IINCl.UOIi AMP NO .. S.CTOA. ORESSI YEARS ON FORCE 

TOUR O~ OUTY I .. "." ..... ,,~ IDA YS OF F jCHART I NO. OF ARRESTS ro,op CRIM CT I (lfIANO JURY(U~ReME C. 
TIMeS 
TESTlFIEO. 

PAl I Nt/1'~ "AM. 11.A.> • '"'' • ""UUl..' ~HI,"LO 1<0. I?AIOfl Rel.A TlON~HI j v Ut:,. t:.NO"N On IVITNoSSI.SI 

EVAL.UATIOIIOi': 111 CASE T OeFENDANT T 1'I1TNESSIESI 

DEMEANOR AHO CREOIBll.ITY PRQ,1l.EMS 

LI~ AL.L 'UKIA" l..uM l.c' ~u BY >Ol.IC~ OHICo" 

.. 

sTATEMENT Or-IVlTNESS: RELATE IN OETAIL THE COMPLl!:'rE STATEMENT OF THE WITNESS AND INCLUOE THEREIN THE FOLLOWING: 
FACTS LEADING UP TO THE INCIDENT. TIME SEQUENCE. LOCATIONS, DESCRIPTIONS. l.IGHTING CONDITIONS, DETAILS OF ALL OUT OF 
COURT IOENTIFICATIONS AND REACTION TO THE CRIME. INCLUDE AN'( MAJOR PROBLEMS WITH THIS WITNESS. (REVERSE SIDE MAY 
5E USEDI 

.'., 

-. 

, 
, 

- 'n - - - -
"'0"1)( 0.1. a '1 1-• f C 

i 
! 
I 

r· 
! ~ 

1..1 

OFFICE OF ' OAre, --';HAf\O~ISI INOIC,'TMtNT NO. 

DISTRICT ATIOt.NEY - . 
' rO~KeT NO. OF BRONX COUNTY. N.Y. AS.!iT.O.A. 

DEFENDANT FORM 

I. IDENTIFICATION 
Of-rENoM<,'S TRUE NAME (I..""T. f/R:iT. MIOOL.lil ODD nT WT RACE D.,. 

M<:tJl'n NYS liS". 

OEFENOANT'S STATED NAME OR A~IAS RESIDES WITH INAME A"O REl.ATIONSl<lPI 

AlJUIiI.Snrm:~ • NO.) P)-tONIi NO. _1-00 '0'"'' 

MAn, • .At. ST ,\TUS 1.IST SPOUSE AND CHll.Of\EN e'l' NAME AN~ AOE IIF ,\NYI l.ANOUAGE 

IN1 EFlPR~'ER NEEOC.O 

[ I V~S I I NO 

II. WORK STATUS 
EMPl.OY£R'S N"ME AODRES3 PHONE NATUII. OF WORK HOW L.ONO 5Al.ARY"HR/OY,WK) 

"""'"'~"D\. ... r'_ .. Ol't""''''''''' AOORES:) P"ONE NArURE OF WORK HOW 1.0NG SAl.AR '(:IHil/OYiWKI 

I .. WEL.FAfl.: CENTER NAME AOORESS PHONE CASE WOFlt<:ER RECIO t.AST Af,40UNT 

::Er;.,~~o\'g~~'0~~b~~SCR I CE 

III. PERSONAL DATA 

LEVEl. OF EDUCATION MIliTARY: DRANCH VEAI\_ TV~G OF OISCHAFlOE OECORATIONS PRES!!NT STATUS 

N~!,_COTICS HI:;T(;;RY O":'l.'( use ANO COST YEAf1_ SUPPORT METHOD DRUG PROORAMS (PAST AND PRESENT) 
TVPE, 

PS,'CHIATRIC HISTORY (OESCRIBE COMPL.ETELYI 

.' 
PHYSICAl.. HISTORY (OESCRIDE SRIEFl.YI 

OeMEANGR: 11) PHYSICAl. T m.CH T CREOl611.ITY MEMBER OF OANG OR 
NOTORIOUS OROANIZATION 

IV. CRIMINAL HISTOHY (ACCORDING TO DEFENDANT) 
JUVENI!.;: IUNOER 151 HISTORY ADUI.T HISTOflY 

110. OF ARRESTS CHARGES INCARceRATION NO.OF '10. NO. TIMES SENT NO. NO. 
ARRESTS CONVICTIONS TO PRISON FL.EAS TRIAl.S 

~ 

FOR EACH CASE IUSE RAP SHEET A!J REFERENCe WHEN POSSISl.EI 

DATE CHAROE fACTS OlSFOSITION 

NUMBERIBAll. OR PAROL.E CHARGES ATTORNEV!S, COURTS 

rENDINO 
CASE$ 

ON P/10~ATION: CHAROE NAME Of ?ROaATlON OF"C~A CHARO NAMa OF rROB. OfFiceR 

PRESENT PAST 

V. THIS CASE 
TIM;; OF CRIME TIME OF AAAtST UNOI!R INFI-Ver.;CE 

ALCOHO!. 
NARCOTICS 

, 
CONSU"'~TtON 

VEH~Al. rHYSICAL, 

"" .. CIIONTO 
"'RIlEST 

WHO "'HEH( .,,,eN 

OEffNS6 ALIOI I I I Al.lUI 

n 
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ReLATE TO EXTeNT AVAILABLE THE DEFENDANT'S VERSION or: FACTS IN DETAIL MUST INCLuoe THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION: 
I. STATEMENTS ITO WHOM, WHEAE, WHEN, AOMISSIBlt.I'Nl ' 
2. OEGRee OF KNOWLEOOe: OF IIICIOENT 
J, RELATIONSHIP TO PHYSICAL EVIOENCE 
4. VlI1'NCSSIESI TO oe:HNse 

; " 
I 
~ ~j 

~ ,.' 
~~ 

fu1 . ' 

~ ~, 

0 

~ ~ 

~ 

~ .. ~* 
(. 

I . 

i 
I ) 
I 
I -

I 
m 

. . . 
. 

I - - .,." ., : «.",.' >~ •• 

73' -
. - - -- . 

.----.--':iif,.~~.4:<>f~.~Mi>~~~""",~"~loi~USif.".,rJ;.!..j .. ~;.:,.~~~~t~".~~~;"~~~~lj;d';'~'i;.f~~:!M~~~~;.Ii~§~T~~Z~l~~J.!.t).~:rJ:iN~~~~i.f~~: ,~.-' ---

Appendix: D: Bronx: District Attorney's 

Office 1975 Summary 

, 

74 

~
., 

" 

" 

~. 
tra 

_i~ I, ~. 



~ 

~ 
(!tl -
~ 

I 
-I 

• 

BRONX DISTRICT ~TTORNEY'S OFFICE 
1975 SUMMARY 

Of.t;ice Totals- -.· .. tridictmen·ts .. -.·.383·5 .-'. (deie'nd~ts)-""' 

" n Trials 473 It 

'Defendants pending beginning of year 
II « end of year 

NumbeJ~ of employees 1/1/75 
n II u ·"~b 

1/1/76 

Bureau Totals-
'III •• 

Criminal Court Bureau: 

Arraignments 

Exequted Warrants 

Felony'Hearings 

Jury Trials 

Court Dispos±tions 

No complaint ordered 

2494-

2896 

- 323 

315 

-1+2,530 

9,689 

2,376 

69 

-4-1,845 

- 1,109 

.. ,Indic,tment Bureau-

i 
m· 

~ 

I· 
m _-
mJ •. ,~ 

B 

Total presentations 

Total Indictments 

,Sunreme Court Bureau-

Trials 

Acquitted 

Convicted 

Pleas 

Dismissals 

*Does not include Homicides 
-. . . 7.5 

1,197 

3,835 

401* 

159 

242 

1,773 

617 

-. 

--- ~ 
""""'~';~Aw;0I;""",~~~",~"~~;,,,'-<.w~""~~4..i.V;"~~"Y:>:Ii~~';;'ii'ri";;;;:ili;...,-... ~~;.;;.. ... ~.;...~"",;.S; .. ~;"", ..... ~im~n;; .. ;;;O,;,....-;i;;;;,.t~i:;.i!~1dtJM:~::'~ 

. '~ 

PAGE 2 

Re:. 1975 Statistical Summary cont'd 

§.U.Erem~ .,9ourt Bureau cont I d from page 1-

Returned on Bench Warrants 

Arraigned on 4xrest Warrants 

J.1a.jor Offense Bure_au Cases Accepted!':. 

Indictments (Defendants) 

Dispositions 

Convictions Rate 

Homicide Bureau--
'Number of Homicides Reported 

Defendants Indicted 

Pleas 

Trials 

Convictions 

Acquittals 

Dismissals 

Narcotics Bureau*-. 
Indictments 

Pleas 

Trials 

Convictions 

A.cquittals 

Comnlaint Bureau-
II' s+ 

Office Visits 

Investigations 
Referrals -. 

590 

591 

253 

368 

453 

9Cffo 

396' 

296 

214 

71 

53 

18 

23 

422 

.... 211 

97 

61 

36· 

2,204 

- 353 
. - i,853 
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Re: 1975 Statistical Summary cont'd-

Police'Denartment-

Investigations 

Arrests 

Polygraph Examinations 

Tested 

Ext:rad:[t± oils 

Lineups • 

Bodyguard Assignments 
(man hours) 

COUI't ordered 'i.,Tire Taps 

Court orders processed 

Prisoners moved 

Detec.tive Investigators Bureau­

Investigations 

Arrests 

Background checks 

Bodyguard Assignments 

Welfare Fraud Arrests 

Recovery Value 

'Welfare Fraud-

Arrests 1975 

Fraud 'value 

Cash Recovery 

- 77- -

1,052 

206 

213 

.,. 75 

40 

93 

4-
837 

12 

- 1,123' 

610 

215 

'112 

87 

31 

91 

-$374,987 

183 

-$720,541 

-$.573,72.1 . 

, 




