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- INTRODUCTION

‘In recent years there has beén widespread concern with the
increases in crime. As a result of that concern there has been
increasing attention paid ﬁo methods and efforts at developing
more effective police techniques td deal with crime control.

One aspect of developing such techniques involves making an

‘assessment of police performance in critical law enforcement

tasksi' Without an initial performance assessment it is
difficult to determine the effectiveness of standard police
activities and to determine if there is a need to develop
alternative technigues to improve performance.

‘One law enforcement function which is critical to crime
controi is the process of arresting a suspect. The procedures
and activities leaqing up to an arrest, as well as those
involved in the acﬁual arrest are an integral part of the whole
criminal justice’process. If properly prepared, these

procedures and activities can provide the basis for a strong

proéecution and conviction of a quilty party. If not properly

p:eparéd they can provide the reasons for dismisSals or
rejections of cases4involving patently guilty suspects.

Dismiésals of such cases not;only’invite‘widespread public

SR

;criticisms“but also create feelings of frustration among poliCe _

officers, in part because they are unaware of the impact of the

~ differences in qualities of arrest and case investigations.

"Thrbugh'an asseSSmént of the bésié police»standards in case
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investigation and the arrest, it may be possible to provide

£

. recommendations for improvements that can help police officers

function more effectively. These recommendations may also help

them prevent the frustration of dissatisfactory results in case -
prosecution.:

The reséa;gh,in this report was undertaken to assess the
quality and quahtity of police arrests\in Multnomah County.
The reseérch involved selection, analysis and application of

certain performance measures to data drawn from law enforcement

‘records. The performance measures used involved both

L3

quantitative<éescriptorsvof what Occurs in the arrest process

as well as qualitative indicators of how well the case
investigation process and the‘arrest functions Were being
performed. The quantitativevindicators focus on thé numbér anék
proportions of arrests to rééorted crime and the number and
proportion of arrests disposed of at each‘SUCCESSiVe stage of
the criminal justice process. The quéTitatiVé measures focus
on the proportion of case investigations that’¢Ontribute
prositively to actual arrest, the effect‘0f casekinveStigatidnk 

procedures on final arrests, and the proportion of arrests that

; _ i , ;
positively contribute to efficient case disposition.

Data for guantitétive indicators can be drawn‘frqm law
ehforcement recbrdg. The data baSe er‘qualitative:meaSures
can be more difficult to develép.‘:DefinitiQn of’case |
investigation and of éase inveStigationlﬁgocédﬁrés can be

problematic. HoweVet, in conjunction'with_thefihitiation”of'
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the Neighborhood Team“?olicing concept in Multnomah County'é
Division of Public Safé%y, the pDivision has established a case
monitofihg’system designed to promote effective preliminary and
follow—ﬁp investigation of reported crime; The system
essentially has two components, a priority system and a case
trackihg system. The priority system deSignates the relative
importance of‘each repor ted crimin%% ihcidentQ The trécking
system eStablishes the amount of time allowed for substantive

investigation of an offense. Data derived from this monitoring

system provides some basis for evaluating investigative

procedures. The actual arrest files from the time of the
initial crime report to clearance and/or arrest provides the

other data source for case investigation measures.



GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

.This research was undertaken to assess the'quaTity and
quantity of burglary arrests in Multnomah County. The purpose

of this study was to provide a data base for future efforts at

evaluation of police performance in the arrest process as well

as to generate concrete recommendations on how to improve the
current level of police performance in the area of case
investigation and arrest. Due to some preliminary concern by

Division of Public Safety members over definition of

performance measures and definition of research focus, a month

was devoted to discussions with key Division personnel in an
attempt to synthesize the desired research oblectives. It was
determined from that preliminary inVestigation that the
follow1ng questions were to be addressed: |
1.) what is the quantity of po11ce arrests and how do they
compare to case prosecution rates?
2.) What is the quality’0f police arrests as determined by
an analysis of the investigative thoroughness in cases
presented by the police to the district attorneyv's office
for f1]1ng | k
3.) What 1s the effect of the case- monltorlng system on
quallty of po]1ce Jnvestlgatlon and pollce arrests? |

A1though these three questtons des1gnated the major

research goa]s, it was antlclpated that a tangent1a1 questlon

of some use to the management of the D1v1s:on of Pub]lc Safety
cou]d also be addressed. That aodltlona] questlon wou]d
"1nvo1ve a: determlnatlon of the va1ue of the case monltorlng
system as a management tool Eor eva1uat1ng and tracklng pollce

‘1nvestlgatqons. o R :
: e o X ﬂ4 i S

8
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METHODOLOGY

'“BeCausé of the different types of research qugstions to be
addreésed, several types of methodology were utilized. The
project was divided into thrée phases, each phase dealt with
more precise subsets of research quesgions. Several types of
data and sources of .data were used for analysis.

The scope of the research Was restricted to data derived
from'burglary cases. This‘restriction was a part of the
original parameters in the definition of the resea;ch

requirements. ‘Under different conditions, a different data

- frame might have been_choseﬁ{ A sampling of all types of cases

could have been used’;s’a data frame or 'in fact the entireyQata
base of all cases in any particular time segment. Howeverfg
since the definition of the data parameters were pre-determined
such possibilities were elimin@ted. However, deSpite the

limited data frame, the reSe&;G%fhuestions were formulated in

general terms of quality andfquantity of arrests rather' than

Uquality and quantity of burglary arrests. Thus there was the

possibility that the data did not provide the scope necessary

to answer the general questions. In order to determine if the

~defined data base was indeed adequate for the development of

génetal,cOnclusions, during the preliminary stages of the

research,‘police files on all major types of cases during the

| first six'months of 1977 were read and reviewed. This review

°inV61vgd 4,200 cases. The number does not reflect the total

' number of cases reported in the first six months of 1977
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because qg‘gaps in the primary data sources and missing or
misfileé/police reports. In a short manual tabulation it was
determined that there were some 669 traceable clearances among
those cases. This indicated a case clearance rate on major
types of crime of approximately 16%. Data provided by the
Planning and Research Departmenﬁ of the Division of Public

Safety indicated that there were 3,355 reported burglaries in

'1977. There was a case clearance rate on the burgiery cases of

approximately 9.5%. The comparison of these two rates would
suggest that there are fewer burglary clearances than
clearances of other major crimes. This would indicate that a

study of burglary arrests and case investigations may result in

conclusions that may understate the effectiveness of police

procedures as a whole. However, in discussions with Division

personnel it became apparent that one of the reasons for.
focusing on bufdiary data was that burglaries are a type of
crime more often connected with extended case inVestigatiens
than other major types of crime. Thus they may be more
reflectlve of. 1nvestlgat1ve thoroughness of police procedures.

A second reason for focusing on burglary data is that most of
the other major crimes are not 1nvestlgated by the average Team‘e
police officer. Homicides, robberies,,rapes, and otganized ko
auto‘thefts are the exclusive responsibilityfof«the‘DetectiVe 
Team. Thus the study of burglary case data is probably the
best source of data for understandlng the quallty of the

arrests made by;the pollce,offlcer on regular patrol; F1na11y.

o3
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it.also beCamé apparent in reading the various other crime
files that in cases where there was follow=up ipvestigation
required, those files were simila; to burglary case files,u‘
although the évidence in cases investigated by specially
assigned officers,‘might be more complete: The conclusion from

évaluating these concerns and these preliminary findings, was

- that generalizations about the~quality of police arrest could

be adequately made based on burglary case data.

I. Methodology' for assessing the quantity of police arresté.

In order to determine the quantity of police arrests, a
feview of all 1977’burglary police report files was
undertaken. All of thosé“reporté with arrests or cleared by
anr;sts were used as the initial data base. The report filés

accessed were cross—checked with a list of case numbers

Pl

provided by the Planning and Research Department. These case

numbers reflected many of the arrests. The list was at first
thought to be a complete list of 1977 burglary arrests,
hoWever, as the research progressed, it became apparent that

the list involved a number of duplicate cases. 1In

_cross~checking the arrest files that were reviewed, a number of

other case file numbers appeared that should have been included

" because they involved clearances or physical arrests. When
- these Were'discovered>they were also reviewed. However, due to

~the incomplete police files only 209 poi@ce arrest filles were -

100ated.}'23\arrest files could not be found. 33 of the‘case

‘numbers on the original arrest list represented duplicates.

.
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Eéch entiré police report file was indexed in an attempt to
obtain meaningful information concerning dismissal rates and
eventual prosecution.

There were seriéus problems:with this data base. The
primary problem wassthat sipcé the records are not completly
computerized and shbjecﬁ;tb thorough computer access, there is
a manual filing system of all records. Many of these files are
incomplete. Although research staff members attempted to trace
and acéess each potentiélkrecord and were required té make aﬁ

least 3 separate attempts on 3 separate days in order to obtain

complete data records, there are still incomplete data files.

Several case files were never found. Many files had only
partial information. A number of files lacked even the initial
crime report. A related problem was that the files were very
often incomplete in case disposition reco;ds,' Since the
District Attorney's office denied the researchers access to
those case dispositionvfiles, the only recourse was the law
enforcemeﬁt files. As a result of the data gaps, some
conclusions must be Q;rmed rough estimates rather than precise
determinations. As the Divisionkof Public Safety moves toward
a greater integrationkof datakprateséing'technology in the
production éhd'filing'of case inVeétigation and disposition
records, the problem of'such data‘gaps shoul&ﬁbe reduced to a

minimum.

&
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- II. Methodology for assessingwtﬁéﬁquality of police arrests as

determined by an analxsiéfbf police thoroughness.

1977 burq;a:y?;rrest case fiie data was used for this

 portion-6f the study as well as for the guantity

determinations. The same problems in developing complete data ‘

files were experienced. 1In this portion of the study, each

arrest case file was analyzed in three different ways.

. Bvaluations were made of how adequately the particular offense

invol#ed was described. Evaluation was made of the level and
description of available evidence. Finally evaluatign was made
of completeness of the information content of the report file
as a whole. Each level of evaluation was based on the
perspective of case screening for prosecution. This
perspective was chosen since it is closely related to one of
the primary goals of the criminal justicé system as a whole,
crime contrdl. No matter how urgently a case calls for police
action, and nb matter how much a police officer may feel a
certain case deserves prosecution, dnless‘that’case is

adequately~describeg;and documented when it is presented to the

. District Attorney's-office, it may be rejected, the charge may

be reduced, or if accepted the final case disposition may be

unduly lenient. The different types of evaluation were

selected for two reasons. First, in preliminary interviews

with members of ‘the District Attorney's office and with the

complaints officers of the Division of Public Safety, there was

agreement that most deficiencies in cases presented for filing
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were found in the actual crime definition and evidence

degcriptions. Second, it was felt that although these areas

"
! i

lwere‘perceived as the weakest portion of the cases, it would be

advisable to perform a more complete analysis in order to
assess whether or not this instinctive percéption was valid;
Evaluation of the deécripti@n df“the particular offense wae
based on an analysis of whetherﬁor ;ot the basic elements of
the reported crime were describeﬁ on the original police repert
or on documents reflecting suppckting investigation. - Since all '
of the cases reflected arrests cdnnected with Burglaries, it \
was determined that each fiie at a minimum should state a case
that would meet the Oregon State gtatutory definition of
Burglary: "Burglary is committed when someone enters or remains
unlawfully in a building with intent to commit & crime
therein.” 1In order to cemmit,a secphd degree burglary the
fol]owing elements must be present in a case presented for

prosecution: a.) that someone entered or remained unlawfully,

b.) in a building, and c.) (s)he had the intent to commit a

crime in the building. In order to commit a first degree

burglary, the case must include all of the above elements as

well as anyfone of the following additional elements: the

building is a dwel}ing;,while in the process of ente:ing, o @
remaining in, or fleeing from the building, the person is armed

with a butglar'g\t001~or a deadly weapon; causes Or attempts to

.- cause physical injury: or uses or threatens to uSe a dangerous"

weapon. Based on some preliﬁinary intervieWS with staff

10
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fdescrlptlon of how that stated ev1dence was llnked to the
' 1ncldent.; A]though this scorlng system had the potential of

'/ giving a case as many as 14 p01nts,.1n no case was there ever
' ‘ : B , , , ‘

members in the District Attérney's office, it was determined

'that each?case file would be graded on a scale of one to five

based on the completeness of the description of the elements of

burglary. The pefhts represented the following evaluatieh

criteria: |

” ”Enterlng or Remaining unlawfully.......‘......gg...One_Qmint
A Bmeldlng.........................................One Peint
Intent.ceeiesvorooeesceonuoencencssossssecceasseasesss.One Point

~Any of the Additional First Degree Burglary

Elements.....cceeetinteitatietaccactteeeseencesas..One Point
The Specific Statement of Each Element in a
Narfative Section of the Cfime FileesveeeeeeseesessOne Point -
The Elements do not fit the Crime Charged....Minus One Point

It is obvious in administering this scale that First Degree

Burglary cases would have a potential of scoring higher than

: Second Degree Burglary cases if all elements were specifically

described. In order to avoid the potential of skewed results,

any case in Wthh it was possible to identify all elements of

‘the ‘crime charge received a score of four.

‘ Evaluatlon of evidence descrlptlons was acc0mpllshed

T ‘tbrough a simllar type~of point system. A case was glven a one

901nt score for eaﬂh type of ev1dence descrlbed in the case

‘L11e. A bonu p01nt was glven in cases where a file 1nc1uded a

L
e

L
4

i
i

1.
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’more than 5~ppints for evidence. The types of evidence most

commonly described were fingerprints} a witness who could
positively identify the suspect, tools, blood, footprints,‘
éhotographs of the crime scene, and a suspect's confession.

The evaluation of the completeness of thefinformation in !
the crime: files as a whole was much more complex. 1In fact the
instrument designed for such evaluation Washccmplicated enough
to require that the evaluation be done on a sample of thektotal
number of 1977 arrest files rather than on all 1977 arrest
files. : | |

A random sample of 33% of hhe 209 arrest files was drawn.
This produced a total of 70 arrest files for evaluation of thee'
completeness of data information. The instrument used to |
derive the information on investigative thoroughness'was_based
on an instrument developed in COniunction with a Rand |
Corporation study. The 1nstrument used in that study analyzed

the 1nformat10n content of pollce reports using 39 questlons'

that mlght need to be addressed by the police 1n conductlng a

robbery investigation. The questlons were developed on the

basis of discussion with prosecutors;and police 0ffi¢ers;'kA
copy of that original form and a key to its interpretation is
illustratediinvﬂigufes I and II. (See:"An Inéuirydintq The
Relationshipretween Thoroughness ofLP01ice'investiga£ion andh

Case DlsPOSItlon" Peters111a, 1976, Rand Corporatlon )Slnce‘

‘thls orlglnal form was designed to analyze robbery cases, there

- were obv1ously some changes necessary to adapt the form for use g

Vo -



Defendant Identification

Case Identification

Date Presented for Filing

Case Information Desirahle for Prosecution

Interviews Conducted

Sa1

War VFu

Wruy

Other
Sources

What INTERVIEWS were condueted?

Is there a verbatim report of the instant OFFENSE?

Is there a verbatim report, of the FORCE USED?

Whit was the PHYSICAL HARM to the vietim?

Is there a detailed description of the PROPERTY taken?

What ‘was the method of S(uspect)’s ESCAPE? :
What type of VEHICLE was used by 87

Whit type of WEAPON was used by S?

If a gun'was used, was it LOADED?

If a-gun was used, when was it ACQUIRED?

Where is the LOCATION of the weapon now?

Was S UNDER THE INFLUENCE of alcoho! or drugs?

\What are the details of S's DEFENSE?

What is:8's ECONOMIC STATUS?

Was S advised of CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS?

1f multiple suspécts, what is their RELATIONSHIP?

Is there evidence of PRIOR OFFENSES by S?

Is there evidence of §'s MOTIVES?

Is there evidence of past PSYCHIATRIC TREATMENT of S?
What is S's PAROLE OR PROBATION status?

Does S have an alcoho! or drug ABUSE HISTORY?

Where is S EMPLOYED? ,

Victim/Witnesses

23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28,

- 29,
30,
31
32,
33.

“34.
35,

Arresl
36.
37
38.
39.

What is the RELATIONSHIP between S and. V(ictim)?

What is the CREDIBILITY of the W{itnesses)?

Can the W .make a CONTRIBUTION to the case prosecutnor"

Were MUG SHOTS showii-ta v orW?

If shown, are the PROCEDURES and RESUL’I‘S adequately descrlbed”

Was a LINE-UP conducted?

If conducted;are the PROCEDURES and RESULTS adequately descnbed" )
Was an elfort made to-LIFT FINGERPRINTS at the scene?

I{ mpde, wers USABLE FINGERPRINTS OBTAINED?

Were PHOTOS TAKEN it the erime scene?

Is the EXACT LOCATION from where the photos and prxnls were taken ¢|ven"

Did V VERIFY his stulements in the crime report? -
Dxd V have XMPROPbR MOTlVE§ in reporting the offonse?

-What was the legal BASIS FOR SEARCH AND SEIZURE? E o

How was the LOCATION OF EVIDENCE Ienmed”
How was the LOCATION OF § learned?
How was the ARREST OF § made?

Val

W

e S - Fig. 1 - ,’Investiga‘tidn~Information Form
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Figure 2

KEYTOFIG. 1

VaD SAnWar — Refers to interview conducied with the vietim (V),
suspect (S), or witness (W) at the time of the incident
or arrést report.

VFu, Srus Wrpy  — Refers to interview conducted with the victim vy,
suspect (S), or witness (W) in the course of a followup
inves:igation,

Other Sources — Reflects either the patrolman's or mvestlgator s com-
: ments, information provided by other agencies (such
as. criniinal records), or other information from police
reports (such as physical evidence reports).

" Question : ~ i

1 -~ — Applied to any conversation or interview Cdl.‘mcer'ning the case
between party and police.

2 - = Must include exact words used by the V, S,;or W to describe
the offense; also must include dcscrnptlon of S's movements

, before, during, and after the offense,
) 3 — Must include exact words S used in the commission of the
‘ ' offense.

4 = — A statement mdxcatmg what physxcal injury Vincurred as a
result of the offense;if no injury, a statement of that fact,
6 = Must include an itemized account of Lhe stolen property;if
money involved, must include a lisling of the denominations.
© 17 . = Could include any information on S's prior criminal offenses,
- either information secured from'S, the officer, or official crimi-
: -nal history records.
27,29 — “Adequate” descriptions must specify the number of persons
. or photos shown and the instructions given by the police to the
viewer; also must record the verbatim reaction of the viewer to
the lme-up or mug shot showing.

P



in analysis of‘burglafy cases.k Modification was necessary as
well to explicitly address some of the key areas of concern
associated with the investigative needs of this jurisdiction.
Thus, all of the separate elements of crime are again included
in this general information form since it is impbrtant to have
such elements sharply identified for prosecution. The other
major modification occured in the design of the list of sources
for éach type of information. The instfument designed En’the
Rand study focused on interviews conducted and “other |
soufces". In the preliminary review of police case files in

this jurisdiction it became apparent that the emphasis is not

on verbatim interviews but that other sources are the

predominant mode of information gathering. Thus, the form
developed for application in this study, categbriZes thekbasic
sourcesjof information in the crime file‘on-the basis of the
type of;report filed and restricts the interviewinformation Eo
whether or not an intefview was conducted at the incident or at
a later date. Figure III illustratés the information analysis
form. | | |

Having constructed and tested this information‘analySis
form, £hékdocuments‘infeach of the sampled‘files were examined
for each of theﬁinformation itéms.’kThe,cése file presentéd for
prosecution nqrmally incldded Such items‘as a crimekreﬁort, a

custody report,'propetty invehtdry;forms used both for an

V;accOunting of,stolen property and phySi¢a1~evidence,,:

B W :
s i .

supplement@gg”féﬁbfts‘onAjollow—up~investigations, and where a

o
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| . N | __REPORT ANALYSIS FORM

LU YES NO I/AL I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other =
Furg1ary I ' A .

[BurgTary 11

Other

“{ETements of Crime

Enter?hg;Un1awfu11y

A BuiTding

Intent

Dwelling

@

Armed/TooT

Armed/Weapon

IPhysTcal Tnjury

Dangerous Weapon

Correct Crime 3

- [Witnesses

Named Suspect

= Repdrt;Analysis'Fbrm }'Page 1~“

TR



SUBJECT

YES NO_I/AI I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP_ Other

MuTtipTe Suspects

Named Suspect
same as arrested

AT Arrested

Vehicle InvoTlved

Arrest at scene

Interview/Victim

Interview/Suspect

Interview/Witness

‘ Verbatim of Offense’

erbatim of Force

Details of Property

ype of Vehicle

ype of Tooi/Weapon

.ocation of Weapon

Suspect: N
Influence of
Alcohol/drugs -

RequthnaJys1s'Form

“Page2




‘ ‘ - SUBJECT o YES NO I/AI ,I/FU C.Report ‘ Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other
* | Détails of E '
Defense

Economic Status

Constitut1oha1
Rights

MuTET/Suspect
Relation

i%Prior.Offenses

Motives

Psychiatric

‘ RN P ParoTe/status

KTcohol/Drug
History‘

EmpToyment

V%ctim/Witness:
Suspect/Victim
Relation

~CredibiTity W

Cohtribdtion W ‘ " ERE — P .
, v y

it

T Mag Shots

‘ :Report Ana]ysis;Form 7VPage;3,, B
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SUBJECT ~ YES NO I/AI I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other
Procedures/ ; , T ,
Results

1

- Line-Up

Procedures/
Results

Fingerprints/
Scene

Usable Prints

‘Photos/5cene

Location/Photos
Prints

Victim verify
Crime Report

“Victim's/Tmprop.
"~ Motives o

[Arrest: . ,
Vehicle - i
Seqych & Seizure

&

~Building
Search & Seizure

Tegal
~Search & Sefzure

“How Tearned
Evigence loca.

| ‘Report "Ana1ysis Form  - Page 4



b ]
. - SUBJECT | ~_YES NO I/AI 1I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP OQOther
w How learned ‘
- Suspect Toca.
How Arrest of o
Suspect mavwe ¥y &

7
W
2

~ Report Analysis Form - Page 5
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vehicle was involveéfwé vehicle report form. Each police
report file was examined in connecﬁiou to decide whether or not
the questions on the instrument could be answered from the
information in the poliée~report files. 'If it could be} the
source for the information was indicated. By categorizing the
arrest file information, it was possible to determine types of
information normally collected by the policefpatrolbofficer,
the types of concerns that are most often not addressed by the
police officer, as well as the type of follow-up investigation
normally used in pending cases. The‘informétiOn can further be
used to suggest whether or not there is any connection between
cegtain information items in the files and eventual case
disposition. |

There are certain methodological problems in this type of
analysis. These problems limit the interpretation but are not
severe enough to complete]y negate ‘the flndungs from the ‘ ] e
research. Certainly as a source of prlmary data collectlon,the
methodology offers a vast range of interesting ;nformatlon.

However, several cautions should be mentioned.

o

First, the quality of the arrest and the case investigation

as a whole was measured on data based on written reports filed-

by police officers. These writtén reports normally do not

reflect the full extent of information that an Officer may

obtain in his/her investigatiOn. They often do not reflect

~tangential c1rcumstances that may have 1nf1uenced a pol1ce

offlcer in his dec151on to arrest but do not dlrectly pertaln
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to this particular offense. For instance a police officer may

-arrest a suspect in a burglary casé even though the burglary

case is not completed, if that officér has reason to believe
that the suspect is a runaway, or an instigator of other crimes
as well. When that particular case is screened it,
individually, may not rate very highvin terms of information
but in the context of other police files may obviously be a
useful arrest. The fact that the written case files are used‘
to measure the quality of the investigation and arrest may be
chailenged to the exten£ that the measurement may actually be
an evaluation of reporting rather than investigation. Howevér,
the research was designed to measure the quality of the
imfofmation‘in case investigation and arrests from the

perspective of the prosecutor for reasons previously

‘mentioned. The only concrete information that is presented to

the prosecutor is that which is in the case file. While it may
be true that some verbal information is communicated by the
police officer in the transmittal} the chances of that
information_being lost and/or'inadmigsible in prosecution is
very gréatQ Thus, the written information has beeh chosen as
représentative‘of the quality of the arrest and_the cése
investigation.

;

(Note: The limitations mentioned'above are based on the

_analysis accompanying the instrument»designed in the Rand

ystudy;)
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IIT. Methodology‘for assessing the effect of the case

monitoring’system on the quality of the case investigation and

the arrest.

Three classes of data were used as a basis for developing

findings on this area of research. The first class of data was

the 1977 burglary arrest files. The second class of data was
all of the burglary crime report files for the’first three
months of 1978. The third class of data was developed from
interviews of a cross-~section sample of police offlcers.

The problems inherent in the first class of data already‘
have been delineated. The 1977 arrest files were used in this
phase of research to determine whether or not the priority
rankings had any relationship to how well the case
investigations were processed. 1In other words a case with a
high priority rank should have more investigative attentien
given to it and the arrest files that are presented for l
prosecution based on these high priority ranks should be more
complete. A special analysis of those cases with high priority

ranks based on the same completeness of information form was

conducted.

Similar problems with incomplete data files were confronted “

in the police report files drawn from 1978. However, 255)cases'

were counted in the month of January, 275 cases were counted in
February; and 256 cases were counted in March. The 1978 cases
were used in the foliowing manner. Flrst, the cases were

: rev1ewed to determlne how many arﬁests were made. Seconda a

16
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Third, an ana1y51s of the relatlonshlp of

L3
, iy
disposition was investigated. Finally, an analysis of the

. filed with them.
priority ranklngs to the probablllty of arrest and/or case
relationship of the priority rankings to time spent in

S

investigation was completed
The third class of data used for this portion of the
Jil ! A

research was interviews conducted with police officers.
32 were finally
15 officers

sample of 60 police officers was drawn.
4 officers refused to participate.
2

interviéwed.
had late shift duties and were unavailable during the research

1l officer had quit prior to the interview.

3 cancelled and were unable to set up

time frame.
officers were ill
3 officers were called in order

alternative interview times.
to arrange interviews and never returned the telephone

Each interview lasted approximately 30 minutes.

— : )
messages. i
interview schedule constructed for this phase of the research
1 3

was designed to record the police officer's perception of the

The

utility and functions of the priority system and the case
However,

The interview schedule was pre-tested on 12
the

monitoring system.
individuals prior to implementation in the field.

pre test was done with individuals who had no experience with
As a’result,

medlflcatlons in the questions were made in the field as well.

actually using the case monitoring system.
Slnce thls was not des:gned to be a statistically prec1se study

and since 1t was de51gned prlmarlly as a basis for flexible
ica’ . The

interviewing, this was not percelved as critical problem.

L



original interview schedule is found in Appendix A eiong with a
tabulation showing the general thrust of the question
modifications.

Tabulations were made of the interview results and
summaries of the answers to thekopen—ended guestions. The
findings of the interviews were integrated with the findings
from a study of 1978 case priority rankings in the final
analysis of the study.

IV. Methodology used to assess the value of the case monitoring

system as a management tool for evaluation and tracking police

per formance.

The data baseskused in addressing the three primary
research questions was used as a basis for eValuating the Value
of the case monitoring system as a whole. The goalsyof the
case monitoring system were determinied on the basis of
discussions with key personnel at the Division of Public Safety
and on the basis of written materials originating from Divsion
of Public Safety sources. These goais were set up as general
measures for the usetulness of the system. These goals can be
summarized as follows: | | |

1.) Establish investigative priorities'based on the_'

serioﬁsness of crime, the emouht of readily available

information about suspects, the ava11ab111ty of agency
“resources and community attltudes.
2.) Establish a mon1tor1ng system that w111 ensure that

officers investigate’ cases 1n a t1mely manner.
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3.) Establish a reliable means of determining an officer's
case workload in terms of the rélative importance of
assigned cases.

4.) Establish a base’for evaluation of officer performance.
Thektheoretical model of the case investigation system
designed by the Division of Public Safety was used as a
preliminary tool to analyze the prdcesses by which a case
proceeds through police investigation to dispositiOn.‘ By using

the case data involved in the study, and comparing the actual

~case progress in each case file with the case progress

projected by the theoretical model, problems in the
implementation of the system and system break-downs were
identified.

Problems were also defined by ﬁsing the results of the
pblice interviews. A system can only fupction as well as the
operators of the system allow. If the persons responsibile for
that operation are not implementing it consistently or are
using it for different purposes than those for which it was

designed, the system will also suffer dysfunctions.
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FINDINGS

"I. The Quantity of Police Arrests and Comparisons to Case

large number of multiple arrests. ‘Table II illuStrates’thé'

Prosecution Rates.

The data involved in this portion of the research was based
on 209 police case files that had been cleared by arrest in
1977. 1In cross checking arrest and clearance records, it was
discovered that 23 additional files had been ;léared by arrest
but that those files were not accessible.

Of the 209 cases analyzed, 80 involved on‘*site arrests~and
129 involved clearance and/or arrests’after some. case
investigation. There were only 142 clearance reports in the
files which reflects the fact that clearances may not be
recorded when arrests are made as well as the fact that when
several cases are cleared by onekarrest; the cleérance report
is simply not filed with all cases cleared. Table I indicates

the number of clearance reports found per case. The fact that

-a few cases have more than one clearance report is primarily

due to multiple filings.

There were 270 custody reports in these fiies, This'would‘
indicate that there ate generally mofe physical arrestsithan )
caéé clearances. Although’seVEral cases involVedvarrestsythat

cleared'lo to 15 other cases Simultaneously,Jthere\Were,also a

~number of custody reports per caSe.“ The aVerage numberkof

custody reports per case is 1.29 reports. However, if’Qné;T



Table I: Clearahce Reports per Case

Number of Clearance Reports # of Cases
0 Clearance Reports per case 67
1 Clearance Report per caSg | 134
2 Clearance Reports;pef case 6
3 Clearance Reports per case 2

Table 1I: Custody Reports par Case

Number of Custody Reports # of Cases |
D Custody Reports per case 52
1 Custody‘Reporﬁ‘per case ; ’v82
P Custddy Reports per-case = == Cgg e
3 Custody Reports per case - 15
4 Custody Reports per case R
5 Custody Reports per case | | | - 1

6 Custody Reports per case - ‘ 1 .
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~ excludes the cases where no custody reports Were attached, the

average number of reports per case is 1.74 cases. There were

157 cases with at leastkone custody report; 75 cases m}th more
than one custody report; 25 cases with more than two custody
reports; and ten cases with more than three custody reports.
The 209 case files included some oase files that had been.
recorded as clearance of a burglary by arrest seemed to
descrlbe another crime. Several files involved charges of

several different crimes in the same incident or on the same

custody report. Some files involved a crime report based on a

crime other than burglary but were related by suspect
confession or other evidence to another burglary. The cﬂstddy

reports in ambigquous cases served as the key for assignihg the

“*elgéﬁﬁ file to Burglary clearances. The custody report would

list&all of the charged crimes. Where there was no custody
report, then other related data was used to decide whether‘or
not an arrest had been made Wthh re]ated to.a Burglary. It
should be noted that a case file was selected for 1nc]US1on in
the data frame if the file involved an offense on the crime

report or the custody report of Burglary I, or Burglary Il or -

Attempted Burglary-I'or Attempted Burglary I1. ’A largeﬂnUmber,o'

cross filed. Table III 1ndlcates the breakdown of the 209

cases by type of offense.’ The. reason why the offense

'the number of ‘cases 1nV01V1ng two or more offenses. Although a

21

of the miSSihg files related to the type“ofvcase that had been

tabulatlons exceed the total number of case flles 1s because ofi
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Table III

1977 CASES - N=209

TYPE OFFENSE

® CRIME REPORT

CUSTODY REPORT

BURGLARY I
BURGLARY I

144
41

176
74

ATTEMPTED B I

10

ATTEMPTED B, I1

THEFT I

THEFT 11

CRIMINAL MISCHIEF

N ~l B AN ~

- JASSAULT

ol IO o W

SEXUAL ABUSE

FORGERY

TRESPASS

CAID

= 1O = 10

R R e L=

28

OTHER
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cursory review of only those offenses descr ibed on the crime

report would suggest that there are not enough burglary cases

to equal the total cases pulled, it should be noted that the

numbers on the first four lines in the custody report column

‘exceed 209. The custody report determined final case selection.

The 209 oases ihVolved 120 cases that were residential
burglaries and 79 cases’that were non-residential burglaries.
It was not possible to determine the type of burglary in 10 of
the cases. Seven case files did not havefcrime reports and it
was unc]ear in the custody reports whether or not a re51dent1a1

or non-residential burglary was involved.  1In three cases there

. were crime reports available but information was lacking that @

would determine whether or not it was akresidential or
non-residential burglary. There was an effort made to

determine the propertyklosses involved in the 209 cases. rIt

was determihed in order to assess whether or not: the amount of
property 1oss,had,any relationship to the amouht of‘effort | :tr‘
involved in;the'investigatiohlof a case;» The property losses

by type of burgiary is presented in Table IV. . The number of
cases in each do]lar category lelded on the ba51s of '
commer01a1 and residential burglarles does not ‘equal the tota1

number of burglaries 1n,each dollar«category because there were

~iorburglaries which could,not‘be assigned‘to thehoOmmerciaJ ahd‘

residehtial ciassifications. The mean property Joss for those S

non—re51dent1al burglarxes was $539 56. The.mean,property-loss
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— Table 1V |
1977 CASES: N=209 TYPE BURGLARY
'PROPERTY LOSS COMMERCIAL RESIDENTIAL TOTAL
UNKNOMN 7 ' : 20
$0-$24.99 27 32 60
$25.00-$49. 99 8 1 9
$50.00-$99.99 4 7 11
$100.00-$149.99 2 g 10
$150.00-5199.99 3 9 13
- $200.00-$249.99 1 6 8
- $250.00-$299.99 5 8 13
. $300.00-$399.99 7 8 15
’y $400.00-$499.99 2 7 9
| $500.00-$1000. 00 8 14 22
© |$1000.00 + 5 12 19
vEan $539.56 $358.40 §432.23




for résidential burglaries was $358.40, The mean property’loss
for all burglaries cleared byvarrests was $432.23. There seems
to be no reiationship between ambunt‘of property loss and case
invéstigation and arrest. In fact figures derived froﬁ the
Planning and Research Department would indicatefthat the mean
value of property loss per offense is $514.98 for residential
burglaries, $366.18 for non-residential burglaries, ané $468.64
for all burglaries. This suggests that there may be slightly
less property loss in burglaries that are cleared by arrest.

A final characteristic of the 209 cases was the division of
cases with custody reports involving juveniles and those
involving'adults.‘ As indicated above there were 157 cases with
’custody,reports. Of cases with custody réports, 100 cases
involved arrests of juvehiles and 64 dealt with arrests of
adults. Seven cases involved both juveniles and adults.

Of the 209 cases studied, case dispositions by the District
Attcrney's office could be tracked in 91 cases. Of thgse case
vdispositions, there were 82 cases that were accepted for
prosecution and 9 cases which were rejected. However,’in 5 of
the céses‘whichywere accepted for'prosecution,vthere were |
rejections of the case as iﬁ pertained to at least one suspect
arrésted.v Thus ihkthe 91 cases for which Gataiﬁasanailable,
lS%iihvolved case rejectionsg' If oné compares these resu1ts

with a study done by'Rand Corporation in 1974, it would suggest

that case rejections have décreased'significantly in the last 4‘

years;(ﬁln 1974, the Rénd‘study indicated that 32% of the

23
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Burglary I cases were’rejected~by the DA. waever, the reasons
for case rejection have remained very similar. The Rand study
indicated in 1974 that the major reason for case rejection was
evidence deficiéncy. 60% of the Burglary I cases were’rejected
on this basis. Of the 14 cases rejected in this research, 12
of them were based on insufficient of evidence. 2 cases were
rejected with the statement that it was a good éase but needed
more investigation.

This quantitative data would suggest that the police
officers do a fairly effective job in prepafing a case that
will be accepted for prosecution. However, Gue to the large
number of reports where it was not possible to trace the case

digposition, this conclusion may be open to question. Cases

that are rejected simply may be administratively suspended

v

without filing the explanation for the refusal to prosecute.

II.ﬂThe Analysis of the Investigative Thoroughness in Cases
if ‘

Presented By the Police to the District Attorney's office for

Filing.

The first step in this analysis was to rank the 209 case

-~ files based‘on the statements of the elements of the crime for

;which‘the case'was«charged. On the scale of 1 to 5, the mean

value for most case rankings was 3.28. This would indicate

that~in genera1kthere is an adequate statement of the elements

-of the‘Crimg beiﬁgyfeported. ‘This is due partially to the

actual‘forms used in reporting crime. The forms specify the

]
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type of premises where the crimevwas committed, the method and
point of entry and the instrument and force used. Completion
of these items on the form can adequately describe at least two
elements of many burglaries: "entering unlawfully" and. "a
building". It can also‘provide the element of a Burglary I if
that burglary is based on entering unlawfully a dwelling. Many
crime reports use the space provided for "unusual actions,
methods, speech of suspect" to describe the actioné that might
explain intent. However, although the forms are of great help
in specifying the needed legal elements of a crime, the
narrative sections of many reports do not adequately supplement
the forms.

Table V indicates how many points each case scored for
elements of crime. The two cases in the unknown category are
cases in which only residual elements of the case file were
available. 19 percent of the cases adequately identified only
2 of the key elements of the‘criﬁe being charged. If the crime

report form is filled out COmpletely, two elements of any

‘burglary can be identified from the report form alone. This

would suggest that in 19% of the cases there wés little

adequate case description. One possible explanation for this

is that the cases were cleared by arreSts in other cases. As

~such, copies of the custody reports and the clearance teports

which may have provided the necessary additional information

may nct have been attached. However, it is suggested that 'if a

reliable record is to me made of each crime, it would be

25
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- %5b1ev : Elements of Crime Scores

Elements Crime Score # of Cases
“Unknown B 2
‘0 Elements of Crime Scores ‘ 7
1 Element of Crime Score 7
2 Elements of Crime Scores 25
3 Elements of Crime Scores 66
4 Elements of Crime Scores 87
5 Elements of Crime Scores 15
Mean - __3.28

TableVI :  Evidence Scores

Evidence Scores __# of Cases
Unknown 3
0 Evidence Scores | 39
1 Evidence Score | 38
2 Evidence Scores 63
3 Evidence Scores : 48
4 Evidence-Scnresv | v - 15
5 Evidence Scores | o ; 3
Mean | s _ 1.86

g
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desirable to have the necessarf’elementS»of the crime
identified on tﬁe original. report form.

Since in 14% of all the cases analyzed the crime was
actually mislabeled, the identification of each element of the
crime may be critical to use of the records. The implications
of hislabeling a crime in the original crime report may in some
instances mean that the custody report charges the suspect with
the wrong crime and could cause either dismissing the case or
issuing charges on a lesser offense. All elements of a
Burglary II were apparent in several cases but therw was no
indication of any one of the additional elements of a Burglary
I. However, the éase had been reported as a Burglary I and in
some cases the custody report had charged the suspect with a
Burglary I. It seems at times that'a‘Burglary II was reported
as a Burglary I if there was a large property loss or
destruction involved in the Burglary II. Mislabeling and/or
lack of complgté identification of the crime’was moSt commonly
involved in a confusion of Burgiary I and Burglary II.

The most diffiéult element of crime to identify on the
crime reports was "intent to commit a crime in the building".
There were a few cases among those which could be traced for
final case disposition, in which the District Attorney's office,'
had revised the original charge of‘Burglary‘I:or‘Burglary II to
Criminal Trespass. Theré Were'more.cases among the remaining
cases whiéh éould not be traced’to final case dispositibn in
which thére was consiﬁé:able Question‘as to whethe: the:eﬁw55~' g
"intent-ﬁo commit a crime”in the building“f\ It should befnoted

that if the first two elements of Burglary I 6r‘II;f"entersvor



remains unlawfully" and "a building", can be identified, thet~
will describe a case of Criminal Trespass} However, it does
not describe a Burglary case unless the intent is identified. '
It is true that epecific f%tent to commit a crime can be proved%ﬁ
by the circumstanees surrounding the suspect's presence in thee
building, however, thosemcircumstahces must be definitive
kenOugh to describe a crime or an attempted crime. 1In 33 1/3%
of the cases the description of intent or the circumstances

that created the presumption of intent were either omitted or

very wzak.

AN N,

N e 5 . .
The second facet of this part of the research was ranking

the crime files in terms of their description of items of
evidence that were available and useful in proving the crime
reported. This was an important preliminafy step in the
analysis of information in the crime files since most of the
arrests in which prosecution was refused, the reason for
refusal was insufficient evidence. It is imporéanf to
recognize that evidence itself‘is not adequate to support an
arrest, there must be evidence which links the suspect(s) to

~the crime charged. Further there must be evidence which 1inks

the suspect with each element of the crime charged. It is that

evidentiary link that is omitted in many arrest files. 1In fact

most of the cases that are cleared by arrest are based on
suspect confession after circumstantial evidence has been
presented to him/her, rather than through the establishment of

definitive physical evidence links. The evidence scores on the

27
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completely untrue, and there were many cases in which the

cases reflect this problem. The mean value of the'gvidence
scores was 1.86 on a scale of 0-5.

Table VI indicates evidence scores of each case. Of course
thesé scores are nbt weighted to reflect relative value of
types of evidence. As indicated in the methodological section,
all generalvtypes of evidence were included for score value§a
and each separate type was alloégd 1 point. Thus, a suspect's
confession was scored 1 point as was useable fingerprints or a
witness who4COuld identify the suspect. However, there is some
justification for treating these items gpmewhat equally.
Despite'thg fact that most cases were cleared by confessions,

there was one case in which the confession itself was

-

confession was only partially true. Similarly, although
1dent1fy1ng witnesses are of great assistance in case solﬁtlon,
there are several cases where the w1tness who thought (s)he
could identify the suspect either 1dent1f1ed the wrong suspect
or could not make the identification}whenspresentéd with mug

shots and ﬁﬁotographs. Thus, while these are potentijally very

‘stfong evidentiary factors, the errors associated.with the

potential evidence balances to some extent the asSignment of
equal scores to all categories of evidence. 1In a more |
comprehensive study,'it would be extremely interesting to
correlate types of-evidence~with'casekdisposition atkléter
stages in the criminal justlce system. |

The th1rd aspect of thS analys:s 1nvolved the sample of

D
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arrest flles and an 1n—depth information ana]y51s of each
filed Thls phase of the qualltatlve analy31s of case

&
//
x’/

investigation was fascinating., The full results of the
analysis is found in Appendix B. Only ‘some of the key findings
will be discdssed in this section. To an extent the Report
kAhalysis Form reflects and amplifies some of the considerations
in the elements of crime and the evidence evaluations.
However, it is far more extensive and offers a broad base for
| fﬁture~interpretation. |
~In reviewing the elements of crime findings on the Report
Analysis Form, it is seen that'there is confirmation that the
intentffactor in the elements is the weakest factor on most
reports. With the breakdown of cetegories of information
source; it is noted further that in fact in}24% of the cases
'where intent can be determined from the arrest file, it is not
described on the crime report. In some cases’this can be
explained because the arrest was on site end tﬁe officer wrote
‘the narrative on the Custody report rather than on the crime
:report; However, in about 12% of the cases the intent is
ptovided in harratives‘baSed on follow-up investigation. This
‘suggests again that there is a weakness in the identification
1~of:intenE in generalycase processing. When it is remembered
'uthat w1thout the intent element, there is indeed no 1ega1]y
'constltuted offense of Burg]ary, the 1mportance of 1ts
1dent1f1cat10n should be clear.
Verious~faetors on thefReport‘Analysis Fotm:are.of
_assistaﬁee in;understaﬁdiﬁg tbe m6St‘ceﬁmOn types of evidehce,,"
"lin‘cases where,arreSts are made. In'51%10f the~¢ases a named

" suspect appears on the reports %;itteh at the time of the
Sl Lo : ‘ i ge ' ,
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incident._ 92% of those reports are crime reports but in thek

» other 8% of the cases, the named suspect appears on either a

custody report or a supplemental report that.was written.at the

same time as the crime report. 1In 31% of the cases there was a
witness that could be have‘aSSistaﬁce in solving the”cfime. |
This means that‘there was an eyewitness to the actual criminal
incideht, or that there was a witness who can provide
information on suspicious activities or events relating to the
criminalyincident. An examplekof the latter type of witness
might be one who had observed the sale of the property taken iﬁ
the Burglary or perhaps had actually purdhased the propefty.

The breakdown of information on the Report Analysis Form

‘reveals that the descriptions of the criminal incident and the

potential relationéhips, leads, and evidence related to the
incident could use improvement. Although some of the ifems of
information do not seem as important as others, some of the -
itemslare crﬁcial if the arrest is to be adequately
prose¢uted. kFor instance, in 41% df the‘cases there wés no

indication that the suspéct had been given his/her

constitutional rights. In about 20% of the cases this &5641d be

Q

explained by the fact that the case was cleated by an arrest in

relationship to another incident and the file did not contain a

copy ofkthe‘arrests or other reportS'ffom that'inCidéht; Thus"
; - , S ,

 question of conStitutional rights. 'HOWéver;'that still ,i

30

~the file did not address the circumstances of the‘arreStkor'the"



indicates that in 1/5 of the cases where the case was not

cleared by a different arrest, there was no evidence of whether

“or not the suspect had been advised of these rights prior to

guestioning or arrest. Although, most officers may in fact

‘advise suspects of these rights on a routine basis, the

omission of this fact from any particular file can be a serious
problem when the file is reviewed for potential: prosecution.

A similar type of information which is critical to w
prosecution is complete and accurate informatioh derived from
suspéct,fvictim or witness interviews. It was quite impressive
to note that in 84% of the cases where akwitneSS was available;,

there was information recorded from a witness interview..

/Howevér, in only 60% of the cases were suspects interviewed.

An interview with a suspect where possible can add important
dimensions to the prosecution of the final case. ‘Information
pertaining to intent, motivation, whether or not (s)he was

under the ihfluence of drugs, alcohol} relationship with other

‘5uspects, prior offenses and parole status, all can be gleaned

" from such interviews, if not apparent. in other ways. In fact,

some of the cases in which suspects were not interviewed can be

accouﬁted'for again by the fact that those cases were cleared

by arregﬁS‘in other filesrand,interviews took place in those
arrests;,:ﬂowever, it may~be advisable to interviewfa suspect

’7with'regardsto the'5pecific incident, if prosecution is to be

. completely adequate.

~In general, the Report Analysis Form indicated that in 86%

31



of the cases the case had been properly filed on the correct
charges. It also indicated that in 75%_@5 the cases there had
beeh some attempt to pursue a follow-up investigation. The

- primary problem with the:case files was the lack ofkadeQuate
written information to provide necessary details on the
follow-up investigation procedures; the reasons for the
1nvestlgat10n, and the resu]ts of the Jnvestlgatlon. wﬁany
police officers feel that there is too little time to
adequately pursue iavestigative efforts, Many officers also
resent the heavy amount ef written detail required in the
reporting stage. The case files would seem to reflect this‘

sense of frustration. As the Division of Public Safety

*+ converts to extended data processing use and prbvides the

‘. .police officer an alternative to the traditional hand-written
report, it may well be that there will be more adequate

investigative descriptions.

III. Analysis of the Effect of the Case Monitoring System on

the Quality'of Police Investigatjon and Arrests

The flrst portion of thlS analysis used the 1977 arrest
files as a data base. Of the 209 cases cleared by arrests, 77
had priority reports and 80 1nvolved on site arrests. ThlS‘ |
1ndtcates that-52 cases 1nvestlgated through to arrest had no
prlorlty ranklngs. Of the 77 cases w1th pr10r1ty reports, 48
~werevranked as "D" cases; l9kas nee cases,'9‘as "B" cases and 1.

as an "A" case. Table VI4 ‘indicates the breakdo&h of points
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Table 64 «
1977 BREAKDOWN OF PRIORITY SCORES: N=77
0 1 2 3 4 MEAN
PROBABITLTY OF SOLUTION 4 17 7 7 2 | 0.78
"GRAVITY OF OFFENSE 1 o 0o | o 2 | 75 | 3.97
URGENCY FOR ACTION 50 10 11 2 0o | 0.78
SUPERVISORY JUDGEMENT 36 22 12 4 3 | 0.9
1977 CASES BY PRIORITY RANK: N=77
"A" PRIORITY CASES 1
"B" PRIQRITY CASES 9
"C" PRIORITY CASES 19
"D" PRIORITY CASES a8
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: assigned to various priority dategoriés on 1977 burglary arrest

cases. The cases prioritized averaged between 6 and 7 poiﬁts
on the priority scores. This would indicate that the priority
scores had little relétionship with evéntual arrests. The
Report Analysis Form was used to more close1y~éna1yze the |
informatioh on the high priority arrest cases in 1977. The "A"
priority case was not tabulated because portions of the file

were tied to other files and were inaccessiblé. Of the 9 "B"

cases, the tabulations indicated that the files as.a whole were

(more compiete than the average file analyzed in the random

sample ofkall arrest cases. Ankinteresting feature of_one of

' those cases was that the police officer reporting the case géve

the caSe a total of 7 points, the shperVisor added four pdints

in the Supervisory Judgment category. This case is the only

- case that was observed where the Supervisory Judgment‘category‘

was used to really weight a case for increased iqvestiqation.

The full tabulations of these high priority cases on the Report

‘Analysis Form is included in Appendix A,

The second phase of this analysis’fbcusedkon»the police

report files drawn from the first three months in 1978. There

were 786 burglary case files adaccessible from the first threei
months in 1978. In thisvportion of the study the determination
of whether or not a case wasva burglary had to‘bé made on‘thevl'

basis of the crime report data. 680 of the 786 case files\had

a priority report on file. 58 cases involved on site arrests.

‘This meant that 92% of all the cases had priority repofts;“in: 
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the pre1iminary stages of this research,’the staff hed done a
small random sample of a]l of the 1977 burglary case flles. In
that sample only 32% of the cases without on site arrests had
priority reports. The 1ncrease in the percentage of priority
reports flled was strlklng.
Desplte the increase in the number of priority reports

filed, the effect of the prlorlty system on arrests or case

L_ disposition seemed to be minimal. Only 11% of the cases were

ranked over the level of priority "D". One case was ranked as
an "A" case and seven wete ranked as "B" cases. It could be
that only 11% of the cases warranted any follow-up
investigation, however a perusal of many of the case files
indiceted that some foilow—up might be in order. The cases
were then categorized by whether or not they were given a score
of over or under 4. The reason for this ranking was that a
score of 4 reflected the fact that the criminal incident was a
feiony.‘ Any case with a score above four had atyleast one
other factor aesociated~with it that might make it more wor thy
‘of in;estigation. ‘Tebie VII inaicates the number of points

-glven to each p0351b1e factor on the priority reports other

T
R

:~than the seriousness of offense category. The highest number
~fof cases’checking any one factor checked the factor -of victim
J concern.in the probability of solution cetegory. The second
most often checked factor was pattern or frequency in the same
ltcategory.‘ The thlrd most often checked factor was suspects in

, ‘the probablllty of so]utlon category.~ Th;s Table suggests one
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Table VII

1978 Burglary Cases - Priority Points other than Felonies

Points other than Felonies January February

March
Suspects ‘ 17 13 2 :
Physical Evidence ' 8 14 13
Witness g 9 7
Undeveloped Teads . | 4 7 23
Total Checked: Prob. of Solution 37 65 65
| Danger to others 0 0 0
Need for rapid investigation 2 | 2 8
Victim concern ! S - 36 33 48
Pattern or Frequency 22 19 21
Total Checked: Urgency for Action 100 91 141
Sgperyisony Judgement: |
_# of Points - 1 0 3 0
# of Points - 2 3 7 0
# of Points - 3 0 0 0
_# of Points - 4 0 1 0
Total Checked: Supervisory Jﬁdgement 6 21 0
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p0551ble reason why there is little connectlon between prlorlty
ranklngs and arrests or case disposition, the factors most

often checked do not generally relate to things that can

predict case disposition.

41% of the cases had scores above 4. Table VIII indicates

the treakdown of # of arrests by priority scores. Only 7 of

- the cases with scores over 4 had arrests associated with the

case. 5 cases with‘scores under 4 had arrests associated with
the case. These minute figures would suggest that the priority
rankings had iittle»to do with probability of arrest.

If tﬁe priority rankings are not associated with arrests or

case investigation, then they may be used simply to encourage

~timely investigations. However, a closer look at the

investigation times suggests that again there is little

relatlonshlp to the prlorlty system. Table IX illustrates the

'number of cases in each prlorlty rank and its relatlonshlp to
: completlon within the time alloted by the case monitoring

‘system. Oniy 3 cases we;e completed according to that schedule

and they were all priority level "C". The infotmation compiled

| from the 1nterv1ews with the police offlcers who use the system

suggest some explanatlon for this dlscrepancy.

The third phase of thxs analysis was based on the

“_ interviews,conductedkwith‘32‘pblice officers who have worked

with thekpriority 3ystem.k,The tabulations of those interviews

“are:included in Appendix A. The interviews suggest that most

'Qf the'offieers;feel that the priority'system is of little
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Table VIII

1978 Burglary Cases: Arrests & Priorities

MONTH | # OF ARRESTS #\ON SITE |PRI. SCORES |PRI.4 & |OVER 4 w |OVER 4 w/o
* ARRESTS OVER 4 “UNDER™_[ARRESTS | ARRESTS

Jan. 21 21 93 128 0 93

Feb. 21 8 92 156 4 88

March 34 29 95 116 3 92

LD

4\} 3
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o | ] | | Table IX.

1978 Burglary Cases: Priority Case Investigation Times

Priority A . ‘ kJ?nuary Fébruary March
Finished in time alloted , 0 0 0
Not finished : 0 0 1
Not finished in time alloted but

[finished in # of days 0 0 0

’Priority B )
Finished in time alloted . 0 0 0
Not finished R | 3 2 2
Not finished in time alloted but 4 |
finished in # of days 0 -0 0
Rriorﬁty C

. ‘\. _ Fini‘shed in time alloted- v 0 1 2

Not finished . 15 12 36
Not finished in time alloted but
finished in # of days: 0 0 0
Priority D -
Suspended 203 '7 233 170

O
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value in setting investigative priorities or predicting the
probability of arrest. One of the foremost reasons for this
opinion was that the police officers set their own priorities
without the system and they merely use the system to confirm
those priorities. Several officers indicated‘that 1f they did
not want to investigate a case, they simply gave it a 1ow
priority. A related problem is that there‘is considerable
differgnce of opinion on what many of the factors on the
priority report actually mean. Individual officers each use
the report slightly differently. The officer interviews tend
to explain why there is little relationship Between quality of
police investigation, the timing of the investigation, the
ultimate case disposition, and the priority system. If the
system does not reflect factors that relate to investigative

quality, it will not relate to such factors.

IV. Analysis Of The Case Monitoring System as a Management Tool

for Evaluation and Tracking Police Performance.

Askindicated in the previous section, the analysis of the
data fcomithe 1977 arrest files, the 1978 burglary case files
and the police officer interviews, tended to suggest that there
was some severe’problems with the Case Monitoring System as a
whole. However, the effectiveﬁess‘of.the system cannot be

completely evaluated without ascertaining what its primary

goals are. The goals set forth for the Case:Monitoring System

e

have been: to establish investigative priorities; to establish

oo

o
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‘a monitoring system that will ensure that officers investigate
i ‘ o

cases in a timely manner; to establish a reliable means of

determining an officer's case workload based on the relative

gimp0rtance of assigned cases; and to establish a base for

: O
evaluation of officer perfdrmatice,

The Case Monitoring System does not seem to function to
successfully establish investigative priorities £or the patrol
officer. The priority report is ambiguous and is not wlear in

its definition. The police officer uses it because he is

required to and in that context uses it to confirm his own

priorities..  75% of the police officers interviewed‘indicated
that they'found absolutely no use for the priority system.

12.5% said it was useful but only as a part of a tracking

~.system. Another 12.5% said that it was not useful but it could

be if the Division adequately monitored it and if there was
management coﬁhunication as to its meaning and results. In
reviewing case files it was immediately apparent that many
times the priority reports did not even réflect what was
written in the crime reports. For example a priority report
would indicate 2 points for victim concern and 4 points for a
felony,.giving the caée a total of 6 points. However, the
officér would fail to also assign a point for 1 witness and a

po{nt for a suspect. In speaking with the officers, many of

u,them indicated that by placing low priorities on their cases,

they then could'investigate according to their own perception -
of the needs. One supervisor in an interview stated that

BN
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officers could not fail to assign approprifate points because

P

Y

the supervisor wouldifead'the case and a1ter'thekaSSignment.'
However, in fact a'comparison of pfiority repbrts to case |
reports would indicate that most of;the‘time the supefvisor'
simplykconfirms the officer's rating. This is true even when
tgere are factors in. the case report that should alter the
points assigned. |

The Case Monitoring System does not seem to enSurevthat
cases are investigated in a timely mannef. As indicated above,
Table IX suggests thaé-the monitoring system does nothing toi

ensure that cases are investigated within the suggested time

frames. The police officers stated that most cases get.

processed and investigated within the amount of time needed

rather than within any "arbitrary" standards. Those cases that

would require a priority "A" would probably not even be given a

priority report because most woﬁld be finished ih a 24 hour
period. Priorityk"A" cases to most’offieersfmeant a case that
involved on site arrests and/or‘an'immediateiy available if not
apprehended suspect. Priority "B" cases were the type of case
that most officers would consider as critical and would process
as immediately as possible, but still ﬁyou ean only do it asi‘
fast as you can". Priority "C" cases were perceived as those
cases in which there;were’some 1eeds,and an officef was

interested in those leads. These cases would be pending and

processed when _there was time but would notVbe,donsidered high

: priority. Anytbing that was nof’particularly intereSting wpuldH;“

S
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simpiy be categorized as a "D" case and/Suspénded. 88% of the
officers felt that the monitoring system did nothing to speed
up the investigative process.

Because the theoretical priority system does’hot seem to
relate adequately to actual invéstigétive priorities, it cannot
serve as a reiiabie means of case assignment based on the
relative importance of assigned cases. In facl casé assignment
is rarely based on a pfiority category. If the case is
reported by an officer, and it does not fall into the speciai
cétegory of case to be dealt with by the Detective Unit, there
is a 90% chance that the officer will be assigned the case for
investigation. The only exceptions to this rﬁlekare in those
Teams which have an active Team Investigator, or when one
particular shift has heavy activity and another has mihimal
activity and some cases are reassigned to the shift wiéh the
minimal activity. On one Team, the Investigator does almost
all the pending cases. In others if the case seems to be time
consuming and the officer reporting it has several pending
caseé,vit can go to the Ihvestigator.

The Case Monitoring System does not seem to beiprovide a
Ease’fbr evaluation of’po1ice per formance because the priority

system and the tracking system are not functioning as

, qesigned. The‘evaluation would have to be based on
‘self-reporting and the officers essentially report the crimes
‘based bn¢ind3vidua1vprioritiesv:ather:than departmental

~ standards. Secondly, even if the priority system was followed
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,more accurately, it is doubtful that it could bejused‘as a

basis‘for,evaluation, because there is little consistent
monitoring. Most officers do not receive any feedback on their
reports or on their time allotments set by the priority
system. About 50% of the’officers indicated that;they’had
never been prompted to complete a case when it was past due.
This type of implementation does not provide the strong base
needed for adequate evaluation. |

In comparing the‘progress of an actual case through the-
case investigation process to the progress~of a theoretical
case, several problems became apparent. The'theoretical model,
is illustrated on Figure IV.’ This model was divided into two

segments as shown on Figuresfv, and VI. By tracking the 1978

cases through the system shown on Figure VI, it was determined

that dysfunctions in the system occur primarily in four

- places. These points are shown on Figure VII. There is a

system dysfunction in the actual priority evaluations done by
the original reporting officer. This dysfunction‘occurs k
because of the following factors: 1.) there is no consistent

understanding of the meaning of the prlorlty factors on the

:prlorlty reports- 2.) there lS llttle relatlonshlp between the

prlorlty factors and the factors that play an 1mportant part in

sett1ng case investigative prlorltles; 3.) the offlcer sees the=p,;,:

evaluation as- a meanlng]ess actlvnty and performs 1t
)

‘prefunctorlly. There is dysfunctlonat the stage of the F1e1d

~Supervisor Review. Thls dysfunct:on seems to occur because of -
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‘the following factors: l.),theksupervisors have no consistent

dnderstanding of the meaning of the priority factors on the
priority reports; 2.) some supervisors do not read the crime
reports and so are not able to review the priority rankings;
3.) some supervisors feel the review is their way of supporting
their officers and simoiy use the review to affirm the patrol
officer's case ranks; 4.) some supervisors see . this as a
meaningless activity and do not perform‘the review. There is a
system dysfunction ih the actgal case monitor stage anthe

supervisory review”at this level. This dysfunction:seems to

‘occur because of the fo110w1ng factors. l.) there is no
' accountablllty for cases Wthh are not completed in the tlme

ﬂallotted 2.) the offlcers feel that there is no management

that is tracking the cases and so feel no compunction to
combﬂete case dispositions.
| The\case nonltorlng system as 1mplemented does not meet the

goals of the theoretlcally de51gned monitoring system becaUSe

of theSe three primary areas of system dysfunctiOn. The

dysfunctlon is primarlly a management prob]em, although the

des:gn of the actua1 prlorlty report form also seems to

‘contrlbute to the prob]em.

’ £, .

A%



.conclusions.

A CONCLﬁ%IONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

'The'research findings would suggest:the following

-
if
/1

1.) The quality of police arrests in~Mu1tn6ﬁah County as

measured by a quantitative'standard based on case prosecution

rates is;vety high.

2.) The Quality of poliCe‘arreSts in Multnomah County as

measured by qualitative evaluations based on case development

~‘and investigation could be assessed as follows:

a.) The qescriptibn of the basic elements of crime in
case files ié adequate, although there could be an
improvement in the identification of the element of
intent.

b.) The description of ifems of evidence in case files
is adequate, however, the logical ;onnection beﬁween
the evidence and the elements of crime is sometimes
missing; the logical connection between the evidence

and the alleged suspect is sometimes missing; and the

location of key elements of evidence at the end of thér

investigation is sometimes unclear.

‘c.) The items of information in case files presented

for prosecution include most of the basic information

to support probablle cause for an arrest.

d.) The items of information in the case files

presented for prosecution are often lacking in

42
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information that could be of value to final
prosecution. Some particular items which could be
available but lack written documentation include:
whether or not constitutibnal rights(have been read to
the’suquct; whether or not the victim, witness or |
suspect have beern interviewed; and if the suspect has
been‘interviewéd, whether or not the interview
addressed thekissne of hig/her state of mind at the
timekof ﬁne incident.
3.)The Case quitoring System as currently implemented does
not increase the quality of police investigation or policé
arrests. |
4.) The Case Monitoring SYStem”és currently implemented has
viftually no use forbévaluating or tracking police
investigations.
5.) The Case Monitoring System as currently implemented is

not meeting the goals originally defined for the system.

The‘fpllowing arekrecommendations for improvement of the
case investigntion system and the quaiity of arrest in
Multnomah County. | ; |

1.) Officers should be reminded of the importance of intent
in establishing the elenents of Burglary.

- 2.,) The importance of connecting items of'evidence_with the =

“Crimekcharged and the suspectnCharged should be emphasized.

3.) All reports that involVe;making an arrest or



37

questioning a suspect should include a written statement

confirming that the person.was advised of his constitutional

rights.

4.) Any information gathered in a personal interview with a
victim, witness or suspect thét would relate to the definition
or description of the crime, the possible motivations for the
crime, and the possible excuse for the crime, should be stated
as explicitly as possible.

5.) Any information that serves to connect possible items
of evidence to the criminal incident or the suspect charged
should be stated as explicitly as possible.

- 6.) The location of any evidence or any witnesses or |
bossible’suspects should be stated explicitly where possible so
that if furthér investigation is needed, it can be done
expeditiously.

7.) If there is no modification in the implementation of
the Case'Monitoring System, it is recommended that the system
be abéndoned. |

8.) If the Case Monitoring System is to be retained, it is

recommended it be redesigned. The following recommendations

‘are presented for that redesign:

a.) All casés be classed either as suspended or
pending based on officer judgment. This
classification would be reviewed and revised if
necessary by a supervisingjofficer,‘

b.) All pending cases be assigned a due date for
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completion by the officer in charge of the case. That
due date should be no later than 30 days from the
inital report.

c¢) All pending cases be reviewed by a supervising
officer on a weekly basis to determine that each‘casé
is completed by the time due.

d.) Any case that is not completed by the time due
would require a written explanation for whykthe
investigation is not finished. " o
e.) Each officer be held strictly accountable for the
cases assigned.

f.) Each supervisor be held strictly accountable for
all cases assigned through his supérvision.

9. A final recommendation would be to review the procedures
for keeping police report records. Since a number of the
records f%les are incomplete it would suggest that there may be
a problem\hn tracking data and data organization. If theré is

conversion to a completelytéémputerized records system, this:

concern may or may not be valid in the future.

|
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Police Arrest Interviews

The Case Monitoring System has two parts - The priority system and the

actual monitoring system. I would like your opinions on how both parts '
-work. Let me ask you first about the priority system.

1. The factor termed gravity of offense seems pretiy straight

forward. However, I have a couple gquestions.

a.) If there are two types of offenses involved during
burgiary do you f£1ll our a separate priority report for each?

b.) Do the factors for victimless c¢rimes and status offénses
really operate in the priority rankings? :

c.) Do you feel that the points accurately reflect gravity?

2. Probability of Solution.

a.) What factors in a crime 1nc1dent do you think: relate most
strongly to probability of solution?

b.) Can you give me examples of/what is meant by physical
evidence?

c.) What is meant by undeveloped leads?

“d ) Do you think that the number of w1tnesses or suspects
atfbct the probability of solution’

3§
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e.) Do you think that the points on the priority report
accuratley reflect probability of solution?

Urgency for Action.

Wbuld you explaln your understanding of each item:

&.) Danger to others

'b.) Need for rapid imvestigation

c.) Viectim concern

d.) Pattern or freguency

e.} Which factor is most important for setting case
priorities?

f.) Which factors are most critical to probabillty of
solution?

g.) Do you think the urgency for action p01nts accurately o
reflect probability of solution’

Wouldlyou‘explain items uSed_in~Supervi50ry judgement?

a.) Departmental policy
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b.) Totality of circumstances
c.) Perscnal background and experience
d.) Investigator case load

e.) What factors do you think are most important in
supervisory judgement to set the point priorities?

£.) Do you think the point system reflects probability of

solution?
. o 5. Do you feel the priority system is useful?
N
6. Why is it that some police reports don't have,pribrity reports?
7. Do yod consider the priority system to be cost effeétive?
8. Do most cases get processed and investigated within time fraMe set
by priority systems? (A - 1-5 days, B - w/n 15, ¢ - w/n 30)
: 9
9.”'56% long does it normally take for investigations prioritized:
. o » LY. U e . ’ |
. ‘ i . o . "B. p
; i ;
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10.  Does the monitoring system speed up the;investigatiVe process?
l1l. How 1% case assignment done?
12. Do you keep monthly case history summaries?

(e

13. How many cases (do you) does the average officer handle at any one
time? ‘

14. Supervisors:

a.) Wwhen you review investigative progress, how often do you
check & case?

b.) Is the monthly case activity summary regularly ébeCked?

15. Do you feel the monitoring system works?

'16. What are the weaknesses of the system?

17. What are thevpoéitivenaspects of the system?



TABULATION OF POLICE OFFICER INTERVIEWS

1.) If there are “two types of offenses 1nvo1ved during burg]ary do you
fi1l our a separate priority report for each?

YES O ‘ NO 32

2.) Do the factors for victimless crimes and status offenses rea11y
operate in the pr10r1ty rankings?

YES 28 NO 4

3.) Do you feel that the po1nts on gravity of offense accurate]y
reflect the gravity of crime? c :

YES 8 ' NO 20 ~NO ANSWER 3 MAYBE 1

'4.) What factors in a crime 1nc1dent do you think relate most strongly
to probability of solution? :

Witnesses

Named suspects
Physical Evidence
Undeveloped Leads
No answer

st

5.) Can you give me examples of what~is;good physical evidence?

Fingerprints 27
~ Something 1eft by suspect 9
Tools
B1ood
Pry marks .
Foctprints
Weapon
- Tire prints
Car 11cense

§

6.) what do you mean when you say there are undeve1oped Jeads?

Never used it 1 - Often Just a time factor 2 Other 4
Decsription of auto 2  Suspect to be contacted 7 ;
Check a license number 7 Description to be f’T]owed-up 2
Don't know 2 . Possible witnessto be contacted 21

7.) Do you thwnk that the number of w1tnesses or suspects affect the
probab111ty of so]ut1on? ‘ :

*YES 19 o No 1o*w o No ANSNERcZ
CANTT"UECIDE Lo S

8. ) Do you th1nk that the second category of po1nts on the pr1or1ty -
report accurateTy reflect probab111ty of so1ut1on? '

veS7. ©No20 N ANSWER 5

Y o
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9.) Would you describe some crimes for which you would check the
"danger to others” box on ‘the priority report?

Mo1est or rape 13
Threats of Force or Weapons 11
Mental Cases 7
Certain AssauTts 7
Repeat Crimes 3
Kidnap 2
Danger to others 2
High Priority 1 — -
Not Used 7

10.) What k1nds of cases wou1d cause you to check "need for rapid
1nvest1gat1on"? : .

~ Evidence which may disappear 11
“You wouldn't mark this 2
~ Same as danger to others 4
~A11 cases 6
Suspect may 1eave the area 2
Other 5
: Don t Know 3

11.) What does “V1ct1m concern" mean to you?
Victim is always concerned 19
Some victims don't care 2 =
Repeat Crimes 4 T
Doesn't mean anythwng 2
Other 6

12.) WOuld you explain what is meanf by "pattern or frequency"?

Series of same type of evidence 2
~Serijes of same type of crime/case 18
Series of similar MO's or suspect 5
Other 2
- No Answer 5

13.) Which factor is most important for setting case‘priorities?

Danger to others 13 .
Pattern or Frequency 15
Rapid Invest \gat1on 2
Victim conce%

None 3

- 14.) wh1ch urgency for act10n factors are most cr1t1ca1 to probability
of so1ut1on? ;

'fPattern or Frequency 18
. Danger to others 3 -
- Rapid Invest1gat1on 2
. Don't know 4. a
;None 6

~ Police OfficerlinierviveTabu1etiohs"



15.) Do you th1nk the urgency for act1on po1nts accurately reflect

probab111ty of solution?

No 26

"Yes 4 :
Don™t know 1 '
Reflects Urgency for Action 1

16. Do you feel the priorityvsystem is useful?
YES 4 NO 24 Could be IF: 4
17. Why is it that some police reports don't have priority reports?

Don't know 15

Some aren't written 7

Many are lost before records 6
No forms on file to be used 3
Don't care 1

18. Do you consider the priority system to be cost effective?

"QUALIFIED YES 1 NO 27
COULD BE 3 DONTT KNOW 1

19. Do most cases get processed and investigated within time frame set
by priority systems? (A - 1-5 days, B - w/n 15, C - w/n 30)

QUALIFIED YES 13 NO 7
SOME 8 " DON'T KNOW 4

20. How long does it normally take for investigations prioritized:

nAM 1-2 days 1-5 days Fast as Possible
—5 —y— — 3
" NEVER LONGER THAN 30 DAYS OTHER  NO ANSWER
7~ v —g —TI0
wgh . 5.10 days FAST AS POSSIBLE . NO ANSWER
NEVER LONGER THAN 30 DAYS = 'OTHER =
~ > 9
"C"  NO ANSWER  AS FAST AS CAN
B T 3
© UP-TO30  OTHER
‘Po1ice Officer~1ntekvfew Tabulations = :  ‘1':' . ';  5 _;;‘( ' 7’;*ﬁ' |

x
‘
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."21. =Does the‘monitoring system speed up the invéstigative proceés?
| No_28 o ON "C" CASES 1 - DON'T KNOW 3_
"22. :How is case assignment done?
| POLICEOFFICER TAKING REPORT TAKES CASE 26

INVESTIGATOR OR DETECTIVE (if at end of shift or special
category or graveyard) 6 ‘

‘ 2%%;-Ba=yau=keep¥won%h%y=uase history summar1es?
NO_32 -
24. How many cases (do you) does the averagé officer handle at any one
time? '
0-4 ' 5 5-10 “OTHER
7 5 8 ' -3
1-30 - DON'T KNOW  NO ANSWER
4 3 2z
Supervisors:
25.) When you review investigative progress, how 6ften ‘do you check a
case? o
2-3 TIMES "A-C" case 1 REVIEW SUSPENSE DATES DAILY 2
EVERY 30 DAYS 1 EVERY WEEK 1

26.) Is the monthly case activity summary regu1ar1y‘checked?
NO_4 (isn't prepared) DON'T KNOW 1
27. Do you feel the monitoring system works?
YES 3 NO 28 ~ NO ANSWER 1
28. . what are the weaknesses of the system?  «
| OTHER 2 CUMBERSOME;g~ NO ANSWER 3
© NO ACCOUNTABILITY 11 ~ DOESN'T. MEK* ANYTHING 2 2
- INCONSISTENT & TOD MUCH PAPERWORK 4
OFFICER USES SYSTEM FOR OWN PURPOSES 6
PRIORITY NOT RELATE TO FOLLOW—UP_g__’“"

‘ ;29. What are the positive aspects of the~system?'

CNONE17  PR1 INABSTRACT 4
STATTSTICAL VALUEZ™ AVOID INDIVIDUAL INVESTIGATION 2_

“TRACKING SYSTEM 7~ ~ NO ANSWER 1 _

I PolfceWOfficer‘InterVi§w Tabu1atidn$'
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REPORT ANALYSIS FORM

‘: SUBJECT  N=70 YES NO I/AI I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other
BurgTary [
sl ; 62
~[BurgTary I1
16
Other :
4 | 1
ETements of Crime , pS
I ‘
Entering UnTawfulTy
| 60 | 6| 58 4 2 1
A Building . =
| | les | 1 62 | 4 1
Intent
46 {20 35 7 5 1
‘IDwelling
. ® 42 |24 | 1 4
~ [Armed/Tool ;
18 |48 6 - | 1 1
Armed/Weapon : '
66
Physical Injury 7:“
: 1 |65 | 1 1
Dangerous Weapon
, 66
Correct Crime
, : 60 |10
[Witnesses
Cain 22 |48 | 19 2 1
Named Suspect ‘
| 136 |34 | 33 4 3 1

. s . e

- Report Analysis Form - Page 1



SUBJECT YES NO I/AI I/FU C.Report Sp.RP_ SI.RP_A.RP_Other

‘ : Multiple Suspects ) ;
) 34 | 36 15 9 10
Named Suspect * :
same as arrested {
32 | 38 6 3 30
A1T Arrested g
7 46 | 21 1 8 37 1
! Vehicle InvoTved
: 5 | 65 3 1 3
Arrest at Scene
, 15 | 65 : 11 2 6
Interview/Victim A
45 (25| 41 4 41 4
Interview/Suspect
a2 (e8| 11| 31 | 11 19 1| 2
Interview/Witness ; ' v
| 18 |62 13| 5 11 4 1| 3
' erbatim of Offense
= 7 | 63 2 3 4
erbatim of Force
2 | 68 1 2
Details of Property ’
| 47 {23 | | 38 12 | 8 | 8
ype of Vehicle T '
‘ 4 166 3 2
ype of Too1/weapon} ;
. 10| 60 8 2 2 1
Location of Weapon : ' "
2 |68 1 1
Suspect:
Influence of ‘ : ' e S
Alcohol1/drugs ‘ | - | k-
8 | 62 1 4 2 1 1

Report Anaﬂysis Form - Page 2



o~

: el

.

SUBJECT YES NO 1I/Al ,I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other
Details of - i .
Defense

=J 10 |60 1 3 5 1
Economic Status
: 70
Constitutional
Rights
41 29 2 12 15 15
Multi/Suspect
Relation
11 |59 1 5 5 2
Prior Offenses
: 13 |57 6 6 3
Motives
10 |60 1 3 6
Psychiatric
, 70
ParoTe/status
5 |65 3 3
—ATcohol/Drug ‘
History ‘
70
" Employment
31 39 ya 31
Victim/Witness:
Suspect/Victim
Relation. ,
o 16 |54 9 5 2
Credibility W
R 1 |69 1
‘Contribution w:z} ;
| 1 e 1
Mug Shots
‘2 . |168 1 1

Report Analysis Form - Page 3




Y i Y

|
i
i

N

- ) = ' NS
SUBJECT YES NO 1I/Al I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other

Procedures/
Resuits
; 70
i tine-Up
‘ | 70
Procedures/
Results , 2
~ 0] | |
Fingerprints/ | N
Scene , '
, 7 |63 1 1 5 v
UsabTe Prints , S
: 5 | 65 5
Photos/Scene ,
13 | 57 2 2 9
Location/Photos
Prints
10 | 60 | 1 1 8 |1 1
Victim verify ' '
Crime Report
70
Victim"s/Improp. o
Motives v
1 |69 ‘ 1
Arrest:
Vehicle :
Search & Sejzure
1 |69 1
Building
Search & Seizure
: 3 |67 2 1 1 J
Legal
Search & Seizure B
- 3 167 2 1 1 e
‘How learned
Evidence loca. - ‘ o R R o
{24 146 1 10 12 2 | 4

Réport Analysis Form - Page 4
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iy >
[

“SUBJECT

How learned
Suspecty]oca.

30

40

18

15

-

[

YES NO I/AI I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other

~How Arrest of
Suspect made

30

; 40,

12

11

10

#
a
AN

FRépprt‘Anpﬁysis Form - Page 5
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~ REPORT ANALYSIS FORM

e - (Percentage Scores)
SUBJECT : YES NO I/Al I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other
Burglary I , ,
89
Burglary I1
» ' 23
OThEY‘ /]({’
] K
ETements of Crime
Entering UnTawfulTly
86 | 9 97 7 3 2
A Building =
. 93 1 95 6 2
Intent
| 66 | 29 {76 15 1nl o2
Dwelling
60 .| 34 100
Armed/Too]
26 69 89 6 6
Armed/Weapon
94
Physical Injury ‘
1 | 93 100 106
Dangerous Weapon y
'\\\\ )
\‘;‘?\4:\ 94
Correct Crime :
, 86 | 14 |
Witnesses. ; =
31 { 69 86 9 5
Named Suspect '
151 } 49 92 11 .8 3

" Report 5na1y§i$ Form - Page 1k
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e

NS

BRI

SUBJECT

L

| ;'%ijpﬁtﬁAna1ysis”Eorm - Page 2

o

. v

, YES NO I/AI 1/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other
Mu]tip]e~$uspects , ,
| 49 | 51 44 . 26 29
rNamed Suspect
~ |same as arrested
46 | 54 19 9 94
ATT Arrested :
k o 66 | 30 2 17 80
Vehicle Involved
L 7| 93 60 20 60
Arrest at Scene - |
21 | 79 73 40
Interview7Victim
v ‘ 64 | 36| 91 9 91 9
Interview/Suspect j
60 | 40126 | 74 26 45 29 5
Interview/Witness
v 26 | 7472 28 61 22 6 17
Verbatim of Offense
10 | 90| 29 43 57
erbatim of Force ‘
| | 31 97]%0 100
Details of Property
| B 67 | 33 72 26 17| 17
ype of Vehicle | —
= - 61 94 75 50
ype of TooT/Weapon ’ :
R 14 | 86 80 20 20 | 10
Location of Weapon S "
‘ 3197 50 50.
- Suspect: T T —
o Influence o
Alcohol/drugs
11 | 89 13 1 50 25 13 | 13




&

SUBJECT

Repbrt»Aﬁalysingorm -iPage,3 3

YES NO 1/A1 /I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other
Details of ' ‘
Defense
| | 14| 86 10 30 50 101 10
Economic Status ‘
. ‘ 100
Constitutional
" Rights
59 | 41 5 29 37 37
Multi/Suspect -
Relation 7
‘ 16 | 84 9 45 45 18
Prior Offenses
19 1 81 46 46
Motives
o 141 86| 10 30 ‘60
Psychiatric
100
Parole/status
71 93 60 60 - 20
~ Alcohol/Drug '
Histery
, 100
- EmpToyment ‘ ’
44 1 56 | 6 100
ictim/Witness:
Suspect/Victim
Relation
| ‘ 23 | 77 56 31 13
CredibiTity W ; _ '
.‘ B O -T2 100 |
~Contribution W : ' ,
- 199 100 D R
Mug Shots 5 ’ A R
| 3 | 97 50 50 TR B
o)



v
9 , : , ‘
‘ SUBJECT YES NO I/Al I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other
‘ | ~Procedures/ | | ' | |
L Results
' 100
Line-Up
{100
“Procedures/
Results
, 100
Fingerprints/ :
Scene
- ‘ 101 90 o 14 14 71
UsabTe Prints e ‘ |
| 7193 “o 1 100
L Photos/Scene
b | 19| 81 15 15 69
Location/Photos
Prints
» 14 | 86 10 10 80 10
: ‘ : [ Victim verify
N P Crime Report
o _ | 100
G Victim's/Improp.
ST Motives
N 199 - 100
Arrest: ‘
: Vehicle
- Search & Seizure 3
1]99 | 100 |
Building ' ‘
_Search & Seizure O
AN 4|96 67 33 33
: ; Eegal ‘
; g ~ Search & Seizure| -
S s e 4196 67 33 33
SR How Tearned
Sl - Evidence loca. | S EE 5 |
.t saes | | 42 | 50 8 | 17

 Report.Ana1ysis;Formvf Pdge&@
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SUBJECT ' YES NO I/AI I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other
' How Tearned ) « : T
‘ Suspect Toca.

- 43 | 57 ” 60 50 23
~ How Arrest of ‘ ‘
Suspect made

43 | 57 40 37 33

Repbrt An&lysisqurm‘-'PageiS ,



REPORT "ANALY IS FORM

1977 High Priority Cases

SUBJECT YES NO I/Al I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other
seglary T
o » 6 | 3
urglary II
' 3|6
ther
v 1 8
ETements of Crime
Entering UnTawfully
| 8 |1 8
A Building ' :
| 9 9
{Intent
o 9 9
Dwelling
6 3 6
Armed/TooT
5
Armed/Weapon
, R 9
Physical Injury
Dangerous Weapon
Correct Crime ~
o 5
Witnesses :
| | 7 {2 6 1
‘Named Suspect
= 8 }1 | 8

| Repd%t;Ana]ysis‘Form'? Page 1




SUBJECT YES NO I/Al I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP OQther
Multiple Suspects , R ‘ :
; : 5 | 4 3 2 1
[Named Suspect
same as arrested
| 7 |2 2 1 s |1
ATl Arrested -
~ 8 1 3 4 1
Vehicle Involved
1 8 1
Arrest at Scene
9
Interview/Victim
7 21 6 1 7 1
Interview/Suspect ,
6 3 1 3 3 4
Interview/Witness |
| ' 6 |3 3] 2 & 2
Verbatim of Offense o
3161 1 1 1 3
erbatim of Force
" {118 1 1
Details of Property
7 2 6 1 1.
Type of Vehicle ‘
1 8 1
ype of Tool/Weapon '
’ \ W
| 9 Vi
 Locaf3on of Weapon
Suspect:
© . Influence of o
Alcohol/drugs -
‘ : gl

,?Réport Analysis Forh:f Page 2



SUBJECT = YES NO

e

Details of
- Defense
2 7 1 2
Economic Status :
b . 9-,
Constitutional
Rights
6 3 2 4 1
MuTti/Suspect :
Relation
o 1|8 1
Prior Offenses
; 1 8 1
Motives
R 3|6 1 2
Psychiatric
: | 9
Paroﬁe/statug ,
“ATcohoT/Drug
History
‘ 9
EmpToyment
Victim/Witness:
Suspect/Victim
Relation
S 5 : 3| 6 3 2
7 Credibility /W v
R 9
Contribution W
- 9
Mug Shots
| 9
)  Repéft Ana]ysi$ Form { Page 3




SUBJECT YES NO I/Al I/FU_C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other

Procedures/
Results
9
Line-Up
9
Procedures/
Results
9
Fingerprints/
Scene
‘ 2 7 2 1
UsabTe Prints
2 7 1 ‘ 1
Photos/Scene
‘ 3 6 2 1
Location/Photos
Prints
3 6 2 1
Victim verify
Crime Report
. 9
Victim's/Improp.
Motives
9
Arrest:
Vehicle
Search & Seizurel -
9
Building
Search & Seizure ‘
9
Legal ‘ B
Search & Sejzure
o 9
How Tearned
Evidence loca.
5 4 2 3

“Report Ana1ysistorm,e‘Page 4



SUBJECT ‘ YES NO I/Al I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other

How Tearned
Suspect loca.

“How Arrest of
Suspect made

Rgpért‘Analysis Form - Page 5
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