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INTRODUCTION 

-In recent years there has been widespread concern with the 

increases in. crime. As a result of that concern there has been 

increasing attention paid to methods and efforts at developing 

more effective police techniques to deal with crime control. 

One aspect of developing such techniques involves making an 

assessment of police performance in critical law enforcement 
".-, 

" tasks. without an initial performance assessment it is 

difficult to defermine the effectiveness of standard police 

activities and to determine if there is a need to develop 

alternative techniques to improve performance. 

One l~w enforcement function which is critical to crime 

control is the process of arresting a suspect. The procedures 

and activities leading up to an arrest, as well as those 

involved in the actual arrest are an integra] part of the whole 

criminal justice process. If properly prepared, these 

procedures and activities can provide the basis for a strong 

prosecution and conviction of a guilty party. If not properly 

Prepared they can pr.ovide the reasons for dismissals or. 

rejections of cases involving patently guilty suspects. 

Dis~issals of such cases not only invite widespread public 

criticisms" but also create feelings of frustration among police 

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

differences in qualitie$ of arrest and case investigations. 

Through an assessment of the basic police standards in case 



• investigation and the arrest, it may be possible to provide 

recommendations for improvements that can help police officers 

function more effectiveJy. These recommendations may also help 

them prevent the frustration of dissatisfactory results in case 

prosecution. 

The research in this report was undertaken to assess ths 

quality and quantity of police arrests in Multnomah County. 

The research involved selection, analysis and application of 

certain performance measures to data drawn from law enforcement 

records. The performance measures used involved both 

quantitative~escriptors of what 6ccurs in the arrest process 

as well as qualitative indicators of how well the case 

investigation process and the arrest functions were being 

~ performed. The qu~~titative indicators focus on the number and 

proportions of arrests to reported crime and the number and 

• 

proportion of arrests disposed of at each successive stage of 

the criminal justice process. The qualitative meaSUres focus 

on the proportion of case investigations that contribute 

prositively to actual arrest, the effect of case investigation 

procedures on final arrests, and the proportion of arrests that 
\ 

positively contribute to efficient cas~ disposition. 

Data for 9uantitative indicators can be drawn from law 

enforcement records. The data base f9r qualitative meaSures 

can be more. difficult to develop. Definition of case 

investigation and of case investigation procedures can be 

problematic. However, in conjunctJon wi.th the initiation of 

2 



,. the Neighborhood Team Polic:i.ng concept in Multnomah County's 
"':: 

Di vi sion of Public Safe~ty, the D1 vision has establ ished a case 
" 

" 

follow-up investigation of reported crime. The system 

essentially has two components, a priority system and a case 

tracking system. The priority system designates the relative 

importance of each reported crimina;). incident. The tracking 
(\ 

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. 

3 
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• GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

.This research was undertaken to assess the quality 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 objectives. It was 

determined from that preliminary investigation that the 

e following questions were to be addressed: 

1.) What is the quantity of police arrests and how do they 

compare to case prosecution rates? 

2.) What is the qua). i ty of police arrests ,as determined by 

an analysis of the investigative thoroughness in cases 

presented by the police to the district attorney's office 

for fi1:1.ngo 

3.) What is the effect of the case monitoring system on 

quality of pofice investigation and police arrests? 

Although these three questions designated the maj~r 
" research goals, it was anticipated that a tangenti

0
al question' 

of some use to the management of the Division of Public Safety o . . 

could also be addrepsed. That addition~l question would 

'i.nvolve a dete.rmination of th,e "value of th,ecase monitoring 
. - . 

system as a management tool .for ev:a],.uating and tr?-c'king police 
" " . '.~ -

o 

investigabions. 
(? v 
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• METHODOLOGY 

Because of the different types of research questions to be 

addressed, several types of methodology were utilized. The 

project' was divided into three phases, each phase dealt wfth 

more precise subsets of research questions. Several types of 
r-, 

data and sources of .data were used for analysis. 

The sco~e of the research was restricted to data derived 

from burglary cases. This restriction was apart of the 

original parameters in the definition of the research 

requirements. ~Unaer different conditions, a different data 

frame might have been chosen.' A sampling of all types of cases 

cou] d have been used as a data, frame or in fact the entire~ata 
t~) 

base of all cases in any particular time segment. However, 

since the definition of the data parameters were pre-determined 

such possibilities were eliminated. However, despite the 

limi ted data frame, the reseA<p.i:rj-'questions were formulated in 

general terms of quality and quantity of arrests rather' than 

quality and quarttity 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 

general 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 
.. , 

involved 4,200 c~ses. The number does not reflect the total 

number of cases reported in the first six months of 1977 
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because of gaps in the primary data sources and missing or 
/1 

/:;:-' 

misfil~~ 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 Department of the Division of Public 

Safety indicated that there were 3,355 reported burglaries in 

1977. There was a case clearance rate on the burglary 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 

e procedures as a whole. However, in discussions with Division 

personnel it became apparent that one of the reasons for 

focusing on burglary data was that burglaries are a type of 

crime more often connected with extended case investigations 

than other major types of crime. Thus they may be more 

reflective of investigative thoroughness of police procedures. 

A second reason for focusing on bur~lary data is that most of 

the other major crimes are not investigated by the average Team 

police officer. Homicides, robberies, rapes, and organized 

auto thefts are the exclusive responsibility of theDetecti~e 

Team. Thus the study of burglary case data is probably the 

best source of data for understanding the quality of the 

arrests made by the police officer on regu~ar patroli Finally, 

" 
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ita lso became apparent in reading the var ious other c.r ime 

files that in cases where there was follow-up investigation 

required, those files were Similar to burglary case files, 

although the evidence in cases investigated by specially 

assigned offj..cers, might be more complete. The conclusion from 

evaluating these concerns and these preliminary findings, was 

that generalizat:ions about the quali ty of police ar.test could 

be adequately made based on burglary case data. 

r. Methodology' for assessing the quantity of police arrests. 

In order to determine the quantity of police arrests, a 

review of all 1977 burglary police report files was 

undertaken. All of those 'reports wi th arreE>Es o.r cleared by 

a.IJrests were used as the ini tial data base. The report fi les 

~ accessed were cross-checked with a list of case numbers 

provided by the Planning and Research Department. These case 

numbers refle~ted many of the arrests. The list was at first 

thought to be a complete list of 1977 burglary arrests, 

however, as the research prqgressed, it became apparent that 

the list involved a number of duplicate cases~ In 

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 police arrest files were 

located.· 23 arr.est files couJd not be found. 33 of the case 

numbers on the or iginal arrest list represented du'plicates. 

7 



• Each entire police report file was indexed in an attempt to 

obtain meanin~ful information concerning dismissal rates and 

eventual prosecUtion. 

There were seri()us problems'l,with this data base. The 

primary problem was that sinoe the records are not completly 

computerized and subject to 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 access each potential record and were required to make at 

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

complete data records f 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 records. Since the 

District Attorney's office denied the researchers access to 

those case disposition files, the only recourse was the law 

enforcement files. As a result of the data gaps, some 

conclusions must be termed rough estimates rather than precise 

determinations. As the Division of Public Safety moves toward 

a greater integration of data processing technology in the 

production and filing of case investigation and disposition 

records, the problem of such data gaps shoulcF::be reduced to a 

minimum. 

8 
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II. Methodology for assessing the quality of police arrests as 

determined by an analys:i:s of police thoroughness. 

1977 burgla..ry"arrest case file data was used for this 
%C~ 

~::::-:' 

por t~9l'1c.cC6f the study as well as for the quanti ty 

determinations. The same problems in developing complete data 

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

arrest case file was analyzed in three different ways. 

BYaluatibns were made of how adequately the particular offense 

involved was described. Evaluation was made of the level and 

desc):'iption of available evidence. Finally evaluation 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 justice system as a whole, 

crime control. No matter how urgently a case calls for police 

action, and no matter how much a police officer may feel a 

certain case deserves prosecution, unless that case is 

adequately describe~and documented when it is presented to the 
<:.' 

District Attorney'sQoffice, it may be rejected, the chaige may 

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

nnduly lenient. The different types of evaluation were 

Selected for two reasons. First, in preliminary interviews 

with members of~he 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 

9 



fj were found in the actual crime definition and evidence 

d~~criptions. Second, it was felt that although these areas 
~ 0 

were perceived as the weakest portion of the cases r it would be 

advisable to perform a more co\nplete analysis in order to 

assess whether or not this instinctive perception was v~lid. 
. . 0 

Evaluation of the descripti~n ~f. the particular offense was 

based on an analysis of whether'or not the basic elements of 

the reported crime were described on the original police report 
\ 

or on documents reflecting suppo\rting investigation. Since all 

of the cases reflected arrests connected with Burglaries, it 

was determined that each file at ,a minimum should state a case 

that would meet the Oregon State statutory definition of 

Burglary: "Burglary is committed when someone enters or remains 

e unlawfuJ 1y in a bui l.ding with intet.tt to cornrni t a or ime 

therein. If In order to commit a seclond degree burglary the 

folJ owing elements must be present i,n a case presented f.or 

prosecution:: a.) that someone entere\~ or ~.ined unlawfully, 

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

crime in the building. In order to commit a fi..rst degree 

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

well as anyone of the following additional elements: the 

building is a dwe.1JJng; while in the process of entering, 

remaining in, or fleeing from the building, the person is armed 

with a burg1ar'~ tool or a deadly weapon1 causes or attempts to 
~~J 

cause physical injurY1 or uses or threate~s to use a dangerous' 
~ 

weapon. Based on some preliminary interviews with staff 

10 
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members in the District Attorney's office, it was determined 

that each_case file wou].d be graded on a scale of one to five 

based on the completeness of the description of the elements of 

burglary. The point.s represented the following evaluation 

criteria: 

~ntering or Remaining unlawfully ••••••••.••.••• ~ ••• One Poirtt 

A Building ...... _ ................ " ...... It ••••••••••• One Point 

Intent.~ ••••••.••••••••••••.••••.••••.••.•••••••••• One Point 

Any of the Additional First Degree Burglary 

Elements •••• It,,, •••••••••••••••••• -= III ••••••••••••••••• One Pol.nt 

The Specific Statement of Each Element in a 

Narrative Section of the Crime File •.••...•.••..••• One 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 resul.ts, 

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

the crime charge received a score of four. 

Evaluation of .evidence descr iptions was accomplished 

through a similar type of point system. A case was given a one 

point score for each type of evidence described in the case 
_--::::-< 

fEile. A b9nu::f'po.int was given in cases where a file included a 

description of how that stated evidence was linked to the 

incident. .Although this sco~ing system had the potential of 

giving a case as many as 14 ~oints, in no case was there ever 
I 

11 
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~ more than 5 points for evidence. The types of evidence most 

commonly described were fingerprints, a witness who could 

positively identify the suspect, tools, blood, footprints, 

photographs of the crime scene, and a suspect's confession. 

The evaluation of the completeness of the information 1n 

the crime files as a whole was much more complex. In fact the 

instrument designed for such evaluation was complicated enough 

to require that the ~valuation be done on a sample of the total 

number of 1977 arrest files rather than on all 1977 arrest 

files. 

A random sample of 33% of the 209 arrest files was drawn. 

This produced a total of 70 arrest files for evaluation of the 

completeness of data information. The instrument used to 

~ derive the information on investigative thoroughness was based 

on an instrument developed in conjunction with a Rand 

Corporation study. The instrument used in that study analyzed 

the information content of police reports using 39 questions 

that mIght need to be addressed by the police in conducting a 

robbery investigation. The questions were developed on the 

basis of discussion with prosecutors and police officers. A 

copy of that original form and a key to its interpretation is 

illustrated in Figures I and II. (See:"An Inquiry Into The 

Relationship Between Thoroughness of Police Investigation and 

Case Disposition" Petersilia, 1976, Rand Corporation.)Since 

this original. form was designed to analyze robbery cases, there 

were obviously some changes necessary to adapt the form for use 

12 
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Derendant Identification ________ _ 
Case Identification ________ ___ 

D:lte Presented ror Filin& ________ _ 

Interviews Conducttd 
Other 

Case Information Desirahle ror Prosecution VAl SAl WAI VFU 8FU WFU Source..~ 

1. WhatlNTERVIEWS were conducted? 
Orrense 

2. Is there a verhatim report of the instant OFf'ENSE? 
3. 15 there a veriJ:ltim reporl. of the FORCE USED? 
.1. What W1IS the PIIYSICAL HARM to the victim? 
:;. Is thl're 3 detailed desc,'iption of the PROPERTY taken? 
6. What was the method of S(uspect)'s ESCAPE? 
7. What type of VEHICLE was used by S1 
Il. What type of WEAPON was used by S? 
9. If a gun was used, was it LOADED? 

10. Ir a gun was used, when was it ACQUIRED? 
11. Where is the LOCATION oC the weapon now? 

Suspect 
12. Was S UNDIm THE INFLUENCE of alcohol or dru&s? 
l3. What are the details oC S's DEFENSE? 
(I. What is 8's ECO~W\nC STATUS? 
15. Was S advised of CONSTITUTIONAL RIGHTS'! 
16. If multiple suspect_, what is their RELATIONSHIP? 
17. Is there evidence of PRIOR OFFENSES by S? 
l~ .. hi there evidence of S's MOTIVES? 
19. Is there evidence of past PSYCHIATRIC TUEATMENT oC S? ~ :'{., 
20. What is S's P,<\ROLE OR PROBATION status? 
21. Does S have an alcohol or drug ABUSE HISTORY? ,. 

22. Where is S EMPLOYED? . 
Victim/Witnesses 

23. What is the RELATIONSHIP between Sand V(ictim)? 
2-1. What is the CREDIBILITY of lhe W(itnesses)',? 
25. C:m the W makl! 3 CONTRIBUTION to the case prosecution? 
26. Werl! MUG SHOTS ~how(l.to· V or W? .,- If shown. are lhe PROCEIrUnES and RESULTS adequately described? _I. 

21l. Was a Llt-:E·UP cOlllluclt-d? 
29. If c()nducl<-d;:~rC! tilt' PHOCEOURES and RESULTS adequately described? 
30. Was an errorl made wLIF'!' FINGERPRINTS at the scene? ., 

:n. If made, wer~ Ujo;ABLE FINGEltPRINTS OBTAINED? 
32. Were PIIOTOS TAKEN al the crime scr.nc? 
33. Is the ,EX,\CTLOCA1'ION from where.the photos 3.nd prints were taken liven? 
3-1. Uid V VERIFY his slall-menLs. in the crime report? 
3ll. Did V have IMPROPER MOTIVES in reporling the offensc? 

Arrest 
36. What was the legal BASIS FOR SEARCH AND SEIZURE? .-

37. Hhw was the LOCATION OF EVIDENCE learned? 
3R. How WaS the LOCATION OF S iellrneo? 
39: How was the ARREST OFS made? 

Fig. 1 - Investigation Information Form 
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VAl, SAl, W AI 

OUter Sources 

Figure 2 

KEY TO FIG. 1 

- RefHs to interview conducted with the victim (V), 
suspnct (S), or witness (W) at the time of the incident 
or auest report. 
Refers to interview conducted with the victim (V), 
suspect (S), or witness (W) in the course of a followup 
inves;igation. 
Reflects either the patrolman's or investigator's com
ments. information provided by other agencies (such 
as criminal records), or olher information from police 
reports (such as physical evidence reports). 

Qu~tion . 
1 - Applied to any conversation or interview cdJ~cerning 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 description of 8's movements 
before, during, and after the offense. 

3 - Must include exact words S used in the commission of the 
offense. 

4 ~ A statement indicating what physical injury V incurred as a 
result of the offense; if no injul'Y, a statement of that fact. 

S - Must in~lude an itemized account of the stolen property; if 
money involved, must include a listing 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 line-up or mug shot showing. 

'------------------.------".:-. ------------' 

II 

" 
" 
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• in analysis of burglary cases. Modification was necessary as 

well to explicitly address some of the key areas of concern 

associated with th~investigative needs of this jurisdiction. 

Thus, all of the separate elements of crime are again included 

in this general information form since it is important to have 

such elements sharply identified for prosecution. The other 

major modification occured in the design of the list of sources 

for each type of information. The instrument designed in the 

Rand study focused on interviews conducted and "other 

sources". 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 

e developled for applicatlon in this study, categor izes the basic 

sources of information in the crime fil.e on the basis of the 

type of report filed and restricts the interview~information to 

whether or not an interview was conducted at the incident or at 

a later date. Figure III illustrates the information analysis 

fQrm. 

Having constructed and tested bhis information analysis 

form, the documents in each of the sampled files were examined 

for each of the information items. The case file presented for 

prosecution normally included such items as a crime report, a 

custody report, property inventory forms used both for an 

accounting of stolen property and physical evidence, 
"tY'\ 

sUPPlementa.f:i~l:'r~po:rt~ on Jollow-up investigations, and where a 
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• REPORT ANALYSIS FORM 

SUBJECT YES NO I/Al llFU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Othet' 
J; 

IBurgl ary I I 
I 
I 

IBurgl ary 11 i 
I 
i 

lother I 
i 

IE lements Of Cnme , 
I 
I 
! 
\ 

IEntenng UnlaWfully I 
! 

I 
J 

IA Bull dl ng ! 
I 

I 
: 

Intent I 
I I 

I 
Dwelllng 

I 
IArmed!1 00 I 

Armed/Weapon I 
,'. 

PhYSlcal InJury 

Dangerous Weapon 

vorrect Crlme 

IWltnesses 
. , 

INamedSuspect 
, 

.... 

Figure 3 
. ;;: 

Report An~lysis Form 7 Page 1 



• 

I 

le_ 
! 
[. 

I 
I 

I 
I 

SUBJECT YES NO IIAI IIFU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other 
Multlple Suspects " 

INamed suspect 
same as arrested 

, 

IA 11 Arrested 

IVehlcle Involved 

IArrest at Scene 

IIntervlew/Vlctlm 

IIntervlew/Suspect I, 

IIntervlew/Witness 
I', 

IVerbatlm of Offense 

IVerbatlm of Force 
.' 

IDeta 11 s of Propert.Y 

) 

[Type of Vehlcle 

iJ 

~ype of Tool/Weapon 

Locatlon of Weapon :, 

ISuspect: 
Influence of 
Alcohol/drugs c 

-'" 

Repqrt Analysis Form :'Page'g 
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SUBJECT YES NO IIAI ~I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other 
DetalTs OT 
Defense 

, 
" 

EconomlC Status 
~, 

Const,tutlonal 
Rights 

" 

Multl/Suspect 
Relation -, 

It 

Pn or Offenses 
(I 

Motlves 

PSYChl atn c 

(;. PaY'ole/status 

Alcohol/Drug 
History 

':J 

Emplo,vment , 
" 

Vlctlm/Witness: 
Suspect/Victim -

Relation 

'0 
Credlbllit'y'W 

~, 

Contrl butl on -W 7.c::::---~ I ~'::::::~, 

J: 
,Mug Shots 

i~i 

" 

,Report Analysis Form- Page 3 
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• SUBJECT YES NO I/AI I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other 
Procedures/ ',J 

Results 

Llne-Up 

Procedures/ 
Results 

Fl ngerpn nts/ 
Scene 

·Us abl e Pn nt s 

'Photos/Scene 

Locatl,on/Photos 
Prints 

....... Vlctlm verif.Y 
Crime Report 

Vlct1411 s/Improp. 
Motives 

c' 

Arrest: 
" Vehicle 

" Search & Seizure 
,:r' 

BUlldlng 
Search & Seizure 

Legal 
. Search & Se"j zure 

" 

How learned 
Evi.dence loca. 

Report Analysis Form - Page 4 



SUBJECT YES NO I/AI I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other 
How learned 
Suspect loca. 

How Arrest "q.f ,r" Suspect m~\i'· 
) 

l 

e 
'-

.... " 

Report Ana1ysis Form - Page 5 



• vehicle was involved'~~ a vehicle report form. Each pol~ce 
report file was examined in connection to decide whether or not 

I 
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I 
! 
I 
l 
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I 
I 
! 
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the questions on the instrument could be answered from the 

information in the police report files. If it could be, the 

source for the information was indicated. By categorizi'rlg the 

arrest file information, it was possible to determine types of 

information normally collected by the police patrol officer, 

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 information can further be 

used to suggest whether or not there is any connection between 

certain information items in the files and eventual case 

disposition. 

There are certain methodological proble:ms in this type of 

analysis. These problems limit the interpretation but are not 

severe enough to completely negate the find:t.ngs from the 

research. Certainly as a source of primar):data cOll.ection,the 

methodology offers a vast range of interesting information. 

However, several cautions should be mentioned. 

First, the quality of the arrest and the case :i.nvestigation 

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

by potice officers. These written reports normally do not 

reflect tbe full extent of information that an officer may 

ob~,ain in his/her investigation. They often do not ... ;_ reflect 

tangential circumstances that may have influenced a police· 

officer in hjs decisio~ to arrest but do not directly pertain 
~~ 
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• to this particular offense. For instance a police officer may 

~arrest a suspect in a burglary case even though the burglary 

case is not completed, if that offie:er has reason to believe 

that the susp~ct is a runaway, or an instigator of other crimes 

as well. When that particular case is screened it, 

individually, may not rate very high in 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 

challenged to the extent that the measurement may actually be 

an evaluation of reporting rather than investigation. However, 

the research was designed to measure the quality of the 

information in case investigation and arrests from the 

e perspective of the prosecutor for reas'ons 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 

p61ice officer in the transmittal, the chances of that 

information being lost and/or inadmissible in prosecution is 

very great. Thus, the written information has been chosen as 

representative of the quality of the arrest and the case 

investigation. 

(~ote: The limitations m~ntioned above are based on the 

analysis accompanying the instrument designed in the Rand 

study .. ) 
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• III. Methodology for as~essing 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 fi].es. 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 offiders. 

The problems inherent in the first class of data already 

have beeh delineated. The 1977 arrest files were used in this 

phase of research to determine whether or not the priority 

rankings had ~ny relationship to how well the case 

e investigati<:ms were processed. In other words a case wi th a 

high priority rank should have more investigative attention 

given to it and the arrest files that are presented for 

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 confrQnted 

in the police report files drawn from 1978._ However, 255:Jcases 

were counted in the month of JanuarY1 275 cases were counted in 

FebruarY1 and 256 cases were counted in March. The 1978 cases 

were used in the following manner. First, the cases were 

reviewed to determine how rit~ny ar~cests were made. Second~! a 
. "! '. 

~: 

count was m~de to determine hQW many cases had prioiity reports 
·'c.'I, 
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filed with them. Third, an analysis of the relationship of 

priority rankings to the probability of arrest and/or case 

disposition was investigated. Finally, an analysis of the 

relationship of the priority rankings to time spent in 

investigation was completed. 

The third class of data used for this portion of the 

research was interviews conducted with police officers. A 

sample of 60 police officers was drawn. 32 were finally 

intervi~wed. 4 officers refused to participate. 15 officers 

had late shift duties and were unavailable during the research 

time frame. 1 officer had quit prior to the interview. 2 

officers were ill. 3 cagcelled and were unable to set up 

alternative interview times. 3 officers were called in order 

e to arrange interviews and never returned the te1.ephone 

,e 

Il . 

messages. Each interview lasted approximately 30 minutes. The 

interview schedule constructed for this phase of the research 

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

utility and functions of the priority system and the case , 

monitoring system. The interview schedule was pre-tested on 12 

individuals prior to implementation in the field. However, the 

pre-test was done with individuals who had no experience with 
',--:~-..:::! 

actually using the case monitoring system. As a result, 

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

Since this was not designed to be a stati.stically precise study 

and since it was designed primarily as a basis for flexible 

interviewing, this was not perceived as critical problem. The 
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original interview schedule is found in Appendix A along with a 

tabulation showing the general thrust of the question 

modifications. 

Tabulations were made of the interview results and 

summaries of the answers to the open-ended questions. 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 

performance. 

The data bases used in addressing the three primary 

research questions was used as a basis for evaluating the value 

e of the case monitoring system as a whole. The goals of the 

-... 

case monitoring system were determined 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 goals were set up as general 

measures for the usefulness of the system. These goals can be 

summarized as follows: 

1.) Establish investigative priorities based on the 

seriousness of crime, the amount of readily .avai1able 

information about suspects, the av~ilabili~y of agency 

resources and community attitudes. 

2.) Establish a monitoring system that will ensure that 

officers investigate cases in a timely manner. 
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3.) Establish a reliable means of determining an officer's 

case workload in terms of the relative importance of 

assigned cases. 

& 4.) E~tablish a base for evaluation of officer performance. 

The theoretical model of the case investigation system 

designed by the Division of Public Safety was used as a 

preliminary tool to analyze the processes 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 using the results of the 

police 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 tnan 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 

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. In cross checking ~rrest and clearance records, it was 

discovered that 23 additional files had been cteared 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 one arrest, the clearance 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 files. This would 

indicate that there are generally more physical arrests than 

case clearances. Although several cases involved arrests that 

cleared 10 to 15 other cases s imul taneously ,th~re'were also a 

large number of multiple arrests. Table II illustrates the 

number of c~stody reports per case." The average number of 

custody reports per case is 1.29 reports. However, if one 

20 



• 
(r 

;'\J. 

T bl I Cl R t C a e . earance eQor s per ase . . 

Number of Clearance Reports # of Cases 

o Clearance Reports per case 67 

1 Clearance Report per case 134 

If.- Clearance Reports per case 6 

3 Clearance Reports per case 2 

Table II: Custody Reports par Case 

[umber of Custody Reports # of Cases 

(t Custody Reports per case 52 

1 Custody Report per case 82 

~. Custody Reports per~case - .. ~ .~ ----.-.- 50 

3 Custody Reports per case 15 

i Custody Reports per case 8 

~ Custody Reports per case 1 

6 Custody Reports per case 1 



,. , 

• excludes the cases'where no custody reports were attached f the 

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

157 cases with at least one custody report: 75 cases with 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 case files that had been~ 

recordeo ,as clearance of a burglary by arrest seemed to 

describe 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 byrglary but were related by suspect 

confession or other evidence to another burglary. The custody 

reports in ambiguous cases served as the key for assigning the 

case 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 which related to a Burglary. It 

should be noted that a case file was selected for inclusion in 

the data frame if the file involved an offense on the crime 

report or the custody report of Burglary I, or Burglary II or 

Attempted Burglary I or Attempted Burglary II. A large number 

of the missing files relateo to the type of case that had been 

cross filed. Table III indicates the breakdown of the 209 

cases by type of offense. The reason why the offense 

tabulations exceed the total number of case files is because of 

the number of cases involving two or more offenses •. Although a 
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1977 CASES - N=209 

TYPE OFFENSE .. CRIME REPORT CUSTODY REPORT 

BURGLARY I 144 176 
. 

BURGLARY II 41 74 

ATTEMPTED B I 7 10 

ATTEMPTED B. II 2 3 

THEFT I 4 8 

THEFT II 7 9 

CRIMINAL MISCHIEF 2 1 -
ASSAULT 1 1 

SEXUAL ABUSE 1 0 

FORGERY 0 1 

TRESPASS 1 1 

GAID 0 3 

~THER 1 28 

UNKNOWN 
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cursory review of only those offenses described on the crime 

report would suggest that there are not enough burglary cases 

to equal the total cases ~ulled, 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. 

Th~ 209 cases involved 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 ~ases. Seven case files did not have crime reports and it 

was unclear in the custody reports whether or not a residential 

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

were cr ime reports availabZ\e but information was lacking that "; 

would determine whether or not it was a residential or 

non~residential burglary. There was an effort'made to 

determine the property losses involved in the ~09 cases. It 

was determined in order to assess whether or not- the amount of 

property loss had any relationship to the amount of effort 

involved in the investigation of a case. The property losses 

by type of burglary i!3 presented in Table IV. The numbe,r of 

cases in each dollar category divided on the basis of 

commercial and residential burglaries does not equal the total 

number of burglaries in each dollar category because there were 

10 burglaries which could not be assigned to the commercial and 

residential classifications. The mean property loss for those 

non-residential burglaries was $S39~S6. The mean property less 
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• Table IV 
,-

1977 CASES: N=209 TYPE BURGLARY 
" 

PROPERTY LOSS COMMERCIAL RESIDENTIAL TOTAL 

UNKNOWN 7 8 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 8 10 

$150.00-$199.99 3 9 13 

$200.00-$249.99 1 6 8 

$250.00-$299.99 5 8 13 

$300.00-$399.99 7 8 15 

$400.00-$499.99 2 7 9 

$500.00-$1000.00 8 14 22 

$1000.00 + 5 12 19 

MEAN $539.56 $358.40 $432.23 



• for residential burglaries was $358.40. The mean property loss 

for all burglaries cleared by arrests was $432.23. There seems 

to be no relationship between amount of property loss and case 

investigation and arrest. In fact figures derived from the 

Planning and Research Department would indicate that the mean 

value of property loss per offense is $514.98 for residential 

burglaries, $366.18 for non-residential burglaries, and $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 reports, 100 cases 

4It involved arrests of juveniles and 64 dealt with arrests of 

adults. Seven cases involved both juveniles and adults. 

Of the 209 cases studied, case dispositions by the District 

Attorney's office could be tracked in 91 ~ases. Of these case 

dispositions, there were 82 cases that were accepted for 

prosecution and 9 cases which were rejected. However, in 5 of 

the cases which were accepted for pr.osecution, there were 

rejections of the case as it pertained to at least one suspect 

arrested. Thus in the 91 cases for which data. was available, 

15% involved case rejections. If one compares these results 

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

that case rejection~Ohave decreased significantly in the last 4 

years. 0 In 1974, the Rapd study indicated that 32% of the 
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4It Burglary I cases were rejected by the DA. However, the reasons 

for case rejection have remained very simil.ar. The Rand study 

indicated in 1974 that the major reason for case rejection was 

evidence deficiency. 60% of the Burglary I cases were rejected 

on this basis. Of th~ 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 case but needed 

more investigation. 

This qqflntitative data would suggest"that the p01ice 

officers do a fairly effective job in preparing a case that 

will be accepted for prosecution. However, due to the large 

number of reports where it was not possible to trace the case 

disposition, this conclusion may be open to question. Cases 

e that are rejected simply may be administratively suspended 

without filing the explanation for the refusal to prosecute. 

II. flThe Analysis of the Investigative Thoroughness in Cases 
i { 

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 general there is an adequate statement of the elements 

of the crime being reported. This is due partially to the 

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

24 



• type of p.remises where the cr irne was 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 actions 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 

4It 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 crime being charged. If the crime 

report form is filled out completely, two elements of any 

burglary can be identified from the report form alone. Thj.s 

would suggest that in 19% of the cases there was 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 reports 

which may have provided the necessary additional information 

may not have been attached. However, it is suggeste'CJ that ''if a 

reliable record is to me made of each crime, it would be 
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Tablev· Elements of Crime Scores . 
Elements Crime Score # of Cases 

Unknown 2 

o 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 E1ements of Crime Scores 15 

Mean 3.28 

Tabl e VI Evidence Scores 

Evidence Scores :# of Cases 

Unknown 3 

o Evidence Scores 39 

1 Evidence Score 38 
c~ 

" 

2 Evidence Scores 63 

3 Evidence Scores 48 

4 Evidence Scores 15 
, 

5 Evidence Scores 3 

Mean 1.86 

o 



• desirable to have the necessari elements of the crime 

identified on the original report form. 

Since in 14% of all the cases analyzed the crime was 

actually mislab~led, the identification of each element of the 

crime may be critiqal to use of the records. The implications 

of mislabeling 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 ther~lwas no 

indication of anyone of the additional elements of a Burglary 

I. However, the case had been reported as a Burglary I and in 

some cases the custody report had charged the suspect with a 

e Burglary I. It seems at times that a. Burglary II was reported 

as a Burglary I if there was a large property Joss or 

destruction involved in the Burglary II. Mislabeling and/or 

lack of compl.ete identification of the crime was most commonly 

involved in a confusion of Burgl.ary I and Burglary II. 

The most difficult 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 Attorn~yrs office 

had revised the original charge of Burglary I or Burglary II to 

Criminal Trespass. There were more cases among the remai.ning 

cases which could not be traced to ftnal. case disposition in 

which there was consid~rable.question as to whether there was 

"intent to commit a crime in the buildingW<'\ It should be noted 

that if the first two elements of Burglary I or II, "enters or 
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• remains unlawfully" and "a building", can be identified, that 

will describe a case of Criminal Trespass. However, it does 

not describe a Burglary case unless the intent is identified. 

It is true that specific intent to commit a crime can be proved 

by the circumstances surrounding the suspect'~ presence in the' 

building, however, those circumstances must be definitive 

enough to describe a crime or an attempted crime. In 33 1/3% 

of the cases the description of intent or the circumstances 

that created the presumption of intent were either omitted or 

very w::~ak: 
, .." , 

",-",,-'-.. ; 

The sedond 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 preliminary 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 impor~ant 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 links 

the suspect with each element of the crime charged. It is that 
\, " "",,·,,·v 

evidentiary link that is omitted in many arrest files. In 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 
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• cases reflect this problem. The mean value of the ~vidence 

scores was 1.86 on a scale of 0-5. 

Table VI indicates evidence scores of each case. Of course 

these scores ar~ not weighted to reflect relative value of 

types of evidence. As indicated in the methodological section, 

all general types of evidence were included for score value~ 

and each separate type was allot~d 1 point. Thus, a suspect's 

confession was scored I point as was useable fingerprints or a 

witness who could identify the suspect. However, there is some 

justification for treating these i terns ~,pmewhat equally. 

Despite the fact that most cases were cleared by confessions, 
./J 

'c 
there was one case in which the confession itself was 

completely untrue, and there were manY,cases in which the 

e confession was only partially true. Similarly, although 

identifying witnesses are of great assistance in case solution, 

there are several cases where the witness who thought {s)he 

could identify the suspect either identified the wrong suspect 

or could not make the identification when presented with mug 
/i 

shots and ~)otographs. T~us, while these are potentially very 

strong evidentiary factors, the errors associated with the 

potential evidence balances to some exterl't the assignment of 

equal scores to all categories of evidence. In a more 

comprehensive study, it would be extremely interesting to 

correlate types of evidence with case disposition at later 

stages in the criminal justice system. 

The third aspect of this apalysis involved the sample of 
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arrest files and an in-depth information analysis of each 

file.' This phase of the qualitative analysis of case 

investigation was fascinating. The full results of the 

ana1ys:i.s is found in Appendix B. Only some of the key findings 

will be discussed in this section. To an extent the Report 

Analysis 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 

future interpretation. 

In reviewing the elements of crime findings on the Report 

Analysis Form, it is seen that there is confirmation that the 
, 

intent factor in the elements is the weakest factor on most 

reports. with the breakdown of categories 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 

e-, 

described on the crime report. In some cases this can be 
, 

explained because the arrest was on site and the officer wrote 

the narrative'on the custody report rather than on the crime 

report. However, in about 12% of the cases the intent is 

provided in narratives based on follow-up investigation. This 

suggests again that there is a weakness in the identification 

of intent in general case processing. When it is remembered 

-that without the intent element, there is indeed no legally 

constitt:lted offense ·of Burglary, the importance of'-'its 

identification should be clear. 

Various factors on the Report Analysis Form are of 

assistance in understandirig the most common types of evidence 

in cases where arrests are made. In 51% ~f the cases a named 

suspect. appears on the reports wr i tten at the time ,of the 
29 
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incident. 92f of those reports are crime reports but in the 

f\ other 8% of the cases, the named suspec,t appears on either a 

custody report or a supplemental report that was written at the 

same time as the crime report. In 31% of the cases there was a 

witness that could be have assistance in solving the crime. 

This means that there was an eyewitness to the actual criminal 

incident, or that there was a witness who'can provide 

information on suspicious activities or events relating to the 

crimina~ incident. An example of the latter type of witness 

might be one who had observed the sale of the property taken in 

the Burglary or perhaps had actually purchased the property. 

The breakdown of information on the Report Analysis Form 

reveals that the descriptions of the criminal incident and the 

potential relationships, leads, and evidence related to the 

incident could use improvement. Although some of the items of 

information do not seem as important as others, some of the 

items are crucial if the arrest is to be adequately 

prosecuted. For instance, in 41% of the cases there was no 

indication that the suspect had been given his/her 

constitutional rights. In about 20% of the cases this tiD'11J.d be . 
explained by the fact that the case was cleared by an arrest in 

relationship to another incident and the file did not contain a 

copy of the arrests or other reports from that incident. Thus 
n 

the file did not add~ess the circumstances of th~ arrest or the 

question df constitutional rights. However, that still 

30 



• indicates that in 1/5 of th~ case~ where the case was not 

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

cor not the susp~ct had been advised of these rights prior to 

questionihg 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 

prosecution is complete and accurate information derived from 

suspect, victim or witness interviews. It was quite impressive 

to note that in 84% of the cases where a witness was available, 

there was information recorded from a witness interview. 

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

e An interview with a suspect where poss j.ble can add important 

dimensions to the prosecution of the final case. Information 

pertaining to intent, motivation, whether or not (s)he was 

under the influence of drugs, alcohol, relationship with other 

suspects, 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 

accounted for again by the fact that those cases were cleared 

by arre~ts in other files and interviews took place in those 

arrests. However, it may be advisable to intet'view a suspect 

~ithregard to the specific incident, if prosecution is to be 

completely adequate. 

In general, the Report Analysis Form indicated that in 86% 
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of the cases the case had been properly filed on the correct 

charges. It also indicated that in 75% of the cases there had 

been some attempt to pursue a follow-up investigation. The 

primary problem with the case files was the lack of adequate 

written information to provide necessary detail,s on the 

follow-up investigation procedures, the reasons for the 
.-.~'---' ~ 

investigation, and the results of the investigation. Many 

police officers feel that there is too little time to 

adequately pursue investigative efforts. Many officers also 

resent the heavy amount of 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 provides the 

;,pplice officer an al ternative to the tr.adi tional hand-wr i tten 

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 Investigation and Arrests 

The first portion of this analysis used the 1977 arrest 

files as a data base. Of the 209 cases cleared by arrests, 77 

had priority reports and 80 involved on site arrests. This 

indicates that",52 cas"es investigated through to arrest had no 

priority rankings. Of the 77 cases with prior.ity reports, 4,8 

were ranked as "D" cases, 19 as "e" caseSt 9 as "B" cases and 1 

as an "A" case. Table VI~~ndi~ates the breakdo~n of points 
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Table 6A 

1977 BREAKDOWN OF PRIORITY SCORES: N==77 

. 
0 1 2 3 4 MEAN 

J 
I 

PROBABITLTY OF SOLUTION 44 17 7 7 2 0.78 

GRAVITY OF OFFENSE 0 0 0 2 75 3.97 

URGENCY FOR ACTION 50 10 11 2 0 0.78 

SUPERVISORY JUDGEMENT 36 22 12 t 4 3 0.91 

~/ 
1977 CASES BY PRIORITY RANK: N==77 

" 

uA" PRIORITY CASES 1 

liB" PRIORITY CASES 9 

"C" PRIORITY CASES 19 

"0" PRIORITY CASES 48 



• assigned to various ~Diority categories on 1977 burglary arrest 

cases. The cases prioritized averaged between 6 and 7 points 

on the priority scores. This would indicate that the priority 

scores had little relationship with eventual arrests. The 

Report Analysis Form was ~sed to more closely analyze the 

information on the high priority arrest cases in 1977. The "A" 

pr ior i ty case was net tabula'ted because port ions of the file 

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

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

more compl.ete than the average file analyzed in the random 

sample of all arrest cases. An interesting feature of one of 

those cases was that the police officer reporting the case gave 

the case a total of 7 points, the supervisor added four points 

• in the Supervi.sory 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 investigation. 

The full tabulations of these high priori.ty cases on the Report 

Analysis Form is included in Appendix A. 

The second phase of this analysis focused on the police 

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

" were 786 burglary case files accessible from the first three 

months in 1978. In this portion of the study the determination 

of whether or not a case was a burglary had to be made on the 

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

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

This meant that 92% of all the cases had priority reporta. In 
c.,. 
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the preliminary stages of this research, the staff h:ad done a 

small random sample of all of the 1977 burglary case files. In 

that sample only 32% of the cases without on site arrests had 

priority reports. The increase in the percentage of priority 

reports filed was striking. 

Despite the increase in the number of priority reports 

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

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

ranked over th~ level of priority "0". One case was ranked as 

an "A" case and seven we"i:e ranked as "B" cases. It could be 

that only 11% of the cases warranted any follow-up 

investigatio~, however a perusal of many of the case files 

indicated that some follow-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 

felony. Any case with a score above four had at least one 

other factor associated with i.t that might make it more worthy 

of investigation. Table VII indicates the number of points 

given to each possible factor on the priority reports other 
, '=---~:::::":::.~., 

than the seriousness of offense category. The highest number 

of cases checking anyone factor checked the factor 'of victim 

concern in the probability of solution category. The. second 

most often checked fact6r was pattern or frequency in the same 

category. The third most often checked factor was suspects in 

the probability of solution category. This Table suggests one 
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• Table VII 
" c' 

1978 Burglary Cases - PY'iority Points other than Felonies 

Points other than Felonies January February March 

Suspects 17 13 22 
u 

Physical Evidence 8 14 13 ~ 

Witness 8 
i 

9 7 

Undeveloped leads 4 7 23 

Total Checked: Prob. of Solution 37 65 65 

Danqer to others 0 0 0 

Need for rapid ;nvestiqation 2 2 8 

Victim concern 36 33 48 
, ,-

Pattern or Frequency 22 19 21 

Total Checked: Ur,qency for Acti on 100 91 ' 141 

Supervisory 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 Judqement 6 21 0 
'.' 



• possible reason why there is little connection between priority 

rankings 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 breakdown 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 little to do with probability of arrest. 

If tbe 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 

e investigation times suggests that again there is little 

-
w 

relationship to the priority system. Table IX illustrates the 

number of cases in each priority rank and its relationship to 

completion within the time alloted by the case monitoring 

system. Only 3 cases were completed according to that schedule 

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

from the interviews with the police officers who use the system 

suggest some explanation for this discrepancy. 

The third phase of this analysis was based on the 

interviews conducted with 32 police officers who have worked 

with the priority syste~. The tabulations of those interviews 

are included in Appendix A. The interviews suggest that most 

of the of_flcers feel that the priority system is of little 
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• Table VIII . 
.......... 

1978~Burglary Cases: Arrests & Priorities 

MONTH # OF AR~ESTS # ON SITE PRJ. SCORES PRI.4 & OVER 4 w OVER 4 wlo . ARRESTS OVER 4 UNDER !ARRI:.::> I::> ARREST::> 

Jan. 21 21 93 128 0 93 

Feb. 21 8 92 156 4 88 

March 34 29 95 .. ,,116 3 92 



• table IX 
-, 

1978 Burglary Cases: Priority Case Investigation Times 

',~ , 

Priority A January February March 
II 

Finished in time all oted 0 0 0 

~ot finished 0 0 1 

Not finished in time alloted but 
~inished in # of days . 0 0 0 

~ ~ 

Pri ori t.y B 

~inished in time alloted , 0 0 0 

Not finished 3 2 2 

Not finished in time alloted but " ~ 

finished in # of days 0 0 0 

PrioY";ty C 

Finished in time alloted 0 1 2 

Not finished '. 15 12 36 

Not finished in time alloted but 
finished in # of days,; 0 0 0 

" '" . .\ 
Priority D 

Suspended 203 233 170 

e .-
o 

.• , '",I 
~..' ... ;' 
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value in setting investigative priorities or predicting the 

probability of arrest. One of the foremost reasons fot 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 if they did 

not want to investigate a case, they simply gave it a low 

priority. A related problem is that there is considerable 

difference 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 

polic~ investigation, the timing of the inVestigation, the 

ultimate case disposition, and the priority system. If the 

e 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. 

As indicated in the pre\r!ous section, the analysis .of the 

data from the 1977 arrest files, the 1978 burglary case files 

and the police officer interviews, tended to suggeat that there 

was some severe problems with the Case Monitoring System as a 

whole. However, the effectiveness of the system cannot be 

completel.y evaluated without ascertaining what its primary 

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

have been: to establish investigative priorities~ to establish 
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• a monitoring system that will ensure that officers investigate 

cases in a timely manner: t9 establish a reliable means of 

determining an officer's case workload based on the relative , " 

importance of assigned cases: and to establish a base for 
() , 

evalua t ion of officer performarld(~,,~ 

The Case Monitoring System does not seem to function to 

successfully establish investigative priorities-i~~/the patrol 

officer. The priority report is ambiguous and is not vlear 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 communication as to its meaning and results. In 

reviewing case files it was immediately apparent that many 

times the priority reports did not even reflect 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 case a total of 6 points. However, the 

officer would fail to also assign a point for 1 witness and a 

point for a suspect. In speaking with the officers, many of 

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 illJerview stated that 

- p 
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officers c.ould not fail to assign approprsPat.e points because 

the supervisor would read the case and alter the assignment • 
. , 

However; in fact a comparison of priority reports to case 

reports would indicate that most of the time the supervisor 

simply confirms the officer's rating. Thls is true even when 

there are factors in the case report that should alter the 

points assigned. 

The Case Monitoring System does not seem to ensure that 

cases are investigated in a timely manner. As indicated above, 

Table IX suggests that the monitoring system does nothing t.o 

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 would be finished in a 24 hour 

period. Priority "A" cases to mbst officers meant a case that 

involved on site arrests and/or an immediately available if not 

apprehended suspect. PrioritY~"B" cases were the type of c~se 

that most officers would consider as criti.caJ and would process 

as immediately as possible, but still "you can only do it as 

fast as you can". Priority "C" cases were perceived as those 

cases in which there were some leads and an officer was 

interested in those leads. These cases woUld be pending and 

processed when Qthere was time but would not be considered high 

priority. Anything that was not particularly interesting would 
'J 
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simply be categorized as a "0" cas~ and suspended. 88% of the 

officers felt that the monitoring system did nothing to speed 

up the investigative process. 

Because the theoretical priority system does not seem to 

relate adequately to actual inv~stigative priorities, it cannot 

serve as a reliable means of case assignment based on the 

relative importance of assigned cases. In fact case assignment 

is rarely based on a priority category. If the case is 

reported by an officer, and it does not fall into the special 

category 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 rule are in those 

Teams which have an active Team Investigator, or when one 

particular shift has heavy activity and another has minimal 

activity and some cases are reassigned to the shift with 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 

cases, it can go to the Investigatorw 

The Case Monitofing System does not seem to be provide a 

base for evaluation of police performance because the priority 

system and th~ tracking system are not functioning as 

designed. The evaluation would have to be based on 

self-reporting and the offic~rs essentially report the crimes 

ba,sed on, ind"ividual pr ior i ties rather than departmental 

standards.. Secondly, even if the priority system was, foJ.lowed 
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• more accurately, it is doubtful that it could be,used 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 prj or 1. ty 

system. About 50% of the officers indicated that they had 

never been prompted to complete a case when i. t 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 Figures V, 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 

because of the following factors: 1.) there is no consistent 

understanding of the meaning of the priority factors on the 

priority reports; 2.) there is little relationship between the 

priority factors and the factors that play an important part in 

setting case investigative priorities~ 3.) the officer sees the 
,', 

evaluation as a meaningless ac,tiv;, ty and per forms it 
, • )i 

prefunctorily. There is dysfunctionat the stage ~f the Field 

Supervisor Review. This dysfunction seems. to occur because of 

40 
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Figure 6 
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Figure 7 
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<the following factors: I.} the supervisors have no consistent 

understanding 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 simply 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 in the actual case monitor stage anthe 

supervisory review~at this level. This dysfunctio~ seems to 

bccur because of the following factors: I.} there is no 

accountability for cases which are not conlp~leted in the ~ime 

allotted; 2.} the officers feel that there is no management 

that is tracking the cases and so feel no compunction to 

comp::tete case dispositions. , 

Tl}~~case moni tor ing system, as implemented does not meet the 

goals of the theoretically design~d monitoring system because 

of th,ese three pr imary areas of system dysrunction. The 

dysfunction is prirparily a management problem, although the 

qes5.gn of the actual priority report form also see.ms to 

contribute to the probJ.~m. 

".'J 41 
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II 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The research findings would suggest the following 

conclusions. 

1.) The quality of police arrests in Multnomah County as 

measured by a quantitative standard based on case prosecution 

rates is very 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 descri,ption of the basic elements of crime 1n 
,/ 

case files is adequate, although there could be an 

improvement in the identification of the element of 

intent. 

b.) The description of items of evid.~nce in case files 

is adequate, however, the logical connection between 

the evidence and the elements of crime is sometimes 

mlssing~ the logical connection between the evidence 

and the aJleged suspect is sometimes missing; and the 

location of key elements of evidence at the end of th€' 

investigation is someti.mes unclear. 

c.) The items of infor~ation in case files presented 

for prosecuti.on include most of the basic information 

tp support probabl!e cause for an arrest. 

d.) The items of information in the case files 

presented for prosecution are often lacking in 
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information that could be of value to final 

prosecution. Some particular items which couJd be 

available but lack written documentation include: 

whether or not constitutional rights have been read to 

the suspectF whether or not the victim, witness or 
" 

suspect have been interviewed~ and if the suspect has 

been interviewed, whether or not the interview 

addressed the issue of his/her state of mind at the 

time of tge incident. 

3. ) The Case Mcllni tor ing System as currently implemented does 

not increase the quality of police investigation or police 

arrests. 

4.) The Case Monitoring System as currently implemented has 

virtually no use for~valuating or tracking police 

investigations. 

5.} The Case Monitoring System as currently impJement:ed is 

not meeting the goals originally defined for the system. 

The following are recommendations for improvement of the 

case investigation system and the quality of arrest in 

Multnomah County. 

1.) Officers should be reminded of the importance of intent 

in establishing the elements of Burglary. 

2.) The importance of connecting items of evidence with the 

crime charged and the suspect charged should be emPhasized. 

3.) All reports that involve making an arrest or 

. 43 
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questioning a suspect should include a written statement 

confirming that the personcwas advised of his constitutional. 

rights. 

4.) Any information gathered in a personal interview with a 

victim, witness or suspect that 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 

possible suspects should be stated explicitly where possible so 

that if further 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 a:b~ndoned. 

S.} 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 cases be classed either a, suspended or 

p~nding based on officer judgment. This 

classification would be reviewed and revised if 

necessary by a supervising officer. 

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~) Ail pending cases be reviewed by a supervising 

officer on a weekly basis to determine that each case 

is completed by the time due. 

d.) Any case that is not completed by the time due 

would require a written explanation for why the 

investigation is not finished. C; 

e.) Each officer be held strictly accountable for the 

cases ass:i.gned. 

f.) Each supervisor be held strictly accountable for 
., 

all 6ases assigned through his supervision. 

9. A final recommendation would be to review the procedures 

for keeping police report records. Since a number of the 

records files are incomplete it would suggest that there may be 
"~ 

a problem ~n tracking data and data organization. If there is 
,~; 

conversion to a completely computerized records system, this 

concern mayor may not be valid in the future. 

c, 
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Police Arrest Interviews 

The Case Monitoring System has Cwo 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. 'r .. J:e factor termed gravity of offense seems pretty 
forward. However, I have a,couple questions. 

a. ) If there are Cwo types of offen:l!es invol~/!~d during 
burglary do you fill our a :l!eparate priority report for each? 

b.} Do the factors for victimless crimes and status offenses 
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 incident do you think,relate most 
strongly to probability of solution? 

b.} Can you give me examPles or what is meant by physical 
evidence? 

c.} What is meant by undeveloped leads? 

d.} Do you think that the number of witnesses or spspects 
affect the probability of solution? 
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3. 

r~; 

e.} Do you think'that the points on the priority report 
accuratley reflect probability of solution? 

Urgency for Aation. 
Would 'lou explain 'lour understanding of each item: 

a.} Danger to others 

b.} Need for rapid investigation 

c.} Victim conaern 

d.) Pattern or frequenay 

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

f.} Which factors are most aritical to probability of 
solution? 

\ 

g.} Do you think the urgency for action points accurately 
reflect probability of solution? 

4. Would 'lou explain items used in Supervisory judgement? 

a. } Departmental policy 

2 



• b.} Totality of ~ircumstances 

c.) Personal background and experience 

d.} Investigator case load 

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

f.} Do you think the point system reflects probability of 
solution'? 

5. Do you feel the priority system is useful? 

6. Why is it that some police reports don't have priority reports? 

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

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

9. HOW long does it normally take for investigations pr.ioritized: 

3 
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• 10. Does the monitoring system speed up the investigative process? 

-. 

11. How is case assignment done? 

12. Do you keep monthly case history summaries? 
I i \ 

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

14. Supervisors: 

, 15. 

16. 

17. 

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

b.) Is the monthly case activity s~ry regularly checked? 

Do you feel the monitoring system works? 

What are the weaknesses of the system? 

what are the positive aspects of the system? 

4 
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TABULATION OF POLICE OFFICER INTERVIEWS 

1.) If there are two types of offenses involved during burglary do you 
fi1' our a separate priority report for each? 

YES 0 NO 32 

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

YES 28 NO 4 

3.) Do you feel that the points on gravity of offense accurately 
reflect the gravity of crime? 

YES 8 NO 20 NO ANSWER 3 MAYBE 1 

4.) What factors in a crime incident do you think relate most strongly 
to probability of solution? 

Witnesses 11 
Named suspects ~ 
Physical Evidence -g-
Undeveloped Leads --;r-
No answer --r-

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

Fingerprints 27 
Something left by suspect -g 
Tools --g-
Blood --z-
Pry marks --z-
Footprints ~ 
Weapon --r-
Tire prints --r-
Car license --r-

6.) What do you mean when you say there are undeveloped leads? 

Never used it 1 Often just a time factor 2 Other 4 
Decsription OTauto 2 Suspect to be contacted r : -
Check a license number 7 Description to be roTlowed-up 2 
Don't know 2 -Possible witnessto be contacted 21-·-

7.) Do you think that the number of witnesses or suspects affect the 
probability of solution? 

YES 19 
CANTTl!ECIDE 1 

NO 10 NO ANSWER 2 

8.) Do you think that the second category of points on the priority 
report accurately reflect probability of solution? 

YES 7 .............. NO ANSWER~ NO 20 



9.) Would you describe some crimes for which you would check the 
.. "d,anger to others" box on the priority report? 

Molest or rape 13 
Threats of Force or Weapons 11 
Mental Cases 7 --
Certain Assaults 7 
Repeat Crimes 3 -
Kidnap 2 -
Danger~ others 2 
High Prior'ity 1 -
Not Used 7 -

10.) What kinds of cases would cause you to check "need for rapid 
investigation"? 

Evidence which may disappear'll 
You wouldn't mark this 2 -
Same as danger to others 4 
All cases 6 -
Suspect may leave the area 2 
Other 5 
Don'tTnow 3 

11.) What does "victim concern" mean to you? 
Victim is always concerned 19 
Some victims don't care 2 -
Repeat Crimes 4 
Doesn't mean anything 2 
Other 6 -

12.) Would you explain what is meant by "pattern or frequency"? 

Series of same type of evidence 2 
Series of same t'ype of crime/case 18 
Series of similar MO's or suspect~ 
Other 2 -
No Answer 5 

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

Danger to others 13 
Pattern or Frequency 15 
Rap,id Invest~gation z-: 
Victim concern 1 -
None 3 

14.) Which urgency for action fa~tors are most critical to probability 
of solution? 

Pattern or Frequency 18 
Danger to others-3 -
Rapid InvestigatTOrl 2 
Don't know 4 ,-
None 6 

Police Officer Interview Tabulations 
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15.) Do you think the urgency for action pOints accurat~ly reflect 
probability of solution? 

No 26 
YeST 
DonTknow 1 
Reflects Urgency for Action_l_ 

16. Do you feel the priority system 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 ~ 
Don't care 1 

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

QUALIFIED YES 1 
COULD BE 3 -

NO 27 
DON'rKNOW 1 

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

QUALIFIED YES 13 NO 7 
SOME 8 - DOtrl KNOW 4 

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

nAil 

IIBII 

nC II 

\) 

1-2 days 
5 

1-5 days 
2 

NEVER LONGER THAN 30 DAYS 
2 

Fast as Possible 
4 

OTHER 
9 

NO ANSWER 
10 

5-10 days 
5 

FAST AS POSSIBLE 
4 

NO ANSWER 
10 

NEVER LONGER THAN 30 DAYS 
2 

NO ANSWER 
11 

UP TO 30 
7 

AS FAST AS CAN 
3 

OTHER 
9 

'OTHER 
9 

Police Officer Interview Tabulations 
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:; 

21. Does the monitoring system speed up the investigative process? 

NO 28 ON "CII CASES 1 DON'T KNOW 3 

22. How;s case assignment done? 

POLICEOFFICER TAKING REPORT TAKES CASE 26 
INVESTIGATOR OR DETECTIVE (if at end orsJi"ift or speci al 
category or graveyard)~ 

==,g,~ ~ .. BO=YOu=!(.eep-c-monthly case hi story SUll1T1ar; ~s? 

NO 32 

24. How many cases (do you) does the average officer handle at anyone 
time? 

0-4 
I 

1-30 
-r 

Supervisors: 

DON'T KNOW 
3 

5-10 
---g-

NO ANSWER 
2 

OTHER 
3 

25.) When you review investigative progress, hO!Aoften"do you check a 
case? « 

2-3 TIMES "A-C II case 1 
EVERY 30 DAYS 1 

REVIEW SUSPENSE DATES DAILY 2 
EVERY WEEK 1 

~ 26.) Is the monthly case activity summary regularly checked? 

NO~ (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 2 NO ANSWER 3 
. NO ACCOUNTABILITY 11 - DOESN'T MtAN ANYTHING 2 

INCONSISTENT & TOnr;roCH PAPERWORK 4 
OFFICER USES SYSTEM FOR OWN PURPO~ 6 
PRIORITY NOT RELATE TO FOLLOW-UP 2 .-

29. What are the positive aspects of the system? 

NONE 17 PR 1 
STATISTICAL VALUr:z
TRACKING SYSTEM 7-

Police Officer Intervi.~w Tabulations 

IN ABSTRACT 4 
AVOID I NO IVTDUAL INVESTIGATION 2 
NO ANSWER 1 . 
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Appendix B 



REPORT ANALYSIS FORM 

SUBJECT N=70 YES NO IIAI IIFU C.Report Sp.RP SLRP A.RP Other 
[Burg 1 ary I 

62 
fBurg 1 ary 11 

I 
'" 

16 I 
I 

[Other 

I 4 ': 
i) 

[Elements of Cnme , 
\~:, 

Enfen ng Un I awfully . 
, 

60 6 58 4 2 1 
iAlrUTrmng I ">, 

i 65 
I 

1 62 4 1 
"lntent I 

I 46 I 20 35 7 5 1 
Dwelling 

42 24 42 
'Armed/ roo I 

18 48 16 1 1 
7\rmeaJWeapon 

66 
P'hyslcal InJury I ~"--"'. 

II 
'/ 1 65 1 1 til 

Dangerous weapon 

66 
Correct Cnme 

60 10 
'Wl tnesses 

22 48 19 2 1 I 
" 

Named Suspect 

I 36 34 33 4 3 1 

Report Analysis Form - Page 1 



• SUBJECT YES NO I/AI I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other 
Multlple Suspects ,II 

34 36 15 9 10 
Named Suspect 
same as arrested 

, 

32 38 6 3 30 
1,0. 11 Arrested 

46 21 1 8 37 1 
Vehlcle Involved 

5 65 3 1 3 
IArrest at ::icene 

15 55 11 2 6 
IIntervlew/Vlctlm 

45 25 41 4 41 4 
IIntervlew/::iuspect 

42 28 11 31 11 19 12 2 
II ntervl ew/Wl tness 

18 52 13 5 11 4 1 3 
~erbatim of Offense 

7 63 2 3 4 I erbatlm of force 

2 68 1 2 
!Detalls of Property 

47 23 34 12 8 8 
[Type of Vehlcle 

4 66 3 2 
~ype of Tool/Weapon 

10.> 60 8 2 2 1 
~ocatlon of (~eapon " 

2 68 
SUSPect: 

1 1 

Infl uence of 
Alcohol/drugs i;J" 

,. 

8 62 1 4 2 1 1 
':.~ 

e_ 
R~port An~lysis Form - Page 2 



[J 

f) 

'. 

• SUBJECT YES NO I/AI (I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other 
Detalls ot 
Defense 

-:::~J 10 60 1 3 5 1 1 
Economlc status 

70 
Constitutl0nal 
Rights 

41 29 2 12 15 15 
Multi/Suspect 
Relation 

11 59 1 5 
;-\ 

5 2 
Prl or Offenses 

',. 
13 57 6 6 3 

Motlves 

10 60 1 3 6 
Psychlatrlc 

70 
Parole/status 

• 5 65 3 3 1 
Alcohol/Drug 
History 

.. 
. -, 

70 - t.mployment 

31 39 2 31 
Vfctim/witness: 

Suspect/Victim 
Relation .. 

16 54 9 5 2 
Credibll1ty W 

1 69 1 
- Contr i but 1 on W) 

~'Mug Shots 
1 69 1 

2 68 1 1 

• 
Report Analysis Form - Page 3 



• 
I 

\.~ 

• SHBJECT YES NO I1AI I/FU C. Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other 
Procedures! 
Results 

70 
Llne-up 

I 

70 
~~ocedures/ 

Results '~\ 

70 
Fl ngerpn nts/ 

~)~ Scene 

7 63 1 1 5 / 
-Usab 1 ePn nts ,l 

5 65 5 
Photos/Scene 

13 57 2 2 9 
l.ocatlon/Photos 
Prints 

10 60 1 1 8 1 
Vlctlm verify 
Crime Report 

70 
Vlct,m s/Improp. 

[) Motives 

1 69 1 
iArrest: 

Vehicle 
Search & Seizure 

1 69 1 
Bu,1aing 
Search & Seizure 0 

3 67 2 1 1 :::j 
Legal , 
Search & Seizure , 

" 

,'"' 3 67 2 1 1 ::~~::? 

How learned I Evidence loca. 
" 

" ~ 124 46 10 12 2 4 

e-
Report Analysis Form - Page 4 

..:il 



·-.------------..,,-.',-------,------c 

-. 
l~~\ 

SUBJECT YES NO IIAI I/FU C.~eport Sp.RP ·SI.RP A.RP Other -. How learned 
Suspect loca. 

I 

30 40 18 15 
.. 

7 
How Arrest of 
Suspect made 

30 40 12 11 10 

• 
Report An~-lys; s Form - Page 5 

- , 

, _/ 



I~) 

(, 

REPORT ANALYSIS FORM 

(Percentage Scores) 
SUBJECT YES NO IIAI I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other 
IBurgl ary I 

89 
IBurg I ary I I 

23 
10ther I [:: 

6 
'I:: I ements of Cnme 

Entenng Unlawfully 
, 

86 9 97 7 3 2 
A Bulldlng <~ 

I 93 1 
I 

95 6 2 
Intent I I 66 29 76 15 11 2 

e_ 
Dwelllng 

I 60 34 100 
IArmed/Too 1 

26 69 89 6 6 
Armed/Weapon 

94 
Physlca I InJury 

1 93 100 lOG: , 

Dangerous Weapon 

l. \:: .... 94 
vorrect Crlme 

86 14 
IWitnesses • 

31 69 86 9 5 
.Named -SUspect 

(,,' 

51 49 92 11 8 3 

e_ 
Report Analysis Form ~ Page 1 

"" 



. () 

• SUBJECT YES NO IIAI I/FU C.Report Sp~RP SI.RP A.RP Other 
Multiple suspects " 

49 51 44 26 29 
Named Suspect 
same as arrested 

46 54 19 9 94 
All Arrested 

66 30 2 17 80 
Vehlcle Involved 

, ' 

7 93 60 20 60 
IArrest at Scene 

I 21 79 73 40 
IIntervlew/Vlctlm 

64 36 91 9 91 9 -Intervlew/Suspect 

60 40 26 74 26 45 29 5 
Intervlew/Wltness 

26 74 72 28 61 22 6 17 

• Verbatlm of Offense 

10 90 29 43 57 
IVerbatlm Of Force 

,i " 

3 97 ~O 100 
peta 1 I S of Property 

67 33 72 26 17 . 17 
rrype of VeliTc 1 e , 

6 94 75 50 
Type of Too l/we,gpon 

14 86 80 20 20, 10 
__ ocatlon of Weapon 

3 97 50 50 
puspect: 

Influence of 
Alcohol/drugs 

" 

" 11 89 13 50 25 13 13 -

• 
'tJpr~'AnalYs;s Form -' Page 2 

Ii " 



• • 

• SUBJECT YES NO IIAI ~I/FU C Report Sp RP SI RP A RP Other . . . . 
Detal1s of 
Defense 

14 86 10 30 50 10 10 
EconomlC status 

100 
Constltutl0nal 
Rights 

59 41 5 29 37 37 
Multi/Suspect 
Rel ation 

16 84 9 45 45 18 
Pnor Offenses 

19 81 46 46 
Motlves 

14 86 10 30 60 
Psych 1 atn c 

100 
Parole/status 

7 93 60 60 20 
Alcohol/Drug 
History 

100 
tmployment 

44 56 6 100 
IV, ct,m/Wi tness: 

Suspect/Victim 
Relation 

23 77 56 31 13 iJ 

Credltnllty W 

1 99 100 
Contnbutl0n W 

1 99-' 100 )) 
" 

Mug Shots 

3 97 50 50 

',I 
. II 

! R~port Analysis Form - Page 3 
I 

I 



• 

(t 

l / 
( 

SUBJECT YES NO IIAI IjFU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other 
Procedures/ 
Results 

100 
l1ne-Up 

100 
Procedures/ 
Results 

100 
Fl ngerpn nts/ 
Scene 

10 90 14 14 71 
Usab 1 e Pn nts 

7 93 100 
Photos/Scene 

19 81 15 15 69 
locatlonjPhotos 
Prints 

14 86 10 10 80 10 
I- Vlctlm verify 

Crime Report 

100 
Vlctlm s/Improp. 
Motives 

1 99 100 
IArrest: 

Vehicle 
Search & Seizure 

1 99 100 
l3ulldlng 
Search & Seizure 

II 
'\\ 

4 96 67 33 33 c--~ 
~egal 

'\ Jt:arch & Seizure 
,,' 4 96 67 33 33 

(' 

How learned 
Ev;\~ence loca. 

34 66 42 50 8 17 
-

Report Analysis Form - Page i4 



• 
SUBJECT YES NO IIAI I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other • How learned 

Suspect loca. 
0 

43 57 60 50 23 
How Arrest of 
Suspect made 

43 57 40 37 33 

e_ 

--
n Report Analysis Form.- Page 5 



I) 
t.!' 

REPORTCANA~Y~IS FORM 

• 1977 High Pdority Cases 
SUBJECT YES NO I/AI IIFU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other 
B~'i"'gl ary I 

" 6 3 
Burglary 11 

3 6 
IOther 

1 8 
IEl ements of Cnme 

I 
Entenng Unlawfully I 

I 

I 8 1 8 
A BUlldlng I '-

! 9 9 
Intent 

I 9 9 I " 

Dwe I 11 ng 

I 6 3 6 
Armed/Too I 

9 
Armed/Weapon 

9 
IPhys 1 ca 1 I nJ ury 

9 
IDangerous Weapon 

9 
,vorrect Cnme 

9 
W,tnesses 

7 2 6 1 
Named Suspect 

8 1 8 :~( . 

0, 

Report Analysi~ Form - Page 1 



, 

.~-
SUBJECT 
Mu'rtiple Suspects 

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

, 5 4 3 2 1 
Named Suspect 
same as arrested 

" 

7 2 2 1 4 1 
brested 

8 1 3 4 1 
Ive ,e e Involved 

1 8 1 
Lrest at Scene 

g 

ITntervlew/Vlctlm 

7 2 6 1 7 1 
IIntervlew/Suspect 

6 3 1 3 3 4 
rrntervlew/Wltness -. 

. 
6 3 3 2 4 2 

crbat,m of Offense \) 

3 6 1 1 1 3 
erbatlm of force 

1 8 1 1 

retails of Property· 

7 2 6 1 1 
rry-pe of Vehlcle 

c 

1 8 1 
.' (J 

~ype of Tool/Weapon 

9 ,;.{/ 
... ocat 1 on ,of Weapon 

9 . 
[u,peet: , I nfl uence of , 

_,_ Alcohol/drugs 
: 

\.,:\ 

g 

.Report Analysis Form - Page 2 

\ 
1/ 
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• SUBJECT YES NO I/AI rl/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other . 
Deta,ls of I 

Defense 

2 7 1 2 
EconomlC Status 

""I 9 , 
Cbnstltutlonal \ 

Rights 
I 

6 3 2 4 1 
Multl/Suspect , 

Relation 

1 8 1 
Pn or Offenses 

1 8 1 
-

Motlves 

3 6 1 2 

Psych' atnc 

9 
ParD 1 e/statu~ 

.. 

9 

A'I coho J /Drug 
History 

• J 

9 

Employment 

4 5 1 3 
Vlctlm/Wifness: .\' 

Suspect/Vi ctim 
Relation 

3 6 3 2 
I, Creal bl llty/,W 

9 
Contn butl on W 

9 .' " 

Mug Shots 

9 I 

• 
,':! Report AnaTysis Form - Page 3 

" , -:.. ::,'" .(~ . {: 



.' 
• SUBJECT YES NO IIAI I/FU C.Report Sp.RP SI.RP A.RP Other r 

Procedures! 
Results 

9 
Line-Up 

, 
9 

Procedures! 
Results 

9 
F, ngerprl nts! 
Scene 

2 I 7 2 1 . 
f-- -lJsable Pnnts 

2 7 1 1 
Photos!Scene 

3 6 2 1 
Location/Photos 
Prints 

• 3 6 2 1 
Vlctlm verify 

........ Crime Report 

9 

f-----vrctlm s/lmprop. 
Motives 

I 9 

Arrest: 
Vehicle t; 

Search & Seizure 

9 

BU11dlng I Search & Seizure 

9 
legal 
Search & Seizure 

9 

How learned 

I 
" 

Evidence laca. 
5 4 2 3 

Report Ana1.vs i s Form - Page 4 



SUBJECT YES NO l/Al l/FU C.Report Sp.RP Sl.RP A.RP Other 
How learned 
Suspect loca. 

7 2 
I, 

4 4 

How Arrest of 
Suspect made 

3 5 2 1 

Report Analysis Form - Page 5 
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