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A very large number of officers (91.2%) feel that
Eighty-seven percent (87%) of the respondents feel that the on- y arg ( ) fee at the Pager System

call attorney should give advice and recammendations on investigative : b has improved the working relations between the two departments.
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matters. Seven prominent reasons were given for this feeling:

1. Prosecutors are more experienced in legal matters;
therefore, their advice and recommendations aid the
investigation.

2. It enables investigators to avoid legal camplicationms.

3. It improves the quality of case files.

4. It allows investigators to gain insight for future
cases.

5. It improves the investigator's understanding of the law.
The investigator is made aware of elements needed for a
conviction.

7. The Commonwealth's attorney would be handling the case
in court, and knows what is necessary for a good case.

Four reasons why the Commonwealth's attorneys should not be giving advice

were given:
1. Commonwealth's attorneys should give advice only on the legal
aspects of an investigation and not advice concerning the in-

vestigation procedure, since investigators have more experience

in these matters.

2. Some Commonwealth's attorneys are inexperienced and not familiar

with the law or local conditions.
3. Advice given depends entirely on the individual Coumon-
wealth's attorney.
4. Possibly too much advice is given.
Only 52.9% of the responding officers indicated they always follow
the recommendations of the on-call attormey. Forty-one percent (41%)
of the respondents usually follow the reccmmendation, and the remain-
ing six percent follow them scmetimes.

Police/Prosecutor Relations

Working relations between the Commonwealth's Attorney's Office and
the Police Department are of major concern in any program of this na-
ture, particularly when frequent interaction of the nature required by
Pager is involved.
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Twenty-four respondents cited ways in whicii the Pager System has
improved working relations with the Commonwealth's Attorney's Office.
Fifteen respondents suggested that the Pager System provides more per-
sonal contact between the assistant Commonwealth's attorneys and the
investigators. This greater personal contact allows the investigator
and prosecuting attorney to work together more effectively, learn a-
bout each other's problems, and receive more input. The result of
this contact is better case preparation. Eight officers explained that
working relations have been improved because the Pager System allows
them to reach the jprosecuting attorneys more quickly and easily. Onme
response suggested that the Pager System has improved the procedure
for securing a search warrant.

Two of the respondents answered negatively that things had not
improved because the Commornwealth's attorneys had always responded
quickly and provided help when needed.

Continuance of Pager

Over 97% of the CID officers said that Pager should be continued.
Only 1 of the 36 respondents who replied to this question thought
that Pager should be discontinued.

When the responses of the police officers and prosecuting attor-
neys are combined regarding the continuation of Pager, 46 of the 47
respondents (97.2%) state that Pager should be continued. This ex-
tremely high rating is viewed as an indicator of the overall approval
of the Pager System and satisfaction with its performance. This nod
of approval for the Pager System by members of the Criminal Investiga-
tion Division supports the idea that Pager is not seen as an intrusion
by police officers. It appears that police officers are actually re-
lieved by the presence and services of the on-call attorney in making
charging decisions.

Strengths of Pager

.

3

e

The most frequently identified strength of the Pager System was
that it allows immediate contact with a Commonwealth's attormey when
necessary. Sixteen officers gave this response. Eight respondents
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stated that the Pager System improves case preparation since communica-

tion between the investigator and the Commonwealth's attorney is more g \ {
s frequent. An additional strength of the Pager System is that it allows - Table 14

the investigator to know at the time a warrant is issued the strengths Y POLICE PERSPECTIVES ON POLICE/PROSECUTOR INTERACTION
x IN SELECTEDAREAS OF THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM
(In Percentages)

1 and weaknesses of a case (response given four times).

I. Weaknesses of Pager ! :

Only six officers identified any weaknesses in the Pager System. Prosecuting Attorneys: Always Usually Sometimes Seldam Never Number

Two respondents stated that if the on-call attorney is in court, he 1 Gy Consulted police offi-
) _ i cers regarding plea
capnot respond promptly to his page. Two other officers suggested the : negotiations. 7.7 51.3 20.5 17.9 2.6 39

need for a back-up attorney to be available in case of excessive work-
loads or when the on-call attorney cannot be reached. Other responses . ﬁ%

Discuss reasons for dis-
missal or reduction of

received included: - charge. 7.5 47.5 17.5 17.5 10.0 40
) 1. The Commonwealth's attorney should be contacted only in excep- %5 Discuss testimony
tional cases to reduce the need for an attorney being available prior to trial. 7.5 30.0 40.0 20.0 2.5 40
at all hcurs qf the night. fz Discuss testimony
2. The Comonwealth attorneys have not specialized in cases B} o after trial. 2.5 17.5 32.5 32.5 15.0 40
by type of offense. ' :
{ J. Police Prosecutor Interaction . oY

B - As Table 14 indicates, consultation between police officers and
I Results of the interviews conducted with prosecuting attorneys in g | }% prosecuting attorneys is not perceived as being a routine matter in
Portsmouth indicated that consultation with police officers is rou- - plea negotiations or any other selected area. Only 59% of the respon-
tinely conducted. In this section we find that, at least as perceived | ?M dents stated that they were Always or Usually consulted regarding a
by the police, consultation is not quite routing. ( P plea negotiation matter, and this percentage dropped markedly in the
Table 14 shows the responses of members of the Criminal Investiga- other areas to a low of 20% regarding discussion of testimony after
tion Division regarding some specific areas of usual interaction be- trial.

R
R

tween prosecuting attornmeys and police officers. The four areas of
concern here are:
1. interacticn in the plea negotiation process;
2. discussion of cases which have resulted in reduction or
dismissal at trial;
3. discussion of testimony to be given by the officer prior
to trial appeavance; and
4, discussion of the testimony given by the officer after
court. appearance,

182,

When asked if they felt they should be involved in discussions
with the prosecuting attorneys on these matters, every member of the
CID said that the Commonwealth's attorneys should discuss these matters
with investigative officers.

Responses to the question of why the Commonwealth's attorneys
should consult with the investigators regarding'plea negotiations fell
into five categories:

1, The investigator makes the arrest and works on putting the

case together; therefore, he has a right to be involved and
be kept informed until the final stages of the case. (15
respondents)
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K. Comonwealth's Attorney's Staff's Performance

2. The investigators are more familiar with the defendants'
background. (7 respondents)

3. The investigator may have additional information which »

may not be in the case file. (2 respondents)
4. 'The officer has a need to be aware of any plea negotia-
tion due to his concern for the victim. (1 respondent)
5. There is a possibility of conflict between agencies. (1
respondent)

The final evaluation goal identified in this section was an asses-
sment of the performance of the Commonwealth's Attorney's Office. The
officers of the Criminal Investigation Division were asked to rate the
overall performance of the Portsmouth Commonwealth's Attorney's Office
in two areas: (1) case preparation and (2) trial proceedings.

As Table 15 indicates, the Portsmouth Commonwealth's Attorney's
Office, although not rated extremely highly in either category, is per-
forming average or better as viewed by over 90% of the members in the

CID.
Table 15 H
CID POLICE OFFICERS' RATING OF 3
THE PROSECUTING ATTORNEYS' PERFORMANCE ;
(In Percentages) 5
Very Good Good Average Fair Poor Number
Case Preparation 22.5 55.0 15.0 2.5 5.0 40
Trial Proceedings 20.0 60.0 15.0 5.0 0 40

L. Problem Areas Identified by Criminal Investigation Division

Scme of the problem areas between the CID and the Commonwealth's

3 :
Attorney's Office identified were: ‘

1. The Camonwealth's attorneys do not discuss the case or
the investigator's testimony prior to court day. (5 re-

spondents)
*Some of the 11 identifications which follow are verbatim; others have
been edited for the sake of clarity
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11.

The general attitudes of some of the Camonwealth's attorn-

neys. (3 respondents)

The lack of cammunication. (2 respondents)

The Cammonwealth's Attorney's Office will not prosecute
unless they have an airtight case. (2 respondents)

Investigators are not always issued a subpoena, sametimes

get a last minute call to court.
Handling of evidence; pictures should stay in case file.

When there is a disagreement of a charge, the Commonwealth's

attorney should consult with assistants.
Nothing is done to prepare witnesses.

There is a high turnover rate of experienced prosecutors.
Officers are not always advised of plea negotiations. If

the trial went badly, officers want to know why; and if

errors are found in an officer's procedure, he should be

told how to correct it.

Commonwealth's attorneys are not open for debate concerning

disagreements with an officer.

The following were identified as problem areas within the Cammonwealth's

Attorney's Office which have caused cases to be dismissed or reduced:
' 1.

2.
3.
4,

insufficient case preparation;

inexperience;

agreeing to plea negotiations; and

attitude of some of the Commonwealth's attorneys.

M. Comments by Criminal Investigation Division

Additional comments were made regarding operations between the Com-
monwealth's Attorney's Office and the Criminal Investigation Division.

1.

2.

3.

Cases should be discussed before court,
A good relationship currently exists.

Operations between the two offices should continue

and develop even further.

Better communications are needed.

Meetings should be held at which all persomnel could
discuss recent decisions and legal matters.

Certain attorneys should be assigned to certain squads.

185.



" 2 Ry

—y it iy ey i,

oA -

Conclusions of the Criminal Investigation Division Evaluation

According to members of the Criminal Investigation Division, the cpera-
tion of the Pager System has been quite successful. Nearly all members of
the CID (97%) consider the Pager System valuable and would like to see it
continued.

Perceptions of the police indicate that cammunications between police
and prosecutors are not as routine as the Cammonwealth's attorney's staff
believed them to be. Members of the CID feel that communications between
tt 2 two departments should be increased -- especially in the area of discus-
sing courtroam testimony both prior to court appearance and after testimony
presented in court.

Recammendations

1. Initiate an instruction on the procedures of the Pater System includ-
ing:

a. how to leave a message on Pager;

b. 1identifying what is to be completed (for example, witness
statements, offense reports, and witness list) prior to the
on-call attorney's arrival at headquarters.

This instruction should be included in the Department Manual

where applicable.

2. Reiterate the importance of quick response time especially when
attorney is requested at headquarters.

3. Use back-up attorney when primary on-call attorney is in court
or otherwise unavailable to immediately respond.

4. Establish formal procedures for the discussion of police offi-
cer's testimony both prior to and after courtroom appearance.
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Section Five

EVALUATION OF POLICE PERFORMANCE FRCM THE PERSPECTIVE
OF THE COMMONWEALTH'S ATTORNEY'S OFFICE

Introduction

This section constitutes a follow-up on the initial data collected dur-
ing August of 1978 and reported in the Camprehensive Evaluation of the Ports-
mouth Police Department's Integrated Criminal Apprehension Program: Evalua-
tion of Program Components - Phase I, Final Report of September, 1978 (pp.
109-119). Where applicable, comparisons will be made to the results pub-
lished in the initial study. The purpose of this section is to present data
on the performance of Portsmouth, Virginia police officers as viewed by the
Coammonwealth's attorney and his assistant prosecutors.

Goals of the Evaluation

The evaluation of police performance fram the perspective of the Common-
wealth's Attorney's Office was undertaken in order to ascertain the impact of
new procedures developed under ICAP on case file quality and the disposition
of cases. Specifically, the evaluation was designed to measure:

1. the quality of police work in various crime categories;

2. the cases weakened by poor police performance;

3. changes in the quality of police performance between

August 1978 and February 1979.

Research Design

Data were obtained during January and February, 1979 by having Ports-
mouth's Commonwealth's Attorney James A. Cales and his assistants individu-
ally camplete the attached questionnaires (see Appendices L and M). These
questionnaires were developed to assess various aspects of police/prosecutor
interaction within the Portsmouth criminal justice system. In addition, sug-
gestions for improving police performance were solicited.

Experience Level of Respondents

The prior prosecutorial experience of the ten responding prosecutors
ranged from a low of 17 months to a high of 127 months. Overall, the ten
respondents averaged 45.7 months' experience as prosecutors, which constitutes
a 5.8 month increase to the Phase I results (39.9).
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Present Quality of Police Work

The ten Portsmouth prosecutors were asked their opinion of the present
quality of work being performed by Portsmouth police officers. The results
can be seen in Table 15.

Table 16

PROSECUTORS' EVALUATION OF PRESENT QUAL;TY OF WORK
BY POLICE OFFICERS
(In Number of Cases)

Very Below Above Out- No

Category Poor Average Average Average standing Opinion
Narcotics & Vice 0 0 2 4 0 4
Burglary Squad 0 1 1 6 1 1
Larceny (not paper) O 0 0 6 3 1
Paper Crimes 0 0 0 4 5 1
Sex Crimes 0 0 0 4 5 1
Robbery, Hamicide,

and Assaults 0 0 0 7 2 1
Uniform Patrol 0 0 1 6 2 1
Youth Bureau 0 0 1 4 0 5
TOTALS 0 1 5 41 18 15 =280

Ninety-one percent (91%) of the respondents who expressed an opinion on
the quality of police work rated the present quality of Portsmouth police
officers' work as above average or outstanding in all crime areas. These
ratings show a considerable improvement in the quality of police officers'
work as perceived by the prosecutors since August of 1978, when only 43%
rated the quality as above average or outstanding. The percentage of re-
sponses in the Below Average column dropped fram 5.4% in August, 1978 to
1.5% at the time of this report.

Highest ratings were given to the work done on Paper Crimes and Sex
Crimes. Five of the nine respondents in each of these categories indicated
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that officers' work in these areas ig outstanding. Larceny, and the category
including Robbery, Homicide, and Assaults, were also rated high with 100% of
the responses (9 of 9) falling in either the Above Average or Outstanding
columns.

Burglary is the only category to be rated below average with only one
respondent so doing. The ratings of the Burglary category were also the most
disparate with two responses of Average or Below Average (one each) and one
response of Outstanding. Table 16 presents a breakdown of total responses
for the August 1978 survey and this present survey, and the changes in per-
centage over the six month period.

Table 17
PRESENT QUALITY OF WORK BY POLICE OFFICERS

Quality of Work

Very Below Above Out-
Date of Survey Poor Average Average Average standing Total
August 1978 0 4(5.4) 38(51.3) 22(29.7) 10(13.5) 74
Jan-Feb 1979 0 1(1.5) 5 (7.7) 41(63.1) 18(27.7) 65
Percentage Change 0 ~3.9% -43.6% +33.4% +14.2%

As Table 16 indicates, there has been a significant shift in favor of
the police officers' work since August of 1978. Whether this change is due
to increase in the quality of police work or simply to the increased inter-
action of police and prosecutors since the implementation of the Integrated
Criminal Apprehension Progran (ICAP), and more specifically the Pager System,

is still subject to conjecture.

Changes in Quality of Police Work

The ten prosecuting attorneys were next asked their opinions of how the
quality of police work in Portsmouth has changed during the past twelve month
period with regard to the same categories as the preceding question. Table
17 gives the breakdown of responses fran the ten respondents to this question.
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Table 18

PROSECUTORS' PERCEPTION OF CHANGE
IN THE QUALITY OF POLICE WORK OVER THE LAST YEAR
(In Number of Cases)

Not as About Samewhat Much No
Category Good the Seme Improved Improved Opinion
Narcotics & Vice 0 3 2 1 4
Burglary 1 3 4 1 1
Larceny (not paper) 0 4 3 1 2
Paper Crimes 0 6 2 1 1
Sex Crimes 0 2 5 2 1
Robbery, Homicide

and Assaults 0 3 4 2

Uniform Patrol 0 2 6
Youth Bureau 0 5 0
TOTAL 1 28 26 10 15 = 80

As shown in Taple 17, the categories of Sex Crimes; and Robbery, Homi-
cide, and Assaults were seen as having improved the most over the past year.
Again the shift in the prosecutors’ perception in general has been favorable
to the police with 55.4% of the respondents checking the Scmewhat Improved or
Much Improved columns. This shows a 10 percent increase within these two
categories from the August 1978 report. The totals for each column were tabu-
lated, and corresponding percentage changes from the August 1978 survey were
calculated. These results are shown in Table 18.

A follow-up question asked the Portsmouth prosecuting attorneys what
the major reasons for this improvement or decline in the quality of police
work were. Six respondents filled out thig question, all of whom stated
reasons for improvement in the quality of police work. Three of the respon-
dents stated that individual efforts on the part of police officers to im-
prove and work more closely with the Commonwealth's Attorney's Office was
the reason for improvement. Two respondents attributed the improvement to
a more personal interest in the cases on the part of police officers -=-
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Table 19

CHANGE IN THE QUALITY OF WORK BY POLICE CFFICERS
OVER THE LAST YEAR

Quality of Work

Not as About Sanewhat Much Total
Date of Survey Good the Same Improved Improved Responses
August 1978 5(6.7%) 36(48.0%) 29(38.6%) 5(6.76) 75

Jan-Feb 1979 1(1.5%) 28(43.1%)  26(40.0%) 19(15.4%) 65

Percentage Change -5.2 -4.9 +1.4 +8.7

especially when they were permitted to follow up on the cases in which they
made the initial investigation. The final respondent stated that changes in
personnel, especially in the Sex Crimes, and Robbery, Homicide, and Assaults
categories, has brought about the favorable improvement in the quality of

police work in Portsmouth.

Cases Weakened by Poor Police Performance

The ten prosecutors reported that they handled a total of 321 cases dur-
ing the three months from October 1, 1978 through December 31, 1978. This
represents a 12.5% decrease in total number of cases when compared to the 367
reported to have been handled between May 1, 1978 and July 31, 1978. The av-
erage number of cases haudled per prosecuting attorney dropped fram 36.7 to
32.1, a decline of 4.6 cases per attorney.

As noted in previous sections of this chapter, the Pager System appears
to be very effective in reducing the number of felomy cases entering the ad-
judicatory process through warrant refusals and recommendations for misde-
meanor charges at the ipitial screening.

Of the 321 cases handled, 23 were reported to have been weakened signi-
ficantly by scme error or amission by the Portsmouth police officers who han-
dled the cases. A listing of these errors or amissions is given below to
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more fully explain the responses to this question, and to provide guidance
for forthcoming training sessionms.

Of the four respondents who listed causes for case weakness 100% of them
attributed insufficient or incomplete investigations and evidence-gathering
as the most persistent problem areas. Two rape incidents were cited by one
respondent as examples of poor evidence-gathering. In one, a suspect used
a glass to drink water fram at the victim's home and no fingerprints were
taken. In another case the bed sheets were not collected as physical evi-
dence.

The respondents were then asked how many of the cases identified as be-
ing affected by poor quality police work resulted in, or necessitated the
acceptance or initiation of, plea bargaining, reductions in charges or sen-
tences, or dismissal of the case. Of the 23 cases identified as affected
by a lack of quality police work, the breakdown of responses is reported in
Table 19 below.

Table 20

OUTCOME OF CASES IDENTIFIED AS AFFECTED
BY THE POOR QUALITY OF POLICE WORK
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Type of Outcome Number of Cases Percentage of Cases
Plea bargaining 13 56.5
Reduction in charges 4 17.4
Reduction in sentence 0 0
Dismissal 5 21.7
Not ascertained 1 4.3

23
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As Table 19 indicates, in the majority of cases that were considered af-
fected the prosecuting attorney was forced to rely upon plea bargaining. Of
particular importance is the fact that in 21.7% of the affected cases, a dis-
missal resulted.

Nine of the ten prosecutors responded to queries about the factors con-
sidered by the prosecuting attorneys as major contributors leading to the ac-
ceptance or initiation of plea bargaining, reduction in charges or sentences,
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or dismissal. Evidence collection deficiency was found to be the central theme
of each comment. The responses are summarized under three categories:
1. Evidence and Investigation

- Greatest problem is collection of evidence.
- Unwillingness or inability to obtain physical evidence.

Inadequate investigation at the start.

Lack of follow-up investigation.

Mishandling of evidence.
2. Witness Statements

- Witness and defendant statements which are done hurriedly
without concern for the elements of the crime.

- Failure to interview potential defense witnesses and failure
to record the statements of non-witnesses who at trial become
witnesses.

3. General
- Failure of officers to give prosecutors all the facts.

Impact of Changes in the Pager System

In September of 1977 the Portsmouth Commonwealth's Attorney's Office
and the Portsmouth Police Department implemented the Pager System. (See
Section One of this chapter for a discussion of the operation of the Pager
System in Portsmouth:.)

Prosecuting attorneys were asked their opinion of the effect the Pager
System had on the quality of police work in Portsmouth. The nine Tespon-
dents who answered this question all stated that the quality of police work
has been "much improved'.

The response to the question eliéiting the impact of the Pager System
raised two important questions:

1. Is it the close working relationship between the Commonwealth's
Attorney's Office and the Portsmouth Police Department that has
created a perceived improvement, or has the quality of police
work really improved?

2. Is it the fact that the attorneys are now directly involved in
the warrant-securing process and therefore feel that the Pager
System is more effective?
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The answers to these questions go beyond the scope of this report. The Section Six

complete agreement (nine of nine responses) on the part of the Portsmouth i ? ]
Camonwealth's Attorney's Office that the quality of police work has improved . BURGLARY AND ROBBERY COMPARATIVE ANALYSLS

since the implementation of the Pager System suggests at least that at pre- %

SO
i
¥

sent the Pager System is accepted by the Commonwealth's Attorney's Office as SR Introduction
an effective means for securing a felony warrant. o This section of the evaluation was designed to assess the impact of
Summary and Conclusions y i }; the Major Offender Program upon robbery and burglary cases tried by the

. ) ) L Portsmouth Commonwealth's attorney. A comparison of robbery and burglary
As reported in this part of the Police-Prosecutor Relations Evaluation, L cases tried prior to implementation of the Major Offender Program with
the performance of the Portsmouth Police Department, as viewed by the Com- L

\ ) ; . those robbery and burglary cases adjudicated by the Major Offender Unit
monwealth's attorney and his staff, has significantly improved since imple- :

mentation of the Integrated Criminal Apprehension Program. %
The use of the Pager System for screening of all felony cases has brought ;
about a very favorable and effective working relationship between prosecuting . i |
attorneys and pelice officers. The Pager System has become an instructional L Goals of Burglary and Robbery Comparison
and training mechanism for all parties involved and has resulied in a more
consciencious procedure for case preparation and handling by both the police

was conducted in order to monitor changes that have come about in three
i areas: (1) time involved in processing selected felony cases, (2) prob-
. ability of conviction, and (3) severity of sentences dispensed.

i The use of concentrated and focused prosecution on defendants classi-

S
3

fied as career criminals/major offenders is designed to improve the swift-
officers and prosecuting attorneys. ‘ | T ness, surety, and severity of sentencing. The analysis of burglary and

: : x robbery felony cases presented in this section was undertaken to answer
) three questions:

f; 1. Does the Major Offender Unit process felony cases through
adjudication faster than similar offenses not classified
as Major Offenders, and if so, how much faster?

2. Are Major Offender cases being convicted at a higher rate

: CT than non-Major Offender cases?

f' it 3. Are the sentences received by Major Offenders more severe

X e than those received by non-Major Offenders?

g

AR Research Design and Procedure

3 m In order to establish a sufficient and reliable information base for

; it comparison, the evaluators studied all burglary and robbery cases reported

3 - to the Portsmouth Commonwealth's Attorney's Office from January 1, 1977

3 fg through September 23, 1977 and the implementation of the Major Offender Pro-

gram. These cases included attempted burglary and robbery, statutory bur-
r glary, and attempted statutory burglary. A comparison group was drawn for
study from all burglary and robbery cases reported to the Portsmouth Common-
wealth's Attorney's Office for the 1978 calendar year.

- ' 195.
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The quantitative data were gathered by amalyzing the defendant case

files and records maintained in the central files of the Cammomwealth's
Attorney's Office. Specific data were obtained relating to case proces-
sing, convictions, and sentences, including the:

date and charge on warrant;

date of General District Court hearing;
date the Grand Jury convened;

date of Circuit Court trial;

date of final disposition; and

6. length of sentence (if conviction obtained).

L S O A

Additional information was collected on the number of cases dismissed, re-
duced, or nolle prosequid. Examination of case files also revealed the num-

ber of cases requiring a jury trial and number of convictions that were ap-
pealed.

Results of Burglary and Robbery Comparison

A,

Number of Cases

During the period January 1, 1977 and September 23, 1977, 903 fe-
lony cases were adjudicated by the Portsmouth Commonwealth's attorney
and his staff. Of this total, 189 or 21% fell into the offense cate-
gories of burglary, robbery, attempted burglary or robbery, statutory
burglary, attempted statutory burglary, and armed robbery. During the
1978 calendar year these same offenses constituted 18% of the total
number of felony cases adjudicated in Portsmouth (167 of 919).%

The sample population of 356 adult burglary and robbery cases bro-
ken down by year and type of offense is displayed in Tables 16 and 17.

Of particular interest is the dramatic shift, as shown in Table 17,
in offense type from 1977 to 1978 between the categories of burglary
and statutory burglary. Burglary is defined as the breaking and enter-
ing into a dwelling of another in the nighttime with intent to camit
a felony or larceny, and is punishable as a Class 3 felony. Statutory
burglary entails both daytime and nighttime breaking and entering, or

*Originally, 382 felony cases were reported under the cunprehensive cate-
gories of burglary and robbery. Of this total, 26 were juvenile cases
which were disposed of at either General District Court or Juvenile and
Domestic Relations Court, and will be discarded from analysis.
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simply entering, into a dwelling of another with intent to commit mur-

der, rape, or robbery, and is punishable as a Class 3 felony. In addi-

tion to dwellings of others, the statute also specifies any office,

shop, storehouse, warehouse, banking house, or other house. The author-
ized punistment for conviction of a Class 3 felony is a term of impri-

sonment of not less than five years nor more than twenty years.

o

Table 21
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY YEAR
(In Numbers)
Attmpt.
Stat. Attmpt. Stat. Attmpt. Armed
Year Burglary Burg. Burgz. Burg. Robbery Roby. Roby. No.
1977
(Jan 1-
Sep 23) 35 76 3 b 61 9 1 189
1978 4. 56 2 4 0 8 o 16
Total 82 132 5 8 111 17 1 356
Table 22
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY YEAR
(In Percentages)
Attmpt.
Stat. Attmpt. Stat. Attmpt. Armed .
Year Burglary Burg. Burg. Burg. Robbery Roby. Roby. o
%977 !

Jan 1~ 0,
Sep 23) 18.5 40,2 1.6 2.1 32.2 4.8 0.5 100%
1978 28.1 33,5 1.3 2.4 29.9 4.8 0 100%
% of Total
Sample 23.0 37.1 1.4 2.2 31.2 4.8 0.3
N=356
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Without belaboring the distinctions between statutory burglary
and burglary, one major difference should be noted. In statutory bur-
glary the intent to commit murder, rape, or robbery must be proven to
sustain a Class 3 felony conviction. The commission of any other fe-
lony or larceny under the corditions identified for statutory burglary
becomes punishable to a much lesser degree of severity.

The problems inherent in proving intent and the ability to inter-
pret the subtle distinctions between these two offense types clearly
shows why an attorney, rexperienced in the prosecution of burglary and
statutory burglary, should be making the initial charging decision.
Determining whether or not the type of crime being camitted in Ports-
mouth has changed fram one year to the next is beyond the scope of this
evaluation. One explanantion of this variance is that the teaming of
prosecuting attorneys with police a. the initial screening (Pager Sys-
tem) has lead to more accurate and appropriate charges.

B. Case Processing Time

For this analysis the population was broken into two categories,
Major Offenders and non-Major Offenders. The amount of time required
to process a case through adjudication was computed in three states:
(1) number of days from General District Court hearing to Grand Jury;
(2) number of days fram Grand Jury to Circuit Court trial; and (3) num-
ber of days fram Circuit Court trial to final disposition (this cate-
gory constitutes those cases which required preparation of a pre-sentence
report before sentencing).

Table 18 displays the amount of time involved during each of the
three stages.
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Table 23
AVERAGE CASE PROCESSING TIME
(In Days)
Total
General District Circuit Court Final Dis- Processing
Court Hearing  Grand Jury Trial position Time
Major
Offender L 27.9 . 39.4 | 40.0 | 107.3
: 1 ¥ 1
Non-Major '
Offender . 32.9 | 50.8 | 45.7 . 128.4
] f
Overall ' ; l
Average 32.1 | 48,8 A 44,8 i 125.7

1
1 ' ! 1

The total average time involved in the processing of burglary and
robbery cases is approximately 125.7 days. Closer inspection reveals
that the Major Offender Unit is processing its cases an average of 21.1
days faster than non-Major Offender cases. Between the Grand Jury and
conclusion of Circuit Court trial proceedings the Major Offender cases
" proceed at an average rate of 11.4 days faster than non-Major Offender
! cases. It should be clear that this is the stage where the Major Of-
fender Unit is making its most significant contribution to speedier
case processing. During this time period case continuances became a
major obstacle and hindrance to timely disposition of felony cases.

For this reason the evaluators used the same categories of Major Offend-

er cases and non-Major Offender cases in order to assess the impact con-

o tinuances have had upon case processing. Of the total sample population

‘ of 342 cases which entered the adjusicatory process in Portsmouth, 73.1%
of these cases had no continuances issued. Table 19 gives the breakdown
of the number of continuances issued in the Major Offender and non-Major
Offender categories.

Table 24

! NUMBER OF CONTINUANCES ISSUED BY CATEGORY
(In Percentages)

Number of Continuances

0 1 2 3 No.
Category
i Major Offenders 69.8 26.4 1.9 1.9 53
| Non~Major
Offendgrs 73.7 13.8 7.6 4.9 289
: % of Total '
b Sample 73.1 15.8 6.7 4.4 342

sty

Surprisingly, Major Offender cases exhibit a very large percentage
of continuances (30.2% received at least one continuance), while only
26.3% of the non-Major Offender cases received one or more continuances.

ey
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The impact of continuance on case processing bectmes even more
pronounced considering the time required for processing cases that do
Teceive one or more continuances (see Table 20).

As noted in Table 18, a case proceeds fram Grand Jury through Cir-
cuit Court trial in 48.9 days (on the average). For those cases which
Teceive no continuances the elapsed time was found to be only 29 days.

Table 20 shows the number of days required for cases to proceed
fram Grand Jury through conclusion of Circuit Court trial proceedings
when we account for the number of continuances issued.

Table 25

NUMBER OF DAYS BETWEEN GRAND JURY
AND CIRCUIT COURT TRIAL BY NUMBER
OF CONTINUANCES ISSUED

Number of Average Number Percentage of
Continuances of Days Cases

0 29.0 73.1

1 61.5 15.8

2 104.0 6.7

3 173.8 b.4

It is clear that the number of continuances issued during trial proceed-
ings affects the time involved in processing a case through adjudication.
It is also apparent that the Major Offender Unit, although not necessari-
ly reducing the percentage of cases receiving continuance, is substanti-
ally reducing the number of cases which receive two or more continuances
and thereby significantly reducing the total case processing time re-
quired.
Probability of Conviction

For purposes of this'analysis the final disposition of each cate-

gory of burglary and robbery was ascertained and recorded as to whether
the offense was adjudicated on the original charge, whether the charge
was reduced, the offender found not guilty, the case dismissed or nolle
prosequid.* The sample population was broken into three categories and

——

*Fugitive warrants were excluded from analysis.
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the corresponding number of offenses is shown in Table 21.

Table 26

TYPE OF OFFENSE BY YEAR OF OFFENSE
AND MAJOR OFFENDER CATEGORY

I 3
e

e ey

(In Numbers)
Attmpt.

1977 3 1 gtat. AtUnpt. Stat. Attmpt.

urglary Burg. Burg. Burg. *
All Offenses e SR EE:.. Robbery™ Roby. -
Jan 1-Sep 23 33 79 3 4 64 9 192
1978
Non-Major 38 50 2 4 16 5 115
1978 ‘
Ma jor R T B3 54
Total 80 138 5 8 113 17 361

*One (1) armed robbery case was included in the Robbery category (1977) for
this analysis.

A basic premise of concentrated prosecution is that it should result
in a greater probability of conviction. As noted in Table 21, 54 Major
Offender cases were prosecuted for the comprehensive offense types of
burglary or robbery.

Table 22 presents the conviction probabilities for all the burglary
and robbery cases which were adjudicated during 1977 (Jan 1 - Sep 23)
and all of 1978. The overall conviction rate for the selected categor-
ies was 74.5 percent, with 58.7 percent of the offenders convicted as
charged and 15.8 percent convicted of a reduced charge. Robbery was by
far the most difficult offense to obtain a conviction for with less than
50% being convicted as charged or to a reduced charge. The prosecution
of statutory burglary resulted in both the highest percentage of convic-
tions to the original charge (74.6 percent) and overall convietions
(94.2 percent).

The evaluators compared the percentage of cases within each Major
Offender offense type with corresponding non-Major Offenders. For this
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Table 27

CASES
RATE FOR ALL BURGLARY AND ROBBERY
CONVICTIgﬁN 1 - SEP 23, 1977 AND ALL 1978

‘ (In Percentages)

Attmpt.
Attempted
Stat. Attmpt. Stat. L
Offender Was: Burglary Burg. Burg. Burg. Robbery Robbery  Tota
Coggiigzg % 57.5 746.6  40.0 37.5 43.4 52.9 58.7
. 15.8
COEZégggg gﬁaige 20.0 19.6 40.0 50.0 5.3 11.: >
) . .
Found Not Guilty 10.0 2.2 0 12.5 15.0
Case Was: |
Bismissed 3.8 2.2 20.0 0 13.3 5.: 12 g
17. .
Nolle Prosequid 8.8 1.4 0 0 23.0

analysis the categories identified in Table 21 were again utllzi:i.tEd
Since no Major Offender case involving attempted bur%lary or a luged
statutory burglary was discovered, these two cate§0t1es were excted y
fran the analysis. The results of these computations are presen

Tables 23, 24, and 25.

Table 28

CONVICTION RATE FOR .
MAJOR OFFENDER BURGLARY AND ROBBERY CASES, 1978
(In Percentages)

Attempted
Statutory

ffender Was Burglary Burglary Robbery  Robbery Total
Offender : ' s
Convicted as Charged 88.9 444 75.8 66.7

‘ 14.8

Coﬁgéﬁzzg gga:ge 0 bbb z.; 33.3 .
Found Not Guilty 0 11.1 .

g?z:izz:; 0 6.1 0 2.2

1 0 .
Nolle Prosequid 11.1 0 6 X 2
N = 9 9 33

202.
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Table 23 reveals that for the 1978 Major Offender cases of burglary

and robbery, 72.2 percent of the offenders were convicted as charged and
14.8 percent received a conviction to a reduced charge for an overall
conviction rate of 87 percent. Only 3.7 percent of the cases studied
were dismissed; all were Tobbery cases. No burglary cases were dismis~
sed or found not guilty, and only one of the nine burglary cases involved
a nolle prosequi.

Comparison of these results to the same 1978 offenge types not de-

termined to be Major Offender cases revealed that these offenses were
adjudicated with an overall conviction

rate of 80.8 percent (see Table
24).

Table 29

CONVICTION RATE FOR
NON-MAJOR OFFENDER BURGLARY AND ROBBERY CASES, 1978
(In Percentages)

Statutory Attempted

Offender Was: Burglary Burglary Robbery Robbery Total
Convicted as Charged 60.5 76.0 12.5 60.0 60.6
Convicted of a
Reduced Charge 21.1 24.0 6.3 20.0 20.2
Found Mot Guilty 7.9 0 25.0 0 6.4
Case Was:
Dismissed 5.3 0 18.8 0 4.6
Nolle Prosequid 5.3 0 37.5 20.0 8.2

N = 38 50 16 5 109

Although the overall conviction rate is not significantly lower than
that found for Major Offender cases (6.2 percent less), the non-Major
Offenders did receive a much higher percentage of reductions (20.2 per-
cent compared to 14.8 percent for Major Offenders). Only 60.6 percent
of the non-Major Offenders were convicted as charged while, as noted earl-
ier, 72.2 percent of the same Major Offender defendants were convicted as
originally charged.
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Table 30

1977 CONVICTION RATE FOR BURGLARY AND ROBBERY CASES
JAN 1 - SEP 23
(In Percentages)

Statutory Attempted
Offender Was: Burglary Burglary Robbery  Robbery Total
Convicted as Charged 45.5 77.2 34.3 44 .4 55.1
Convicted of a
Reduced Charge 24.2 13.9 3.1 0 11.4
Found Not Guilty 15.2 2.5 18.8 22.2 11.4
Case Was:
Dismissed 3.0 3.8 15.6 11.1 8.1
Nolle Prosequid 12.1 2.5 28.1 22.2 14.0
N = 33 79 64 9 185

As noted in Table 25 the defendants in 55.1 percent of the robbery
and burglary cases adjudicated during 1977 were convicted as originally
charged, while 11.4 percent were convicted of a reduced charge for an
overall comviction rate of 66.5 percent. Robbery was again the most dif-
ficult offense to prosecute with only 34.4 percent of the offenders con-
victed as charged.

As discussed earlier, implementation of the Pager System appears
to have resulted in a change in charging policy between burglary and
statutory burglary. Comparison of conviction rates since this change
show a marked improvement. In 1977 only 45.5 percent of the defendants
in burglary cases were convicted as charged while in 1978 this rate was
88.9 percent for Major Offenders and 60.5 percent for non-Major Offend-
ers. The overall conviction rate for statutory burglary has remained
at its very high 91.1 percent conviction rate obtained in 1977. For
non-Major Offender cases the conviction rate was 88.8 percent, while
Major Offenders were convicted in all 50 cases (100%).

The conviction rate for non-Major Offenders was 37.4 percent for
robbery cases processed fram January 1 - September 23, 1977, and 18.8
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percent for 1978 robbery non-Major Offenders. For Major Offenders the
conviction rate was 84.9 percent. This difference can be attributed to
concentrated prosecution.

Severitv of Sentence

For purposes of this analysis sentence weights, as developed by
the Criminal Justice Research Center in Albany, New York, were assigned
to those cases receiving a conviction.®* The evaluators again used the
categories of burglary and robbery for 1977 Major Offenders, and 1978
non-Major Offenders, for comparison.

Seventy-two percent of the defendants within tbe Major Offender
category were sentenced to two or more years in pris ~ For the non-
Major Offender and 1977 comprehensive burglary and .obbery categories
the percentages for those sentenced to two or more years in prison were
34 and 45 percent, respectively (see Table 26). This indicates that
Major Offenders receive more severe sentences than the comparable non-
Major Offenders,¥*

Table 31

BURGLARY AND ROBBERY DEFENDANTS
RECEIVING AT LEAST TWO-YEAR PRISON SENTENCES

Receiving Receiving

2 or More 5 or More
1977 Cases Years in Prison Years in Prison No..
(Jan 1 - Sep 23) 45% 28% 136
1978
Non-Major Offender 34% 15% 93
1978
Major Offender 72% 57% 46

*The weighting system was found to be inappropriate for use in computing the
nunerical difference in years sentenced between categories.

**This result is not surprising since only the more serious crimes and generally
repeat offenders are in the Major Offender category. ' ”
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Section Seven
- Pager System enhances early assignment of felony cases and this de-

PORTSMOUTH FELONY CASE TRACKING SYSTEM | ¥ . .
. cision can be made at a very early stage.

As a felony case proceeds through the adjudicatory portion of the 3. Upon the prosecuting attorney's determination to prosecute, a decision
criminal justice system a variety of decisions are made which greatly R is made at the preliminary hearing (General District Court) on whether
influence the ultimate outcame of the case. These decisions focus on ’ (1) the defendant should be held to anmswer on felony charges and cer-
whether or not charges are to be filed, what the specific charge should tified to a grand jury, (2) the case should be dismissed or (3) disposed

be, and the degree of concentrated effort brought to prosecuting the of as a misdemeanor.

case. 1In this section a flow-chart (see Figure 2) is presented which ‘ § %g 4. The prosecuting attorney must decide on cases which are dismissed at
follows the disposition of a felony case fram the point of initial con- . the preliminary hearing (Gemeral District Court). If the dismissal
ract with the Portsmouth Commonwealth's Attorney's Office through final A 3 ;: is accepted, the case is terminated at this point. However, dismissal
disposition. Eight basic decision points are identified by this case Lo of the case may be opposed by the prosecuting attorney who can then

;i seek certification fram the grand jury through a straight indictment.

B s N

track. '
1. The decision is made by the prosecuting attorney on whether or '

not felony charges should be filed. In Portsmouth this is
usually donme (77% of all felony warrants in 1978) by the on-
call attorney when he/she is contacted by the police. Along
with deciding if a felony warrant should be issued, the prose-
cuting attorney must also decide the specific charge and, if
applicable, the appropriate bond to be set. As shown in Figure
2, other options available to the prosecuting attorney are to
prosecute as a misdemeanor, return the case to the police for

MMMMMMWM

5. The grand jury convenes every other month in Portsmouth and it must
decide which cases are to proceed to trial. Each case brought before
the grand jury is certified as either a ''True Bill" or "Not a True
Bill". A case ruled Not a True Bill may be reactivated by the prose-
cuting attorney at a subsequent convening of the grand jury. Cases
which receive a True Bill for which an arrest has not previously been
made, i.e., a straight indictment, at this point result in an arrest.
At this point too, a decision is again made to prosecute as charged,
dismiss, or rolle prosequi.

o s,
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further investigation, accept prosecution by straignt indict- ; G
ment, or reject the case entirely. During 1978, 54.9% of calls f " 6. 1If the decision is made to prosecute, the case goes to trial before
] made to the on-call attorney resulted in the issuance of a fe- ?' g the Circuit Court. At this point the prosecutor must decide if the
kL o offering of an inducement in exchange for a guilty plea (plea nego-

lony warrant. In 13.4% of the cases prosecution was delayed
and the case was returned to the police for further investiga-
tion. Prosecution was accepted through straight indictment to
the grand jury in 2.3% of all cases, and in 14.3% of the cases
the issuance of a felony warrant was rejected and/or a misde-
meanor warrant was issued. The remaining 14.5% of police- ‘ ' J 7. 1In all cases where a plea of not guilty is entered, the Court (judge
initiated contact with the assistant Commonwealth's attorney : o or jury) must decide guilt or inmocence. If the Finding is not

? | tiation) would be beneficial. The defendant must decide if any ne-
. gotiation is acceptable as well as determine whether to plead guilty
N 3 or not. Whichever he pleads, the defendant can choose whether to
appear for trial before a judge with or without a jury present.

involved legal questions or the passing of information to the
on-call attorney (10.4% and 4.1% respectively).

0. After the arrest of a suspect the prosecuting attorney assigned
to the case must decide whether to prosecute as charged, dis-
miss, or nolle prosequi the case. In Portsmouth, use of the

206.
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guilty, a determination of appropriate sentence is made by the judge
or jury.

207.



T T

e ——
SERar e

!

forinaind g s

o

TR

P aroite)

msacamirry

Felony cases which involve negotiation traditionally take two forms.
The first is referred to as a charge negotiatiom, which usually in-
volves the entering of a guilty plea to a reduced charge. The second
type of negotiation is referred to as a sentence negotiation, which
involves the entering of a guilty plea to the original charge in ex-
change for a reduced sentence. The judge or jury is not bound by
this type of negotiation and the prosecuting attormey may only recom-

mend an appropriate sentence.

This study depicts the flow of defendants through the adjudicatory

process and demonstraces the broad range of discretion the prosecuting
attorney is allowed in the performance of his/her duties. Variation in
the exercise of discretionary powers among prosecuting attorneys is usu-
ally regarded as considerable, and monitoring of its use is extremely
difficult. Although this study adds little to the monitoring of prosecu-
torial discretion, its utility lies in its application for planning and
analysis of consequences associated with policy changes.
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Figure 2
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Section Eight
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the data collected during this evaluation, police/prosecutor
relations have been enhanced by the implementation of new procedures such
as the Major Offender Program and Pager System. Felony cases are being
handled in an effective manmer through the operation of the Major Offender
Program. The basic concepts of the Major Offender Program regarding case
screening and processing have been highly effective in the prosecution of
serious felony cases.

The Pager System, an offspring of the Major Offender Program, has been
extremely useful for early identification and assigmment of serious felony
cases. It appears that the Pager System has also contributed to the devel-
opment of a close and effective working relationship between police offi-
cials and prosecuting attorneys.

The successful implementation of a program such as the Major Offender
Program and, especially, the effective use of a Pager System, requires a
great deal of time and effort on the part of both the prosecuting attorneys
and the police officers. The success or failure of any program is contin-
gent upon how well the parties, in this case the police and prosecutors, like
the project. Research to date has shown that both the Major Offender Pro-
gram and the Pager System have met with considerable favor by both police
officers and prosecuting attorneys. Continuation of both the Major Offen-
der Program and Pager System was favored by all of the assistant Common-
wealth's sttorneys and nearly all (97%) of the members of the Criminal In-
vestigation Division.

Recognizing that substantial progress and continual change in the op-
eration and procedures utilized by the Major Offender Program and Pager Sys-
tem is being made, the following comments and rescmmendations are submitted.

1. It appears that the Major Offender Program combined with the

Pager System improves the operation of the criminal justice
system by enabling experienced attormeys to devote more time
and energy to (1) ensuring sound case preparation, and (2)
prosecution of serious felony cases.

9. Jurisdictions which desire to utilize the Pager or on-call

attorney process must make an attorney available twenty-four
hours a day and seven days a week. The on-call system, as
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implemented by the Portsmouth Commonwealth's Attorney's Of-
fice, can only work when the prosecuting attorney is able to
respond in person to requests for assistance in about one-
half hour or less. However, modified versions of a Pager
System, and especially the use of a beeper, can be adopted
in nearly all jurisdictions to further enhance police-pro-
secutor interactions and relations.

Clear policy guidelines must be maintained to emsure that
on-call attorneys handle calls for assistance in a consis-
tent manner. A review of on-call attorneys' performance
should be done periodically to ensure that bad habits have
not developed.

Both police officials and prosecuting attorneys must be
trained in the purpose and utilization of the Pager System
in order to avoid any possible conflict and disenchantment.
Procedures should be developed any continually monitored

for training new recruits -~ police and prosecutors -- in
the basic operation of the Major Offender and Pager System.
Inmediate action should be implemented to amend the Ports-
mouth Department Manual. Consideration should be given to
identifying the policy and procedures to be employed by po-
lice officers when seeking authorization of a warrant includ-
ing procedures for contacting the on-call attorney and pre-
paration of newly adopted forms.

It appears that the present workload for Major Offender Pro-
gram felony cases in Portsmouth can be handled by two exper-
enced staff attorneys. The exclusionary rule, which permits
certain major offender cases to be handled by non-Major Of-
fender Program attorneys, could be used more frequently if
necessary.

Since June, 1979, the Portsmouth Major Offender Program has
been operating with two prosecuting attorneys handling only
Major Offender cases, and one additional attorney handling
the Major Offender cases received while he is the on-call

attorney. In addition, the Commonwealth's attorney has be-
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came more active in the prosecution of selected Major Offen-
der cases. To date, this change has not created any problems
within the Major Offender unit.
New attorneys should be rotated with each continuing attorney
for a period of about six months in order to receive on-the-job
training. Although high turnover in recent months has neces-
sitated a much speedier indoctrination of new attormeys to the
Pager System, this recommendation has been followed fairly con-
sistently through use of back-up attorneys. The first of the
new attorneys will be handling on-call responsibilities alone
shortly after indoctrination, and their progress will be re-
viewed.
A new Screening Manual is currently in the final stage of re-
vision and should be extremely beneficial for indoctrinating
new attorneys into the Pager System. This manual, which is
much more detailed with respect to the operation and techniques
of screening, will be a valuable asset to all on-call attorneys.
In order to maintain and further develop the favorable police-
prosecutor relations that have been established, police offi-
cers should be:
a. clearly advised whenever a felony warrant is
refused or delayed; and
b. given feedback on the final outcome of a case

on which they have worked, including both the

strengths and weaknesses of the case prepara-

tion and courtroom performance.
The new Screening Intake Report forms which have recently been
implemented will considerably improve the operation of the Pa-
ger System. These reports will greatly improve the flow of
feedback and advice between police officers and the on-call at-
torney as well as contribute to the completeness and uniform-
ity of information recorded at the initial screening.
The soon-to-be~released Witness List and Police Prosecution
Report will improve proceedings at Police Headquarters be-
tween the on-call attormey and police officer. These forms

212.
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will ensure completion of all necessary information for pro-
per decision-making before the on-call attorney's arrival at
Police Headquarters, thereby eliminating unnecessary delays.
In addition to the improvements and advantages of the new
reporting forms cited above, these procedures will lend them-
selves to easy and constant review of the Pager System for
clarity, consistency, completeness, and uniformity.
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EVALUATION OF OFFENSE REPCRTS

Executive Sumary

A detailed analysis of over 300 offense reports was conducted in order
g : to determine the campleteness and accuracy of block item entries and the

internal consistency of block, narrative, and supervisory review items. The

analysis focused on the need for quality offense reports for the crime analy-
sis functions.

R T T T R A

The offense report analysis showed that certain block item entries were
not consistent with the solvability factor entries. Supervisory review of

offense reports frequently did not correct the errors or inconsistencies
found in the offense reports.

Various problems in the flow of the reports

4 : fram the call for service through quality control were revealed in a systems
y diagram developed by the evaluators.
OF OFFENSE REPORTS
VIII. EVALUATION ! Based on the offense report analysis, the evaluators recommended changes
Ey in the design of the reports, the flow of the veports, the supervisory re-

view function, and the use of solvability factors. The Portsmouth Police

Department, acting on these recommendations, made various changes in the de-

sign and utilization of its offense reports. It is anticiapted that a new
offense report form will be in use by early 1980.

will also contain a tear-off citizen advice sheet.

e

The new offense report
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EVALUATION OF OFFENSE REPORTS

During the pericd of 15-30 November 1978, the Portsmouth ICAP Evaluation
team conducted a detailed analysis of 301 of 458 offense reports received by
the Portsmouth Police Department Crime Analysis Unit during the month of
October, 1978. The purpose was to evaluate the quality of information that
the reports provided to the Crime Analysis Unit.

Of the 301 reports selected for the sample, 158 were filed by field
personnel and 142 werefiled by Tele-Serv personnel. Because the offense
reports received by Crime Analysis are advance copies, not all of them have
necessatrily been reviewed by a supervisor. 1In this instance 178 of the total
301 reports had been reviewed by a supervisor, therefore these reports were
given a separate analysis which focused on review quality.

Research Design
The reports were examined for completeness and accuracy of block item

entries and for internal consistency of block, narrative and supervisory
review items. The provisions of Policy and Procedures series 1814 were used
as evaluation criteria. For ease of reference, an offense report sample and

a copy of the investigative checklist are attached (Appendix N).

Presentation of Data
Early in the analysis it became apparent that omissions, inaccuracies

and inconsistencies were falling into three inter-related general categor-
ies: (1) omissions in the numbered block item entries by field or Tele-Serv
duty personnel, (2) inconsistencies between numbered block item entries and
the lettered solvability factor entries by field and Tele-Serv duty person-
nel, and (3) inconsistencies between lettered item entries by the supervisor
and lettered solvability factor entries by field and Tele-Serv duty person-
nel. In addition to specific discrepancies in the offense reports, certain
matters in report format and processing procedures came to light which
either contribute to the commission of error or act as impediments to effec-
tive quality control. Each of these areas will receive detailed treatment

in following paragraphs.

A, Block Item Entries by Field and Tele-Serv Personnel
Offense reports were analyzed in two categories: Tele-Serv and field
service. These categories were further broken down by type of offense or
incident. Table 1 below presents the results of the block item review.
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Table 1
BLOCK ITEM ENTRIES BY FIELD AND TELE-SERV PERSONNEL

! Reports With One

§ ’ Error
| TOTAL or More Errors Rate %
% ; 1. Tele-Serv
5 . a. Destruction of Propert 41
BT b. Grand Larceny persy 61 g 13.2
| ?i c. Petit Larceny 40 3 7.§
i 142 ';Z 9.9
| 2. Field Service
§ a. Destruction of Propert 31
i b. Grand Larceny PEEEY 23 2 %9'3
§ c. Petit Larceny 20 4 25'8
| d. Burglary 70 22 31.4
| e. Robbery 15 7 46.7
éf 159 43 27.0
@ : 3. Overall Error Rate: 301/57 = 18.97%
Loob
\ 4. Number of Errors by Numbered Block Item
;
% Block Item # Number of Errors
i Tele-Serv
i a. Destruction of Property 4 1
!3 28 3
| 30 1
g 31 2
P H 7
| 7 TOTAL
£ | b. Crand Larceny 15 1
k | 16 2
17 1
| 26 1
s 28 2
j 7 TOTAL
{ c. Petit Larceny 13 1
; 14 1
23 1
ot 28 1
3 i 4 TOTAL
. 216,
;
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Field Service

a. Destruction of Property

b. Grand Larceny

c. Petit Larceny

d. Burglary

e. Robbery

Recapitulation of Errors, by Block Item Number

Block Item #

Number of Errors

Errors
2
1
1
1
2
2
3
1
217.

23
13
14
15
18
41
26
19
12
27

23
27
4
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TOTAL

TOTAL

TOTAL

TOTAL

TOTAL
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Recapitulation of Errors, by Block Item Number (continued)

Item # Errors
17 1
18 8
19 2
20 i
21 1
22 3
23 10
26 3
27 10
28 6
30 1
31 1
37 2
i1 2

64  TOTAL

Items 18, 23, 27, and 28 account for 50% of errors.

Field Service and Tele-Serv Consistency with Solvability Factors

Three hundred and one (301) reports were analyzed to determine the con-
sistency of block item entries by field and Tele-Serv personnel with
the entries in solvability blocks A through K.

Table 2
FIELD SERVICE AND TELE-SERV INCONSISTENCY WITH SOLVABILITY FACTORS

Number Reports Error
of Reports in Error Rate 7
Tele-Serv
a. Destruction of Property 41 22 53.6
b. Grand Larceny 61 8 13.1
c. Petit Larceny _40 8 20.0
TOTAL 142 38 26.7
Field Service
a. Destruction of Property 31 4 12.9
b. Grand Larceny 23 3 13.0
c. Petit Larceny 20 3 15.0
d. Burglary 70 21 30.0
e. Robbery . _15 9 60.0
TOTAL 158 40 25.1
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‘ ; Field Service (continued)
. 3. Overall error rate: 301/78 = 25.9% : T
¥ ¥
3 : Lett
j 4. Nurmber of Errors by Lettered Block Item : g Bl?)ckexI:idem ongrl:]?ggs
" Lettered Number L b. Grand Larceny B 2
§ Block Item of Errors ] TS C 2
Tele-Serv . g %
" a. Destruction of Property A 1 ﬁ}f K 9
B 2 b —_—
C 2 . 10 TOTAL
- D 2 " g
E ) it c. Petit Larceny E 1
F 4 F 2
G 11 z G 1
= H 2 ¢ 4  TOTAL
I 2 "
J 1 : e d. Burglary A 3
- K 4 | i B 3
» 33 TOTAL C b
i D 5
b. Grand Larceny A 1 E 5
B 2 F 1
i C 2 G 4
D 2 ; H 2
r E 2 I 2
F 1 “ K 3
g % b 32 TOTAL
\ 3 % éyft T e. Robbery 1B\ 213
| : = i D 4
i 18 TOTAL : E 2
! 10 T
. c. Petit Larceny A 3 i E OTAL
[ ](3: g* , 5. Recapitulation of errors, by solvability factor letter
D 4 ; A - 13
( : ; é B - I
| 5 : | ¢ - B
Lol D g
H A 1 E . 18
I 28 TOTAL i F . &
Field Service e E{ - 2%
a. Destruction of property A 2 ; U I _ 5
F 2 <k J - 2
K 2 ! Fige K - 1>
6 TOT J 1l
AL \ f&f 6. Examples of Errors
4 The consistent discrepancy was that numbered block item entries did not
219. ! ‘E support the lettered solvability factor entry. Specifically, where no
£ 3 stolen property is indicated, block G is frequently left blank which in-
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dicates that stolen property is traceable. Solvability item D was fre-
quently left blank indicating that a suspect could be described, yet
there was no supporting entry in numbered block item #26 (suspect des-
cription). The significant number of errors in solvability item E oc-
curred when it indicated a suspect could be identified but there was no

entry in numbered block item 23 indicating who could identify the suspect.

Supervisory Review Consistency with Solvabilty Factors

One hundred, seventy-eight (178) reports were analyzed to determine the
consistency of supervisory review of solvability factors with the solv-
ability items indicated by field or Tele-Serv personnel.

Table 3
SUPERVISORY REVIEW CONSISTENCY WITH SOLVABILITY FACTORS

Number Reperts Error
of Reports in Error Rate %
Tele-Serv
a. Destruction of Property 14 5 35.7
b. Grand Larceny 20 6 30.0
c. Petit Larceny 18 8 44.4
TOTAL 52 19 36.5
Field Service
a. Destruction of Property 17 8 47.1
b. Grand Larceny 18 4 22.2
¢. Petit Larceny 20 7 35.0
d. Burglary 59 13 22.0
e. Robbery 12 3 25.0
TOTAL 126 35 27.8

Overall error rate: 178/54 = 30.3%

Explanation of Errors. Solvability factor block L requires entry of an
X by the supervisor if there are no solvability factors present. If
the block item is blank, it indicates the presence of one or more solv-
ability factors. Supervisors are indicating that factors are present
when the body of the report reflects that they are not, and, conversely,
they frequently indicate that there are no solvability factors present
when the body of the report reflects that they are present.
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Discussion of System Flow

A.

Supervisor Review. Of the 301 offense reports examined, 123, or 40%, were
referred to Quality Control with no supervisors review reflected in Block
56 of the report or in the attendant lettered block items L, M, and N. Of
the 178 reports which were reviewed by the supervisors, 54, or 30.3%, were
in error. Thus, if we add the 123 unreviewed reports to the 54 that con-
tained supervisory error, we have a total of 177 reports in which the
supervisory function did not work in one way or another.

Stamping by the Quality Control Unit. The Quality Control Unit stamps,
initials, and distributes the offense reports prior to review and cor-

rection. Thus reports are disseminated within the department that can-
not be identified as corrected or uncorrected copies

Un-reviewed but Correct Reports. Reports which do not contain errors and
have not been reviewed by a supervisor do not go through the corrective
process for completion of the supervisor's portion of the report. There-
fore, the substantial frequency of supervisor review absence is not te-
ceiving the attention it deserves.

A schematic diagram of the current system flow of offense reports follows
as Section VI.
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SYSTEM FLOW OF OFFENSE REPORTS é S
| S 2. Error correction flow.
1. 1Initial processing flow. .
ACTION : o ACTION
SEQUENCE | i SEQUENCE
NUMBER ACTION | NUMBER ACTION
VICTIM CALL FOR SERVICE | - i i
pooee
| | . 7. SECTOR LIEUTENANT
,,I’Aé:’ N4 g j, A, Refers incorrect reports to subordinates for correction
REFERRAL TO DISPATCH CAR TELE-SERV C with pink copy of PPD Form #3 attached.
2. gggggYPUBLIC PATROL/PATROL AID PROCESSES ? ' B. Retains yellow copy of PPD Form #3.
é. ke C. Reviews corrections submitted by subordinates.
/ ! .. D. Submits corrected copy with pink PPD Fo 3¢t
Q v Quality Control. P mm #3 £
3, REPORT TAKEN ~ it
\ o
4. SUPERVISOR REVIEW/APPROVAL g b
Vv |
5. QUALITY CONTROL . ’ ) 8. D SUBORDINATES
A. Stamps and initials all reports. ’ S AS APPROPRIATE
B. Provides advance copies (uncor.ected) to Crime P
Analysis and other department agencies as ap-
propriate. £
C. Reports containing errors sent to Sector Lt. . ! 9. QUALITY CONTROL
with yellow and pink copy of Report Review r \ A. Matches corrected report and art ,
Form (PPD Form #3) attached. White copy A o, of PPD Form #3 withpgetaiged 6r?§?§21pé?k#§?py
(original) of PPD Form #3 retained by Quality . : Reviews corrections. '
Control. ' A -
D. Original of offense reports (those in error ~ B. Cgr;egts original offense report held by
uncorrected) turned in to Criminal Records. riminal Records.
C. Updates/corrects Computer Offense Report File.
¥ | ® ©
6. CRIME ANALYSIS ! OTHERS SECTOR CRIMINAL 71
v ' RECORDS FILE
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Discussion of Format

A.

Solvability Block Item Location

Part of the problem in the occurrence of inconsistency between numbered
block items and lettered solvability items can be attributed to the
location of the solvability blocks on the right side of the offense
report. When the Investigative Checklist is placed on top of the re-
port to line up checklist questions with the solvability blocks, the
officer cannot see his numbered block item entries and spot check his
work. This could be corrected by placing the solvability blocks on

the left margin of the offense report form.

Victim - Suspect Relationship

Although a sample report in Policy and Procedure series 1814 shows an
entry concerning victim - suspect relationship made parenthetically

in item #19, there are nc written instructions tc support this proce-
dure, nor is there a separate block item to accommodate this important
factor.

Investigative Checklist

1. The Investigative Checklist requires that the filing officer place
an X in the appropriate solvability factor block if a certain
factor is not present. A blank entry indicates a factor is present;
therefore, an omission by the officer constitutes a positive re-
sponse. To preclude blank entries, the questions in the Investiga-
tive Checklist should be worded to require response by an X to the
positive situation in regard to presence of the solvability factor
and an N/A response in the absence of the solvability factor.

2. In regard to the specific questions on the Investigative Checklist,
the report analysis reveals that there is no uniform interpretation
of what is a ''distinctive M.0.'" and what is '"significant physical
evidence."

3. Question K, 'was there a definite limited opportunity for anyone
except the suspect to commit the crime?,' is not clearly under-
stood. Negative responses, reflected by an X in box K when there
is no suspect, indicates that this is a point of some confusion.
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Recammendations

Based on the foregoing analyses and explanatory discussions, the fol-

lowing recammendations for improvement of the overall offense report system
are submitted.

A.

C.

D.

Field Service and Tele-Serv Consistency with Solvability Factors

It is recamnended that questions H and I be re-evaluated fram
the point of view of the necessity for patrol/Tele-Serv response
to these factors. If such a necessity exists, then '"significant"
and "distinctive'' need to be defined.

Supervisory Review Consistency with Solvability Factors

It is recamended that immediate corrective action be taken by
indoctrination and training as required to reduce the frequency
of error and review failure in the supervisory review function.
This is the single most serious and pervasive system deficiency
in the report processing cycle.

System Flow

1. That the Quality Control Unit not initial or make any other
written entries on the stamped endorsement in the case of
incorrect offense reports.

2. That all rteports received by the Quality Control Unit with-
out a supervisor's signature in block item 56 be immediately
returned to the sector command for appropriate action.

Format

1. That a numbered block item for victim-suspect relationship
be added to the offense report.

2. That block entry spaces for solvability factors be moved
to the left margin of the offense report.

3. That solvability questions of the Investigative Checklist
be reworded to require bleck item entry for positive re-
sponse and an entry of N/A when the factor is not present.
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4. That question K be reworded to read ''Was the named or described
suspect the only person who had an opportunity to commit the

crime?''.
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CHANGES IN THE INFORMATION SUPPORT SYSTEM

During Phase II of the ICAP grant, the Portsmouth Police Department's
management analyst undertook various studies to determine information users'
needs and problems in the present data collection system. These studies
were conducted in order to provide suggestions for establishing an improved
management information system which would support improved management of
operations and developmental activities. The activities and studies executed

during Phase II include the following.

Patrol Operations

1. Portsmouth Parking Ticket Study: This study examined the paper flow of
the parking ticket and ticket payment process. As a result of the study,
the parking ticket format was revised to eliminate duplication of infor-
mation recorded, and the time expended in issuing parking citations has

been reduced by approximately one-half.

2. The management analyst regularly provides the Uniform Patrol Division
with their data processing needs. Services provided include printouts
on the level of calls for service, traffic accident information, and

crime rates by census track.

Investigative Operations

1. A survey of criminal investigation divisions throughout the country was
conducted to obtain information on other investigative divisions' opera-
tional procedures and manpower assigmment criteria.

2. Various operational and management information needed by the Criminal
Investigations Division is provided through data processing activities
handled by the management analyst.

Crime Prevention

1. A pamphlet was prepared for the young people of the camunity to inform
them of important laws. Special emphasis was placed on laws which apply

to those under the age of eighteen.

2. Data processing support is provided to the Crime Prevention Unit, such
as printouts on crimes by neighborhood and street.
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3. Burglary and Robbery Alamm Study: An analysis of false alarms received
by the department was made to determine those establishments having a
substantial number of false alarms. A burglary and robbery alarm sys-

tems ordinance was developed and was proposed as a means to reduce the
number of false alarms received.

Information Maintenance

1. Parking Ticket Notice and Summons Study: This study identified defi-
ciencies in the parking ticket notice and summons issuing process which
result in a low response rate fram parking violators. Suggestions were
made for improving the timeliness of the notice and summons system. Re-
camendations were also presented on how to better track those who fail
to properly respond to their notice or sumons.

2. Warrant Service Study: This study was undertaken to develop an under-
standing of the warrant service system and identify existing problems.
As a result of the study, the warrant information card has been revised.

3. Offense Report Flow Study: This study was conducted to identify and
document the flow of offense reports, to identify critical decision-

making points, and to identify and analyze existing or needed policies,
procedures, and necessary training.

4. A Data Processing Coordination Task Force has been established. The
task force conducted a camputer needs assessment which was presented
to the city's Data Processing Office. The task force is also respon-
sible for supplying information necessary for the effective use of the
camputer system as an operational tool within the department.

5. Maintenance of Equipment: A policy and procedure order was distributed
to inform personnel of their responsibilities for the repair and main-
tenance of police vehicles.
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PRELIMINARY EVALUATION OF INVESTIGATIVE
CASE MANAGEMENT

Executive Summary

The preliminary evaluation of investigative case management was con-
ducted by analyzing samples of cases from various crime categories. A
second purpose of the analysis of cases was to develop a detailed research
design which could be implemented during Phase III of ICAP.

The preliminary evaluation indicates that the Portsmouth Police Depart-
ment is using case management techniques. About one-half of the cases are
closed very early in the case review process. The department is using ex-
perienced detectives, rather than quantitative solvability factors, to re-
view and assign cases. Most cases are followed up by either telephoning
the victim and exchanging information, or by sending the victim a letter in
wnich any further information is requested and/or given.

During Phase III of ICAP a detailed evaluation of investigative case
management and productivity will be made utilizing the research procedure
developed under Phase II.
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PRELIMINARY EVALUATION OF INVESTIGATIVE CASE MANAGEMENT

Introduction

The purpose of this section is to provide the results of preliminary
research in the management of criminal investigations in the Portsmouth,
Virginia Police Department, and to outline the scope of the camplete evalua-
tion planned for Phase III of the Portsmouth ICAP.

Although a number of recent studies have examined the investigative
function in police departments, there are still gaps in available knowledge
about how to improve the effectiveness and productivity of detective divi-
sions. In addition, there is much to be learned about how to track and
identify the various activities of investigators as they relate to the out-
cane of investigations. The Rand Study, which focused on adult felony crimes,
shed considerable light on investigative activity by determining that inves-
tigators spend more time on a case after it is cleared by arrest than before
it was cleared and, further, that more time is spent on investigations which
do not result in an arrest clearance than on those which do end in an arrest.
Another significant finding was that 29% of investigators' time was not ac-
counted for. This not only raises the question of how investigators spend
their time but also points up the possibility that the measures used did not
encampass all investigative activities. The traditional measure for pro-
ductivity in policing has been the clearance rate; however, Harry Hatry of
the Urban Institute cites serious shortcomings in the unqualified use of
clearance rates as an indicator of effectiveness. Clearance of a case when
only one of two or more offenders are arrested, variance in the criteria for
exceptional clearance, arrest of an offender who has committed multiple of-
fenses of which the police are unaware, and the fact that the arrest and
charge may not survive the initial judicial screening or the trial, are all
factors which dictate against sole reliance on clearance rates. Case quali-
ty, i.e., survival of the initial judicial screening, is recammended as a
more valid measure of successful investigation, but even here it must be es-
tablished whether or not a police-related reason was the cause of non-survival
before an accurate assessment of police productivity can be made. Changes in
content of victim/witness testimony or outright non-cooperation by the victim
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as the case moves through the criminal justice system can cause case failure
for which the police should not be held accountable. These considerations
will be incorporated into the evaluation plan for Phase III of the Portsmouth
ICAP and, in addition, the performance of investigators in activities which
impact on crime prevention, suppression of criminal activity, and the quality
of services to individual citizens will be assessed.

Objectives

Research objectives for the proposed Phase III evaluation are to:

1. account for the percentage of total reported offenses which
are referred to the detective division, and to determine the
outcame of these referrals by crime category;

2. evaluate the productivity of investigators by the application
of specific measures;

3. account for investigators' time usage, the objects of their
investigations, the degree of discretion involved in inves-
tigative decision-making, and the extent of interaction by
investigators with other components of the criminal justice
system;

4. track the flow of investigative information and identify im-
pediments.

Research Design

The general research design for each of the research objectives presen-
ted below is not intended to be all inclusive or to limit research. It is
anticipated that as data are collected and analyzed during the evaluation
certain avenues for additional or more detailed examination will be uncovered,
requiring an expansion of methodology and development of other measures.

Accounting for Cases Qutcome

In order to account for the outcame of cases referred to the detective
division, the total reported offenses for a given period will be analyzed
to determine:

1. of those referred to the detective division, how many, by
crime category, are closed/inactivated;
2. what are the reasons for the closure/inactivation;
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3. at what organizational level was the decision to close/inactivate
made;

4, of those referred, how many are cleared as unfounded, by
arrest and by exception;

5. what are the reasons for exceptional clearance.

In assessing outcomes, particular attention will be given to prior re-
lationships among victims, offenders and witnesses; differences among crime
categories; at what point victims become mon-cooperative or refuse to prose-
cute, and the relationships between these three considerations.

Measuring Productivity

Much of the data collected during the analysis cf reported offenses will
also be applicable to the productivity measurement of investigators, specifi-
cally the:
rate of clearance of assigned cases;
crime category distribution of cleared cases;
clearance rates for crime categories;
length of time involved in clearance;

WS

closure/inactivation rates by crime category.

Deturmining Caseloads and Outcomes

Case assigmment and status logs maintained by the Portsmouth Detective
Division will support determination of the:

1. investigator caseloads by number of cases and crime
category;

2. reasons for closure/inactivation and exceptional clearance;
clearance and closure/inactivation rates for individual
detectives;

4. possible relationship between caseloads, clearances, and
closures.

Determining Case Quality

The case files of the Portasmouth Police Department and the Portsmouth
Camonwealth's Attorney's Office will support determination of case quality
by providing:

1. the percentage of cases cleared by arrest which survive

initial judicial review;
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2. the percentage of cases cleared by arrest which result
in trial conviction;

3. the percentage of cases which fail to survive initial
judicial review or trial for a police-related reason;

4. the percentage of cases which are referred back to the

police department for further investigation or prepara-
tion.

Accounting for Time Usage

Observation and field work with individual detectives investigating

specific crime categories will ascertain:
1. distribution of investigative activity (pre-arrest/closure) including
a. interviewing - victims, witnesses, possible witnesses,
others;

b. attempts at identification - photograph search, line-ups,
etc. ;

c. records searches - prior convictions, arrests;

d. consultation - with other police officers, experts,
lawyers;

e. warrant securing.

2. Observation and field work will also ascertain the distribu-
tion of investigative activity (post arrest) for case prepara-
tion consultation with attorneys, further investigation, evi-
dence processing aid assembly, court time; for

3. administrative time - report writing, office watches, admini-
strative assigmments;

4. investigative delays - witness/victim availability, evidence
processing, awaiting results of record searches;

5. the objects of investigation - individuals, events, evidence,
leads;

6. the degree of discretion employed to select an individual for
investigation, close/inactivate a case, make determination that
the alleged offense is unfounded;

7. the frequency of interaction with other agencies - other police
departments, state police, F.B.I., Coomonwealth attorneys.
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Observational data will be augmented by logs, reports, and case records
maintained in the Detective Division and the Commonwealth's Attorney's Office.

Tracking Information Flow

By tracking and observing individual cases in the various categories of
crime, sources of information will be identified. Possible sources are:
1. patrol, other intra-departmental sources such as the Crime
Analysis Unit, Criminal Records;
2. witnesses, victims, neighbors;
extra departmental sources such as the state police, social
agencies, prosecutors, businesses, banks, credit agencies;
4, suspects, persons interrogated regarding other crimes.
In the course of the investigation any dissemination of information by
the investigator will be noted. The kinds and sources of information will
be identified. In addition, any impediments (organizational, procedural, or

behavioral) to the flow or exchange of information will be sought.

Case Qutcomes

The tracking of cases in the preliminary research went only as far as
case clearance or inactivation. The outcome of cases after processing by
the judicial system will be addressed in Phase III of the Portsmouth ICAP.
The following figures graphically present the outcomes of cases cleared or
inactivated during the three-month period, who cleared or inactivated the
cases and, in the case of exceptional clearances and inactivations, the rea-

son thereof.

Figure 1

Homicide
N=11

Patrol
2

9

Offenders Self Defense Clearance rate: 82%

3 Inactivation rate: 18%

Deceased
3
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Figure 2

Assault
N=204
m Unfounded
\ 2

Victim

- Detectives Did Not
131 Prosecute
, 35
- Exceptions Unfounded '
. 53 8

Victim
Did Not
Prosecute
53

Clearance rate: 83%
Inactivation rate: 17%

- Victim failure to prosecute: 43%
Unfounded: 5%

1 236.
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” Detectives
57

f o |

Exceptions Unfounded

Prosecute

Clearance rate:

Inactivation tate:

Victim failure to prosecute:

Unfounded:

"y,
Patrol
~2

—

Arrests
2

19%
12%

Figure 4

Detectives
17

Exceptions
5

Victim

Did Not

Prosecute
5

Rape
N=19

Clearance rate:

Inactivation rate:

Exceptions
1

Vietim
Did Not

Prosecute
1

Victim failure to prosecute: 132%
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Figure 5

Other Sex
Crimes
N=31

Detectives
20

Exceftions Unfounded
2
Victim
Did Not Clearante rate: 58%
Prosecute

1 Inactivation tate: 42%

Victim failure to prosecute:

Exceptions
2

Victim
Did Not
Prosecute
2

10%
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Table 1

INACTIVATIONS BY CRIME CATEGORY AND REASON FOR INACTIVATION

Crime Category

Other
Sex

Reason Homicide Robbery Assault Rape Crimes No.
Not Solvable - 6 23 - 8 37 ( 44%)
Leads Exhausted 2 21 2 2 2 29 ( 34%)
Victim Non-coopera-
tive - 4 7 2 3 16 ( 19%)
Other - - 2 - -- 2 ( 3%
Totals 2 31 34 4 13 84 (100%)
Summary

1. Assault, the most frequent crime, has the highest clearance rate,
83%; however, it also has the highest incidence of failure by the
victim to prosecute, 42%. The failure to prosecute accounts for
all the exceptional clearances in this category.

2. Rape has the second highest incidence of the victims' failure to
prosecute, 32%.

3. Assault and rape cases for the three-month period occurred most
frequently among blacks. Blacks ccomitted, or were alleged to
commit, 73% of assaults, and 61% of the victims were black. In
the case of rape, 90% of the offenders were black as were 74% of
the victims.

4., The apparent reluctance to prosecute may be attributed to the
fact that in 67% of the assaults and 82% of the rapes the victim
and offender were known to each other in same way.

5. Additionally it was noted that in 46 of the 324 offenses, uni-
form patrol made an on-scene clearance. The outcame of these
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clearances is reflected below.

Figure 6

Patrol
On-Scene
Clearances
N=46

Robbery
2

Exceptions Exceptions

23 . 1

Other Sex

Crimes
2

Vietim
Did Not
Prosecute
1

Victim
Did Not

Prosecute
23

Vietim failure to prosecute: 52%

Overview of Inactivations: Burglary and Larceny

In addition to the preliminary research into crimes against persons, an
overview of case inactivations and investigative outcomes of burglaries and
larcenies was conducted. The period covered was July-September, 1979; the
overview covered 406 burglary and 1,094 larceny cases. The data on outcomes
are presented in the following figures.
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Figure 7

Burglaries
N=406
(100%)

Office Assi
Inactivations™ Invzéggggtfg;
221 (54%) 185 (46%)

Cleared by
Detectives
99/185
(53%)

Field Total
Inactivations Clearances
64/185 121/185

Arrests Exceptions Unfounded
48/{21 477121 26/121
(40%) (39%) (21%)
Clearance rate: 30%

Inactivation rate: 70%

*Office inactivations are
generally made after repeated att -
tact or after contact with the victim. P STPES, €0 can
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Figure 8

Larceny
N=1094

Assigned for
Investigation
276 (25%)

Office
Inactivations®
\. 318 (75%)

Cleared by Cleared by
Detectives Patrol
142/276 20/276
(51%) ‘ (7%)
Total
Inactivated Cleared
114/276 162/276
(42%) (58%)

Unfounded
47/162
(29%)

Arrest
55/162
(34%)

Exception
60/162
(3T%h)

Clearance rate: 15%

Inactivation rate: 85%

*0ffice inactivations are generally made after repeated attempts to con-
tact or actual contact with the victim.
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Call-back Procedure

The Detective Division has instituted a procedure whereby an adminis-
trative follow-up is made on those burglary and larceny reports which are
immediately inactivated. Those citizens who can be contacted by telephone
or letter are queried regarding any additiomal information which may have
come to light in comnection with the incident and are encouraged to contact
the Detective Division in the event of further developments or re-occurrence.
The procedure serves as a public relations vehicle and a potential informa-
tion source.

During the period July - September, 1979, 480 citizens were so contac-
ted. 1In 24 cases additional information of value to investigators was re-
ceived and 5 cases were cleared on the basis of information provided. This
procedure will be monitored to assess the time and effort involved in rela-
tion to productive outcames.
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Appendix A

. 1
g ; I ICAP ~ PHASE II

£,

1 Tele-Serv - User Survey
ix (January, 1979)

Portsmouth Police Department

| Case Number

v Zone Number Census Tract Report Number

i Citizen's Name:

} Offense Site:

(Street and Number)

Citizen's City of Residence Home Phone Number
Appendix A Pldce of Employment Business Phone
i Co
Tele-Serv User Survey : Lo and

Police Officer's Name Control Number

—

é j Citizen's sex: Male
i : Female 2

Citizen's race: Black 1
. White
‘ H : Other 3

ny

Socio-economic status of neighborhood where service was rendered:

Business/Industrial

Mixed

Residential
Working class
Poverty housing
Public housing
Middle-Upper middle
Other
Not applicable

o0 ~1 0N U L)
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Ten-code involved
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Nature of incident which led to call for police assistance:

Police Report

Citizen Report

Estimated loss to complainant:

No loss 1
Under $10 2
$10 - $50 3
$§ 51 - $100 4
$101 - $500 S
Over $500 6
No Response 7

(824

s -

B

=

Did you have any trouble putting your call through to the police?
Yes 1

No 2
Nc Response 3

What trouble did you have?

HERE ARE A FEW QUESTIONS WHICH REFER TO THE FIRST PERSON YOU TALKED

TO. THAT IS, THE PERSON WHO ANSWERED YOUR PHONE CALL.

What did the person teil you?

How satisfied were you with what that person said to you?

Very satisfiecd (5)
Somewhat satisfied (4)
Neutral (3)
Somewhat dissatisfied (2)
Very dissatisfied (1)

How polite was the attitude of the persou?

Very polite (1)

Somewhat polite (2)

Neutral (3)

Somewhat impolite (4)

Very impolite (s)
247,
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How helpful was that person to vou?

Very helpful
Somewhat helpful
Neutral

Somewhat unhelpful
Very unhelpful

Did the first person you spoke with transfer your call to someone

else who then handled your information?

Yes
No

Was there any problem in transferring the call?
Yes
No
Don't know

How long did it take to transfer your call?

Don't know

How many persons did you talk to before someune actually took your

information on the phone?

NOW WE WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU A FEW QUESTIONS ABOUT THE PERSON

(OFFICER) WHO TOOK YOUR REPORT,

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Neutral

Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

Q.12 How polite was the attitude of the officer?

Very polite
Somewhat polite
Neutral

Somewhat impolite
Very impolite

248,

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)

(1)
(2)

(1)
(2)
(3)

Q.11 How satisfied were you with the officer who took your report?

NN
(S W= #2 3 16 B )

(1)
(2

(3)
(4)
(s)
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Q.20 What else do you feel the poiice should have done?
Q.13 How helpful was that officer tc you?
Very helpful (1) ’
Somewhat helpful (2) : :
Neutral (i) N . Q.21 Did the officer make any suggestions for your avoiding future problems
Somewhat un?eipr1 %52 : of a similar nature?
Very unhelpfu J
. Yes (1)
Q.14 How respectful of you was the attitude of the officer? No (2)
very ﬁisr§§pectfulrfu1 Eé% ; . | Q.22 . What, briefly, were the suggestions made by the officer?
Somewhat disrespec! ‘
Neutral (3) %
Somewhat respectful 4)
Most respectful (5)
Q.15 How satisfied were you with your report being taken by phone? : Q.23 How many times have you dealt with the Portsmouth police during the
. . . ’ " past two years?
Very satisflgd i %2% L { None before this time (1)
Somewhit satisfie (5) | Once or twice (2)
Neutra : Three of four time 3
Somewhat dissatisfied (4) ‘ More than giie iimzs E4§
Very dissatisfied (s)
: Q.24 What was your opinion of the Portsmouth police during the past two
Q.16 Did you expect any follow-up actions taken? ; years?
' (1) Very poor (1
Yes 2) Below average (2)
No (3 About average (3
Don't know 0 i [ Better than average (4)
No response s 3 One of the best I've had (5)

. H . contact with
Q.17 Was there any follow-up action taken py police personnel?

) ; k Q.25 How does your opinion of the Portsmouth Police Department now compare
Yes ) ? with what it was before this incident?
No i

No response (9 : Much less favorable (1)
Less favorable (2)
Q.18 What was the follow-up action taken? About the same (3)
: % Somewhat more favorable 1)
' Much more favorable (5)

Q.26 What are your suggestions for improving the service that you've received?

Q.19 How do you feel about the follow-up action taken?

Very satisfied (5)
Somewhat satisfied (i)
Neutral (3)
Somewhat dissatisfied ()
Very dissatisfied (1)
249, | s
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Appendix B
ICAP - PHASE 11

£
S

0 Officer Contact Survey
% (February, 1979)

=
£

Portsmouth Police Department

Case Number

e 3}

e B

RIS
&

Zane Number Census Tract Report Number

: %
Fan g
s P e 3

Citizen's Name:

- it
g % i Offense Site:
, : ' (street and number)
g 3 SR Citizen's City of Residence Home Phone Number
> ‘ '
Appendix B g T
L . Place of Employment Business Phone Number
Officer Contact Survey i i
3 . and
% 3 : Police Officer's Name Control Number
i . :
| . Citizen's Sex: Male ]
! Female 2
! Citizen's Race: Black 1
T White 2
) ‘ Other 3
%

g Socio-economic status of neighborhood where service was rendered:

oo T Business/Industrial !
i i Mixed 2
: , Residential 3
3 . Working class 4
7 A Poverty housing 5
t . § Public housing 6

Middle-Upper middie 7

¥ Other 8

: Not applicable 9
; y Ten-code involved

§ 251,
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Nature of incident which led to call for police assistance:

Police Report

Citizen Report

Estimated loss to complainant:

No loss ]
Under $10 2
$ 10 - §.50 3
$ 51 - $100 4
$101 - $500 5
Over 5500 6
No Response 7

e e e

Q. 1 About how much time went by between your knowing of the crime and your
calling the police?

5 minutes or less
5-10 minutes

11-15 minutes

16-30 minutes

3] minutes to | hour
More than | hour
Don't know

No response

O~ OV W N —

Q. 2 Did you have any problems in contacting the police?
1 Yes
2 No
3 No response

Q. 3 What problems did you have?

Q. 4 About how long did you expect it would take the police to arrive after
the call was made?

] 5 minutes or less
2 5-10 minutes

3 11~15 minutes

4 16-30 minutes

B =

5 31 minutes to 1 hour
6 More than 1 hour

7 Don't know
8 No response
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Q. 5 About how long did it take the police to arrive after the call was made?

Q. 6 How satisfied were you with the

Q.10

Q.11

after you called?

|f the police had arrived more quickly do you think it would have made a

I 5 minutes or less

2 5-10 minutes

3 11-15 minutes

4 16-30 minutes

5 31 minutes to 1 hour
6 More than 1 hour

7 Don't know

8 No response

time it took the police officer to arrive

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Neutral

Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

No response

[e AN ¥ 2 I g WS Y X R

difference in the outcome of the jncident?

Why do you feel this way?

Yes
No
Don't know
No response

v N —

What did the police do after they arrived?

How satisfied were you with what the officer did?

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Neutral

Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

No response

(0232 W o WS Y C S

What else do you feel the police should have done?

253.
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Q. 12 Did the officer make any suggsstions for your avoiding future problems

of a similar nature?

1 Yes
2 No
3 No response

Q.13 What, briefly, were the suggestions

made by the officer?

Q.14 How polite was the attitude of the officer?

oV W N —

Q.15 How helpful was the officer to you?

oVt oW N —

Q.16 How respectful of you was the attit

oW W —

Very polite
Somewhat polite
Neutral

Somewhat impolite
Very impolite

No response

Very helpful
Somewhat helpful
Neutral

Somewhat unhelpful

Very unhelpful

No response
ude of the officer?

Most respectful
Somewhat respectful
Neutral

Somewhat disrespectful
Very disrespectful

No response

Q.17a Did you expect any follow-up action?

]
2
3
4

Yes
No
Don't know
No response

Q.17b Was there any follow-up action taken by the police personnei?

1 Yes

2 No

3 No response
254,
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Q.18 What was the follow-up action taken?

Q.19 How do you feel about the follow-up action taken?

Very satisfied
Somewhat satisfied
Neutral

Somewhat dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied

No response

VU W N —

Q.20 How many t.imes have you dealt with the Portsmouth police during the past
two years?

None before this time
Once or twice

Three or four times
More than five times
No response

AN N g W R

0.21 What was your opinion of the Portsmouth Police Department before this
incident?

1 Very poor

2 Below average

3 About average

L Better than average

5 One of the best |'ve
had:contact with

6 Don't know

7 No response

Q.22 How does your opinion of the Portsmouth Police Department now compare
with what it was before this incident?

Much less favorable
Less favorable

About the same

Somewhat more favorable
Much more favorable
Don't know

No response

~EONUT W0 N —

Q.23 What are your suggestions for improving the service that you have received?

Thank you very much for your assistance.

255,
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Portsmouth Police Department
ICAP - PHASE II

rosey
k5
k4

. i PATROL AIDE PROGRAM EVALUATION
g i PATROL OFFICERS' SURVEY
%ﬁ %ﬁ The ODUJ evaluation staff is conducting an evaluation of the Patrol Aide Program
e as part of the overall evaluation of ICAP. Please respord to this brief ques-
' tionnaire and return it to Katherine Forbes.

&
| D |

1. Have you worked with any of the patrol aides?

Yes

No (If NO, skip to Question 4.)

iy
Tl gy

A,

A 2. How many hours have you worked with patrol aides in an average week?
hours in an average week
Appendix C . i %% 3. How many different patrol aides have you worked with?

Patrol Aide Program: Patrol Officers' Survey f: None

Two

e

y Three

ol

e
[

Four

4., On an overall basis, do you think the patrol aide program has had a
positive or negative influence on tne department?

e
y
g

TRy

_ Positive influence

Negative influence

ey
o

5. Do you feel that the patrol aides are able to perform their duties
effectively?

Ty

,._
oo
e

Yes

oosmpeagis
4

o EIR

No (If NO, what do you think are the major problems?)

20 pmmaniiitly
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10.

11.

What do you like about the patrol aide program?

What do you dislike about the patrol aide program?

What do you think should happen to the patrol aide program?
__ Expanded
____Continued at present level
____Reduced
____Eliminated

What recommendations would you make to improve the patrol aide program?

How many years have you been on the police force?

years
What is your specialty {i.e., K-9, FIO, etc.)?

257.
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Appendix D

Patrol Aide Supervisors' Survey
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Appendix D

Portsmouth Police Department
ICAP - PHASE II

PATROL AIDE PROGRAM EVALUATION
PATROL AIDE SUPERVISORS' SURVEY

What are the objectives of the Police Aide Program?

What kinds of specific functions do the police aides have?

From your perspective, what do you consider to be particular benefits of
the Police Aide Program?

From your perspective, what do you consider to be particular problems
of the Police Aide Program?

In general, what kind of impression do you have of the Police Aide Program?

258.

i e o

Yarti- o | UG

e E

i ¥
BTG

iy
P

Eoe

z

T e

't

o

st TRy
i,

N
en—h

6.

~!

(00

10.

What kinds of specific training have the police aides had? Do you feel
that the training has been adequate?

What kinds of supervision do the police aides receive? Does it differ
from the supervision of regular patrol officers, and if so, how?

To your knowledge, what kinds of records are kept on the Police Aide

Program?

What do you feel should happen to the Police Aide Program?

Do you have any other reccmmendations to make as to improving the

Police Aide Program?

259,
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Appendix E

patrol Officers' Job Satisfaction Survey
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CARD #1

Appenﬁix E
PORTSMOUTH POLICE DEPARTMENT
PATROL OFFICERS SURVEY

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

This questionnaire is being conducted by the ICAP Grant. I am very
interested in finding out what police officers think about certain aspects
of their job (attitudes about your work, the Portsmouth Police Department
in general, etc.) Although I will see the overall results of the survey,
the individual questionnaires will in no way, shape, or form be made available
to anyone without my personal authorization. It is of no importance to know
your personal identity. Your honest and sincere answers to the gquestions in
this questionnaire will help me to obtain the information I need to make proper
management decisions. Take the time to answer the questions thoughtfully and
accurately. This questionnaire will be distributed again in the future to
help measure changes in your opinion. ./fzih e Y
E. Ronald Boone
- Chief of Police

The following questions are designed to measure your opinion about many
different aspects of police work. There are ne right aor wrong answers.
Indicate how much you personally agree or disagree with each statement by
¢ircling the response which best represents how you feel about it.

1. This department is one of the best in the country.

Strongly Agree STightly S1ightly Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

2. This department is open to suggestions for change.

Strongly Agree STlightly STlightly Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

3. My immediate supervisor keeps pretty well informed about general problems
in my area.

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree S@rong1y
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

4. Closer communication between detectives and patrol officers in this
department would significantly improve police services.

Strongly Agree STightly Slightly Disagree Syrong1y
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

5. I have confidence that the command staff picks the most qualified person
for the best job.

[
Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree S;rong1y
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

6. Information provided by planning and analysis has been helpful to me in
performing my duties.

Strongly Agree STightly Slightly Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagrge

260,
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10.

1.

12.

13.

14.

15.

My salary has a direct influence on the quality of work I do.
Strongly 'Agree

STightly
Agree

STightly
Agree

Disagree

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

I don't feel that I have any influence in deciding what changes are made
in this department.

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
Task forces are important in the adoption of new programs.

Strongly Agree STightly STightly Disagree Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

My immediate supervisor and I don't really have much opportunity to discuss
problems in my district.

Strongly Agree STlightly STightly Disagree Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
Command keeps us in the dark about things we ought to know.

Strongly Agree Slightly S1ightly Disagree Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

Belonging to personal "clicks" or groups in the department gives you a
better opportunity for advancement or a better job in the department.

STlightly
Agree

Strongly
Agree

Agree Slightly

Disagree

Disagree Strongly

Disagree
As far as my job is concerned the planning and analysis unit is useless.

Strongly
Agree

Agree Slightly

Agree

Slightly
Disagree

Disagree Strongly

Disagree
The department offers me a good opportunity to further my formal education.

Strongly.
Agree

Agree Slightly

Agree

Stightly
Disagree

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

I am too bogged down with paperwork to do an effective job on the street.

Strongly Agree Slightly STightly Disagree S;rong]y
Agree Agree Disagree. Disagree
16. My immediate supervisor is,open to suggestions for change.
Strongly Agree Slightly S1ightly Disagree S;rongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
261,
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17.

18.

18.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

I don't receive enough recognition from the department for my work.
Strongly ~ Agree  Slightly  Slightly  Disagree  Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

I need new and/or better equipment to do my job effectively.
Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

Top management (command) tells the officers about planned changes in the
department.

Strongly Agree

Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
Department personnel policies are poorly defined.

Strongly ~ Agree  Slightly  Slightly  Disagree  Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

P(esently, many of the routine calls-for-service received at the police
dispatch center are being handled effectively without dispatching a car.

Strongly

Agree
Agree

Slightly

Slightly
Agree

Disagree

Disagree Strongly

Disagree

The department offers me the chance to improve and develop my own special
skills and abilities.

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
My immediate supervisor is knowledgeable in police science.

Strongly Agree STightly STightly Disagree Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

The officers who get promotions around here usually deserve them.

Strong]y'

Agree Slightly STightly Disagree Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
I don't have a real sense of accomplishment in my job.
Strongly Agree Slightly STightly Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
26. The planning and analysis unit makes my Jjob easier.
Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
262.
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27.

28.

29.

30.

3].

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

I am overburdened with administrative duties in my job.

STightly
Disagree

| Strongly
Disagree

Strongly Agree STightly Disagree

Agree Agree

I don't feel that my immediate supervisor and I understand each other's
problems.

Strongly

Slightly Disagree

Disagree

Strongly Agree Slightly Disagree

Agree Agree
The general training I receive as a police officer enables me to perform
my job well,

Strongly
Disagree

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree

Agree Agree Disagree
The specialized training available to me as an officer is adequate.

Strongly
Disagree

Slightly Disagree

Agree STightly
Strongly g ~1ig Disagree

Agree Agree

New programs are more effective when patrol officers are encouraged to assist
in planning as well as implementation.

. . . Iy
Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strong
2;;2291y : Agree Disagree Disagree
I feel 1ike I am getting ahead in the department.
i i i Strongly
1 Agree Slightly STightly Disagree t
25:229 d : Agree Disagree D1sagree
My immediate supervisor is a good personnel manager.
. . . 1y
Agree Slightly STightly Disagree S?rong
i;;ggg1y : Agree Disagree Disagree
1 don't have enough time to devote to criminal activities.
' i i i Strongly
Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree :
ig;ggg1y ’ Agree Disagree Disagree
I feel that opportunities for self-growth in the department are good.
ight i i Strongly
Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree St
i;:gzg]y ’ Agree Disagree )isagree
There are too few opportunities for promotion in patrol work.
i igl i Strongly
Agree Slightly S1ightly Disagree :
ZS:ZQQ]y ’ Agree Disagree Disagree '
263.
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38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

43.

I feel that the personnel evaluation form presently used in the department
1s satisfactory,

Strongly Agree Slightly

Slightly
Agree Agree

Disagree
Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

Rank the fg]lowing 9 specialized training areas as you feel they would
most benefit you in your Job, with 1 being the training area that would

most benefit you and 9 being the training area that would least benefit
you.

—— Management and Supervision
— Patrol Methods and Techniques
—_Drug and Vice

- Police Instructor's School

— Rape and Sex Crime Investigation
—__Burglary, Auto Theft and Larceny Investigation

Interrogation and Interviews

Crisis Intervention

Hostage Situation and Hostage Negotiation

Answer the following questions by circling the appropriate answers.

Does your job-give you more personal satisfaction than the things you do
in your spare time?

Yes No
Would you always like to remain in police work?
Yes No

Do you find your work so interesting that it is on your mind a lot when
Yyou are not at work?

Yes No

Would you decline an oppdrtunity to change youf present job for one of
equal pay, security and status?

Yes No

Are you so interested in your work that you talk about it a great deal
even after working hours?

Yes No

264,
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- . . _ _ , ver had? a ? The following questions are meant to get an idea of how you think things
q 44. Do you like your present job better than any other you have ever i | / have changed in the last year. Indicate in the appropriate column if you think
| No ' 1 particular aspects of your job have gotten much better, somewhat better, remained
Yes _ . T the same, gotten somewhat worse, or much worse. (Circle the rumber in the
j 45. Would your life seem empty without your work to occupy you? iy © @ppropriate column).
No L Job Aspects Much Somewhat  Remained  Somewhat Much
) Yes : it Better  Better  The Same  Worse Yorse
. rs ion?
g 46. Would you like to secure a different job in another occupation m 56. Your relation with your
) Yes No i ;% f supervisor 1 2 3 4 5
- ] . : “ : 57. Communications with
47. Do you feel really interested in your present job? J . officers on your
[ s t IR shift T
| _ - ice officer over | R 58. Communication with
: 48, 1If youhhad]youro$h3;$§; would you choose a job as a p011ce | f detective division . ) 3 2 ;
any other line { . ool
No B i 59. Your satisfaction with
Yes . N e your work * 1 2 3 4 5
o . ; ts in the . 60. Your contacts with the '
ompare uniform patrol duty w1th other assignments B .
deparESanoalihyggs;ecg to general image, supervision, pay and benefits, etc.? ‘ L public 1 2 3 4 5
ircle the appropriate numbers to indicate whether patrol is much better, I 61. Yogr1unqer§ﬁanding Oftthe
e the same, somewhat worse, or much worse than the other : | people 1n the community
somewhat 2etter, € same, . you patrol i 2 3 4 5
assignments. »
h 62. Your effectiveness as a
Much Somewhat Same Somewhat  Muc . ;
Worse = Worse ; oy police officer 1 2 3 4 5
. Better Better 1
1 ) 3 4 5 : 63. Your influence on
49, Patrol Image : department decisions 1 2 3 4 5
r 4 5 :
50. Supervision 1 2 3 O 64. Citizen_cooperation with
£1 1 2 3 4 5 ' L the police 1 2 3 4 5
51. Pay and benefits o
s 4 5 ;o
52. Promotion rpportunities 1 2 3 : Answer the following questions by placing a check in the space corresponding
. tact with : Lo to the statement which best demonstrates how you feel.
53. Nature of contac 4 5 .
public 1 2 3 E t 65. Which of these statements best tells how you feel about your job?
84. Recognition by the 2 3 4 5 i ; completely satisfied
department 1 ' o
. 5 i well satisfied
55. Respect from citizens 1 2 3 4 o E— '
. ‘. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
| _ a little dissatisfied '
4 .
! ; very dissatisfied o
265. T
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66. Compared with other patrol officers in the department, how do }ou rate your
ability to get good information for an investigation?

much above average
above average
average

below average

much below average

67. Compared with other patrol officers in thé department, how do you rate your
ability to handle a family crisis situation?

much above average
. above average
averagé .

below average

much below average

68. Compared with other patrol officers in the department, how do you rate your
ability to make a difficult arrest without any trouble?

much above average
above average
average

below average

much below average

69. How do you rate your overall ability, compared with other patrol officers
in the department?

much above average
above average
average

below aveﬁage

much below average
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70. Whap i§ the rank of your immediate supervisor?
: Sgt..

Lt.

D

— . Capt.
—_ Asst. Chief
—_Chief

71. Is there a break down of communication in your chain of command?
— Yes (If yes, answer questions 71a and 71b)
— No (If no, skip to question 72)

71a. In your opini ;
. nion, where in your i . .
break down the most? your chain of command does communication

— Ptlp. - sgt.

— Sgt. - Lt.

— Lt. - capt.

— Capt. - Asst. Chief
— Asst. Chief - Chief
—_ Not applicable

71b. In your perso i
’ nal experience, where in you i
ot r chai mm
does communication break down the mostg " of command

— PtIm. - sqgt.

——— 3gt. - Lt.

— Lt. - capt.

— Capt. - Asst. Chief
o Asst. Chief - Chief
——_ Not applicable

72. Do you feel that our review board i i
: : is a fa :
alleged violations of policy and/or Proceégr:?d honest way to judge

Yes

Sman———

No

73. Do you benefit from information gathered on field interview cards?

—VYes No

—Don't know
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74. Rank the following eight occupations as to the degree they cause
interference with a patrol officer's duty on the street, with 1
being most interference and 8 being least interference.

ity
i
¥ i

gi . : GENERAL BACKGROUND

g Li.. Public utility workers ' . “ Ej 1. What is your age? (Please Check in space provided)
Private security guards R 21 - 29 years N
Court officers ; %i 30 - 39 years
—__Deputy sheriffs I . 40 - 49 years
City employees ’ o 50 - 59 years
Motorized private security guards i , §g N 60 years or older
Ambulance attendants ’
\ R - 2. Sex )
. £ i '
. Fireman X 1 ____Male
Answer the following questions by circling the appropriate answer. ‘
g : ____ Female "
75a. Do you feel that the auxiliary police are an effective law enforcement ; C
tool? : 3. Race -
Yes ’ No ; . _ Black
9 ﬁ S
75b. Do you feel that they are properly managed? { | White
) 1
Yes No % ; ‘g Other
. i i f ? ; i i in PB
76a. Do you feel that chaplains are effective law enforcement tools H 4. How Tong have you been a police officer in Portsmouth or anywhere?
Yes No ’
: Years
? t
76b. Do you feel that they are properly managed? ! 5. How long have you been a police officer in the Portsmouth Police
Yes No T Department?
CARD #2 . :
77a. Do you feel that community service officers are an effective law J ; ! —Years
enforcement tool? ; _ | oL )
Yes No ! ‘6. What d1V1s1on.are you currently in?
77b. Do you feel that they are properly managed? j . .. Patrol
Yes No | Detective
78. .Have you ever been a liaison officer? I ____ Traffic
Yes No 0 k-8 ,
79. Are you presently on an ICAP task force? | % _____ Other
Yes = - No N E +7. What is your rank?
g END OF QUESTIONNAIRE \ I !
f 4
’ Please fi11 out the General Background form which begins on the next page. s : E . 270
! 2{0.,
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8. In what zone are you currently assigned? )

MM, v

Zone 1
Zone 2

Zone 3

& W;‘; Ca i
L .

Zone 4 ‘ 3

___ lone 5

mrz
F
ol

No specific zone

»
-
£
£

9. What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? %

eighth grade or less

i
g some high school, but not a graduate i ? =
gv graduate frdm high school or G.E.D. i i
4 less than 1 yéar of college N
. i Appendix T
g completion of 1 but less than 2 years of college _ b
Lo Crime Analysis Reply Memo

completion of 2 but less than 4 years of college -
. ; il
compietion of 4 or more years of college . * 0
- ; T
. \

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION | i /5\

f

-
sooEmy
m

e
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Appendix F 4 g
CRIME ANALYSIS :
] REPLY MEMO |
1 .. ‘ FROM: _ ' j S i
gj DATE _ CRIME ANALYSTS BULLETIN NO. ) 2 ﬁ
a aaTFoaM P;‘\TR'O‘L 'f. C.1.D. CRMMAMDERS RESULTS OF ACTIGH ' i
/7 PERSGMHEL INFORMED OF PATTERM _
o /7 NRREST(s) MADE
g /7 1HCREESED PATROL Mo. ) I
/7 FoOT patROL [/ SUSPECTS(s) FIELD
g" ~ INTERVIEWED (NO. ) ) _—
/77 UNMARKED PATROL 1
— /7 OBSERVED SUSPECT(s), MO | P
/[ SPOT CHECKS ACTION ‘ L
i — . - " ¥
' /7 PATROL ALERTED TO F.I. POSSIBLE // CHASED SUSPECT(s), MO ARREST o
SUSPECTS . |
r — _Z__/ OTHER * ‘\. .TF
/7 HOVING SURVETLLANCE ) I
/7 ROOF TOF SURVEILLANCE N §r Appendix G
£/ SURVEILLENCE STAXE-OUT : \ Sector Command/Directed Patrol Survey
/7 SURVEILLANCE OF SUSPECT L g 7
. [
/7 MECHAMICAL SURVEILLANCE f b
/7 OTHER SPECIAL DETAIL OR =
ASSIGHMENT * o
/7 MO ACTION TAXEN *
CRIME PREVENTION CCMMANDER
/7 SECURITY INSPECTIONS |
/7 SURVEY CONDUCTED | 5 1
/] AREA RESIDENTS/CUMERS -’ : |
CONTACTS ' » | ,, g
/7 BLOCK WATCH ORGAMIZED ;
s 1
/ CTHER * %
i i 1
/7 HC ACTION TAEN * g
; ¥ please comment or explain balew g
R ——— ” : i s e e —— T
’ CETETTS ETETRLANST IO é{g
272. |
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Appendix G
Sector Command/Directed Patrol Survey

Sector Command System
1. Has the sector command system improved services to the public?
Yes No

—— r—

How?

.

Give examples.

2. Has the sector command system improved supervision and resource allocation?

Yes No

— e —

How?

Give examples.

3. Has the sector command system had a positive effect on the exchange of
information?

Yes No

——— —

How?

Give examples.
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4. Does the sector command system accomodate feedback of information from
citizens?
___Yes ___No
How?

Give examples.

Directed Patrol

5. What does directed patrol mean to you?

6. Has patrol planning actually been based upon Crime Analysis infommation
and input from patrol officers and citizens?

Yes No

— eom—

How?

Give examples.

7. Who initiates patrol planning?

8. How often is there patrol planning?

274,
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9. A. 1Is there a difference between how patrol operations are currently | ! 15. Has directed patrol led to greater job satisfaction for patrol officers?
: planned and how they were previously planned before ICAP? ‘ . _F
av - SO Yes No
& Yes No ; —_— S
¥ - How?
g ‘ B. How? ; i
7
| !
; T Give examples.
gz C. Give examples. ; 3%
kY A
10. What has been the real impact of Crime Analysis on patrol operations? ;~ E é%
%f 14. Are patrol officers qualified to conduct investigations?
9 ; / Yes No

Why/Why not?

11. Has the directed patrol led to more arrests? r 4

S Y e I

— T —

] Yes No :
How? _ 5 15. Do you think patrol officers should be involved in more investigative
: < activity?
£ ‘ Yes No

b Why/Why not?

i

Give examples. ! '

PR

16. Do you think that if patrol officers became more involved in follow-
investigations it would interfere with their ability to conduct effec-
tive patrolling?

12. Has directed patrol led to a reduction in criminal activity?
Yes No

PRI S A 4 S RN ]

Yes No

iy
s

How?
How?

s

DR P e
- -

o

Give examples. j

I | 275.
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Appendix H

Crime Prevention/Police-Community Relations Survey
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Appendix H

Institute of Urban Studies and Public Administration

OLD DOMINION (804) 489-6514 » Norfolk, VA 23508

UNIVERSITY

PORTSMOUTH POLICE DEPARTMENT

CRIME PREVENTION/POLICE~COMMUMITY RELATION SURVEY

General Instructions

This questionnaire is being conducted as part of the ICAP grant. It is
important that we find out what sworn personnel think about tke various tasks
performed by the C/P-PCR unit. Your honest and sincere answers to each of the

questions in this survey will be appreciated. Only the overall results of the
survey will be reported. It is of no importance to know your personal identi-

i W Bticdoer

Wolfgang Pindur, Ph.D. -
Principal Investigator

PLEASE CIRCLE THE RESPONSE WHICH REPRESENTS HOW YOU FEEL:

Information provided by the C/P-PCR unit has been helpful to me in perform-
ing my duties.

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

2. The C/P-PCR unit is helpful in deterring criminal activity.

Strongly Agree Slightly Stightly Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

3. The C/P-PCR unit is effective.

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly = Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

4., The police department would be just as well off if the C/P-PCR unit did

not exist,
Strongly Agree Stightly Slightly Disagree Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

v

PLEASE FILL IN THE BLANK OR CHECK THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE:

5. Last month, how often did you contact the C/P-PCR unit for information
related to your duties?

times last month
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6. Did the C/P-PCR unit provide you the information you requested?

yes no
——m ——————

7. Was the information provided useful or not useful to you in performing

your duties!?

useful not useful did not provide
the information

requested

8. Last month, how often did a C/P-PCR officer come to you with information
related to your duties?

times last month

— =

9. Was the information provided useful or not useful to you in performing

your duties?

useful not useful ¢/P-PCR has never
come to me with

information

10. Would you like C/P-PCR to provide you with information on a regular basis?

no

yes

11. What type of information would you like to receive? Please explain and be

specific.

12. Have you ever taken part in a crime prevention function?

yes no
13, 1f yes, do you think your participation was useful or not useful?
. useful ' not useful
278.
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The C/P~PCR division is current] i i
s y serving nine areas within the Ci
Portsmouth. Please indicate whether C/P-PCR should expand itseacégziifes

in each of these areas, kee %m
. . , p than at the same | . C
ties, or if you are unable to comment. evel, decrease its activi-

C/P-PCR should

\ E§p§nq Keep Activities Decrease Unable to
ctivities at Same Level Activities Comment

Cavalier Manor

Port Norfolk

Southside

Parkview

Jeffry Wilson

ey b s g

|da Barbour

Mt. Hermon

Acadamy Park

Cradock

What other areas of the city, i i
: y, if any, do you think d iviti
the C/P-PCR unit? Please be specifié. [? none thi: h::;e ajﬁéy'tles i
y - ’

v

o T

o i

e

et

S

o N
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Listed below are various activities performed by the C/P=-PCR unit. Please
indicate whether you think each of these activities is very important,
somewhat important, or not important to the performance of police officers.

Very
Important

Somewhat
Important

Not
Important

| Am Not Familiar
With This Activity

Business Security
Surveys

Residential Security
Surveys

Saturation of Problem
Areas in the City

Sponsoring Youth Teams

Civilian Radio Motor
Patrol

Sponsoring Trips for
Senior Citizens,
Youths and Others

Neighborhood Block
Security Programs

Block Mothers

Operation ldentification

Crime Prevention Pro-
grams on Residential
Security

Crime Prevention Pre-
sentations on Personal
Safety

Slow Down for Tots

Concerned Citizens

Community Service 0f-
ficers Program

Contacts with Navy
Personnel

Mental Health Runs

Safety Town

Blue Light Program

280.
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17. What should be done to improve the services provided by the C/P-PCR unit?
Please explain and be specific.

18. What is your sex?
male female
19. What is your race?
black white other
20. How long have you been a police officer?
years .
21, What division are you currently in?

Uniformed Patrol Criminal Investigations

Other (please be spenific)

22. What is your rank?
Patrol Officer
Sergeant :
Lieutenant

*

Captain

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION

281,
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Time Management Data Collection Sheet
Atty Calls in . If Warrant Type of
Date of Time of on Officer's Reference Nature Issued Offense
Call Call Call Name to Name of Call # of Case Charged With
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Appendix J

Questionnaires for Attorneys' Perceptions of:

The Major Offender Program
The Pager System
Plea Negotiation
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Appendix J
MOP

Are you attached to the Major Offender Unit? or, will you
become attached after current MOP attorneys leave June lst?

Were you attached to the Portsmouth Commonwealth's Attorney Office when
MOP was implemented in September of 19777

Since implementation of the MOP has your caseload:
Increased* Decreased __ _ Stayed the same

*If increased, has it become too burdensome for you to handle adequately?

What is your opinion of the MOP?
Very Good Good 0.X. Fair Poor
Why?

a. What strengths do you see in having a MOP?

b. Weaknesses?

c. Any recommendations or comments on MOP?

Would you prefer a return to the old system of dividing cases?
Why or Why not?
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Should MOP be continued?
Why or Why not?

How do you feel MOP attorneys are currently selected?

How should they be?

(For Non-MOP Attorneys)

Do you feel you are being slighted by getting only the non-major type
cases?

N B S A i
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If so, why?
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Appendix J
PAGER

In general, what is your opinion of the Pager System?
Very Good Good 0.K. Fair Poor

Approximately how many times during your last assignment on the Pager
System were you called?

What was the nature of the most frequent types of calls?

What unit(s) of the police department do you see as making the most frequent
contact with your office through Pager?

Do you feel Pager System should be contimued?

What, if any, do you consider as strengths of the Pager System?

Weaknesses of Pager?

When you look back, are there amy cases you feel didn't necessitate
calling a prusecuting attorney in on?

If yes, how mamy?

Why do you think police called if it wasn't necessary?

285,



M, gy eSSl

i S,

FhnmonEy ey Preso— sty

10. To you feel 7 days on-call is too long a time period?

Why or Why not?

11. Do you have any recommendations on how the new attorneys should be

trained on Pager?

12. Do you have amy further comments or recommendations regarding the Pager

System?

286.
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Appendix J

Plea Negotiation

On the average, do you maintain commmication with the police investigating
the case?

Frequently Just Now and Then Seldom Never
Why?

How often are the police consulted, or actively participate in the plea
negotiation process? -

Routinely Seldom Never
Why?

How much influence do you perceive the police having in the negotiation
process?

Considerable Some Minimal None
Why?

Should the police have this much influence? Yes No
Why?

In what mammer do the police influence the negotiation process?
Opinion considered
Recommendation solicited
Information solicited
Never contacted
Qthers

287.



O )

e
2o e o
P

ﬁ e‘r -a..

i i e ey

1DO NOT

(1) Yes ____~ (2) No

!
1 Appendix K
i ‘ WRITE IN “la
] |* JTHIS SPACE
o f i "
3‘ Z ; 1. Were you a member of the Portsmouth Police Department when the Pager System
; o 1 was implemented in September, 19777 ¢
; !
]
{

.
[V
.

I Have you ever used the Pager System?

Q) Yes ____ (2) No

oy
¥

£
LT ]

On the average, approximately how long does it take for the Commonwealth's
Attorney to call to respond to your page?

minutes

R vy
=3 [ s
(¥4}

4. Do you feel that this is soon enough?

(1) Yes (2) No (3} Cannot comment

| 5. If it is necessary for the Commonwealth's Attorney to come down to police
- ! 67 headquart¢ers, how long does it take him to arrive?
g % _ minutes
g Appendix K ] % . 6. Do you feel that this is soon enough?
. . + ' i 8
estionnaire on Police Officers' Perceptions of g | ]
theQ;ager System and Carmonwealth's Attorney's Office | R (1) Yes (D No ____ (3) Cannot comment
' f P 7. Do the Commonwealth's Attorneys explain their decisions on authorizing or
: 2 P9 refusing a warrant satisfactorily?
% i (1) Always ‘ b
: L (2) Usually
i o (3) Sometimes
5 § (4) Seldom
i P (5) Never
é | ;4 8. Do you feel that the Commonwealth's Attorney should be giving you advice and
{ | 710 recommendations on investigative matters?
1 (1) Yes (2) No (3) Cannot comment
I
" Why or why not?
3 } é'
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g.us SPACE
S& 9. When you are given a Green Sheet (or Information Sheet) by the Commonwealth's
% g“ 11 Attorney on call, do you follow his recommendation?
\ ’ (1) Always
. (2) Usually
g (3) Sometimes —
(4) Seldom
| (5) Never
g—_ 10. Would you like to have a Commonwealth's Attormey available in your office
12131415 for some specified time during the day?
g From to (specify hour)
, 11. What is your overall rating of the Pager System?
1 16
| (1) Very good
(2) Good
(3) Average
(4) Fair —
) (5) Poor .
{ 12. Has the Pager System improved your working relations with the Prosecuting
17 Attorney's 0ffica? .
i (1) Yes (2) No (3) Cannot comment
If yes, how?
i
I£f not, why not?
.
13. Do you feel that the Pager System should be continued?
—y—

(1) Yes (2) No (3) Cannot comment

289.
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Can you identify the weaknesses in the Pager System?

Can you identify the strengths of the Pager System?

Do you have any comments or suggestions in regard to the Pager System?

How often do the Commonwealth's Attorneys consult with you in regard to plea
negotiation?

(1) Always

(2) Usually
(3) Sometimes
(4} Seldom
(5) Never

Do you feel that they should consult with you?

(1) Yes (2) No (3) Cannot comment
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22.

23.
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Why or why not?

Do you feel your influence in the plea negotiation process is:

(1) Considerable
(2) Some

(3) Minimal

(4) None

Would you like for your influence over plea negotiations to:

(1) Increase

(2) Decrease

(3) Remain the same
(4) Don't know

—————
— -
mcnp——

After final disposition of a case which has been reduced or dismissed at trial,

how often do the Commonwealth's Attorneys discuss with you the reasons for
reduction or dismissal?

(1) Always
(2) Usually
(3) Sometimes
(4) Seldom
(5) Never

1]

Do you feel that they should consult with you?

(1) Yes (2) No (3) Cannot comment
How often do the Commonwealth's Attorneys discuss your testimony with you

prior to your appearance in court?

(1) Always
(2) Usually
(3) Sometimes
(4) Seldom
(8) Never

i

Do you feel that they should discuss it with you?

(1) Yes (2) No (3) Cannot comment
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How often do the Commonwealth's Attorneys discuss your testimony with you
after your appearance in court?

(1) Always
(2) Usually
(3) Sometinmes
(4) Seldom
(8) Never

Do you feel that they should discuss it with you?

(1) Yes (2) No (3) Cannot comment
dow would you rate the overall performance of the Portsmouth Commonwealth's

Attorney's Office regarding case preparation?

(1) Very good
(2) Good

(3) Average
(4) Fair

(8) Poor

1]

How would you rate the overall performance of the Portsmouth Commonwealth's
Attorney's Office regarding trial proceedings?

(1) Very good
(2) Good

(3) Average
(4) Fair

(5) Poor

i

Can you identify any particular problems areas between your office and the
Commonwealth's Attormey's OQffice? Please be as specific as possible.

Can you identify any problem areas within the Commonwealth's Attorney's Office
which you feel have caused cases to be dismissed or reduced?
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31. Do you have any further comments or suggestions regarding operations between
your office and the Commonwealth's Attorney's 0ffice?

32. What Bureau/Squad of the Criminal Investigation Division are you currently
assigned to?

(1) Homicide/Robbery/Sex Crimes Squad
(2) Auto Theft Squad

(3) Burglary Squad

(4) Larceny Squad

(5) Check Squad

(6) Special Investigation Bureau

(7) Identification Bureau
(8) Youth Services

(9) Other (please identify)

33. How long have you been with the Portsmouth Police Department?
years

34, How long have you been assigned to the Criminal Investigation Division?

years

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION
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Appendix L

Questionnaire on the Commonwealth's Attorneys' Perceptions
of the Quality of Portsmouth Police Performance




Appendix L

Prosecutors' Perceptions: Portsmouth Police Performance

Instructions: Please respond to each question in the order listed.

5
wark
4
<zt
¢
[Ze ]
k
=i
¢
el
w

Only the evaluator assigned to this project
will have access to your response which, for evaluative purposes will be combined with the responses
of your fellow prosccutors. Your honest and candid opinions are earnestly solicited.

1. How many months experience as a prosecutor in Portsmouth have you had? (months)

2. What, in your opinion, is the present
quality of work performed by Portsmouth
police officers with regard to each of
the following categories?

Below Above Out- No
Very  Aver- Aver-  Aver- stand- Opin-
Poor age age age ing ion
¥ Narcotics and Vice
1Y

Burglary squad

Larceny (not paper)

Paper crimes

Sex crimes

Robbery, homicide

and assaults

Uniform Patrol

Youth Bureau

3.

In your opinion; how has the quality
of police work in Portsmouth changed
during the past 12 months with regard
to each of the following categories?

Some-
Not About  what Much No
as the Improv- Improv- Opin-
Good same ed ed ion

4. In your opinion, what is (are) the major reason(s) for this improvement or decline in the quality of police

work in Portsmouth?
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5. About how many cases have you handled during the past three (3) months? (October 1, 1978 through December 31,
1978)
(no. of cases handled)

6. Of the cases you have handled during the past three (3) months, October 1, 1978 through December 31, 1978,
approximately how many have been weakened significantly by some error or omission by the police officers
who handled these cases?

(no. of cases weakened)

7. What were the most frequent types of errors or omissions you have encountered in. the cases weakened by an
errvor or omission by police officers? Please give a brief description of them.

8. What particular strengths have you observed in the recent work of the Portsmouth police officers?

9. What specific dmprovements in performance by Portsmouth police officers should be stressed during forth-
coming training sessions?

R
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10.

11.

In your opinion, what effect has the PAGER system had on the quality of police work in Portsmouth?

a
b.

(g}

d.

€.

What other suggestions or comments do you have with regard to the improvement of the Porstmouth Police

quality has declined
remained about the same
somewhat improved
much improved

no opinion

Department's effectiveness of efficiency?

(End of Questionnaire -- TIHANK YOU for your assistance)
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Appendix M

Questionnaire on the Commonwealth's Attorneys' Perceptions
of Cases Weakened by Police Work
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Appendix M
Prosecutors' Perceptions on Portsmouth Police Performance

Approximately how many cases have you handled during the three-month
period of October 1, 1978 through December 31, 19787

Of the cases you handled during the three-month period, approximately
how many were affected by a lack of quality in police work or reporting?

Of the cases affected above, how many Tesulted in or necessitated
your acceptance of, or initiation of:

a) Plea bargaining

b) A reduction in charges
¢) A reduction in sentence
d) Dismissal

]

What particular event(s) of the police work is (are) the major contributing
act which necessitated your acceptance or initiation of plea bargaining,
reduction in charges or sentences, or dismissals?

Again, thank you for your cooperation.
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PORTSMOUTH
POLICE DEPARTMENT

REVIEW CENTER USE ONLY

STATUS CHANGE;

SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT |

RJ U.C.R.
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1. REFORY TYPE: { 1} NARRATIVE CONTINUATION { ) ADOITIONAL INFORMATION
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{ ) CLEAR UP/RECOVERED PROPERTY

2. QFFENSE/INCIDENT

3, LOCATION OF OFFENSE (HOUSE NO. AND STREET)
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