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Eighty-seven percent (S71a) of the respondents feel that the on­
call attorney should give advice and recommendations on investigative 
matters. Seven praninent reasons 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 complications. 
3. It the quality of case files. 
4. It allows investigators to gain insight for future 

cases. 
5. It improves the investigator.' s understanding of the latol. 
6. 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 
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. Sane CaIIOOnwealth's attorneys are inexperienced and not familiar 

with the law or local conditions. 
3. Advice given depends entirely on the individual Common­

wealth's attorney. 
4. Possi.bly too much advice is given. 
Only 52.9% of the responding officers indicated they always follow 

the recommendations of the on-call attorney. Forty-one percent (41%) 
of the respondents usually follow the recannendation, and the remain­
ing six percent follow them 

F. Police/Prosecutor Relations 

relations between the Carmonwealth' 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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A very large number of officers (91.2%) feel that the Pager System 

has the working relations between the two departments. 
Twenty-four respondents cited ways in which the Pager System has 

working relations t'lith the CaImonwealth' s Attorney's Office. 
Fifteen respondents suggested that the Pager System provides more per­
sonal contact between the assistant Carmonwealth's attorneys and the 
investigators. This gLeater personal contact allows the investigator 
and prosecuting attorney to tvork together more effectively, learn a­
bout each other's proble:ns, and receive more input. The result of 
this contact is better case preparation. Eight officers explained that 
working relations have been because the Pager System allows 
them to reach the ?'rosecuting attorneys more quickly and easily. One 
response suggested that the Pager System has improved the procedure 
for securing a search tolarrant. 

nolO of the respondents answered negatively that things had not 
because the Commonwealth'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. 

the responses of the police officers and prosecuting attor-
neys are canbined 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 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 

The most frequently identified strength of the Pager System was 
that it allows inmediate contact with a Carmonwealth's attorney when 
necessary. Sixteen officers gave this response. Eight respondents 
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stated that the Pager System ~proves case preparation since communica­
tion between the investigator and the Commonwealth's attorney is more 
frequent. An additional strength of the Pager System is that it allows 
the investigator to know at the time a warrant is issued the strengths 
and weaknesses of a case (response given four t~es). 

I . ~veaknesses of Pager 

Only six officers identified any weaknesses in the Pager System. 
Two respondents stated that if the on-call attorney is in court, he 
cannot respond promptly to his page. Two other officers suggested the 
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 

received included:. 
1. The Commonwealth's attorney should be contacted only in excep­

tional cases to reduce the need for an attorney being available 

at all hcurs of the night. 
2. The Commonwealth attorneys have not specialized in cases 

by type of offense. 

J. Police Prosecutor Interaction 

Results of the interviews conducted with prosecuting attorneys in 
Portsmouth indicated that consultation with police officers is rou­
tinely conducted. In this section we find that, at least as perceived 
by the police, consultation is not quite routing. 

Table 14 shows the responses of members of the Cr~inal Investiga­
tion Division regarding same specific areas of usual interaction be­
ttveen prosecuting attorneys and police officers. The four areas of 

concern here are: 
1. interaction in the plea negotiation process; 
2. discussion of cases which have resulted in redllction or 

dismissal at trial; 
3. discussion of testimony to be given by the officer prior 

to trial appearance; and 
4. discussion of the testimony given by the officer after 

court appearance. 
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Table 14 

POLICE PERSPECTIVES ON POLICE/PROSECUTOR INTERACTION 
IN SELECTEDAREAS OF WE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM 

(In Percentages) 

Prosecuting Attorneys: Altva~ Usuall~ Sanetimes Seldon Never Ntmber 
Consulted police offi-
cers regarding plea 
negotiations. 7.7 51.3 20.5 17.9 2.6 39 

Discuss reasons for dis-
missal or reduction of 
charge. 7.5 47.5 17.5 17.5 10.0 40 

Discuss testimony 
prior to tdal. 7.5 30.0 40.0 20.0 2.5 40 

Discuss test~ony 
after trial. 2.5 17.5 32.5 32.5 15.0 40 

As Table 14 indicates, consultation between police officers and 
prosecuting attorneys is not perceived as being a routine matter in 
plea negotiations or any other selected area. Only 59% of the respon­
dents stated that they were Always or Usually consulted regarding a 
plea negotiation matter, and this percentage dropped markedly in the 
other areas to a low of 20% regarding discussion of testimony after 
trial. 

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 t'J be involved and 
be kept informed until the final stages of the case. (15 
respondents) 
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2. The investigators are more familiar with the defendants' 
background. (7 respondents) 

3. The investigator may have additional information ~lhich 
may not be in the case file. (2 respondents) 

4. The officer has a need to be aware of any plep. negotia­
tion due to his concern for the victlin. (1 respondent) 

S. There is a possibility of conflict between agencies. (1 
respondent) 

K. Commonwealth's Attorney's Staff's Performance 

The final evaluation goal identified in this section was an asses­
sment of the performance of the Commornvealth's ,Attorney's Office. The 
officers of the Crlininal 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 IS 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. 

Case Preparation 
Trial Proceedings 

Table 15 

CID POLICE OFFICERS' RATING OF 
'!HE PROSECUTING A'ITORNEYS' PERFORMANCE 

(In Percentages) 

Very Good 

22.5 
20.0 

Good Average Fair 

55.0 
60.0 

IS.0 
IS.0 

2.5 
5.0 

Poor 

S.O 
o 

L. Problem Areas Identified by Criminal Investigation Division 

Nunber 

40 
40 

Some of the problem areas between the CID and the Commonwealth's 
'/( 

Attorney's Office identified were: 
1. The Commonwealth's attorneys do not discuss the case or 

the investigator's testimony prior to court day. (S re­
spondents) 

--~"~(Som~e--o~f~th~e~11 identifications which follow are verbatim; others have 
been edited for the sake of clarity 
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2. Tbe general attitudes of some of the Commonwealth's attorn­
neys. (3 respondents) 

3. The lack of communication. (2 respondents) 
4. The Commonwealth's Attorney's Office will not prosecute 

unless they have an airtight case. (2 respondents) 
5. Investigators are not always issued a subpoena, sometlines 

get a last minute call to court. 
6. Handling of evidence; pictures should stay in case file. 
7. Hhen there is a disagreement of a charge, the Commonwealth's 

attorney should consult with assistants. 
8. Nothing is done to prepare witnesses. 
9. There is a high turnover rate of experienced prosecutors. 

10. Officers are not altvays advised of plea negotiations. If 

the trial went badly, officers want to know WhYi and if 
errors are found in an officer's procedure, he should be 
told how to correct it. 

11. Commonwealth's attorneys are not open for debate concerning 
disagreements with an officer. 

foll~ving were identified as problem areas within the Commonwealth's 
Attorney's Office which have caused cases to be dismissed or reduced: 

1. insufficient case preparation; 
2. inexperiencei 
3. agreeing to plea negotiations; and 
4. attitude of some of the Commonwealth's attorneys. 

M. Cooments by Criminal Inves.ligation D~vision 

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

1. Cases should be discussed before court. 
2. A good relationship currently exists. 
3. Operations beo'leen the ovo offices should continue 

and develop even further. 
4. Better communications are needed. 
S. Meetings should be held at which all personnel could 

discuss recent decisions and legal matters. 
6. Certain attorneys should be assigned to certain squads. 
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Conclusions of the Criminal Investigation Division Evaluation 

According to manbers of the Criminal Investigation Division, the CpE'!ra­
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 communications between police 
and prosecutors are not as routine as the Commonwealth's attorney's staff 
believed them to be. Members of the CIn feel that communications between 
tt~ two departments should be increased -- especially in the area of discus­
sing courtroom testimony both prior to court appearance and after testimony 
presented in court. 

Recommendations 
1. Initiate an instruction on the procedures of the Pater System includ­

ing: 
a. how to leave a message on Pager; 
b. identifying 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 reqllested at headquarters. 

3. Use back-up attorney when primary on-call attorney is in court 
or otherwise unavailable to linnediately 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 'mE PERSPECTIVE 
OF 'mE CCM1)NWEALTII' S ATI'ORNEY' S OFFICE 

lntrcxIuction 

This section constitutes a follow-up on the initial data collected dur­
ing August of 1978 and reported in the Comprehensive 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, comp;~:risons 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 officer.s as viewed by the 
Commonwealth's attorney and his assistant prosecutors. 

Goals of the Evaluation 

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

1. the quali ty 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 complete the attached questionnaires (see Appendices Land 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. 

~qperience 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 QUALITY OF WORK 
BY POLICE OFFICERS . 

(In Number of Cases) 

Very Below Above Dut- 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) 0 0 0 6 3 1 

Paper Crimes 0 0 0 4 5 1 

Sex Crimes 0 0 0 4 5 1 

Robbery, Homicide, 
0 0 0 7 2 1 and Assaults 

Uniform Patrol 0 0 1 6 2 1 

Youth Bureau 0 0 1 4 0 5 

TOTALS 0 1 5 41 18 15 = 80 

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 colt.m1 dropped from 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 is 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 
co1l1IlIls. 

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 HORK BY POLICE OFFICERS 

Quali ty of Work 
Very Below Above Out-

Date of Surve2 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% -43.6'70 +33.4'70 +14.2% 

As Table 16 indicates, there has been a significant shift in favor of 
the police officers' work since August of 1978. ~Vhether this change is due 
to increase in the quality of police ~vork or simply to the increased inter­
action of police and prosecutors since the implementation of the Integrated 
Criminal Apprehension Program (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 CHAJ.~GE 
IN THE QUALITY OF POLICE WORK OVER THE LAST YEAR 

(In Number of Cases) 

Not as About Sanewhat Mt.lch Category Good the Same Imoroved Impr.oved 
Narcotics & Vice a 3 2 1 
Burglary 1 3 4 1 
Larceny (not paper) a 4 3 1 
Paper Crimes a 6 2 1 
Sex Crimes a 2. 5 2 
Robbery, Homicide 

and Assaults a 3 4 2 
Uniform Patrol a 2 6 1 
Youth Bureau a 5 a 1 
TOrAL 1 28 26 10 

No 
Opinion 

4 
1 
2 
1 
1 

1 
1 
4 

15 = 80 

As shown in Table 17, the categories of Sex Crimes; and Robbery, Homi­
cide, and Assaults ~ere 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 Somewhat ilnproved or 
Much Improved columns. This shows a 10 percent increase within these two 
categories from the August 1978 report. 1he 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 this question, all of whom stated 
reasons for improvement in tbe 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 OFFICERS 
OVER THE LAS!' YEAR 

Quali ty of Work 

Not as About Somewhat Much Total 
Date of Survey Good the Same Improved Improved Responses 

August 1978 5(6.7%) 36(48.0%) 29(38.6%) 5 (6.7%) 75 

Jan-Feb 1979 1 (1. 5%) 28(43.1%) 26(40.0%) 19 (15.4'70) 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 ~ay 1, 1978 and July 31, 1978. The av­
erage number of cases ha.~tdled per prosecuting attorney dropped from 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 felony cases entering the ad­
judicatory process through warrant refusals and recommendations fo~ misde­
meanor charges at the initial screening. 

Of the 321 cases handled, 23 w~re reported to have been weakened signi­
ficantly by some error or omission by the Portsmouth police officers who han­
dled the cases. A listing of these errors or omissions is given below to 
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more fully explain the responses to this question, and to provide guidance 
for forthcoming training sessions. 

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 fran at the vict~'s hane 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 

OUTCCME OF CASES IDENTIFIED AS AFFECI'ED 
BY THE POOR QUALITY OF POLICE WORK 

1YEe of Outcane 
Plea bargaining 
Reduction in charges 
Reduction in sentence 
Dismissal 
Not ascertained 

Nu:nber of Cases 
13 

4 
o 
5 
1 

23 

Percentage of Case~ 
56.5 
17.4 

o 
21. 7 

4.3 

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 linportance 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. 

linpact 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 dJapter 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 respon­
dents who answered this question all stated that the quality of police work 
has been "much improved". 

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

1. Is it the close working relationship bet~veen the Carmonwealth' 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 ans~vers to these questions go beyond the scope of this report. The 
complete agre~ent (nine of nine responses) on the part of the Portsmouth 
Ca:momvealth's Attorney's Office that the quality of police work has improved 
since the implementation of the Pager System suggests at least that at pre­
sent the Pager System is accepted by the Commonwealth's Attorney's Office as 
an effective means for securing a felony warrant. 

Summary and Conclusions 

As reported in this part of the Police-Prosecutor Relations Evaluation, 
the performance of the Portsmouth Police Department, as viewed by the Com­
monwealth's attorney and his staff, has significantly improved since imple­
mentation of the Integrated Cr~inal 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 prosecllting 
attorneys and police officers. The Pager System has became an iOEtructional 
and training mechanism for all parties involved and has resulted in a more 
consciencious procedur.e for case preparation and handling by both the police 
officers and prosecuting attorneys. 
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Section Six 

BURGLARY AND ROBBERY CCl1PARATIVE ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

This section of the evaluation was designed to assess the impact of 
the Major Offender Program upon robbery and burglary cases tried by the 
Portsmouth Commonwealth's attorney. A comparison of robbery and burglary 
cases tried prior to implementation of the Major Offender Program with 
those robbery and burglary cases adjudicated by the Major Offender Unit 
was conducted in order to monitor changes that have come about in three 
areas: (1) time involved in processing selected felony cases, (2) prob­
ability of conviction, and (3) severity of sentences dispensed. 

Goals of Burglary and Robbery Comparison 

The use of concentrated and focused prosecution on defendants classi-· 
fied as career criminals/major offenders is designed to improve the swift­
ness, surety, and severity of sentencing. The analysis of burglary and 
robbery felony cases presented in this section was undertaken to answer 

three questions: 
1. Does the Major Offender Unit process felony cas~s 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 

than non-Major Offender cases? 
3. Are the sentences received by Major Offenders more severe 

than those received by non-Major Offenders? 

Research DesiF,n and Procedure 

In order to establish a sufficient and reliable information base for 
comparison, the evaluators studied all burglary and robbery cases reported 
to the Portsmouth Commonwealth's Attorney's Office from January I, 1977 
through September 23, 1977 and the implementation of the Major Offender Pro­
gram. These cases included attempted bur.glary and robbery, statutory bur­
glary, and attempted statutory burglary. A comparison group was drawn for 
study fran all burglary and robbery cases reported to the Portsmouth Common­
wealth's Attorney's Office for the 1978 calendar year. 
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The quantitative data were gathered by analyzing the defendant case 
files and records maintained in the central files of the Commonwealth's 
Attorney's Office. Specific data were obtained relating to case proces­
sing, convictions, and sentences, including the: 

1. date and charge on warrant; 
2. date of General District Court hearing; 
3. date the Grand Jury convened; 
4. date of Circuit Court trial; 
5. date of final disposition; and 
6. length of sentence (if conviction obtained). 

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 fran 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 nighttllne with intent to commit 
a felony or larceny, and is punishable as a Class 3 felony. Statutory 
burglary entails both daytime and nighttime breaking and entering, or 

i~iginally, 382 felony cases were reported under the cumprehensive 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 
~estic Relations Court, and will be discarded fram analysis. 
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sllnply entering, into a dwelling of another with intent to commit mur­
der, rape, or robbe~y, and is punishable as a Class 3 felony. In addi­
tion to dtvellings of others, the statute also specifies any office, 
shop, storehouse, warehouse, banking house, or other house. The author­
ized punishment for conviction of a Class 3 felony is a term of llnpri­
sonment of not less than five years nor more than twenty years. 

Year 

1977 
(Jan I-

Sep 23) 

1978 

Total 

Year 
1977 
(Jan 1-
Sep 23) 

1978 
% of Total 
Sample 
N=356 

Table 21 

TYPE OF OFFENSE BY YEAR 
(In Numbers) 

Stat. Attmpt. Armed 
Burglary Burg. 

Attmpt. 
Burg. 

Attmpt. 
Stat. 
Burg. Robbery Roby. Roby. 

35 76 3 61 9 1 

47 56 2 4 50 8 o 

82 132 5 8 111 17 1 

Table 22 
TYPE OF OFFENSE BY YEAR 

(In Percentages) 

Attmpt. 
Armed Stat. Attmpt. Stat. Attmpt. 

Burglar:t Burg. Burg. Burg. Robberl Robl· Robl· 

18.S 40.2 1.6 2.1 32.2 4.8 O.S 

28.1 33.S 1.3 2.4 29.9 4.8 0 

23.0 37.1 1.4 2.2 31.2 4.8 0.3 
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Major 

~vithout 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 concH tions 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 tvhether or not the type of crime being committed in Ports­
mouth has changed from one year to the next ig beyond the scope of this 
evaluation. One explanantion of this variance is that the teaming of 
prosecuting attorneys with police aL the initial screening (Pager Sys­
tem) has lead to more accurate and appropriate charges. 

Case Pr(~essing Time 

For this analysis the population was broken into two categories, 
Maj~r Offenders and non-Major Offenders. The amount of time required 
to process a case through adjudication was computed in three states: 
(1) m.mber of days from General District Court hearing to Grand Jury; 
(2) number of days from Grand Jury to Circuit Court trial; and (3) num­
ber.' of days fran Circuit Court trial to final disposition (this cate­
gory constitutes those cases which required preparation of a pre-sentence 
repor.t before sentencing). 

Table 18 displays the amount of time involved during each of the 
three st,ages. 

Table 23 
AVERAGE CASE PROCESSING TIME 

(In Days) 

General District 
Court Hearing 

Total 
CircLdt Court Final Dis- Processing 

Grand Jury Trial position Time 

Offender 27.9 39.4 40.0 1 107.3 
Non-Major 
Offender 32.9 50.8 45.7 128.4 
Overall 
Average 32.1 48.8 44.8 125.7 
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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 become 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-r~jor Offender cases in order to assess the impact con­
tinuances have had upon case processing. Of the total sample population 
of 342 cases tvhich 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 
Major Offenders 69.8 26.4 1.9 1.9 53 
Non-Major 
Offenders 73.7 13.8 7.6 4.9 289 
% of Total 
Sample 73.1 15.8 6.7 4.4 342 

Surprisingly, Major Offender cases exhibit a very large percentage 
of continuances (30.2% received at least one continuance), tvhile only 
26.3% of the non-Major Offender cases received one or more continuances. 
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The impact of continuance on case processing becomes even more 
pronounced considering the tUne required for processing cases that do 
receive one or more continuances (see Table 20). 

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

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

Ntmber of 
Continuances 

o 
1 
2 

3 

Table 25 
NUNBER OF DAYS BETWEEN GRAND JURY 
AND CIRCUIT COURT TRIAL BY NUMBER 

OF CONTINUANCES ISSUED 

Average Nl.II1ber 
of Days 

29.0 
61.5 

104.0 
173.8 

Percentage of 
Cases 

73.1 
15.8 
6.7 
4.4 

It is clear that the m.mber of continuances issued during trial proceed­
ings affects the tUne 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 tUne re­
quired. 

C. 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 fran analysis. 
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the corresponding nl.lI1ber of offenses is shown in Table 21. 

Table 26 

TYPE OF OFFENSE BY YEAR OF OFFENSE 
AND MAJOR OFFENDER CATEGORY 

(In Nunbers) 

Stat. Attmpt. 
Attmpt. 
Stat. Attmpt. 

All. Offenses 
Burglary Burg. Burg. Burg. Robbery* Roby. No. 

Jan 1-Sep 23 33 79 3 4 64 9 192 
1978 
Non-Major 38 50 2 4 16 5 U5 
1978 
Major 9 9 0 0 33 3 54 

361 Total 80 138 5 8 113 17 

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

A basi~ 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 convictions 
(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 

FOR ALL BURGLARY AND ROBBERY CASES CONVICTION RATE 23 1977 AND ALL 1978 JAN 1 - SEP , 
(In Percentages) 

Attmpt. 
Stat. Attmpt. Stat. Attempted 

Offender ~.jas: Burglary Burg. Burg. Burg. Robbery Robbery Total 

Convicted as 
Charged 57.5 74.6 40.0 37.5 43.4 52.9 58.7 

Convicted of a 
Reduced Charge 20.0 19.6 40.0 50.0 5.3 11.8 15.8 

Found Not Guilty 10.0 2.2 0 12.5 15.0 11.8 8.6 
Case Was: 
Dismissed 3.8 2.2 20.0 0 13.3 5.9 6.4 
Nolle Prosequid 8.8 1.4 0 0 23.0 17.6 10.5 

l'dentified in Table 21 were again utilized. analysis the categories ed 
Since no Major Offender case involving attempted bur~lary or attempt 
statutory burglary was discovered, these two categor1es were exclud~ 

1 · The results of these canputations are presented 1n fran the ana YS1S. 
Tables 23, 24, and 25. 

Table 28 
CONVICTION RATE FOR 

MAJOR OFFENDER BURGLARY AND ROBBERY CASES, 1978 
(In Percentages) 

Statutory Attempted 
Offender Was: Burglarl Burg1arl Robberl Robbery Total 

Convicted as Charged 88.9 44.4 75.8 66.7 72.2 
Convicted of a 

Reduced Charge 0 44.4 9.1 33.3 14.8 
Found Not Guilty 0 11.1 3.0 0 3.7 
Case Was: 
Dismissed 0 0 6.1 0 3.7 
Nolle Prosequid 11.1 0 6.1 0 5.6 

N = 9 9 33 3 54 
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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 robbery 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 offense 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 tvas: Burglar)!, Burglary Robber)!, Robbery 
Convicted as Charged 60.5 76.0 12.5 60.0 Convicted of a 
Reduced Charge 21.1 24.0 6.3 20.0 Found Not Guilty 7.9 0 25.0 0 Case Was: 
Dismissed 5.3 0 18.8 0 NOlle Prosequid 5.3 0 37.5 20.0 

N= 38 50 16 5 

Total -
60.6 

20.2 
6.4 

4.6 
8.2 
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 t'lhile, 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 CONVICfION RATE FOR BURGLARY AND ROBBERY CASES 
JAN 1 - SEP 23 

(In Percentages) 

Offender ~.j"as: Burglary 
Statutory 
Burglary 

Convicted as Charged 45.5 
Convicted of a 

Reduced Charge 
F08nd Not Guilty 
Case.Was: 
Dismissed 
Nolle Prosequid 

N = 

24.2 
15.2 

3.0 
12.1 

33 

77.2 

13.9 
2.5 

3.8 
2.5 
79 

Robbery 
34.3 

3.1 
18.8 

15.6 
28.1 

64 

Attempted 
Robbery 

44.4 

0 
22.2 

11.1 
22.2 

9 

Total 
55.1 

11.4 

11.4 

8.1 
14.0 

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 conviction 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, linplementation of the Pager System appears 
to have resulted in a change in charging policy between burglary and 
statutory burglary. Ganparison 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 cenviction rate for non-Major Offenders ~vas 37.4 percent for 
robbery cases precessed from 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. 

D. Severity of Septence 

For pU1:,poses 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-t~vo percent of the defendants within th:Major Offender 
category ~qere sentenced to two or more years in pri I' ',', 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 Offende'rs receive more severe sentences than the comparable non­
Major Offenders. id( 

Table 31 

BURGLARY AND ROBBERY DEFENDAJ\'TS 
RECEIVING AT LEAST 'T(vO-YEAR PRISON SENrENLt.S 

Receiving Receiving 
2 er More 5 or More 

1977 Cases Years in Prison Years in Prison 
(Jan 1 - Sep 23) 45% 28% 
1978 
Non-Major Offender 34% 15'70 
1978 
Major Offender 72% 57% 

No. 
136 

93 

46 

*The w7ighti~g system ~as found to be inappropriate for use in computing the 
nuner1cal dlfference 1n years sentenced between categories. 

~~is 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 

PORTSMJUTH FELONY CASE TRACKING SYSTEM 

As a felony case proceeds through the adjudicatory portion of the 
criminal justice system a variety of decisions are made which greatly 
influence the ultimate outcane of the case. These decisions focus on 
whether or not charges are to be filed, what the specific charge should 
be, and the degree of concentrated effort brought to prosecuting the 
case. In this section a flow-chart (see Figure 2) is presented which 
follows the disposition of a felony case fran the point of initial con­
tact with the Portsmouth Commonwealth's Attorney's Office through final 
disposition. Eight basic decision points are identified by this case 

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

not felony charges should be filed. In Portsmouth this is 
usually done (7710 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 
further investigation, accept prosecution by straignt indict­
ment, or reject the case entirely. During 1978, 54.9% of calls 
made to the on-call attorney resulted in the issuance of a fe­
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 ~varrant was rejected and/or a misde­
meanor warrant was issued. The remaining 14.5% of po1ice­
initiated contact with the assistant Commonwealth's attorney 
involved legal questions or the passing of information to the 

on-call attorney (10.4% and 4.1% respectively). 

2. 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 
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3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Pager System enhances early assignment of felony cases and this de­
cision can be made at a very early stage. 

Upon the prosecuting attorney's determination to prosecute, a decision 
is made at the prellininary hearing (General District Court) on whether 
(1) the defendant should be held to answer on felony charges and cer­
tified to a grand jury, (2) the case should be dismissed or (3) disposed 
of as a misdemeanor. 

1be prosecuting attorney must decide on cases which are dismissed at 
the prellininary hearing (General District Court). If the dismissal 
is accepted, the case is terminated at this point. However. dismissal 
of the case may be opposed by the prosecuting attorney who can then 
seek certification fran the grand jury through a straight indictment. 

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 attor.ney 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 nolle prosequi. 

If the decision is made to prosecute, the case goes to trial before 
the Circuit Court. At this point the prosecutor must decide if the 
offering of an inducement in exchange for .a guilty plea (plea nego­
tiation) would be beneficial. The defendant must decide if any ne­
gotiation is acceptable as well as determine whether to plead guilty 
or not. Whichever he pleads, the defendant can choose whether to 
appear for trial before a judge with or without a jury present. 

In all cases where a plea of not guilty is entered, the Court (judge 
or jury) must decide guilt or innocence. If the finding is not 
guilty, a determination of appropriate sentence is made by the judge 
or jury. 
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8. Felony cases vmich involve negotiation traditionally take two forms. 
The first is referred to as a charge negotiation, 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 ot' jury is not bound by 
this type of negotiation and the prosecuting attorney may only recom­

mend an appropriate sentence. 

This study depicts the flow of defendants through the adjudicatory 

process and demons traces 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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Section Eight 

SUMMARY Ai'll RECCM1ENDATIONS 

Based on the data collected during this evaluation, police/prosecutor 
relations have been enhanced by the linp1ementation of new procedures such 
as the Major Offender Program and Pager System. Felony cases are being 
handled in an effective manner 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 assignment 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 linp1ementation of a program such as the Major Offender 

Program and, especially, the effective use of a Pager System, requires a 
great deal of tline 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 (9710) 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 carments and r€..::mmendations ar.e sul:mi tted. 

1. It appears that the Major Offender Program combined with the 
Pager System improves the operation of the criminal justice 
system by enabling experienced attorneys to devote mote tDne 
and energy to (1) ensuring sound case preparation, and (2) 

prosecution of serious felony cases. 
2. Jurisdictions ~vhich 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 hOUL 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. 

3. Clear policy guidelines must be maintained to ensure 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. 

4. 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. 
Dnnediate action should be linplemented 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. 

5. 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-~~jor 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 ~jor Offender cases received ~.mile he is the on-call 
attorney. In addition, the Commonwealth's attorney has be-
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cane 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. 

6. 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 attorneys 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. 

7. A new Screening Manual is currently in the final stage of re­
vision and should be i~xtremely beneficial for indoctrinating 
new attorneys into the Pager System. This manual, which is 
much more detailed ~vith respect to the operation and techniques 
of screening, will be a valuable asset to all on-call attorneys. 

8. In order to maintain and further develop the favorable police­
prosecutor relations that have been established, police offi­
cers should be: 

9. 

a. clearly advised whenever a felony toJarrant 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 toJhich have recently been 
implemented will considerably linprove the operation of the Pa-
ger System. These reports will greatly linprove 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 ~vitness List and Police Prosecution 
Report ~vill improve proceedings at Police Headquarters be-
tween the on-call attorney and police officer. These fOrIns 
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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 ellininating unnecessary delays. 

10. 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 REPORTS 

Executive Summary 

A detailed analysis of over 300 offense reports was conducted in order 
to determine the completeness 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 crline analy­
sis functions. 

The offense report analysis showed that certain bloc~(, 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 
fran the call for service through quality control were revealed in a systems 
diagram developed by the evaluators. 

Based on the offense report analysis, the evaluators recommended changes 
in the design of the reports, the flow of the reports, the supervisory re­
view funct~on, 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 foun will be in use by early 1980. The new offense report 
will also contain a tear-off citizen advice sheet. 
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EVALUATION OF OFFENSE REPORTS 

During the period of 15-30 November 1978, the Portsmouth lCAP 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 were filed by Tele-Serv personnel. Because the offense 
reports received by Crime Analysis are advance copies, not all of them have 
necessai.ily been reviewed by a supervisor. In this instance 178 of the total 
301 reports had been revi~ved by a supervisor, therefore these reports were 
given a separate analysis which focused on revietv 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 iterr.l 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 linpediments 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 

TOTAL 

Tele-Serv 

a. Destruction of Property 41 
b. Grand Larceny 61 
c. Petit Larceny 40 

142 

Reports With One 
or More Errors 

5 
6 
3 

14 

Error 
Rate % 

12.2 
9.8 
7.5 
9.9 

2. Field Service 

3. 

4. 

a. Destruction of Property 31 
b. Grand Larceny 23 
c. Petit Larceny 20 
d. Burglary 70 
e. Robbery 15 

159 

Overall Error Rate: 301/57 = 18.9% 

Number of Errors by Numbered Block Item 

Tele-Serv -.-
a. Destruction of Property 

b. Grand Larceny 

c. Petit Larceny 

Block Item # 

216. 

4 
28 
30 
31 

15 
16 
17 
26 
28 

13 
14 
23 
28 

6 
4 
4 

22 
7 

43 

19.3 
17.4 
20.0 
31.4 
46.7 
27.0 

Number of Errors 

1 
3 
1 
2 

7 TOTAL 
1 
2 
1 
1 
2 

7 TOTAL 

1 
1 
1 
1 -
4 TOTPL 
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Block Item # Number of Errors 

r Field Service 

21 2 Destruction of Property a. 
22 2 r 11 1 
15 1 
37 1 r 41 1 
10 1 

9 TOTAL r b. Grand Larceny 27 2 
37 1 
19 1 

I 20 1 
22 2 

7 TOTAL 

r Petit Larceny 23 2 c. 
22 1 

r 27 1 
t 4 TOTAL 

[ d. Burglary 23 4 
13 1 
14 1 
15 1 
18 8 
41 1 
26 2 

1. 19 2 
! 12 1 

27 2 
23 TOTAL 

23 3 Robbery e. 
27 5 I ' 4 1 

9 TOTAL 

{ 5. Recapitulation of Errors, by Block Item Number 

Item #: Errors 

{ 4 2 
10 1 
11 1 

I 12 1 
13 2 \' 14 2 
15 3 
16 1 
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5. Recapitulation of Errors, by Block Item Number (continued) 

Item #: 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
26 
27 
28 
30 
31 
37 
41 

Errors 
1 
8 
2 
1 
1 
3 

10 
3 

10 
6 
1 
1 
2 
2 

64 TOTAL 

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

B. Field Service and Te1e-Serv Consistency with Solvability Factors 

1. 

2. 

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 HITH SOLVABILITY FACTORS 

Nunber Reports Error 
of Reports in Error Rate '70 

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 .Jl. 9 60.0 

TOTAL 1C:Q 
,.I", 40 25.1 
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3. Overall error rate: 301/78 = 25.9% 

4. Number of Errors by Lettered Block Item 

Lettered 
Block Item 

Tele-Serv 
a. Destruction of Property 

b. Grand Larceny 

c. Petit Larceny 

Field Service 
a. Destruction of property 

219. 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
J 
K 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 

A 
F 
K 

Nurnber 
of Errors 

1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
4 

11 
2 
2 
1 
4 

33 TOTAL 

1 
2 
2 
2 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
4 

18 TarAL 

3 
4 
3 
4 
4 
4 
5 
1 

28 TOTAL 

2 
2 
2 

6 TarAL 
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Field Service (continued) 

b. Grand Larceny 

c. Petit Larceny 

d. Burglary 

e. Robbery 

Lettered 
Block Item 

B 
C 
D 
E 
K 

E 
F 
G 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G 
H 
I 
K 

A 
B 
D 
E 

5. Recapitulation of errors, by solvability factor letter 

6. Examples of Errors 

A 13 
B 14 
C 13 
D 19 
E _ 18 
F _ 14 
G 22 
H 6 
1_5 
J _ 2 
K _ 15 

Number 
of Errors 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

10 TOTAL 

1 
2 
1 

4 TOTAL 

3 
3 
4 
5 
5 
1 
4 
2 
2 
3 

32 TOTAL 

3 
1 
4 
2 

10 TarAL 

The consistent discrepancy was that numbered block item entries did not 
support the lettered solvability factor entry. Specifically, where no 
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 ~vas 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 iterrl E oc­
curred when it indicated a suspect could be identified but there was no 
entry in numbered block item 23 indicating ~vho could identify the suspect. 

C. Supervisory Revie<;v Consiste~cy ~vith Solvabilty Factors 

l. 

2. 

One hundred, seventy-eight (178) reports tvere analyzed to deternine the 
consistency of supervisory revie~v of solvability factors with the solv­
ability items indicated by field or Tele-Serv personnel. 

Table 3 

SUPERVISORY REVIEW CONSISTENCY HITIl SOLVABILITY FACTORS 

Number Reports Et't'or 
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 
c. Petit Larceny 20 7 35.0 
d. Burglary 59 13 22.0 
e. Robbery 12 3 25.0 

TOTAL 126 35 27.8 

3. Overall error rate: 178/54 = 30.3% 

4. 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 n£ solvability factors present 
when the body of the report reflects that they are present. 
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Discussion of System Flow 

A. Supervisor Revie~v. 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 (vere reviewed by the supervisors, 54, or 30. 3'70, ~vere 
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. 

B. 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 tvithin the department that can­
not be identified as corrected or uncorrected copies 

C. 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 re­
ceiving the attention it deserves. 

D. A schematic diagram of the current system flow of offense reports follows 
as Section VI. 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

SYSTEM FLOW OF OFFENSE REPORTS 

Initial processing flrnv. 

ACTION 
SEQUENCE 

Nill-'lBER ACTION 

VICTTI1 CALL FOR SERVICE 

\ 

REFERRAL TO 
OTHER PUBLIC 
AGENCY 

DISPATCH CAR 
PA~OL/PATROL AID 

TELE-SERV 
PROCESSES 

SUPERVISOR REVIEl']/ APPROVAL 

QUALITY CONTROL 
A. Stamps and initials all reports. 
B. Provides advance copies (uncor.ected) to Crime 

Analysis and other department agencies as ap­
propriate. 

C. Reports containing errors sent to Sector Lt. 
with yellow and pink copy of Report Revie~v 
Form (PPD Form #3) attached. tvhite copy 
(original) of PPD Form #3 retained by Quality 
Control. 

D. Original of offense reports (those in error 
uncorrected) turned in to Criminal Records. 
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2. Error correction flow. 

ACTION 
SEQUENCE 

NUMBER 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

ACTION 

SECTOR LIEUTENMiT 

A. Refers incorrect reports to subordinates for correction 
with pink copy of PPD Form #3 attached. 

B. Retains yellow copy of PPD Form #3. 

C. Reviews corrections submitted by subordinates. 
D. Submits corrected copy with pink PPD Form #3 to 

Quality Control. 

QUPLITY CONTROL 

SUBORDINATES 
AS APPROPRIATE 

A. Matches corrected report and attached pink copy 
of PPD Form #3 tvith retained original of #3. 
Reviews corrections. 

B. Corrects original offense report held by 
Criminal Records. 

c. Updates/corrects Computer Offense Report File. 

CRIMINAL 
RECORDS 
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Discussion of Format 

A. Solvability Block Item Location 

Part of the problem in the occurrence of inconsistency bettveen 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. 

B. Victlin - 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 no IYri tten instructions to support this proce­
dure, nor is there a separate block item to accommodate this linportant 
factor. 

C. 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 IIdistinctive M.D." and what is "significant physical 
evidence. II 

3. Question K, "was there a definite limited opportunity for anyone 
except the suspect to carmit the crline? I" is not clearly Lmder­
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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Recarmendations 

Based on the foregoing analyses and explanatory discussions, the fol­
lowing recommendations for improvement of the overall offense report system 
are su1:mitted. 

A. Field Service and Tele-Serv Consistency with Solvability Factors 

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

B. Supervisory Review Consistency with Solvability Factors 

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

C. 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 reports received by the Quality Control Unit with­
out a supervisor's signature in block item 56 be linnediately 
returned to the sector command for appropriate action. 

D. Format 

1. That a numbered block item for victlin-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 block 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 1:ewo1:ded to 1:ead ''Was the named 01: descdbed 

suspect the only pe1:son who had an oppo1:tunity to commit the 

c1:ime?" . 
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I IX. CHANGES IN THE INFORMATION SUPPORT SYSTEM 
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CHANGES IN TIIE 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 irr~roved 
management information system which would support ~proved 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 flotv of 
the parking ticket and ticket payment process. As a result of the study, 
the parking ticket format was revised to ellininate duplication of infor­
mation recorded, and the tline expended in issuing parking citations has 
been reduced by approxTInately 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 
crline rates by census track. 

Investigative Operations 

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

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

Crline Prevention 

1. 

2. 

A pamphlet was prepared 
them of linportant laws. 

for the young people of the community to inform 
Special emphasis was placed on laws which apply 

to those under the age of eighteen. 

Data processing support is provided to the Cr~e Prevention Unit, such 
as printouts on crlines by neighborhood and street. 
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3. Burglary and Robbery Alarm 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 from parking violators. Suggestions were 
made for improving the tlineliness of the notice and surmons system. Re­
commendations were also presented on h~v to better track those who fail 
to properly respond to their notice or surmons . 

2. Warrant Service StL~y: 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 computer 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 
computer 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 HANAGEMENT 

Executive Summary 

The preliminary evaluation of investigative case management was con­
ducted by analyzing samples of cases from various crline categories. A 
second purpose of the analysis of cases was to develop a detailed research 

design which could be linplemented during Phase III of leAP. 
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 victlin and exchanging information, or by sending the victlin a letter in 

x~ich any further information is requested and/or given. 
During Pha3e III of lCAP a detailed evaluation of investigative case 

management and productivity tvill 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 prellininary 
research in the management of crlininal investigations in the Portsmouth, 
Virginia Police Department, and to outline the scope of the complete 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 h~v to bnprove 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
come of investigations. The Rand Study, which focused on adult felony crlines, 
shed considerable light on investigative activity by detennining that inves­
tigators spend more tline 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 2~1o of investigators' tline was not ac­
counted for. This not only raises the question of how investigators spend 
their tline but also points up the possibility that the measures USE~ did not 
encompass 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 UNO or more offenders are arrest80, 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 
cbarge 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 recommended as a 
more valid nleasure 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 victlin/witness testimony or outright non-cooperation by the victlin 
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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. 1bese 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 qlJality 
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 
outcome 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, tbe degree of discretion involved in inves­
tigative decision-making, and the extent of interaction by 
investigators tvith other canponents of the criminal justice 
system; 

4. track the HOIv of investigative information and identify im­
pediments. 

Research Design 

The general research design for each of the research objectives presen­
ted belotv is not intended to be all inclusive or to limi t 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 Case Outcome 

In order to account for the outcome 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 DrganizatiDnal level was the decisiDn to' clDse/inactivate 
made; 

4. Df thDse refeued, how many are cleared as unfDunded, by 
arrest and by exceptiDn; 

5. what are the reaSDns fDr exceptiDnal c~earance. 

In assessing Dutcomes, particular attentiDn will be given to' priDr re­
latiDnships among victims, Dffenders and witnesses; differences amDng crline 
categDries; at what point victims become non-cooperative Dr refuse to' prDse­
cute, and the relatiDnships beaveen these three consideratiDns. 

Measuring Productivity 

Much Df the data cDllected during the analysis of reported Dffenses will 
alsO' be applicable to' the productivity measurement Df investigatDrs, specifi­
cally the: 

1. rate Df clearance Df assigned cases; 
2. crline categDry distributiDn Df cleared cases; 
3. clearance rates fDr crline categories; 
4. length Df time invDlved in clearance; 
5. clDsure/inactivatiDn rates by crline categDry. 

Det8nnining CaselDads and Outcomes 

Case assignment and status IDgS maintained by the PDrtsmDuth Detective 
DivisiDn will support determinatiDn Df the: 

1. inv~stigatDr caselDads by mmber of cases and crime 
categDry; 

2. reaSDns fDr clDsure/inactivatiDn and exceptiDnal clearance; 
3. clearance and clDsure/inactivatiDn rates fDr individual 

detectives; 
4. possible relatiDnship between caselDads, clearances, and 

clDsures. 

Determining Case Quality 

The case files Df the PDrtsmouth Police Department and the PDrtsmDuth 
CarmDnwealth IS AttDrney I s Office will support determinatiDn Df case quali ty 
by prDviding: 

1. the percentage Df cases cleared by arrest which survive 
initial judicial reviewj 
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2. the percentage Df cases cleared by arrest which result 
in trial cDnviction; 

3. the percentage Df cases which fail to' survive initial 
jl_~icial review Dr trial fDr a police-related reaSDn; 

4. the percentage Df cases which are referred back to' the 
police department fDr further investigatiDn Dr prepara­
tiDn. 

AccDunting fDr Tline Usage 

ObservatiDn and field wDrk with individual detectives investigating 
specific crline categDries tvill ascertain: 

1. distributiDn Df investigative activity (pre-arrest/clDsure) including 
a. intervietving - victims, ~vitnesses, possible witnesses, 

Dthers; 

b. attempts at identificatiDn - phDtDgraph search, line-ups, 
etc. j 

c. records searches - priDr cDnvictiDns, arrests; 
d. cDnsultatiDn - with Dther police Dfficers, experts, 

lawyers; 
e. ~vauant securing. 

2. ObservatiDn and field wDrk ~vill alsO' ascertain the distribu­
tiDn Df investigative activity (post auest) fDr case prepara­
tiDn cDnsultatiDn with attDrneys, further investigatiDn, evi­
dence processing ai.d assembly, CDurt tline; fDr 

3. administrative tline - report writing, Dffice watches, admini­
strative assignments; 

4. investigative delays - witness/victlin availability, evidence 
prDcessing, awaiting results Df recDrd searches; 

5. the Dbjects Df investigatiDn - individuals, events, evidence, 
leads; 

6. the degree Df discretiDn en~lDyed to' select an individual fDr 
investigatiDn, clDse/inactivate a case, make determination that 
the alleged Dffense is unfDunded; 

7. the frequency of interactiDn with Dther agencies - Dther pDlice 
departments, state police, F.B.I., Ccnmonwealth attDrneys. 
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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. 

Tt'acking Information FlOtv 

By tracking and observing individual cases in the various categories of 
cr~e, sources of information will be identified. Possible sources are: 

1. patrol, other intra-departmental sources such as the CrUne 
Analysis Unit, Crlininal Records; 

2. witnesses, victlins, neighbors; 
3. extra deparbmental SOuTces such as the state police, social 

agencies, prosecutors, businesses, banks, credit agencies; 
4. suspects, persons interrogated regarding other crlines. 
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 linpedlinents (organizational, procedural, or 
behavioral) to the flow or exchange of information will be sought. 

Case Outcanes 

The tracking of cases in the pre1lininary research went only as far as 
case clearance or inactivation. The outcane of cases after processing by 
the judicial system will be addressed in Phase III of the Portsrrouth leAP. 
The follOtving figures graphically present the outcanes of cases cleared or 
inactivated during the three-month period, ~vho cleared or inactivated the 
cases and, in the case of exceptional clearances and inactivations, the rea­
son thereof. 

Figure 1 
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Clearance rate: 82% 
Inactivation rate: 1~1o 
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Figure 2 
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Clearance rate: 83% 
Inactivation rate: 17% 

Victlin failure to prosecute: 43% 
Unfounded: 5% 
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Figure 4 

Clearance rate: 79% 

Inactivation rate: 21% 

Victim failure to prosecute: 32% 
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Table 1 

INACTIVATIONS BY CRIME CATEGORY AND REASON FOR INACTIVATION 

Crime Category 
Other 

Sex 
Reason Hanicide Robbery Assault Rape Crimes No. 

Not Solvable 6 23 8 37 ( 44"10) 

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%) 

Sunnary 

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~onth period occurred most 
frequently among blacks. Blacks committed, or. were alleged to 
commit, 73% of assaults, and 61% of the victims were black. In 
the case of rape, 90% of tbe offenders were black as were 74% of 
the victims. 

4. The apparent reluctance to prosecute may be attributed to the 
fact that in 6i% of the assaults and 82% of the rapes the victim 
and offender were known to each other in sane ~vay. 

5. Additionally it was noted that in 46 of the 324 offenses, uni­
foun patrol made an on-scene clear.ance. The outcome of these 

240. 



.. ..,'t"" 

I 

1 

1 

I 
1 
1 

clearances is reflected below. 

Figure 6 

Victlin failure to prosecute: 52% 

OVerview of Inactivations: Burglary and Larceny 

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

Cleared by 
Detectives 

99/185 
(53%) 

Cleared 
by Patrol 

22/185 
(12%) 

Clearance rate: 30% 
Inactivation rate: 70% 

i~ffice inactivations a~e generally made after repeated attempts to con~ 
tact or after contact to1ith the victim. 
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Figure 8 

1 15~o C earance rate: Ie 

Inactivation rate: 85% 

"/'Dffice inactivations are generally made after repeated attempts to con­
tact or act~~a1 contact with the vict;im. 

243. 
I , 

U i 
I , 

II " 1 
\ 
i. (l ~. 

Jl 
f n 
; , 

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 
linnediate1y inactivated. 1hose citizens who can be contacted by telephone 
or letter are queried regarding any additional information which rr~y have 
come to light in connection 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. In 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 tline and effort involved in rela­
tion to productive outcomes. 

244. 



-----~~ 

,. 

\ 

\ 

r 



, , ... , . "if - -- --

~ 

,f 
-'j 

I! [ 
"1 "t. 

11 

I Ii 

~ 
I ;\ ,"' .. 

r ..,,. 
I; 
!I 

j 
{I 

APPENDICES 

r T ( 

I 
IIi 

Table of Contents J~ 

i 
Page 1 r i Ii' 

r ' ,I 
Appendix A Tele-Serv User Survey 246 ,. , " . 

'I 

I 
! - . Appendix B Office'r Contact Survey 251 I " 

I Appendix C Patrol Aide Program: Patrol Officers' Survey 256 
, 1 

j 
I '1 { Appendix D Patrol Aide Program: Supervisors' Survey 258 
I 

I, 

J 

I I Appendix E Patrol Officers' Job Satisfaction Survey 260 
\ r 

I 1\ Appendix F Crtme Analysis Reply Memo 272 1{ 
" 

1 
i Appendix G Sector Command/Directed Patrol Survey 273 
II 
~ Appendix H Crime Prevention/Police-Community Relations 277 

Survey 277 

1 \l Appendix I Tline Management Data Collection Sheet 282 XI. APPENDICES I 8 ! 

I 
l Appendix J Questionnaires for Attorneys' Perceptions of: I 

t 
The Major Offenders Program 283 
The Pager System 285 

I 1 
Plea Negotiation 287 

I Appendix K Questionnaire on Police Officers' Perceptions 288 r ! 
I of the Pager System and Commonwealth's 

I t 
I 

Attorney's Office 

! Appendix L Questionnaire on the Commonwealth's Attorneys' 294 

f 

t I 

! 
Perceptions of the Quality of Portsmouth Police 

I 
1 

Pe'Lfonnance 
l' 

I i Appendix M Questionnaire on the Commonwealth's Attorneys' 297 
t 

f 

, 

I r J 
Percepti.ons of Cases Weakened by Police Work 

, \ 
r Appendix N Offense Report and Investigative Checklist 298 , ! 

1 
~ J I t I I. 

I' t 
I 

I 
1 ~ 

j i 

{ 
r 245. i i I 

~ 11 
~ I 



rye .... i"-

l 
\ 

t 
~' 

i 
i' 

I 
I 
1 

1 

I 
1 

I 
1 

I 
I 
I 

L 
{ 

---- -

Appendix A 

Tele-Serv User Survey 

I 
'\ I 

,I 

I 
I 
), 
1 

i 
I~ 

r 
" 
'\ 

, ~ 

(J 
i 

i 

''f 

, 
\ , 

r ' 
I ' 
! 
I. 

I 

! 

1 , 

1 ; 

n 
~ I 

Appendix A 
ICAP ~ PHASE II 

Tele-Serv - User Survey 
(January, 1979) 

Portsmouth Police Department 

Case Number 

Zone Number Census Tract 

Citizen's Name: 

Offense Site: 
(Street and Number) 

Citizen's City of Residence Home Phone Number 

Place of Employment Bi:iSiness Phone 

and 

Report Number 

~P-O~ll~·c-e~O~f~f~i-c-er~'s~N~am--e------------- ~Co-n-t~r-o~l~N~u-m~b-er---------------

Citizen's sex: Male 1 
Female 2 

Citizen's race: Black 1 
White 2 
Other 3 

Socio-economic status of neighborhood where service was rendered: 

Business/Industrial 1 
Mixed 2 
Residential 3 

Working class 4 
Poverty housing 5 
Public housing 6 
Middle-Upper middle 7 
Other 8 
Not applicable 9 

Ten-code involved 
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Nature of incident which led to call I:or police assistance: 

Police Report _________________ _ 

Ci tizen Report 

Estimated loss to complainant: 

No loss 1 
Under $10 2 
$ 10 - $ 50 3 
$ 51 - $100 4 
$101 - $500 5 
Over $500 6 
No Response 7 

Q.l Did you have any trouble putting your call through to the police? 

Yes 1 
No 2 
No Response 3 

Q.2 What trouble did you have? 

Q.3 

Q.4 

Q.s 

HERE ARE A FEW QUESTIONS \\THICH REFER TO THE FIRST PERSON YOU TALKED 
TO. Tl1J1.T IS I THE PERSON NHO ANSWERED YOUR PHONE CALL. 

What did the person tell you? 

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

Very satisfied (5) 
Somewhat satisfied ~) 
Neutral (3) 
Somewhat dissatisfied (2) 
Very dissatisfied (1) 

How polite was the attitude of the persoll? 

Very polite (1) 
Somewhat polite (2) 
Neutral (3) 
Somewhat impolite (4) 
Very impolite (5) 
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Q.6 

Q.7 

Q.8 

How helpful was that person to vou? 

Very helpful (1) 
Somewhat helpful (2) 
Neutral (3) 
Somewhat unhelpful (4) 
Very unhelpful (5) 

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 It kno\'1 

(1 ) 
(2) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

Q 9 How long did it take to transfer your call? 

Don It know 

Q.lO How many persons did YOll talk to before somettne actually took your 
information on the phone? 

NOW WE WOULD LIKE TO ASK YOU A FEW QUESTIONS ABOUT THE PERSON 
(OFFICER) l'lHO TOOK YOUR REPORT. 

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

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

Q.l2 How polite was the attitude of the officer? 

Very polite (1) 
Somewhat polite (2) 
N~utral (3) 
Somewhat impolite (4) 
Very impolite (5) 
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Q.13 How helpful was that officer to you? 

Q.14 

Very helpful (1) 
Somewhat helpful (2) 
Neutral (3) 
Somewhat unhelpful (4) 

( 5')' Very unhelpful 

How respectful of you was the attitude of the officer? 

Very disrespectful (1) 
Somewhat disrespectful (2) 

(3) Neutral 
Somewhat respectful (4) 
Most respectful (5) 

d YOU with your report being taken by phone? Q.ls How satisfie were 

Very satisfied (1) 
Somewhat satisfied (2) 

(3) Neutral 
Somewhat dissatisfied (4) 
Very dissatisfied (5) 

Q.16 Did )'OU expect any follow-up actions taken? 

Yes 
No 
Don't kno' .... 
No response 

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

t' taken by police personnel? Q.17 \'Jas there any follow-up ac :ton 

Yes 
No 
No response 

Q.18 \'Jhat was the follow-up action taken? 

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

(1) 
(2) 
(9) 

Very satisfied (5) 
Somewhat satisfied (4) 
Neutral (3) 
Somewhat dissatisfied (2) 
Very dissatisfied (1) 
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Q.20 What else do you feel the pol.tce should have done? 

Q.21 Did the officer make any suggestions for your avoiding future problems 
of a similar nature? 

Yes (1) 
No (2) 

Q.22 l'lhat, briefly, were the suggestions made by the officer? 

Q.23 How many times have you dealt with the Portsmouth police during the 
past two years? 

None before this time (1) 
Once or twice (2) 
Three of four times (3) 
More than five times (4) 

Q.24 l'lhat was your opinion of the Portsmouth police during the past two 
years? 

Very poor (1) 
Below average (2) 
About average (3) 
Better than average (4) 
One of the best I've had (5) 

, contact with 

Q.25 How does your op:tn:ton of the Portsmouth Police Department now compare 
with what it was before this incident? 

Much less favorable (1) 
Less favorable (2) 
About the same (3) 
Somewhat more favorable (4) 
Much more favorable (5) 

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

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE. 
250. 



r 
r 
[ 

[ 

r 

{ 

I 
r 

Appendix B 

Officer Contact Survey 

1 
l 
I 

I 
I 
I 

,1 
{ 

:OJ 
'I 
,I 
I 

)1 

t 
f 
j. 
I-
t 
~ 
~-
i 
I 
t 
t 
i r 
t 
I, 
f 

r 
f 
\-

I 
~-

r: 
i 

1 
I 
1 

\ 

I 
I 

I 
I 
! 
j 
I 
1 

I 
1 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I : 
i 

t 
I 
I 
I-

t 
1 

i-r 

1; 
,I 
:; 
f 

t J 
,-
-j 

'_I 

I 
G, 

I_-

if, 
.. ll 

r , , 

~~ 
;g 

'Tn 
'I ~ 
H 

n 
fi : 

r 
L 

'7 ~ , I 

11' ~ , 

f' » : 
I ... ' 

i ' 
g , 

h 

i ; . , 
I I 

U 
i \ 

P I 

~ } 

n 
n 
n 

~~~~~~-- -------

Zone Number 

Citizen's Name: 

Offense Site: 

Appendix B 
ICAP - PHASE I I 

Officer Contact Survey 
(February, 1979) 

Portsmouth Pol ice Department 

Case Number 

Census Tract 

(street and number) 

Citizen's City of Residence Home Phone Number 

Place of Employment Business Phone Number 

and 
Pol ice Officer's Name Control Number 

Citizen's Sex: Male I 
Female 2 

Citizen's Race: Black I 
Whi te 2 
Other 3 

Report Number 

Socio-economic status of neighborhood where service was rendered: 

Business/Industrial 1 
Mixed 2 
Residential 3 

Working class 4 
Poverty housing 5 
Public housing 6 
Middle-Upper middle 7 
Other 8 
Not appl icable 9 

Ten-code Involved 
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Nature of incident which led to call for pol ice assistance: 

Po lice Report 

Citizen Report 

Estimated loss to complainant: 

No loss I 
Under $10 2 
$ 10 - $ 50 3 
$ 51 - $100 4 
$101 - $500 5 
Over $500 6 
No Response 7 

Q. I About how much time went by between your knowing of the crime and your 
calling the pol ice? 

I 5 minutes or less 
2 5-10 minutes 
3 11-15 minutes 
4 16-30 minutes 
5 31 minutes to I hour 
6 More than 1 hour 
7 Don't know 
8 No response 

Q. 2 Did you have any problems in contacting the pol ice? 

Q. 3 What problems did you have? 

I Yes 
2 No 
3 No response 

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

1 5 minutes or less 
2 5-10 minutes 
3 11-15 minutes 
II 16-30 minutes 
5 31 minutes to I hour 
6 More than 1 hour 
7 Donlt know 
8 No response 
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Q. 5 About how long did it take the p21 ice to arrive after the call was made? 

I 5 minutes or less 
2 5-10 minutes 
3 II -15m i nu tes 
4 16-30 minutes 
5 31 minutes to I hour 
6 More than I hour 
7 Don't know 
8 No response 

Q. 6 How satisfied were you with the time it took the pol ice officer to arrive 
after you called? 

I Very satisfied 
2 Somewhat satisfied 
3 Neutral 
4 Somewhat dissptisfied 
5 Very dissatisfied 
6 No response 

Q. 7 If the pol ice had arrived more quickly do you think it would have made a 
difference in the outcome of the incident? 

Q. 8 Why do you feel this way? 

I Yes 
2 No 
3 Don I t knmv 
4 No response 

Q. 9 What did the pol ice do after they arrived? 

Q.IO How satisfied were you with what the officer did? 

1 Very satisfied 
2 Somewhat satisfied 
3 Neutral 
4 Somewhat dissatisfied 
5 Very dissatisfied 
6 No response 

Q.ll What else do you feel the pol ice should have done? 
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Q. 12 Did the officer make any sugg·:stions for your avoiding future problems 
of a similar nature? 

I Yes 
2 No 
3 No response 

Q.13 What, briefly, were the suggestions made by the officer? 

Q.14 How pol ite was the attitude of the officer? 

I Very pol ite 
2 Somewhat pol ite 
3 Neutral 
4 Some'lJha t i mpo lite 
5 Very impol i te 
6 No response 

Q.15 How helpful was the officer to you? 

1 Very helpful 
2 Somewhat helpful 
3 Neutral 
4 Somewhat unhelpful 
5 Very unhelpful 
6 No response 

Q.16 How respectful of you was the attitude of the officer? 

I Most respectful 
2 Somewhat respectful 
3 Neutral 
4 Somewhat disrespectful 
5 Very disrespectful 
6 No response 

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

I Yes 
2 No 
3 Don't know 
4 No response 

Q.17b Was there any follow-up action taken by the pol ice personnel? 

I Yes 
2 No 
3 No response 
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Q.18 Wha t was the fall O\,,-up act i on taLen? 

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

I Very satisfied 
2 Somewhat satisfied 
3 Neutral 
4 Somewhat dissatisfied 
5 Very dissatisfied 
6 No response 

Q.20 How many t~mes have you dealt with the Portsmouth pol ice during the past 
two years? 

I None before this time 
2 Once or twi ce 
3 Three or four times 
4 More than five times 
5 No res ponse 

Q.21 What was your opinion of the Portsmouth Pol ice Department before this 
incident? 

I Very poor 
2 Below average 
3 About average 
4 Better than average 
5 One of the best live 

had'contact with 
6 Don I t know 
7 No response 

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

I Much less favorable 
2 Less favorable 
3 About the same 
4 Somewhat more favorable 
5 Much more favorable 
6 Donlt know 
7 No response 

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

Thank you very much fo~ your assistance. 
255. 
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Appendix C 

Portsmouth Police Department 
ICAP - PHASE II 

PATROL AIDE PROGRAM EVALUATION 
PA'IROL OFFICERS' SURVEY 

The 0011 evaluation staff is conducting an evaluation of the Patrol Aide Program 
as part of the overall evaluation of lCAP. Please respond to this brief ques­
tionnaire and return it to Katherine Forbes. 

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

Yes --

_---:No (If NO, skip to Question 4.) 

2. How many hours have you worked with patrol aides in an average week? 

_---:hours in an average week 

3. How many different patrol aides have you worked with? 

None ----: 

One 

Two --
Three --
Four 

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

Positive influence --
_---:Negative influence 

S. Do you feel that the patrol aides are able to perfonn their duties 
effectively? 

Yes --
_____ No (If NO, what do you think are the major problems?) 
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6. ~oJhat do you like about the patrol aide program? 

7. toJhat do you dislike about the patrol aide program? 

8. What do you think should happen to the patrol aide program? 

__ Expanded 

__ Continued at present level 

Reduced --

Eliminated 

9. What recarmendations tvould you make to improve the patrol aide program? 

10. How many years have you been on the police force? 

_---"year s 

11. vlliat is your specialty (i.e., K-9, FTO, etc.)? 
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Appendix 0 

Portsmouth Police Deparonent 
lCAP - PHASE II 

PATROL AIDE PROGRAM EVALUATION 
PA'IROL AIDE SUPERVISORS I SURVEY 

1. ~Vhat are the objectives of the Police Aide Program? 

2. Hhat kinds of specific functions do the police aides have? 

3. Fran your perspective, tvhat do you consider to be particular benefits of 
the Police Aide Program? 

4. Fran your perspective, ~mat do you consider to be particular problans 
of the Police Aide Program? 

5. In general, what kind of linpression do you have of the Police Aide Program? 
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6. ~~at kinds of specific training have the police aides had? Do you feel 
that the training has been adequate? 

7. tVhat kinds of supervision do the police aides receive? Does it differ 
fram the supervision of regular patrol officers, and if so, how? 

8. To your knowledge, tvhat kinds of records are kept on the Police Aide 
Program? 

9. tVhat do you feel should happen to the Police Aide Program? 

10. Do you have any other recommendations to make as to Unproving the 
Police Aide Program? 

259. 
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Patrol Officers' Job Satisfaction Survey 
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Appendix E 
PORTSMOUTH POLICE DEPARTMENT 

PATROL OFFICERS SURVEY 

GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS 

Th'is 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 questions 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 distri~ted again in the future to 
help measure changes in your opinion. ~.~~~~~~ 

E. Ronald Boone 
Chief of Police 

The following questions are designed to measure your opinion about many 
different aspects of police work. There are no right or wrong ansv/ers. 
Indicate how much you personally agree or disagree with each statement by 
circling the response which best represents how you feel about it. 

1. Th is d epa rtment is one of the best in the country. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

2. This department is open to suggestions for change. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

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

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Sl i ghtly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

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

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

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

~ 

Strongly Agree Slightly Sl i ghtly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

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

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

260. 
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7. My salary has a direct influence on the quality of work I do. 

8. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

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

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

9. Task forces are important in the adoption of new prggrams. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Dlsagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

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

11. 

12. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree . 

Corrrnand keeps us in the dark about things we ought to know. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

Belonging to personal "clicks" or groups in the.dep~rtment gives you a 
better opportunity for advancement or a better Job ln the department. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

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

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

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

Strongly. Agree 
Agree 

Slightly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

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

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

16. My immediate supervisor is,open to suggestions for change. 

Strongly 
Agree 

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

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

18. I need new and/or better equipment to do my job effectively . 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

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

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

20. Department personnel policies are poorly defined. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Di sagt'ee Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

21. Presently, many of the routine ca11s-for-service received at the police 
dispatch center are being handled effectively without dispatching a car. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

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

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree 
Agree Agree Disagree 

23. My immediate supervisor ;s knowledgeable in police science. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

24. The officers who get promotions around here usually deserve them. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Disagree 

25. I don't have a real sense of accomplishment in my job. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

Slightly 
Disagree 

Disagree 

. ~ 

26. The planning and analysis unit makes my job easier. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 
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Disagree 
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Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 
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I 27. I am overburdened with administrative duties in my job. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly ;' Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

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

St.rongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 

f Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

29. The general training I receive as a police officer enables me to perform 

r my job well . 
l . Strongly Agree Sl ightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

i 30. The specialized training available to me as an officer is adequate. 

Strongly Agree .Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
I Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

I 
31. New programs are more effective when patrol officers are encouraged to assist 

in planning as well as implementation. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Sl i ghtly Disagree Strongly 

f 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

32. I feel like I am getting ahead in the department. 

f Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

33. My immediate supervisor is a good personnel manager. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 

! Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

34. 1 don't have enough time to devote to criminal activities. 

f 
Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

f 
35. I feel that opportunities for self-growth in the department are good. 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 

J 
Agree Agree Disagree I)isagree 

36. There are too few opportunities for promotion in patrol work. 

I Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree . , 
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38. 

I feel that the personnel evaluation form presently used in thO d is satisfactory. e epartment 

Strongly Agree Slightly Slightly Disagree Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree 

Rank the f~llowin~ 9 spec~alize~ training areas as you feel they would 
most benef:t you 1n your Job, w1th 1 being the training area that would 
~ b~neflt you and 9 being the training area that would least benefit you. 

__ Management and Supervision 

__ Patrol Methods and Techniques 

__ Drug and Vi ce 

__ Pol ice Instructor ' s School 

__ Rape and Sex Crime Investigation 

-- Burgl ary, Auto Theft and Larceny' Investi gati on 

__ Interrogation and Interviews 

__ Crisis Intervention 

__ Hostage Situation and Hostage Negotiation 

Answer the following questions by circling the appropriate answers. 

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

Yes No 

40. Would you always like to remain in police work? 

Yes No 

41. Do you find your work so interesting that it ;s on your mind a lot when 
you are not at work? 

Yes No 

42. Would you decl ine an opporttmity to change your present job for one of 
equal pay, security and statU.S? 

Yes No 

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

Yes No 
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44. Do you like your present job better than any other you have ever had? 

Yes No 

45. Wou~d your 1 ife seem empty without your wOl"k to occupy you? 
., ~ 

Yes No 

46. Would, ¥ou like to secure a different job in another occupation? 

Yes No 

47. Do you feel really interested in your present job? 

Yes No 

48. If you had your choice, would you choose a job as a police officer over 
any other line of work? 

Yes No 

How would you compare uniform patrol duty with other assignments in the 
department with respect to general image, supervision, pay and benefits, etc.? 

Circle the appropriate numbers to indicate whether patrol is much better, 
somewhat better, the same, somewhat worse, or much worse than the other 
assignments. 

Much Somewhat Same Somewhat Much 
Better Better Worse Worse 

49. Patrol Image 1 2 3 4 5 

50. Supervision 1 2 3 4 5 

51. Pay and benefits 1 2 3 4 5 

52. Promotion 0PRortunities 1 2 3 4 5 

53. Nature of contact with 
3 4 5 public 1 2 

54. Recognition by the 
3 4 5 department 1 2 

55. Respect from citizens 1 2 3 • .4 5 
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h The foll~wing questions are meant to get an idea of how you think things 
ave.changed 1n the last year. Indicate in the appropriate column if you think 

partlcular aspects of your job have gotten much bet~er, somewhat better, remained 
the sam~, gotten somewhat \'/orse, or much worse. (Clrcle the number in the 
approprlate column). 

Job Aspects 

56. Your relation with your 
supervisor 

57. Communications with 
officers on your 
shift 

58. Communication with 
detective division 

59. Your satisfaction with 
your work 

60. Your contacts with the 
public 

61. Your understanding of the 
people in the community 
you patrol 

62. Your effectiveness as a 
police officer 

63. Your influence on 
department decisions 

64. Citizen cooperation with 
the police 

Much Somewhat Remained 
Better Better The Same 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

Some\'1hat Much 
Worse Worse 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

Answer the following questions by placing a check tn the space corresponding 
to the statement whJch best demonstrates how you feel. 

65. Which of these statements best tells how you feel about your job? 

__ completely satisfied 

__ well satisfied 
, 

__ Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 

_-. a 1 ittl e dissatisfied 

__ very dissatisfied 
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~ ~ 66. 
. 

Compared with other patrol officers in the department, how do you rate your 
ability to get good information for an investigation? 

I-~< much above average 

i 
above average 

average 

f 
." 

below average 

much below average 

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

I 
r 
I 

much above average 
j 
I 

above average 

1 
-_. 

average 
:1 

below average ,I 
much below average 

- f 
68. Compared with other patrol officers in the department, how do you rate your 

I ability to make a difficult arrest without any trouble? ! 

( 
much above average 

above average 
r. 

I average i 
below average 

, 
" ~ , 

I 
I' , 
I 

much below average 
I-

f 
69. How do you rate your overall ability, compared with other patrol officers r 

f in the department? 
" I I 
I 

f 

much above average I. 
!. 

above average ~ , 
I 

r 

I 
{ 

average !; , 
!; 

below average \ 

much below average t 

r , 
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70. What;s the rank of your immediate supervisor? 

__ Sgt." 

__ Lt. 

__ Capt. 

__ Asst. Chief 

__ Chief 

71. Is there a break down of communl'catl'on 

72. 

in your chain of command? 

-- Yes (If yes, answer questions 71a and 71b) 

-- No (If no, ski p to questi on 72) 

71a. ~~e~~u~o~~;~~~n~o:~~re in your chain of command does communication 

7lb. 

__ Ptlrp. - Sgt. 

__ Sgt. - Lt. 

__ Lt. - Capt. 

______ Capt. - Asst. Chief 

__ Asst. Chief - Chief 

__ Not applicable 

jge~o~~m~~~i~~~Jo~xb~~~kn~~~nw~h~em~~t~our chain of command 

__ Ptlm. - Sgt. 

_ Sgt. - Lt. 

__ Lt. - Capt. 

__ Capt. - Asst. Chief 

__ Asst. Chief - Chief 

__ Not applicable 

Do you fe~1 th~t our review board is a fair and h 
alleged vl01atlons of policy .and/or procedure? onest way to judge 

__ Yes 

__ No 

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

__ Yes 
_~No _-.;Oon I t kno\~ 

268. 



.. """ 4 "fae-= 

., 

CARD #2 

74. Rank the following eight occupations as to the degree they cause 
interference tvith a patrol officer I s duty on the street, with 1 
being most interference and 8 being least interference. 

__ Public utility workers 

-- Private security guards 

Court officers --
-- Deputy sheriffs 

__ City employees 

--- Motorized private security guards 

Ambulance attendants --
F'lreman 

-- -~-

Answer the following questions by circling the appropriate answer. 

75a. Do you feel that the auxiliary police are an effective law enforcement 
tool? 

Yes • No 

75b. Do you feel that they are properly managed? 

Yes No 

76a. Do you feel that chaplains are effective law enforcement tools? 

Yes No 

76b. Do you feel that they are properly managed? 

Yes No 

77a. Do you feel that community service officers are an effective law 
enforcement tool? 

Yes No 

77b. Do you feel that they are properly managed? 

Yes No 

78 .. Have you ever been a liaison officer? 

Yes No 

79. Are you presently on an ICAP task force? 

Yes No 

END OF QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please fill out the General Background form which begins on the next page. 
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GENERAL BACKGROUND 

1. What is your age? (Please Check in space provided) 

21 - 29 years 

30 - 39 years 

40 - 49 years 

50 - 59 years 

60 years or older 

2. Sex 

Male --
Female 

3. Race 

Black 

White --
Other ---

4. HO\,I long have you been a pol ice officer in Portsmouth or anywhere? 

Years --
5. How long have you been a police officer in the Portsmouth Police 

Department? 

Years ---
i6. What division are you currently in? . 

__ Patrol 

Detective --
Traffi c --

__ K-9 
____ Other _________________________________ __ 

• 7. What is your rank? 
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8. In what zone are you currently assigned? 

Zone 1 --
Zone 2 --
Zone 3 --
Zone 4 --
Zone 5 --

-- No specific zone 

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

__ ei ghth grade or 1 ess 

__ some hi gh school, but not a graduate 

__ graduate from high school or G.E.D. 

__ less than 1 year of college 

-- completion of 1 but less than 2 years of college 

-- completion of 2 but less than 4 years of college 
. 

__ completion of 4 or more years of college 

THANK YOU VERY HUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION 
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Appendix F 
CR WE ;."'\l\IAL Y 5 is 

REPLY r~El'lO 

,TO: 

DATE: 

U:1TFOq;'l PATP:OL .'!J C:I. o. CO~·;:lPJIDERS 
i , 

I / PERSONNEL HIFOPJ"lED OF P;;TTERtl . 

I I I1{CREf:.SED PATROL 

LI FOOT PATROL 

/ / UH;'IAR!<ED PATROL 

! / SPOT CHECKS 

LJ PATROL ~LERTED TO F.I. 
SUSPECTS 

/ j t·10VING SURVEILLN~CE 

'I ROOF TOP SUR'IEILLf:.NCE 1.._. 

! I SURIJEILL.c~'ICE STP.l<E-OUT 

LJ SURVEILLAi';CE OF SUSPECT 

/ l /·IECH,;mc.sL SURVEILU;:'ICE 

OTHER SPECr~L DETAIL OR 
ASSIGll~IENT * 

/ / NO ACTIO~ TAY-EN * 

U SECURITY INSPECTImlS 

/ I SURVEY CONDUCTED 

U ARE~, RE!:lOl:;'lTS/mINERS 
CONT~.CTS 

/ / BLOCK I·/ATCH ORG;,~I IZED 

; J OTHC:~',(o 

POSSIBLE 

* ple~se comment or explain b~lcw 
------

FRC1"1 :', ___ .,..-______ _ 
" 

CRINE J.'iHP.LYSIS BULLETHI t:O. , 
, --

RESULTS OF ACTION 

U /\RREST (5) ~!ADE 
(NO. ) 

U SUSPECTS(s) FIELD 
INTERVIEWED (NO. ) 

I I OBSERVED SUSPECT(s), NO 
ACTION 

/ / CHAsED SUSPECT(s), NO ARREST 

il OTHER * 

f -"""'- OO_, ______ b ___ -·-·-cr;~. ;·-r:.., '-S "'~'·~I· ~I·"-" • <~.\"~~ .. -,,,\ _ ........ ------- ..-------<"-
1 ••• n',:"t:.I,1 -.!,; :,1,;";,-,.-,,,,,,,, l L~JI1'::' ' 
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Appendix G 
Sector Command/Directed Patrol SU'rvey 

Sector Command System 

1. Has the sector command system improved services to the public? 

Yes No 

How? 

Give examples. 

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

Yes No 

How? 

Give examples. 

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

Yes No 

How? 

Give examples. 

273. 

1 

! 
I 

'f 
! 

! 

II 

J 
'1 
; j 

" 
" 

-2-

4. Does the sector command system accomodate feedback of information from 
citizens? 

Yes No 

How? 

Give examples. 

Directed Patrol 

S. What does directed patrol mean to you? 

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

Yes No 

How? 

Give examples. 

7. Who initiates patrol planning? 

8. How often is there patrol planning? 
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A. Is there a difference between how patrol operations are currently 
planned and how they were previously planned before ICAP? 

Yes No 

B. How? 

C. Give examples. 

What has been the real impact of Crime Analysis on patrol operations? 

11. Has the directed patrol led to more arrests? 

Yes No 

How? 

Give examples. 

12. Has directed patrol led to a reduction in criminal activity? 

Yes No 

How? 

Give examples. 
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15. 

16. 

-4-

Has di.rected patrol led to greater job satisfaction for patrol officers? 

Yes No 

How? 

Give examples. 

Are patrol officers qualified to conduct investigations? 

Yes No 

Why/Why not? 

Do you think patrol officers should be involved in more investigative 
activity? 

Yes No 

Why/Why not? 

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

Yes No 

How? 
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Crline Prevention/Police-Community Relations Survey 
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Appendix H 

o...D DOMINION 
UNIVERSITY 

Institute of Urban Studies and Public Administration 
(804) .189-6514 • Norfolk. VA 23508 

PORTSMOUTH POLICE DEPARTMENT 

CRIME PREVENTION/POLICE-COMMUNITY RELATION SURVEY 

General.lnstructions 

This questionnaire is being conducted as part of the ICAP grant. It is 
important that we find out what sworn personnel think about t~e 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 overal I results of the 
survey will be reported. It is of no importance to know your personal identi­
ty. 

Vlolfgang Pindur, Ph.D.­
Principal Investigator 

PLEAS~ CIRCLE THE RESPONSE WHICH REPRESENTS HOW YOU FEEL: 

1. Information provided by the C/P-PCR unit has been helpful ~~ in perform­
i ng my d uti es . 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Strongly 
P,g ree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

S 1 i gh t 1 y 
Disagree 

Disagree 

The e/p-PCR unit is helpful in deterring criminal activity. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Sl ightly 
Agree 

The C/P-PCR unit is eff~ctive. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

Sl ightly 
Disagree 

Sl ightly 
Disagree 

D i sag ref~ 

Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

The pol ice department would be just as well off if the C/P-PCR unit did 
no t ex is t. 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Slightly 
Agree 

51 ightly 
Disagree 

Disagree 

PLEASE FILL IN THE BLANK OR CHECK.THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE: 

Strongly 
Disagree 

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

times last month ---
277. 
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6. 

7. 

Did the C!P-PCR unit provide you the information you request~d? 

____ yes no 

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

yourdutiesi 

useful 
----

not useful ----
did not provide 

---- the information 
requested 

8. Last month, how often did a C!P-PCR officer ~~ 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 C/P-PCR has never 
come to me wi th 
information 

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

____ yes no 

11. What type of information would you 1 ike to receive? Please explain and be 

specific. 

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

____ yes no 

13. If yes, do you think your participation was useful or not u~eful? 

useful not useful ------
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14. 

15. 

The C!P-PCR division is currentl . . ~ortsmouth. Please indicate whe~h:~r~~;~p~~nehar~~s within. the Ci~y.o~ 
In each of these areas keep th1m t h s ou expand Its activities 
ties, or if you are un~ble to comm:nt~ e same level, decrease its activi-

Cava 1 i er Manor 

Port Norfolk 

Souths ide 

Pa rkv i ew 

Jeffry Wi I son . 
Ida Barbour 

Mt. Hermon 

Acadamy Park 

Cradock 

Expand 
At' . . c IVltles 

I 

C!P-PCR should 

Keep Activi ties Decrease Unable to 
at Same Leve I Activities Comment 

. 

What other areas of the city'f d . the C!P-PCR unit? Pleac:e b ' I ~ny, 0 you think need more activities by 
~ e specific. If none, check here. /! 
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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 pol ice officers. 

Very Somewhat Not I Am Not Familiar 
Important I mpor tan t Important Wi th Th i s Ac t i v i ty 

Business Security 
Surveys 

Residential Securi ty 
Su rveys 

Saturation of Problem 
Areas in the City 

Sponsoring Youth Teams 

Civil ian Radio Motor 
Patrol 

Sponsoring Trips for 
Senior Citizens, 
Youths and Others 

Neighborhood Block 
Security Programs . 

Block Mothers 
-, 
Operation Identification 

Crime Prevention Pro-
grams on Residential 
Secur i ty 

Crime Prevention Pre-
sentations on Personal 
Safe ty 

Slow Down for Tots 

Concerned Citizens 

Community Service Of-
f ice rs P rog ram 

Contacts with Navy 
Personnel . 

Mental Hea I th Runs . 
Safety Town 

Blue Light Program 
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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. Wha t is you r sex? 

male female 

19. What is your race? 

black wh i te other 

20. How long have you been a pol ice officer? 

___ years 

21. What division are you currently in? 

22. 

Uniformed Patrol ___ Cr imi na 1 I nves t i gations 

___ Othel~ (please be sper.:ific) 

~/hat is your rank? 

___ Patrol Officer 

___ Sergeant 

Lieutenant ---
___ Captain 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION 
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Time ~~nagement Data Collection Sheet 
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Time Management Data Collection Sheet 

Atty Calls In 
tillie of on Officer's Reference Nature 

Ca II Ca II Name to Name of Call 

I . 

1/ 
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If Warrant 
Issued 

H of Case 

Type of 
Offense 

Cha rged 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 

KlP 

If 1. Axe you attached to the Major Offender Unit? or, will you 
~.. become attached after current MJP attorneys leave June 1st? 
-. " i 
J ~ 2. WeTe you attached to the PortSlOOuth Conmmweal th 's Attorney Office when 

M)P was implemer.:ced in September of 1977? 

~ 

~ 
~ I " 

~ 

r [ i .U 

~~ 
I ! 1~ GI 

nn 
1. '~1 -

3. Since implementation of the MJP has your caseload: 

Increased'" Decreased Stayed the same 

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

4. What is yOUl' opinion of the MJP? 

Very Good Good O.K. Fail' Poor 

Why? 

5. a. What strengths do you see in haVing a MJP? 

b. Weaknesses? 

c. Arrt reconmendations or conments on MJP? 

6. WOuld you prefer a return to the old system of dividing cases? 

Why or Why not? 
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7 . Should MJP be continued? 

Why or Why not? 

8. I-bw do you feel MJP attorneys are currently selected? 

9. H::lw should .they be? 

10. (For Non-MJP Attorneys) 

Co you feel you are being slighted by getting only the non-maj or type 
cases.? 

If so, why? 

" 
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Appendix J 

PAGER 

1. In general, what is your opinion of the Pager System? 

Very Good _ Good O.K. Fair Poor 

2. Approximately how many times during your last assigmnent on the Pager 
System were you called? 

3. What was the nature of the mst frequent types of calls? 

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

5. Ib you feel Pager System should be continued? 

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

7. Weaknesses of Pager? 

8. When you look back, are there any cas·es you feel didn't necessitate 
calling a prosecuting attorney in on? 

If yes, how many? 

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

285. 



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

Why or Why not? 

ll. to you have any recommendations on how the new attorneys should be 
trained on Pager? 

12. to you have any further conments or reconmendations regarding the Pager 
System? 
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Appendix J 

Plea Negotiation 

1. On the average, do you maintain coIlllllllIlication -with the police investigating 
the case? 

Frequently _ 

Why? 

Just Now and Then Seldom Never 

Z. I:bw often are the police consul ted, or actively participate in the plea 
negotiation process? 

Routinely 

Why? 

Seldom Never 

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

4. 

s. 

Considerable Some Minimal None 

Why? 

Should the police have this much influence? Yes No 

Why? 

In what manner do the police influence the negotiation process? 

Opinion considered 

Reconmendation solicited 

Information solicited 

Never contacted 

Others 
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Were you a member of the Portsmouth Police Department when the Pager System 
was impl,!mented in September l 19771 

(1) Yes -- (2) No __ 

Have you ever used the Pager System? 

(1) Yes (2) No 

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

minutes 

Do you feel that this is soon enoug!'l? 

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

If i,t i.s necessa.:ry for the Commonwealth's Attorney to come down to police 
~eadq~,ersJ how long does it take him to arrive? 

minutes 

Do yOl:t feel that this is soon enough? 

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

Do the Commonwealth's Attorneys explain their decisions on authorizing or 
refusing a warrant satisfactorily? 

(1) Always 
I • 

(2) Usually 
(3) Somet:iJnes 
(4) Seldom 
(5) Never 

Do you feel that the Commonwealth's Attorney should be giving you advice and 
'recommendations on investigative matters? 

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

Why or why not? 

__________________________ 11 __________________________________________ ____ 
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When you are given a Green Sheet (or Information Sheet) by the Commonwealth's 
Attorney on call. do you follow his recommendation? 

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

Would you like to have a Commonwealth's At1:orney avai1abl e in your office 
for some specified time during the day~ 

From ___ to (specify ~0Ul') 

What is your overall ra1:ing of the Pager System? 

(1) Very good 
(2) Good -(3) Average 
(4) Fair --(5) Poor --
Has the Pager System improved your working rela1:ions with the PTosecuting 
At1:orney's Office? 

(1) Yes __ (2) No (3) Canno1: comment __ 

If yes, how? 

-----.----------------------------------------------------------~--

If not, why not? 

13. Do you feel that the Pager System should be continued? 

(1) 'les __ (2) No __ (3) Cannot comment __ 
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14. Can you iden1:ify the weaknesses in the Pager System? 

1S. Can you identify the s1:reng'ths of the Pager SyS1:em? 

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

11. How often do the Commonwe~tth's Attorneys consult with you in regard to plea 
negotiation? 

(1) Always 
(2) Usually 
(.3) Somedmes 
(4) Seldom --
(5) Neve:t 

18. Do you feel that they should c~nsult with you? 

(1) Yes __ (2) No __ (3) Cannot comment 
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Why or why not? 

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

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

Considerable 
Some 
Minimal 
None 

-

Would you like for your influence over plea negotiations to: 

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

Increase 
Decrease 
Remain the 
Don't know 

same --

--- ----

After final dis~osition of a case which has been reduced or dismissed at trial, 
how often do th~ Commonwealth's Attorneys discuss with you the reasons for 
reduction or dismissal? 

(1) Always -(2) Usually 
(3) Sometimes -
(4) Seldom 
(S) Never -
Do you feel that they should consult with you? 

(1) '{es __ (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 -
(S) Never -----

Do you feel that they should discuss it with you? 

(1) '{es (2) No __ (3) Cannot comment 

291. 

--

'I 

! ,I 
'j 
1 

I 

I 
1 

,I 
I 

'[ 

\ 
,I 
J 
I 
I 
,! 
:1 
d 
II 
j 
,I 

II 
" 
I 

(I 
'I 

II ! 
1I 

!J 
II 
~ 
II 

~ 
I 
'I 

1\ 

I, , 

I 
1 
I 

I 
I 

I 
1 

L ~OT 
WRITE IN 

rIS SPACE 

1 
27 

I, 
'l, 

I: 
'r 
" .,. 28 

! 
1\, 

29 

I 
I: 

30 

i' 
" 

. 
fi 
il 

~ 
~ 

~ 
« 
(I 

~. 

fu 

25. 

26. 

27. 

28. 

29. 

30. 

-5-

How often do the Commonwealth's Attorneys discuss your testimony with you 
after your appearance in court? 

(1) Always 
(2) Usually 
(3) Sometimes 
(4) Seldom --
(S) Never 

Do you feel that they should discuss it with you? 

(1) Yes ___ '_ (2) No __ (3) Cannot comment __ 

How would you rate the overall pel'iomance of the Portsmouth Commonweal th 's 
Attorney's Office regarding case preparation? 

(1) Vert good __ 
(2) Good 
(3) Average 
(4) Fair 
(S) Poor 

How would you rate the ove~~l performance oi the Portsmouth Commonwealth's 
Attorney's Office regarding trial proceedings? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(S) 

Very good __ 
Good 
Average 
Fair 
Poor 

Can you identify any particular problems areas betwe7n.your offi~e and the 
Commonwealth's Attorney's Office? Please be as spec~f~c as poss~ble. 

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

32. What Bureau/Squad of the Criminal Investigation Division are you currently 
as signed 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 

T HAN KYO UFO R YOU RCa OPE RAT ION 
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Appendix L 

Prosecutors' Perceptions: Portsmouth Police Performance 

Instructions: Please respond to each question in the order listed. 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 fellOl," prosecutors. Your honest and candid opinions arc earnestly solicited. 

1. 1101'" many months experience as a prosecutor in Portsmouth have you had? (months) 

Narcotics and Vice 

Burglary sqllud 

Larceny (not paper) 

Paper crimes 

Sex crim!!s 

Robbery, homicide 
and assaults 

Uniform Patrol 

Youth Bureau 

2. Mlat, in your opinion, is the present 
quality of I,"ork performed by Portsmouth 
police officers I~ith regard to each of 
the following categories? 

Belol" Above Out- No 
Very Aver- Aver- Aver- stand- Opin-
Poor ~ age ~ il1g ion 

--- --- ---

3, In your opinion, hOI'" has the quality 
of police work in Portsmouth cl\anged 
during the past 12 months with regard 
to each of the following categories? 

Some-
Not About ,,,hat Much No 
as the Improv- Improv- Opin-
Good same cd ed ion 

~--

4, Tn your 0p:1I110n, I"hat is (nrc) the llIujOl' l'cason(s) for this improvement or decline in the quality of police 
I,"orl~ in Portsmouth? 
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S. About hO\v 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 ho\o/ mOllY have been weakened significantly by some error or omission by the police officers 
who handled these cases? 

(no. of cases weakened) 

7. Mlat were the most frequen~ types of errors or omissions you have encountered in the cases wcakene3 by an 
error or omission by police officers? Please givc a brief description of them. 

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

9. What specific improvoments i.n porformance by Portsmouth police officers should be stressed during forth­
coming tra:i.ning sessions? 

--------------.-------------

-~----------..... - .. ----------.----. "---- .----.,-.----.--~.-----.- .. -
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10. In your opinion, what effect has the PAGER system had on the quality of police work in Portsmouth? 

a. quali ty has declined 

b. remained about the same 

c. somewhat improved 

d. much improved 

e. no opinion 

11. What other suggestions or conunents do you have \."ith regard to the improvement of the Porstmouth Police 
Department's effectiveness of efficiency? 

(End of Questionnaire ,.- TIlANK YOU for your assistance) 
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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, 1978? 

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

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

a) Plea bargaining 
b) A reduction in charges 
c) A reduction in sentence 
d) Dismissal 

tVhat particular event (s) of the police ~vork is (are) the major contributing 
act which necessitated your acceptance or initiation of plea bargaining, 
reduction in charges or sentences, or disrrlissals? 

Again, thank you for your cooperation. 
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