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ABSTRACT

In 1875, Early Case Assessment Bureaus (ECAB) were es-
tablished in the Manhattan, Brooklyn, and Bronx District
Attorneys' Offices, and funded by the Division of Criminal
Justice Services. The purpose of ECAB was to improve the
sereening of felony cases by placing senior Assistant Dis-
trict Attorneys in the Complaint Room. ECAB ADAs were ex-
pected to identify those felony cases which should be dis-
missed in the Complaint Room, prosecuted as misdemeanors in
Criminal Court, or sent without delay to the Grand Jury for
Tfelony prosecution.

In order to evaluate ECAB's operations and ilmpact, Vera
compared the processing of felony cases before and after the
inceptlon of early case assessment. In most instances, the
findings reported here apply to at least two boroughs, and
sometimes all three. After ECAB began operations:

¢ No increase in the rate of case dismissals or
reductions to misdemeanors occurred in the Come
plaint Room.

o The rate of dispositions increased at arraign-
ment.

¢ The number of CGrand Jury presentations decreased.
0o The rate of Grand Jury indictments ilncrezased.

0o The rate of felony convictions in Supreme Court
increased.

This evaluation indlcates that early case assessment has
been successful in screening out weak cases and speeding dis-
pesitions. This has resulted in savings of court resources.
The report recommends the continuation of the program as well
as specific changes to further increase ECAR's effectlveness.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1975, the New York State Division of Criminsal
Justice Services (DCJS) funded experimental units —-

Early Case Assessment Bureaus (ECABs) -- in the District
Attorneys' Offices of Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx.
The concept of the bureaus evolved in part from a workshop
That Yale Law School conducted under the auspices of the
Daniel and Florence Guggenheim Program in Criminal Justice.
The goal of early case assessment was to speed to the
Supreme Court those cases for which a felony conviction
could be obtained and reduce to a misdemeanor or drop
prosecution of those éases which did not have sufficient
evldence or seriousness to sustain a felony charge. To
achieve this goal, assistant district attorneys (ADAs)
with Supreme Court trial experience were assigned to the
Complaint Room %o screen cases. FEach program recelved
approximately $250,000 in the first year.

Before the first bureaus opened DCJS asked Vera to
evaluate ECAB's operations and impact. Vera compared fe-
lony arrest cases entering the courts before the introduc-
tion of ECAB with cases entering the courts after the pro-
gram was implemented in an effort to answer the following
three questions:- Has ECAB Increased the speed of dis-
positions? Have ECABR procedures changed the nature of

dlspositions? And did its operatlons produce savings



in pretrizl detention time and court resources? Vera
did not document the program's impact on every aspect of
the court system but restricted its assessment to ECAB's
specific prosecﬁtorial goals. As such, no effort was made
to measure the program's effects on other criminal justice
agencies such as Legal Aid; the courts, or probation 1f those
effects were not related to goals of ECAB.

In this summary chapter, the goals of ECAB, a descrip-
tion of the program, and a review of the findings are pre-
' sented. The summary concludes with recommendations for im-

proving the effectiveness of ECAB.

Goals and Structure

of the Early Case Assessment Bureaus

At the outset both the DCJS staff and ECAE partici-
pants agreed that the bureaus should aim to affect case

outcomes in the following ways:

¢ An increase in the frequency with which wezak
police charges were recduced or dismissed in the
Complaint Room;

0 Speedier disposition of cases in Criminal Court,
through the early reduction of weak felony com-

plaints to misdemeanors with an accompanying plea
of guilty;

0 A reduction in the absolute number of cases pre-
sented to the Grand Jury accompanied by an in-
crease in the percentage of cases for which



indlctments are voted after presentation;*®

© An Increase in the percentage of felony
convictions in the Supreme Court and a
corresponding increase in the severity of
sentencing in such cases.

In‘the expectation that better and speedier disposi-
tions would be obtained if felony cases were reviewed early
in the Complaint Room by experienced trial attorneys,

ADAs with at least two years of felony trial experience
were assigned to the Complaint Room to supervise the work
of less experiénced assistants. Each early case assessment
bureau was headed by a bureau chief with at least s5ix years
of trial experience.

The ﬁrosecution's ECAB goals were not those of other
particiéants (e.g., defense attorneys), and their imple-
mentation would not necessarily produce changes considered
desirable by those agencies. However, if the bureaus
accomplished their primary goals, secondary effects could

include reductions in the cost of prosecuting and adju~

dicating cases, the lessening of burdens on witnesses in

S
#

A reduction in the percentage of felony arrests pre-
sented to the Grand Jury would be expected if early
assessment was successful in weeding out weak arrests.
But interviews with ADAs suggest that an additional

goal of ECAB was to control the absolute number of

cases going to the Grand Jury as a means of lessening
the workload of prosecutors in the Supreme Court as well
as inereasing the quality of the cases presented.



cases not brought to trial, and reducticn in the time
that defendants were detained prior to dispesition.

Each District Attorney implemented ECAB differently
in order to concentrate on a particular goal. The evalu-
ation identified borough differences in policy, priori-
ties, and resoﬁroe allccation. Thé finding that ECAB
generally achieved 1ts goals despite variations in imple-
mentation suggests that early case assessment is 2 sound
and versatile concept.

Table A below illustrates these borough differences.
For example, the Bronx ECAB achieved significant impacts
on the three indicators of Supreme Court processing but
no impact or a negative impact in the Criminal Court.
This pattern of outcomes corresponds with the strong
emphasis on felony prosecutions in the Bronx ECAB and
its close relations with the Bronx Indlctment Bureau.

In the other two programs, impacts were more evenly
distributed between Criminal Court and Supreme Court

indicators.



Table A: ECAB's Impact on Key Indicators of Criminal Case Processing

Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx Compared

Percentage Changes In: Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx

Final Disposition at

Criminal Court Arraignment 46 +12 0
Pleas/Convictions

in Criminal Court +8 +12 -7
Indictment Rate for .
Cases Presented to . +7 - 7 +14
Grand Jury

Successful Prosecutions +7 + 1 : + 4

in Supreme Court

Convictions on Felony
Charges in Supreme Court +6 +14 + 6

NOTE :

Presented in this table are percentage differences between before ECAB and

after ECAB measurements on each of the indicators llsted. In all cases, posl-
tive differences are favorable from the polnt of view of ECAB's goals and nega-
tive differences are unfavorable. However, if the before ECAB level of the 1ndi-
cator was already very high (e.g., the indictment rate of felonles presented to
the Grand Jury in the Bronx was 80 percent before ECAB), then there exists a

low "ceilling" on further improvement. In the example just cited, the observed
increase in the Bronx indictment rate of 14 percentage points 1is even more im-.
pressive when viewed against the before ECAB base of 80 percent. The percentage
differences presented here have not been adjusted to compensate for such "eeiling
effects."



The first Early Case Assessment Bureau opened in
May 1975 in Manhattan; the Brooklyn Bureau opened in Jul
and the Bronx Bureau in October. The bureazus screened
almost all felony arrests at intake in the Complaint Room.
Excluded from ECAB were those felony cases processed by
specialized prosecﬁtion ﬁnits such as the quicide Burezau.
The purpose of scrééning wag to distinguish among those
cases in which prosecution should be dropped altogether,
those cases in which only a misdemeanor outcome should be
pursued and finally, those cases which should be prose-
cuted as felonies after presentation to the Grand Jury.

The management technique used by the assessment bur-

eaus was case tracking. ECAB designated five tracks:

WA™ track: Serious cases in which all elements
necessary for a successiul felony prosecution

are present {(e.g., ballistics reports, reliable
witnesses, a victim willing to prosecute) can be
placed in the "A"™ track. If possible, the indi-
viduals and papers involved in the case are taken
directly to the Grand Jury on the day of screen-
ing in the Complaint Recom. "A" tracking elimi-~
nates the need for police and civilian witnesses
to make Criminal Court appearances.

- UB™ track: Serilous cases in which some obstacle
prevents thelr immedlate presentation to the
Grand Jury are placed in the "BY" track. The ECAB
screener may think that a preliminary hearing in
Criminal Court will clarify aspects of the case
including the reliability of witnesses, but "B"
tracking makes presentation to the Grand Jury
without undue delay more 1likely. Cases are also
placed in the "B" track when the Grand Jury is
not in session. In Manhattan, a subcategory, the
"B1l" track, was developed to identlfy cases which
the ADA believes may be considered for an A mis~
demeanor plez at the first Criminal Court appear-
ance.
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"C" track: Cases about which more must be learned
before a final tracking decision can be made are
placed in the "C" track. When the missing infor-
mation -~ witnesses, material evidence, laboratory
reports -~ hecomes avallable, the arraignment ADA
or the trial part ADA, in communication with the
ECAB ADA, retracks the case. In Brooklyn, two
variants of the "C" track, "C/Up" and "C/Down,"
have been created. These subcategories are used
when the assistant in the Complaint Room has enough
information to indicate the probable disposition
of the case.

"D" track: The "D" track identifies those cases in
which the District Attorney's Office decldes not

to seek a felony disposition. The Bureau has thus
decided at the outset to conserve prosecution re-
sources by accepting a lesser plea in a matfter not
deemed worthy of felony treatment. Although %the
"D" track directs the assistant to accept a plea

to a misdemeanor elther at arralignment or later,
cases 1n this track still leave the Complaint Room
as felony complaints.

" "EW track: Cases placed in the "E" track are those

in which charges are dropped in the Complaint Room

because the complalning witness desires to with-

draw charges cor the ADA determines the evidence

to be legally insufficient.

In all boroughs, more cases were placed in the "D"
track than in any other category (see Figure 1). In
Manhattan six percent of felony arrests were dropped in
the Complalint Room, two percent were dropped in the Bronx
and Brooklyn. In the Bronx, 11 percent of cases (compared’
to one percent in Manhattan and Brooklyn) were taken immediately
to the Grand Jury via the "A" track. The Bronx ECAB chose to
emphaslze Supreme Court processing and this higher rate of imme-
diate Grand Jury presentations suggests it was successful in

doing so.
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Figure 1. ECAB Tracking in Manhattan, Brooklyn, and the Bronx
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Source: ECAB Log Books. Manhattan: May 12, 1975-December 8, 1075;
Brooklyn: August 4, 1975-February 29, 1976; Bronx:
October 6, 1975~February 29, 1976.
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b Includes "C/Up" (7 percent) and "C/Down" (15 percent) tracks in Brooklyn.




The Impact of Early Case Assessment

The data comparing court outcomes "before and after"
ECAB indicate a substantial proportion of felony arrests
were targeted successfﬁlly for éarly disposition as mis-
demeancrs in Criminal Court. This assured speedler case
procéssing and a reduction in pretrial detention and wit-
ness appearance costs. In the Supreme Court, fewer cases
were presented to the Grand Jury, indictments were handed
down in proportionately more cases and relatively more
cases were ultlmately disposed as feleonies.

The evaluation did not use experimental (i.e.,
control group) technigques to measure the impact of
early assessment. Instead, the research employed "before
and after" comparisons and internal analyses of ECAB data
to determine whether the program had met its goals. Tests
of statistical significance were performed on data from
samples of widely varying size. Their results would re-
guire cumbersome interpretatiocn to be of any value to the

reader, and are not presented in this report.

" Drovping or Reducing Charges in the Complaint Room

Changes in charges in the Complaint Room were infre-
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quent before as well as after the start of ECAB.* Sample
data showed no change was made in the felony class of the
most serious or "top" arrest charge before ECAB in 88
percent of the cases. After ECAB, a second sample from
the three programs showed no change 1in 90 percent of "top"
charges. In Table B, the Complaint Room data from the
three boroughs were combined because no meaningful differ-
ences among the boroughs emerged.

Table B: Changes in Top Arrest Charge
"Before and After" ECAB

(Combined Manhattan, Brooklyn and Bronx Samples)

Before After
ECAB : ECAB
No Change in
Top Arrest Charge 88% G0%
An Increase in
Top Arrest Charge b 3
A Decrease in Top
Arrest Charge 8 7
Total 100% 100%
(n) _ (284) (478)

Source: Complaint Room Observations (1975); Vera Institute
ECAB Evaluation

* Telephone interviews with DAs from other Jurisdictions,
including Washington, D.C. and Los Angeles, indicate that
in those citles as many as 30 percent of felony arrest cases
are either dropped in the Complaint Room or are recduced to
misdemeanors. Different criminal cedes, police, and court
brocedures, such as the presence of defense counsel in the

Complaint Room, may account for the higher proportion of
cases disposed in these Jurisdietions.
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In the rare instance in which a "top charge" was
changed a decrease in the charge was more likely than an
increése. The tendency to reduce, rather than increase,
police charges occurred both before and after ECAB.

In formulating the ECAB concept, members of the Yale
seminar, DCJS and the District Attorneys' Offices expected
early assessment to result in an increased rate of case '
dismissals or reduction to misdemeanors in the Complaint
Room. PFigure 1 shows the "E" track -- directing that
felony arrests be dropped in the Complaint Room -- was used
infrequently. When interviewed, ADAs assigned to the Com-
plaint Room indicated that they refrained from dropping
complaints in the relative informality of the Complaint
Room because they believed that once the arrest had been
made, the case should be dismissed in open court and on
the public record.

Data also show that early assesément did not signifi-
cantly affect the proportion of felony arrests reduced fto
misdemeanors in the Complaint Room. (There was no track
designation for such cases.) In the Complaint Room sample
of 478 arrests, only 18 cases (4 percent) were reduced to
misdemeanors. In Table B, these reductions have been
included in the "a decrease in top arrest charge" category.

Although ADAs were fairly consistent in maintaining

original police charges, an anzlysis of the tracking de-
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cisions of individual ADAs suggests that similar cases were
not always treated in a similar manner. The data suggest

a surprising lack of uniformity in the ADAs' tracking decis-
ions despite general agreement among senior ADAs as to the
meaning of each ECAB track and the criteria for assigning
cases (see below, Tables J, K). It is possible that without
an elaborate tracking system and more information (such as
prilor criminal record), the ECAB ADAs who exercise consider-
able discretion in their trial work will continue to rely on

their own Judgment as to the case's likely ocutcome.

Speeding-up Dispositions in Criminzal Court

The early assessment buresus appear to have increased

the proportion of felony cases disposed at arraignment (see

Table C). In Manhattan the proportion of felony arrests dis-
posed at Criminal Court arraignment increased after the intro-
duction of early assessment.® In Brooklyn, the disposition

of felony arrests at arralgnment doubled from 11 percent to

23 percent. However, an increase in dispositions at arraign-~
ment had started in Brooklyn before the inception of ECAB. Since
ECAB, the proportion of cases disposed at arraignment has con-
tinued to increase. In the Bronx, the disposition rate of fel-

ony cases at arraignment was 16 percent both before and after

introduction of ECAB.

# Throughout thils report the number of sampled cases from Man-
hattan is smaller than from either Brooklyn or the Bronx.
The Pretrial Services Agency, which provided the computerized
cata for Brooklyn and the Bronx, did not begin operations in
Manhattan until March 1976. Therefore the only data availzble
Tfor Manhattan were drawn from manually coded sampies as des-
cribed in Appendix A.
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Table C:

Proportion of Felony Cases Disposed at Arraignment "Before and After" ECAD

Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx Compared

Manhattan Brookliyn Bronx
Before After Before After Before After
Qutcome at
Arraignment:

Disposed by 25% 31% 11% 23% 16% 16%
Plea 15 18- 7 14 6 6
Dismissal/

ACDG 10 13 i 9 10 10
Continued 72 68 86 7h 80 82
Grand Jury/

Other 3 i 3 3 i 2

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

(n) (94) (210) (2,915) (1,029) (1,724) {(479)

sSource!

Manually coded court data (Manhattan) and; computerized court data from

Pretrial Services Agency (PTSA) information system, July 1, 1974 - December

31, 1975 (Brooklyn and the Bronx).

& pdjourned in Contemplation of Dismissal (ACD).
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Accompanying the increase in dispositions of felony
arrest cases at early stages of the Criminal Court process
in Brooklyn and Manhattan was a decreasé in the number of
court appearances necessary for final disposition. ECAB's
impact in reducing coﬁrt appearances resulted largeiy from
incereased dispositions at arraignment, rather than from
reduced post-arraignmént procedﬁres.

Corresponding to the incréase in dispositions at
arraignment after the inception of ECAB, was a decrease in
the average amoﬁnt of time that élapsed between arraignment
and disposition in Criminal Court and between arraignment and
presentation to the Grand Jﬁry. After the iIntroduction of
ECAB In Brooklyn, half of the felony arrests were disposed
within one week of arraignment compared to one third of the
cases before ECAB. In Manhattan, the increase in cases
disposed at arraignment produced a reduction in %the average
number of Criminal Court appearances reguired to reach dis-
position. 1In the Bronx, although all cases taken together
required slightly more time and more court appearances to
reach a Criminal Court disposition after ECAB than before,
there was a reduction in time to disposition among cases
in which defendants were detalned.

in Brooklyn, after the introéduction of ECAB, pleas in
Criminal Court increased from 30 to 42 percent (see Table P,

p. €1). In Manhattan also, pleas of gullty after EZCAB (Lj percent)
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increased from their level before ECAB (36 percent). Finally,
in the Bronx, guilty pleas went from 33 percent before the
introduction of ECAB down to 26 percent after its introduc-
tion. But comparison of the rate of guilty pleas in Criminal
Court "before and after" ECAB does not take into consideration
changes in the percentages of cases going to Supreme Court.

In the Bronx, where the proportion of Criminal Court guilty
pleas decreased slightly after ECAB, the proportion of cases
going to the Supreme Court remained constant during the transi-
tion to early assessment (14 percent before ECAB and 16 percent
after ECAB). In Manhattan and Brooklyn, on the other hand,

a smaller percentage of cases was sent to the Grand Jury after
the introduction of early assessment (dropping from 30 percent
to 16 percent in Manhattan and from 25 percent to 16 percent

in Broocklyn).

Reducing Supreme Court Workload and Increasing Indictment Rates

ECAB has reduced the number of presentations to the

Grand Jury in Brooklyn and Manhattan and thus has lessened the
workload of prosecutors in those boroughs assigned to the Su--
preme Court. Tables B.l1 through B.6 in Appendix B show a
marked, steady decline in presentations following the incep-
tion of early assessment. However, presentations were in

fact declining in Manhattan since January 1974, An analysis
of the trends (Section III, below) suggests a decline in Man-

nattan Grand Jury presentations which predates ECAB. 1In
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Brocklyn, the slight decline in presentatlons may also be
attributable to early assessment, although the analysis 1s
complicated by sharp fluctuations in presentations (high in
October and November 1973 and low in May and June 1976). 1In
the Bronx, the number of presentatlons remained the same
before and after the impléméntation of ECAB. However, in
the Bronx a lower proportion of felonles was presented to
the Grand Jury before ECAB than in the other two boroughs
and therefore, there was léss possibllity for decline.

Table D presents Grand Jury outcomes "before and after"
the start of ECAB. The rate of indictments increased In
Manhattan and in the Bronx after ECAB. The iq;rease in
these two boroughs is attributable to a édecrease 1in cases
returned to the Criminal Court (a2 decline from 11 percent
to 6 percent in Manhattan and from 8 percent to 5 percent
in the Bronx) and a decrease in the rate of dismissals
(no true bills) by the Grand Jury. In Brooklyn, however,

a decrease in‘indictment rate was observed after ECAB.
This decrease in Brooklyn reflected an increase 1n Grand

'Jury returns to the Criminal Court. Dismissals by the
#

¥ The decline, since ECAB, 1in the Brookliyn indictment rate
may be due to the fact that 44% of Grand Jury presentations
were "C" track cases. In the Bronx, which had the highest
indletment rate, only 12% of Grand Jury presentations were
"C" tracked. The lower indictment rates apparently associlated
with a high proportion of "C" track cases may reflect the
uncertainty which a "C" track designates.
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Table D: Grand Jury Outcomes "Before and After" ECAB
Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx Compared

Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx

Before After Before After Before After
Grand Jury
Outcome:
True Bill- T7% 844 86% 79% 80% ghg
Returned to
Criminal
Court 11 6 7 13 8 5
No True 12 10 7 8 12 1
Biil .
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100 ¢
{(n) (480) : (493) (686) (155) (199) (57)
Source: Supreme Court Indictment and Docket Records,
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Impact on Supreme Court Dispositions and Sentences

In all boroughs, when successful prosecutlons were
taken together (i.e., pleas, convictions and Youthful
Offender adjudications) their incidence has elther
remained the same or increased slightly since early
assessment (see Table E). The greatest increase occurred
in Manhattan, where successful prosecutions rose from
77 percent to 84 percent. In Brooklyn and the Bronx,
the rate of successful prosecutions was high (93 percent
and 90 percent respectively) before early assessment and
increased slightly but not significantly after early
assessment, rising to 94 percent in both boroughs.

In all borocughs, pleas to, or convictioﬁs on, felony
charges as a proportion of all pleas or convietions in
the Supreme Court increased. In Manhattan, as Table F
shows, the proportion cf felony pleas or convictions rose
from 87 percent before ECAB to 93 percent after ECAB.

The change was most marked in Brooklyn where felony
convictions went from 81 percent before ECAB to 95
percent. In the Bronx , there was little room for im-
provement. Before ECAB, 9l percent of convictions in
Supreme Court cases were felony convictions; after ECAB

100 percent of the convictions were on felony charges.
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Table E: Supreme Court Dispositions "Before and After" ECAB

Manhattan, Brooklyn, and the Bronx Compared

Bronx

Hefore After

907 947
70 70
10 5
10 19
10%. 6%
9 5
1 1
100% 100%
(105) ( 95)
347 60%

Manhattan Brooklyn
Before After Before After
All Successful
Prosecutions T77% Bl 93% ghg
Pleas 63 69 80 81
Convictions 4 2 7 h
Youth Offenders 10 13 6 9
A1l Unsuccessful 23% 16% T% 6%
Prosecutions
Dismissals 19 14 4 3
Acquittals i 2 3 3

TOTAL 100% 1L00% 100% 100%

(n) (282) (236) (hgh) ( 76)

Percentage of Cases

Still Pending 249 h2g 19% 38%

Note: To check that the higher proportion of pending cases in the after ECAB samples was
not responsible for differences in dilspositions, "before and after" ECAB comparilsons
of dispositions were examined controlling for time since arrest.

Source: Supreme Court Indictment and Docket Records
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Table F: Severity of Pleas/Convictions "Before and After" ECAB
Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx Compared

Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx
Before After Before After Before After
Disposition:

Felony 87% 93% 81% 95% 947 100%
A
Misdemeanor 8 5 15 3 5 0
B/Unclass. _
Misdemeanor 5 ) 2 Y 2 1 .0
TOTAL 100% 100% - 100% 100% 100% 100%
(n) (190) (168) (430) ( 65) ( 83) ( 71)
Percentage of
Cases Still .
Pending m¢& hog 149 30% 27% 549

NOTE: o check that the higher proportion of pending cases in the after ECAB samples were
not responsible for differences 1n disposiltion, "before and after" ECAB comparisons
of dispositions were examined controlling for time since arrest.

Source: Supreme Court Indictment and Docket Records



-21~

In Brooklyn, & slight increase in the percentage
of cases in which a sentence of felony time (a year
or more in prison) was imposed occurred after ECAB.
Fiftymthree percent of Brooklyn cases before ECAB re-
ceived felony time, compared to 58 percent after ECAB.
In the Bronx, with an after ECAB base of only 13 cases,
no change in sentencing was observed. In Manhattan, a
decline in felony time sentences was observed; 66 percent
before ECAB and 56 percent after ECAB. No obvious ex-

#
planation could be found for this decline.

Savings Achieved Since the Inception of ECAB

By reducing the number of appearances required to
reach disposition in Criminal Court early assessment pro-
duced savings for the criminal justice system. Three areas
in which ECAB had an impact were identified although po-
tential monetary savings could be estimated 1n only the
first: |

(1) costs of pretrial detentlon were reduced;

(2) court resources were spared from the reqguirement

of processing repeated adjournments; and

The observation that felony sentences declined in Manhattan
may obscure the possibility that, since ECAB, the average
length of felony sentences (e.g., to three years imprison-
ment or more) has increased. The coding procedures used

in this study did not permit examination of this possi-
bility.
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(3) similar savings accrued to police and prosecutlon
resources.

Because ECAB reduced the time to disposition in Crimi-
nal Court, defendants who did not make baill were detained
for shorter periods of time, resulting in savings in\deten-
tion costs. In Brooklyn, the proportion of defendants detailned
after arrest decreased, and the average time in detention
decreased from 2.9 weeks to 2.2 weeks. In the Bronx, simi-
lar decreases were reported: down from 3.4 weeks to 2.5
weeks. Possible savings from ECAB-related decreases in dis-
position time have been estimated at $1.05 million in Bréoklyn
and over $1.2 million in the Bronx. Data from Manhattan ECAB,
though less detalled because they were not available from
computerized sources, suggest cost savings of a similar magni-

tude for that program.

Policy Recommendations

Felony arrests are being screened and dispositions are
ocecurring at an earliier stage In Criminal Court than before
ECAB. The workload of prosecutors assigned to Supreme Court
has been lightened, and their efforts have been increasingly
directed to more serious cases. Concomitant savings in pre-
trlal detention costs and a reduction in demands on court and
prosecution resources have been realized. Finally, felony
charges, when they reach the Supreme Court, are more likely
tc be sustained. The evaluation's findings lead to the recom-

mendation that early assessment be maintained ané given priority
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for future funding.
Against this background, a number of changes iIn early

assessment should be made to further increase its effeciiveness.

The information available to ECAB screeners should be

improved. The bureaus' ADAs aré often handicapped by lack

of information required for an informed assessment of felony
arrests. Criminal histories ("rap sheets") are not available
in the Complaint Room when needed by ECAB. Civililan witnesses
are frequently missing. The results of laboratory tests (drugs,
ballistics) are also not available in the Complaint Room. The
full potential of ECAB's experienced ADAs is not utilized. In
the sbsence of needed information, evaluatiéns sometimes be-
come perfunctory and details are left to junior ADAs. As

the tabulations of ECAB tracks show,'many cases (e.g., 39
percent in Brooklyn) must be placed into the "C" track, the
track designated when sufficient information for classifying
the case 1s not available.

Although ECAB cannot control all information channels
upon which assessment depends (e.g., transmission of "rap
sheets") some procedures could be changed. For example, |
the criginal program design called for involving paralegals
in witness management and monitoring of investlgzations. So
far, little has been attempted in these areas because of
the need to use paralegal assistants to maintain ECAE re-

cords. Procedures which would increazse contacts between
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ECAB ADAs and civilian witnesses should be explored:
the Victim/Witness Assistance Project in Brooklyn

1s now_engaged in that effort.

Procedures should be developed to encourage uniform

tracking. Evidence presented in this. report (see below
pp_ 45-49) suggests that unexpected discrepancies occurred
when ECAB ADAs tracked similar cases. Pactors such as
prior record appeared to be given differing values Dy

ADAs working in the same bureau. Further research into
the subjective and objective criteria used by ADAs in
tracking could be valuable in promoting more uniform case

assessment.

Experienced ADAs should remain in the Complaint

Room. Observations suggest that an experienced ADA is
more likely to reduce a charge at the outset than 1is

a less experienced attorney who may prefer to leave this
decision to the ADA at the next stage in the process.
Also, experienced ADAs usually achieve more coopera-
tion from arresting police officers. Most important, the
prestige of individual senior ECAB prosecutors may
inecrease the likelihood that trial part ADAs will com-
ply with ECAB instructions. dJunilor ADAS or even para-
professionals might arrive at the same technical

tracking decisions as a more experienced ADA; however,
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observation suggests that such tracking would be given

less credence by assistants working in later stages of

the process. In a large decéntralized District Attorney's

Office in which widely scattéréd proféssionals must coordi-
nate activities, the prestige of individual ECAB ADAs lends

support to the program indépendent of formal tracking de-

" elsions.

Senior ADAs should assist in retracking "C" cases

after missing information 1s obtalned. No effective means

now exist for cycling "C" cases back to ECAB after the arri-
val of new information makes possible a retracklng decision.
Communication between ECAB and the trial parts 1s hampered
by work pressures in both locations. Additional senior
asslistants should be provided to review developments in

"C" track and other problem cases, and to assist in diffi-
cult preliminary hearings. Besldes increasing the effec-
tiveness of tracking to the lower court, these retracking
assistants could contribute to the training and super-

vislon - of relatively inexperienced ADAs in the trlal parts.

Technleal assistance should be provided for the

internael information needs of ezrly assessment. Except

for cumbersome and incomplete manual logs, no indivi-

dual case or statistical reporting capability exists to
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inform ECAB ADAs of the court outcome of cases they have
screened in the Complaint Room. Tabulations in this
evaluation should be routinely available to ECAB attor-
neys. An information system should link each decision
made by an ECAB ADA iﬁ the Complaint Room to its out-
come in the Criminal Court, Grand Jury and Supreme

Court in order to increase ECAB's controls over subse-
guent dispositions and to modify its activities, when
necessary.

Rapid feedback could enéble ECAB to link deviations
from tracking to specific circumstances arising in the
subsequent processing of cases.” Similarly, such feedback
would allow ECAB ADAs tb nodify their ftracking decisions
if the information indicated that particular kinds of
czses or charges were not being accurately assessed.
Barly assessment bureau chiefs should participate in
discussions relating to the development of the various
information systems now under consideration for imple-

mentation in New York City.

ECABR should be used for witness excusals. Individual

case assessments by ECAB could help identify thosg cases
that are unlikely to be disposed at Criminal Court arraign-
ment. In such cases, arresting police officers and other
witnesses could be excused from attendance at arraignment.
This would result in cost savings and greater convenlence

d

to case particlpants
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The fact that ECAB was tried in three jurisdictions
and implemented differently in each allows the researcher
to observe variations, test their value, and suggest modi-
fications. In addition, the documentation of the program's
successful operations in different environments suggests
that ECAB, with modifications, could be effective in other

Jurisdictions,
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ECAB CPERATIONS

Vera observed the Criminal Court Complaint Room in
each borough in order to evaluate ECAB operations. In
addition to collecting data for the impact research,
observers gathered information that would explain how the
bureaus implemented the ECAB concept, and why the
bureaus had the impact they did.® Observers noted the
informal procedures used by ADAs to evaluate cases,
thelr reliance on the arresting police officer, and the
apparent lack of uniformity in their tracking decisions.
Vera probed ADA tracking practices through interviews
and statistical research that documented these unexpec-
ted discrepancies. A general description of ECAB opera-
tions and an in-depth analysis of tracking used as 2a
management technique for the prosecution are presented

here.

Complaint Room Procedures

Case intake for ECAB was similar in all three boroughs,

aside from differing arrangements for the processing of

¥ For example, although DCJS anticipated an increase
in the proportion of felony charges reduced or dropped
in the Complaint Room, the impact research shcwed no
noticeable increase; but observers had derived valuable
explanations for this unexpected finding in the course
of their interviews with ADAs (see below pp. 54-55).
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limited groups of major off‘ensc—és.ie

The following description of the Manhattan ECAB
typifiés the process. After arrest and booking, the Arres-
- ting Police Officer (APO) brought the arrest report ("pink
sheet") to the Complaint Room where an ECAB clerk recorded
the name(é) of the defendant(s) and the cha}ges in the casé;
and assigned a sequehtial ECAB identification number to the
case. This clerk would eventually record the track, the
name of the ECAB ADA and subsequent court actions (taken
from mimeographed court calendars).

From two to three ECAB ADAs worked on case intake
in the Complaint Room, assisted by three or four junior
ADAs who were assigned to the bureau.

The ECAB ADA (called the "evaluator" in Manhattan)
derived most of the information he would use to make
his tracking decision from his interview with the APO.
This interview usually lasted ten minutes. He asked
the APO for the facts relating to the crime and the

arrest: the events of the crime, the strength of the evi-

# In Manhattan and the Bronx, felony cases were first
screened by the Major Felony Program (MFP) and the Majer
Offense Bureau (MOB) before reaching ECAB ADAs. In
Brooklyn, cases eligible for MOB were tracked by an
ECAB attorney who then sent selected cases to that
Bureau for prosecution after arraignment.
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dence, information relating to victims and witnesses, the
extent of injuries sustained. He also asked the APC for
his personal assessment of certain aspects of the case:
was a wiltness reliable; did the complainant know the
defendant; would currently missing evidence be of any
value? They might discuss the manner in which the APO
had obtained physical evidence and/or testimony so that
the ADA could anticipate defense strategy and the like-
lihocd of its success. |

Unless the arrest had taken place the previous evening,
the NYSID sheet (detailing the defendant's prior criminal
record) was not usually available and the ADA relied on
the APO for information regarding the defendant. The
APC might have learned something about the defendant's
record from an earlier check of the New York City Police
Department's criminal record and warrant file, or he
might have known the defendant from some other context.

The ECAB ADA relied on the accuracy of the APO!'s
information and observations for his own assessment
of the case; and his ability to achieve cooperation
from the APO was crucial to the success of the inter-~
view.

After the interview, the ECAB ADA often spoke

to those viectims and/or witnesses who were present
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in the Complaint Room. At this point he often relied on
informal consultations with other ECAB ADAs or with the
ECAR chief to determine how the case should be prosecuted.
No reference was made to explicit guidelines. The ECAB
ADA then completed the ECAB form which recorded the
identity of the APO and witnesses, the suggested charge
and the tracking decisions. Although he could make an
explieit bail recommendation, the ECAB ADA rarely did so.
A trial folder for the case was then prepared.

In Manhattan one ADA (the senior ADA or a junior ADA
assigned to ECAB and working under his direct supervision)
interviewed all witnesses in a case, completed the ECAB
form and prepared the complaint. The reorganization of the
Manhattan District Attorney's Office into vertically inte-
grated trial dilvisions 1in May 1976 introduced far-reaching
revisions of early assessment procedures.in that borough.*
However this evaluation, using data prior to reorganiza-
tion, does not analyze the effect of this reorganization

upon ECAB.

*# After the reorganization, each trial division placed
ADAs in the Criminal Court Complaint Room, the arraign-
ment part, the "intake" adjournment part, and the
Grand Jury and Supreme Court trial parts. The divislons
rotated on a daily basis and processed, until final
disposition, whatever cases reached the Complaint Room
on their assigned day. ’
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In the Bronx and Brooklyn, cases were first reviewed
by a senior ECAB ADA who assigned the appropriate ECAB
track and completed an ECAB form. The APC and complai-
nant were re-interviewed by a junior ADA who usually
prepared the trial fclder_ahd dictated felony or mis-
demeanor complaints. Junior ADAs rotated in and out
of the Complaint Room on assignment from other bureaus.

At the outset, ECAB operations were modified by
the differing physical and administrative arrangements
in the Complaint Rooms of the three boroughs. For example,
the Complaint Rcom in the Bronx was tbo small to afford
privacy in the interviewing of complainants. In Brooklyn,
activities of the Vietim/Witness Assistance Project
-overiapped those of ADAs in the Complaint Room so that
special procedures were developed to avoid a conflict
and to assure a smooth flow in the interviewing conducted
by the two units. Perhaps the best physical arrengement
existed in Manhattan, but there ECAB procedures were

*
burdened by heavy arrest loads.

# ECAB procedures were studied prior to the May 1976
reorganization of the Manhattan District Attorney's
Office and prior to the May 1977 opening of the new
Bronx courthouse.
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ECAB and Subsequent Criminal Court Prosecution

The relationship between early case assessment bureaus
and subsequent Criminal Court processing depended in part
upon ECAB'S organizational ties to the Criminal Court
Bureau of each District Attorney's Office. In Brooklyn,
ECAB was merged with the Criminal Court Bureau: the chilefl
in charge of ECAB in Brooklyn alsc supervised the Crimi-
nal Court Burezu. He was assisted by a Complaint Room
Supervisor who was responsible for day-to-day decisions
related to ECAB intake. Because Brooklyn's arraignment
ADAs were supervised by the ECAB chi?f, there appeared
to be greater ADA compliance with ECAB tracking de-
cisions in Brooklyn Criminal Court trial parts than in
either Manhattan or the Bronx.

By conﬁrast, ECAR's administrative position in the
Bronx was not fully integrated inte the prosecutlon ac-
tivities in the Criminal Court. The Bronx District Attor-
ney's Office emphaslzed early assessment for those cases
likely to go to Supreme Court. The Office did not consis-
tently follow Criminal Court tracklng decisions made 5y
ECAB ADAs in the Bronx Complaint Room; but thils may have
occurred because ADAs working in Criminal Court reported
to an independent Criminal Court Bureau and had no formal

ties to ECAB. In general, the Bronx ECAB coordinated 1its
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activities with the Indictment Bureau rather than with
the Criminal Court Bureau. The Bronx ECAE was parti-
cularly concerned with sending serious cases immediately
to the Grand Jury in order to improve the quality of
Supreme Court prosecution.

Before 1ts reorganization, Manhattan had siﬁilarities
to both Brooklyn and the Bronx. As in the Bronx, Manhattan
ECAE was administered separately from the Criminal Court
Bureau. However, Manhattan ECAB, like Brooklyn, was con-

cerned with conformity to ECAB tracks both in Supreme

Court prcocessing and Criminal Court dlspositions.

Tracking as a Prosecution Management Technigue

In an effort to control case management throughout
the court system, the District Attorney instituted case
tracking fo gulde the Complaint Room ECAB ADA in his de-
clision to recommend either a felony disposition or a2 mis-
demeancor plea, and to project the ECAB ADA's decislon onto
subsequent stages of the court process in order to affect
case outcomes. At the outset, planners from DCJS and the
DA's Office anticipated that senior ADAs would be reluctant
to return to the Complaint Room where the least experilenced
ADAs traditionalily served their apprenticeship. Thus the

program was organized as a separate Bureazu within the DAs'
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Offices to encourage senior ADA participation. A rotation
system was considered impractical: ADAs might have to leave
cases unfinished in trial parts and their limited tenure
would discourage the institutlonalization of ECAB proce-
dures. However, senlor ADAs with felony trial experience
were best able to implement the tracking system, often in
the absence of needed information. They were able to
achleve more cooperation from the arresting police offi-
cer, and thelr authority increased the likelihood that

trial part ADAs would comply with ECAB instructions.

In making these tracking decisions, ECAB ADAs regularly
crossed.jurisdictional boundaries between the Criminal Court
and Indictment Bureau, bringing these bureaus into closer
relationship. Senior ECAR ADAs who hadlfelony trial experi-
ence were able to train junlor ADAs working in Criminal
Court. Also, each bureau introduced uniform intake and
case preparation procedures. Thus by making information
systematlcally available on most felony arrests, by
increasing communication between lower court and higher
court prosecutors, and by providing guldance to 1lnex-
perienced assistants in the lower court, ECAB has helped
integrate activities within the District-Attorney's Office.
This integration of information and activitles z2lso created

the potential for ECAB to assist agencies sesking diversion
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from prosecution of selected felony cases. Although the
Complaint Room ADA rarely made an explicit bail recommenw
dation, his tracking decision, which identified the level
at which the case would.be prosecuted, usually suggested

an appropriate level of bail to the arraignment ADA.

Determinants of ECAB Tracking

The evaluation employed two approaches to determine
how specific cases were assigned ECAB tracks. ECAB assis-
tants and bureau chiefs were asked how they tracked cases.
Then information -- including severity of charges, types
of crime, and the prior criminal records of defendants «-
was obtained from large samples of individual cases. The
information was analyzed to determine the degree to which
such factors affected tracking decisions and correlated
with the perceived determinants.

The interviews with ECAB assistants indicated that
they consldered at least four factors when deciding how
to track a case:

(1) +the seriousness of the case, as reflected In the
felony class of the top charge;

# ECAB could conceivably screen selected felony arrests
for pretrial release from the police precinct after a
decision had been reached to treat selected arrests as
misdemeanors. ECAB's assessment of bail risk would also
be broadened if ECAB ADAs could utilize the release
recommendations and background interviews conducted
by the Pretrial Sevrvices Agency. However, such decisions
would require that criminal histories ("rap sheets") be
available that much earlier.



-37-~

(2) the established policies of the District Attorney's
Office concerning the importance of specific types
of offenses;

(3) the evaluation of the individual offender's personal
and criminal. background; and

(4) the evidentiary aspects of cases as presented by the
APC and other wltnesses.

Each of these perceived tracking criteria is considered
below in greater detail. Where possible, data on actual
tracking decislons are presented so that the percelved
importance of a criterion can be compared with its actual

impact on tracking decisions.

Seriousness of the (Case -

An analysis of the relationship between the felony class
of the "top charge" at arraignment (charge severity) and
ECAB track designation suggests an associatlion between charge
severity and tracking decisions. Table G shows that in
Brooklyn "A"™ and "B" felonies were tracked for Grand Jury
presentation (e.g., placed in the "A" or "B" track) more
ofteﬁ than not. Lesser felonies were-assigned to "A" or
"B" tracks In less than 15 percent of the cases.

Bronx data show a stronger association between charge
severity and ECAB track than Brooklyn datg. Eighty-two
percent of "A" felonies were placed in the Bronx's "A" track

and 85 percent of "E" felonies were placed in the "D" track.
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Table G:

Felony Class:

ECAB Track:

Total
(n)

Assoclatlon Between ECAB

Track and Severity of "Top Charge"

Source:

Computerized court data from PTSA information system

(July 1, 1974 -~ December 31, 1975).

Brooklyn Bronx

R B C D E A B C i) E
g 6% 2% 0% 0% 824  37%. 16% 5% 0%
17 Ii5 12 5 1 9 18 14 b 8
33 4o 60 35 28 0 25 35 15 7

6 8 26 60 71 9 20 30 75 85

0 1 0 0 0 0 0 5 i 0
1004 100% 100% 100%  100% 100% 100% 100%  100%  100%
(18) (103) (159) (H476) (161) (11)  (40)  (63) (161) (72)
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The Policy of the DA's Office

The policy of each DA's Office concerning specific
charges and crime types influenced tracking declsions.
In both Brooklyn and the Bronx, where a large number of
cases was avallable for analysis, first degree robbery
and criminal possession of a dangerous weapon (third
degree) were usually placed in the "A", "B", or "C" tracks
(Table E), reflecting a common desire to see these crimes
prosecuted as felonies. In fact, interviews wilth ADAs
revealed that these higher tracks came to be used pri-
marily for those cases in which the threat of lethal force
was present.

On the other hand, the decision to place secoﬁd de-
gree assault cases, which did involve violence, in the "D"
track may have reflected a similar decision by these ADAs
to downgrade prosecution of cases In which defendants and
complainants had a prior relationship.* In the parlance
of the police, these were "friendly crimes." However,
the DA's O0ffices dld not direct the bureaus to routinely

place such cases in the "D" track. The ECAB ADA's experilence

# PFor example, in a sample of assault cases examined in a
study of dispositions in felony cases, it was found that
69 percent of assault cases involved prior relationships.
See Felony Arrests: Theilr Prosecution and Dispositicn in
New York City's Courts (Vera Institute of Justice, 1877),
D. 23.




Table HI: Tracklng of Specific Felony Charges Compared to Overall Tracklng

Drug Weapons Aver.
Charge: Possess.®®  Grand Larceny 3° Burglary 3°  Assault 2° Robbery 1° Possess.3° Freq.
Track: (E Felony) (E Felony) (D Felony) (D Felony) (B Felony) (D Felony)
A 0% 0% 0% 0% 5% 0% 1%
Brooklyn
Trackling B 0 1 3 1 51 23 10
Decisilons : . .
c? 12 26 26 37 43 75 33
D 88 73 71 62 1 2 56
t Total 1004 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
m (n) (34) (102) (186) (107) (75) (hh) (548)
A - b B 4 3 53 _ b 119
Bronx
Tracking B - 5 11 - 18 - 6
Declisions
C - 10 6 8 T - 11
D - 86 79 Bgc¢ 22¢ - 72
Total - 1009 100% 100% _ 1.00% - 100%
(n) - (42) (54) (39) (28) - (163)

-

Source: Computerized court data from PTSA information'!system AQCH%.HM 1974 - December 31, 1975).

m Includes "C/Up" and "C/Down"
Too few cases for analysis
C Includes one "E" track case
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indicated that, in cases involving prior relatlionships
felony prosecution was unlikely. A study conducted by the
Vietim/Witness Assistance Project in Brooklyn indicates that
cases'involving prior relationships were typically assigned
lower tracks by ADAs.

Table H shows 2 substantizl similarity in the pattern
of ECAB tracking in Brooklyn and the Bronx, excert for
their classification of first degree robbery cases. Brookliyn
assigned 51 percent of these cases to the "B" track; in the
Bronx, 53 percent of these cases were assigned to the "A"
track. The Bronx ECAB's emphasis on "A" tracks was evident
in that borough's treatment of "heavy'" robberies. Although
Brooklyn typically used the "B" track for these cases, that
tracking decision may have reflected difficulties involved
in arranging a Grand Jury presentation in Brooklyn on the
day of intake in the Complalint Room rather than a different
policy for robberies. (Forty-three percent of Brooklyn's
first degree robberies were assigned "C" tracks, but only
four percent of first degree robberies fell into the "C/Down"
subcategory, used in Brooklyn to denote the likelihood that

the case will stay in Criminal Court.)

Evalunatlon of the O0ffender

The ECAB ADA also evaluated the individual charged
with the crime and this probably affected his tracking

Although the defendant's age, tles to the community, occu-
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pation, and level of education were sometimes considered

by the prosecutor, the defendant's prior criminal history
was the most important personal characteristic for deter-
mining the appropriate ECAB track. When the "rap sheet" was
unavallable and the ECAB attorney wanted to know more about
the defendant's prior criminal history, he would sometimes
ask the APO. One ADA sald that if otherwise undecided about
a case he would assign a higher track if the defendant had
"priors" and a lewer track if he had none, based con the
information provided by the APO. And later analysis 1lndi-
cated that some connection existed between prior felony
convictions (as reported on the "rap sheet" when it did
arrive) and the tracking decision; greater access to 'rap
sheets" by ECAB ADAs would probkably have strengthened this
relationship.

In Brooklyn znd the Bronx, defendants with no prior
convictions were placed in lower track categories slightly
more often than those with records. Convérsely, defendants
with "priors" were placed in "A" and "B" tracks slightly
more often than those without a record of prior felony

*
convictions (see Table I).

# An analysis of the relationship between prior record,
tracking and severity of top arrest charge Indicated
that prior record influenced tracking indepenaently
of top arrest charge.
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Table I: Association Between Prior Felony Convictions and Track

(Brooklyn and Bronx Observations)

Brooklyn Bronx
# Prior
Felony
Convictleons: None One or More None One or More
Track:
A 2% 3% 109 22%
B 11 17 10 i1
cd 39 b3 22 9
D 48 36 57 56
E 0 1 1 2
Total: 100% 1.00% 100% 100%

(n) (530) (146) (181) ( 5h)

Source: Computerized court data from PTSA information
system (July 1, 1974 - December 31, 1975).

21n Brooklyn, the "C" track includes the "C/Up" and "C/Down”
sub-categorles.

Evidentiary Aspects of the Case

Vera was unable to make direct measurements of the im-
pact of evidentiary problems on tracking decisions. However,
observations suggest that the nature of evidence and/or the
reliability of important wltnesses became ‘crucial when the

ADA was uncertain about how to track the case.
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If a search was made during the arrest, ADAs usually
questioned the APO to determine whether the search was
conducted legally. If the AFO econcluded that the search
could be challenged on constitutional grounds, a case which
would have been slated for felony prosecution may instead
have been placed in the np" tpack. Similarly, if the ADA,
in an otherwise strong case, Was uncertain whether the
testimony of key witnesses would stand up durlng cross-
examination, he might have assigned the case to the ng"
pather than the M"A" track to permit a preliminary hearing.
When tracking a case, the ADAs also considered the willing-
ness of witnesses to testify, especially in cases involving
prior relationships, and the reliahility of wltnesses as
determined by such factors as family and community tles,
arrest or drug histories.

Of the four crlteria for tracking, the assessment
of the evidentiary aspects of the case probably depended
most heavily on the judgment ol an experienced ADA. In
addition to these criteria, the decision to place a case
in the "B" track rather than the A" track because the
Grand Jury was not in sesslon was often cited by the ADAS

as another determinant.
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Uniformity of Early Assessment Decisions

Desplte general agreement among senior ADAs inter-
viewed in all boroughs as to the meaning of each ECAB
track and the existence of the four perceived criteria
for assigning cases, senlor ECAB ADAs exercised discretion
differently in the handling of individual cases. Table
J shows the freguency with which four ADAs in each of
two boroughs placed four specific offenses intoc selected
ECAB tracks.

Assuming that over é long period of time ECAB ADAs
received similar cases for screening, then‘Table J indicates
that ECAB ADAs varled greatly in their exerclse of discre-
tion in tracking. For example, ADAs in "Borough #1" placed
second degree assaults into the "D" track with widely
varying frequency, ranging from 46 percent ("ADA #1" in
"Borough #1") to 81 percent ("ADA #4" in "Borough #1").
In general there appears to have been scarcely more uni-
formity among ADAs within a2 borough than among ADAs 1n
different boroughs. Of course, circumstances peculiar
to each case accounted for some of the differences. How-
ever, using the data available, no method exists for
discounting the impact of special circumstances such as

the strength of evidence or the availability of wiltnesses.



Table J: Decisions of Individual ADAs To Place Speclfic
Charges into Selected Tracks

i
ADAs in Borough #1 ADAs 1in Borough #2
#1 #2 #3 #h #1 #2 #3 iy
Charge into Track: .
Assault 2° into "D": 46% 64z  62%  81% 89% 9h% 100% 6T%
Robbery 1° as "A or B": 47 63 67 50 57 100 67 33
i
o Burglary 3° as "D": 82 62 54 82 86 67 92 78
|
Grand Larceny 3° as "D": 79 81 60 88 100 91 50 80
Source: Computerized court data from PTSA information system (July 1, 1974 -
December 31, 1975).
Note: Sample sizes for each ADA are 40 cases or more In each charge category.

numbers have been removed to assure anonymlty,

Exact
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Table K suggests that different ADAs in the same
borough may have given different weight to one tracking
determinant -- the defendant's prior record.

Table K: Apparent Influence of Prior Felony Convictlons

on Individual ADA Tracklng Decisions
in .Borough #1

Prior "ADA ALY "ADA #2" TADA #3" "ADA #4n
Felony _
Convic-— One or One or One or One or
tions! None More None More None More None More
ECAB
TRACK:
A 0% 5% 2% 0% - 2% 5% 5% 3%
B 10 22 14 14 i3 11 6 22
Cc 38 43 43 35 HEH Lg 27 QK
D 5’2 30 Ly . 48 Lo 35 62 31
E 0] 0 0 3 1 0 0 0

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source: Computerized court data from PTSA information system.

Note: Each ADA screened cases of about the same severity. Sample
sizes for each ADA - Prior record grouping are 32 cases or
more. Exact numbers have been removed to assure ancnymity.

In "Borough #1," "ADA #4" appeared strongly influenced by
prior record. He placed 62 percent of those defendants who
nad no prior feleny convictions in the "D" track, compared

to 31 percent of the defendants with prior felony convicticens.
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Tn contrast, "ADA #3" appeared to be less influenced by
prior felony convictions and "ADA #2" evidently ignored
felony priors completely with the result that defendants
with priors were tracked slightly more leniently than
first offenders.

Again, other circumstances in the cases tabulated
in Table K may have accounted for these differences, ana
the number of cases available for analysls did not permit
definite conclusions. These factors notwithstanding, it
i1s 1likely that discretion was exercised in wldely varying
ways by ECAB ADAs. No obvious explanation exists for
this behavior. However, one can speculate that the presence
of experienced attorneys, whose prior felony triazl work
‘required the wide exercilse of discretion, while necessary
for the program's successful implementation, may alsc have
had this unexpected impact on tracking. Glven the initial
disinclination of senior ADAs to return to the Complaint
Rooﬁ, and the absence of more clearly enunciated tracking
detefminants, these attorneys might have applied their
prosecutorial skills to cases in a highly individual
manner.

The impact research described in the following section
indicates that in general, ECAB tracking decislons, although
not uniform, did affect case outcome inAaccordance with the

program's goals. The observed lack of uniformity may re-
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flect unrecorded criteria that are being used in complex
cases by senior ADAs: criteria that should be identified
and institutionalized. Further research should be conducted
to determine whether more clearly defined criteria would
result in more uniform tracking decisions Fhat would comple-

ment the program's goals.
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THE IMPACT OF EARLY CASE ASSESSMENT

The impact research on early assessment conducted by
Vera is presented here, preceded Dby & brief note on metho-
dology. The impact of ECAB on Complaint Room charging
practices and on Criminal Court case outcomes is examined;
then early assessment's impact on Grand Jury and Supreme

Court outcomes is evaluated.

A Note on Methodology

Vera utilized several sources of data for the impact
research. TFirst, small, hand-collected samples (n=284
before ECAB; n=478 after ECAB) of program data were obtained
by field observers working in the Complaint Rooms in all
three boroughs. Each Complaint Room was visited before
and agaln after early assessment began. On thesé occaslions,
the charging and complaint preparation process was observed
and 1ndividual case data were recorded. The data included
initial charge level, and changes in charging. Other data
obtained from court records in this sample ineluded court
ocutcomes and dates of dispositions obtained from court
records.

Tn addition to small hand-collected samples of program
data, a second, and major, source of information for the
Brooklyn and Bronx programs was the computerized information

system of the Pretrial Services Agency (PTSA). Since FPTSA
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did not open in Manhattan until March 1976, computerized'
samples of "before and after" ECAB data were not available
for that borough. A third source of information for the
impact research came from Grand Jury and Supreme Court
statistics maintained by the different District Attorneys'
Offices and the Office of Court Administration. These
official statistics permitted an examination of trends

in indictments and returns to the Criminal Court for those
cases presented to the Grand Jury. Further detalls on

the methods used in this research and on tests of statis-

tical significance of the data are presented in Appendix A.

ECAB's Impact on Police Charges in the Complaint Room

The pivision of Criminal Justice Services (DCJS) anti-
cipated that ECAB assistants would carefully review and
gvaluate charges made by arresting police officers (APOs)
and then make extenslve changes 1In those charges before
preparing complaints. Table B showed that comparatively
few of the top charges made by police were changed in the
Complaint Room. Tables L-1 and L-2, which show the move-
ment of top charges from one felony class to another in
the Complaint Room, pecint to the same conclusion. Both
before ECAB (Table L-1) and after ECAB (Table L-2), little
adjustment 1n the severity of pollce charges occurred
after preparation of complaints. The percentages along

the dizgonal in each cof the two tables show the proportion
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Charging Process:

(Data from Combined Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx Samples)

Table L~1: Charge Changes Before ECAB
Felony Class of Most Serious Charge by ADA: Total
A B c D E Misd. % n:
Felony Class A 100% 100% 13
of Most
Serious Charge B 91 6 3 100% 31
by Arresting
Police Officer C 2 82 14 2 100% 58
(APO):
D 1 1 90 b 4 100% 140
E 5 83 2 100% L2
284
Table L-2: Charge Changes After ECAB
Felony Class of Most Serious Charge by ADA: Total
A B C D E Misd. %: n:
Felony Class A B5% 15 100% 13
of Most
Serious Charge B 95 5 100% 57
by Arresting
Police Officer C 1 80 11 8 100% 89
{APO):
D 3 91 1 5 100% 208
E 99 1 100% _111
478

Scurce:

Complaint Room obgervations; Vera Institute

(1975).

ECAB Evaluastion
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of cases in which the ADA made no change in top charge
severity. Percentages above the diagonal show the pro-
portion of cases reduced by the ADA, and those below the
diagohal show inereases in severlty of top charges made
by ADAs.

Table M indicates that before ECAB, 88 percent of
top chargés remained the same compared to 90 percent
of top charges after ECAB. When changes were made, they
were often made to other charges within the same crime
group. For example, first degree robbery was sometimes
changed to second degree robbery. These changes within
2 crime group were made in seven percent of the before
ECAB cases and 1In six percent of the after ECAB cases.
And, whille few changes in felony class occurred, specific
charges were changed to similer or dissimilar charges
within the same felony class even less frequently (four
percent of the cases). Changes were made to correct
"bookkeepling errors” in less than one percent of cases
during both periods. Such changes included revising AFPO
charges which applied only to Juveniles or altering in-
correct penal code references. |

One of the prime tasks of the evaluation, as deflined
by DCJS, was to document the anticipated changes in police
charges resulting from early assessment. However, the

findings of this evaluation Indicate that felony charges
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Table M: Changes in Specific Top Charge
"Before and After" ECAB

Before ECARB After ECAB
No Change
in Top Charge 889 S0%
Change Within
Same Charge
Typed 7 6
Increase " 3 2
Decrease b il
Change to b
Different Offense I 4
increase 1 1
Decrease 2 2
Same Czass- 1 1
Charge Correction® 1 0
Total 1009 100%
(n) (296) (498)

Source: Complaint Room observations; Vera Institute ECAB
evaluation (1975).

For example, change from robbery 1° to robbery 2°

For example, change from robbery to burglary

AP0 had written wrong penal code number. Criminal
possession of dangerous.weapon has one subsection which
applies only to Jjuveniles.

o' P

were rarely reduced or dropped in the Complaint Room. An
explanation for this unexpected finding may be that the ADAs

and the police officers concurred in their evaluatlion ol felony
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cases. On the other hand, it 1s possible that ECAB ADAs
respondaed to those charges which they belleved could not
be successfully prosecuted as felonies by assigning such
complaints to the "D" track rather than to the "A" or "B"
tracks. This procedure would obviate the dropping of
felony charges in the Complaint Room while helping assure
charge reduction to misdemeanors in court. Availlable data
are not sufficlent to choose between these alternative
explanations. The ADAs also reported that thelr reducing
a weak case to a misdemeanor in the Complaint Room might
lead to a situatlion in which the complaining witness later
testified to what appeared to be a2 felony crime but one
which reached the court only as a misdemeanor. In such
circumstances, the ADA's decision to drop a félony charge
might have the effect of impeaching the testimony of za
prosecution witness. To avold this situation, even a
weak felony case may have been brought into court without'

a reduction, but it would be assigned tc the "D" track.

Impact of ECAB on Criminal Court Outcomes

After leaving the Complaint Room, the case proceeded
arraignment, where defense counsel, defendant, arresting
police officer, prosecuting attorney, Judge and sometlmes

complainant were present. Because arralgnment often took

less than five minutes, the arraignment ADA typically gave
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less attention to the facts of the case than the Complaint
Room ADA. It was at this stage that the rushed arraignment
ADA used the ECAB tracks that were designed to give him a
shorthand method for better evaluating the case. In addi-
tion to the ECAB track, the arralgnment ADA often spocke to
the APO and other witnesses.

It.was anticipated that the track of a case would affect
the likelihood of disposition at arraignment although many
other factors would intervene and lessen this impact. For
example, the arraignment ADA could value the case differently
from the ECAB ADA; the judge also could assess the case
@ifferently; witnesses could change their description of
the events; and the defendant’s "rap sheet," when it arrived,
might be different from what the ADA had expeéted. If the
case had been placed in the "A" or "B" track no disposition
was expected because the cése was headed for Supreme Court.
If the case had been placed in the "C" track, informatilon
was sti1ll needed before a final tracking decision could be
made. It was expected that cases assigned to the "C" track
would be adjourned at arraignment until additional infor-
mation, which might indicate that the case should continue
to Supreme Court, became available. If the case was placed
in the "D" track, a disposition at arraignment was possible
although not designated by the track. Cases in the "E"
track, if they had not élready been dropped Iin the Complaint

Room, were to hbe disposed by dismissal at arraignment.
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Table N illustrates the association between arraign-
ment outcomes and ECAB tracking: all three boroughs are
combined because the relationships between fracks and dis-
position rates were similar. In general, the acticn in
arralgnment was appropriate to the ECAB track.

Virtually all "A" and "B" track felonles were con-
tinued. OFf the five "RB1" cases sampled, three were con-
tinued and two were disposed by guilty pleas at arraign-
ment, thus fulfiliing the purpose of thawv track.* More than
80% of the "C" tracked cases were continued. And as
would be expected, in Brooklyn a higher proportion of
"C/Up's" were continued than "C/Downs.” As was antici-
pated, a higher proportion of "D" tracked cases (33%)
were disposed than any other track. The few "E" cases
present & dilemma: all should have been disposed at
arraignment; however, one third were continued. One
explanation 1s that the ADAs had questions about the "E"
cases processed through to arraignment. If these gues-
tions were not answered by the time of arraignment, or
the answers suggested that the case should not be dis-

missed, these "E" cases would have been continued.

# The "B1l" track, unlgque to Manhattan, was for those
cases which the prosecutor was willing to offer an
A misdemeanor plea "with time." If the plea offer was
not accepted, the prosescutor could send the case to
- the Grand Jury after a preliminary hearing.



TABLE N: ASSOCIATION BETWEEN ALL ECAB TRACK
DECISIONS AND ARRAIGNMENT. OUTCOMES .
(MANHATTAN, BROOKLYN AND THE BRONX)

ECAB TRACK DECISIONS

A B Bl c/UP C C/Down D B
Continued g7 98 608 89 86 80 66 312
CASE
oUL -
COME Disposed 1 1 oa 10 13 18 33 692
1 AT
2 ARRAIGN- .
t MENTS Transferred 2 1 02 1 1 2 1 oa
. to Famlly
Court
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(n)=(1,715) (73) (186) (5) (64) (265)  {(180) (927) (15)

Source: ECAB Log Book and manually coded court data (Manhattan); and com-
puterized court data from the PTSA informatlon system (Brooklyn and the Bronx)}.

a = number of cases below 20.
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Although not an expiicit goal, ECAB apparently had =&
marked impact in Brooklyn and the Bronx (Manhattan data were
not available) on the proportlon of felony cases reduced to
misdemeanors at arraignment. Pleas and dispositions did not
necessarily accompany this increase in the reduction of
felony charges. Table 0 includes all reductions, whether or
not accompanied by pleas.

Table O: Charge Changes at Arralgnment "Before and After" ECAB
{Brooklyn and the Bronx Compared)

Charge Brookliyn ‘ Bronx
Change: Before After Before AfTter

Reduced from

Felony to

Misdemeanor 6% 229 9% 28¢%
Some Other -

Change 1 2 1 . 1
No Change 93 76 90 71
Total 100% 100% 100% 1004
(n) (2,915) (1,029) (1,724) (356)

Source: Computerized court data from the PTSA information
system .

ECAB assistants reported that reduction of felony cases
to misdemeanors without pleas may have iﬁcreased misdemeanor
trials but the datza needed to test thilis hypothesis are not
availlable. They reasoned that defendants may have had little

incentive to plead guilty to the misdemeanor charges remaining
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after a reduction. To the extent that this occurred, it
frustrated one goal of ECAB -- to speed rather than delay

dispositions.

Post Arraignment Impact

Not éurprisingly, the measurable impact of EACB tracking
decisions declined as cases proceeded through the various
stages of adjudication in Criminal Court. In Brooklyn and
Manhattan, the proportion of cases sent to the Grand Jury
from post-arraignment parts declined after the introduction
of ECAB (see Tabie P). In the Bronx there was no change in
the proportion of cases sent to the Grand Jury. The reduc-—
tion in percentages of cases sent to the Grand Jury in both
Manhattan aﬁd Brooklyn was accompanied by an increase Iin
the proportion of cases ending in conviction or gullty plea
in Criminal Court. Plea bargaining practices suggest that
the two phenomena were related; gullty pleas were offered
in return for not sending a case to the Grand Jury. However,
no explicit policy for such a process existed and thus no
study of such a policy was made.

It was not anticipated that ECAB would influence sen-~
tencing in Criminal Court because the program emphasized the
selecting of serious cases for prosecution in Supreme Court
and the speedy dispositions of non-felony cases. An analysis

of sentencing data in Brooklyn and the EBronx {not encugh dzta
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TABLE P:

Final Criminal Court

Outcome (Includes Cases

Disposed at Arralgnment)
Plea/Conviction
Dismissal/Acquittal
To Grand Jury

To PFamily Court/Other

Total
(n)

.ﬁusmw Criminal Court Outcomes '"Before and After" ECAB

Manhattan, Brooklyn and The Bronx Compared

Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx

Before After Before After Before After
36% ihg 30% haz 33% 26%

34 ) i2 38 g 55

30 16 25 16 14 16

- -~ 3 4 ly 3
HQQ& 100% 100% 100% 100% 1009
(82) (80) (2,851) (996) (1,662) (433)

Source: Manually coded court data (Manhattan) and computerized court data from the wﬁm>
information system (Brooklyn and the Bronx).

4 Tncludes ACDs.

wwmwnwwdeHo and drug remands; abatements



were available in Manhattan) showed that ECAB did not sub-
stantially change the Criminal Court sentencing pattern in
elther borough.

ECAB's Impact on Grand Jury

and Supreme Court Outcomes

In creating ECAB, the DCJS staff and tbe District
Attorneys agreed that a major goal would be to speed to the
Supreme Court only those cases that truly merited felony
treatment. If successful, early assessment would result
in: an increased indictment rate by the Grand Jury (i.e.,
the percentage of cases presented for which an indictment
_is voted); and in the Supreme Court, an inérease in pleas
of guilty or convictions on felony charges as well as an
increase in felony sentences in cases disposed by pleas

or convictions.

Grand Jury Indictment Rates

Each of the three District Attorney's Offices maln-
tained monthly statistics on Grand Jury presentations and
indictments. These statistics show that since the stért of
ECAB:

o In Manhattan, Grand Jury presentations, which had
been declining before ECAB, continued to decline
more rapidly, and indictment rates increased.

o In Brooklyn, the number of Grand Jury presenta-
tions, which had been increasing before ECAB,
began to decline after ECAB. The decrease in the
number of presentations to the Grand Jury each
month was accompanied by a decrease in the level
of indictment rates.
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o In the Bronx, the number of Grand Jury
presentations each month remained relatively
constant (but less erratic from month to
month), while indictment rates, which had
?een inereasing before ECAB, continued to
increase.

Tablé @ summafizes Grand Jury indictment rates in the
three boroughs. Indictment rates, at a high level in all
three boroughs befcre the commencement'of early assessment,
increased still further in Manhattan and the Bronx. The
Bronx achieved a 94 percent indictment rate. In Brooklyn,
early assessment appareﬁtly resulted in a decline in Grand
Jury indictment rates. However, the fact that Brocklyn
had the nighest proportion of "C" track cases presented
to the Grand Jury (44 percent of all cases) and the highest
Grand Jury case rejection rate (returns'and "no true bills"
totalling 21 percent of all cases presented), but the
greatest increase in the percentage of successful felony
convietions (from 81 to 95 percent) suggests that a higher
proportion of weak cases were 5eing weeded out at this
stage in Brooklyn than in the other boroughs.

Tn addition to the sample data presented in Table Q,
Tables B.1 through B.6 in Appendix B present complete
data for indictment rates gathered by the District Attor-
neys' Offices. The trend figures for the Bronx are of

particular interest in an evaluation of ECAB. These

figures show that, on the average, the number of cases



TABLE Q: Grand Jury Outcomes "Before and After" ECAB
Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx Compared

Manhattan Brooklyn The Bronx
Before After Before Alter Before After

Grand Jury
OQutcome:

True Bill

(case

acceptance) TT% 84y 86% 79% B0% gl

Returned

to Crimlinal

Court 11 6 7 13 8 5

No True Bill 12 10 7 8 12 1
Total 1Q0% 100% 100% 100% 1009 100%
(n) (480) (493) (686) (155) (199) (57)
Source: Supreme Court Indictment and Docket Records,
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presented to the Grand Jury each month remained constant
before and after ECAB. Since ECAB, however, there has
been less fluctuation in presentations from month to
month and the Grand Jury indictment rate has increased.
This finding indicates that early assessment helped assure
a2 steady flow of cases going to the Grand Jury. Increased
indictment rates suggest that cases withheld from the
Grand Jury were being evaluated in a consistent and
uniform manner. Assessment of the nature and strength

of each case in the Complaint Room provided a means for
assuring that only those cases most 1likely to resuit in
felony dispositions traveled from Criminal Court to

Supreme Court.

Supreme Court Ouitcomes

After ECAB was introduced successful prosecutions in
Supreme Court -- pleas, convietions and Youthful Offender
dispositions -- increased slightly. Successful prosecutions
rose from 77 percent to 8U percent in Manhattan and from 20
percent to 94 percent in the Bronx (see Table E). In Brooklyn
the percentage of successful prosecutions, already high
(93 percent), remained virtually the same. The increase
in the percentage of felony dispositions cbtained in Supreme

Court after ECAB also fulfilled the goals of early case
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assessment. As was noted in the Executive Summary, felony
dispositions increased from 87 percent of all pleas and
convictions in Manhattan Supreme Court bhefore ECAB to 93
percent after ECAB. In Brooklyn, the increase was from

81 percént to 95 percent; in the Bronx, from 94 percent

to 100 percent {(Table F). Thus, ECAB appears to be
achieving one of its major purposes: cases that might
appropriately be disposed in Criminal Court are not
burdening the resources of the Supreme Court.

ECAB was designed to have a direct impact on con-
viction rates in the Supreme Courf. But more efficlent
prosecution of cases could affect sentencing as well.
Many factors would be expecfed to influence these sen-
tences besides the ECAB track. The defendant's past
eriminal record and the seriousness of the crime (which
appear in the presentencing report prepared by the
Department of ?robation) affgcted sentences. Also,
after ECAB felony sentencing may have been influenced
by the well publicized conditions of overcrowding in
State correctional institutions. The proportion of
sentences for felony time before and after ECAB in
each of the three boroﬁghs is set out in Table R. There
was a decrease in felony sentences in Manhattan (from 66
percent to 56 percent). However, there was a2 slight in-
crease in sentences for felony time after ECAB in the
Bronx (from 75 percent to 77 percent) and in Brooklyn

(from 53 to 58 percent).
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Table R:

Sentence:

Probation
(Three Yrs)

Probation
(Five Yrs)

Time and
Probation

Felony Time

Other®

Total

(n)

Sentences Imposed 1n the Supreme Court "Before and After" ECAB
Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx Compared

Manhattan A Brooklyn The Bronx
Before After Beflaore After Before After
5% hg T% 4% g 0%
21 29 26 30 18 23
2 5 3 0o - -
66 56 53 58 75 77
6 6 11 8 3 0
100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(1.89) (169) (394) ( 53) (76 ( 13)

Source: Manually coded court data ﬁzwmymnwm:v and computerized court data from
the. PTSA information system updated to reflect Supreme Court outcomes
(Brooklyn and the Bronx).

a Fine, fine and probatlon, conditional discharge, undonditional discharge, time

served.
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SAVINGS ACHIEVED SINCE THE INCEPTION OF ECAB

Early assessment has produced savings in manpower
and money by reducing the overall cost of pretrial deten-
tion through speedier disposiﬁions and increased ROR
rates, and by reducing police appearances in court. Other
conditions and programs that were operating when ECAB began
undoubtedly contributed to these improvements in the crimi-
nal justice system. As mentioned above, an increase in
arraignment dispositions and a decline in the number of
indictments were already occurring before ECAB. 'However,
Aonly a controlled eiperiment, not possible in this study,'
would have enabled Vera to determine more directly what
proportion of these changes were due to the operations
of ECAB alone. Changes in judicial personnel, for in-
stance, may have contributed to increased dispositions,
speedier case processing or reduced pretrial detention.
Furthermore, the influence of early assessment declined

expectedly as cases moved through the courts.

Reduction of Appearances and Time

to Disposition in Criminal Court

If early assessment was successful in expediting plea
discussions and reducing indecision concerning desired

outcomes, a decline in the number of appearances required
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to reach disposition in the average case was expected.ae
And 1f ECAB reduced court appearances, the money and
manpower no longer invested in these appearances could
be directed to other uses.

In Brooklyn, cases reached disposition more quilckly
after ECAB than before. This acceleration was due almost
entirely to an increase in the proportion of cases disposed'
at arraignment, not to fewer appearances post-arraignment.
Before ECAB, 13 percent of felony arrest cases reached dis-
position at arraignment and 41 vercent at the first appear-
ance afterwards; after ECAB 26 percent of cases were dis-
posed at arraignment and 56 percgnt at the next appearance.
For cases reguliring more than four appearances there was
no measurable impaect attributable to ECAB.

The Bronx presented a different pattern. The pro-
portion of felony arrest cases disposed at arralignment in
the Bronx was the same before ECAB as after ECAB; 19 per-
cent vs..18 percent. The proportion of cases disposed at
the next appearance also did not increase after ECAB; 54

percent vs. 50 percent. Finally, after the fourth and

An analysis of court appearances and time to disposition
was not attempted in Supreme Court because the Supreme
Court data did not include Information on court appear-
ances, a high proportion of cases remained pending, and
there was little reason to expect an impact from ECAB

on the speed of Supreme Court processing.
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again after the eighth appearance post-arraignment,
Bronx dispositions after ECAB (80 percent and 88 per-
cent) were marginally lower than the cumulative rates
before ECAB (88 percent and 94 percent).

However, an analysis of the time to disposition
for cases involving only defendants detained during the
pretrial period suggests that, in Brooklyn and the Bronx,
ECAB was associated with a speeding up of these disposi-
tions.* Figure 2 shows the cumulative percentages of
cases with detained defendants disposed in Criminal Court
- one or more weeks after arraignment. In Brooklyn, dis-
positions reached 64 percent within one week of arralign-
ment before ECAB as compared to 76 vercent after ECAB.
In the Bronx, dispositions within one week wers 66 per-
cent before ECAB aﬁd B2 percent after ECAB. Bronx cases
with detained defendants required an average {(mean)
of 3.7 weeks %to reach disposition before ECAB and 2.1
weeks after ECAB; in Brocklyn, such cases were disposed
in an average of 2.7 weeks before ECAB as against 2.3 weeks

after ECAB.

By statute, proceedings involving defendants detained
during the pretrial period must be expedited. For
detained defendants, the next appearance after arraign-
ment typically occurs within two to three days; for

a2 defendant who has been ROR'd or freed on bail, the
next appearance is typically scheduled two or three
weeks later.



Perecent of

-71i-

Figure 2

CUMULATIVE PERCENTAGES OF CASES DISPOSED OVER TIME
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Impact on Pretrial Detention Costs

ECAB affected pretriazl detention costs in two ways:
Savings resulted in the Bronx from increases in the
percentages of defendagts who were released on thelr own
recognizance (ROR'd) during the pretrial period. And by
reducing the time to Criminal Court dispcesition for
detained defendants in Brooklyn and the Bronx, ECAB
reduced the amount of time spent in Jail by detained
defendants and therefore, the costs of detaining thenm.

For the study period, felony arrest cases showed

ROR rates increasing in the Bronx from U8 percent to

61 percent -- in a borough where dispesitions were reached
slightly more slowly -- and decreasing in Brooklyn from
ks percent to L0 percent -- in a borough where dispo-

’ 2
sitions were reached more qguickly. It is reasonable to
suppose that many cases, otherwise eligible for ROR because
of the defendant's community ties, the absence of a serious

charge or a minor pricr record, were among cases in which

¥ The before ECAB figures are based on a sample of all
felonies; the after figures are based on a sample
of felonies processed by ECAB (about $0 percent of
all felonies). The ROR rates differ from those reported
by the Pretrial Services Agency for the same perlods.
There is no obvious explanation for these differences.
If PTSA data were applied, estimates of savings would
be slightly greater than those presented here.
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an early misdemeanor disposition was agreed toc by the ADA.
If such ROR eligible cases were also those likely to be
disposed at arraignment, then ROR rates and case dispo-
sitions complemented one another.' For example, 1n Brooklyn
there was an increase after ECAB in dispositions at arralgn-
ment but a decrease in ROR rates. Defendaﬁts who may
otherwise have been eligible for ROR had their cases
disposed. In the Bronx, on the other hand, although no
increase in dispesitions at arraignment followed the
introduction of ECAB, the ROR rate increased.

Table S sets forth projected differences in the
number of defendants in detention per year before and
after early assessment. In Brooklyn, it is estimated
that 812 fewer defendants would have been detained during
the pretrial period after ECAB than before. In the Bronx,
nearly 1735 fewer defendants would have been detained
during the pretrial period. The average length of
pretrial detention for these defendants decreased in
both boroughs. And as noted above, although the average
time to disposition for all cases increased marginally
in the Bronx after ECAB, there was still a decrease in
the average detentlon time, réflecting a speedier pro-.

cessing of cases in which defendants were detalned.
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(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)
(5)

(6)
(7)

(8)

TABLE S: Projected Impact of ECAB on Pretrial Detention

Total Cases per Year

Number of Arraignment Dis-
positions

Number of Defendants Released
(ROR and made baill)

Number of Defendants Detalned

Mean Length of Time 1n b
Detention (Criminal Court)
Defendant Weeks in Detention

Difference in Defendant/Weeks
(Before ECAB - After ECAB)

Estimated Savings (Difference
in Defendant/Weeks X $112
per week)

(Projected TFigures)

Brooklyn
Before After
KECAB- ECAB
25,290% 25,290
3,288 6,828
11,221 8,493
HDUQ@H @u@@@
2.9 wks. 2.2 wks.
31,265 21,932
9,333
$1,045,296

Bronx
Before After
ECAB ECAB
18,520 18,520
3,519 3,334
7,951 9,871
7,050 5,315

3.4 wks. 2.5 wks.

23,970 13,288

10,682

$1,196,384

&+ projected annual volumes (July, 1975 - June, 1976) using sample data and information from
ECAB records.

b

and during wmdw of the pretrial perlod.

used on p. [0 for defendants always detained.

Mean time in detention in this table 1s tabulated
Therefore,

both for defendant's detained during ail

these filgures differ slightly from those
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The combined savings resulting from ECAB's impact
on criminal court processing and the pretrial release
of defendants are estimated at $1.05 million in Brooklyn
and $1.2 million in the Bronx. Table S presents these
estimates which were derived by multiplying the cost of
detaining one defendant for one week ($112)* by the dif-
ference 1in the number of defendant weeks of pretrial
detention "before and after" ECAB.

While it was necessary to make several assumptions
in deriving these estimates of ECAB's relation to pretrial
detention costs, different analytical aporoaches all
indicate that savings were produced. Perhaps more impor-
tant than specific monetary savings was ECAB's help in
easing the strain on correctional resources which cther-
wise would have been even more heavily burdened by large

detention populations.

Ofther Savings from Reduced Appearances

By reducing the number of court appearances required
for dispositions, early assessment was associlated with addi-

tionzal savings in Brooklyn. The number of appearances re-

# The cost of keeping one defendant in pretrial detention
for one week 1s estimated at $112.00. Source: New York
City Office of Management and Budget. Estimates of pre-
trial detention costs utilized in other studies range as
high as $50 or 375 per day of detention. The lower esti-
mate used here reflects marginal costs of detaining "one
more" defendant.
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quired to process felony cases in Brooklyn Criminal Court
during one year decreased from an estimated 63,000 to
an estimated 46,000 appearances, a reduction of 17,000

¥
appearances, In Brooklyn, an average of 50 cases are

now calendared each day in an all-purpocse part;H thus
the estimated reduction of 17,000 appearances per year
would translate into 340 fewer part/days per year. In
other words, by maihtaining the present workload in
other Brooklyn parts, it appears that one all-purpose
part could be closed for the entire year in that borough.
In the Bronx, the number of appearances per year in

o
= .

Criminal Ccourt is estimated to have remained the same.*"

Savings in Police Appearances

Early assessment was also associated with a reduc~
tion in the number of police appearances in court. A
decrease in the number of preliminary hearings and pre-

sentations to the Grand Jury can be translzted into estimates

This estimate was calculated by multiplying the average
number of appearances reguired for disposition (2.5 before
ECAB, 1.8 after ECAB) by an estimate of the yearly number
of ECAB cases (25,290).

- #% Source: Criminal Court Statistics Unit, Office of Court
Administration - New York City Criminal Courts.

#%% Although there was a marginal increase in the number of
appearances required for dispositiocon in Criminal Court in
the Bronx after ECAB, there was a corresponding decrease
in the number of preliminary hearings due to the high pro-
portion of "A" track cases.
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of savings in police time (Table T). (The number of

saved .appearances associated with speedier dispositiocns

in Criminal Court has not been estimated because 1t was
not possible to calculate how many police would have been
excused from Court or placed on alert and thus not in
court in any casé.) Since police presence is regularly
required at preliminary hearings and at Grand Jury presen-
tations, estimates are made for these two occasions. In
Manhattan, 1t is estimated that after eafly assessment,
2,527 fewer police appearances were required per year.

In Brooklyn, the reduction was slightly greater, amounting
to about 2,699 appearances. Manpower savings in the Bronx
were estimated at 1,318 abpearances per year; they were
derived solely from reduction in the number éf preliminary
hearings. This difference in savings between the Bronx
and the other two boroughs may ﬁe attributed to the rela-
tively few Grand Jury presentations prevailing in the
Bronx before early assessment. Becaase police appearances
for Grand Jury or preliminary hearings usually result

in diversion of the police officers from other duties
(rather than in overtime charges), the reduction in court
appearahces allowed police officers to spend less time

in court and more time on the street.
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Table T: Estimates of Savings of Police Court
Appearances Associated with ECAB

SAVINGS

Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx

Estimated
Reduction in
Number of
Preliminary Hearings® 648 i1} 1689

Reduction in
Number of Grand
Jury Presentations 1879 2258 (370)

Total Estimate of
Reduction in

Court Appearances 2527 2699 1319

& These figures were calculated by multiplying the number of
Grand Jury presentations by the proportion of all cases pre-
sented which were assigned to the "A" track: Manhattan

(.13 X 4978); Brooklyn (.11 X 4012); and the Bronx (.57 X 2963).
Savings in number of preliminary hearings may have been under-
estimated. In Manhattan, preliminary hearings were waived

in 60 percent of all "B" track cases.

b These figures were calculated by subtracting the number of
Grand Jury presentations after ECAB from the number of Grand
Jury presentations before ECAB:

Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx

Before ECAB 6,857 6,270 2,593
After ECAB 4,978 4,012 2,963

The cost savings associated with early assessnment
underscore the broader findings that emerge from the evalu-
ation: ECAB occupies a strategic¢ position in the effective
and rational management of the prosecution and adjudication

proceés. In the Complaint Room, senior ECAB ADAs can use
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their experience to improve criminal case processing.
Decisions made by ECAB affect the rate of CGrand Jury
indictments, the speed of dispositions, police manpower,
and the size of the pretrial defendant population; and
they help to identify those cases that merit vigorous

felony prosecution.
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APPENDIX A: PROCEDURES

FOR OBTAINING DATA

The Vera evaluation utilized data from four sources:
(1) observations in the Complaint Rooms of the three boroughs,
before and after the introduction of ECAB; (2) hand-coded
case outcomes for Manhattan ECAB Criminal Court and Supreme
Court cases; (3) computerized Criminal Court data for Brooklyn
and the Bronx ECAB, together wlth hand-coded Supreme Court
ocutcomes for a sub-sample of these cases; and (4) data on
Grand Jury presentations and indictments collected regularly
by the DAs' Offices in three boroughs. This section describes
how the data were obtained, and in some instances, why;

and discusses, briefly, how the data were evaluated.

Procedures to Obtzin "Before and After” ECAB

Complaint Room Observation Data

Observations of Complaint Room operations were undertaken
before ECAB began in Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx in
order to provide baseline éata_frcm which to gauge the Im-
pact of ECAB. Data were collected by observers working in
the Complaint Rooms in the three boroughs. Follow-up infor-
mation on adjournments and dispositions of cases was obtained

from court papers and docket book records in the Criminal and



-81~

Supreme Courts in each borough. Only felony arrest cases
vere studled and some of these cases could not be followed
up because records were unavailable™ or because the cases
were transferred to another court. |
In Brooklyn and the Bronx, the before ECAB and after
ECAB observation samples were only used for the study of
Complaint Room charging. Data on case disvositions were ob-
tained from a larger sample of the computerized records of
the Pretrial Services Agency as described below. The Manhattan
observation samples, on the other hand, were used for Criminal
Court analysis, including study of arraignment and ultimate
Criminal Court dispositlons, since PTRA data were not avail-
able for that borough. In using Complaint Room data, felony
dockets, rather than defendants, were the units of analysis.
The Manhattan "before ECAB" observation samnle consisted
of 96 cases collected between Tuesday, April 29, 1975 and
Monday, May 5, 1975: one defendant had two docket numbers.

The Brooklyn "before ECAB" sample conslsted of 82 cases

¥ The Manhattan Complaint Room usually had between four
and seven ADAs and only one or two Vera observers. Thus,
during peak hours, 1t is possible that the observers
missed from 10 to 50 percent of the cases coming into
the Complaint Room. There 1s no reascn to believe,
however, that the missed cases represent a systematic
elimination of any particular type of case.
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collected between Tuesday, January 14, 1975 and Friday,
January 18, 1975; five of the 77 defendants had two docket
numbers. The Bronx before ECAB cbservaticn sample consisted
of 124 dockets collected between Friday, September 19, 1975,
and Saturday, September 27, 1975: three of the 121 defeﬁ—
dants had two dockets each.

Techniques for acquiring data on the observation sam-
ples included, at the outset, the nctation of the docket
number assigned to each case and then used by the court
to schedule defendants for arraignment and subseguent hear-
ings. In the Criminal Court, case papers went to the
Docket Room immediately after the ADA's interview with the
arresting police officer (APO). One feiony arrest éould
result in more than one docket number. For example, when
more than one defendant was involved in a felony arrest,
each defendant received a separate docket number.

Researchers used the Index Book, which contains a daily
alphabetical listing of defendants, to find docket numbers
by matching arrest dates obtained in the Complaint Room
with arraignment dates noted in the Index. Complaint Room
and arraignment charges, which should be identical, were
compared after docket numbers had been tentatively iden-
tified.

In Manﬁattan, information on defendants 1ncluded

in the study was obtained from the Criminal Court docket
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number and the defendant's name in order to locate the
Supreme Court indictment number. Information on actions
after indictment was obtained by using Supreme Court case
papers and Docket Books.¥

The after ECAB observation data were collected in a |
similar manner. The Manhattan after ECAB observation
sample consisted of 139 dockets collected on October 1, 2,
and 3, 1975. OFf the 137 defendants, two defendants have
two docket numbers each. Three defendants were Youthful
Offenders whose cases were sealed. Five cases could not
be followed due to the unavailability of records. One
researcher was statloned with the ECAB paralegal who
entered all incoming felony arrests in the ECAB log book
in the order in which they would be processed by ECAB.
When the Complaint Room workload was particularly heavy,
the paralegal sent certain types of cases (e.g., posses-
sion of small amounts of marijuana) to be typed and pro-
cessed as "D" track cases.

With the exception of such "D" track cases, defen-
dants charged with felony arresté were interviewed by a
senior ECAB ADA. Researchers observed all ADAs on duty.

During the period studied, ECAB ADAs assigned junior ADAs

¥  In Brooklyn, information was taken from the Supreme
Court Docket Book, which is similar to the Adjournment
Book in the Criminal Court. Manhattan researchers used
court papers for disposed cases and the Docket Book for
pending cases. In the Bronx, no Clerk's Office books were
used; data were taken from court papers for disposed and
pending cases.
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to dictate affidavits to typists.

The Brooklvn after ECABR observation sample consisted
of 173 dockets collected on January 23, 25, 27, 28 and
February 2 and 5, 1976: of the 172 defendants, one had two
docket numbers. The Bronx sample includeq 204 dockets col-
lected on January 24, 26, 28, 30, 31 and February 3 and 11,
1976: of 190 defendants, one had-three docket nirbers and
12 had two docket numbers,

Researchers sat next to the ECAB ADA during his Inter-
view wlth the APO, and recorded data which included demo-
graphic information, tooking charges, charge changes nade
by the ECAB ADA, and the track assigned by the ADA.

In both Brooklyn and the Bronx, after the ECAR ADA
held an initial interview with the APO and the complain-
ing witness, Junior ADAs prepared the trial folders.

Based on their own interviews with the APO and complainant,
the junior ADAs dictated formal complaints (in the Bronx,
an automatic tyvpewriter with standardized charges was
sometimes used) and recorded the facts of the case in

the prosecutor's folder. In order to note charge changes
made by junlor ADAs, researchers observed thelr work as

well.

# It later became the pollcy in Manhattan for an ECAB
ADA to interview all felony cases that came into the
Complaint Room. The paralegal's tracking of "D"
cases was eliminated. It also became polley that the
ECAB ADA dictated the affidavit to the tvnilst.
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Observers recorded the information for each defendant
on code sheets which identified defendants, and co~defendants
by name, and the charge change made in the Complalnt Room.
In addition, Brooklyn and Bronx observers were able to spec-
ify whether changes had been made by one of the ECAB ADAs
or by one of the Junior ADAs.

In Brooklyn and the Bronx, the observation samples were
followed through arraignment only. Brooklyn docket numbers
and arraignment actions were taken from the Arraignment
Calendar. In the Bronx, the docket numbers were obtalned
from the ECAB log book, where defendants were listed by
date of Complaint Room review of thelr cases. When no
docket number was listed, researchers used the Arralgnment

Calendar.

Computerized Before ECAB and After ECAB Data

in Brooklvn and the Bronzx

To obtaln larger samples of cases than would have been
avallable through observations, from both the before ECAB
and after ECAB periods, Vera utilized computerized data
available from the Pretrlal Services Agency's (PTSA) infor-
matlon system. Because ﬁhe PTSA system did not operate in
Manhattan during the study period the only data for Manhattan

were derived from the hand-collected samples described above.
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The PTSA information system assigns each defendant an
identification number for each-arrest. In Brooklyn, the
before ECAB computerized sample was drawn from cases with
arrest dates between July 1, 1974 and August 3, 1975. The
aftér BCAB sample was drawn from cases with arrest dates
between August 4, 1975 and December 31, 1975. In the Bronx,
the before ECAB and after ECAB perlods were December 1, 19TH
through October 5, 1975 and October 6, 1975 through December
31, 1975, respectively. Vera's sample represents ten percent
of all PTSA cases for the periods described above. Cases
were discarded unless they contained at least one felony
charge.

The resulting computerized samples contained the fol-

lowing number of dockets:

Before ECAB After FCAB
Brooklyn: 2915 1029
Bronx: 1724 479

Because the PTSA system did not contain the ECAB tracking
information, that information was obtained by hand from
ECAB logbooks. Vera also sought the identity of ADAs who
tracked tﬁe cases. The computerized'before ECAR and after
ECAR samples were used for analysis of tracking decisions,
as well as for measurement of ECAB's impacts on Criminal

Court dispositions.
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Supreme Court Data

In order to study Supreme Court outcomes, sub-sanmples
of the computerized files for Brooklyn and the Bronx were
identified and updated with information collected manually
from Supreme Court records. In Manhattan a hand-collected
sample of 400 before ECAR and 400 after ECAB indictments

was collected from Supreme Court records.

Brooklyn and Bronx Supreme Court Data

Although the computerized samples did not contalin Supreme
Court information, they did specify transfers of cases to
the Supreme Court; identifying information about the defen-
dant was taken from the computerized samples in order to
obtain Supreme Court records. The indictment number assigned
to the case was obtained from the Name Index in the Supreme
Court Clerk's Office. The indictment date and chargé, the
complaint charge, Supreme Court arraignment date, disposition
(and date), and sentence {and date) were collected from the
Supreme Court Indictment Book, using the indictment number
as the primary identifier. In addition, othef dockets as-~
signed to the defendant covered by the indictment and co-
defendants covered by the indictment were recorded when ap-
propriate.

Dispositions of irdictments which were consclidatéd

were also obtained. If an indictment was superceded, a
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notation to that effect was made and the superceding indict-

ment number and disposition were recorded.

Manhattan Supreme Court Data

The initial Manhattan Supreme Court samples consisted
of 400 before ECAB and 400 after ECAB indictments collected
from Supreme Court records. Arrest and Criminal Court data
were found on cover sheets of felony complaints; arrest
data were taken from NYSID reports. For cases pending in
Supreme Court, Criminal Court data were obtalned from the
Docket Book in the Criminal Court Clerk's Office; arrest
data were not obtained. For cases returned to the Criminal
Court by the Grand Jury, arrest and Criminal Court infor-
mation was obtained from the court papers if the case had
reached a disvosition; if the case was stlll pending, the
Docket Book was used for Criminal Court information, and
no arrest data were collected. ECAB tracks were obtained

from the ECAB log book for the after ECAB cases.

Coding Procedures for Suvreme Court Samples

in Manhattan, Brooklyn, and the Bronx

Supreme Court information was coded and keypunched in
order to permit computer analysis. Although a sampled de-
fendant was often indicted with other defendants, data for

co-defendants not in the sample were not coded. A computer
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record was created for each defendant docket in the sazw.*.:.:alez‘.ée
Only the most serious complaint charge,%ﬁ indictment charge,
and disposition were coded.

Consolidated (merged) and superceding indictments repre-
sented a very small number of cases. Merged indlictments were
treated as a single indlctment; the indictment number under
which the disposition was recorded was followed. A super-
ceding indictment results from new information which warrants
a change in charges or in prosecution strategy:; the super-
ceding indictment number and 1ts disvositlon were followed
in lieu of the orlginal. However, the indictment date, In-
dictment charge and Supreme Court arralgnment date were
taken from the original indictment to preserve information
about the original case, including the length of time the

case had been before the courts.

Compnllation of Grand Juryv Presentation and Indictment

Statistics in All Three Boroughs

Data on Grand Jury presentations and indictments in

Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx were obtalned from

¥ For defendants with multiple dockets covered by the
same indictment, either docket or indlctment tased
analysis was possible.

¥% When two or more charges fell in the same class, the
following ranking of crime types was used to determine
the most serious charge: '

most serious: violent crimes least serious:
vroperty crimes
weapons offenses administrative

drug offenses crimes
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District Attorney's Offices. Data for 1974 and 13975 were
compiled and printed on forms required of the various Dis-
trict Attorneys' Offices by DCJS. After 1975; data were
available from internal records prepared by the District
Attorney's Offices. These data cover all presentations

to the Grand Jury including cases which were processed by
the Homicide Bureaus and other specialized bureaus and thus
not reviewed by ECAB. After Grand Jury action, one of

four dispositions was stamped in the minute book: adjourned,
"true bill," "no ftrue bill," or referred to lower court.

The Manhattan District Attorney's Offlce chose to re-
cord defendants; in the Bronx and Brooklyn defendant/indict-
ments were recorded. In Manhattan as 1n the other boroughs
a defendant wlth more than ons éharge in the same indict-
ment was counted once and an indictment with multiple defen-
dants, once fbr each defendant. However, in Manhattan, if
a defendant had mere than one indictment, only one entry
was made for all indictments whereas in the Bronx and In
Brooklyn, one eniry would be made for each indictment. Thus,
the total number of Grand Jury presentations recorded in
Manhattan would have been higher if the Bronx or Brooklyn

accounting methods were used.

Methods of Evaluating Data

Vera evaluated the significance of any finding in at

least one o7 three ways. When appropriate, the data were
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subjected to tests of statistical significance. In tables
of association between two variables, chi-square was used.
If the table compared "before" and "after" figures, tests
of the difference between proportions or means were used.

_ A second method for evaluating "before" and "after”
differences was for an assessment to be made of the probable
impact associated with the magnltude of the change. For
example, a change of two percent in the proportion of pleas
taken before and after the implementation of the program
would probably have little impact on the total system, even
if it were statistically significant. A change of 10 per-
cent, on the other hand, would have a much greater impact
on the criminal justice system.

The data were subjected to a third type of evaluatlon:
corroboration by other sources. For example, when the data
showed that ADAs had apparently considered prior records
of defendants in their tracking decisions, and this was
confirmed in interviews with the ADAs and through Complaint
Room observations, then this finding was considered to be
supported from a second source. Confirmation from other
sources was l1lmportant when there was an unexpected finding
or when 2 change was large but, because of a small sample

size, not statistically signifilcant.
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APPENDIX B:

PRESENTATION AND INDICTMENT DATA
FOR
MANEHATTAN, BROOKLYN AND THEE BRONX

TABLES B.1l, B.3 and B.5
present monthly data on Grand Jury
presentatlons and indietments

TABLES B.,2, B.4 and B.6
control for seasonal variations in arrest

rates and in types  -of crimes by comparing
January 1974 to January 1975 deata, etec.

Source: Manhattan, Brooklyn and the Bronx
Distrilct Attorneys



TABLE B.1

Manhattan Pelony Grand Jury Presentations and Indlctments

Total Number of Referred to
Pregsentatlions Indictments 7 Lower Courts % Dismissed %
74 Jan Thg 572 76 72 10 105 1h
Feb 739 551 75 63 9 122 17
Mar 708 537 70 69 10 102 1h
Apr 732 555 76 76 10 101 14
May 556 382 69 Th 13 100 18
Jun 392 272 69 56 14 64 16
Jul 564 19 7h ho 7 103 18
Aug 583 65 B0 68 12 50 9
Sep 583 YIS 76 54 g 84 1
Oct 558 h30 77 70 13 58 10
Nov 508 376 7h 66 13 66 13
Dec 650 hgh 76 66 10 90 14
75 Jan 6h6 188 76 76 12 82 13
BEFORE Feb 567 Liyo 78 58 10 69 12
ECAB Maxr Gh2 h60 72 66 10 116 18
Apr 610 437 72 51 9 119 20
! May 551 389 70 72 13 93 17
AFTER Jun 500 367 73 50 10 83 17
ECAB Jul hel 362 78 26 6 76 16
Aug, 443 377 85 23 5 43 10
Sep k71 376 80 28 6 67 1)
Oct HE) 356 79 31 7 63 14
Nov 365 320 88 17 5 28 8
Dec¢ 365 296 81 27 7 42 12
76 Jan 371 305 82 30 8 36 10
Feb 386 339 88 18 5 29 8
Mar 71 01 85 25 5 h5 10
Apr 328 292 89 10 3 26 B
May 364 319 88 17 5 28 8
Jun 341 308 90 11 3 22 6



TABLE -B,2

Contrasts in the Number of Grand Jury Presentations
And in Indictment Rates for Months One Year Apart 1n Manhattan

Grand Jury Presentatlons

Indictment Rates

Value for

Value for

Value f{or Month One Sign of Value for Month One Sign of
Month Year Before Difference Month Year Before bifference

75 Jan 6U6 749 - 76 76 0
BEFORE Feb 567 739 - 78 75 +
ECAB Mar 6li2 708 - 72 76 -
Apr 610 732 ~ 7 76 -

May 554 556 - 10 69 -

ATTER Jun 500 392 + T3 69 +
ECAB Jul Lgh 5614 - 78 74 +
Aug g3 583 - 85 80 +

Sep b1 583 - 80 76 +

Oct h50 558 - 79 77 +

Nov 365 508 - 88 Th +

Dec 365 650 - 81 76 +

76 Jan 371 646 - g2 78 +

Treb 386 567 - 88 T2 +

Mar 71 642 : - 85 72 +

Apr 328 610 - " 89 72 +

May 364 5514 - 88 70 +

Jun 341 500 - 90 73 +



TABLE - B, 3

Brooklyn Felony Grand Jury Presentations and Indletments

Total Number of Referred to

Presentations Indictments % Lower Courts # Dismlssed %

73 Oct 757 582 77 110 15 65 9

Nov 809 6611 82 72 3 73 5

Dec 539 hav 79 62 12 50 9

74 Jan 499 o2 81 i 9 53 11

Feb 393 347 88 23 6 23 6

Mar 574 h73 ' 82 4 8 57. 10

Apr b3 383 86 32 7 28, 6

May Th8 6137 85 9 7 62 8

Jun h67 o9 88 34 T 2y 5

Jul 0 393 89 21 5 26 6

Aug 436 351 81 h2 1Q 43 10

sSep 512 452 88 21 1 32 6

Oct 718 628 87 35 5 - 52 7

Nov 759 669 88 o 5 50 6

Dec 738 628 85 u6 6 6h; g

75 Jan 593 512 86 33 i he 8

Feb 694 581 81 55 8 58 8

Mar 696 596 86 56 8 I 6

BEFORE Apr 781 632 81 70 g 79 10
ECAB May 968 855 88 55 6 58, 6
Jun 638 563 88 19 3 56’ 9

Jul 579 H77 g2 57 10 5 g

AFTER Aug, 350 292 83 26 7 132 9
ECAB Sep 439 346 79 35 8 58. 13
Oct 593 h97 8l 28 5 68 11

Nov 378 317 84 14 1 7 12

Dec 507 hi2 81 39 8 56 11

76 Jan 510 366 72 59 19 85 17

Feb 383 307 80 25 7 51 13

Mar 517 i3l 8l 35 7 h8 9

Apr 516 396 77 59 11, 61 12

May 363 297 82, 22 6 il 12

Jun 272 218 80 14 5 ho 15

Jul 483 398 82 47 10 38 8



TABLE B.4

Contrasts In the Number of Grand Jury Presentatlions
And in Indlctment Rates for Months One Year Apart in Brooklyn

Grand Jury Presentations

Indictment Rates

Value for Value for
Value for Month One Sign of Value For Month One Sign of
Month Year Before Difference Month Year Apart Difference

T4 Oct 718 757 ~ 87 11 +

Nov 759 809 - B8 g2 +

Dec 738 539 + 85 79 +

75 Jan 593 igg + 86 81 +

Feb 694 393 + 84 88 -

Mar . 696 571 + 86 82 -

BEFORE Apr 781 443 + 81 86 -
ECAB May 968 Th8 + B8 85 +
Jun 638 h67 + 88 88 0

Jul 579 tho + 82 89 -

AFTER Aug 350 36 - 83 81 -
ECAB Sep 439 512 - 79 88 -
Oct 5973 718 - 84 87 -

Nov 378 759 - 84 89 -

Dec 507 738 - 81 5 -

76 Jan 510 593 - 72 86 -

Feb 383 691 — 80 84 -

Mar 517 696 -~ 84 86 -

Apr 516 781 - TT7 81 -

May 363 968 - 82 88 -

Jun 272 638 - 80 88 -

Jul 483 579 - g2 82 -



TABLE B.5

Bronx Felony (rand Jury Presentatlons and Indlctments

Total Number of Referred to

Presentations Indictments % Lower Courts 7%  Dismissed Fd

74 Jan 372 315 85 33 9 24 6

I'eb 332 2614 80 29 9 39 12

Mar 343 287 B 29 8 27 8

Apr 371 310 83 39 11 22 6

May 313 249 80 28 8 36 12

Jun 246 211 86 12 5 23 9

Jul 301 243 81 30 10 28 9

Aug 108 361 88 16 i 31 B

Sep 371 310 84 32 9 29 8

Oct 371 310 81 32 9 29 B8

Nov 313 274 88 17 5 22 T

Dec 398 355 89 31 8 12 3

75 Jan 359 309 86 32 9 19 5

Feb 343 291 85 25 T 27 8

Mar oo 429 88 23 5 38 8

Apr 392 340 87 16 h 36 9

May 353 295 8h 26 T 32 9

Jun 301 ' 263 87 16 5 = T

BEFORE Jul 303 255 84 21 8 21 8
ECAB Aug 327 282 86 16 5 29 9
Sep 3573 3110 89-: 16 5 23 T

Oct o2 367 91 13 3 25 b

APTER Nov 333 301 90 14 H 18 5
ECAR Dec 390 353 91 17 - 20 5
76 Jan 310 284 92 11 iy 15 5}

Feb 359 3214 1 90 14 I 21 6

Mar ho7 343 8l 29 7 35 9

Apr 327 287 88 20 6 20 6

May 346 294 85 25 7 27 a8

Jun 336 303 90 19 6 14 i

Jul 351 305 87 22 6 2h T

Aug 314 271 BT 20 6 20 6



TABLE B.6

Contrasts in the Number of Grand Jury Presentations
And in Indictment Rates for Monuands One Year Apart in the Bronx

Grand Jury Presentatlions

Indlctiment Rates

Value or

Value For

Value For Month One Sign of Value For Month One Sign of
Month Year Before Difference Month Year Before Difference

75 . Jan 359 372 - 86 85 +

Feb 343 332 + 85 80 +

Mar g0 343 + 88 8h ¥

Apr 392 371 + 87 83 +

May 353 313 + 84 80 +

Jun 301 26 + 87 86 +

BEIPORE Jul 303 301 + 84 81 +
ECAB Aug 327 o8 - 86 88 -
Sen 353 371 —~ 89 84 +

Oct LTy 371 + 91 84 +

AFTER Nov 333 313 + g0 g8 +
ECAB Dec 390 398 -~ 91 89 +
76  Jan 310 359 - 92 86 +
Feb 359 343 + 90 85 +

Mar 4ot 90 - 84 88 -

Apr 327 392 - 88 87 +

May 346 353 - 85 B4 +

Jun 336 301 + 90 87 +

Jul 351 303 + 87 84 +

Aug 31k 327 - 87 86 +



T4

75

76

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aup
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

Jan
FPeb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug,
Sep
Oct
Nov
Pec

Jan
Teb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun

TABLE B.l

Manhattan Felony Grand Jury Presentations and Indlctments

Totral Number of
Presentations Indictments
(LE] 572
739 551
708 537
7132 555
556 382
392 272
564 419
583 h65
583 L5
558 430
508 376
650 gk
646 488
567 440
642 460
610 437
554 389
500 367
b6k 362
43 3717
b71 376
50 356
365 320
365 296
371 208
386 339
b1 401
328 292
364 319
341 308

Referred to
Lower Courts

10

=
O o

WV ~1JI~] AW

Dismissed

105
122
102
101
100
64
163
50
8l
58
66
90

82
69
116

14
17
1h
14
18

18

1h
10
13
14
13
12
18
20
17
17
16
10

1l
12
10

10



75

76

Jan
Feb

Mar .

Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun

TABLE B.2

Contrasts Iin the Number of Grand Jury Presentations
And in Indictment Rates for Months One Year Apart in Manhattan

Grand Jury Presentatlons

Indictment Rates

Value for

Value for

Value for Month One Sipgn of Value for Month One Sign of
Month Year Before Difference Month Year Before Difference
646 7h9 - 76 76 0
567 739 - 78 5 +
6lt2 708 - 72 76 -
610 732 - 72 76 -
554 556 - 70 69 -
500 392 + 73 69 +
L&l 561 - 78 74 +
by3 583 - 85 80 +
471 583 - 80 76 +
L50 558 - 79 T7 +
365 508 - 88 T4 +
365 650 - 81 76 +
371 646 - 82 78 +
386 567 - 88 72 +
b1 6h2 - 85 T2 +
328 610 - 89 T2 +
364 554 - 88 70 +
341 500 - 90 73 - +
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T4

75

76

Oct
Nov
Dec

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

Jan
feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul

ﬁbmhm,w.m

Brooklyn Felony Grand Jury Presentatlons and Indictments

Total

Pregsentations

757
809

539

499
393
574
]
748
h67
g
36
512
718
759
738

593
694
696
781
968
628
57

350
439
593
378
567

510
383
517
516
363
272
483

Number of
Indictments %

582
664
27

o2
347
573
383
637
409
393
351
452
628
669
628

512
581
596
632
855
563
b7
292
346
h97
317
12

366
307
i34
396
297
218
398

77
82

79

81
88
82
86
85
88
89
81
88
87
88
85

86
84
86
81
88
88

gz -

83
79"
84
84
81

72
80
B4
17
82
80
g2

Referred to
Lower Courts

110
72
62

b
23
4l
32
:w
34
21
42
21
35
hg
b6

33
55
56
70
55
19

57

26
35
28
14
39

59
25
35
59
22
14
b7

of
”

15
g
12
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e
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fry

Dismlissed

65
13
50

53
23
57
28.
62
24
26
3
32
52
50
64

h8
58
bl
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e
€O Ty id

et
WO NOMom WA= 0O0O e
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7h

75

76

Oct
Nov
Dec

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug

Sep-

Oct
Nov
Dec

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul

TABLE B.4

Contrasts in the Number of Grand Jury Presentatlons
And in Indicetment Rates {or Months One Year Apart in Brooklyn

Grand JdJury Presentations

Indictment Rates

Value for Value for
Value for Month One Sign of Value Tor Month One Sipn of
Month Year Before Difference Month Year Apart Difference
718 757 - 87 77 +
759 809 - £8 82 ¥
738 539 + 85 79 +
593 g9 + 86 81 +
694 383 + B4 88 -
696 574 + B6 82 -
781 43 + 81 86 -
968 Th8 + A8 85 +
638 467 + 88 88 0
579 4o + 82 89 -
350 136 - 83 81 -
439 512 - 79 88 -
593 718 . - 84 87 -
378 159 - 814 88 -
507 738 - 81 85 -
510 593 - 72 86 -
383 6914 ~ 80 84 -
517 696 - 84 86 -
516 781 - 77 81 -
363 968 - 82 88 -
272 638 - 80 88 -
483 579 - 82 g2 -



74

75

76

Jan
f*eb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Pec

Jan
Teb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
hug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

Jan
Feb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug

TABLE B.5

Bronx Felony Grand Jury Presentations and Indlctments

Total
Presentations

372
332
343
371
313
2h6
301
4o
371
371
313
398

359
343
490
392
353
301
303
327
353
o2
333
390

310
359
hot
327
346
336
351
314

Number of
Indictments

315
264
287
310
249
211
243
361
310
310
27H
355

309
291
429
340
295
263
255
282
314
364
301
353

284
324
343
287
294
303
305
274

%

65
80
84
83
80
86
81
88
84
84
88
89

86
85
88
87
84
87
84
86

89

91
90
91

92
90
8Y4
88
85
90

87

Referred to
Lower Courts

33
29
29
39
28
12
30
16
32
32
17
31

32
25
23
16
26
16
24
16
16
13
1h
17

11
14
29
20
25
19
22
20

o
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Dismissed

24

39
27
22
36
23
28
31
29
29
22

12

19
27
38
36
32

oA
Pl

21
29
23
25
18
20

15
21
35
20
27
14
24
20
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75 -

76

Jan
T'eb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug
Sep
Oct
Nov
Dec

Jan
'eb
Mar
Apr
May
Jun
Jul
Aug

TABLE B.O

Contrasts in the Number of Grand Jury Presentatlons
And in Indictment Rates for Monuuas One Year Apart in the Bronx

Grand Jury Presentations

Indictment Rates

Value For Value Tor
Value For Month One Sign of Value For Month One Sign of
Month Year Before Difference Month Year Before Difference
359 372 - 86 85 +
343 332 + 85 80 +
ifeT4) 343 + 88 84 +
392 371 + 87 83 +
353 313 + 84 80 +
301 246 + 87 86 +
303 301 + 84 81 +
327 4o8 - 86 88 -
353 371 - 89 84 +
ho2 371 + 91 84 +
333 313 + 90 88 +
390 398 - 91 89 +
310 359 - g2 86 +
359 343 + 90 85 +
ko7 490 - Bh 88 -
327 392 - 88 87 +
346 353 - 85 84 +
336 301 + 90 87 +
351 303 + 87 84 +
314 327 - 87 86 +



