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BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

Between 1979 and 1981, the New York City Police Department
conducted two pilot projects designed to improve, from a police
perspective, the dispositional outcome of felony arrests. The
Felony Case Preparation Project (FCPP) was carried out in three
precincts in the Bronx, requiring that felony arrests made in
those precincts be delivered to the precinct detective units
for follow-up investigation by a detective. The detective
assigned was required to conduct a thorough investigation of
the circumstances of both the crime and the arrest, and to
prepare a comprehensive report of the facts of the case for
delivery to the District Attorney. The Felony Augmentation
Program (FAP), which was piloted in Manhattan, focused on the
arrests of individuals deemed to be career criminals, subject-
ing these to detective case-building efforts. A special unit,
the Career Criminal Investigating Unit,was created for the pur-
pose, and detectives assigned to it followed up on the arrests
of defendants identified as career criminals, attempting to
provide the District Attorney with the quantity and quality of
evidence necessary to insure a successful felony prosecution.
Both efforts were aimed at increasing the rate at which serious
offenders are incarcerated, and separate evaluations indicated
that both programs achieved that goal. As a result, the Depart-
ment expanded both programs to operate city-wide, and changed
the name of the FCPP to the Robbery Case Enhancement Program
(RCEP), which was implemented in 22 Precincts.

Tn November 1981, in anticipation of the city-wide imple-
mentation, the First Deputy Police Commissioner requested that
Vera provide technical assistance in the further development
and evaluation of these programs. In making this request, the
Commissioner indicated that the Department regarded the forth-
coming expansion of program operations as a further experiment,
designed to increase the Department's knowledge regarding the
potential impact of each of the programs, and to provide data
useful to the Department in charting the future course of case
building efforts in New York City.

Vera has already submitted an early report reviewing the
dispositions of robbery arrests that were subjected to the
enhancement process during the first three months of RCEP
operation. (June, 1982.) A second dispositional report,
reviewing the court outcomes of arrests processed during the
First 7 months of RCEP operations has been submitted with this
report. What follows, is, in summary form, an administrative
review of the organization and operation of both programs
since their expanded implementation in January. This summary
draws on the full, separate reports which are incorporated,
as appendices in this document.
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PROGRAM ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION

There are many similarities between the Robbery Case
Enhancement Program and the Felony Augmentation Program. Both
attempt to influence prosecutorial and judicial decision making,
in cases involving dangerous felons, through case enhancement
by detectives.* The Robbery Case Enhancement Program is crime
specific, focusing on persons arrested for committing robberies
while the Felony Augmentation Program is primarily offender
specific, focusing on persons whose prior arrest and conviction
histories indicate that they are career criminals. Both pro-
grams utilize similar enhancement or augmentation techniques,
primarily detective investigative follow-up to provide the
prosecutors with solid cases which can lead to conviction and
incarceration of offenders.

There are also significant differences between the programs,
primarily with respect to the organizational models employed in
their operation. The RCEP operates on a decentralized model at
the precinct level emphasizing the enhancement process to influ-
ence case outcome, while the FAP operates on a centralized basis
at the borough level emphasizing unit responsibility as well as
the enhancement process in an effort to influence case outcome.
There are strengths and weaknesses in both organizational models.

* Throughout this report the terms "enhancement" and "augmentation"
are frequently used, sometimes interchangeably. By formal defi-
nition, there is little difference between the two words, "enhance"
meaning to make greater or to heighten, and "augment" meaning to
make greater, more numerous or more intense. In selecting these
words to describe the Department's two case preparation programs,
a distinction between them was intended. "FEnhancement" was
viewed as a more basic effort, involving the debriefing of
witnesses, and the documentation of their statements and of any
other evidence, and the preparation of an efficient write-up

of the case for use by the District Attorneys' Offices. It was
not generally viewed as including self-initiated actions on the
part of the investigator which added new facts or evidence to
what was known prior to his involvement. "Augmentation", on

the other hand, was conceived of as a process in which the
investigator would routinely initiate investigative actions in

an effort to add new facts or evidence by the discovery of
additional witnesses, physical evidence, etc. In practice, the
distinctions are less clear. Detectives assigned to the Robbery
Case Enhancement Program frequently augment their investigations
as well as enhance them, by obtaining inculpatory statements

from defendants, by identifying other witnesses, and by discover-
ing other evidence not known prior to their involvement. Simi-
larly, detectives assigned to the Felony Augmentation program
frequently enhance cases, to which they add no new facts or
evidence. As a result, the terms have come to be used inter=-
changeably and are intended to describe general post~arrest
investigative activities.



-3

On a conceptual level, both programs directly address some
of the most perplexing problems facing the administration of
criminal justice in the United States. Both focus the scarce
and shrinking resources of the criminal justice system on the
most serious offenders. Both address issues arising from the
division of labor between police and prosecution: police
departments have traditionally viewed their responsibility as
ending with arrest while prosecutors, on the other hand, have
long complained that the police do not provide them with either
the type or amount of information which is required to mount
successful prosecutions.* Both RCEP and FAP are designed to
bridge the gap between arrest and prosecution, by providing
complete case documentation and the timely transfer of this
information to the District Attorneys' Offices.

Briefly, the advantages and disadvantages of the centra-
lized and decentralized organizational models are as follows:

The centralized organizational model offers several
advantages. Personnel assigned to the Borough Career Criminal
Investigation Units have no other investigative caseload to
divert them from their augmentation duties. The CCIUs were
created for the sole purpose of conducting follow-up investi-
gations on the arrests of career criminals and other serious
offenders, and assisting the District Attorneys' Offices to
mount successful prosecutions against these offenders. Per-
sonnel assigned to these units are goal oriented, and have the
advantage of personally following-up each case until prosecu-
tion is completed. They are aware of their contributions to
successful prosecutions. This tends to produce high morale and
an esprit de corps among the members of the units. It also
permits the Department to place responsibility for the desired
activities at appropriate points in the chain of command, and
to hold the members individually accountable for the gquantity
and quality of their work. It also facilitates communication
among the personnel assigned to the function and it permits
procedural and policy changes to be implemented guickly, as the
chain of command is short. Finally, the District Attorney is
provided with an identifiable resource to assist him should
help be reguired as a case proceeds through the system; he has
merely to call the detective assigned to the case or the
Borough unit to receive whatever help is required.

* See, generally: McDonald, et al., Police~Prosecutor Relations

in the United States. {U.S. Department of Justice, National
fnstitute of Justice, Washington, D.C. 1983); Floyd Feeney, et
al., Arrest Without Conviction: How Often They Occur and Why
(Center on Administration Of Criminal Justice, Univ. of Cali-
fornia, Davis, 1982).
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The centralized model also has its disadvantages. Pro-
ductivity is dependent on and becomes a by-product of the
effectiveness of the program's support systems. CCIU investi-
gators must be notified of arrests of the target population in
a timely manner, if they are to perform their duties effectively.
Dealing with arresting officer personnel on a borough-wide basis
complicates the process of building working relationships with
the persons on whom the detectives must depend for information,
cooperation and assistance. Redeployment of personnel during
slack periods is prevented by the limited functions of the unit.
CCTU detectives are less equipped to fully utilize the intelli-
gence which emanates from follow-up investigations than are
precinct-based detectives who have a detailed knowledge of the
crime patterns in their commands. Finally, because of the
dedicated nature of the assignment and the support programs
required, the cost of operation is high.

gimilarly, there are advantages and disadvantages to the
decentralized RCEP model. It is to the model's advantage that
personnel assigned at the precinct level, are in a position to
begin their investigations at the earliest possible time,
insuring the availability of the parties to the case. They
are located in close proximity to the crime scene, which can
facilitate the timely search for additional witnesses O evidence.
They are in a good position to build working relationships with
arresting officer personnel at the precinct level and to utilize
their assistance in the follow-up investigations. Because they
are members of the PDU, they can perform other investigative
duties when they are not enhancing arrests. Having knowledge
of crime patterns and open cases in the precinct, they are in
the best position to utilize the intelligence which is developed
during the enhancement process.* Finally, because they perform
other duties in addition to enhancement, the cost of operations
is relatively low.

# There are numerous examples which could be cited in both the
RCEP and FAP in which intelligence obtained during a post-arrest
investigation was instrumental in closing One Or more open crimes.
Unfortunately, there is no systematic way in which such events
are recorded, and one only learns of them in anecdotal fashion.
The following is an example: In March 1982, detectives assigned
to the 88th PDU were conducting an enhancement investigation of
3 defendants arrested in that precinct on a robbery charge.
During the course of the investigation, each of the defendants
made complete admissions. (AIR 88-~25-82) During the course of
the investigation, the detective noticed the strong resemblance
of one of the defendants to a person who had been identified in
a photo-lineup as the perpetrator of a robbery in the precinct.
Investigation of that case disclosed that the identified person
could not have committed the crime because he was attending
college in another country at the time of its commission.
{continued on next page)
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There are also disadvantages to the decentralized model.
Because the detectives responsible for RCEP cases are assigned
to precinct detective units, their primary function is viewed
as the investigation of open crimes -~ case enhancement is
viewed as an additional function to be performed as time permits.
Because they are generally removed from the end-product of
their work, they do not receive the positive feed-back which
would allow them to realize the importance and significance
of their work. This is fortified by the current reward struc-
ture in the Department which rewards detectives for their
crime solving activities but as yet has not developed an
adequate mechanism for rewarding exceptional performance in
the post-arrest investigative area. Finally, the District
Attorneys cannot fully rely upon precinct-based enhancing
detectives as resources should additional help be regquired on
the case.

To varying degrees, each of the advantages and dis-
advantages described above was observed during the course
of this review.

The body of this report is divided into the following
sections:

Section I is an executive summary of the principal findings
SF detailed administrative reviews of the operation of the
Robbery Case Enhancement Program and the Felony Augmentation
Program. The reports which detail the manner in which these
studies were conducted and contain the analyses which support

* (continued) Further investigation by the detective dis-
closed that the defendant in custody was the brother of the
person who had been previously identified, although their

last names were different. At this point, the detective
contacted the 3 complainants from the prior robbery and asked
them to come to the precinct to view a line-up. Two of the
three complainants identified the defendant as the person who
had robbed them. Confronted during the interrogation with the
additional evidence against him, the defendant admitted to having
committed at least one robbery each day for the past several
months in the precinct. Based on specific information provided
by him, the detectives were able to close, by exceptional means,
approximately 50 open robbery cases. Although this defendant
was only 16 years of age, and had no prior adult criminal
record, he received two concurrent 3 to 9 year prison sentences
in the two cases enhanced by the 88th PDU.
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the findings may be found in the appendices. They are:

Appendix A -=- Operational Review of the Robbery Case
Enhancement Program.

Appendix B -~ Operational Review of the Felony Augmen-
tation Program.

Section II contains recommendations for the further develop-
ment of The New York City Police Department's case building
efforts.
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I. Executive Summary --— Principal Findings of Operational Reviews

vera staff have conducted extensive reviews of the opera-
tion and administration of the Robbery Case Enhancement and
the Felony Augmentation Programs. Following are the principal
findings from these studies. The methodology employed and the
specific analyses conducted, which support these findings, may
be found in the Appendicies.

A. Findings -~ Robbery Case Enhancement Program

1. A study was conducted of the Criminal Court and Grand
Jury disposition of RCEFP cases processed during the first 7
months of program operations (January 12 through July 31, 1982),
comparing the dispositions of enhanced cases to the dispositions
of other robbery arrests made in the same precincts during the
same perieod but which were not enhanced (comparison group)
because they were missed, waived, or arose during the late
+our. The study indicated that enhancement continues to im-
prove case outcome. On a city-wide basis, 60.2% of enhanced
arrests were indicted, while only 46.7% of comparison group
arrests were indicted.* The positive effect was observed in
each of the boroughs, with the difference in indictment rates
between the test and comparison groups {in favor of the RCEP
cases) being: Manhattan, +22.0%; Bronx, +8.4%; Brooklyn, +12.75;
and Queens, +14.8%.

5. A review of overall program activity in the 22 Precincts
during the first 11 months of operation (January through November)
discloses that the percentage of total robbery arrests actually
enphanced has decreased over the 11 month period. During January,
41.8% of all robbery arrests were enhanced; by July, the per-
centage had dropped to 18.7%; during the period between August and
November, the percentage enhanced increased (to 26.1% in
November) but it remained well below the percentage of rob-
beries enhanced during the early months of operation. This
drop in program coverage resulted from three factors:

(a) An increase in the percentage of total arrests excluded

from program consideration; (b) an increase in the percentage

of cases missed (i.e., not referred to the PDUs for enhancement) ;
and (¢) an increase in the percentage of eligible cases waived
(not enhanced) by the PDUs.

* These indictment rates, taken from the 7 month dispositional
study, are reached by taking indictments as a percentage of all
cases closed in the Criminal Court or Grand Jury. These rates
may be reduced or increased depending upon the indictment rate
of cases still pending. For the 10 month period between January
and October, the raw indictment rates (the percentage of all
enhanced defendants who have been indicted to date)} are: Man-
hattan, 57.5%; Bronx, 53.9%; Brooklyn, 46.4%; Queens, 66.0%, for
a city-wide rate of 54.1%; these rates can only increase, as
additional indictments are returned on pending cases.
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3. The decrease in the percentage of total robbery arrests
considered eligible for enhancement is a direct result of the
expansion of the Robbery Tdentification Program (RIP) into 6 of
the 22 RCEP precincts, and the subsequent exclusion of RIP
unit arrests from the enhancement process. "Special Unit Arrest"
exclusions in the RIP precincts increased by as much as 500%
after the implementation of the RIP program.

) 4. To determine if RIP Unit robbery arrests fared as well
61 better in Criminal Court and Grand Jury as did enhanced RCEP
arrests (or, for that matter, comparison group arrests), the
Criminal Court dispositions of RIP Unit arrests made in the 6
RIP precincts during the 7 month period between January and
July, 1982, were obtained and compared to the results contained
in the 7 month dispositional study. The results of this com-~
parison are: :

Enhanced Comparison RIP !
Arrests Arrests Arrests
Not Convicted 26.9% 39.1% 41.0%
Plea to Misd./Vio. 12.8% 14.2% 10.9%
Indicted 60.2% 46.7% 48.1%
Convicted/Indicted 73.0% 60.9% 59.0%

5. petailed analysis of operational data from the 22
Precincts during the first 10 months of operation {(January
through October)discloses that the percentage of eligible
arrests not referred to the PDU for enhancement (missed
cases) increased significantly as the months passsed. Divid-
ing the 10 months into 3 periods, the missed rate was as
follows: 23.3% of the cases were missed during the first 3
months of operation; 29.7% were missed during the middle 4
months: and 33.4% were missed during the last 3 months.
Efforts by the program's administrators to reverse this trend
were not successful, suggesting that the problem is primarily
systemic in nature.

6. The 10 month operational analysis indicates that the
percentage of arrests waived (referred to, but not enhanced)
by the PDUs has increased significantly over the period. During
+he first 3 months of operation, the PDUs waived 5.6% of the
arrests actually presented for enhancement; during the middle
4 months the percentage increased to 11.5%; and during the last
3 monthe it increased again, to 22.6%. The waiver rate varies
significantly among the various precincts, with 3 precincts
waiving 50.0% or more of the cases during the last 3 month period.
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7. Comparing enhancement activities in the 22 Precincts
with those in the 3 precincts in which the pilot program was
operated indicates that the precinct detective units have not
incorporated enhancement into their work routines in any sig-
nificant way. During the first 10 months of operation, only
1.6% of the available investigative man-hours in the 22 pre-
cincts were devoted to enhancement activities. During the
pilot program, 8.6% of the man-hours in the 43rd PDU were
Spent on enhancement, 8.6% in the 46th Precinct, and 3.9% in
50th PDU (which had not received any additional personnel
during the pilot program).

8. To determine the scope of the enhancement investigations,
Vera staff read and analyvzed the contents of 177 Arrest Investi-
gation Reports prepared in the 22 Precincts during the month
of October, 1982. While the enhancements are primarily limited
to a debriefing of all of the relevant parties to the case and
did not often involve self-initiated investigative actions by
the detectives, other than interrogations, the AIRs were com-
prehensive in that almost all of the relevant parties were
interviewed. In the 177 investigations, 99.4% of arresting
officers were interviewed, 96.6% of complainants were inter-
viewed, and 100% of defendants were interrogated. The inter-
rogations produced admissions in 22.2% of the cases, and
(potentially incriminating) exculpatory statements in 34.7%.
A relatively high percentage of assisting officers and other
witnesses were also interviewed, indicating that uniformed
and other arresting officer personnel are attempting to bring
the necessary witnesses to the PDUs for debriefing.

9. In order to make an assessment of the gualitative
aspects of the enhancement efforts, Vera staff read a total
of 294 Arrest Investigation Reports and assigned each a guality
rating ranging from poor to excellent. While the qualitative
results are good, they are not as impressive as the results
of the analysis of the scope of case content, described above.
It is apparent that some deteciives and supervisory personnel
regard enhancement as a clerical chore rather than an investi-
gative assignment. Of the 294 investigation reports, 15.6%
were rated excellent, 32.3% very good, 28.8% good, 4.8% fair,
and 19.0% poor.

10. To determine the degree to which the quality of the
work product (the AIRs) affected case outcome, the Criminal
Court and Grand Jury dispositions of the 294 cases were obtained
and cross~tabulated with the quality ratings assigned. When
the dispositions of cases rated as good, very good and excellent
are combined and compared with the dispositions of cases rated
as fair or poor, the following pattern is ocbserved:
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Not Plea to
Convicted Misd. /Vio. Indicted
Good, Very Good, Excellent 16.9% 9.6% 73.6%
Fair, Poor 27.3% 10.9% 61.8%

@hus, it appears that there is not only a positive relationship
between enhancement and disposition, but alsoc between the
quality of the enhancement effort and the disposition.

11. The guality of enhancement efforts differ from
precinct to precinct. In general, most precincts perform
at an acceptable level and exceptionally poor results were
observed in only 4 precincts. Overall, the precincts in
which the highest quality work was observed on the most con-
sistent basis are those located in the borough of Brooklyn.

12. A reading of the case reports with a knowledge of
their Criminal Court and Grand Jury dispositions strongly
suggests that the District Attorney in each of the counties
is fully supporting the Department's efforts to reduce rob-
beries through vigorous prosecution of offenders. Indictments
are sought and obtained on almost every case in which a
reasonable, informed person would conclude that the facts
of the crime and the prior criminal record of the defendant
combine to merit a felony prosecution.

13. Because personnel assigned to the 22 RCEP precincts
spend the major portion of their time on other investigative
activities, the cost of enhancement is limited to the cost of
the actual number of hours spent on these activities. As a
result, the cost of RCEP operations for the first 10 months
was $ B80.04 per case enhanced. Over the first three months,
for which more detailed dispositional results are available,
RCEP cost was $ 112.27 for each indictment obtained, and
$ 467.29 for each defendant sentenced to state prison.

B. Findings ~-- Felony Augmentation Program

1. The principal indicators of FAP operational activity
for the first 10 months of city-wide operation (January
through October, 1982), were as follows:

a. CCIU detectives augmented a total of 1,290 cases,
of which 911 (70.6%) involved target defendants.
These cases involved a total of 1,933 defendants
of which 971 (50.2%) were targets, 3B2 were target
co-defendants, and 580 were not involved in
target cases.
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b. The monthly caseload per detective was 1l.74 cases
per month. This was made up of 1.23 "target"
cases and .51 "other" cases.

c. Only 971 or 37.4% of the targets who were arrested
on felony charges during this period were subjected
to augmentation procedures; the balance were
excluded from the process for various reasons.

d. The city-wide indictment rate for augménted defen-
dants was 67.1% for the 10 month period.¥*

2. CCIU case intake, and therefore workload, is affected
by three factors:

a. Target List Contruction: The current method of
targeting career criminals is both experimental
and developmental. As a result, the current target
list produces a limited workload, a portion of
which are arrests that are not suitable for in-
clusion in the augmentation process.

b. Inefficiencies in the notifications system by
which CCIU detectives become aware of the arrest
of targeted defendants freguently result in
decisions not to enter cases because, in the
detective's judgment, too much time has elapsed
to permit a CCIU detective to perform an effective
augmentation.

c. Self-imposed screening criteria: The Borough
CCIUs uniformly utilize a two~stage screening
process to select cases for augmentation.

Stage 1 ~-- Automatic exclusions: All misdemeanor
arrests; Grand Larceny Auto and CPSP Auto (except
in Queens):; Arrests by PDUs and Special Detective
Units, unless the Arresting Officer consents to
CCIU involvement; narcotic arrests.

Stage 2 -- Case specific exclusions: A review of
the circumstances of the crime, nature of charge,
strength of evidence, probability of conviction,

etc., can lead to a target arrest being excluded.

* This is a raw indictment rate -- the percentage indicted to
date of all defendants whose cases were augmented during the
10-month period ending October 31, 1982. It can increase as
additional indictments are returned on pending cases, but it
cannot decrease.
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3. "Other Cases" (non-targets) are selected for augmenta-
tion on the basis of the crime charged, the prior record of the
defendant, and the probability of conviction. "Others" consti-
tuted 50% of the total CCIU workload in 2 of the Boroughs.

4. A review of the distribution of CCIU caseload by crime
charged indicates that the vast majority of augmentations
result from arrests on indictment-prone crimes. Overall, it
appears that the severity of the crime and the strength of
svidence have become the main screening criteria employed in
the selection of cases. This is believed to reflect:
(a) Organizational Goals =-- the CCIU administrators and members
believe that their efforts will be evaluated only on the basis
of results obtained; Therefore, the selection process is geared
to the selection of cases evincing a high probability of posi-
tive results (indictment, conviction, and sentence)., (b) Priori-
tization of efforts -- available resources are devoted to the
most serious crimes. (c) Recognition of the priorities of
the District Attorneys in the various boroughs -- CCIU commanders
indicate that they do not take cases in which there is a low
probability that the DA will seek indictments.

5. A reading of CCIU case files in all of the boroughs
suggests that the selection process involves very little risk-
taking (except in the borough of Manhattan where weaker or
high-risk cases are sometimes pursued) . Various ADAS inter-
viewed indicate that they view CCIU efforts as frequently
directed towards cases which would normally receive priority
treatment in the borough, and that they believe little effort
appears to be expended on making weak cases stronger.

6. The low caseload of individual detectives is supported
by CCIU supervisors who believe that the average CCIU investi-
gation involves substantial field work and requires extensive
time to complete. In addition, they cite court appearances
and liaison activities as factors limiting CCIU detective
caseload expansion. In an attempt to assess the scope and
length of the augmentation investigations, Vera staff read
and analyzed the contents of 150 case files. (One month's
workload in each borough.) The case content analysils pro-
vided little support for these views of the CCIU supervisors.
Of the 150 cases read, 82.0% involved only standard enhance-
ment activities (debriefing of relevant parties and interro-~
gation of defendants), and only 18.0% involved self-initiated,
supplemental investigative activities by the detectives. The
percentage of cases in which supplemental investigative
activities were undertaken differed significantly by borough,
as follows: Manhattan, 16.0%; Brooklyn, 32.4%; Bronx, 17.2%;
and Queens, 5.9%. Most investigations outside of Brooklyn
appear to be conducted at the CCIU office or nearby {central
booking or the court building). In Brooklyn, CCIU detectives
initiate their investigations at the precinct of arrest more
often than do CCIU detectives in the other boroughs. Of the
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150 cases read, 69.2% were completed on the day the case was
assigned; 11.2% were completed within 3 days; and only 19.6%
reguired over 3 days to complete.

7. Scope of the Investigation: The case content analysis
indicates that inefficiencies of the notification system limit
the scope of CCIU follow-up investigation. Because of late
notifications, 15.0% of arresting officers were not interviewed;
32.7% of complainants were not interviewed; and 40.2% of defen-
dants were not interrogated. (In some instances, the parties
were not interviewed by the investigator because they had
already been debriefed by an ADA. Of the defendants who were
interrogated, admissions were obtained from 43.8%, or in 26.3%
of the cases reviewed.

8. As previously indicated, late notifications hamper
CCIU operations. Analysis of notification records indicates
that the average borough times for notification {(period
between arrest and notification to CCIU) ranged between
42 and 6 hours, and the median time ranged between 2 and
3.5 hours. As a result, few CCIU investigations in the
boroughs outside of Brooklyn are initiated at the precinct
of arrest. (It is possibly because the Brooklyn unit's
offices are not located near the central booking or court
buildings that a much higher percentage of Brooklyn in=-
vestigations are initiated at the precinct of arrest.)
Further analysis of case content (cross-tabulation of
initiation point of investigation with investigative
steps taken) indicates that investigations initiated at
the precinct of arrest are more conplete (a greater per-
centage of self-initiated investigative steps {visit to
crime scene, witness canvass, etc.)

9. Case documentation and liaison with the District
Attorneys' Offices varies significantly among boroughs.
The Bronx is the only borough in which comprehensive Arrest
Investigation Reports are routinely prepared and delivered
to the District Attorney's Office (normally within 72 hours.)
Tn all of the other boroughs, the AIR forms are prepared in
DD5 style (one interview to a page, etc.) and are retained
in the CCIU case file unless the ADA requests them for trial
preparation. In those boroughs, face-to-face communication
with the ADA is substituted for case documentation.

10. 2All of the Assistant District Attorneys interviewed
during the course of this study expressed support for the
Career Criminal program, and praised the work of the CCclIu
members in their borough.

11. Because the CCIUs are dedicated units with the
personnel having no assigned functions other than the
augmentation of target and other arrests, the total cost
of maintaining the field units must be considered as the
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overhead for program operations. As a result, during the
first 10 months of operation, it cost $ 2,933.79 for each
case augmented. During the 10 month period, it cost

$ 2,915.71 for each of the 1,298 indictments returned on
augmented defendants. (Indictment costs are lower than
case costs because there were more defendants than cases.)
In cases selected for FAP in the first three months of
operation, about which more detailed dispositional infor-
mation is available, it has cost § 6,965.50 for each of the
-163 defendants sentenced to state prison.
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TI. Recommendations

Both the Robbery Case Enhancement and Felony Augmentation
Programs continue to demonstrate their potential. The problems,
identified in the preceding section of this report, get in
the way of full impact, but seem to result primarily from the
developmental posture of both programs. While each was pre-
ceded by a pilot project, city-wide implementations repre-
sented a pathfinding effort by the Police Department. Although
case building technigues are used by many municipal police
departments, they are relatively new in New York City, and,
for that matter, in the eastern United States. As a result,
there was little to guide the department in its attempt to
routinize the process. The results to date, while disap-
pointing from some perspectives, are nevertheless encouraging
in the main. Both programs have demonstrated their worth,
and the Police Department should proceed in their further
development.

GENERAL RECOMMENDATION

Both from organizational and managerial perspectives,
there emerges from the analyses a recommendation to con-
solidate the two programs, and to expand case enhancement
to all of the precincts in the city. This could be
accomplished by reducing the size of the Borough CCIUs
and redefining their functions, and by reassigning the
excess CCIU detectives to the precincts in which enhance-
ment is not currently performed. The effect of imple-
menting this recommendation is best illustrated by using
one borough as an example:

The present complement of the Brooklyn CCIU is 1
Lieutenant, 3 Sergeants, 24 Detectives, and 1 PAA. Under
the recommended reorganization, the Unit's strength would
be reduced by 15 detectives, leaving 9 plus the superior
officers and the PAA. The 15 detectives would be reassigned
to the 14 Brooklyn Precincts in which case enhancement is
not now performed. (Analysis of robbery arrest statistics
in the Borough of Brooklyn indicates that 61.5% of all of
the robbery arrests made in the year 1982 took place in
the 9 precincts which currently enhance cases. Caseload
in the remaining 14 precincts is such that the addition of
1 detective per precinct would be sufficient to accomodate
the increased workload, and would be in keeping with the
assignment pattern utilized when the program was first
introduced in that borough.} Responsibility for the initial
enhancement of both career criminal and robbery arrests
would rest with the Precinct Detective Unit in the precinct
of arrest.
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Functions of the reorganized CCIU would be as follows:

1.

CCIU supervisors would function as liaison with the
District Attorney's Office on the prosecution of
career criminals and other targeted defendants
(robbery arrests, etc.), and would continue to
supervise the members of the Borough CCIU.
Supervisors' duties would include:

a. Supervisory review, prior to arraignment, of
every Arrest Investigation Report prepared in
the Borough -- whether or not the defendant
is a target.

b. TIdentification of cases in which the need for
supplemental investigation is clearly indicated
or is requested by the ADA, and the assignment
of such investigations either to the officer who
originally enhanced the case, or to a member of
the Borough CCIU.

c. Responsibility for quality control of follow-up
investigations. The supervisors would review
case enhancement efforts with the detectives,
and if necessary, communicate with the FPDU
commanders concerned.

d. Maintenance of monthly operational statistics
for the Borough. The Commanding Officer of the
Borough CCIU would prepare monthly reports on
the operation of the program in the Borough, and
forward these to the Detective Borough Commander .
The Borough Commander would, in addition to for-
warding the reports through channels, confer
monthly with the Patrol Borough Commander relative
to patrol precinct performance, particularly with
respect to missed cases.

e. Confer on a regular basis with the ADAs assigned
to the prosecution of career criminals, and those
other defendants who, because of the severity of
the crime or their prior criminal record, warrant
maximum attention. These efforts would be aimed
at the identification of cases in which supple-
mental investigation would assist the prosecution.

f. Supervise the detectives assigned to the Borough
CCcIiu.
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2. Detectives assigned to the Borough CCIU would be
responsible for:

a. Performing case enhancement or augmentation
investigations on the arrests of career crim-
inals or other targeted defendants whose
arrests are not enhanced at the precinct level
because they were either waived or missed at

- the precinct, or because the defendant, gave a
false name at the precinct and was not identi-
fied as a career criminal until a later stage
in the process.

b. Performing supplemental investigations on
enhanced cases as directed by the unit's
supervisors.

c. Assisting the District Attorney's office in
the prosecution of career criminals or other
targeted defendants.

d. Assisting precinct detective personnel on
career criminal or target cases as required
or as requested.

e. Conduct investigations as directed by the
Detective Borough Commander in an attempt
to link arrested career criminals or other
targeted defendants to other crimes.

3. The reorganized program would be under the direct
command of the Detective Borough Commander.

Adoption of this recommendation could have the
following effects:

a. Tt would expand the positive impact of case enhance-
ment to all of the robbery arrests in the borough, as well as
to any other crimes the department chose to target.

b. As all investigations would be initiated at the
precinct level, the scope of the investigation (as measured
by the ability to interview the relevant parties) would be
increased, and the negative effects of the inefficient CCIU
notification system on the enhancement of career criminal
targets would be eliminated.

c. brovision is made for supplemental investigation in
those cases in which it is deemed necessary.

d. A mechanism is provided for insuring the quality of
the enhancement efforts.
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e. Initial enhancements would be conducted by precinct
detectives who are in a prime position to utilize the intel-
ligence which freguently results from case enhancement.

£. Provision is made for feedback to both detective
and uniformed personnel.

g. Placing the program under the control of the
Detective Borough Commander places the responsibility for
its operation under the person best able to influence
detective performance in the Borough, and provides for
high level coordination with uniformed personnel.

This recommendation is not without its liabilities.
The department's experience with the case enhancement
program is, at best, mixed. Unless the Detective Bureau
makes a greater effort to incorporate enhancement into its
work routine, and accepts it as a legitimate and important
investigative function, consolidation of the programs might
result in a lessening of effort in the career criminal area.
current enhancement productivity levels in most PDUs would
have to be increased if the program were to succeed. This
ought not be unduly burdensome -- if career criminal cases
were added to the precinct enhancement caseload, and all
eligible arrests were actually enhanced {(including missed,
waived, late tour, and RIP arrests), the projected caseload
would be about 1.25 cases per month for each detective in the
Borough.

4. 1If the department chose to adopt this recommendation,
it could anticipate implementation problems similar to those
experienced in the city-wide implementation of FAP and RCEP.
To minimize the effect of these problems, it is suggested that
a number of steps be taken to improve communication between
the detective and patrol bureaus and to insure that problems
are guickly identified and promptly addressed. Among these
steps are the following:

a. The case evaluation and analysis unit in the Chief
of Detectives's office would continue o monitor program oper-
ations, and produce monthly operational statistics for each
precinct. Monthly reports would be forwarded to the Detective
and Patrol Borough Commanders concerned.

b. Case Enhancement Review Boards, consisting of the
Detective and Patrol Borough Commanders, and the Detective
and Patrol Zone Commanders, would be established in each
Borough. The review board would meet on a bi~monthly basis,
review operational statistics for the 2 month period, identify
and discuss operational problems, and formulate solutions.
Case Evaluation and Analysis Unit personnel would serve as
staff to the review boards, and would attend the bi-monthly
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meetings. The Detective Borough Commander would serve as
Board Chairman, and would be responsible for submitting
bi-monthly reports to the Administrative Case Enhancement
Review Board, outlining problems identified at the Borough
level and steps taken to correct them.

c. An Administrative Case Enhancement Review Board,
consisting of representatives of the First Deputy Police
Commissioner, Deputy Commissioner Legal Matters, Chief of
‘Operations, Chief of Patrol, and Chief of Detectives would
be established. The Administrative Review Board would meet
once each three month period and review program operations

on a city-wide basis. Case Evaluation and Analysis Unit
personnel would serve as staff to the Administrative Board.

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

As indicated above, the general recommendation involves
a major reorganization of both programs, and may be expected
to produce its own set of implementation problems. &s a
result, the Department may choose not to follow this recom-~
mendation, or to conduct yet another pilot project in one
of the boroughs while the existing programs continue in the
other boroughs. To provide for these alternatives, the
following recommendations are offered with respect to the
operation of the existing programs. Many of these recommenda-
rions would also apply to the operation of a consolidated
program such as is recommended above.

Robbery Case Enhancement Program

1. Program Eligibility. The policies which govern
eligibility for robbery case enhancement at the precinct
level should be re-evaluated and additional cases made
eligible for enhancement.

a. RIP Unit Arrests: There is no objective reason
why RIP Unit arrests should be excluded from the enhancement
process. The operational goals of the RIP Units are the
identification and arrest of persons committing robberies
in the precincts in which the program operates. There is
nothing in either the RIP mission or the RIP methods which
should preclude case enhancement. Research conducted during
the Felony Case Preparation Project demonstrated that detec-
tive arrests benefit from enhancement to t+he same degree
as do uniformed arrests. Therefore it is recommended that
RIP Unit arrests be subject to the enhancement process. As
the arresting officer will be enhancing his own case, all
this will involve is the documentation stage, the preparation
of an AIR.
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b. Late Tour Arrests: As indicated in the analysis,
the overtime which would be generated if late tour arrests
were subjected to case enhancement is in the area of § 79,000
per year for the 22 Precincts. 1In view of this, it is recom-
mended that the policy excluding late tour arrests from
enhancement be reevaluated. However, it must be noted that
overtime is not the only issue involved, and there are
significant operational problems which must be addressed
_before a final decision can be made on this suggestion.

c. Special Unit Exclusions: In view of the positive
results achieved through case enhancement, it is recommended
that special unit arrests be enhanced by the officer who made
the arrest. While this would involve training the members
of the special units in enhancement techniques, it would not
add any substantial amount of work in the processing of their
cases, as all that would be required of them is the preparation
of an AIR.

d. Career Criminal Targets: It is recommended
that career criminal targets arrested on robbary charges
in any of the RCEP precincts be enhanced by the detectives
assigned to that PDU. 1In +he initial city-wide expansion
of both programs, a policy decision was made which resulted
in target arrests made in RCEP precincts being augmented by
the CCIU rather than by the PDU detectives. The purpose
of this policy was to insure accountability for the aug-
mentation of target arrests and to centralize the career
criminal augmentation function within the CCIUs. Recently
this policy has heen expanded to exclude RCEP detectives
from enhancing the robbery arrests of youths between 14
and 18 yeaxrs of age, when such arrests are selected for
augmentation by the Borough CCIU. As a result of these
policies, during January 1983, Borough CCIUs enhanced
105 robbery arrests emanating from the 22 Precincts, oOr
19% of the total eligible RCEP caseload. (While the
preakdown between career criminal targets and "others”
is not known for these 105 defendants, the ratio between
FAP career criminal robbery target cases in January (64)
and FAP "other" robbery cases in January (136) suggests that
the majority of the 14 to l8-year old robbery defendants
were not career criminal targets.) It is suggested that
both policies be reviewed in light of the data provided in
+his report, specifically for the following reasons:

i) There is no evidence to suggest that
enhancements performed by trained PDU detectives
need be in any way inferior to those performed by
CCIU detectives.
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ii) Investigations conducted at the precinct
level may be expected to produce more complete case
records as notification is immediate and precinct-
based witnesses are more readily available for interview.

iii) Punctional supervision over Career Criminal
enhancements may be exercised by the Borough CCIU.
(See recommendation 3b under the Felony Augmentation
- Programn.)

iv) It is the more cost-effective of the two
alternatives.

2. DProgram Coordination. It is recommended that steps
be taken to increase the coordination between the Patrol and
Detective Bureaus in the operation of the RCEP. Developmen-
tal efforts to date have suffered from lack of feedback to
patrol on both the negative and positive aspects of program
operation. Precinct commanders interviewed indicate that
they have received no feedback on program operations, other
than periodic conferences with PDU commanders on the subject
of missed cases. Those interviewed indicated that they had
no actual knowledge of the missed rate in their commands,
and had never been apprised of the positive results achieved
in enhanced cases.

Effective operation of this program requires the
coordinated efforts of patrol and detective commanders at
all levels throughout the department. For this reason it
is recommended that the review boards proposed in the general
recommendation above, be established for the existing programs.

3. Precinct and P.D.U. Productivity. Steps should be
taken to increase precinct and PDU productivity in the oper-
ation of the enhancement program. Specifically:

a. Missed Cases: Primary responsibility for seeing
to it that robbery arrests are forwarded to PDUs for enhance-
ment must be placed on the precinct desk officer. As the
officer in charge of station house operations, he is the key
to insuring that every appropriate robbery arrest is forwarded
to the PDU as required. Control procedures should be estab-
lished at the precinct level to insure that operational
procedures are complied with, and a procedure established
which provides regular feedback to the precinct identifying
those cases which were not properly handled. Arresting
officers, regardless of command or assignment, should not
be permitted to leave the precinct of arrest for central
booking without either an enhancement report or a PDU waiver
form. If the PDU is unmanned for any reason, the desk
officer should issue a waiver form, which would account
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for the arrest in a proper manner. Where members of outside
commands are identified as bypassing the process, appropriate
communication should be sent through channels to the commander
concerned for corrective action.

b. P.D.U. Waivers: The manner and degree in which
some PDUs utilize the waiver procedure should be thoroughly
reviewed. Ten of the 22 precincts have recorded waiver rates
.of under 10% for the 10 month period, three of them waiving
no cases at all. On the other hand, 35 precincts have waived
in excess of 20% of all of the cases presented to them, with
1 PDU waiving almost 52%. The waiver procedure was designed
to permit PDU commanders to focus investigative efforts on
serious crimes, particularly homicides. It was not designed
to relegate enhancement to a position where it is only done
during gquiet periods, or when full complements are available.
(There are unverified reports that some PDUs have established
minimum manning levels beyond which no enhancements will be
conducted regardless of current investigative workload.)

The waiver issue is directly related to +he central
failure in the current operation of the program, the reluc~
tance of the detective sguads to incorporate enhancement into
their work routines in a meaningful manner. AS indicated
in the analysis, only 1.6% of the total available investi-
gative man hours in the 22 precincts were devoted to case
enhancement and, on the average, each detective in the 22
precincts devoted less than 2 hours monthly to case enhance-
ment. All of this strongly suggests that the enhancement
process is not viewed as 2 meaningful or important investi-
gative function by many of the detectives and their super-
visors. Unless this failure is reversed, the program will
not reach its potential, and the department will not receive
the full benefits. For the program to operate as originally
conceived, it need not impact other investigative functions:
Tf every eligible robbery arrest in the 22 precincts were
actually enhanced (including those currently missed and waived,
those arising on late tours, and RIP Unit arrests) the average
monthly workload per detective in the 22 precincts would only
be approximately 1.2 cases, Or about 4 hours work per month.

4. oQuality of Investigative Effort. The analysis
indicates that tnere is wide variation in the guality of
the investigative effort among the detectives. The majority
perform the investigative function in a highly acceptable
manner, with some detectives demonstrating greater personal
skills than others. On the other hand, a review of some
detectives' case reports strongly suggests that these men
view the enhancement process as a disagreeable and unimportant
clerical task. That these reports are as they are, despite
supervisory review, suggests that these supervisors share
that viewpoint. To improve the overall guality of investi-
gative effort in the case enhancement program, the following
recommendations are offered:
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a. Supervisory Review of Enhancement Activities:
While the primary responsibility for the SUPeIrvisory review
of detectives enhancement activities must be placed with their
unit supervisors, Detective Zone Commanders should be made
responsible for personally reviewing case enhancement reports
prepared by the detectives in the PDUs which they supervise,
and for taking corrective action when necessary. To prepare
these personnel to assume this duty, they should attend a
4-hour training session administered by the personnel of the
“Case Evaluation and Analysis Unit. )

b. Retraining of Supervisory Personnel: Unit
supervisors in those PDUs in which the quality of enhancement
activity is found to be below average should attend a 4-hour
retraining session administered by the Case Evaluation and
Analysis Unit. This training could be combined with that
administered for the Zone Commanders.

c¢. Basic Training of Detective Personnel: Since
the initial training program administered in November and
December 1981, there has been some turnover in the personnel
assigned to the 22 PDUs. Detectives assigned to those PDUs
who have not attended the 1 day case enhancement training
course should be required to receive this training in the
near future. In addition, sguad commanders should be
encouraged to direct other members of their units whose
performance is below standards to attend the basic training
course for a second time.

d. Fvaluation of Performance: While the hasic
detective evaluation form can be said to include those areas
most pertinent to an evaluation of enhancement efforts,
provision should be made for a separate evaluation of
enhancement efforts in the formal evaluation process.

Felony Augmentation Program

1. Policy Formulation. A clear statement, setting
forth the programmatic goals and policies of the Felony
Augmentation Program, should be promulgated. At the present
time, there is a wide gap between the Department's policy
makers' perceptions of the purpose and goals of the program,
and the perceptions of personnel assigned to execute the
program. On the cone hand, the Deputy Commissioner for Legal
Matters, who was the principal architect of the program,
sees it as a concentrated effort focused on a small group
of persons who are responsible for a great deal of crime.
Wwithin this perspective, CCIU efforts would be concentrated
on career criminal targets, and only the most minor arrests
would be excluded from the augmentation process. Moreover,
rather than waiving cases with evidentiary weaknesses, CCIU
resources would be committed to strengthening these cases.
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Further, the CCIU would be preeminent in career criminal
prosecutions and cases would not be excluded because the
arresting officer was a detective or a member of a special~-
ized unit. On the other hand, the program’s operational
administrators view the CCIUs as resources to be used in
pursuing viable prosecutions against serious offenders.
While not precluding the augmentation of target arrests,

the primary focus has shifted to offense rather than
defendant, and in essence, a centralized case enhancement
unit+ has been created. 1In the absence of a clear statement
of program policies and goals, the gap in perception between
the Department's administration and its operational personnel
will only grow wider.

2. WNotification of Target Arrests. As indicated in
the analysis, the most serious operational problem facing
the CCIUs is the ineffectiveness of the telephone notifica-
tion system by which they are made aware of the arrest of
career criminals. Despite the efforts of the Commanding
Officer of the Felony Augmentation Section to improve
this phase of the operation, the problem persists and
negatively affects unit operations.

There is no easy solution to this problem, and
j+s resolution can only be effected by the Patrol Bureau,
rather than by Detective Bureau efforts. Primary responsi-
bility for felony arrest notification must be placed on
the precinct desk officer, and a procedure should be
established which requires that this notification be made
immediately upon the arrival of an arresting officer with
a Gefendant. The desk officer has always been responsible
for the control of station house operations. He is respon-
sible for ascertaining the identity of persons entering the
station house and for making various log entries regarding
the movement of department personnel. He occupies the
position which is key to insuring that arrest notifications
are made, and are made promptly. Desk officers should be
required to make arrest log entries immediately upon arrival
of arresting officers at the station house, and to make
prompt notification to the Borough or Manhattan CCIU.

The Borough CCIUs should maintain statistics on noti-
fications received from the various precincts. (The
ability to do so already exists as a result of the entries
made on the CCIU arrest “"fact sheet.") Information on
problem precincts should be reported through channels to
the Patrol Borough Commander for appropriate attention
and corrective action.

3. Exclusion Criteria. The criteria by which the
arrests of some career criminal targets are excluded from
the augmentation process should be reevaluated.
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a. Crime Specific Exclusions. Career criminal
targets should not be exeluded from the augmentation pro-
cess solely because of the current charge against them.

While frivolous prosecutions should not be sought, legiti~
mate felony charges should be pursued. The very basis for
the program is the desire to incapacitate high rate offenders,
and opportunities to do so are lost if legitimate charges

are not strengthened and prosecuted.

some of the Department's operational research
indicates that excluded targets are frequently rearrested
on more serious charges within short periocds of time and
are then augmented. This research is directed at justifying
current exclusion policies. It is suggested that the
research supports the prosecution of career criminals on
any legitimate felony charges -- had they been incarcerated
on the original arrests, they would not have been available
to commit the more serious crimes.

b. - Arresting Officer Exclusions: The CCIUs do not
augment the arrests of career criminal targets when such
arrests are made by members of precinct or specialized
detective units. Three reasons are advanced for withdrawing
CCTU services {except upon reguest Or acquiescence of the
arresting officer) in such cases. These are:

(1) Elimination of potential conflicts
inherent in having one detective supersede
another.

(2) Elimination of the potential for conflicts
in department records between the pre-arrest
DDSs of the arresting officer and the post-
arrest reports of the augmenting detective.

(3) A belief that detective arrests are inher-
ently of higher quality than uniformed
arrests, and therefore do not regquire
augmentation.

Beginning with the last arqument, there is ample evidence
both in the evaluation of the RCEP and FCPP and in the experi-
ence of the CCIUs in those PDU arrests in which the arresting
officer requested CCIU assistance, which indicates that
detective arrests benefit as much from augmentation efforts
as do those arrests made by members of the uniformed force.

Tt was for this reason that detectives assigned to RCEP
precinctsax%arequired to prepare Arrest Investigation Reports
on their own robbery arrests.
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The other arguments may be dealt with in the formulation
of policy and procedure. To the extent that such units exist,
the CCIUs should be preeminent in the career criminal field
for a variety of reasons: they have established credibility
with the District Attorneys, and probably have a better sense
of what is required for a successful prosecution than does
+he average member of the Department; the bulk of their efforts
are directed at supporting the prosecution of offenders, rather
than at identifying and apprehending them; in doing so, they
have amassed specialized knowledge which should be exploited
as far as possible. Preeminence of the CCiUs and utilization
of the strengths of CCIU detectives does not, however, require
that they duplicate the investigative work of arresting
detectives. If this proposition is accepted, a procedure
can be developed which insures that career criminals all
receive the same degree of attention regardless of the
identity of the arresting officer.

The Borough CCIUs should be given functional supervision
over case preparation efforts by PDU and specialized unit
detectives where the defendant is a CCIU target, and should
utilize their liaison channels for insuring - that these
arrests are given serious consideration by the District
Attorneys' Offices. Upon notification of the arrest of a
Career Criminal Target by a PDU or other detective, the
arresting detective should be directed to report to the
CCIU supervisor on duty and bring with him all of his files
on the case. The case files and verbal report of the arrest-
ing officer should be reviewed by the supervisor and a
determination made if there are any supplemental investigative
steps which should be initiated to insure a successful
prosecution. The arresting officer should be required to
prepare a comprehensive AIR, receiving assistance, if
necessary, from a member of the cCit, and a CCIU member
should be assigned to the case to initiate the liaison with
the District Attorney's COffice (which may regquire no more
than a telephone call.)

This suggested procedure places responsibility for the
actual investigative case work on the arresting detective,
but insures that the case receives full career criminal
treatment and appropriate presentation to the District
Attorney.

4. Prield Investigations. As indicated in the analysis,
few augmentathxxinvestigations(outside of Brooklyn) are
initiated at the precinct of arrest. As also indicated,
those investigations which are begun at the precinct of
arrest tend to include a greater number and variety of
supplementary investigative steps by the investigating
officer. It is suggested that greater efforts be made
to conduct more augmentation investigations in the field
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rather than at the offices of the CCIU or by telephone.
While improvements in the notification system would facili-
tate this, the fact that some investigations originating
from late notifications have involved CCIU detectives in
field work suggests that late notification is not the total
cause of the limited efforts indicated.

5. (Case Documentation and Presentation to pistrict
_Attorneys. As indicated in tne analysis, the Bronx CCIU
-{s the only unit which routinely prepares comprehensive

Arrest Investigation Reports and delivers them to the
District Attorney. It is recommended that this be made a
standard practice throughout the city, for the following
reasons:

a. The research conducted on both the FCPP and
RCEP has demonstrated the value of comprehensive case
reports. They facilitate District Attorney operations,
including the supervisory review of case handling by ADAS.
The documents are reported to constitute the basis for the
DA's case file and provide a ready vehicle for summary
review of the case. In the absence of the assigned investi-
gator or any of the witnesses, they provide the ADA with a

record of the potential contribution of the missing party.

b. Comprehensive chronological case documentation
would facilitate review by supervisors in the CCIUs. Outside
of the Bronx, most case files are difficult to read because
of the manner in which the interviews are recorded and filed.
It freguently takes several readings of a case before the
chronological seguence of events can be established and the
evidence recorded evaluated. While the average detective is
thoroughly familiar with his cases and can readily explain
the sequence of events and the evidence he has gathered, case
review in his absence or case reassignment because Of transfer,
retirement, sickness, etc. is hampered because of the manner
in which the case is documented and the file maintained.

c. Placing comprehensive case reports into the
hands of the District Attorney may reduce the labor-intensity
of the operation, eliminating some of the face-to-face
discussion now found necessary, and possibly eliminating

some court appearances for assigned personnel.

d. There would be no additional cost to the
Department. All of the information reguired for a com-
prehensive AIR is currently being recorded by the CCIU
detectives in each borough.

e. This form of case presentation would appear to
be the most compatible with the organizational structures
of the District Attorneys' Offices in Queens and Brooklyn.
CCIU cases are handled by all major units or bureaus in
those offices, as in the BronX District Attorney's Office,
and any given case may be handled by a number of ADAs at
the various stages of prosecution. Comprehensive case
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£iles can facilitate this process and reduce the need for
CCIU detectives to continually review cases with newly
assigned ADAs. (In the absence of a documentary submission
by the Police Department, the DA's case file is limited to
the notes made by the ADA who initially screened the case
at intake. While these notes may be sufficient to justify
the initial screening decisions made by that ADA, they are
not normally sufficient at later stages in the process and
_must be supplemented by additional interviews with the

- relevant parties.)

6. Coordination with Patrol and Program reedback.
As indicated earlier, some of the problems in the current
FAP operation can be traced to laxity at points that are
within the responsibilities of the patrol force. However,
there is also an apparent absence of feedback to the patrol
force which would assist them in identifying problems and
problem precincts. There is also an absence of positive
feedback on the accomplishments of the program which might
motivate a greater degree of compliance with the operational
procedures. For these reasons, it is suggested that the
review boards proposed in the general recommendation above,
be established for the existing programs.

7. 1Investigation Caseload. The current detective case-
load in the Felony Augmentation Program is 1.74 cases monthly
per detective. Career criminal target cases constitute only
1.23 cases monthly per detective, the balance being made up
of other cases. As indicated in the analysis, there is
nothing in the nature of the investigative process utilized
(the range of investigative steps taken) or in the amount
of time required for the completion of these investigations
which would suggest that the personnel are being utilized to
their maximum potential. On the contrary, the analysis sug-
gests that CCIU caseload can be increased without detracting
from the quality of the work performed. In approaching this,
the Department would appear to have several options, among
which are the following:

a. TReduction in Unit Strength ox Expansion of
Target List: If it is the intent of the program to focus
on career criminal targets, it would be appropriate to
reduce the strength of the units to a level appropriate
to the potential workload. As indicated in the analysis,
if every career criminal target arrested on new felony
charges were augmented on a 1 defendant to 1 case basis,
the monthly workload would be under 4 cases per detective
at current manning levels. Realistically, the current target
list may be expected to yield a caseload of no more than
between 2 and 3 target cases monthly per detective. Unit
strength could be reduced to a level which would produce a
more realistic workload within the anticipated total caseload.
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Az an alternative, of course, the size of the official
career criminal target list could be increased to vield

a larger number of cases; this risks straying further from
the career criminal rationale of the units.

b. Expansion of Function: As an alternative to
reducing the size of the units or expanding the number of
targets, the functions of the CCIUs could be expanded by
increasing the kinds of cases which they augment; this is,
in essence, what is being done at the present time. Addi-
" tional groups of crime-specific defendants can be targeted
and augmented by the CCIUs, thereby increasing the individual
detective caseload. There are at least two drawbacks to
this option: (1} increasing the scope of the operations
by adding crime-specific targets continues the problems
ascociated with the centralized organizational structure
of the units, i.e., notifications, case selection, scope
of investigations, etc.; and (2) Expansion efforts are
most likely to be at the expense of the Robbery Case
Enhancement precincts, ignoring the ability of the
detectives assigned to those precincts to conduct
meaningful enhancements more effectively.
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OPERATIONAL REVIEW OF THE ROBBERY CASE ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM

The Robbery Case Enhancement Program {RCEP), implemented on January 12,
1982 currently operates in 22 Precincts in 4 Boroughs. The program provides
for precinct detectives to conduct immediate follow-up investigations on
adult or potential J.0. robbery arrests made in those precincts, and to docu-
mént the results of their investigations in a written Arrest Investigation
Report (AIR) for presentation to the District Attorney's Office when the case
first reaches the office. Similar to its precursor, the Felony Case Prepara-
tion Project (FCPP), the RCEP exempts certain arrests from the process. These
exclusions now include arrests made by specialized detective units, some
arrests made by the Housing and Transit police (which are to be enhanced by
detectives from those departments), arrests on warrants after indictment, and
arrests of persons falling under the provision of the Career Criminal Program
which are enhanced by the Borough Career Criminal Investigating Units (CCIUs).
In additieon, arrests made on the late tour when the Precinct Detective Units
(PDUs) are closed are excluded in order to avoid the overtime which would result
if the officers were reguired to process the case after the PDU opened in the
morning, All other robbery arrests are required to be delivered to the PDU of
the precinct of arrest for case enhancement by a detective.

The detective assigned to the case is reguired to conduct a thorough in-
vestigation of the matter, interviewing all of the parties te the case, pessibly
visiting the crime scene to search for additional witnesses or evidence, and
possibly requesting the assistance of forensic units where appropriate. When he
has completed his investigation, he is required to document all of the facts of
the case by preparing an Arrest Investigation Report (AIR). This report, which
details the manner in which the crime was committed, how the defendant was
identified and apprehended, the prospective testimony of the complaint, witnesses
and police officers: statements by the defendant, etec., is forwarded to the
District Attorney's Office with the arresting officer when the defendant is pre-
sented for arraignment. Assistant District Attorneys assigned to the borough
complaint rooms review the reports as part of their case screening process, using
the information provided to assist them in evaluating the strength of the case
and deciding the appropriate prosecution track. The report then becomes part of
the DA's case file, available to other ADAs who may handle the case as it passes
through the court process.

Table 1 presents data on the program's operation in the 22 precincts for the
11l month period, January through Novembex, 1982.% This table was prepared from
the statistics maintained by the Case Evaluation and Analysis Unit of the Central
Robbery Division. An examination of these data indicates that effective utiliza-
tion of the program has diminished significantly since its inception. The pro-
portion of robbery arrests enhanced decreased from the second through seventh

*Analyses contained in this report are based on data for varying time periods.
Table 1 contains data on 1l months of operations, which was made possible by the
inclusion of city-wide statistics for the month of November. The bulk of the
analyses to follow review 10 months of data since the precinct statistics were not
available at the close of data collection. However,some analyses concern shorter
periods of time for which more detailed information was available.
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Table 1

Robbery Case Enhancement Program

City-Wide Activity —- January through November 1982

CITY-WIDE
T Jan Feb Mar Apr {May Jun Jul Aug Sept | Oct Nov |Total
Total hrrests 476 | 885 | 892 {834 |928 [839 | 923 {sse !1017] 946 B4S | 9444
Precinct
Voids 5 4 5 1 3 0 ) 0 ol o ] 18
% of Total
Arrests 1.0 0.5 0.5 0.1 0.3 0 0 0 0f O 0 0.2
Special :
Units 40 73 104 {102 | 143 | 152 J1m7 |160 | 166 | 138 193 | 1458
% of Total o
Arrests B.4 B.2 11.7 |12.2|15.4{18.1| 20.2 {18.7 | 16.30 14,6 | 22.8B] 15.4
Juvenile
Arrests 45 64 61 62| 69 55 41 33 68 71 58 627
% of Total
Arrests 9.5 7.2 6.8 |7.4 7.416.6 | 4.4 3.91 6.7 7.5 6.8 6.6
Other
Agencies 58 98 102 |124 {140 | 122 t279 }j121 |109 | 129 105 | 1291
¥ of Total
Arrests 12.2 | 11.1 | 11.4 |14.9/25.1 | 14.5} 19.4 |24.1 {20.7{ 13.6 | 12.9]13.7
Late Tour
Arrests 58 167 157 §134 | 124 |1os | 150 |14} |1iB2 | 162 136 | 1516
% of Total
Arrests 12.2 | 18.9 | 17.6 l16.2013.4 1 22.5| 16.3 {26.5}17.9]17.1 | 16.0] 16.0
TOTAL
EXCLUDED 206 406 429 | 423 1479 | 434 | 557 [455 {525 | 500 496 | 4910
% of Total
Arrests 43,2 45.9 4.1 | 50.7151.6 | 51,7 60.3 | 53.2|51.6} 52.8 5B.5] 52.0
TOTAL
£LIGIBLE 270 479 |463 411 1 449 | 405 | 366 {401 | 492 | 446 352 | 4534
$ of Total
Arrests 56.7 | 54.1 I51.9 l49.3148.4)48.3| 39.7 [46.8|48B.41 47.3 41.51 48.0
Waived 17 10 25 | 30| 44| 50 | 64 55 | 72 | 15 41 | 483
%t of Total
Arrests 3.6 1.1 2.813.6| 4.716.0 |6.9 6.41 7.1| 7.9 4.8 5.1
% of Eiig. X
Arrests ¢ 6.3 2.1 5,417.3| 9.8112.3}17.5 |13.7|14.6 ] 16.8 i1.6 10.6
Missed 54 139 | 89 108 {118 136 | 120 |1s54 {165 | 128 90 1304
g of Tetal
Arrests 11.3 15.7] 10.0 |12.9] 12.7 5.5} 14.0 {38B.0|16.2| 13.5 1¢.6| 13.8
% of E1ig.
Arrests 20.0 | 29.0 |19.2 |26.3126.3 132,14 35.2 13B.4]33.5]28.7 25.6| 2B.8
A.I.R.s
Prepared 193 330 349 |273 287 |225 | 173 192 {255 | 243 221 | 2747
£ cf Total
Arrests 41.8 | 37.3 | 38.1 132.7/30.8126.8}18.7 |22.4}25.0} 25.7 26.1} 29.1
% of Elig.
Arrests 73.7 | 68.9 75.4 {66.4]63.9 | 55.5{47.3 (47.9 {51.81 54.5 62.8) 60.6

* January operations were limited to a period of 20 days.




months, when only 1B.7% of those arrests were enhanced. Although there was an
increase in utilization in each of the months between August and November,
neither the percentage of total arrests actually enhanced nor the percentage
of eligible arrests enhanced were equal to the percentages recorded during the
early months of operation. This downward trend primarily results from two
factors: the increasing exclusion of rcbbery arrests from the list of those
eligible for program consideration, and the decline in the number of eligible
arrests which are actually enhanced. Each of these factors will be examined
separately.

Program Eligibility -- Special Unit Exclusions During the 11 month period,
the percentage of robbery arrests in the 22 Precincts which were eligible for
RCEP enhancement under eveolving eligibility criteria, decreased each month
between January and July (when it reached its lowest point), increased somewhat
in August through Octcber, and dropped again in November. In January, 56.7%
of the total robbery arrests were eligible for case enhancement; by July, the
percentage had decreased to 39.7%, only to rise again to 48.4% in September,
after which it again decreased to the 41.5% level in November. As examination
of the individual exclusion categories indicates that while there is month-to-
month wvariation, all have remained relatively constant for the 11 month period
with the exception of the "special unit arrest" category. Exclusions of
arrests made by "Special Units® increased from the 8.4% excluded in January to
20.2% excluded in July. During the four months follewing July, the eligibility
rate varied inversely with the special unit exclusion rate, rising as special
unit exclusions decreased and dropping as special unit exclusions increased.

Examination of individual precinct statistics discloses that the special
unit exclusion rate, while varying monthly, is fairly constant in all precincts
except for those precincts which have been designated for Robbery Identification
Program (RIP) operations. When the RIP program was implemented, a policy deci-
sion was made to exclude RIP Unit arrests from the enhancement process on the
basis that they were special unit arrests. Consequently, the special unit ex-
clusion rate in each of the RIP precincts has more than doubled since the incep-—
tion of the RIP program in those commands. Following are the relevant statistics
for the RIP precints for the first 7 months of operation for which detailed data
identifying RIP units arrests were available.



Table 2%

Special Unit Exclusion Rates
for RIP Precincts (Jan~-July)

Pct. Pre~-RIP Post~RIP
9 2.0% 32.4%
23 5.9% 45.0%
46 6.9% 41.7%**
71 6.7% 30.6%

103 14.2% 31.4%

Thus it appears that the city-wide increase in the special unit exclusion
rate is almost solely attributable to the expansion of the RIP program and the
decizion to exclude RIP unit arrests from the enhancement process.

In consideration of this finding, it may be appropriate to review the
"special Unit Exclusion Policy” with respect to arrests made by members of RIP
units. The policy arose during the evolution of the FCPP pilot in the Bronx,
and was based on two considerations. First was an untested hypothesis that
arrests by specialized detective units were inherently of better quality than
pick-up arrests by the uniformed force, and that these units had existing
liaison channels with the District Attorney's Offices to insure full considera-
tion by the prosecutors., Second was the practical problems involved in provid-
ing training in case enhancement techniques to all of the detectives in the
special unit in order that they might enhance their own arrests. In light of
these considerations, the policy to exclude special unit arrests was implemented
in the pilot project and continued in the expanded RCEP.

To determine if RIP unit arrests fared as well or better in the court
system than enhanced arrests, the adult robbery arrests made by the RIP units
and excluded from the enhancement process were identified and their criminal
court dispositions obtained.*** The following table compares the dispositional
outcomes of RIP adult robbery arrests with the dispositional outcomes of other
robbery arrests (both enhanced and non-enhanced} made in the 22 RCEP precincts
during the periocd from January 12 through July 31, 1282.

*Note: As the RIP program was in effect in the 90th precinct priex to the
implementation of RCEP, there is no pre-RIP special unit exclusion rate with
which to compare the RIP exclusion rate. The special unit exclusion rate in
the 90th Precinct averaged 45.6% for the 7 month period, three to four times
higher than any other comparable non-RIP precinct.

**RIP arrests are no longer excluded in the 46th Precinct. On Octcber 1, the
Central Robbery Division initiated an experiment to determine if case enhancement
affected case outcome on RIP arrests.

* %%k
This does not account for all RIP unit arrests. While the units are pri-

marily concerned with robberies, they do make arrests for other offenses which are
not included in this study.



Table 3

Adult and J.0. Robbery Arrests Effected in RCEP Precincts,
1/12/82 through 7/31/82 ~ Closed Cases

Non~Enhanced Enhanced
R RIP Compariscn RCEP

Dispositional Sample Sample Sample
Outcome {(n=239) {n=1598) {n=1523)
Not Docketed:
Void/343/DP 58 (24.3%) 229 (14.3%) 133 (8.3%)
ACD/Dism. 40 (16.7%) 396 (24.8%) 207 (18.6%)
Total
Not-Convicted 98 (41.0%) 625 (39.1%) 297  {(26.9%)
Plead Guilty
Misd./Vio. 26 (10.9%) 227 {14.2%) 204 (12.8%)
Indicted 115 (48,1%) 746 (46.7%) 959 (60.2%)
Conv./Indicted 141  (59.0%) 973 (60.9%) 1163 (73.0%)

As indicated in the table, while the dispositional outcomes of RIP units
arrests compare favorably with the dispositions of non-enhanced arrests, the
Criminal Court Conviction, Indictment and conbined conviction/indictment rates
are well below those for enhanced arrests.

Program Eligibilty -- Late Tour Exclusions: During the 1l month pericd, =a
total of 1,516 late tour arrests, 16.0% of the total robbery arrests made in the
22 precincts, were excluded from the enhancement process. While the late teocur
exclusion rate has remained fairly constant over the 1l month period, it may be
appropriate to review that policy in light of the experience gained.

buring the pilot program in Bronx County, arrests made on the late tour
which were otherwide eligible, were subjected to the enhancement process. To
accomplish this, arresting officers delivered their priscners to the PDUs at
0700 hours, and directed their complainants and witnesses to be present at that
time. In some instances the officer first processed the defenrndant at the
Central Bocking facility and then returned him to the precinct (cases in which
precinct processing was completed prior to 0500 hours), while in other instances
he merely held the defendant at the precinct until the PDU office opened.



When the program was first proposed for 22 precinct expansion, the draft
operations order provided for enhancement of late tour arrests. As a matter
of department policy, this section of the proposed order was amended, excluding
the enhancement of late tour arrests. The principal reason for this exclusion
was the anticipation of extensive overtime costs incurred by the delayed de-
parture of the arresting officer to court in the morning. A secondary reason
was the concern that the delayed departure of these arrests would result in
iYicreasing the overall arrest-to-arraignment time in the various boroughs.

As a result, late tour arrests have been excluded from the enhancement process
since the program was implemented on January i2, 1982.

Based on department statistics, there were a total of 1,516 late tour
arrests excluded from the program during the first 11 months of operation.
Further analysis of these data is dependent upon the number of arrest cases in
which these defendants were involved. This statistic is unavailable for the
11 month period, but is available for the first 7 months of operation which will
permit further impact-analysis.

There were a total of 895 late~tour arrests excluded during the first 7
months of operation, or 15.53% of all of the robbery arrests made in the 22
precincts during those months. Of the 895, forty-nine would have been excluded
for other reasons, such as the age of the defendant. As a result, there were
a total of B46 arrests excluded during the 7 month period because of the late
tour exclusion policy. These arrests arose in a total of 558 cases. Thus, the
maximum number of arresting officers that would have incurred additional over-
time had the cases been subjected to enhancement was 1,116, {(This figure assumes
each arresting officer was accompanied by a partner who would be initially
required by the PDU for debriefing.) Based on these statistics, a reasonable
estimate can be made of the total amount of overtime which would have been re-
guired to enhance these arresis. ‘

Since the inception of the program, the Case Analysis and Evaluation Unit
of the Central Robbery Division has maintained records on case processing times.
Based on these records, it can be estimated that the average processing time for
an enhancement is 3 hours and 30 minutes. As program procedures provide that
assisting officers are to be debriefed by the assigned detective and released
immediately, it is estimated that processing time for assisting officers is no
longer than 1 hour 30 minutes. Using these average processing times, estimated
overtime for the 558 cases would have been as follows:

Arresting Officers: 558 X 3.5 hrs = 1,603 hrs.
Arresting Officers: 538 X 1.5 hrs = 837 hrs.
Total: 2,440 hrs.

Thus, over the 201 day period, an estimated total of 2,440 hours of additional
overtime would have been required to subject eligible late tour arrests in the
22 Precincts to the enhancement process, an average of 12.14 hours daily on

a city-wide basis. Projecting these figures on an annual basis, the total cost



Table 4
R.C.E.P, ~- LATE TOUR ARRESTS -~ JANUARY THROUGH JULY, 1982
No. No. No. No.
Pet. /Period peft. Cases Pet./Period Deft. Cases
Midtown So. Midtown No.

Jan-Mar 46 31 Jan~Mar 41 27
Apr 20 11 Apr 13 7
May 14 9 May 19 12
Jun 9 9 Jun 16 10
Jul 24 20 Jul 24 11

Total 113 B0 Total 113 67

9th Precinct 23rd Precinct

Jan~Mar 14 11 Jan—-Mar 9 6
Apr 3 3 Apr 4 3
May 2 2 May 4 3
Jun 2 2 Jun 3 3
Jul 2 2 Jul 4 3

Total 23 20 Total 24 is8

24th Precinct 40th Precinct

Jan-Mar 13 8 Jan~Mar 13 7
Apr 5 4 Apr 9 6
May 7 4 May 2 2
Jun 7 3 Jun 4 4
Jul 4 3 Jul Z 2

Total 44 22 36 21

‘43rd Precinct 44th Precinct

Jan~Max 13 9 Jan-Mar 14 g8
Apr 1 1 Apr 11 5
May 12 4 May 11 6
Jun 6 5 Jun 2 2
Jul 4 2 Jul 7 4

Total 36 21 45 28

46th Precinct 48th Precinct

Jan-Mar i7 14 Jan-Mar 11 6
Apr 8 6 Apr 8 4
May 16 7 May 0 0
Jun 12 9 Jun 0 0
Jul 3 5 Jul 5 3

Total 52 4] Total 24 13

67th Precinct 71lst Precinet

Jan-Mar 11 8 Jan-Mar 21 l0
Apr 2 1 Apr 18 7
May ¢ 0 May 6 5
Jun 0 1] Jun 5 5
Jul 7 6 Jul 18 12

Total 20 15 60 39




Table 4 (continued)

R.C.E.P. =-- LATE TOUR ARRESTS -~ JANUARY THROUGH JULY, 1982
No. No. No. Ne.
Pct, /Period beft. Cases Pct, /Period peft. Cases
73rd Precinct 75th Precinct
Jan~Mar 12 9 Jan=-Mar ig 12
Apr ¢ 0 Apr 1z 6
May 3 2 May 0 Y
Jun 2 1 Jun 6 4
Jul 4 2 Jul 5 3
Total 21 14 : 41 25
77th Precinct 79th Precinct
Jan-Mar 12 10 Jan-Mar 13 9
Apr 7 4 Apr 0 0
May 4 4 May 5 4
Jun 6 4 Jun 2 1
Jul 7 4 Jul 3 3
Total 36 26 23 17
84+h Precinct BE8th Precinct
Jan~Mar 3 3 Jan~Mar 2 2
Apr 3 3 Apr 1 1
May 1 1 May 3 3
Jun 2 P Jun 2 1
Jul 2 1 Jul 0 0
Total 11 10 Total 8 6
3(3th Precinct 103rd Precinct
Jan-Mar 10 6 Jan-Mar 17 12
Apr 5 2 Apr 4 3
May 0 0 May 15 10
Jun 5 4 Jun 10 4
Jul 4 4 Jul 4 4
Total 24 16 Total 50 33
110th Precinct . 114th Precinct
Jan=-Mar 14 6 Jan-Mar 7 6
Apr 4 3 Apr 3 1
May 6 3 May 0 0
Jun 3 3 Jun 2 2
Jul 7 5 Jul 0 0
Total a4 20 Total 12 9
CiITY-WIDE TOYTAL
Jan-Mar 331 220
Apr 133 81
May 124 Bl
Jun 1086 77
Jul 152 99
Total 846 558




of overtime for enhancing late tour arrests in the 22 target precincts would
be approximately $78,652, or roughly the cost to the city of 2 additional
police officers. (12.14 hrs X 365 days X $17.75/hr. = §78,652.)

Reviewing late tour arrest activity in the 22 precincts (see Table 4)
indicates that the enhancement of late tour arrests would not pose a signifi-
cant burden on any of the affected PDUs. In the busiest command, MTS, there
would be one late-tour case each 2.5 days, while in the slowest precinct, the
88th, there would be one late-tour case each 33 days. The median for the 22
precincts is 20.5 cases during the 201 day period, or 1 case each 10 days.

With respect to the arrest~to~arraignment time issue, it would appear
that enhancement of late tour arrests would not adversely effect overall arrest-
to-arraignment times in the various boroughs. During the 7 month period, there
were a total of 111,526 defendants arrested in the 4 boroughs in which the
program operates., It is suggested that delaying the arraignment of 846 defen-
dants, or seven-tenths of 1% of the total would not increase overall arrest-to-
arraignment time by any measurable amount.

Enhancement of Eligible Arrests -- Precinct Productivity

The previocus section of this report dealt with the decrease in the number
of arrests considered eligible for enhancement. This section deals with the
decrease in the number of eligible cases which were actually enhanced.

A review of the data in Table 1 indicates that the percentage of eligible
arrests which were enhanced declined over the 11 month periocd. From March
through July, there was a steady decline in the percentage of eligible cases en-
hanced. From August through November, there were monthly increases but the per-
centage of eligible cases enhanced during those months remained lower than the
average percentage enhanced over the first 5 months of program operations. 1In
January, 73.7% of eligible cases were enhanced; by July the percentage had de-
creased to 47.3%. In November, 62.8% of eligible arrests were enhanced. These
variations result from a combination of two factors, the PDU Waiver Rate, and
the Missed Rate (cases not referred to the PDUs for enhancement.)

Waived Cases

The waiver procedure was developed during the pilot program in the Bronx.
Recognizing that the primary function of the Precinct Detective Unit is the
investigation of serious open crimes, a procedure was established to permit PDU
supervisors to waive the enhancement of arrest cases in favor of breaking inves-
tigations of serious crimes, particularly homicides. Indeed, during the first
17 months of pilot operations in the 43rd Precinct (Aug 79 to Dec B0}, the 43rd
PDU waived 4.0% of the arrests presented for erhancement. Despite the assignment
of additional perscnnel to the 22 Precincts, the waiver procedure was continued
in those commands, again to permit necessary prioritization of effort within the
PDUs.
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Table 5 displays data on the percentage of cases presented to the PDUs
which were waived. These data differ from Table 1, and from some other tables
to follow. (In those compilations, the waiver rate is calculated either as
the percentage of total arrests waived, or as the percentage of eligible
arrests waived; neither method accurately describes PDU performance practice,
although both are appropriate as used in other contexts,} Here the most
accurate reflection of PDU waiver rates is the percentage of arrests actually
presented to the PDU for enhancement which are waived. In essence, one must
first subtract missed cases from the eligible case pocl to determine how many
cases are actually presented for enhancement and then compute the waiver rate
from this figure.

The data in Table 5 are corganized in three time periods which roughly
correspond tco the trends observable in the 10 month aggregate data. These are:
January through March; April through July; and August through October. By
viewing the 10 month period in three segments a clearer picture of developing
trends is presented.

Reviewing the data in Table 5 indicates that PDU waivers have increased
significantly as the months have past despite the decline in eligible cases.
On a city-wide basis, only 5.6 of presented cases were waived furing the first
three months of operation. During the middle 4 month period the waiver rate
increased to 11.5%, and during the last three month period increased again to
22.6%. This increase use of the waiver procedure is apparent in almost all
commands {although there are 3 PDUs which have not found it necessary to waive
any cases during the 10 months), however there are significant differences
between individual precincts. (Individual precinct performance will be reviewed
in a later section of this report.)

As a practical matter, it is difficult to determine what a reasonable waiver
rate would be for any command. As indicated above, the 43rd PDU only waived
4.0% of the arrests presented for enhancement during a 17 month period, despite
the fact that all felony arrests were considered for enhancement in that project,
not just robberies. However, this cannot be considered as a norm. Each walved
case must be considered in light of the circumstances which led to that decision.
A high waiver rate may be indicative of understaffing in a command, or of a high
caseload of serious crimes, On the other hand, it may alsoc be indicative of a
lack of attention to program goals and an absoxption of the additicnal manpower
into the routine activities of the PDU. In either event, a high waiver rate
should invite a closer examination of the manner in which the enrhancement pro-
gram hag been incorported into the work routine of the individual unit.

Missed Cases

Table 6 presents data on the eligible cases which were not enhanced because
they were missed: that is, eligible cases were not recorded as having been pre-
sented to the PDU for enhancement. As indicated in the table, 28.7% of the
eligible arrests were not presented to the PDUs for enhancement during the 10
month period.
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Table 5

PDU Waiver Rates (As a Percentage
of Arrests Presented for Enhancement)

Pct. Jan-Mar Apr-Jul Aug-Oct Total
MTS 9.8 6.5 12.5 9.0
MTN 35.7 41.8 64.1 51.8
9th 5.0 13.7 29.7 15.6
23rd 0 0 0 0
24th 7.5 24.3 31.6 18.8
Man. 12.0 23.9 23.7 19.9
40th 0 7.2 12.0 5.8
43rd 2.4 5.5 20.0 6.9
44th 0 0 0 0
46th 0 25.6 16.0 15.0
48th 0 2.6 8.6 3.9
Bronx 0.5 7.2 10.1 6.0
73xrd 0 10.9 14.2 9.3
75th 0 28.6 19.4 13.6
77th 2 26.1 62.7 29.8
79th 12.0 0 3.3 5.2
84th 0 18.6 50.0 24.0
88th 0 13.0 16.3 10.7
90th 0 70.0 11.1 30.8
67th 0 6.0 12.5 6.1
7lst 8.3 40.4 43.8 30.9
Bklyn. 3.4 20.2 27.3 17.3
103x4d 11.5 22.2 10.0 14.0
110th 16.2 26.9 12.5 18.4
11l4th 0 0 0 0
Queens 10.3 17.4 7.4 11.5
City-

Wide 5.6 11.5 22,6 14.9
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Table

Missed Rate (Percentage
Not Presented to PDUs

of Eligible Cases

for Enhancement)

Pct. Jan-Mar Apr~Jdul
MTs 26.9 35.9
MTN 17.6 41.3
9th 20.90 31.1
23xd 26.8 ‘ 48.5
24th 20.0 38.6
Man. 22.5 53.0
40th 18.2 28.3
43rd 43.8 35.9
44th 23.4 25.3
46th 54.4 37.1
48th 34.9 25.0
Bronx 37.2 31.4
73rd 25.5 17.9
75th 24.4 26.6
77th 15.0 25.0
79th 20.5 15.6
84th 18.5 28.0
88th 9.4 . 6.6
90th 40.7 33.3
67th 8.3 16.5
7lst 4.0 22.9
Bklyn. 17.3 21.7
103xd 21.2 36.8
110th 11.8 52.8
114th 3.6 36.8
Queens 14.7 42.6
City-

Wide 23.3 23.7

Aug-0ct

40.9
55.8
39.3
42.9
45,7
24.9

39.0
52.4
35.2
21.9
32.7
34.4

31.9
17.3
37.8
19.7
45.5
20.0
55.0
24.5
17.9
29.0

14.8
17.2
23.1
18.2

33.4

Total

35.4
41.6
30.8
37.5
33.3
35.9

27.
44,
27.
40.
30.
34.

o Oy O W O

24.9
23.0
26.9
18.8
24.0
11.4
47.5
16.9
16.0
22.9

24.7
31.0
22.9
26.2

28.7
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It must be noted that the rate given for missed cases is not as firm a
statistic as other rates discussed in this report. The maintenance of records
of arrests and enhancements in the 22 Precincts is an extremely difficult
undertaking. The Case Analysis and Evaluation Unit must obtain data from at
least three different sources in the preparation of their monthly reports.
Information from these scurces can do no more than to indicate that the arrest
is unaccounted for, that is, was not enhanced or waived. PFurther investigation
by the Commanding Officer, Felony Augmentation Section frequently indicates
that what initially appeared as a missed case was in fact excluded from the
process for a different reason, some of which will be enumerated below. It is
impossible to estimate the exact percentage of cases which are incorrectly
recorded as missed, but it may be as high as 25% of the total count. Even if
this estimate is correct, there would still be over 20% of all eligible cases
which were not enhanced because they were not brought to the PDUs. (28,1% -
{25% X 2B.1%) = 20.9%)

Since the first month of operation, the Commanding Officer, Felony
Augmentation Section has made repeated attempts to address and correct the
missed case problem. Periodic communications are sent to the commands of record
and commands of assignment of arresting officers requesting investigation into
why the individual cases were not enhanced. Despite this, the problem has per-
sisted, which may indicate that the nature of the problem is essentially one of
procedure rather than one of individual culpability.

Missed arrests can arise under a number of circumstances, some of which
are as follows:

- Arresting officers can bypass the precinct of arrest and go
directly to Central Booking. This is reported to happen
freguently particularly when the arresting officer is from
an outside command or another agency.

- BAn arresting officer can bypass the PDU while processing
the arrest at the precinct, either inadvertently or inten-
tionally.

- PDUs can be temporarily unmanned due to a breaking investi-
gation. Some arresting officers seeking enhancements during
those times are referred to court by desk officers without
appropriate waiver forms.

~ Some PDU commanders report that some arrxests are screened at
the PDU and found not to be robberies and therefore are not
enhanced. ‘That these arrests are booked as robberies indi-
cates that the arresting officers disregard the instructions
of the PDU supervisors and are successful in lodging robbery
charges at Central Booking.



Regardless of the reason, missed cases continue to be a significant problen,
reducing the overall effectiveness of the program.

When the RCEP was expanded to 22 Precinct operation, the proposed
operations order specified that arresting officers appearing at central booking
facilities with robbery arrests made in one of the 22 RCEP prascincts without
either a case enhancement report or a wailver form be returned to the precint so
that the case could be enhanced. This proposal was rejected on several grounds:
it was feared that the practice would.increase overtime; transportation costs
would increase, etc. A provision was inserted in its place which regquires the
central booking supervisor to notify the command of an arresting officer
appearing without the reguired enhancement or waiver., This procedure is said to
be invoked infrequently, and is apparently as ineffective as other efforts made
to resolve the problem. As a result, there is no effective fail-safe mechanism
to insure that appropriate arrests receive enhancement, (similar to the proce-
dure in the Career Criminal Program which requires a log entry of CCIU notifica-
tion before an arresting officer may depart the precinct of arrest for central
boocking) and there appears to be no penalty involved for a officer intentionally
bypassing the process.

RCEP ~- UNIT OPERATICONS AND PRODUCTIVITY

The preceeding sections of this report have dealt with a review and analysis
of the major operational performance indices on a city-wide basis. This section,
while continuing to review city-wide data, will address individual precinct and
PDU performance. It will review the degree to which case enhancement has been
incorpeorted into the work routine of the individual PDUs both guantitatively and
gualitatively.

Case Enhancement as a Portion of Total Workload

The integration of enhancement activities into the work routine of a precinct
detective unit is a matter of some concern. Case preparation is relatively new
in New York City, and because of this there is no organizational history or
experience to guide the department-in determining what portion of a detective's
available time should be devoted to this task as opposed to the investigation of
open cases. There is little in the literature which can assist the department
in evaluating its current experience. The most definitive study to date on
detective operations suggests that the average detective unit spends 50% of its
time on post~arrest activities -- case preparation and court appearances.* While
the New York City experience was reflected in the survey data which led to this
conclusion, the percentage given is far in excess of even the most generous
estimate of post-arrest detective activities in this city. An analysis of

*
Greenwood, et al. The Criminal Investigation Process. Lexington, Mass.
D.C. Heath and Company, 1877.
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operational data maintained over 25 months in the Bronx Felony Case Preparation
Project indicated that a detective is available for investigative assignment

75% of his scheduled tours. The 25% of the time during which he was unavailable
for case assignment included all of the reasons which made him unavailable ~-
vacation, sick report, arrest processing, night watch, special assignment, court
appearances, etc. While these were not broken down further, it could be specu-
lated that arrest processing and court appearances may have accounted for approxi-
mately between 5 and 10 perxcent of his scheduled time.

The only definitive information available on this subject in New York City
is the experience gained during the FCPP. While the project's experience can-
not be considered as a norm, it at least provides some data on the degree to
which enhancement activities were integrated into the work schedules of the
precincts involved in that experiment. During that program, the PDUs involved
devoted between 3.9% and 8.6% of their available investigative man hours to en-
hancement activities. During the first 10 months of RCEP operations, the 22
PDUs only devoted an average of 1.6% of their available investigative man hours
to enhancement. The analyses which support these conclusions follows:

RCEP Experience: Table 7 presents data on the factors pertinent to this
analysis in the 22 RCEP precincts for the 10 month period between January 12th
and October 31lst, 1982. (As indicated in previous sections of this report, 28.7%
of eligible arrests were missed at the precinct level, and 14.9% of the cases
presented to the PDUs were waived.) A review of the data contained in Table 7
indicates the following: During the 10 month period, only 1.6% of the available
investigative man hours in the 22 Precincts were devoted to enhancement activities.
On average, each detective conducted .44 enhancements per month, and spent about
1.5 hours monthly on enhancement activities. Individual precinct statistics vary
significantly. The precinct which devoted the greatest proportion of its time to
case enhancement was the 79th, in which 3.0% of available investigative man-hours
were devoted to enhancement activities. The precinct which spent the least
portion of its time on case enhancement was the 90th, in which only 0.5% of the
available man-hours were spent in case enhancement. In summary, four precincts
expended less than 1% of their available man-hours on erthancement, while three
precincts devoted over 2.5% of their available man-hours on these activities.
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Table 7
RCEP Productivity Indicators —-- January through October, 1982
Ave. No. Pet. case ] * *x
No. Det. for load for Det. Total Total %t Available
Cases 10 mo. 10 mo. C/L Available Proi. Inv. Hrs.on
Pot. Enh. Period Paeriod per mo. Inv. Hours Hours Proi. Work
MTS 160 27.4 5.8 .58 23778.7 560.0 2.2
MTN 54 26.6 2.0 .20 24649.7 188.0 0.7
9th 75 18.7 4.0 .40 17593.5 262.5 1.5
23rd 37 18.2 2.0 .20 17123.1 123.5 0.7
24th 51 16.2 3.1 .31 15241.4 178.5 1.2
Man. 377 107.1 3.5 =35 100762.9 1319.5 1.3
40th 100 17.1 5.8 .58 16088.2 350 2.2
43rd 85 22.2 3.8 .38 20886, 4 297.5 1.4
44+h 120 20.4 5.9 .59 19192.9 420.0 2.2
A6th 87 22.9 3.8 .38 21545.0 304.5 1.4
48th 76 17.6 4.3 .43 16558.6 266.0 1.6
Bronx 468 100.2 4.7 =47 94271,2 1638.0 1.7
T3rd 107 15.7 6.8 .68 14771.0 374.5 2.5
75th 113 21.%9 5.2 .52 20604.2 395.5 1.9
77th 97 20.2 4.8 .48 19004.8 339.5 1.8
79th 120 14.8 B.1 .81 13924.3 420.0 3.0
84th 67 11.6 5.8 .58 10913.6 234.5 2.1
88th 93 14.0 6.6 .66 13171.6 325.5 2.5
90th 26 18.3 1.4 .14 17217.2 91.0 0.5
67th 107 i8.0 5.9 .59 16934.9 374.5 2.2
7lst 112 23.7 4.7 .47 22297.7 392 l.8
Bklyn. B42 158.2 5.3 .53 148839.3 2947.8% 2.0
103rd 90 22.2 4.1 .41 20B86.4 315 1.5
1i0th 46 20.3 2.3 .23 190%98.8 161 0.8
1l4th 70 20 3.5 .35 iBg8ls.6 245 1.3
Queens 206 62.5 3.3 .33 58801.9 721 i.2
City~-
Wide 1893 428 4,4 44 402675.2 6625.5 1.6

|

*Based on 1,129 available investigative man hours per year.
= 940.83 hours)

**Based on 3.5 hours per case.

(L,129 X 10/12
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FCPP Experience: Table B provides data on the workload factors pertinent
to this analysis as experienced in three Bronx precincts during the period
between August 1, 1979 and July 31, 1981. A review of these data discloses the
following: During the first 17 months of operation, the program was confined
to the 43rd Precinct. A total of 27 detectives were assigned to the 43rg PDU,

a figure which was maintained at a constant level over the 17 month period, al-
though some members were removed for special assignments for short periods of
time. The 27 men represented a 12.5% increase over the 24 man quota for the
unit, During the 17 month period, 34.1% of all arrests were excluded from pro-
gram consideration, which, when one subtracts late tour exclusions and RIP
exclusions, is roughly comparable to the exclusion rates for robbery arrests in
RCEP precincts. During this peried, 5.3% of eligible arrests were missed (not
referred to the PDU), and the PDU waived 4.0% of the cases presented for en-
hancement. (Both the missed and waived rates are significantly below those ex~
perienced in most RCEP precincts.) As a result, the 43rd PDU enhanced 90.9% of
the eligible arrests during the period. These arrests arose in a total of 1,392
cases. Based on an average processing time of 3 hours per case, enhancement
activities totaled 4,146 hours for the period, or B.6% of the available investi-
gative man-hours of the command. On average, each detective conducted 3 enhance-
ments per month, and spent an average of 9 hours monthly on these activities.

In January, 1981 the program was expanded to three precinct operation .
Three detectives were removed form the 43rd PDU, reducing the complement to 24,
its authorized gquota. These men were assigned to the 46th PDU, increasing the
complement of that unit by 12.5%, for a total of 24 detectives. No additional
detectives were assigned to the 50th PDU and that unit operated with a total of
12 @etectives. While initial operations in the 3 precincts paralleled those in
the 43rd during the 17 preceeding months, several events occurred which signifi-
cantly altered program operations. By the end of the second month of operation,
both the 43rd and the 46th precincts had lost personnel to attrition. In the
case of the 46th Precinct, by the end of February they were operating with fewer
personnel than prior to the program's implementation in that command.* At the
same time, crime was increasing in both commands, and the number of homicides
increased significantly over the number recorded for the same period in the
previous year. As a result of these factors, program operations were dramati-
cally changed. While all arrests continued to be eligible for enhancement,
priorities were established with the crimes of robbery, burglary, attempted mur-
der and weapons possession being listed as Priority 1, and all other felonies as
Priocrity 2. The three PDUs were instructed to attempt to enhance all Priority 1
arrests, and only enhance Priority 2 arrests when there was sufficient manpower
available. As a result of these changes, the waiver rates in all three commands
increased, ranging from 19,.9% in the 46th PDU to 34.3% in the 50th PDU.

*
These manpower reductions are not reflected in the data contained in

Table 8, as program records are insufficient to permit calculation of the
actual average number of detectives available for the 7 month periocd. As

a result, the percentage of time devoted to program activities in these
commands is understated, because there were fewer than 24 detectives assigned
during the total period.
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Table g

Productivity Indicators in the Bronx Pilor Program

Aug 78-
Dec 80 Januwary 1, 1981 -~ July 31, 1881
43rd Pct. 43rd Pct. 46th Pct. 50th Pet.
Total Arrests 3200 1325 1699 468
Total Excluded 1081 354 556 114
$ Excluded (34.1%) (26.7%) {(32.7%) {24.4%)
Total Eligible 2109 971 1143 354
% Eligibile (65.9%) (73.3%): (67.3%) (75.6%)
Missed lil2 329 45¢ 121
As a % of eligible (5.3%) (33.9%} {39.3%) (34.2%)
Waived - B8O 155 131 8o
As a % of Presented {4.0%) {24.1%} {18.9%) {34.3%)
Defendants Enhanced 1817 487 562 153
As a % of Eligible {90.9%} {50.1%) {49.2%) (43.2%)
Cases Enhanced 1382 354 411 104
No. Det. Assigned 27 24 24 12
Menthly Caseload/
Detective 3.0 2,1 2.4 1.2
Hrs. per Mo. on
Enhancement/Det.* 9 6.3 7.3 3.7
Tctal Available
Investigative
man hours for 48264.5 15806 15806 7903
period. **
Total Hrs. on
Enhancement 4146 1062 1233 312

Activities*

% of Avail. Man
Hrs. spent on B.6% 6.7% 7.8% 3.8%
Enhanc. Act.

*Based on an average of 3 hours per case.
**Based on an average availability of 1,129 investigative man
hours per year prorated for pericd involved.




At the same time and because of these changes, the missed rate increased
in each precinct. Prioritization resulted in the PDUs waiving Priority 2
cases on a regular basis. Some categories of crimes, such as Grand Larceny
auto, were always waived. BAs a result, arresting officers began to by-pass
the PDU on such arrests, resulting in their being recorded as missed rather
than waived. As a result, the missed rates for the 3 precincts ranged between
33.9% and 39.3% for the 7 month period. While these waived and missed rates
are similar to those experienced in RCEP precincts, they are not comparable as
the base from which they are computed is significantly different. In the
Bronx experiment all felonies were eligible for enhancement; in RCEP, only
robbery arrests are considered. Thus, the base from which the rates are com-
puted was, at a minimum, three to four times larger than any RCEP precinct.

Despite this curtailment of activity, the three precincts continued to
devote a measurable proportion of their time to enhancement activities. The
50th PDU, with no additional personnel devoted 3.9% of its available man hours
to enhancement activities, while the 43rd PDU, with a reduced staff, devoted
6.7%. The 46th PDU spent 7.8% of its available time on enhancement. (As
previously indicated, the percentage stated for the 43rd and 46th Precincts is
underestimated because there were fewer then 24 detectives availablé in each
of these precincts during the 7 month period.) On average, during this period
of reduced activity, each detective conducted between 1.2 and 2.4 enhancements
per month, and spent an average of between 3.7 and 7.3 hours monthly on enhance-
ment activity.

October, 1982 -- RCEPR Caseload

Much of the analyses to follow are based on RCEP cases processed during
the month of October, 1982, Before beginning that analysis, it might be useful
to review project activity for that month, and the dispositional outcomes of
the cases handled.

There were a total of 946 robbery arrests in the 22 Precincts for the month.
of these, 51.3% were excluded from program eligibility. Of the 446 eligible
arrests, 128 or 33.5% were missed or not referred to the PDUs for enhancement.
(The missed rate for the month is almost identiecal with the missed rate for the
3 month period@ August through Octcber -- 33,4%) The PDUs waived 75 arrests,
or 23.6% of those presented for enhancement. (The waived rate is slightly
higher than the 22.6% waived rate for the 3 month period August through October.)
A total of 243 arrests were enhanced, or 25.7% of all arrests, and 54.4% of
eligible arrests.

Criminal Court and Grand Jury dispositional outcomes were obtained for 233
of the October arrests, the remaining 10 having been referrxed to Family Court
for J.D. treatment. These arrests arose in a total of 177 cases. The dispasi-
tional outcomes are presented in Table 9, and are reviewed in two ways, by
defendant and by case, Previous studies ({(including the seven month dispositional
study presented with this report) have reviewed dispositional outcome by defen-
dant only. The case review is an effort to determine if there is any significant
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difference in the overall dispositional pattern emerging when case outcomes
are the focus rather than defendant outcomes. (Frequently a case will

involve two or more defendants, only one of whom can be substantially linked
to the commission of the crime by the evidence available to the investigator.
In such cases, it is frequently found that the principal defendant is indicted
while the co-defendants are dismissed.)

- A review of the defendant-oriented data in Table 9 indicates the following:
Of the 233 defendants, a total of 191 or 82.0% were disposed of at the time

of data collection. Of the disposed cases, 67.0% were indicted. The indict-
ment rates in disposed cases ranged from 58.8% in Brooklyn to 78.7% in the
Bronx. Computing indictment rates as a percentage of total arrests (including
pending cases), the rates ranged form 44.3% in Brooklyn te 67.7% in Queens,
with the city-wide rate being 54.9%.

Reviewing the data on a case-count basis indicates the following: Of the
177 cases, 146 or 82.5% have been finally disposed of in the Criminal Court.
Of the disposed cases, 70.5% have been indicted, with the indictment rates
ranging from 62.1% in Brooklyn to 81.0% in Queens., Computing the case indict-
ment rates as a percentage of all cases (including pending cases), the rates
range from 47.4% in Brooklyn to 73.9% in Queens with the city~wide rate being
58.2%. (Indictment rates computed on the "all arrest" or "all case" basis are
the lowest which can ever be recorded for the cases studied; additional indict-
ments among the pending cases can increase the rates while other dispositions
cannot reduce them.)

Comparing the October caseload data to the 10 month data on program acti-
vity and dispositional outcome indicates that the program activity for the
month was representative of the current state of operations, while the disposi-
tional outcomes appear to be gqualitatively better than those recorded in
previous studies.

Case Work Activities -- Scope of the Foliow-up Investigation

In an eifort to determine the amount and type of work invelved in the
enhancement process, every AIR prepared during the month of October 1282 was
read, its contents catalogued, and its gualitative merits assessed. In the
initial effort (the guantitative assessment of the scope of the enhancement
investigation}, investigative activities were identified and recorded without
reference to the gqualitative merits of the informaticon contained. Thus, if
the investigator recorded the interview of a witness, the case was credited
with "witness interviewed" regardless of whether or not the prospective testimony
appeared material to the case. This exercise permits a gquantitative assessment
of erhancement investigations. In the review which followed (the qualitative
assessment of case report content), the AIRs were rated according to the
quality of the report as measured against the standard format adopted by the
Police Department; the results of this effort will be reported below.
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Criminal Court Dispositions of RCEP Cases - October, 1982
I. By befendant Count
Man. Bronx Bklyn. Queens City-Wide
No. Arrests 42 55 106 31 233
Pending 7 8 26 2 42 (18.0%)
Closed 35 42 80 29 191 (82.0%)
Dismissed/
Not Processed 7 26 7 47
P.G. Misd/Vio. 7 16
Indicited 23 37 47 21 128
Indictment Rate:
As a % of All
Arrests 54.8% 67.3% 44.3% 67.7% 54,93
As a % of Closed
Arrests 65.7% 78.7% 58.8% 72.4% 67.0%
IT. By Case Count
No. Cases 30 48 76 23 177
Pending 4 7 18 3 31 (17.5%)
Closed 26 4] 58 20 146 (82.5%)
Dismissed/
Not Processed 5 16 2 29
P.G. Misd/Vio. 3 6 13
Indicted 18 32 36 17 103
Indictment Rate:
As a % of all
Cases 60.0% 66.7% 47.4% 73.9% 58.2%
As a % of
Closed Cases 69.2% 78.0% 62.1% B1.0% 70.5%
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Scope of Investigation (Case Content Analysis)

As indicated above, the 177 case reports (AIRs) for the month of
October were read and the contents catalogued to determine the scope of the
enhancement investigations. The results of this exercise are detailed in
Table 10 which summarizes the findings, and in Table 11 which details the
findings by precinct. A review of the data in Table 10 indicates that while
the investigators do an effective job of interviewing the parties to the case,
they do not perform substantial supplemental or self-initiated investigation.
Enhancement at the precinct level appears to be very effective in capturing
the statements of relevant parties at the earliest stage in the proceedings.
Arresting officers were interviewed in 99.4% of the cases; assisting officers
in 70.6%; multiplie assisting officers in 11.9%, complainants in 96.6%; other
witnesses in 32.8%; multiple other witnesses in 9.0%; defendants were interro-
gated in 99.4% of the cases, leading to exculpatory statements (which may be
of great value to the prosecution) or admissions in 56.9% of the interrogations
conducted. The high percentage of complainants and witnesses interviewed
indicates that arresting officers in those precincts are responding positively
to the training given at the inception of the program and are both identifying
witnesses at the scene of the crime and instructing them to report to the
precinct for debriefing.

Scope of Investigation (Qualitative Assessment)

The case content analysis described above, while valuable, does not go to
the issue of quality. A reading of the case files discloses a wide range of
investigative effort. Some detectives approach the enhancement task with great
vigor and apparent determination to do a good job, while others demonstrate a
minimal effort. One could reascnably infer that some detectives accept enhance-
ment as an investigative assignment, while others view it as a clerical chore.
As the results of these efforts, both good and bad, are subject to supervisory
review, supervisory attitudes towards the program may alsc be inferred from a
review of the work products of the various commands.

To guantify the results of the gualitative review, each case was assigned
a gquality rating, ranging from poor to excellent. Further, each case was given
two ratings, the first an overall rating, and the second a rating as to format --
how clesely the detective followed the department's format for Arrest Investiga-
tion Reports. Poor adherence or lack of adherence to the recommended format is
reflected in the overall rating by the cases designation as either Excellent or
Very Good. An excellent report is a Very Good report which adheres to the
recormended format, Thus every report rated as being Very Good differs from
those rated as Excellent only as to the manner in which the information is
presented.
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While the assignment of quality ratings is essentially a subjective
task, it is based upon the criteria established for post arrest investigations
in the Department's Operations Manual for the Post-Arrest Investigation of
Felonies, copies of which were given to every detective in the 22 precincts
during the one day training course they attended prior to the implementation
of the program. Definitions of the ratings assigned are as follows:
- POOR -- The investigation report does not provide sufficient
information to establish the elements of the crime,
or to identify the defendant as the perpetrator.

OR

The information provided in the report is so minimal
that the case could not be accepted for prosecution
without extensive oral supplementation by the arrest-
ing officer and complainant.

FAIR —- The investigation report provides sufficient informa-
tion to establish that a crime was committed and the
defendant was identified as the person who committed
it, but lacks sufficient detail to permit a reasonable
person to fully understand what took place. The fair
investigation lacks continuity, is missing some infor-
mation, and requires substantial oral supplementation
fyom the arresting officer and complainant. However,
it is probably sufficient on its face to warrant
acceptance for prosecution.

GOOh —- The investigation report provides detailed information
to establish that a crime was committed and to establish
that the defendant was identified and arrested as the
perscn who committed it. However, the summary nature
of the report requires some oral supplementation by the
arresting officexr or complainant.

VERY GOOD -~ Provides detailed information which establishes that
a crime was committed and that the defendant was identi-
fied and arrested as the person who committed it. The
report is written in sufficient detail as to require
little or no oral supplementation by the arresting offi-
cer or complainant.

EXCELIENT -~ The report meets the criteria of a Very Good Report,
and in addition, adheres to the Department's recomuended

format for the preparation of AIRs.
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In addition to the October reports, 117 additional AIRs (primarily from
September and November) were obtained, read and rated. This was dene to
insure that there was a large enocugh number from each precinct to permit a
formulation of judgement as to the overall performance of the individual PDUs.
Thus, the qualitative assessment was performed on a total of 294 cases, or
11.6% of all of the AIRs prepared during the 10 month period.

The results of the gualitative assessment are contained in Table 12. &
1ist of the individual cases read and the ratings assigned to them may be
found in Appendix C of this report. A review of the overall ratings assigned
to the 294 cases indicates the following: On a city-wide basis, 15.6% of the
investigation reports were rated as excellent while 32.3% were rated as very
good. Thus, 47.2% of the xeports prepared were of the highest quality, the
only difference between the two categories being adherence to the recommended
format. 1In addition, 28.8% of the reports were rated as being good. On the
jower end of the scale, 4.8% of the reports were rated as fair while 19.0%
were rated as poor.

A review of the data in Table 12 indicates that there are substantial
differences in the quality of performance between the various boroughs and
between individual precincts within the boroughs. The most consistent perfor-
mance appears to be in the Borough of Brooklyn, in which 28.B% of the investi-
gations were rated as excellent and 34.6% were rated as very good. Brooklyn
also had the lowest percentage of cases rated poor (12.5%). On the othexr end
of the scale, only 28.0% of Bronx reports were rated as being very good {none
were rated excellent as no report from a Bronx precinct fully adhered to the
recomended format), and 24.0% of Bronx reports were rated as being poor.

The guality of case preparation is an important issue. Not only does it
reflect detective and supervisory attitudes towards the program, but it can
also directly influence the degree to which the program succeeds in achieving
its goals. Research has demonstrated that case enhancement results in some
cases being indicted and convicted as felonies which would otherwise be non-
processed or dismissed in the Criminal Courts. While it is believed that poor
case preparation does not necessarily result in a case being lost (it merely
shifts the burden to the District Attorney's Office), there is some evidence
that the guality of the enhancement effort can have a direct bearing on the
dispositional results achieved. After the reports wexe read and rated, the
case dispositions at the Criminal Court level were obtained and cross-tabulated
with the gquality ratings assigned. The results of this tabulation are presented
in Table 13. When the Criminal Court dispositions of cases rated as being good,
very good or excellent are grouped together and compared with the dispositional
results of cases rated fair or poor, the following results are observed:



~28-

Table 12

Quality Ratings of Enhancement Reports

Pct. n Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor

MTS 17 3 11 1 1 1l

MTN i8 1 3 4 2 8

9th 19 1 4 8 6

23rd - 10 7 2 1

24th 12 2 4 3 3

Man. 76 14 {18.4%) 24 (31.6%) 17 (22.4%) 3 (3.9%) 18 (23.7%)
40th 13 3 7 2 1

43rd 17 4 3 3 7

44th 14 2 6 6

46th 20 9 7 2 2

48th 11 3 4 2 2

Bx, 75 0 21 (28.0%) 27 (36.0%) 9 (12.0%) 18 (24.0%)
67th iz 4 3 2 1 2

7lst 10 5 5

73rd 12 6 5 1

75th 12 4 4 4

77th 11 6 2

79th 16 6 2 5 3

84th 13 9 1 1 2

88th 8 5 2 1

90+h 10 3 4 2 1

Bklyn. 104 30 (28.8%) 36 (34.6%) 23 (22.1%) 2 (1.9%) 13 (12.5%)
103xd 15 1 7 6 1

110th 12 1 4 3 4

1i4th 12 3 7 2

Ons. 39 2 (5.1%) 14 (35.9%) 16 (41.0%) O 7 {17.9%)
City~

Wide 294 46 (15.6%) 95 (32.3%) 83 (28.8%) 14 (4.8%) 56 (19.0%)
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Table

13

CRIMINAL COURT DISPOSITION BY QUALITY RATING OF AIR

Disposition

Indicted

%2 of all arr,
% of disposed arr.

Pled Guilty M/V

% of all arr.
% of disposed arr.

Dismissed/Not Proc.

Quality Rating

% of all arr.
% of disposed arr.

Pending
% of all arx.

Trans. Fam.Ct.

% of all arr.

Excellent Very Good Good Fair Poor
(n=46) {(n=85) (n=83) (n=14} (n=56)
29 53 49 7 27
63.0 55.8 59.0 50.0 48,2
76.3 73.6 72.0 58.3 62.8
3 5 8 1 5
6.5 5.3 10.8 7.1 8.9
7.9 6.9 13.2 8.3 11.6
6 14 10 4 11
13.0 14.7 12.0 28.6 19.6
15.8 19.4 14.7 33.3 25.6
8 22 14 2 12
17.4 23.2 16.9 14.3 21.4
1 1 1
1.1 1.2 3.7
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Ex. =-VG~G Pair-Poor
{n) 224 70
Pend. & Transt. 46 i5
Disposed 178 _55
Dism. /Not Processed 39 (16.9%) 15 (27.3%)
Plead Guilty/Misd. or Vio,. 17 { 9.6%) 6 (10.9%)
Indicted 131 (73.6%) 34 (61.8%)

Thus, it appears that there is not only a relationship between enhancement and
dispositional outcome, but also between the quality of the enhancement effort
and the dispositional outcome of the case.

Investigative Format of AIRs: The standard or recommended format for the
preparation of Arrest Investigation Reports was developed during the early
months of the Bronx pilot project. Essentially, it is desinged to present the
case information to the District Attormey in the manner most useful to him, and
parallels the way in which a presecutor must present a case in court. This
involves first establishing that a crime was committed, which normally springs
from the testimony of the complainant and any witnesses to the crime. After
establishing the elements of the crime, the identity of the defendant must be
established, which freguently is also done by reviewing the testimony of the
complainant and witnesses, but may also involve the statements of the arresting
and assisting officers. Finally, the statement of the defendant to both the
arresting and investigating officers is recorded. Essentially, the report
should be developed in a time sequence fashion, enabling the reader to fully
understand how the case developed.

The cperations manual calls for each AIR to begin with an "Offense
Paragraph”, which is defined in the operations manual as:

"The "Offense" paragraph is the investigator's own description of
how the crime was committed, how the defendant(s) was identified,
and how the arrest was made. The "Offense" paragraph should be
written by the investigator after he has completed his investiga-
tion and should be based on all of the facts known teo him at that
time. It should tend to establish the elements of the crime in

a brief fashion and the evidence available to prove these elements.
The "Offense" paragraph is intended to let the reader know what

the case is all about and to set the stage for the presentation of
the facts which follow and tend to establish the crime as charged.”™

*
Police Department, City of New York. Operations Manual for the Post-Arrest
investigation of Felonies, New York: By the agency, 198l1.
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oOffense paragraphs are, in effect, summaries of the total investiga-
tion. They are particularly important in complex cases as the following
examples will illustrate:

offense Paragraph from AIR 71-163-82

- "ROBRBERY: On Oct 21, 1982 the complainant and his wife were returning
to their residence. As they left their vehicle they were aware that a
group of youths were following them. When the complainants reached the
fourth floor of their building they were surrounded by this group of
youths, who simulated weapons and forcibly removed property from them.

The responding officers observed this same group of youths
entering a 1978 Red Chevy which belonged to the complainant. (The
complainant's car keys were removed from him during the robbery.) &as
the officers approached, this group ran in all directions. The above
arrested person was apprehended and identified {show-up) by the
complainants.

After the above person was placed under arrest and removed to
the 71 Precinct, a lawful search of his person disclosed that he had
in his possession a Credit Card. Investigation by the arresting
officer revealed that this card was the proceeds of another robbery
which occurred this date at 1910 hours in the confines of the 7Cth
Precinct. A line~up was conducted at the 71lst Precinct and the
additional complainant (John Doe) picked out this person arrested as
being one of the persons that robbed him."

Offense Paragraph from AIR 67-111-82

"ROBEERY: On October 14, 1982 at about 1700 hrs. complainant returning
from shopping, entered her apartment building at 615 Ocean Ave. and
walked to the elevater, as the elevator did not appear to be operating
she began to walk up the stairs, and at that time (2nd £1. landing) was
accosted by subject, who pointed a small black handgun at her and
demanded her pocketbook. Subject ripped shoulder bag from complainant
and ran down the stairs.

On October 19, 1982 complainant responded to the 67 PDU office and
viewed photo's at both PDU and cache, picking out a photo of defendant
as the man who robbed her on October 14, 1982. On October 22, 1982
armed with a photo of the defendant and having had dealings with de-
fendant in the past, the arresting officer PO, Castiglia and his
partner PO. King observed defendant walking along the street. Officer
arrested def't and brought him to the 67th Pct. detective unit where a
six {(6) man lineup was conducted for the benefit of the complainant.
Complainant identified defendant as the perpetrator.”
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Offense paragraphs, such as those presented asbove, provide a focus to
the district attorney's review of the investigation report. They tell him
very quickly what the case is all about and permit him to focus his review
on those elements of testimony which flesh out and substantiate the summary.

Both the offense paragraph and the suggested method of testimonial pre-
sentation (sequential development) are merely the application of communications
theory to the transfer of case information between the police department and
the district attorney. Utilization of the standard format places no additional
burden on the investigating officer, but does reguire him to approach the
report writing phase of the investigation in a thoughtful mannexr.

The qualitative review of the 294 cases indicated that the bulk of the
ATRS are written in accordance with the standard format, as far as sequential
development is concerned. However, there is less adherence to the development
and utilization of comprehensive offense paragraphs. A review of quality ratings
assigned offense paragraphs (Appendix ) discloses that of the 294 cases rated,
only 74 or 25.2% were judged as having acceptable (fair through excellent)
offense paragraphs. Thirty-one reporis or 10.5% of the total had nc offense
paragraph whatsoever. The balance were defective in that they failed to pro-
vide a summary of the investigation (e.g.. "pefendant is charged with robbery
in that he took complainant's property by force."), or the summary description
is limited to the commission of the crime and does not go to the identification
and arrest of the defendant.

2s with scome other factors, there is wide variation between boroughs and
between precincts within boroughs as to the use of offense paragraphs. Quality
distribution by borough is as follows:

Fair-Gd.
vV.G.~ExXC.
{n} Cases Off. Par. %
Manhattan 76 20 : 26.3%
Bronx fS 2 2.7%
Brooklyn 104 49 47.1%
Queens 39 3 7.7%
City-wide 294 74 25.2%

Adherence to standard format, including the development and use of compre-
hensive offense paragraphs appears to be most consistent in the Borough of
Brooklyn, and implies a high level of supervisory commitment and review.
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I+ should be stressed that failure to adhere to the recommended format
or to include a comprehensive offense paragraph does not negate the value
of a good investigation., The mosit notable example of this is the 46th
Precinct. AIRs in that command are prepared by the RIP unit, and none
adhered to the recommended format as to sequential development, nor did
any contain a comprehensive offense paragraph summarizing both the crime
and the identification and arrest of the defendant. Some were written in
DD5 fashion, i.e., one interview to a page, while others included more
than one interview on a report page. Most were written with the statement
of the arresting officer as the lead entry in the report. Nevertheless,
the guantity and quality of information provided was generally outstanding.
(Quality ratings assigned to the 19 46th PDU cases read were: VG - 9;

Good - 7; Fair - 2; Poor - 2.} While the work of this unit is above
average, it is suggested that with little additional effort, it would be
cutstanding.

Common Errors and Omissions in the Preparation of AIRs.

The following are some of the more common errors or omissions observed
in the review of the 294 cases.

1. Re: Statements of Complainant and Eye Witnesses

a. Brevity -- in an attempt to make statements brief, some
detectives omit essential points. Freguently, the complainant’s
and witnesses' statements end with the description of the crime
and omit details regarding the complainant's report to the
police and the actions he observed thereafter.

b. Poor language choice ~- in several instances, complainant's
and witnesses' statements were presented in the first person,
attributing the words used to the complainant or witness. In
these cases, the witnesses were guoted in statements replete
with police slang such as perpetrator, forthwith, effected the
arrest, etc.

c¢. Missing witnesses ~- in several instances the complainant's
statement identified a witness to the crime who was never
again referred to or further identified in the report. There
were no statements as to attempts te interview him, nor was
there any further identification information provided which
would assist the prosecutor in locating him should his testimony
be necessary.

2. Re: Statements of Arresting or Assisting Officers

a. Officers' statements frequently omitted information regarding
the complainant’'s statement to them upon arriving at the scene.
This is particularly important when the officer makes the
arrest at another location based on a description provided by
the complainant. In those cases in which the information is
provided, it provides the basis for establishing the officer's
probable cause for making the arrest.
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3. Re:

Y-

Frequently in cases in which the arrest was made by the
enhancing detective, all details of the arrest are cmitted.
Such case reports generally jump from the statement of the
complainant to the interrogation of the defendant. There is
no information provided on how the defendant was identified
as the perpetrator, and when and where the arrest was made.

Defendants' Statements

In the majority of instances, statements made by defendants

to interrogating officers were very well reported. In several
cases, complete Q&A's were presented. However, in several
instances, the detective attempted to paraphrase the defendant,
and in doing so probably weakened the statements' value to the
prosecutor.

4, General:

=

Excessive use of abbreviations and police slang: 1In a minority
of cases, the reporting officers resorted to excessive use of
abbreviations and police slang {e.g., At T/P/C perp. 1 did
yoke the complainant etc.}. BY comparison, the majority of

the detectives demonstrated their ability to write their
reports in simple yet effective language, and resisted the
temptation te resort to the use of the word perpetrator even
Once.

Omission of background details: In a good number of cases the
arrest resulted from a crime committed days or weeks in the
past. In some of the reports on these investigations, details
regarding the complainant's report of the crime to the police
were omitted thus confusing the issue as to probable cause for
the current arrest.

In several reports, no reference was made to the seizure of
evidence (no indication of from whom it was seized, and by
whom) and the first the reader became aware of its existence
was in reading the evidence list on the "Witness" page of the
2IR. In some instances the evidence seized resulted in addi-
tional charges being lodged against the defendant {(e.g., pos—
session of controlled substances) and yet the report was silent
as to details of the seizure.

In a large number of cases, the reporting officer indicated
that the defendant has a prior criminal record by providing his
NYSID number, but omitted a summary of his previous arrests.

Poor reporting: The most serious criticism which can be made
of a small number of case reports is that it is evident that
they were hastily prepared by detectives who viewed the task
as a disagreeable clerical chore rather than an investigative
assignment, and were allowed to remain in their current state
even though subjected to supervisory review.



«35m

f. Failure te follow investigative leads: As indicated in the
case content analysis (Table 10}, detectives assigned to
enhancement activities did not perform substantial supple-
mental investigation. They freguently failed to follow
investigative leads provided them. In several cases, the
defendants provided the identities of alibi witnesses, but
there was no indication of any effort to contact these

= persons to either substantiate or refute the alibi.

Examples of Excellent, Very Good, and Poor Arrest Investigation Reperts
are attached as Appendix D.

Effects of Case Type on Prosecutorial Actions.

Research on the Felony Case Preparation and Robbery Case Enhancement
Projects has already demonstrated that case enhancement has a direct effect
on dispositional outcome, resulting in some cases being indicted or dis-
posed of as misdemeanor convictions which would otherwise have remained
in the Criminal Court and in some instances, dismissed. In addition, as an
earlier section of this current report indicates, the guality of the enhance-
ment effort also affects dispositional outcome in a similar manner. However,
neither of these findings provide clues to the reasons for differences in
indictment, conviction and dismissal rates among the various boroughs, and
among the precincts within those boroughs.

While this study does not focus on the data which might provide the
answer to this guestion, it does provide strong impressionistic information
which directly addresses the issue. A careful reading of the case reports
with a knowledge of their Criminal Court dispositions suggests the following:

a, The District Attorneys Office in each of the four counties is
enthusiastically supporting the Police bepartment's efforts to reduce the
incidence of robberies by the vigorous prosecution of offenders. Indictments
are sought and obtained in almost every case in which a reasonable person
could conclude that the available facts of the crime merit felony prosecution,

bh. Dismissals and misdemeancr convictions result, for the most part,
from cases in which the fact pattern is such that a reasonable perscen would
not expect the resources of the criminal justice system to be expended on
an almost predictably unsuccessful felony prosecution. Some of these fact
patterns are as follows:

{1} Prior relationship robberies in which the crime resulted
from a long-standing dispute over property.(7 Dismissals and
1 Misd. conviction in October.)

{2) Robberies in which both the complainant and defendant are
youthful, and which involved force rather than the use of
dangerous weapons, (3 Dismissals and 3 Misd. convictions in
October,)

{3) Robberies arising out of prostitution.,( 1 Dismissal in October,)
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(4) One-on-one situations generally involving a youthful cffender,
no additional witnesses, and no injury to the complainant.
(6 Dismissals and 2 misd. convictions in October.)}

(5) cases in which the DA screening results in misdemeanor charges
being lodged. (1 Dismissal in October.)

" (6) Cases in which the complainant either could not be identified
(although the officer witnessed the crime}, or refused to
cooperate in the prosecution. (2 misd. convictions in October.)

The above account for 18 of the 29 dismissals recorded on October
cases, and 8 of the 13 misdemeanor convictions recorded. Of the remaining
11 dismissals, 5 were in cases in which a reading of the AIR failed to
suggest any reason for the dismissal, and 4 were in cases in which the
gquality of the AIR was so poor as to preclude the formulation of any
judgement. Of the remaining 5 misdemeanor convictions, 3 resulted from
cases in which a reading of the AIR cannot suggest any reason for that
disposition, and 2 resulted from cases in which the poor quality of the AIR
precludes making a judgement as to possible cause.

All of this strongly suggests that it is the type of case rather than
any deficiencies in police performance which is the most important deter-
minant of disposition. Presented with good evidence on violent or serious
robberies the District Attorneys respond with positive action. Presented
with less serious crimes (many of which are defective in the sense that
it would be difficult to persuade a Grand Jury that the defendant's
actions merited felony prosecution), the District Attorneys respond accoxrd-
ingly.

c. This information assists one in understanding the differences in
indictment rates in RCEP cases among the various boroughs and among
precincts within the same borough. To the extent that the October sample
is representative of the range of cases handled during the 10 month pericd,
the greatest number of "problem" cases arise in the borough of Broocklyn.
Many of the arrests in that borough involve youthful offenders with little,
if any, prior criminal records. They are generally arrested in cases in
which the complainants are also youthful and the fact patterns normally
involve the strong-arm taking of chains and other jewelry. The fact that
such cases do not result in indictments and felony prosecutions assists
one in understanding why the Brooklyn indictment rate is the lowest in the
four boroughs., For the first 7 months of 1982, 55.2% of RCEP cases were
indicted in Brooklyn as compared te 42,5% of the comparison group cases.
The RCEP indictment rates for the other boroughs were: Manhattan, 66.B8%;
the Bronx, 61.3%; and Queens, 65.6%., This case review strongly suggests
that the differences in indictment rates among boroughs is more a factor
of case type than differences in prosecutorial policies between the
boroughs.

This information also helps to explain some of the differences in
indictment rates among the various precincts, in particular, the 7lst
Precinct in Brooklyn. Case enhancement efforts in that command are oui-
standing as judged by the October case reports. In October, of the 10
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reports reviewed, 5 were rated Excellent and 5 Very Goeod. Yet the precinct
has the lowest indictment rate of any of the Brooklyn commands for the 7
month pericd on which detailed dispositional information is available. B2
reading of the 7lst Precinct's case reports discloses that the majority of
the robbery arrests meet the fact patterns described above; those which did
not conform to these patterns were indicted.

The Cost of Enhancement Activities

As previously noted, additional detectives were assigned to the RCEP
precincts to offset the increase in workload that was anticipated with
introduction of the enhancement process. These detectives were fully
integrated into the PDUs and carry investigative case=-loads in addition to
their erhancement duties. There were noe "RCEP Detectives" intended in the
implementation plan; all members of the individual units were expected to
perform enhancement activities, As a result, the cost of the program is
limited to the number of hours devoted to case enhancement. Based on
salary costs supplied by the Department's Budget Section, the cost of RCEP
operations for the 10 month period can be approximated.

otal cost to the city for a 3rd grade detective (salary plus fringe
benefits}) is $47,748 per year. The hourly rate, based on total costs is
$22.87 per hour. During the 10 month period, a total of 6,625.5 hours
were devoted to case enhancement (Table 8). BAs a result, the cost of
enhancement activities was $151,525.18 for the 10 month period. These
costs arose from a workload of 1,893 cases, resulting in a per case cost of
$80,.04,

The unit cost would be increased to the extent that any of the detec-
tives assigned these duties were either 1lst or 2nd grade, and would alsoc
increase to the extent that any of the detectives were reguired to make
court appearances as a result of their participation in the case (except
where the investigating officer was also the arresting officer.)

Cost figures may also be produced for other units of measurement. For
example: During the first 3 months of cperation, indictments were obtained
on 462 RCEP defendants. Operational costs for the three month period were
$51,869,.16. (648 cases X 3.5 hrs X $22.87) Therefore the RCEP cost per
indictment was $112,27 to date, although the unit cost would be reduced if
any of the pending cases from this pericd resulted in indictments. As a
result of cases arising during this period, a total of 111 defendants have
received prison sentences, Therefore the RCEP cost per defendant incarcerated
in a state priosn was $467.29 for the period to date, although the unit cost
would be reduced if any of the pending cases from this period resulted in
prison sentences,

Individual Precinct and PDU Performance

Table 14 presents a composite of all of the activity and performance
indicators reviewed in this report. Tables 15 through 19 present data on
individual precinct performance for the period between January and October,
1282, 1In addition, because the effects of the trends observed cannot be
determined from aggregate data, statistics for the month of October are
also presented in these tables as a reflection of current operations in
each command.
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Because of the wide range of differences in performance among the
individual precincts, it would be difficult to attempt to summarize the

individual precinct and borough data. However,

possible and informative.

Borough Precinct

®  Highest Exclusion Rate Manhattan 90th

Lowest Exclusion Rate Brooklyn 88th

Highest Missed Rate Manhattan 90th

Lowest Missed Rate Brooklyn B8th

Highest Waiver Rate Manhattan MTN

Lowest Waiver Rate Bronx 23rd, 44th,

1i4th

Highest Percentage Total

Arrests Enhanced Brooklyn BBth

Lowest Percentage Total

Arrests Enhanced Manhattan 90th

Highest Percentage Eligible

Arrestis Enhanced Queens 8Bth

Lowest Percentage Eligible

Arrests Enhanced Manhattan MTN

Highest Percentage of

Indictments in Enhanced Cases Manhattan 110th

Highest Percentage of Inves-

tigative Time Devoted to

Enhancement Activities Brooklyn 79th

Lowest Percentage of Inveg-

tigative Time Devoted to

Enhancement Activities Queens 90th

Mid-Town Precinct South

some summarization is

MTS has the highest exclusion rate of the 22 precincts, This is a
result of the large number of arrests made on the late tour, and the large
number of arrests made by other agencies. Other exclusion categories are
below borough and city-wide averages. MTS also has a high rate of missed
cases, the incidence of which has increased in each of the periods measured;
26.9% were missed during the first three months, 35.9% during the middle
four months, and 40.9% during the final 3 months, for a 10 month average
of 35.4%,



~d -

Despite its reputation as one of the busiest units in the City, the
MTS PDU has only waived 2.0% of the cases presented during the 10 month
period, and leads the city with the largest average monthly caseload of
enhanced cases, 22, As a result, the unit enhanced 58.7% of all eligible
arrests, which is above the borough average, and only slightly below the
city-wide average of 60.4%. The quality of case preparation efforts as
reflected in the AIRs is considered to be well above average, which evinces
a sincere effort on the part of the detectives and the supervisory staff.
During the 10 month period, 2.2% of the total investigative time available
was devoted to enhancement activities, which is above both the borough and
city-wide averages.

Mid-Town Precinct North

MTN has a higher than average exclusion rate for the 10 month pericd.
As in MTS, this reflects a high percentage of late tour arrests, and an
above average percentage of other agency arrests. MIN has the second
highest rate of missed cases of all of the precincts for the 10 month
period, 41,6%, The missed rate increased in each of the periocds measured,
jumping from 17.6% during the first three months to 41.3% during the
middie 4 months, and finally to 55.8% during the last 3 months, MTN's
missed rate in October was 55.9%. The high rate of missed cases is
believed to be a direct conseguence of the exceptionally high PDU waiver
rate. It is apparent that, because so few arrests are enhanced by the PDU,
arresting officers are by~passing the process out of the reascnable expec-
tation that the case will not be enhanced.

The MTN PDU has the highest walver rate of any of the 22 PDUs in the
program, During the first three meonths 35.7% of the cases presented were
waived; this increased to 41.8% during the middle 4 months; and increased
further to 64.1% during the last 3 months. The unit waived 66.7% of
presented cases during the month of October. BAs a result, the precinct
reported the lowest percentage of eligible cases enhanced for the 10 month
period, 28.2%, and the second lowest percentage of total arrests enhanced,
12.7%. The MTN PDU only enhanced an average of 7 cases per month, the
third lowest number in the city.

During the 10 month periocd, MTN PDU only devoted 0.7% of its total
avallable investigative time to case enhancement. This is well below the
borough and city-wide averages and is second lowest in the city. Tack of
attention to and concern for the program is reflected in the poor guality
of the case reports reviewed. Eight of the 18 cases reviewed were judged
to be poor, and 2 only fair. The high waiver rate and low quality of work
performed are indicative of lack of attention to the program by both
the detectives assigned and their supervisors., In the current structure,
when RCEP is in selected precincts only, credibility ef the program would
be well served if MTN precinct were dropped.

9th Precinct

The 9th Precinct's exclusion rate of 42.0% is lower than both the
borough and city-wide averages. It has however, increased appreciably
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from the 2B.0% excluded in January to the 40.7% excluded in Octobexr. The
principal reason for this is the designation of the 9th Precinct for RIP
operations and the exclusion of RIP arrests from the enhancement process,
The percentage of cases missed in the precinct (30.8% for the 10 month
period) is below the percentage missed in the borough and only slightly
higher than the city~wide missed rate of 2B8.7%. However, the percentage
of cases missed has increased in each of the periods reviewed, rising from
2070% during the first three months to 31,1% during the middle 4 months,
and finally to 39.3% for the last three months., The missed rate for
October was 62.5%.

The 9th PDU's waiver rate for the 10 month period (15,6%) was below
the borough average and only slightly higher than the city-wide average
of 14,9%. However, the waiver rate has increased appreciably from month~
to-month during the 10 month period, rising from 5.0% during the first
three months to 13.7% during the middle 4 months, and finally to 29.7%
during the last three months., During the 10 month period, the unit en-
hanced 33.9% of 211 robbery arrests in the precinct, and 58.4% of all
eligible arrests. The unit expended 1.5% of its available investigative
manpower on enhancement activities, and each detective had an average
monthly worklead of 0.4 cases. While 32% of the cases reviewed were
rated as being poorly prepared, the balance were generally acceptable.
Overall, in comparison with the results observed in other precincts, the
precinct and PDU would be rated as average with respect to the enhancement
program,

23rd Precinct

The exclusion rate in the 23rd Precinct was 62.7% for the 10 month
period, and 82.4% for the month of October. This is the second highest
exclusion rate of the 22 precincits and reflects the impact of RIP opera-
tions in that command. The percentage of cases missed during the 10
months was 37.5%, which is above both the borough and city-wide averages.
For the periods measured, the missed rate was 26,8% for the first three
months, 48.5% for the middle 4 months, and 42.9% for the final three
months.

The 23rd PDU is one of three commands which have not waived any cases
during the 10 month period. As a result, 23.3% of total robbery arrests
and 62.5% of eligible arrests have been enhanced. The unit expended only
0.7% of its available investigativeman-hours on case enhancement, well
below the borough and city-wide averages. Quality of enhancement effort
as determined by a review of case reports is deemed to be well above
average. The 23rd Precinct would be rated well above average except for
the accelerating exclusion and miss rates.

24th Precinct

The exclusion rate in the 24th Precinct for the 10 month period was
48,4%, which is below both the borough and city-wide averages. The missed
rate in that command, 33.3% was zlso below average for the period, however,
as in most precincts, it increased in each of the measured periods; 20.0%
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of cases were missed during the first 3 months; this increased to 38.6%
during the middle 4 months; and increased further to 45.7% during the
final three months.

The 24th PDU waiver rate for the 10 month period was 18.5% of presented
cases, which is above the city-wide average and has increased in each of
the periods measured, rising from 7.5% during the first three months to 24.3%
during the middle 4 months, and finally to 31.6% during the last three months.
No cases were waived during the month of October. BAs a result of these factors,
38,0% of all robbery arrests were enhanced during the 10 months, which is above
both the borough and city-wide averages, and 54.2% of eligible arrests were
enhanced, a percentage which is higher than the borough but lower than the city-
wide average. The PDU expended 1.2% of its available investigative man-hours on
enhancement activities which is below both the borough and city-wide averages.
Enhancement efforts, as determined by a review of cases reported, are deemed to
be average.

40th Precinct

The 10 month exclusion rate in the 40th Precinct was 48.4%, which is below
the borough and city-wide averages. The missed rate for the period, 27.2% is
also below average, although missed cases have increased in each of the periods
measured, rising from 18.2% during the first three months to 28.3% during the
middle four months, and finally to 39.0% for the last three months. The missed
rate in October was only 18.2%.

The 40th PDU only waived 5.8% of the cases presented during the 10 months,
although the waiver rate increased in each of the periods measured, rising from
0% in the lst period, to 7.2% in the 2nd, and finally to 12.0% in the 3rd. The
PPU devoted 2.2% of its available investigative man-hours to enhancement activi-
ties during the 10 months, which is above both the borough and city-wide averages.
Enhancement efforts, as reflected in the guality of the case reports reviewed
appears to be average.

A3rxd Precinct

The exclusion rate in the 43rd Precinct was 43,8% for the 10 month period,
which is well below both the borough and city-wide averages. However, the 10
month missed rate of 44.0% is substantially above average and increased signifi-
cantly during the last three months. The missed rate during the first three
months was 43.8% of eligible cases; this decreased during the middle 4 months
to 35.9%, only to increase during the final three months to 42.4%. The missed
rate in October was 73.3%.

The 43rd PDU devoted 1.4% of its available investigative man-hours to en-
hancement activities, which is below both the borough and city-wide averages.
The PDU waiver rate for the 10 months was only 6.9%, but it has increased in
each of the periods measured rising from 2.4% during the first 3 months to 5.3%
during the middle 4 months, and finally to 20.0% during the final 3 months.
During October, the PDU waived 2 of the 4 cases presented for enhancement, or
50.0%. The guality of the enhancement efforts as reflected in the case reports
reviewed is well below average, with 41% of the cases rated poor and 17.6% rated
as only fair. Overall, the enhancement effort in the 43rd Precinct would be
rated as below average.
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44th Precinct

The 10 month exclusion rate in the 44th Precinct was 54.5%, which is
above both the borough and city-wide averages. This high exclusion rate
reflects above average activity by special units and other agencies. The
missed rate of 27.9% is below both borough and city-wide averages, however,
it has increased in each of the measured periods (23.4%, 25.3%, and 35.2%).
The missed rate in October was 46.2%.

The 44th PDU did not waive any cases during the 10 month period, and the
unit devoted 2.2% of its available investigative man~hours to enhancement
activities. However, the guality of the enhancement effort, as judged from
the case reports reviewed is deemed to be below average. Of 14 reports re-
viewed, 6 (43%) were little more than expanded arrest reports and were judged
to be among the poorest of the 294 cases reviewed during this study. 2As a
result, all of the AIRs prepared during the 10 month period were reviewed to
determine if the October reports were representative of the 10 month effort.
This appeared to be the case, and may be a partial explanation of the fact that
of all of the Bronx precincts in the RCEP, the 44th is the only one in which
the comparison group cases have a higher indictment rate than the RCEP cases.
Despite the fact that the PDU did not waive any cases and had one of the high-
est percentages of eligible cases enhanced, its overall afforts are believed
tc be well below standard.

46th Precinct

The 46th Precinct's 10 month exclusion rate of 55,1% is higher than both
the city-wide and borough averages and is reflective of the impact of RIP
operations in that command. While the 10 month missed rate {40.0%) is higher
than both the borough and city-wide averages, the 46th Precinct is the only one
of the 22 which has evidenced a consistent reduction in the percentage of missed
ecases. During the first 3 month period, 54.4% of all eligible arrests were
missed; this was reduced to 37.1% during the middle 4 month period, and was
further reduced to 21.9% during the last 3 month period. The missed rate for
October was only 10.3%.

The 46th PDU waiver rate for the 10 month period was the highest recorded
in the Bronx, 15.0%. However, this reflects a substantial waiver rate during
the middle 4 wmonth period (25.6%) when the unit was first converted to RIP
operations. QOperations appear to have stabilized, and the waiver rate for the
last 3 month period was 16.0%, with the October waiver rate being 11.5%. The
The 46th PDU devoted 1.4% of its available investigative man-hours to enhance-
ment activities, enhancing 22.9% of all robbery arrests, and 51.0% of eligible
arrests, both figures being below the borough and city-wide averages. Again,
there appears to be a reversal of these trends, and in the month of October
the unit enhanced 45.,1% of all robbery arrests in the command, and 79.3% of all
eligible arrests. (Effective October 1, RIP arrests in the 46th Precinct were
subjected to enhancement as part of an experiment being conducted by the Central
Robbery Division.) Enhancement efforts, as judged by the guality of the reports
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prepared is deemed to be well above average, and if current trends continue
in the command, its overall rating will be well above average.

4Bth Precinct

The 10 month exclusion rate in the 48th Precinct was 45.1%, which is below
both the borough and city-wide averages. The missed rate for the 10 month
period was 30.6%, which is below the borough average, but higher than the city-
wide average. For the 3 periods measured, the missed rate was 34.9% during the
First 3 months, 25.0% during the middle 4 months, and 32.7% fox the last three
months. The missed rate in October was only 21.1%.

The 48th PDU's 10 month waiver rate was only 3.9%, which reflected no
waivers during the first three months, 2.6% during the middle 4 months, and
8.6% during the last 3 month period. As a result, the unit enhanced 36.6%
of all robbery arrests in the command, and 66.7% of all eligible arrests, both
of which are above both the borough and city-wide averages. The PDU devoted
1.6% of its avajilable investigative man-~hours to enhancement activities, and
the quality of the enhancement effort was judged by the case reports is deemed
to be average.

73rd Precinct

During the 10 month period, 50.4% of all robbery arrests in the 73rd Precinct
were excluded from the enhancement process. This reflects an above average numbexr
of arrests by other agencies. The 1C month missed rate of 24.9% is above the
borough average, but below the city-wide average. For the periods measured, the
missed rate was 25.5% during the first 3 months, 17.9% during the middle 4
months, and 31.9% during the last three months. The missed rate in October was
19.0%.

The 73rd PDU's waiver rate for the 10 month period, 9.3%, was below both the
borough and city-wide averages, although it increased in each of the periods
measured, rising from 0% to 10.9%, and then to 14.2%. As a result, the unit
enhanced 33.8% of all robbery arrests in the command, and 68.1% of all eligible
arrests, both percentages being above the borough and city-wide averages. The
PDU devoted 2.5% of its available investigative man-hours to enhancement activi-
ties, and the guality of the enhancement efforts as reflected in the case reports
was deemed to be well above average. Overall, and in comparison with the other
21 precincts, the 73rd Precinct should be viewed as above average in the en-
hancement program.

75th Precinct

The 10 month exclusion rate in the 75th Precinct is 47.9% whichk is below both
the borough and city-wide averages. The missed rate of 23.0% is only slightly
above the borough average, but well below the city-wide average. For the periods
measured, the missed rate was as follows: 24.4% during the first 3 months, 26.6%
during the middle 4 months, and 17.3% during the last 3 months. The missed rate
for Cctober was 18.5%.
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The 75th PDU waiver rate for the 10 months was 13.6% of the cases presented
to the unit for enhancement. This broke down as follows: 0% during the first
three months, 28.6% during the middle 4 months, and 19.4% during the last 3
months. The waiver rate for October was 27.3%. During the 10 month period, the
unit devoted 1.9% of its available investigative man-hours to enhancement acti-
vities, enhancing 13.6% of all robbery arrests in the command, and 34.7% of all
eligible arrests. The guality of enhancement efforts as judged by the case
réports reviewed is deemed average, with 33.3% of the 12 cases reviewed having
been rated poor. Overall, the precinct is rated as average on a city-wide basis,
but below average in comparison to other Brooklyn precincts.

77th Precinct

During the 10 month period, 46.2% of all robbery arrests made in the 77th
Precinct were excluded from the enhancement program. This percentage is below
both the borough and city-wide averages. The percentage of cases missed during
the 10 month period was 26.9%; however, the missed rate increased appreciably
in each of the periods measured, rising from 15.0% during the first 3 months to
25% during the middle 4 months, and rising again to 37.8% during the last 3
months. It is believed that the increase in the percentage of missed cases is
related to and a consequence of the accelerating waiver rate in the 77th PDU,

puring the 10 month period, the 77th PDU waived 29.8% of the cases presented
for enhancement. The waived rate increased significantly in each of the periods
measured, rising from 2.0% during the first 3 months to 26.1% during the middle
4 months, and finally to 62.7% during the last 3 months. The PDU waiver rate in
October was 69.6%, over two-thirds of all arrests presented. During the 10
month period, the PDU devoted 1.8% of its available investigative man-hours to
enhancement activities, and enhanced 27.6% of all robbery arrests in the command,
and 51.3% of all eligible arrests. Both percentages are below both the borough
and city-wide averages. Quality of enhancement efforts as evidenced in the case
reports reviewed is well above average, however, because of the extremely high
waiver rate the precinct is rated as below average overall.

79th Precinct

During the 10 month period, only 33.6% of robbery arrests in the 79th Precinct
were excluded from the enhancement program, a percentage well below both the
borough and city-wide averages. The precinct's missed rate for the period, 18.8%
is also well below the borough and city-wide averages, and did not vary appreci-
ably during the periods measured, being 20.5% during the first 3 months, 15.6%
during the middle 4 months, and 19.7% during the last 3 months. The missed rate
in QOctober was 11.1%.

The 79th Precinct Detective Unit had the third smallest average number of
detectives assigned for the 10 month period, 14.8. Despite this, theirx perfor-
mance in the RCEP must be considered as outstanding in comparison to all of the
other precincts. The PDU devoted 3.0% of its available investigative man-hours
to case enhancement. During the period the PDU waiver rate was only 5.2%, which
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broke down as follows: 12.0% during the first 3 months, 0% during the middle
four menths, and 3.3% during the final 3 months. The waiver rate in October
was 4.6%. As a result, the unit enhanced 51.1% of all robbery arresits in the
command, the second highest percentage of all of the precincts, and 77.0% of
all eligible arrests, also the second highest average. The quality of enhance-
ment efforts as judged by the case reports reviewed was generally well above
average, with only 18% of the case reports being rated poor. Overall, both
the precinct and the PDU must be viewed as well above average.

84th Precinct

puring the 10 month period, 50.7% of all robbery arrests in the Béth
precinct were excluded from enhancement. In addition, 32.8% of the remaining
arrests were missed, with the missed rate increasing in each of the periods
measured. The percentage of missed cases increased from 18.5% during the first
3 months to 28.0% during the middle 4 months, and finally to 45.5% during the
last 3 months. The missed rate for October was 34.8%.

The 84th PDU, which had the lowest number of detectives assigned for the 10
month peried, 11.6, waived 24.0% of the cases during the 10 months. The per-
centage of cases waived increased significantly in each of the periods measured,
rising from 0% during the first 3 months to 18.6% during the middle 4 months,
and finally to 50.0% during the last 3 months. The waiver rate for October was
46.7%. As a result, the unit enhanced 25.2% of all robbery arrests in the command ,
and 51.1% of all eligible arrests, both percentages being below both the borough
and city-wide averages. Quality of enhancement effort, as judged by & review of
case reports is deemed to be well above average. During the 10 month period, the
anit devoted 2.1% of its available investigative man-~hours to case enhancement.
While the work done is well above average, the extremely high waiver rate results
in this unit being rated as below average in comparison with all other commands.

88+th Precinct

pDuring the 10 month period, only 31.6% of robbery arrests in the 88th Precinct
were excluded from the enhancement program, a percentage well below both the
borough and city-wide averages. In addition, the g88th Precinct's missed rate of
11.4% was the lowest of the 22 precincts, although it has fluctuated during the
periods measured, dropping from 9.4% during the first 3 months to 6.6% during the
middle 4 months, and then increasing to 20.0% during the last 3 months. The
missed rate during October was 11.1%. As a result, the 88th Precinct sent the
highest percentage of robbery arrests o the PDU for enhancement of all of the
precincts in the program, 60.4%.

The 88th PDU only waived 10.7% of the cases presented during the 10 month
period, although the waiver rate increased in each of the periods measured,
rising from 0% during the first 3 months to 13.0% during the middle 4 months, and
rising again to 16.3% during the final 3 months. The waiver rate for October was
37.5%. As a result, the B8th PDU, while devoting 2.5% of its available investiga-
tive man~hours to case enhancement, enhanced 54.1% of all robbery arrests in the
command, and 77.9% of all eligible arrests, both percentages being the highest
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recorded in each category among the 22 precincts. Quality of enhancement
as judged by a review of case reports ig deemed to be above average, and as
a result, both the precinct and the PDU are deemed to be well above average
in comparison to the other precincts in the program. It is significant to
note that the 88th PDU had the second lowest average number of detectives
assigned for the 10 months, 14. .

90th Precinct

-

During the 10 month periecd, 74.2% of all robbexy arrests made in the 20th
pPrecinct were excluded from the enhancement program. This is the highest
percentage excluded among the 22 precincts and reflects the fact that the 90th
Precinct conducted RIP operations for the entire 10 months, with all RIP arrests
being excluded from enhancement. The Special Unit Exclusion Rate in the 90th
Precinct was 43.6% for the 10 months, the highest recorded in the 22 precincts.
In addition, the 90th Precinct recorded the highest missed rate for the 10 month
period, 47.5%. As a result, only 13.5% of all of the robbery arrests made in
the command were forwarded for enhancement.

Within RIP precincts, the responsibility for enhancement of uniformed and
out of command arrests is vested in the RIP unit. Duaring the 10 month period,
RIP personnel waived 30.8% of the cases presented for enhancement. The waived
rate varied as follows: 0% during the first 3 months, 70.0% during the middle
4 months, and 11.1% during the last 3 months. DNo cases were waived during
October. Bs a result, the RIP unit only enhanced 9.4% of all of the robbery
arrests in the command, and 36.4% of the eligible arrests. The RIP unit devoted
0.8% of its available investigative man-hours to enhancement activities, and
the quality of the enhancement efforts, as judged by the cases reviewed is deemed
to pe well above average. Overall, the high percentage of arrests excluded and
the high RIP waiver rate combine to negate the impact of the enhancement program
in the 90th Precinct. Of all of the precincts in Brooklyn, the 90th is the only
one in which the indictment rate of comparison group (non-enhanced) cases is
higher than the indictment rate of enhanced cases (57.6% v.52.6%).

67th Precinct

puring the 10 month period, only 34.5% of all robbery arrests in the 67th
Precinct were excluded from the enhancement program, a percentage lower than both
the borough and city-wide averages. In addition, only 16.9% of the remaining
cases were missed, although the missed rate increased in each of the periods
measured, rising from 8.3% during the first 3 months to 16.5% during the middie
4 months, and finally to 24.5% during the final 3 months. The missed rate for
October was 21.4%.

The 67th PDU waiver rate for the 10 month period was 6.1%, which broke down
as follows: 0% during the first 3 months, 6.0% during the middle 4 months, and
12.5% during the last 3 months. The waiver rate for October was 9.1%. B2s a
result, the 67th PDU, which devoted 2.2% of its available investigative man-hours
to the program, enhanced 50.4% of all of the robbexry arrests in the command, and
77.9% of all of the eligible arrests. Both of these percentages are well above
the borough and city-wide averages. The quality of the enhancement efforts as
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33.3% of the reports read were rated as fair to poor. Overall, both the
precinct and PDU are rated as well above average.

71st Precinct

During the 10 month period, 56.2% of all robbery arrests made in the 7lst
Precinct were excluded from the enhancement program. This reflects the high
percentage of Special Unit Exclusions resulting from RIP gperations in the
command. In addition, 16.9% of the remaining arrests were missed, with the
missed rate varying as follows: 4.0% during the first 3 months, 22.9% during
the middle 4 months, and 17.9% during the last 3 months. The missed rate for
October was 21.9%.

puring the 10 month period, the PDU waived 30.9% of the arrests presented
for enhancement, the waiver rate increasing from 8.3% during the first 3 months
to 40.0% during the middlie 4 months, and finally to 43.8% during the last 3
months. The unit. devoted 1.8% of its available investigative man-hours to the
program, enhancing only 25.4% of all robbery arrests and 58.0% of eligible
arrests, both percentages being below both the borough and city wide averages. The
gquality of the enhancement efforxts is deemed to be well above average, as
judged by a review of case reports. Of 10 reports read, 5 were judged to be
excellent and 5 very good. Overall, the precinct is rated as average because
of the high exclusion and waiver rates.

i03rd Precinct

puring the 10 month period, 56.7% of all robbery arrests made in the 103rd
Precinct were excluded from the enhancement program. This percentage is higher
than both the borouch and city~wide averages and reflects the impact of RIP
operations in that command. In addition, 24.7% of the remaining arrests were
missed, the missed rate varying as follows: 21.2% during the first 3 months,
36.8% during the middle 4 months, and 14.8% during the last 3 months. There
were no cases missed in October.

During the 10 month period, the PDU waived 14.0% of the cases presented,
with the waiver rate varying as follows: 11.5% during the first 3 months, 22.2%
during the middle 4 months, and 10.0% during the last 3 months. The waivexr rate
for October was 11.7%. The PDU devoted 1.5% of its available investigative man-
hours to the program, enhancing 28.0% of all robbery arrests in the command,
and 64.7% of all eligible arrests. The quality of the enhancement efforts as
judged by a review of case reports is deemed to be above average. Overall, the
precinct's performance in the enhancement program is deemed to be above to be
above average.

110th Precinct

During the 10 month peried, 45.2% of all robbery arrests in the 110th Precinct
were excluded from the enhancement program. This percentage is below both the
borough and city-wide averages. At the same time, 22.9% of the remaining arrests
were missed, with the missed rate varing as follows: 11.9% during the first 3
months; 52.8% during the middle 4 months, and 17.2% during the last 3 months.

The missed rate for October was 7.7%.
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The 110th PDU waived 1B.4% of the cases presented during the 10 months,
with the waiver rate fluctuating as follows: 16.2% during the first 3 months,
26.9% during the middle 4 months, and 12.5% during the last 3 months. The
waiver rate for October was 33.3%. The 110th PDU devoted 0.8% of their avail-
able investigative man-hours to enhancement activities, enhancing 30.9% of all
robbery arrests in the command, and 56.3% of all eligible arrests. Quality
of enhancement efforts as judged by a review of case reports is deemed average,
with 33.3% of the cases reviewed having been judged poor. overall, the command
i% judged to be below average in comparison with the other precincts in the
program. :

114th Precinct

buring the 10 month period, 47.8% of all robbery arrests in the 114th Precinct
were excluded from the enhancement program, a percentage below both the borough
and city-wide averages. In addition, 22.9% of the remaining cases were missed,
with the missed rate fluctuating as follows: 3.6% during the first 3 months,
36.8% during the middle 4 months, and 23.1% during the last 3 months. The mnissed
rate for October was 20.0%.

The 114th PDU did not waive any cases during the 10 month period, and the
anit Gevoted 1.3% of its available investigative man-hours to enhancement acti-
vities. As a result, the unit enhanced 40.3% of all robbery arrests in the
command, and 77.1% of all eligible arrests, both percentages being well above
both the borough and city-wide averages. Quality of enhancement efforts, as
judged by a review of case reports was deemed to be below average, with 16.7%
of the reports being judged poor, 58.3% good, and only 25.0% very good. Over-
all, the command is rated as slightly below average.
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Table 15

Robbery Case

Enhancement Program

Unit Activity —-- October, and January through October, 1982
Manhattan Bronx Brooklyn Queens City-Wide
R Jan- Jan- Jan- Jan- Jan-
oot Oct Oct Oct | Oct oct [8]ak Oct oot ockt
Total Arrests 274 12328 l1se6 fo3o |3ss | 3s05] o0 |s24 | 946 8596
Precinct
Voids 0 2 0 3 0 - 1z 0 1 0 18
% of Total
Arrests 0.08 | 0.1 0.3 0.1 6.2
Special )
Units 28 252 25 296 | 55 | 559 ap  |1s8 138| 1265
% of Total
Arrests 10.2 | 10.8 §22.8 fi5.3|14.2} 15.9} 33.3 119.2 14.6} 14.7
Juvenile
Arrests 4 70 iB 175§ 42 | 250 9 74 L] 568
3 of Total
Arrests 1.4 6.1 ] 9.2 1 9.06})10.9] 7.1 7.8 | 9.0 7.5 6.6
Gther
Agencies 44 419 31 226 | 52 | 485 2 52 | 129) 1182
$ of Total
Arrests 16.0 | 18.0 [15.8 j11.7(13.5¢ 13.8] 2.2 6.3 13.6| 13.8
Late Tour
Arrests 84 552 22 2721 as | 418 11 | 138 1625 1380
3 of Total
Arrests 30.7 | 23.7 §11.2 |ra.0p211.7) 1r.8f 12.2 116.7 17.1} 16.0
TOTAL
EXCLUDED 160 | 1295 96 972 1 104 | 1724} 50 | 423 § 500 | 4414
$ of Total
Arrests g4 i55.6 pav9.0 |50.1] 50.3] 49.2) 55.6 | 51.3 52.9} 51.3
TOTAL
ELIGIBLE 114 {1033 {100 957 f 192 | 1781t 40 ao1 b 446 §4182
% of Total
Arrests 41.6 |24.4 Js51.0 la9.9f 49.7) s50.8] 44.4 | 48.7] 47.1/48.7
Waived 19 132 8 38 43 | 238 5 34 75 1 442
% of Total .
Arrests 6.9 5.7 4.1 | 2.0y 11.1| 6.8 § 5.5 (4.1} 7.8 3.1
§ of Elig. -
Arrestslg 16.7 112.8 8.0 | 3.9k 22.4}13.4 J12.5 | 8.5 j16.8 ;10.6
Missed 52 371 32 1330 { 41 408 3 105 | 128 |l214
% of Total
Arrests 19.0 }15.9 f16.2 {17.0}i0.6 |11.6 | 3.3 | 12.7}§13.5 14.1
% of Elig.
Arrests 45.6 |35.9 }32.0 [34.0)21.4 [22.9§ 7.5 | 26.2]33.5|28.7
A T.R.
Prepar:ﬁ 43 | 530 60 599 | 1068 | 1135 f 32 262 | 243} 2526
% of Total
Arrests 15.7 |22.8 130.6 |30.9) 28.0| 32.4]35.6 { 31.8}25.7 }29.4
T of E1ig.
of Biig 57.7 151.3 | 60.0 {61.9] 56.3} 63.7]80.0 | 65.3]54.5¢60C.4

Arrests
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Table 16

Robbery Case Enhancement Program

Manhattan Unit Activity —-- October, and January rhrough October, 19B2
MTS Pct. MTN Pot. 9+h Pot. 23rd Pct 24th Pct, Manhattan
. Jan-~ Jan~ Jan- Jan=- Jan- Jan-—
Oct Oct Qct Qct | Qct oct Oct Oct 10ct Oct Oct Gct
Total Arrests 120 965 | 64 5291 27 | 319 34 | 236 | 29 279 274 |2328
Precinct
Voids 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 2 o 2
% of ToLal
Arrests 0.7 0.08
Special
Units 6 70 6 41 i 58 14 67 1 16 28 252
% of Total
Arrests 5.0 7.3 9.4 7.8 3,71 18.21 41.2 | 28.4) 3.4 5,7 ig.2 (10.8
Juvenile
Arrests 2 22 0 11 1 5 1l 15 0 17 4 70
% of Total
Arrests i.7 2.3 2.1 3.7 1.6 2.9 6.4 6.1 1.4 13.0
Other
hgencies 26 281 B 61 1 26 6 27 3 24 44 | 4l9
¥ of Total
Arrests 21,91 29.1) 12.5) 12.4 3.7| 8.3 | 17.6|11.4}f 10.3} 8.6 |16.0 18.0
Late Tour
Arrests 36 214 16 | 178} 8 45 7 39 17 76 84 1552
¥ of Total
Arrests 10.0 | 22.21 25.0|33.6] 29.6] 14.1] 20.6| 16.5] 58.6 | 27.2 30.7 |23.7
TOTAL
EXCLUDED 70 587 30 §291 11 | 134 28 | 48 | 21 135 160 ] 1295
% of Total
Arrests sa.3!1e0.8 |46.9 |55.00 40.7] 42.0] 82.4| 62.7} 72.4] 48.4 58.4 | 55.6
TOTAL
ELIGIBLE 50 378 34 238 | 16 |185 6 88 B 144 114 {1033
$ of Total
Arrests 41.7 ] 39.2] 53.1 tas.o] 59.3] s8.0f17.6 | 37.3) 27.6} 5.6 41.6 | 44.4
Waived 8 22 10 | 72 1] 20 0 o 0 18 10 | 132
$ of Total .
Arrests 6.7 2.3 1 15.6 [13.6] 3.7 6.3 6.5 8 6.9 |5.7
% of Elig.
Arrests 16.0 5.6 | 29.4 130.3] 6.2 |10.8 12.5 k16,7 [L2.8
Missed 18 l13a Jas leo § 10 | 57 0o | 23 5 s | s2 a3
% of Total
Arrests 15.5] 13.9 } 29.9 |18.7} 37.0;17.3 14.0 §17.2 | 17.2 §19.0 {15.9
& of Elig.
Arrests 36.01 35.4 { s55.9 [ 41.6] 62.5 30.8 37.5 | 62.5 | 33.3 f45.6 |35.9
A.I.R.5
Prepared 24 222 5 67 5 | 108 6 55 3 78 43 530
% of Total
Arrests 20.0 ]23.0 7.8 l12.7018.5133.9817.6 | 23.3} 10.3 | 38.0 15.7 122.8
% OF Biig.
Arrests 48.0 |58.7 14.7 | 28.2]31.3 | 58.4 fLoo.0 | 62.5§ 37.5 4.2 §137.7 |51.3
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Table 17
Robbery Case Enhancement Program
Bronx Unit Activity -- October, and January through October, 1982
40th Pct. 43rd Pct. 44th Pot.  46th Pct. 4Bth Pct. Bronx
. Jan- Jan- Jan- Jan- . Jan- Jan-
Cct Cct Cct Oct jCect Qct Oct Oct foct Oct Cet Oct
Total Arrests 33 370 | 35 368] 46 | 488 51 445 | 31 | 268 196 |1939
Precinct
Voids 0 3 0 o] o 0 0 0 0 0 0 3
§¢ of Total
Arrests 0.8 0.1
Special
Units 1 20 6 36 7 91 7 1102 4 47 25 296
& of Total
Arrests 3.0 | 5.4 17.1 ! 9.8} 15,2/ 18,6 § 13.7122.9]12.9 |17.5 }12.8 115.3
Juvenile
Arrests 7 39 1 43 6 37 3 33 1 23 i8 175
2 of Total
Arrests 21.2 | 10.5 2.9 t1x.7) 13.9 7.8 5.9 7.4] 3.2 B.6 9.2 | 2.0
Other
Agencies 10 70 7 32 5 75 4 34 3 15 31 226
% of Total
Arrests 30.3 | i8.9 f 20.7¢{8.7 | 10.9 15.4§ 7.8 | 7.6]26-1 5.6 f 15.8 | 11.7
Late Tour
Arrests 4 47 & 50 2 63 8 76 2 36 22 272
% of Total
Arrests 12.1 | 12.7 § 17.1113.6] 4.3|12.9%15.9 [27.2}f 6.5 | 13.4 §11.2114.0
TOTAL o
EXCLUDED 22 179 § 20 161 | 20 | 266 22 J245 | 12 121 26
§ of Total
Arrests 66.7 | 48.4 | 57.1}43.8/43.5| 54.5§ 43.1 |55.1]38.7 45,1) 49.0 | 50.1
ggié?BLE 11 191 15 207 | 26 2220 29 {200 19 147 160 967
¢ of Total
Arrests 33,3 | 51.6 § 42,9 | 56.2]56.5| 45.5| 56.9 [44.9}6%.3 | 54.9 | 51.0|49.9
Waived 1 8 2 8 o | o 3 18 2 4 8 38
$ of Total
Arrests 3.0 2.2 5.7 | 2.2 5.9 {a4.0 }6.5 1.3 4.1 2.0
£ of Elig.
Arrests 9.0 4.2 §13.3 | 3.9 10.3 |9.0 J10.3 | 2.7 8.0 | 3.9
Missed 2 s2 J11 o1 | 12| s2 ) 3 so | ¢ 45 32 | 330
% of Total
Arrests 6.1 14.1 { 31.2]24.7}26.1| 12.7} 5.9 |18.0] 12.9 | 16.8 § 16.217.0
% of Elig. . 32.0 132.0
Arrests 18.2 |27.2 73.3 144.0 | 46.2| 27.98 10.3 [40.0f 21.1 | 30. . .
A.I.R.s
Prepared 8 131 2 Los | 14 160 § 23 102 13 28 60 | 539
% of Total
Arrests 24,2 | 35,4 § 5.7 |29.3]30.4| 32.80Q 45,1 {22.9]41.9 ;36.6 30.6 |30.9
3 of Elig.
Arrests 72.7 | 68.6 | 13.3} 52.1 53.8| 72.0f 79.3 {51.0] 68-4 |66.7 6.0 61.9
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Table 19

Robbery Case Enhancement Program

Queens Unit Activity —-- October, and January t+hrough October, 1982
103réd Pct. 110+h Pect. 1l4th Pet. Queens
. Jan- Jan-— Jan- Jan-—
oct Qct Qct QOct  Oct Oct Oct Qot
Total Arrests 47 393 | 23 230| 20 {201 50 824
Precainct
Voids 0 0 0 1 o |. © 0 1
% of Total
Arrests 0.4 6.1
Special
Units 24 105 3 23| 3 a0 30 |158
% of Total
Arrests s1.1t 26.7 | 13.¢ | i0.0f 15.0 14.9) 33.3 |19.2
Juvenile
Arrests 28 3 16 4 30 7 74
§ of Total
Arrests 7.1 | 3.0 7.0]20.0] 24,9 7.8 1] 9.0
Cther
Agencies 1 21 0 15 1 16 2 52
% of Total
Arrests 2.1 5.3 6.5 (5.0 g.o0f 2.2 1] 6.3
Late Topur
Arrests 5 69 4 a9 | 2 20 11 138
t of Total
Arrests 10.6 |17.6 17.4 1 21.3 10.0! 10.0) 12.2 |16.7
TOTAL
EXCLUDED 1g 223 10 1041 10 56 50 - | 423
§ of Total
Arrests 63.8 | 56.7 | 43.5 |45.21 50.0] 47.8] 55.6 {51.3
| TOTAL
ELIGIBLE 17 170 i3 126 10 165 4G 401
% of Total
Arrests 16.2 | 43.3 156.5 [54.8] 50.0] 52.2] 44.4 | 48.7
Waived 2 18 3 16 0 ¢ 5 34
% of Total
Arrests 4.3 4.6 |13.0 { 7.0 5.5 4.1
;rggsﬁglg° 11.8 [10.6 | 23.1 {12.7 12.5 |8.5
Missed 0 42 1 39 2 24 3 108
+ of Total 10.7 | 4.3 |17.0] 10.0{12.9 | 3.3 [12.7
» of Elig. 24.7 | 7.7 |31.0] 20.0[22.9 | 7.5 | 26.2
E.I.R.5
Prepared 15 110 9 71 8 81 32 262
g of Total
Arrests 31.9 | 28.0 | 39.1 }30.9[40.0 [40.3 [35.6 [31.8B
% of Elig.
Arrests g gg.2 1 64,7 | 69.2 !56.3{B0.0 }77.1 [80.0 65.3
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THE FELONY AUGMENTATION PROGRAM —-~ OPERATIONAL REVIEW

The Felony Augmentation Program was established on a city-wide basis on
Januvary 1, 1982. In expanding the program, which had been piloted in the
Borough of Manhattan, Career Criminal Investigating Units were established in
each of the boroughs except Staten Island, which is covered by the Brooklyn
CCTU. Table 1, following, presents the principal indicators of FAP operational

activity during the first ten months of cperation of the program, January
through October, 1982. A review of this data indicates the following:

a. puring the 10 month period, there were a total of
2,598 targeted defendants arrested on new felony
charges. Of these, 871 defendants were subjected
to augmentation procedures, 37.4% of the total
arrested. The balance were not augmented for a
variety of reasons. ({See section on program Oper-
ations.}

b. There were a total of 382 non-target defendants
augmented as co-defendants in target cases.

c. In addition, 5B0 other defendants who were not
involved in target arrests were also subjected
to case augmentation. BAs a result, 1,933 de-
fendants were included@ in the total city-wide
case load.

d. The above defendants were involved in a total of
1,290 individual cases. Of these, 911 were cases
involving one or more targeted defendants and 372
were cases in which only non-targeted defendants
were augmented.

e. Based on the number of detectives assigned as of
November, 1982, the average case load per detective
on a city-wide basis was 1.74 cases per month.

f. Oof the 1,933 individual defendants involved in aug-
mentation cases, 1,298 were indicted, producing a
city-wide indictment rate of 67.1% for the 10 month
period.

PROGRAM OPERATIONS

A more thorough understanding of the above indicators may be provided by
a review of program operations in each borough. Vera staff visited each of
the Borough CCIUs, conferred with unit supervisors and representatives of the
various District Attorneys'Offices, and reviewed case and administrative records
in each borough. Except where noted, the descriptions which follow pertain to
all boroughs.
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Case Intake: As indicated above, the borough CCIUs augmented 37.4%
of all of the felony arrests of targeted defendants during the ten month
period. The process through which target arrests are either selected for
augmentation or rejected involves both a criteria-based selection process
(which is fairly uniform in all boroughs), and an accidental reijection
process which is the result of inefficiencies in the notifications system.
The principal factors which both account for and explain case acceptance
rates are as follows:

a. Target List construction
b. Inefficiencies in the notifications system

c. Case selection criteria

a. Target List Construction: There is a relationship between the size
and manner in which the Career Criminal Target Lists are constructed and the
mmber of target arrests augmented. Career Criminal Programs, both in New
York and elsewhere, are a relatively new phenomeneon. Little or no empirical
research has been conducted on police targeting of career criminals, and what
research has been done to date is concerned primarily with prosecution and
sentencing criteria. BAs a result, the New York City efforts must be regarded
as both experimental and developmental. Although list creation was based both
on arrest and conviction cirteria, it must be recognized that the current state
of the art is imprecise. As a result, there will be a number of persons listed
who, although they have the requisite arrests and convictions to gualify for
the list, will not be arrested at all, or will not be arrested for committing
serious crimes, and in some instances will be arrested for crimes which are not
appropriate for augmentation. Indeed, during the first 10 months of 1982, only
14.2% of the persons listed were arrested on felony charges.

b. Tnefficiencies in the Notification System: Despite attempts by the
program's administrators in both the detective and patrol bureaus, the notifica-
tion system by which CCIU detectives become aware of the arrest of target defen-
dants continues to operate ineffectively. 1In addition, the system is highly
labor-intensive reducing the effectiveness of the CCIUs in several ways.

Recause of the centralized mode of operations and the fact that the size
of the target list rosters prohibits their dissemination to field commands,
CCIU detectives are dependent upon a telephone notifications system to apprise
them of the arrest of targeted individuals. To accomplish this, Interim Order
No. 33-1 was issued on April 13, 1982 directing station house officers to notify
the Borough CCIU (on late itours the Manhattan CCIU) of the arrest of any person
on a felony charge. Upon receipt of such notification, the CCIU detective checks
the pedigree given by the defendant against the target rosters and informs the
precinct if the defendant is a career criminal, and if so, what steps to take.
Despite repeated attempts by both detective and field commanders, monitoring
reports by the Felony Augmentation Section indicate that borough compliance
rarely exceeds 65% of the reguired notifications. (The process through which
compliance rates are calculated is unable to differentiate between precinct
personnel arrests and arrests by outside specialized cormands and other agencies,
many of which bypass the precinct in the arrest process. As a result, precinct



compliance with I.0 33-1 is probably much higher than that indicated in the
compliance reports,)

Of equal importance to unit operations is the timeliness with which such
notifications are made by the precinct. If the notification is made at the
point when the officer has completed precinct processing of the defendant and
is ready to depart for central booking {having already released the complainant
and any potential witnesses) it is almost as useless to the CCIU as not having
received any precinct notification at all. ILate notifications, either by the
precinct or by one of the back-up systems (to be described below), can seriously
hamper the work of the CCIU detective and can possibly affect case outcome.

In addition, late notification can result in the case not being augmented be-
cause of the inability of the investigator to contact the relevant parties on

a timely basis. (While department records indicate that only 111 defendants _
were not augmented because of late notifications, the number is probably higher.
For example, records indicate that 113 defendants were not augmented because

of reluctant complainants; it is highly probable that if the CCIU were able

to enter the case at an early enough stage, some number of those complainants
would have cooperated in the prosecution.}

The notification process is also highly labor-intensive. To provide for
accountability at both the precinct and CCIU level, records are maintained of
each notification sent or received, resulting in voluminous files which serve
little purpose other than to document the notification process. Further,
manning the telephones ties up at least 8 detectives daily on a city-wide basis,
making them unavailable for field assignments. However, they are able to pre-
pare case~related paper work during these periods.

c. Case Selection Criteria: When notified of the arrest of a targeted
defendant, the CCIU investigator reviews the facts of the case over the telephone.
As a result of this review, he will confer with the supervisor on duty and make
a determination of whether or not the unit will accept the case for augmentation.
This is a two step process, The first step involves the automatic exclusion of
specific arrests because of either the nature of the crime charged or the iden-
tity of the arresting officer. The second step is case specific, involving a
review of the facts of the case to.determine if there are any bars to mounting
a successful felony prosecution.

(1} Automatic Exclusions: There are no automatic exclusions in the sense
that the CCIU never accepts certain charges for augmentation, but there are some
charges that, in the absence of other mitigating circumstances, will not usually
result in an augmentation. These are:

(z}) Misdemeanor Arrests -- while precincts are not required to
notify the CCIU of misdemeanor arrests, the units become
aware of them through FATN notifications from DCJS. Misde-
meanors are not augmented.

{b) Narcotics Arrests -- Borough CCIUs exclude narcotic arrests
from augmentation regardless of whether or not the arresting
officer is a member of QCCB, or the specific circumstances
of the arrest.
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{¢) Grand Larceny Auto or Criminal Possession of Stolen
Property Auto -~ except in the Borough of Queens,
CCIUs will not augment GLA or CPSP Auto arrests on
the theory that the District Attorney's Office in
those boroughs will not seek indictments in such
cases regardless of the identity of the defendant.
In Queens however, such cases are augmented and
indictments have been obtained for GILA.

{d) Precinct Detective Unit Arrests -- arrests by PDU
detectives are excluded from augmentation unless
the PHU detective either regquests or accepts CCIU
assistance. There are several reasons advanced
for this policy. The first is the potential morale
problem which may result from having one detective
supersede another. The second is the desire to
avoid possible conflicts in department records
between the pre-arrest reports of the investigating
detective and the post~arrest reports of the aug-
menting detective.

{e) Arrests by members of Specialized Detective Units
(Central Robbery, SCRU, etc.) are also excluded un-
less the arresting detective requests or accepts
CCIV assistance. Arrests by members of RIP units
are excluded in some boroughs and not in others.

(f) Arrests by Housing or Transit Pelice may or may not
be excluded, depending on whether or not the CCIU
receives timely notification of the arrest, and
whether or not the arrest is being enhanced or aug-
mented by the arresting cofficer's department.

(2) cCase-Specific Exclusions: If the arrest is not excluded from the
augmentation process by virtue of the crime charged or the identity of the
arresting officer, the facts of the case are reviewed to determine the prob-
ability of mounting a viable felony prosecution. Factors such as prior rela-
tionship, severity of crime charged, strength of evidence, District Attorney
policies, etc. are considered, and the case is rejected if it appears that no
amount of effort by the CCIU could succeed in building the case to the point
where a successful felony prosecution at the Supreme Court level could be mounted.
Unit commanders are required to document these decisions and submit a monthly
report indicating the reasons why each individual arrest was not accepted for
augmentation. A review of these reports from each borough indicates that the
criteria are uniformly applied and the rejection decisions appear justified,
within the current policy context.

Case Intake ~- Other Arrests: While the CCIUs were originally created to
augment the arrests of career criminals, it soon became evident that the existing
target lists did not provide sufficient numbers of cases to fully occupy the units!
available investigative time. Additionally, it was recognized that there were a
large number of individuals committing serious crimes who were not listed on the
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career criminal rosters (because, for example, their records do not show the
indices of high-rate crime), and whose arrests could be substantially improved
{from a dispositional viewpoint) by augmentation.

In response to these pressures, not only was the original target list
increased by adding new categories of predicate felons, but the decision was
made to have the CCIUs augment the arrests of other serious offenders as time
and manpower availability permitted. As indicated in Table 1, the other arrest
category constituted 29.4% of the total workload of the borough CCIiUs during
the 10 month pericd. The percentage of total worklead taken up by "othex"
arrests in each borough is as follows: Manhattan -- 18.3%; Brooklyn -- 16.5%;
Queens -- 54.1%; and Bronx -~ 42,3%,

Other arrests are selected for augmentation in much the same fashion as
target arrests. Upon notification to the CCIU of a felony arrest, the CCIU
detective conducts a telephone inguiry into the facts of the case. In appro-
priate cases, the decision is made to augment the arrest and the normal augmen-
tation process is put into operation. There does not appear to be any rigid
criteria for the acceptance of other arrests. Severity of the crime charged,
background of the defendant, and likelihood of conviction appear to be the
principal considerations in accepting a case. In addition, CCIU commanders
will honor reports from precinct commanders that specific defendants be included
in the augmentation process because of that defendant's criminal activities with-
in the precinct.

As previously indicated, CCIU commanders make monthly reports indicating
the reasons why specific arrests of career criminal targets are not augmented.
A review of these reports indicates that over half of the rejections are the
result of policy exclusions (nature of crime, narcotics arrests, PDU arrests,
etc.) and the balance are rejected for case-specific reasons. There is no other
obiective data available which would permit a further review of this decision
making process.

Case Augmentations By Crime Charged: Table la, following, presents data on
the distribution of CCIU caseloads by crime charged. A review of the data indi-
cates that the vast majority of augmentations are performed on arrests for
indictment-prone crimes. This is particularly evident in the case of non-targets,
where the units have greater discretion in selecting their cases. This propen-
sity for selecting indictment-prone crimes for augmentation apparently results
from several factors. These are:

a. Organizational Goals: The commanders and personnel of the CCIUs
believe that the principal indices of operaticnal efficiency are indictment,
conviction and sentencing rates. They are of the opinion that these are the sole
measures upon which their work will be evaluated. As a result, severity of crime
and strength of evidence have become the main screening criteria employed in the
selection of cases.

b. Prioritization of effort: Given the wide range of arrest cases from
which they may select their case load, unit commanders opt for devoting their
resources to the most serious crimes.
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c. These decisions are influenced by District Attorney policy in each
of the boroughs. Unit commanders are reluctant to expend resources in those
areas which are predictably unproductive,

The results of these decisions are evident not only in the tendency to
select indictment-prone crimes for augmentation, but also in the further
screening of these cases which appears to be directed at eliminating high-risk
investigations from the case load. A subjective reading of case folders creates
an impression that, in the main, only solid cases are selected for augmentation.
There appears to be very little risk-taking, except in the Borough of Manhattan
where the CCIU demonstrates its willingness to accept weak or high-risk cases
for augmentation. As indicated, this is a subjective judgement by Vera staff;
however, it is not without external support. One of the ADAs interviewed, a
Major Offense Bureau Chief, stated that it freguently appeared to him that the
borough CCIU was wasting its time on many of the cases it worked en. He
stated that it frequently pursued cases in which "we have a busload of nuns
as witnesses," and suggested that its efforts might better be directed at some
of the weaker cases. This same ADA indicated that he was very much in favor of
being informed of weaknesses in individual cases, stating that "those were the
things that made his successes possible.” (Elimination of weak cases conserved
resources which could be devoted to meritorious prosecutions,)

other Investigative Activities: As previously described, the CCIUs conduct
follow-up investigations on the arrests of Career Criminal Targets, and other
defendants arrested for committing serious crimes. In addition, they sometimes
perform other investigative duties. Among these are:

a. In each of the boroughs, the District Attorney's Office periodically
makes requests of the CCIUs for assistance on non-CCIU prosecutions. Such re-
quests may involve locating missing witnesses, interviewing alibi witnesses, etc.
Each of the ADAs conferred with during this study indicated that the cCcivus'
response to such requests was always positive and that their efforts had assisted
in maintaining the viability of many prosecutions.

b. The CCIUs will periodically conduct investigations based upon inform-
tion obtained from the interrogation of defendants or referred to them by members
of the department.

C. Individual members of borough units have established working relation-
ships with other specialized investigating units and will assist them in the
conduct of major investigations. For example, one member of the Bronx CCIU has
established such a relationship with the Senior Citizens Robbery Unit in that
borough, and freguently assists in their investigations.

Case Work Activities: In the ideal augmentation effort, the investigating
detective would respond to the precinct of arrest and conduct a preliminary inves~-
tigation. This would involve interviewing the arresting officer, the complaining
witness, any other witnesses who were present, and interrogating the defendant.

He might then respond to the scene of the crime or the arrest, search for addi-
tional physical evidence, conduct a canvass to locate additional witnesses, and
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possibly request the assistance of forensic technicians to assist in gathering
evidence. After this, he would confer with his counterpart ADA in the District
Attorney's Office and determine if the District Attorney felt that there were

any weaknesses in the case which could be corrected by additional investigation.
When he was satisfied that the preliminary investigation was completed, he

would fully document the case, preparing an Arrest Investigation Report for de-~
livery to the District Attorney's Office prior to the grand jury presentation of
the case. If supplementary investigations appeared appropriate, he would perform
the necessary investigation steps and submit supplemental AIRs to the ADA
assigned to the case. He would make necessary court or grand jury appearances as
required, and while the case proceeded through the court process, he would main-
tain contact with the ADA assigned to the case and with his witnesses. He would
be available to assist the ADA when necessary, and would transport his witnesses
to court if this were necessary to insure a prosecution.

In reality, while some augmentation cases may involve all of the above, the
majority do not, nor do most regquire this type of " full-court press . The amount
of work that is done on any individual case is more dictated by the circumstances
of that case than by any idealized model of investigation process. For this
reason, it is difficult to make gualitative judgements regarding any individual
augmentation effort. How much is enough is a guestion that can only be answered
by the individual investigator, his supervisor, and the ADA assigned to the case.

It is also difficult to judge what the effects of the augmentation effort
are on the dispositional outcome of the case. There are relatively few cases in
which it is readily evident that the activities of the CCIU investigator added
the essential ingredient to a successful prosecution. However, while there is no
controlled research available to indicate the dispositional impact of the augmen-
tation process on the caseload selected for augmentation {primarily because no
comparable control group can be constructed against which to compare the disposi-
tional outcomes of augmented cases), the research conducted on the Robbery Case
Enhancement Program and its precursor the Felony Case Preparation Program clearly
demonstrates that augmentation substantially affects overaill dispositional out-
come in a positive fashion when applied to felony arrest in general.

Despite the evaluative difficulties, by reviewing completed cases and by
categorizing the contents of the case folders it is possible to obtain a guanti-
tative assessment of the actual augmentation process. Vera staff read a represen-
tative numbexr of case folders in each borough CCIU (normally cone month's case-
load), and catalogued the contents of each folder without reference to the guali-
tative merits of the information contained. Thus, if an investigator recorded the
interview of a witness, the case was credited with "witness interviewed" regardless
of whether or not the prospective testimony of the witness appeared material to
the case. This exercise permits several levels of examination of the augmentation
process.

*
Months reviewed were: Manhattan -- October; Brooklyn -- September; Queens -—-
October; Bronx ~- June and October.
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Table 2, presents data on a summary analysis of the contents of 150 *
augmentation investigations conducted by the members of the Borough CCIUs during

1982. This data supports a broad view of the augmentation process, reviewing
it as a two-stage process composed of a preliminary investigation and a supple-
mentary investigation. These are defined as follows:

The Preliminary Investigation is defined as those steps taken

" by the investigator as a result of information provided him by
the parties to the case who were identified prior to his in-
volvement. This normally involves the intexview of the
complaining witness, the arresting and assisting officers,
witnesses identified by the complainant or the officers, and
the documentation of the case in the form of an Arrest Inves-
tigation Report. The preliminary investigation may be com-
pleted on the day the case is initiated, or may stretch over
some period of time if one or more of the identified parties
cannot be immediately interviewed.

The Supplementary Investigation is defined as those steps taken
by the investigator on his own initiative. They may include
conducting canvasses, visiting the crime scene ang locating
additional evidence, obtaining department records which will
assist in the prosecution (e.g., CB Tapes of a radio run),
interviewing alibi witnesses, etc. Again, these steps may be
taken on the day of case initiation or may stretch over a
period of time. They represent subgtantive actions by the
investigator whether or not they materially add to the case.

2 review of the data contained in table 2 indicates the following:

a. Of the 150 cases reviewed, 123 consisted only of the preliminary inves-
tigation interviews and documentation. No self-initiated substantive steps were
recorded in the case folders. Thus, only 18.0% of cases sampled reflected aug-
mentative investigative steps taken by the detective assigned.

b. Of the 113 cases on which interrogation data is available {(the
Brooklyn sample was collected in a manner which does not permit retrieval of these
data) interrogations which produced either admissions or exculpatory statements
{which may be of great value to the prosecutor) were cbhtained in 61 cases, or
54.0% of the sample.

C. 2 canvass of the crime scene to locate additional witnesses or evidence
was conducted in 15 cases, or 10.0% of the 150 sampled.

d. rdditional witnesses were located in 8 of the 150 cases, or 5.3% of the
sample.

*

In each of the Boroughs, there were several cases in the month reviewed
which, while read, were not included in the content analysis because they were not
representative of normal case assignments. These noxmally involved investigation
conducted on old cases either at the request of the D.A. or as a result of a 2nd
or 3rd arrest on an on-going investigation.
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e. Additional physical evidence (which mayconsist of a photograph of
the crime scene by the investigator) was obtained in 7 of the 150 cases, or
4.7% of the sample.

Based on this limited analysis (11.6% of the cases worked-on during the
10 month period) it appears that the vast majority of augmentation efforts are
cancluded at the preliminary investigation stage, and that they do not result
in substantial supplemental investigation. This is not a negative finding.
As indicated in the introduction of this section of the report, the degree of
augmentation which is deemed appropriate (or for that matter, even possible) is
closely related to the circumstances of the individual case. It can be limited
by the actions or inactions of the arresting officer, the time span between
arrest and notification to the CCIU, and by a number of other factors, one of
which is that no further work may be necessary to insure a conviction. Post-
arrest investigation can differ greatly from those conducted for the purposes
of identifying an offender, and some of the traditional steps taken in the
latter instance may be entirely inappropriate once the defendant has been
arrested.

Table 2

Level of Augmentation (Summary Case Content Analysis)

Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx Queens Tetal
(n=50) (n=37) n=29) Th=34) (=150}
n % n % n % n % n 3

[Thterview &
Documentation 42 B84.0 25 67.6 24 Bz2.8 32 94.1 123 B2.0
Only

Interview of
pefendant with

DR R Al RS o N ol Ul )

Admission or 20 40.0 N/A® 17 58.6 24 70.6 6l of 113
Exculpatory 54.0%*
Statement

Canvass of
Crime Scene 2 4.0 11 29.7 1l 3.4 1 2.9 i5 10.0

Additional

Witness(s)
4 Located & 2 4.0 3 8.1 3 10.3 8 5.3

Interviewed

Additional i
Evidence 4 8.0 1 2.7 1 3.4 1 2.9 7 4.7
Located

R PHZ At aWn

(Percentages total more than 100%)

*Brooklyn case content analysis does not permit retrieval of this data
and it is excluded from the overall total of cases in calculating the
percentage of cases in which exculpatory statements or admissions were
ohtained.
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Table 3, following, contains data on an expanded analysis of the contents
of augmentation case files in three boroughs, Manhattan, the Bronx, and Queens.
The analysis of Brooklyn cases, which was the first borough visited during the
survey, was not conducted in a fashion which permits its inclusion in this
table. This table presents data on the total contents of the case files read,
and does so without gualitative assessment of the merits of any investigative
step recorded. Thus, if a detective visited a crime scene (with or without
discovering additional evidence or witnesses) he is credited with the investi-
gative step of "visiting the crime scene." The purpose of the table is to
document the range of investigative steps taken by the investigators, and the
relative frequency with which they are taken. The table also identifies prcblem
areas (for example, in only 61.1% of the cases reviewed was the defendant ap-
proached for an interrogation) and suggests areas for additional inguiry.

Reviewing the data contained in this table discloses the following:

a. Interviews Recorded: The first section of the table presents the
nurber of interviews conducted and recorded as part of the preliminary investi-
gation. In each arrest there is always an arresting officer (even if he were
assigned to a civilian arrest) and a complainant (even if it were the officer
himself), and there may be one or more assisting officers and civilian witnesses.
As indicated, interviews were conducted of arresting officers in 85.8% of the
cases; of assisting officers in 34.5% of the cases; of complainant in 67.3% of
the cases {including those cases in which the arresting officer was the complain-
ant); and of other witnesses in 24.7% of the cases. Stated in the reverse,
arresting officexs were not interviewed in 14.2% of the cases, and complainants
were not interviewed in 32.7% of the cases.

b. Defendants Interrogated: As indicated in the table, defendants were
approached for interview in only 61.1% of the 113 cases. Admissions were obtain-
ed from 44.9 of those interviewed (or in 26.5% of the cases); exculpatory state-
ments were cbtained in 43.5% of the interrogations conducted: and 11.5% of the
defendants refused interview.

c. Supplemental Steps Conducted: This section of the table sets forth the
substantive supplemental steps taken by the investigators in the 113 cases
reviewed. If more than one investigative action was taken in an individual case,
each step is separately credited. Thus, if a detective visited a crime scene and
also photographed it, he is credited both undexr the caption "Visited Crime Scene",
and “Photographed Crime Scene." For this reason, both the number of steps
recorded and the percentages of cases in which they took place are not cumulative.
Thus, while 30 investigative actions are recorded, they tock place in only 15
individual cases. (See table 2)

The preceeding portion of this section of the report has presented data on
what the CCIU detective does in augmenting an arrest. The presentation of those
data raised some questions which were not answered by the information provided.
"his section will present additional data which may answer some of the open gues-
tions.
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Table 3

Level of Augmentation (Expanded Case Content Analysis}

Interviews Recorded

Arresting Officer
Assisting Officer
Complainant

Other Witnesses

Defendants Interrogated

Refused Interview
Exculpatory Statement

Admission

Supplemental Steps

Canvass Conducted

Other Witnesses
Identified

Other Evidence
Found

Visited Crime Scene

Photographed
Crime Scene

Obtained Other

Department Records

Contacted Other
Agencies

*() As a percentage of the number of interrogations conducted.

Manhattan Bronx Queens Total
{n=50} (n=29) (n=34) {n=113)
n___ 5 n_ 8. n. 3 n.o3
40 80.¢ 23 79.3 34 100 97 85.8
6 12.0 14 48.3 1% 55.9 33 34.5
27 54.0 23 79.3 26 76.5 76 67.3
11 22.¢8 7 24.1 10 29.4 28 24.7
23 46.0 19 65.5 27 79.4 6% 61.1
3 (13.0)* 2 (10.5) 3 (11.1) 8 {11.5}
10 (43.5) (31.6) 14 (51.8) 30 (43.5)
10 (43.5) 11 (57.9) 10 (37.0) 31 {44.%)
2 4.0 i 3.4 1 2.9 4 3.8
2 4.0 3 10.3 5 4.4
i 3.4 1 0.8

4 8.0 4 13.8 1 2.8 g .

2 4.0 3 10.3 1 2.9 & 5.3

4 B.O 4 3.5

i 2.0 1 0.5

{Percentages total more than 100%)
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Impact of Notifications on Case Processing Activities

There appears to be a strong relationship between the promptness with which
the notification of the arrest is made to the CCIU, and the range of investi-

gative steps taken by the detective. In simplest terms, the sooner the
detective is made aware of the case, the more he is able to do. Table 4
presents data on notifications of felony arrests made to the CCIUs in each of
the boroughs. A review of thése data indicates that while some notifications

aré received almost immediately (10-20 mihutes) others may be delayed as long
as 31 hours.* While the median time for notification ranges between 2 hours

and 3 hours 30 minutes, the average time ranges between 4 and & hours. Delayed
notification seriously hampers the work of the CCIUs.

Table 4

Span Between Time of Arrest and Time of Notification to CCIU

Manhattan Brooklyn Bronx Queens
{n=50) (n=81} (n=29) {n=34}
Range: 30 Min to 10 Min to 10 Min to 10 Min to
25 hours 20 hours 31 hours 18 hours
Average: 4,7 BHours 5.2 Hours 6 Hours 4 Hours
Median: 2 Hours 2.75 Hours 3.5 Bours 2.5 Hours

*As indicated earlier, while the primary responsibility for notifying the
CcIU of felony arrests rests with the precinct, there are two back-up systems in
place to insure that the Units are notified of every arrest of a career criminal,
The first back-up system is at central booking where an inguiry into the warrant
files will identify the defendant as a targeted individual. In these cases, the
central booking supervisor will notify the borough CCIU of the arrest. The
second back-up system is DCJS, which will notify the department when the arrest
fingerprints of a targeted individual are received in Albany. This notification
triggers an FATN message to the Borough CCIU, and accounts for those cases in
which the longest time gap exists between arrest and notification.
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The promptness with which the arrest notification is made to the CCIU can
often dictate the manner in which the detective pursues the follow-up investi-
gation. If the notification is received at an early enough stage, the investi-
gator can respond to the precinct of arrest and conduct his initial interviews
there. This places him near the scene of the crime and facilitates the conduct
of a witness canvass or the search for additional physical evidence if these
steps are indicated by the circumstances. It also insures the availability of
the arresting and assisting officers, and the defendant for interview, and may
facilitate the interview of the complainant and other witnesses known at the time
of arrest. On the other hand, a late notification can seriously hamper the
investigative effort and increase its labor-intensity by forcing the investiga-
tor to conduct his interviews by phone or by tracking down his witnesses (back-
tracking). Some of the principal consequences of late notifications are:

a. They can negate the value of responding to the precinct of arrest
because all of the relevant parties have already left the station house.

b. They can result in the defendant being unavailable for interrogation
as he has already been arraigned. As indicated in Table 3, only 69 defendants
in the 113 cases reviewed were approached for interrogation. In addition, three
more were not interrogated because it was known that they had pending cases in
the court and were therefore represented by counsel. The remaining 41 defendants
were unavailable for interrogation because they had already been delivered to the
custody of the Department of Correction.

c. They make the conduct of the follow-up investigation difficult and
labor-intensive by forcing the detective to back-track in his investigation,
interviewing the relevant parties as he can find them. This delays the comple-
tion of the preliminary investigaticn and can influence DA decision making on
the case.

d. They result in incomplete case files due to the fact that some of the
parties are eithexr never located, or give their testimony directly to the ADA,
preciuding the investigator from recording it.

e. There is some evidence, particularly in the borough of Brooklyn, that
they can result in cases not being accepted for augmentation because of the
difficulties inherent in initiating an investigation at a very late stage in the
proceeding.*

The negative conseguences of late notifications is also apparent in the
investigative pattern which emerges from the case analysis review. Table 5
provides data on the relationship between the promptness of notification and
the response to the precinct of arrest by the CCIU detective. In the construction

*
During the month reviewed (October, 1982) every augmentation initiated in

Brooklyn was as the result of a notification received while the unit was open.
There were no augmentations resulting from precinct notifications made on the
late tour.
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of this table, 3 hours was arbitrarily chosen as the latest point at which a
notification would be considered prompt. (However, it should be noted that

3 hours may already be too late to justify the detective's response to the
precinct as the complainant and witnesses may have already been released and
the officer is about to depart for central booking.)* In addition, a prompt
notification can only be expected to generate a precinct response during the
hours when the CCIUs are manned. For this reason, the data were organized to
reflect prompt notifications only during those hours when the CCIUs were open.

A review of the data contained in Table 5 indicates that of the 113 cases
reviewed, prompt notifications were received in only 45 instances (39.8%),.
These notifications generated 9 responses to the precinct of arrest, or 20.0%.
In addition, detectives responded to the precinct on 7 occasions in response
to the 68 late notifications received {10.3%)., Total precinct response for
the 107 cases was 16, or 14.2%.

Table 5

PRECINCT RESPONSE BY CCIU DETECTIVES

Manhattan Bronx Queens Total
(n=50} {n=29) (n=34) {n=113}
Prompt Notificaticn
CCIU Open 17 9 1¢ 45
Responded to SH 5 3 1 9
% at SH 29.5 33.3 5.3 20.0
Investigation at
other locations 12 6 is 36
% at other loc. 70.6 66.7 94.7 8C.0
Late nNotifications 33 20 15 68
Response to SH 3 3 1 7
% at SH 9.0 15.0 6.7 10.3
Total SH Response 8 6 2 16
% of Total Cases
Investigated at SH 16.0 20.7 5.9 14,2

*During the conduct of this study, 12 patrel precincts were randomly
chosen and the Commanding Officers conferred with by telephone to determine
the procedures established at the field level to insure notification to the
CCIUs., In each instance, the procedure consisted of an entry in the command
log immediately prior to the arresting officer leaving for central booking.
As a result, the officers could have spent several hours in the precinct
processing the arrest before making the notification.
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In addition to documenting the consequences of late notifications on the
investigative efforts which result, the data may also suggest that there is a
preference on the part of many of the investigators not to respond to the
precinct. Three of the borough CCIUs are located in the same building as the
central booking facilities, and in close proximity to the court complaint rooms
and District Attorneys’ Offices. As a result, they are in a position to inter-
cept the parties to a case at those locations. In addition, many of the
detectives express a preference for conducting interrogations in a& neutral loca-
tion, away from the precinct of arrest on the belief that they are more produc-
tive.

To determine if there were any differences in the scope of investigation
conducted between investigations initiated at the precinct of arrest and those
initiated at Central Booking or at the CCIU cffices, the Case Content Analysis
data contained in Table 3 was further analyzed to separate station house
initated investigations from investigations initiated at other locations. The
new data which results, (Table 6, following), compares the contents of case folders
for both types of investigations in the Boroughs of Manhattan and the Bronx.
(Queens was omitted because there was only 1 station house initiated investiga-
tion in that borough, and the Brocoklyn sample was not collected in a manner
which permits this analysis.)

A review of the data in Table 6 indicates that there are obvious measurable
differences between the two types of investigations. Based upon the contents
of the case folders, investigations initiated at the station house level result
in the investigator being able to interview a greater percentage of involved
parties than those investigations conducted at other locations. Further, there
is a marked increase in the mumber of supplemental steps taken by detectives who
respond to the precinct of arrest. Taken together, it appears that detectives
who respond to the precinct of arrest are able to conduct a more thorough aug-
mentation than those detectives who initiate their investigations at other
locations. Again, failure to respond to the precinct of arrest may be the
consequence of late notification.

*Although the method used in the collection of data in the Brooklyn sample
does not permit its inclusion in this analysis, there are data which strongly
suggest that the percentage of cases in which the investigation is initiated
at the precinct of arrest is appreciably higher in Brooklyn than in the other
boroughs. The results of the summary case content analysis (Table 2) indicates
that Brooklyn investigations evidence the highest percentage of supplemental
steps conducted by the detectives. Based on the above analysis (Table 6),
this would suggest that a higher proportion of Brooklyn investigations are
initiated at the precinct of arrest. This may result from the fact that the
Brooklyn CCIU is the only unit not located in close proximity to the Central
Booking or the Court building.
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Case Documentation and Presentation to the District Attorney

While there is a great deal of standardization in the files and records
maintained by the Borough CCIUs, there is less agreement on the manner in which
the investigation is documented and presented to the District Attorneys'Offices,
The predominant model of operation is found in Manhattan and has been copied to
large degree in Brooklyn and Queens. The second model is that utilized in the
Bronx. Both have their origins in the pilot programs conducted in those
boroughs prior to the city-wide expansion of the FAP program.

The pilot felony augmentation program was conducted in the Beorough of
Manhattan between March 1980 and December 19281. In implementing the program,
the Police Department created a Career Criminal Investigating Unit within the
Detective Bureau to conduct follow-up investigations on the arrests of career
criminals and to coordinate the Depariment’s activities in this area with the
Career Criminal Bureau of the Manhattan District Attorney's Office. 'The
District Attorney's unit had been in operation for several years at that peoint,
and was responsible for the prosecution of persons deemed to be career criminals
because of their prior records. In linking these two units together, a method
of operation evolved which was highly dependent upon face-to-face communication
between the members of the two groups, a process which was facilitated by the
relatively small numbers of personnel involved on both sides. On the police
side, the detectives conducted and documented their investigations in standard
police fashion. While the unit adopted the Arrest Investigation Report form
which had been designed for use in the Bronx pileot program, they used the AIR
as a substitute for the DD5, preparing them in DDS5-fashion, cone interview to
a page, one investigative step to a page, etc. Further, the forms were not
routinely given to the District Attorney, although they were available to him on
request. On the District Attorney's side, they continued to operate in standard
fashion, obtaining their information by interviewing the parties to the case.
Thus, the two units worked well together without the necessity for developing any
mechanism for the documentary transfer of information.

The model currently operating in the Bronx has its roots in the Felony Case
Preparation pililct program which was operated between 1979 and 1981. That program,
which was initially operated in one precinct and then expanded to three, provided
for detective foliow=-up investigations on all felony arrests made in the target
precincts. BAfter the detective had completed his investigation, he was required
to prepare an Arrest Investigation Report for delivery to the District Attorney's
Office at the time the case was presented for prosecution. The AIR in the Bronx
program was designed as a comprehensive summary of ail of the facts of the case
known to the police. It included a summary description of how the crime was
committed, how the defendant was identified and apprehended, any physical evidence
secured, and provided the DA with a summary of the prospective testimony of every
party to the case, including the results of the interrogation of the defendant.
The AIR served as the foundation of the District Attorney's file of the case, and
based on the evaluation of the program by the Bronx District Attorney's represen-—
tatives, proved extremely valuable to the DA's (Office at every stage of the
proceedings. Unlike the Manhattan pilot, the cases emanating from the target
precincts in the Bronx were handled by a variety of units in the Bronx District
Attorney's Office. Initially, all cases were screened by the Felony Complaint
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Bureau; Major Offense type cases were referred to the MOB unit; sex offenses
to the Sex Unit; and other crimes to the Supreme Court Bureau. As a result,
the Bronx cases were handled by a large number of different ADAs, and the
written report of the investigation (the AIR) served as the principal communi-
cation link between the precinct detective and the ADA, a system highly appro-
priate to the organizational structure of the Bronx District Attorney's Office.

< Current operations in both Manhattan and the Bronx reflect these historical
origins. In Manhattan, the CCIU detectives still use the AIR forms in DD5-
fashion, utilizing a separate form for each interview conducted, etc. The
forms are not routinely given to the District Attorney's Office, and for the
most part, all four copies remain in the detective's case folder. The principal
communication link between the Manhattan detectives and the ADAs continues to
be verbal. Viewing the Manhattan cperation chronologically, the CCIU detective
conducts his initial investigation by interviewing those parties available to
him at the time of notification. Most arresting officers are interviewed at
Central Booking or in the CCIU office; most civilian complainants are interviewed
at either ECAB or elsewhere in the court building; and assisting officers and
other witnesses are generally interviewed by telephone. Those defendants that
are interrogated are generally interviewed in a designated location in the
Police Headgquarters Building. When the detective has completed these prelimi-
nary steps, he generally telephones the Career Criminal Bureau and informs the
ADA of the CCIU involvement in the case. The detective then accompanies the
arresting officer to either the Career Criminal Bureau offices oxr ECAB where he
confers with the District Attorney assigned to the case. When he has completed
this stage of the process, he will either return to his office or go out into
the field to complete his preliminary investigation. Either that day, or at some
point in the near future, he will prepare AIR forms recording the results of the
interviews he has conducted and whatever supplementary steps he may take, and file
these forms in his case folder.

initial operations are similar in the Bronx. Upon notification of the
arrest, the detective will undertake his preliminary investigation, interviewing
the parties to the case either in the court building or at the precinct of arrest.
When the detective has completed his interviews, he will generally telephone the
Major Offense Bureau of the District Attorney's Office and attmept to interest
that Bureau in accepting the case for prosecution. (In the absence of a Career
Criminal Bureau, the CCIUs in the Bronx, Queens, and Brooklyn all attempt to have
their cases handled by the MOB units in their boroughs). Regardless of whether
or not MCB expresses interest in the case, all Bronx arrests are initially
screened by the Felony Complaint Bureau and the detective instructs the Arresting
Officer to inform the FCB ADA that the CCIU is conducting a follow-up investiga-
tion on the arrest -- the detective does not normally accompany the arresting
officer to the complaint room. (The Bronx District Attorney's representative
interviewed indicated that this notification triggers special handling of the
case in the FCB, including a stamping of the case file indicating that it is a
CCIU case.) At this point, the detective may either return to his office or go
out into the field to complete his preliminary investigation. Within 48 hours,
the detective is required to prepare a comprehensive Arrest Investigation Report
for delivery to the District Attorney's Office. This report then becomes a
permanent part of the District Attorney's case file, much as it did in the earlier
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Bronx program. If supplementary steps are taken after submission of the
original AIR, they are deocumented on Supplementary AIR's and are delivered
to the ADA assigned to the case. (It should be noted that in the current
Bronx effort, the written AIR is not intended to serve as the only communi-
cation link between the investigator and the DA. Bronx CCIU detectives main~
tain close liaison with the ADAs assigned to their cases in much the same
fashion as the detectives in the other borough units.)

Brooklyn and Queens CCIU operations were modeled after the original
pilot in Manhattan. As a result, detectives in those units prepare their
_ ATRs in DD5 - fashion, and do not provide the District Attorney's Office with
a comprehensive record of the investigation. In each borough the CCIU detective
accompanies the arresting office to the complaint room and the principal form of
information transmittal is wverbal.

Caseload: As indicated in Table 1, CCIU detectives are currently carry-
ing a caseload of approximately 1.74 cases monthly,per detective. Previous
sections of this report have identified some of the factors which must be
considered in evaluating the import of this productivity measure. In summary,
these are:

a. Limitations inherent in current target list construction.
. Inefficiencies in the notification system.

c. Labor-intensity of the notification system.

d. Screening procedures employed.

e. Criteria for selection of non-target {other) cases.

f. 1Investigative back-tracking caused by late notifications.

g. Suggested preference for non-precinct initiated investigations.

To pursue this issue further, CCIU commanders were conferred with concerning
productivity standards. There is uniform agreement among the commanders that
CCIU caseload must be maintained at a level below t+hat of the average PDU detec-
tive. One commander suggested that an average caseload of between 35 and 45
cases per year might be an appropriate CCIU productivity standard. 1In dis-
cussing this issue, all of the lieutenants and sergeants interviewed indicated
that they believed that the average CCIU investigation took a substantial
period of time to complete. In addition, they cited the liaison function and the
need to make grand jury and court appearances as other limiting factors.

To provide some quantitative measures of investigative case duration, case
folders in three boroughs were analyzed to determine the number of days required
to complete the various stages of the investigative process. Data was organized
on two distinct levels of investigative effort: :



22

a. pPreliminary Investigation: Those steps taken by the
investigator as a result of information provided him
by the parties to the case who were identified prior
to his involvement.

Using the informaticon recorded in the case file by the
detective {date and time of interview or investigative
action) the number of days required to complete the
preliminary investigation was determined.

H

b. Substantive Investigation: Using the information
recorded in the case file by the detective (date and
time of interview or investigation action) the time
span between initiation of the case and the last
substantive action taken by the detective was deter-
mined. A substantive action was defined as any step
necessary to the conduct of the investigaticn and
included interviews conducted as well as supplemental
steps taken by the investigator, whether or not they
constituted part of the preliminary or supplementary
investigation. (As indicated in Tables 2 and 3,
supplementary steps were only taken in 15 of the 107
cases studied, or 14.0%.) Telephone calls to the
District Attorney's Office or to the court clexk to
determine case status were not considered substantive
actions.

The time spans recorded indicate when the detective took the investigative
action and not necessarily when he recorded it; the interviews or investigative
actions may have been recorded on the date they were taken or at some later
point in time. The analysis provides Jata on a gross measure of case duration
and does not address the issue of man-hours involved. Thus while an investiga-
tion may have required 10 days to complete, the preliminary investigation may
have been completed on the date of assignment and the substantive action taken
on the 10th day may have involved.a telephone interview of a witness who could
not be contacted until that time.

Table 7, following, presents data on the number of days required in com-
pleting the preliminary and substantive investigations on 107 cases. A review
of these data indicates the following:

a. In 70.0% of the cases, the preliminary investigation was completed
on the day the case was assigned to the detective. In 11.2% of the cases,
the preliminary investigation was completed within 3 days, and only 16.8% of
the preliminary investigations reguired over three days to complete. (In 1.9%
of the cases, the time-span could not be determined from the case files.)}

b. Iin 69.2% of the cases, the substantive investigation was completed
on the day the case was assigned to the detective, that is, no substantive
investigative steps were recorded beyond those taken on the date of assignment.
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Table 7

Chronological length of Reported Investigations

Manhattan Bronx Queens Total

{n=50} (n=29) (n=28) {n=107}

) no. % no. % no. % no. %
Preliminary Invest.
Completed:
On Day Assigned i35 70.0 25 B6.2 15 53.6 75 70.1
Within 3 days 4 8.0 1 3.4 7 25.0 12 1l.2
Over 3 days 9 18.0 3 10.3 6 21.4 8 lo.8
Could not
be determined 2 4.0 2 1.9
Substantive Invest.
Completed:
1 Day 34 68,0 25 B6.2 15 53.6 74 69.2
2-3 days 4 8.0 1 3.4 7 25.0 12 1l.2
4-10 days 5 10.0 3 10.3 6 21.4 14 13,1
11-20 days 1 2.0 1 0.9
over 20 days 4 8.0 4 3.7
Could not be
determined 2 4.0 2 1.
c. In 11.2% of the cases, the substantive investigation was completed

within 3 days of assignment. Thus, over BO% of the substantive investigations
are completed within 3 days.

Combining this data with that contained in Tables 2 and 3 indicates that
the average CCIU investigation consists primarily of the interview of the parties
identified prior to the detective's involvement in the case, and the recording
of those interviews. Supplementary actions are taken in relatively few cases
regardless of whether or not they augment the initial investigation. The aver-
age investigation is completed on a timely basis, with the majority being
completed on the day the case is assigned. A reading of the case files indicates
that the principal reason why some cases fake more than 1 day to complete is
back-tracking caused by the inability of the investigator to enter the case on a
timely basis before witnesses have been released at the precinct of arrest.



—24~

While there are cases in which it is obvious that a supplementary step taken
by the detective is essential to mounting a successful prosecution, these
are the exception rather than the rule.

As indicated earlier, the CCIUs have taken steps to increase their case-
loads. Indeed, the Department's statistics indicate that the Manhattan CCIU
increased its 1982 caseload by 59% over 1981, with a 103% increase in the
nimber of target cases augmented. The other steps taken have involved the
identification of other target groups as candidates for augmentation. It is
reasonable to expect that CCIU .caseload will increase over time; however,
the increase will most likely be experienced in the “"other target" or crime-
specific category rather than in the career criminal caseload. .

During the first 10 months of 1282, the 22,000 name target list yielded
a total of 2,598 individuals arrested on new felony charges. On an annualized
bagis, one could expect 3,120 target arrests per year, or some 14.2% of the
targeted population. On a one-arrest to one-case basis, this would result in
a monthly caseload of 3.5 cases per detective assigned, if every arrest was
appropriate for augmentation. This however, is not the case, and secondary
screening criteria must continue to be applied if program credibility is to be
maintained. If improvements were made in some of the sub-systems supporting
the program (notifications, etc.) one could expect an increase in the percentage
of target arrests which are augmented; however it is doubtful if the numbex
would ever exceed 60% which would produce a monthly caseload of approximately
2 cases per detective. Therefore, if unit productivity is to be increased, it
will most probably result from increasing the number of "other arrests" augmented.

Program Administration and Policy Formulation

The Borough CCIUs are supported by a strong administrative command structure
within the Detective Bureau. The Commanding Officer of the Felony Augmentation
Section and the personnel of the Case Evaluation and Analysis Unit maintain
operational records on both the Felony Augmentation Program and the Robbery Case
Enhancement Program and monitor the progress of both. While systemic problems
in the operation of these programs have been identified by the analysis conducted,
it must be noted that the scope and magnitude of these problems would be far
greater were it not for the efforts of the personnel of the FAS and CEAU. The
commanding officer of the Felony Augmentation Section is keenly aware of the
major problem areas in both programs and has taken corrective action to alleviate
them. That the problems have not been completely eliminated is more reflective
of their systemic nature than of any lack of affirmative effort on his part.

Numerous changes have been made in program operations over the 10 month
period. In large measure, these changes have resulted from research conducted by
the FAS and CEAU, and have generally been directed at improving both the operation
of the program and its impact. Research of this type should be encouraged and
continued.
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pespite the guality of its administration, there are several apparent
inconsistencies in the policies regulating the work of the CCiUs and the
operation of the program, and there is a strong indication that command
personnel view the Felony Augmentation Program and the Robbery Case Enhance-
ment Program as separate entities which are engaged in competitive activities
rather than as complementary efforts in the pursuit of a common department
goal.

In some instances, the preeminence of the CCIUs in the area of career
 criminal prosecution is clearly evidenced, while in others there is a tendency
to abrogate this position in favor of other department units, possibly to the
detriment of the Department's overall goals. The clearest example of this is
the automatic waiver of career criminal arrests made by members of precinct

detective units or other specialized commands.

As indicated above, there is some evidence that FAP and RCEP are regarded
as separate entities engaged in competitive activities. This view may be
fostered by the fact that FAP perscnnel are assigned to the Central Robbery
Division while RCEP personnel are assigned at the Detective Borough level.
Despite the differences in assignment, both groups of personnel perform similar
augmentation or enhancement activities, with apparent egual success. In the
initial city-wide expansion of both programs, a policy decision was made which
resulted in target arrests made in RCEP precincts being augmented by the CCIU
rather than by the PDU detectives (presumably unless the arrest was made by the
PpyU detective.) The purpose of this policy was to centralize the career
criminal augmentation function within the CCIU, insuring its accountability.
Recently this policy has been expanded to exclude RECP detectives from enhancing
the robbery arrests of youths between 14 and 18 years of age, when such arrests
are selected for augmentation by the borough CCIUs, regardless of whether or not
the defendants are targeted individuals. B2As a result, the scope of operations
of the RCEP program is diminished without reference to the gualifications of
RCEP personnel to conduct these follow-up investigations, the potential advan-
tages of timing and logistics associated with the precinct location of RCEP
personnel, o©r the potential loss of impact on dispositional outcome in career
criminal cases that may be associated with central handling of investigations
in these robbery cases,.

Case File Maintenance: CCIU case files are maintained in a similar fashion
in each of the four boroughs. In addition to the AIR forms documenting the
detective's investigation, they generally contain other documents pertinent to
the case. Generally, the following may be found in each of the case folders:
copies of the PD booking reports; copies of precinct vouchers when these are
prepared; copies of the defendant's rap sheet; copies of the court complaint
forms; photographs of the defendant; line-up reports, when conducted; etc. In
general, the AIR forms are filed on the right side of the folder, and supporting
documents on the left side under a case management check-off form.
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While the folders are maintained in uniform fashion, they are, as
indicated in a previous section of this report, diffiecult to review. The
ATR forms are filed chronologically, with the first form in the rear of the
folder, and more recent ones on top. As a result, one must begin at the back
and read forward. The absence of comprehensive AIRs in the boroughs outside
of the Bronx further complicates case review. In those boroughs, the AIRs
are filed in chronoligical order of interview flow, freguently beginning with
the defendant's interrogation. As a result, one must frequently read the case
several times before the logical sequence of events becomes clear. In con-
trast, some case files are organized in event-sequential order, generally
beginning with the interview of the complainant, and ending with the interro-
gation of the defendant (although still requiring beginning at the back and
reading forward) -- these cases may be read and comprehended much more quickly
than those filed in interview-sequential order. -

Relations with the Distrjct Attorneys' Qffices

While this study focuses on the operation of the Police bepartment's
Felony Augmentation Program, it was felt that the various District Attorneys'
offices should be conferred with to determine their impressions regarding the
program. Accordingly, interviews were conducted with senior Assistant bistrict
Attorneys in each of the four boroughs in which the CCIUs are located.

While the formal relationships differ with the organizational structures
of t+he various District Attorneys Offices, each of the ADAs interviewed ex-
pressed a high degree of confidence in the CCIU in his borough. There 1s
wniform agreement that the CCIU detectives perform an extremely valuable service
and that their work is of the highest caliber. Each of the DA's Offices reported
numercus instances where they sought and received assistance from the Borough
CCIU, indicating that on numerous occasions the work of the CCIUs was directly
responsible for the success of the prosecution's efforts. Each of the ADAs was
queried with respect to the possible receipt of comprehensive AIRs at an early
stage in the preceedings. 1In Manhattan, ADA Frazier stated that he had not
previously considered the matter and would like to speak to some of his assis-
t+ants before commenting. His initial reaction was that it would probably not be
a good thing because of discovery; however, upon reflection he stated that the
material was as discoverable in the Police pepartment files as it was in the
District Attorney’'s. In Brooklyn and Queens the ADAs interviewed indicated that
they would welcome comprehensive documentation at the earliest possible stage.
in discussing the matter, both referred to the Robbery Case Enhancement Program,
commenting that the AIRs submitted on those cases were extremely helpful to the
prosecution,

The formal relationship between the CCIUs and the District Attorneys Offices
differs from borough-to-borough. Manhattan is the only borough in which the
pistrict Attorney's Office contains what may be viewed as a counterpart unit to
the CCIU, the Career Criminal Bureau. As & result, the relationship between the
CCIU and the DA's Office is both more formal and more efficient in that borcugh.
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The Manhattan CCB reviews and accepts for prosecution most of the cases
handled by the Manhattan CCIU. There also appears to be a greater philo-
sophical acceptance of the selective incapacitation concept in the borough

of Manhattan. A review of dispositional outcomes of CCIU cases in the four
boroughs indicates that the Manhattan bistrict Attorney's Office will seek
felony prosecutions on a wider range of charges than the other DR's Offices.
For example, they will regularly seek indictments of targeted offenders on
Grand Larceny and Robbery 3rd degree charges while it appears that in the
other boroughs, these cases are normally disposed of in the Criminal Courts.
On the matter of the mixture of cases handled by the CCIU {CC Tarygets V.
Crime-specific targets), ADA Frazier indicated that he was normally made aware
of the status of the defendan%, and that the only problem created by the mix
was a result of the limited function of his unit. He stated that while he
would always want to pursue a good case, he must frequently pass on a non-
career criminal case to another unit in the DA's Office, stating that every
one of the units wants to get good cases and he would be criticized if he
attempted to garner them all. He further indicated that individual ADA case-
ioad was also a limiting factor in accepting CCIU cases.

The absence of counterpart units in the other boroughs as well as the
organizational sitructures of those District Attorneys®' Offices results in
complicating the work of the CCIUs, increasing the number of individual ADAs
with whom they must deal. As previously indicated, the CCIUs in those boroughs
attempt to persuade the MOB units to accept their cases for prosecution. While
there is no readily available data to document the MOB acceptance rates, it is
the impression of the CCIU commanders that they are only successful a portion
of the time. 1In discussing this with the representatives of those District
Attorneys' Offices, it appeared that the decision to seek MOB prosecution rested
more on the nature of the crime charged than on the status of the defendant,
although any defendant with a significant criminal record would certainly be
considered. If the cases are not accepted by the MOB units for prosecution, they
are handled by one of the other bureaus in the DA's office. As indicated above,
there is also some evidence that there is less philosophical acceptance of
career criminal prosecution in the boroughs outside of Manhattan, as indicated
by the manner in which various crimes charged are disposed of. When queried on
this, the representatives of those DA's Offices indicated that they believed that
they could not achieve qualitative results in the Supreme Court on charges which
are not normally indicted in those boroughs.

Each of the ADAs was questioned with respect to DA office policy in their
boroughs, with particular reference to the fact that the CCIUs exclude some cases
from augmentation on the belief that certain charges would not be prosecuted as
felonies. Each ADA denied that there were any automatic exclusions, although
felony prosecutions were rare in some instances. With particular reference to
Grand Larceny Auto, the Bronx District Attorney’s Office indicated that it had
recently amended its policy on that charge and would welcome GLA cases involving
persistent offenders. In Brooklyn, the ADA indicated that the new District
Attorney in that borough was also desirous of prosecuting meritorious GLA cases.
As previously indicated, GLAs are currently being indicted in Queens.
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Despite variations in DA policy and organizational structure between
the various boroughs, the early indicators (indictment rates) suggest that
COTU cases receive sexious consideration in all boroughs, in approximately
equal measure. This, however, may be more a result of the manner in which
arrests are selected for augmentation than any indication of active program
participation by the pistrict Attorneys.

-

The Cost of Augmentation Activities

The Borough Career Criminal Investigating Units were established for the
sole purpose of augmenting the arrests of career criminals, although that funec-
tion has been expanded by the addition of other categories of augmentation cases.
As these are dedicated units, their total costs are attributable to the program.
Based on salary costs supplied by the Department's Budget Section, the opera-
tional costs of the Borough CCIUs for the 10 month period can be approximated.

Salary costs utlized in this analysis are total cost-to-the~city figures
(salary pilus fringe benefits) and are as follows: .

Lieutenant $ 61,034

Sergeant $ 53,233
3rd Gr. Det. $ 47,748
P.A.A. 5 17,889

Based on these salary levels, total cost of operation of the four
Borough CCIUs is as follows:

4 Lieutenants b 244,136
i2 Sergeants S 638,796
74 betectives s 3,533,352
7 P.A.A.S s 125,223

Total Annual Cost $ 4,541,507

Cost for the 10 mo.

period 3,784,58%

<

During the 10 month period, there were a total of 1,290 cases augmented,
which results in a per case cost of $2,933. These costs would be increased to
the extent that any of the detectives assigned to the CCIUs were either lst ox
2nd grade, or if any of the supervisors were designated as Squad Commanders of
Sguad Supervisors.

Cost figures may also be produced for other units of measurement. For
example: During the first 10 months, indictments were returned on 1,298 FAP
defendants, at & cost of $2,915.71 per indictment. (The indictment costs are
slightly lower than the case costs, because there were a larger number of
defendants than cases.) During the first three months, for which there is more
detailed dispositional information available, it cost $6,965.50 for each of the
163 FAP defendants sentenced to State prison. Both the indictment and incar-
ceration unit costs would be reduced if any of the pending cases from the period
resulted in indictments or incarcerations.
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AIR Overall
Precinct No. Rating
M.T.S. 179 V.G.
177 V.G.
176 V.G.
175 Exc.
174 V.G.
168 V.G.
167 V.G.
166 Fair
165 EXcC.
le4d V.G,
163 Exc.
162 v.G.
161 V.G.
160 V.G.
159 V.G.
158 Good
157 Poor
M.T.N 107 Fair
105 Poor
103 Poor
9th 94 Exc.
92 Poor
89 Poox
88 V.G,
23rd 38 Goed
37 Exc.
36 Exc.
35 Exc.
24th 65 V.G.
64 V.G.
40th 108 Fair
107 Good
105 Good
104 Good
103 V.G.
102 Poor
43rd 21 Good
S0 Good

Offense
Paragraph
Rating

Poor
Poor
Poor
V.G.
Fair
Poorx
Poor
Poor
Exc.
Poor
Fair
Poor
Poor
Poor
Poor
Poor
Poor

Fair
Poor
Poor

V.G,
Poor
Poor
Poorx

Exc.
Poor
Exc.
Good

Poox
Poox

Poor
Poor
Poor
Poor
Poor
Poor

Poor
Poox

(none)

(none)

{none)

(none)

Length
in
pages

Court
Disposition
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Ind.
Ind.
Ing.
Ind.
Ind.
Pend.
Indg.
Dism.
Ind.
Ind.
Ind.
PGM/V
Dism.
Pend.
Ind.
Ind.
Pend.

PGM/V
Pend.
Ind.

PGM/V
Dism.
N.P.
Ind.

Ind.
Ind.
Ind.
Dism.

Ind.
Ind.

Pend.
ind.
Ind.
Ind.
ind.
PGM/V

ind.
Ind.
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Offense Length Criminal
ATR Overall Paragraph in Court
Precinct No. Rating Rating Pages. Disposition
44+th 121 Good Poor 1 Pend.
122 Poor Poor - 0.5 Ind.
123 V.G. Poor 1.25 Dism.
124 Poor Poor (none) 1 N.F.
120 Good Poor 1 Ind.
119 V.G, Poor 1.25 Ind.
11i8 Poor Poor 1 Ind.
117 Poor Poor 1 Dism.
1le Good Pooxr 1 PGM/V
115 Geood Poor 1 Dism.
114 Poor Poor 1 PGM/V
113 Good Poor 1 Pend.
112 Pooxr Poor 1 Ind.
111 Good Poor 1 Ind.
46th
101 v.G. Poox’ 1.5 Ind.
100 Good Poor 1 Ind.
98 V.G, Poor 1.5 Ind.
97 Good Poor 1 Ind.
96 Fair Poor 1.5 Dism.
95 V.G, Poor 1.25 Pend.
94 V.G, Poor 2.5 ind.
93 vV.G. Poor 1.5 ACD
92 Poor Poor 1 Ind.
9l V.G. Poor 1.25 ind.
90 V.G. Poor 2 Pend.
BB V.G Poor 1 Ind.
87 V.G. Poorx 1.5 ind.
86 Fair Poor 1 Ind.
B85 Good Pooxr 1 Ind.
84 Good Poor 1.25 ind.
82 Good Poor 2 Ind.
81 Good Poor 1 ind.
80 Good Poor 1 Pend.
48th 80 V.G. Poorxr 1 Ind.
79 Good Poor 1.5 Ind.
78 Poor Poor 1 Ind.
77 Good Poor 1.25 Ind.
75 Fair Poor 1.5 Ind.
74 Poor Poor 1.5 Pend.
72 V.G. Poor 2 Ind.
67th 113 Exc. Good 2 Pend.
112 ExC. Good 1.5 Ind.
111 EXC. Exc. 1.5 Ind.
110 V.G. Poox 1.25 Pend.
109 V.G. Poor 1.5 Ind.
107 Fair Poor (none) 1.25 Dism.
106 v.G. Poor (none}) 1 Pend.



- 03 -

Offense Length Criminal
AIR Overall Paragraph in Court
Precinct No. Rating Rating Pages Disposition
7lst 163 Exc. Exc. 3.25 Pend.
162 Exc. vV.G. 1.5 Dism.
161 ExcC. V.G, 1.5 Iind.
159 V.G. Fair 1.75 Dism.
157 V.G. V.G. 1.5 Dism.
155 vV.G. V.G. 1.25 Dism.
154 V.G. Good 1.5 Pend.
151 V.G. Good 1.5 Pend.
150 Exc. V.G. 1.5 Ind.
149 Exc. Exc. 2 Ind.
73rd 116 V.G. Poor 1.5 Ind.
115 Good Poor 1.25 Pend.
114 V.G. Poor 1.25 N.P.
113 V.G. Poor 1.5 Ind.
112 Good Poor 2 Dism.
111 Good Poorx 1.5 Ind.
110 Good Poorx 2 Ind.
109 Good Poorx 1.5 Pend.
108 V.G, Poor 1.5 PGM/V
107 V.G. Poor 1.5 Pend.
106 V.G, Poor 1.25 Ind.
105 Fair Poor 1.25 ind.
75th 130 Good Poor 1.5 Ind.
129 vV.G. Fair 2.5 PGM/V
127 v.G. Poor 1.5 ind.
126 Good Poor 1.25 Pend.
124 Poor PooT 1.25 Pend.
123 V.G. Poor 1.5 Ind.
122 Good Poor 1.75 PGM/V
121 V.G. Poor 1.5 Dism.
118 Poor Poor 1 Dism.
117 Good Poor (none) 1.25 ind.
114 Pooxr Poor (none) 1 Ind.
1i3 Poor Poor (none)} 1 PGM/V
77th 141 vV.G. Poor 2 Indg.
' 138 V.G. Good 1.5 N.P
136 Good Poor 1.5 Pend.
135 V.G. Poor 1.5 Ind.
132 Exc. Good 2 Dism.
79th 128 Bxc. V.G. 2 Dism.
127 Good Poor 1.25 ind.
126 Exc. Exc. 2.25 Ind
125 V.G. Poor 2.5 N.P.
124 Exc. Exc. 1 Ind.
123 Good V.G, 1.5 PGM/V
122 Good Good 1.75 Dism.
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Offense Length Criminal
AIR Overall Paragraph In Court
Precinct No. Rating Rating Pages Disposition
103 119 V.G. Poor 2 Pend.
117 V.G. Poor (none) 1.5 Ind.
114 Good Poor (none) 1 Ind.
1i3 Exc. Poor (none) 1.75 Pend.
112 Good Poor 1.5 Ind.
111 V.G. Poor 1.25 PGM/V
1 10 Good Poor 1.25 Dism.
110th 64 ExcC. V.G, 3 Ind.
63 V.G, POOR 2 Ind.
61 Poor Poor 1 Ind.
60 Poor Poor .5 Pend.
59 Good Poox 2 PGM/V
1l4th 74 Good Poor 1 Ind.
73 V.G. Poor 1.5 N.P.
72 V.G. Poor (None) 3 Ind.
71 Good Good 1.25 Ind.



- C5 -

Offense Length Criminal
AIR Overall Paragraph In Court
Precinct No. Rating Rating Pages Disposition
MTN 67 Poor Poor (none) .5 Ind.
64 Poox V.G, 1.5 ind
61 Fair None .5 N.P.
57 V.G. Poor 2.5 Ind.
56 Poor Foorx 1 Ind.
55 Exc. V.G, 2 Ind.
75 Good V.G. 2 Ind.
72 Poor V.G, 2 ind.
69 Good Poor (none) 2 Ind.
79 V.G. Poor (none) 2 Pend.
78 Poor Nene 1 Pend.
83 V.G, Poor {(none 1 Ind.
80 Goed Popxr {none) 1.5 Pend.
95 Poor Poor (none) .5 Pend.
93 Good Poor (none) 1.5 Ind.
9th 77 Good Poor 1 ind.
76 Poor Poor 1 Dism.
74 Poorx Poor 2 Dism.
73 Good Poor 2 Dism.
72 VoG, Poor 1.5 Ind.
71 V.G. Poor 2 Pend.
70 Good Poor 1.5 Ind.
69 vV.G. Poorxr 1.25 Ind.
67 Good Poor 2 Ind.
66 Good Poorx 1.5 Ind.
65 Poor Poor 1 Ind.
86 Poor Poorxr .75 N.P.
82 Good Poor 1 PGM/V
81 Good Pooxr 1 Ind.
BG Good Pooxr 1.5 Ind.
23rd 32 Exc. vV.G. 2 ind.
31 V.G. Poor 2 Ind.
33 V.G. " Poor 1.5 Ind.
34 Exc. V.G, 1.75 Ind.
41 Exc. v.G. 1.5 Pend.
40 Exc. Exc. 1.5 PGM/V
24th 56 Good Poor (None) 1.5 PGM/V
55 V.G, Poorx 1.5 Ind.
54 Poor None {poor) 1 ind.
63 Good Poor (None) 1 Ind.
62 V.G, Pooxr 1.5 Dism.
61 Good Poor {none} 1.5 Pend.
60 Exc. Fair 2 Pend.
68 Poor Poor (None) 2 Iind.
67 Exc. Fair 2 Ind.
66 Poor Poor (None) .5 ind.
48th 89 Good Poor 1.25 ind.
88 Fair Poor {(none} 1 Ind.
87 Good Poor 1 Ind.
B6 V.G, Boor 2 Pend.



Precinct

40th

43rd

67th

77th

84th

88th

90th

- 6 -

Cffense Length
AIR Overall Paragraph in
No. Rating Rating Pages
114 Good Poor 1.25
114 (sic)V.G. Poor 2
113 v.G. Poor 2
112 Fair Poox 1
111 Good Poor 2
110 Good Poor 1.5
109 Good Poor 1.5
110 Poox Poor 1
109 V.G. Poor 2
108 vV.G. Poor 2
107 vV.G. Poox 1.25
106 Poor Poor 1
105 Poorx Poor .5
104 Poor Fair 1
101 Fair Poor 1
100 Poor Poor 1
99 V.G, Poor 1.5
98 Poor roor 1
97 Faix Exc. 1
96 Fair Poor 1
95 Poor Poox 1
94 Geood Poor 1.5
120 Poor Poor {(none) 1
119 Poor Poor (None) 1
118 Exc. V.G, 1.5
117 Good Poor 1.5
116 Good Poor 1.25
165 ExC. ExXc. 2
162 Exc. V.G. 2
157 V.G, Poor 2
156 V.G. V.G. 2
154 Good Fair 1.5
150 V.G. Fair 1.5
99 Good Poor 2
ag Exc. Good 2
97 EXcC. ExcC. 1.25
96 Exc. Exc. 2
95 EXC. ExC. 3
94 V.G, Fair 2
93 Exc. Exc. 2
100 V.G Poor 2
98 V.G Poor 2
97 V.G Pooxr 3
96 V.G Poor 1.5
36 Good Pooxr 1
37 V.G. Poor 2
35 V.G Poox 1.5
33 Poor Poor 1.5
43 V.G Poor 1.5
42 Exc. Good 2.5

Criminal
Court
Disposition

Ind.
Pend.
ind.
Ind
Ind
Fam.Ct.
PGM/V

Ind.
PGM/V
Ind.
Dism.
Pend.
Fam.Ct.
PGM/V
Ind.
Pend.
Pend.
Pend.
Ind.
Pend.
N.P.
Pend.

PGM/V
Ind.
Pend.
N.P.
Pend.

N.P.
Iind
Fam.Ct.
Ind.
Dism.
Ind.

PGM/V
Ind.
Ind.
ind.
Ind.
ind.
Pend.

Pend.
Pend.
Ind.

Pend.

N.P.
Pend.
N.P.
ind.
Ind.
Ind.
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Offense Length Criminal
AIR Overall Paragraph In Court
Precinct No. Rating Rating Pages Disposition
79¢h {cont) 121 ExC. Exc. 2 Ind.
120 Exec. Exc. 3 Ind.
119 V.G. Poor 2.5 Pend.
118 Good ExC. 1.5 Iind.
117 Exc. Exc. 2 Pend.
116 Good Poox 1.5 Pend.
115 Poor V.G, 1.5 ind.
114 Poor V.G, 1.5 Ind.
113 Poor Poor 1.5 Pend.
84+h B89 Poor Fair 1.5 Ind.
88 Poor Poor 1.5 Pend.
87 Exc. ExcC. 2 Dism.
85 Exc. V.G. 1.5 Ind.
g4 Exc. V.G. 5 PGM
B1 Exc. V.G. 2 Ind.
88th 107 Poor Poor i N.P.
106 Good Poor 1 Ind.
105 V.G. Poor 2 Ind.
102 Good Fair 4 Pend.
90th 4] Exc. ExC. 3 Ind.
40 Exc. Good 3 Ind.
39 vV.G. Poor 2 Ind.
38 Good Good 1.5 Ind.
1023ra 109 V.G. Poox 2 Ind.
108 Good Poor 2 Ind.
107 V.G. Poor 1.5 Ind.
106 Poor Poorx 1.5 Ind.
105 Good Poorx 2.5 Dism.
103 V.G. Poor 3 Ind.
101 Good Poor i Pend.
100 V.G, Poor 1.5 Pend.
110th 58 Good Fair 1.75 Ind.
56 V.G. Poor {(none) 2 Ind.
55 Poor Poorx 1 Ind.
54 V.G, Pooxr 2 INd.
52 Poox Peoor 1 Ind.
51 V.G. Poox 2 Ind.
50 Good Poox 1.5 PGM/V
11l4th 70 Good Poor 1 Dism.
69 Poor Poor 1.5 Ind.
68 Good Poox 1 ind.
67 Poor Poorx 1 Ind.
66 Good Poox 1 Ind.
65 V.G. Poor 1 Pend.
64 Good Poor 1 Ind.
63 Good Poor 1 Ind.
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I.R. MTs-165-82 Quality Rating: Excellent
ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORT Misc. B35F {Res 383
’ Date of Arres! Time of Arrest o1 of t B e
10m45.80 [16:05 Fm | t8 |45 |
BEFENDANT 5 LAST NAMEFIRST.MI ADDRESS. 2P CODE AGE | BEX | RACE | DATE of BiRTH
' HARRIS Louis ' 21 |H Bx  |4=7-1961

2

3

4

: . Cese 3553-92.

Time of OHense Date of CHense Location of OHense Pet Compant Na.

23:00 |10-14-82 | a2 Street & 6 th Ave, NYC. | 36838,
PEINCIPAL Peraf Law Ssction Tuie ! OHense
crarGE | 160,10 | ROBRERY 2°

Comaignanis Nama Agaress, 2ip Code

Michael WIIKIES & FPerry VABQUEZL | 30% Epast 40 th Btreet Apt, B-J BIC, H.Y,

Age Date of Butn Sex Aace _Hame Telepnone No. Refationshp 1o Defendant{s}

2% [8-17-59 M [W | 6823625 | Mome Perry VASCUEZ Afe 2% POB: SeGe$.
Bus. Telepnone NO. Busmess Agwress. Zip Code

Ocoupation

Conputar Frogremmer | 661-2640 € E 43 B, ¥IC, H.Y. 1007

15t CO®Y C.A4, ~— 2ng SOPY— P.D.U, ~ 3td COPY ARREST. OFF. — 4th COPY PROJ. COORDIN, page
o WA —r et

AEPORT OF INVESTIGATION

Description of Otense ang Arrest Iagiude hull circuemstances of commission of ofense, delails ol arrest and follow-up investigalion. Continue on

Supplemeéntary Repon ¢ pecessary BOBBFEY 2nd Degre r

oFFense: Bubject was “WBATY BUXY [Rpe Y PoCLLOFASU, "Bh. # 11125 and his parts
ner ¥.0. LEGGIO Eh, # 18071 both assigned to Manhattan Bouth Task Force from
about 12:30 pm 10/15/82 tc about 163105 Fa 10/15/82, at vhich time Subdbject was
obsarved by both above Officers trying to get intc a Iadies Pockethook., At this
point Bubject was placed under mrrest and a check was found on his po=seasion.
Ferson pamed on said cheock was robbed with his friend at approx. 2%:00 Fm on
10-14-82 and had mads an report of said Robbeyy on 10-15-82 at about 12:45 F=m,
The two complainants dsscription of the Perp matchoed that of tha above mamed
Subject. A Line wan sonducted A% ApprOx. 19:150/10:155 pu o 10-15-82 at N.T.5.
P.D.U, Office in # 207 snd both lainant identified the abowve Budbject
ag ths perscn, who robbed them on 10-14-82, The Subject was then charged in addi.
tion to Jostling with two counta of Robbery in the 2 nd. degree,

_INTERVIEY OF AFRESTING OFFICER'S PARTRER = P.0. LEGGIO Bh. # 18071 M5 T.T.

2000 hre 10-15-82, The above Officer made the following etatement:
At adout 12:30 Pa todsy, we, I and partner ( Arrest Officer P.0. LOFARQ)
observed the Defendant at the South-East ocrper at West th Etreet and Broad-
way, in front of Chock Full O'Nuta RBestaurant watching passing geopla and fol=
lowed peverel of them., I and my pertner tailed him until about 16:05 p=, at
which time we obasrved the Dofendant tried to reach into a womsn's Henddag, as
ahe walked northbound en the westeide of Broadwsy, between B4th & 35th Street.
The Defendsnt came out of the main entrance to Msoy's. I '“M° DPefendant,
while my partner ( P.0. LOPANO ) went after the fempale ( Comp te)
I net up with my partner on W. 35th Btrect and Broadway at the South Yeet Core
ner, by the Subwey entrance, whare be informed ms, that the Complainant ( Fe=
male ) didn't want to get invoivsd, My partper ( F.O. LOFARO ) placed the De=
fendant undar arrest. 1 padded him down for s wespon - with negative result.
I then informed our Erisoner of his rights, My partner informed hi=m, that he
was under arrest for Jostling. Ny partuer z ¥.0. LOPANO ) then ssarched ths
Frisoner for Identification and contreband and found a check in his pouch of
the windbreaksr, that he was wearing. Ry partner then cuffed hin and we tock
him to Yidtown South Precinet, At M.T.B. Pot. I read the Prisoner his riphis
from 2 card snd he made the following statemente to wy partner ( P.0. LOFANO )
When asked if be committed the robbsry at A2 nd Bireet and 6 th Avenue, he sais
" Yep I 8id. When asked if he put his bands into his Pocket to simulate a wea=
n, his response was: " Yes, I 4i4." When my partner, wbat he 4id with the
rodit Cards, he statedt ™ I sold thea,” those statesents were ropeated severs.

tines mj-ns the evani!:g. Contirued on page ## Ceovovssnssassscscosessnc.

INVESTIGATING | Renw Name Shigie Com'a Daie

OFFICER t. |Holger EREUZ |87 _ WPS.FIU 10-15-82 2015B:

Tra

Of e BBFL2
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BUPPLEMENTARY ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORT Misc. BIBG (560

HNarae of Defendant Na 1 ‘ P13 Rep No
HEARRIE Lo 165.
Continusd from Fage # 41 Canre 3553-82.

20315 hrs: F%ﬂ OF COMPLATIAN:  Michasl VIIEIRS of 305 East A0th Btrect
!TC. B.Y. Ta ™ Tube = ?OBOUQ Oﬁ mt'. m tomiﬂgl
At about 113100 elock last nizbt, vhile we were going inmto Fopeye's Fried Chio
cken Place at 42 pi Street Yy 65b Ave snd Broadway, on the Dorth aide of West
&2t Btreet as I tried to opan the doox S0 enter Bestaurant the male black,
that I picked out s ¥ 3 in the Lins Up, cane up from bedind and said: ® Give
o fact, while ke ( The Bafendsnt ) kaa
a ny leaft front Trouser Pocket

“and whan he felt the kays, ke «i bis
hand beck out. Es 8180 took my friepds Wallat. Whsn I asked ki for the Wallet

t cut of here, repeating it
then orcessd A2 pd Btrest to tha south side and

peared
Tha undersi asked hig for a description and the Compleinant: Michasl Vile
LIRS gavse following: Hale, black, about 5'G, 1480 to 160 lbs, wearing a blue
Windbreaker, Blue Jeans, Park colored Cap, Medium Afro with Bair sticking sut
ob both aides of his cap,

JRIERVIEY OF COMFTAYHANT : Farry VASQUEZ aleo of 305 East a0tk Street EIC,

20:3%0 hps 10/15/821 Complainant # 2, a8 Cospl. # 1 was interviowsd in fromt of
the Arresting Gfficer, F.C. LOVARO, guve the following asscount: I beaxd the
atatenents, that =y frienmd Richeal gave you and I bave mothing to add, he cover
everything ‘iﬁ“’i woll. The man, that I ﬁekeﬁ ogt of the Line-Up as # 3, he al
toak :’:1 with about § S0 er § 100 it, but he &id not resch into any of
="y ets.

EEEHYIE..’ OF AHREZTIRG g.%gtm: ¥.0, ICPAEC, Bh, # 11125 of Banhattzn South
ree 2t APDIOX. 195 pe H0=15-82, stated the following: I basrd xy part
nare account and the Complainsnts sccount an? I heve to add scme information
to =y pertuars statement: At about 46:05 hrs today, I interviewsd ths female
cmﬁmant)mourﬂam.mmrmﬂ.sntm to reach, gha wes &
femais, white, in bar mid 30's, brown hair, sbouvlder t wearing & red Ja-
cket oF Coat, with that black Hondbag/shoulderbag. Pirst I identified myself
to her, mx.mmmasogtmm. on which she yesponded: " Yes,
yes, then I paid would you like BaXe an ocuplaint and shas aaid: ® Ho, I's in
a hurry, I have to mset scmacns.” At this $ime I peturnad to my Fartner, uho
was with the Defendent at Broadway and Weat 35 th Street hy the Bubway entrence
end I then zlaud the Defendent under Arxrest for Jostlieg. IYy gutw { PCs
IEGGIO ) patted him down for a wespon, with Negative Results, I then searched
tre Defendant for Identifioation snd chacksd for Contrabands when I found a
Chacx in his pomch of his Vindbreaker. The arresting Officer then shoved the
undearsipgned a Chech. Check # 22670 mafle out by BECE, FACK & OLIVZE to be payed
to Michael Y. WITEIRS the mum ofs § 270.25, said check weg drewn from the Bank
of Hew Yorkx) located at 590 5th ve. FIC, £.Y. 10036 and dated October 15 ¢h, 3

”~

1932, The Arresting Officer then contimmed: I cuffed the Defendsnt and we gook
hin to Midtown Bouth Station House, Arriving there-at at about 16:25 bhre, X
read kis the Firands Warninge and tnar d1d the same. I then called the
Cwnar of the Check, BECE, MACY & Tel, # 661~26A0 and asked the Reception
ist, &f hadmkﬁcgewiththawmdhiohaelﬂﬁilﬁﬁaﬁﬁanﬁ:
“ﬁe;l en asked Machauknnﬂnhctuﬂntohcldmin;ddinseﬂt

ol orm e,

talk to hin,” I then s %o FKr. Hichrel VIIXIXS, who
his Frisnd: YASC ware robhed ut 42 nd Birest and & th Ave.
yesterdsy and when I asked Mr, Wilkins, if he ocould describe tha parsom, that
be said: * ﬁa was a mals, dlsck, abous 5'6° tall,
about 140 %o 160 1bs, around 17 to 29 yrs. 0ld, and was weariog s blus Jacket
o blue Cap with his bdair »ti cut. I then asked him, if ho had filed an
rerort with the z:nee, %5 peid you, and gave me 61 F 55638. I then asked Fr.

TERVIEW OF DEPFRDAND: M HARRIS: A% 2130 hra the undersigned inter-
ad endan . of the Arvest Officer.
First the underaigned requested the Arresting Officer to the Defendant

page af pazes

Fo b contirued on FPage # Buesoocsonosccnomssssssons

18t COPY DA ~2nd COPY P.LU. FILE -~ 3rd COPY ARREST. OFF.. 4th COPY PROJ. COORDIN.
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SUPPLEMéNTARY ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORT Mg
Neme of Defendant No. 1

Iculis EARR

Continusd from Fage # 2: ( Interview of the Defendant,) Ceae 355
mmmm;mmuwnmasmqmﬂm.

M:}mmﬂmmmmm.uummmmuma.a

lwmma'm.'mmm-mmmmmrmeumuau

Baks & statexent, on which ha zeplied: * Yes."

!hotmdarsi@adthenasmthaDotaadaat.mtha!mnlmtouy.1n|

$ion with his arrest and bs made the following statexent: I zaw tug gy
miemstmnt.lmn;;tothumdlm:'!nou.tmhnatiek
ve £a your Wallets™ and hat was it. The undersignsd asked: DIT YOU Hi
T Dof. answered: " %0,"

DID YOU 2ELL THEM YOU EAD 4 GUE ? Dof, answarsd: ® XD.7

DID YCU EaD YOUS HAND IN YOUH FOCKETT Def. snswered: TES.

VHICE ONE 7 Def. ansvered: t Hand,

PID YOU MAKE BELIEVE, YOU EAD A GIt T Def, snawered: ® YEG,.®

DID YOU 60 X5 ALY OF THOSE TwO FPERSONS FOOXITS 7 Def. ancwred: ® EQ,“

. The undarsigned than maid: How, the ons with €lssses stated, you askad b
what he bod in his othor Pockef, he said Kays and you resched into his Ii

= Fontspocket, But left him the keys. Def. sbawared: ® Yes5 *®

WEAT DID YOU DO, APTER YOU GOT THE w0 WAILLZYS 7 Def. anavared: ™l yan, °

WHICH WAY 7 Def. answered:s ® ACHCSS THE ETZEET ®,

WAT GTEEEE? Def, anawsred: * ACROSS 42 nd OTHELT,

WIZHE DID THE WBOLE THIEG PO0X FLACE ¥ Def, anaweref: ™ 42 pd SYEEET RIS

BROADWAY AND 5 ¢h AVE, , IN PRONT OF POFEYES RESTAURARS,

DID YOU FEOw #HOGE TWO PECPIE 7 Def. snswersd: ® ¥0.°

WHAT DID YOU I, WITH THE CRENIT CARDS ? Daf, answered: ° Y S0LD T ,."

FO WA ? ur.muerw:'mmsrm.'mxw."

HOW 01D ¢ Def, answered: ¢ ABCHE 25 YRS,

aowmroammm‘rmz.mem"mmf

WHAT HAFFLED 20 THE OTHER TPENE 2 Def. answared: ® I TCOX THE ROMEY OUT

PHEEW TCZ VALIF®S AVAY.

DO YOU REMEMBEIR, WHLRE YOU THHEEY THEM AVAY ¥ Def. anawered:*BC,.°

DO YOU WANT 20 AND ANYTEING 20 THATY Def. snowered ® HO.*

TINE IC BOV ABOOY: 2N A5 F¥ 10=15.82,

xesnmmmmum‘mwmmﬁ.mm

Tine pigned on this typed zhest: '}lrn.‘wb‘lﬁ-&?.

At 0115 Ap 101682 the ndarsipgned chocked with B.C.1.

and B.H.F.T. informed the undersignad that the above Def, is known %¢ the
HIC. P.D. under HYIIS # 4087154 P Re had uaod the following names in the
Lewis HARRIS, BRUCE HARRIS and Lomis BARRIS.

3 3

page ot

131 COPY DA ~2n8 COPY PIU. FILE —3rd COPY ARREST. OFF. —ath COPY PROJ. COORDIN,



Misc. BIBE (B-80)

SUPPLEMENTARY ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORT

P.U. Repon o VBT ____

WITNESS LIST

Pohce OMicers . !

Streld I Com'g I Sae ] invoivement

P.0. Pster 1OPARD

| 49425

{H.5.TF 4¢h Arresting Officer.

F.C. Prillsp LEGGIO

| 48071

M5 €F §th Assistimg Officer.

Micheel X, WILXIRE |

| | | Complainsnt / Witmess.

Perry VABUEZ |

| i | Complsimant / Witness.

Bolger KEEUZ Detective |

687 |¥ES.FDU| EREARCENENT OFFICER,

[ 1 |

Complarnant’s Name

above,

Criminal Recorg

WIS # &0BM5A P,

Saement e and bis friend wers Fobbsd on 10-1a-B2 at 42 Bt, & B'usy/6th Ave by
Fopeye Restsurant by Dafendant, which they both picked out of an Lina-Up.

Case 3553-82_

OTHER WITHNESSES

Name Address Telephons Ny
Age Ser Rage  Relaupastup (o Compiarant or Detengant(s} B.siness Agdress Teleprsne No

Siatement

Namie AsDtess Telepnane o
Aze Ser Raze Relanansmp o ComE 502t T Tetet Iatt e BLyness AZzress Telezmone ke

Staiement

Ba~e Agoiess Tolepriars No
Age Ser Raze Reatlonsm oL DITeE taTlo DERNIINTE B.btegs ARTUERE Teteprits N2

Sialemen:

HNare Aagress FeposeTos fao
L) o Hele RBelatoosncte Ci~oa et o Detanaatill Boyeass AgTiptt Tepnmome B2

L1 ]

Siatement

Brosers PHYSICAL EVIDENCE
Coge Mo Bessnrhsn T T Felatonsma te Case
B 330149 | 1 Check ¥ 22670. Bank of H.Y. Prop. of Compl, & Evidence,
INVESTIGATING | Fu-s teame S nz [ Daz X
otsicer | Datol Folger KREUZ | €87 | FPE=FDU_10=16-! 015
REVIEWING Ham Name Smgig Comda Date T
OFFICER | t l | -

18t COPY DA —2nd COPY PLU. FILE- 3rd COPY ARRESY. OFF.—ath COPY

PHOL COORDIN.
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A.I.R. 67-111-82 Quality Rating: Excellent

Mise. B38-F (Rov. 382

ARREST INVESTIGATION REFORT

Prt. of Arrest AL

Data of Arress Time of Asrest R
10-22.82] 1700 | €7 |67-111-82
; FENDANT'S LAST NAME FIFET M. ADDRESS, Zi# COGE AGE { SEX | RACE DATE of BIRTH
' gsujl, Sylvester 2% E, 25st. B'Xlyp H.Y 17 (A | B |9/19/65

2

3

&

&

Time of Otfesmse Date of OHonss Pt Complaint Na,

140372

Location of Otense

PRINCIPAL  Ponsl Law Section
CHARGE [ 160 .123
Complamants Name
Esterile, Buze
Age Date of Birth. Sex Rece
20 |5/16/62 |F | B

Qecupation

Titie of OHpnae

| Bobbery 1°

Address, Zip Code
| €15 Ocean Ave apt. CH
Reistionstup 1o Delandani {s}

i none

Homa Teiephons No.
| B564832
Bus. Tolephone Ne.
REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

Description of Offense and Arrest. Incluge full circumstances of commission of otfense, detatls of arrest and follow-up Investigation. Continue on
Suppleméntery Repont it nacessary.

orrenst: ROBBEZRY: On October 14,1082 at about 1700 hra. complainent returning
from shopping, entered her apartment bullding at &15 Ocean Ave. and walked %o
the elevator, as the alevator 4id not sppear to be operating she began to walk
up the stsirs, and at thet time (2nd f1, landing) wes accosted by subject, who
pointed & small black handgun at her and demsnded her pocketbook. Bubject rip-
ped shoulder bag from compleinent and ren down the stairs.

On October 19,1982 compleinent responded to the &7 FDU office and wlewed photo's
at both PDU and cache, picking out a photo of defendant as the man who robbed

i  her on October 14 198é.

On October 22,1982 armed with a photo of the defendent, and having had dealings
with defendent in the past, the arresting officer FO. Castiglis and his partner
PO. King observed defendant walking elong the atreet. Officer amrrested def't

! and brought him to the €7 Pct. detective unit were a six (6) man lineup was
sonducted for t e benefit of the complainant. Complainant identified defendant
as the perpetrator. .

INTERVIEW CF COMPLAINANT: 2100 hrs. 10-22-82 Complainant is present st 67FDU
office and after viewing lineup gave the foldowing statement.

On 10-14-82 et about 1700 hrs. I vas returning to
nmy home from & shopping trip. As I entered my apartment bullding and opened the
door to the hell, I observed this guy who wes standing in the lebby. I pressed
the buttom for the slevator and waited, I thought that the elevator was not
working so0 I aterted to walk up the steirs, When I reached the secend floor
landing this guy came from behind me and pointed a =mmsl)l black gun at me, he
said "GIVE ME YOUR POCKETBOCE"™ I'M GOING TO bmQOT YOUU" I STEFPED BACK AND BAID
VHAT YOU WaNT MY POCKETBOOE FOR" the guy said "I'M GOING TO BHOOT YOU® and he
grabbed my bag tearing it from my shoulder, he took cut the purse, which hed
about $20.00 U8 currency and my Floride arivers licensme. Be flad down the stairs

On 10-19-82 at about 1100 hrs. I went to the Pot.
apd detectives showed me ploturea, drawers full., I saw the guy who robbed me

and told the detective,

Tonight 10-22-82 a Detective called me at home and
asked ma to come into the Poi. to look ak some guym whe f£it the description
I had given them. The guy who robbed me might be one of them. I looked through
a window apd saw & bunch of guys, with numbers on them. I saw the guy that
robbed me , he was holding number ops (1). I told the detective its number
one (1)| a hundred pement Bure, he's the one. END OF INT.HVIEW.eseencsovssss

Business Address, Zip Code

INVESTIGATING ., Flo0k Name Shigis Dato Time
OFFICER

Pet. | Alfred Brough

| 2691

Cam'd.
E7PI4| 10

22-82 100
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i ““EOFPLEMENTARY AAREST INVESTIGATION REPORT @ - Misc. BIAG (5-80)
Name pf Defendant No. 1 . P.LU. Aep. No.
Osuji, Sylveater 67=111-82

IFTERVIEW OF ARRESTING OFFICER: PO. K. Castiglia sh.#31738 67/A/0 present
at 67 PUU and interviewed by imvestigeting officer at 2135 hrs. Ootober 22,1982

PO. Castiglia states that om Ootober 22,1982 he and FO. J. King sh.¥ 31848-67
ware assigned 67 A/C and while on pat:ro]'. did observe defendant, (who is known-
to them) walking along Cortelyou rd. Just west of Rogera ave. ﬁny approached
defendant at Vercniea pl. en Cortelyou rd. Bef't. offered no resiatance and
was placed under arrest on the photo identification of soaplainant 10-19-82,
Def't was taken to the 67 Pgt. where he was placed in a six (6) man lineup-
sea voucher#B314642/67Pct. And positively identified by complainant,

INTERVIEW OF ASSISTING OFFICER: FO. 4. Xing ah.#31848 67 A/C present at 67PDU
and interviewed by investigeting officer 2150 hrw» 10-22-82. .

¥O. King eoncurred with the facts as related by FO. Cantiglia, in pddition he
atstes that he has arrested defendant in the past and knows well.

LINEUP: At 2030 hrs. 10-22-82, a six (6) man lineup was conducted at the
€7 PDU office. Linsup was viewed by complainant Susze Eaterile who positively
idontiﬁed defendamt Oauji, as the perpetrator of the robbery. Idneup report
attached,

B.C.I. CHECE: reveals that defendant is known to this department under HISIS
#‘3‘8234933. C.C.1.U. Dat. Carter lﬂm n/r

INTERVIEW OF DEFENDANT: ‘he defendant Sylvaster Osuli was interrogated by
investigating officer 2230 hrs, 10-22-82, at 67 FIU office., After baing adv-
issd of his rights by PO, Xing in the presence of investigating officer and
reiterated by me, the defondant Osuji states that he was home all day on the
date of occurrence 10-14-82 and could not have committed this robbery.
Purther defendant Osuji states that his previous
arrests Bawe brought to conclusion and that he is on probetion , his Poodbation
officer is named Brand. Ho does not know the phone number.
END OF INTERVIEW

page ¢l _..— pages
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Wise. B39 ©50) . BUPPLEMENTARY :g_!:égg I{:‘g\{ESTIGA‘f!OH REPORT P.LU. Rwort No. 62_11 1—82
Police Qlticers l Shialg | Gomd. ] Sqo‘,l Invobrament
Castiglia, Hichael { 31732 167 jArresting officer
King, Yack | 31848 |67 | |Besisting officer

. ! ! | I

| I [ ]

i .

. ! S I

Complainant’s Nama Criminal Rocord
Esterile, Buse DORD
Staternant

Complainant states that as ahke returned home after chopping she was accosted
in the hall of her spariment building by defendant who pointed a small bleck
hiﬂggun at her and demanded her podketbook, he ripped it ARf her shoulder and
fled.

OTHER WITHESSES

Nate Address Teiephane No.
n/a ! t
Ago Sex Race Reishonship to Compisinant or Delendant(s) Busineas Address . Telaphane No.
Statement
Name Address Telephone No
n/8 | {
Age Sex Hace Aplationship to Complmnant or Delengant(s]  Business Address Telephone Ng
Statement
Name Adgress Talaphone No.
n/s
Age Gax Race Reiptionship to Complsinant or Defsndant (s) Business Address Telepnote No.
Staterment
Nnmen/a Agaress Telephone No
Age  Sex Race Relshonship to Complmnsnl or Defengent(s)  Businass Agcress Talepnone o
Statement
Propsrty PHYSICAL EVIDENGCE
Clork No Dascriplion Ralationship to Case
B314642 | Lineup forms and photo's ldentification

INVESTIGATING ame Sniptd Tine

Rk N Lomd Opie
ormcen | Det | Alfred Brough 12697 167 |10-22-82 | 2400
e ¢ I il il md. ate T
Mormcen 12 4 ) L ALEXL, TR P P 2P
e
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A.I.R., 71-149-82 Quality Rating: Excellent
ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORT Misc, 836F B-A0)
Pata ol Arrest Time of Armest Poi bt Armeat ~#1.1). Rap. No. p
10-1.82 2045 |7 < | ..
DEFERDANTS LAST NAME,FIRST, M.I. ADDRESS. ZiP CODE AGE | SEX | RACE DATE of BIRTH
' Cornish, Kevin 93/ Carroll St. 6 (B | B | 5566
2 -
3
4
5
Tims of Ottense Dats of Oftanse Location o1 Otfenas Pet, Compitint Mo,
2045 | 10=1=82 | Miduood 5t and Ropers Ave. 8313
PRINCIPAL  Ponal Law Section Tltis of Otorse
crante  |160,15 | Bobbery 1
Complaingn’ts Name Addrass, Zip Gode
Leguerre, Dmun |237 widwood St. _ spt 1R
Age Dats of Birth Sex Race Hormns Talephena No. Ralationship 1a Defondant{s)
30 _{G=3=52 [ 1B 7N 8547 | _Xone
Oceupstion Bus. Teiephons No. Hisinets Address, Zip Code
Student i F/A |

REPORT QF INVESTIGATION

Description of Offense and Arrest. include full circumstances of commission of oflense, details of arest end follow-up investigation. Continve o

Suppiementary Report if necessary.

OFFENSE:ROEBERY: On Oet. 1, 1982 at 2045 hours the complainant was returning to her
rosidance after food shop;ing, As she was wallking home she obeerved that ahe
vas being fellowed by thros males, Two of these pales robbed the eomplainant
&t knife point of cash and jewlery., The oomplalnant then observed a mls,later
idertified as mn off=duty Rew York Clty Trunsit Police Offlcer exii a vehicls
and subdus: cne of ths males, as ths other fled on foot. A sirug:le emsued
botween the Officer amd the male apprehendad and at this time the complainant
wes instructed by ths Officer to cell for Polics asslstance, Radlo Motor Patrol
Cars responded to the cooplainants eall and remsoved the perpsirator to Kings
County Bospitel for treatment of Injuries received as a result of resisting
arrest, The officer amd the conplainart both respondsd to the 71 Precinct,

INTERVIE OF COUPIATYANT: Cooplaining witness, Miss Davn lagusrre, FaB30
yoars of mge, of 237 Midwood St., Apt 1=, interviewed at the 71 Precinct
R.I.PC 0ffise gt 2110 hm’ Dctao " 1982. mm b'j MQstig&ting
officar,

Miss lagueree stated that om Oct. 1 , 1982 st about 2045 bours she was on her
wvay home from shopping at the "Walbaums® supernarket locatad et Clarkson Ave ard
Bedford Ave. As she turned on to Middtoad St. (North bound on Bedford Ave, sast
bound on Hidwood St,)sho was sware that three males were following here (me

of these males mpproached har and requested to help ber with her grocerjss,

tha gooplainent declirdd, This male then returned to the locailon of ths other
two remaining males, The complainant then stated that these males were l-oking
at various bufldings; she fearsd that they wera lobking for an abandanad bullding
e apartmont to Parce har to enter, At this time cne of the meles Joft the
othera end went on his way. The two remaining males approached bher, one produc-
ol & knife and the other, the mals who o Tered to help her with the grocries
yerainad behind Mims Lasmerre. Tho male armed with the Imife statadssesssse
ose¥ Don't make any noisej Your 1ife ia in my bands;y Give ms all your gold".
The eomplairant replied...® I'11 give you my chain and I have sone monsy in

my bez", The same perpetrstor then pulled the chedn fron ths gomplainants
neakandbagantoaeamhharbag.ntheperpetmtorremovadmmy(eight
dollara) from ths complairent bag, sbs chssrved a male later ideptified as

an off-du¥y nolice officer exi{ bis vehiele and come 4o her ald, Thls officer
approached the verpetrator ammounced his euthority and purpose end then &
struggle ensmad with this mele,as the remafim male fled north bound on Rogers
Ave,. The mcle (O0ficew) then instructsd ths complsinant that he was a police
ar end insiructed har to call for mssistanca, The complainant eormlied

INVESTIGATING | Renk ame . Shisid Com'd. Date Time
MO o | mr vt D D s Bs® | TIRIH 10282 D130

"
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SUPPLEMENTARY ARREST INVESTIGATION. REPORT

Rame of Dcfnrusam.Nn. 1 B.EU. Rep. No.
. . |heussa

Mlaz. 835G @80

b7 ruming to Haple Stuﬁﬁogmaxﬂeaneaai’bnmcmpwyopmntar; vho

in tuen esormeoted her with 919, Mis Iapguerrs was interviewed by 911 cperztor

mumber 894 who tramsmitted Job Mimber FE170 « "0fficer in need of Assistence®

A% this time ssveral Raiio Moter Patrol Units resporded assisield the arresting

ﬁ;ﬁa”ﬂimw the eividisn complainant « Miss fagusrres = to the
aoinct. *

; ! RESTING T 1 Police 0fficer Jamas Jeffriss, shield # 3490
gssigned to the New York City Tranaeit Task Foroe prescnt at the 71 Precimet
E.I.P. Tnit and interviewed by the invegtigoting afficer,

Polise Officer Jaffriess states that on Oct 1, 1562 at about 2045 hours he obeerv~
& four males on the street at Midwoed St ami Bodfomd Ave, At thia time the
malss troke wp inte two groups; tuo miles were following the comolainant and ths
other %o wers welking adjacent {north side of Midwood St) om tha other side

of the mtreet, Tha officer wio was off-duty at thls time then entared his
vehicle { 1975 Audl) and went arcurd the block to approach the tuo males from
behimd (Midwood St 45 & ome way west bound,the oficer went to Ruilamd Rd in
order to come up the one way behimd the perpeirators,) At this tims he aervel
the male arrested (lster identified as Esvin Cornish) holding the eomolainant

st bay with & knife and resoving swreney from her pocketbook, Offiner

Jerfrion erited his vehicls, ammeunced to Kevin Cexmish that he vas a Police
Officer, produced Lis service revelver, spmrosched the suspect end ar irmediate
airigsle emsued. Police Officer Jaffries grabed ths puspecte right han} which
he ihe suspect was holding the knife in and then the Offlcer struck the suspect
ouce on the head with his weapon. The Officer and the suspect fell sganist a fence
ard the knife fell to the grournd. At this time Offiocer Jafirien instructed

the femnle victim to call for assistance, Officer Jeffrieg held the parpetrstor
on the groum urptil 7i Uniis arrived.

Police Officer Jeffriss ther responded to the 71 Frecinct in his vehicls and the
perpotrator vas removed to Kings County Hespital by 71 Units. There-at he was

trested and released with & minor head wourd, recelving 5 stiches in As scalp.
Mr, Cornich was trestad umer addmission mmber 281253 and by doctor Cunm,

RBIZY wub TLATORS Onoctz,l%zatmohml,fheimaatigating
orficer intsrviswed the perpetrator Esvin Cornish he stated that he had nothing
to say to ms and refused to enswer any and all questions.

BaC. T BITLES r0arecr Criminsl Target.®
BOL1E ROolE Bo1E E02E ESIE EJIE
¥ovin Cornish i know o this de t unier B.C.I, #2808959%
bs 15 ldsted ag a CARTER CRLUIN Cerpor crininal case # 12080,
autbwity Dat. FWlsy. Bhiﬁd 12?7, clclIGUI
Cornish, Eevin of 934 Carroll St, apt 3-Ce p DeOB. 5566
Previcus Becord}

Gud, B0 A4t Bobbary 14 Pot.
T80 Rotbary 57 Pet.
112380 Bobbery 14 ¥et.

%he Carecr Criminal Unit request that this case be rought to the
ationtion of AJD.A, Hod Fax a8 per inptructioms,

£ha08
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ine, G55 900 BUPPLEMENTARY :mﬁg; :ngESTIGAﬂDN REPORT P, Report No T PO 2
Potice Ollicars H [ “svient | coma. | Sae | Invoivamont & =
P 'DIDCJ
P.0s Jemes Jeffries i 3450 | TFal | Pask Foros Arresting Officer
1 I
P.0u Edwand Yilton | 6308 | 74 BIP 1] Investigetdng Officer
I i [
! I
- I S
Complainantn Name Criminat Recerd
Japuarre, Davn
Statement

She was approached by two males one of whom polied a kmife and they retioved her property,

OTHER WiTHESSES

Name Adtrass Talsphone No.
Aga Sex Race Helahonship o Compleinant or Defendant(s}  Business Address - Telophone No
Statement
MName Addiess Telephaone No.
Age Sex Race Rapistionship to Compianent br Defendant (s} Business Address Talephone No
Siatemant
Nams Address Telaphone No
Age Sax  Race Reationshp 1o Complainant or Defondantis)  Business Address Teiephone Mo
Staterment
Name Adoress Teiepnone No.
Age  Sex Rece  Refatunship io Complasnant or Defendantis}  Business Address Telepnone No.
Statement
Propeny PHYSICAL EVIDENCE
Clark No. Descriph:on Ralationahip to Case
BINITIS Black Hamile Epife & inch, HWeapon naed
B31171 Eight dollars & Jewelry L Prossads,
INVESTIGATING| Rank Name Shietd Cord Date Time
OFFICER l 6358 E L} | 9002 lpzn
. REVIEWING /2?_ Stueld Com'd. Date Time
OFFICER 1 / = | i | |
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A.I.R. 71-163-82 Quality Rating: Excellent

ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORT Miac. BMIF -
Dato ot Arrest | Tims of Arrest Pet. ol Arsst FLL. Rep. No.
10-31-82 |2310 | ™ 16382 |
ENBANTS LAST NAME,FIHGT, MI, ADDRESS, ZIF CODE AGE | SEX | RACE | DATE of BIRTH
1
John Browmn 1823, Caton Avm, B8 | | B Eﬁ-&é

2

3

4

L

Time of Oftanse Date of Ofansa Location of OHense Pect. Complaint No.

2300 | 10-31-82 | Parkside Ave ard Ocean Ave. |_17051

PRINGIPAL Panal Law Section Title of OHense

cHARGE  [$60,15/03 | Bobbery
Complainan'ts Name Address, Zip Code
Moses Iyn | 353 Ocean Ave.
Ags Dats of Birth Sax Race Hame Yelephone No. Aplatienship o Defendant {s)
38 1Mug, 6,44 |¥ | O (2871672 | Kora
Oceupation Bus. Tainphons No. Buginess Acdress Zip Code

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
Description o Cttense and Arrest. Include full circumstances of tommission of oHense, datrils of arrest aad {ollow-up investigation. Continue on
Supplementary Report if necessary.

OFFENSE:

ROEBEZY: On Oct 31, 1582 the complainant and his wife were returning te their
resijence, As they left Bheir vehicls they were eware that & group of youths
ve.s following then, Uhen the complaisants reached the fourth floor of thsir
building tiey were purrounded by this group of youths, who sirmlsted weapons and
forclbly removed property from then,

The respording officars observed this sacs group of youths entering
a 19% Rxi, Chavy which belonged to the ecomplainant { The complairante car keys
were rencved from him during the robbery.) As the officers approsched, this groun

in a1l directions, The above arresied person vas apprehendad snd ddentified

igﬁw-up) bty the complainanis,

After the ebove person wes placed unier arrest and re-oved to the T
Procinet, a lawful search of his person disclosed “hat hs had in his possesion
a Credit Card, Investigation by the arresting officar revealed that this eerd
was the proceeds of another rebbery which occurred thds cate at 1910 hours in the
confines of ths 70 Precinct, A 1ins up wea comducted at the 71 Precinet ard the
additioral compdadnant ( Chesnel Phanord ) pleked out this person arrested as being
ene of the persons that robbed him,

IVTERVIE OF CEDTATIAITT Moeeo Lyp, M=D=35 of 353 Ocear Ave,, apt. 5-4 wos intore
viewed at the 71 Pracinet R.I.P. Offica at 0005 hours by the investigating effiecer.

Mr. Lyn stotes that om Oct, 31, 1982 at 2300 hours he parked his ear (1976 Chevy
K.Y, Rog # 3653A18 } on Parkside Ave at Ocean Ave. As he exited his vohicle he
obgserved a group of about sever to eight youths, At thls time Mr, Lym®wife one
Hilma Iyn ves wvalking a few feet in front of him, The group of youths started

to approach his wife, He then tol)d them that tiey were husbard and wife ani the
group turned as to lesave. The complafnant and his wife then walked torand entere
ed thier building., As thoy wvalked up the sisirs ani upon reaching the fourth floor
thoy heard sevoral pecple ruming up the stalrs behind then, This was the same
group that approachad them on the siyrezi, Mr, Iyn furkher states that the group
then simlated weapons, { Mr. Lyn obeerved this parson arrest.d, John Erown similated
& hand gun by placing his hand under his coat as to resch for a gun., Everyone in
the group chaimed to be armed inculding John Brown) r. Iyn was separatad from bis
wife and the perpetrataes soarched hie parson and removed the sum of forty seven
dollars, U.S. Currency, three dollars Jamacian Currenc - ard his keys, At this tine
s8ll the perpetrators ran down the stairs and out of the building, The complainand
then wantod to call 911, howover when he got to his apartment he realiasd that be
@idn't have his ksys to enter. He then went downstalrs - out of the twilding aml
cbeerved the arresting officer with the person srrestod in his custody. Ths compl

U

INVESTIGATING | 4ot ) Shioid P P -
SN | e il |6 3R l7r | 1/:/E2 losme
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BUPPLEMENTARY ARREST INVESTIGATION. REPORT MI;:.;:;BG 5-80)

Nnrnu_ of Defandant No. 1 £.0LU, Rep. No.
__Brown, Jobn Tiw161.82
INTEEVISY PR COPIATUNT: Hilma Lyp, P-5-38 of 353 Ocan Ave., apt 5-d was intere

viowed st the 71 Precinct R.1.P. Offise at 0030 hours by the investigetlng officer.

¥rs, Iyn conourred with the facts as related by ber husbard Moses, Bowever, as far
as this perpetratar srrested,she can only state that be was among the group, This
18 concurent with the facis releted by both her amd her lmebend in that they wers
paparated by the perpstrators when they were robbeds The yroperiy ramoved from
¥ra. Lyn mhzrpocketbookuhicheonm.nsicmhwiraidum:amdpamoml
pApSTR. »

Emm OF CONPLATEATT: Chesnel Phanord, M-B-51 of 35% E 32 51, phooe Muoter
93 1270 interviewed at the T Presinct R,1P. Office at 0115 hours by the
impaatigating of ficer.

Mr, ?hammzentasmntashamgoimmmmgmmingatszzmme { The
residencs of bis brother) he cbssrved about 12 to 15 youths enter ths westibule
behird hir, As ho reached to ring an spartoent bell ene of the youths placed his
ars arouni his neek and choked him whils another reoved his wallst. A1l of the
youths then ran out the door and onto the strest with the conplaimant chasing then.
After a short time ths complainent geve up his chase returnad to haf brothers aparte-
pent, ealled the police ard propaved U.F, 61 # 13528 of the 70 Presinct, (Robbery
1 ), MYr, Ppanrod then returned to hls qun resiiance, There at he received a call
from a Polles Offiser who stated to him thet his property was recovered ard that
8 poseible suspect ves in custady. Mr, Phanord yesporded to ths 71 Precinct and
viewed & line up contedning the supseot John Browm, Hs then picked cut the suspect
who wes holding & eard marksd mmber 4 ang identified him as one of ths persons that
entered end suwrrounced hin in the building, Mr. Fhancrd eould not state vhat this
cnd.ﬁidurinsthacmmisionofmambbarymthathaomﬂdmtmaﬂoi‘ﬁem
ihile being choked. Mr. Phanrod further identifled a credli cand { Maater Cerd
5/24180087043367 with bis name on it) as being his properiye

TERVIEM OF ATETSILG UTRICE .  Pels Chrds Jamott, shield 12507 of the Streed
Crime Unit present at the 71 Precinct R.I.Pe Office amd interviewed by the lrvesti-
geting officer at 0310 hours, 8ov. 1, 1962,

Police Officer Jemoti states that on Oct 31, 1982 at sgbout 2300 hours whils on
Anti-Orime Patrol assigned to the Street Crime Tnii he observed several youths
run-ing on Oceen Ave, This group was then observed Tun-ing up 1o a parked vehicle
ed entering seme, As the arresting officer approeched this vehicle a]l peraons

4n the vehicle ran An different directions, with the officer behind them, At Parke
gide Ave and Ocoan Ave ome oftheyuuthsmtekenin‘bocnstadybytbemas‘b-

ing officer. This youth resisted the officer ard 8 strucgle emsued resulting in
en injury to the arresting of{lcer. { The officer was treated ani releasad fran
Kinzs Counby Hospital for an injury- sprain to his right thumb) At this time the
oivilisn corplainans & achad the arresting officer amd identified this person
in custody (John Brown) as being ope of the persons thet ro bed him,end his wife
made the same ldentifieation, Both eorplafmants respondad to the scens of epprehens
slon, not tim sceps of occowrrence.

Polise Officer Jemotit after searching this prisoner found him to be in pessesion
of & cradit card, (Master Card belo:ging to one Cheansl Phanoyd ) personal papers and
the sum of forty soven dollars ths exaci smount recoved from ths victim, At this
time?hapﬂ.aonarmrmeﬂtotheﬂ?mcimt.

Crims Unit resent st the 71 Precinct B.I.P. office and interviswed by the investi-
gating officer at 0340 houray Yav, 1, 1962,

police Cfficer Failla ooncurred with the facis &s related by Police Officer Jermoti,
however hs ptates that he called the Master Card Comparny and pacertained the phobe pmber

—
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SUPPLEMENTARY ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORT Misc. 833G (B-BY)
Nams of Defandant Na. 1 P.LU. Rep. No.
" John Brown =161-82

of the owper and called him, officer Faills was sdvisad by the ewreryone Chemmal
?hamﬁ:thathamﬂmthaﬁctimufnrcbberyﬂntoccmeﬂm*haoonﬂmsof
the 70 Precinet, This information wes rede svallebis to the arresting officer ami
mgmmimtmsmmmmmhmﬂ%cﬂmt_mﬂﬂWam&up.
(This caso is being earried umler U.F. 61 # 13546 of the 70 Precinet)

Lom gp: At 0115 hours Fov 1, 1952 & 1ine up wvas condusted at the 71 R.T.P. Office
by Folice Officer Jeersott with the assistence of the irvestipnidns officar, This
line up eonsistal of 6 people, cme being the suspect amd the reraining five being
£111.4ns, 'l'hepeopleznﬁmlimupsati.nﬂzeronwingordarfmmtoﬂght
ard hald the following mumber cards)

-~

43

Chris Davis Holding #

3
Suspect (Browm) &
demos Do Silva 2
Yincent Boest 1
Eenneth ¥Willisms 6
Christoptior Mosaley 5

B,GI, CiFC¥r A B.C.I. Recoxd chock: wes eomlucted with the sasistance of Finger-
print tech, Janes of B.C,I, This rerson arrestal 1s known to this department urder
T.0.1.C. € 46088308 and has the folloving records

ate of Arrest Crine Charzed

T=10w82 Rob. 2, C.P.S.P

43 0uE Rob 2, C.PS.F.-

4—16"82 Bu:‘gu’ ct‘im M—iﬁc.

J=2E-8% Purge., Orin Tres.

Tw]Bull Durg., Gran® larceny, Stolen Crodit
ca:ao

G280 Gremd larceny, CG.P.8.7.

TESVTE: OF DEFSIDATTY The deferdent, John Brown was interrogete” by the imvesti-
goting officer at 2345 hours Oct 31, 1982 &t the 71 Procinet RJIWP. Office. After
being mdvised aof his rights by the imvestlgating officer in the presemce of the
arrectivg officer the defemdant made the following stab. -eniy

I wvas coting out of the Train Stotior at Parkside Ave and Ocean Ave., I Bav &
plasiic eredit card on the gircet and I pleled At uwp amd I kept weliddng towsyd
Ocean Ave, to go home, I saw four or five guys rurming tounrd Prospect Perk

ami then I saw the police speeding up in thier car and they Jymped over the fence
where I was at, Tke co;waaclosatcmsclmnandaguyIknwm&dthat

he was & ¢op ard that I should sicps This guy then asred mo 5 John What's happening;
Why 4id - ou run? I saw the cops chasins then guys 50 I ran. Be told the cop 1
didn't do anything.

I wvms at my Aunts House to pici: up some momey for my mother. My Runt is Mildrad
11 of 32-20 100 St Queans , she has no phons, My hunt gave me two twenty dollar
tdlls. I also sew my father vho was at ny 4unts House, I had some mopey of

Yy WL

At 0030 heu~g the investigeting officer called the Aunt of the defendant Mildred
B411 via phone mmber 476 3889 she steted that she did mo soe this defemant or
his father onxd she d3id po give hin mnd monies.

At 0015 hours -he investipating officer queationed srd advised the mother of this
deferdant in relatien to this errest, She when asks <id you send your sob out to
pick p some monay, atated I sant hin over e my Girl friemis on New Iots_Ave to_

page -1 pages
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SUPPLEMENTARY ARREST INVESTIGATION. REPORT Mtpe. BI5G (9-B0}

Nama of Defendant Na. 1 ’ P.LU. Rep. No.
Brown, John Tiwibled2

plck up sixty dollars. The sutject John Brown whon questioned as to Hw lots Ave,
atatad that be dossp't know anybaly on Yew lota Avs.

This defemiant after emd during interrogation was again sdvised that hs oould get
1n eontact with an attorney, The mother of this defendant was also advised that
her son nesded &x attorney (Mothar Wonneta Brown ) however thds offer was declived,

page J__ ot L pages
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BUPPLEMENTARY ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORT
WITNESS LIST

P.L.U. Report No. m

Misc. BIGE 80 R
Police Diticers ] “swews | comd | Sad.} tvolvement
Chrie Jesmott ha2so7 koo s
Richard Pallla Basos  Bcy I8

| {

|
|
T
|
I

Complainant's Nama

Crimtnat Recomd

See details
Statement
OTHER WITNESSES

Name Atdress Telephone No.

Age Sex Hace Ae'nlionship 1o Complainant or Delendant(s}  Busineas Address Tolephone No
Statement
Name Adgress Teigphone Mo.

Age Sex FRoce  Asiationship 1o Complaingnt or Defendani{s;  Businpss Adgress ‘Talephone No

I ! i

Statement
Name Address Telephone No.

Age Sex  Race Relationship 1o Compisinant or Defendant{s)  Business Adgress Taiephane No
Suatement
Name Address Telephone No

Age  Sex  Race  Relshonship to Complanant or Dalencant(s]  Busnoss Adoress Talephone No.
Statemen)

Propeny PHYSICAL EVIDENCE _
Clerk No Description Astationship 1o Case

B320082 {$47.00 U.S., Currency Arrest Evidence
B320086 |CITIBARK Master Card 5424 1800 870L B367 Arrest Bvidence
590 76 Chevy N.Y. Reg # 3653 ANB Arrest Evidence

INVEETIGATING | Rank Namse Shiglg Com'd. Date Tune
OFFICER e Rl A /4 | gzo8 |7y | /5 o5
AEVIEWING Ra/lk W Shield Comd. Date Time
OFFICER I e
15l COPY D.A.—2nd COPY P.LU. FILE—3rd COPY ARREST. OFF,—Ath COPY PROJ. COORDI
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A.I.R. 79-126-82 Quality Rating: Excellent

i

| . ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORYT

Datz of Arrest Time of Arrpst g Pet. of Arrest P.L.U. Rep. No. .
10/26 1 1 7o lpo-1ze-s2|
FENDANT 5 LAST NAME FIAST M1 ADDRESS.2IP CODE AGE | SEX | RACE DATE of BIRTH

1
Bradshay, Curtis H | B |72/26/50
s
3
4
5
Timp of Offense  Date of OHense Lacation ot OHense Pt Complasmt No
9/16/82 | 26 Arlington Place, Bxiyn.,F.Y. |8774/79%
PRINGIRAL Pene! Law Section Titie of Ofense
CHARGE | 460,45 | Robbery 4°
Complaman'ts Name Adgress, Zip Code
Jameg Bopey 119 Arlington Flace, Bxlym.,R.Y.
Age _Dale of Bin Sex flace Homa Telephone No. fAslationship o Delencent(s)
45 |1/28/37 |H | B |783-4637 | pons
Ozeupslion Bus. Telephone No Business Agdress, Zip Code

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION

Description of Cliense and Arrest Include Tull circumsiances of commission of aifense, details of arrest and foliow-up investigation. Conlinue on
Supplementary Report if necessary

OFFENSE:

RCEEFFY: Om Bept. 16, 1982, the comslainant entered a mumbers store at
26 &riington Flace in Bxlyn.,N.Y. at 0820 bhours. bwhile in this store

two male blecks eptered and anounced & stick up. A gut was polnted at
the complainant and he weg stripped srnd robbed of his property. The
second male black was carryins a plesctie conteiper, which he steted was
full of gasolipe arnd would dburn the place down if the secend con; laimant,
Mr., John Black d4id not open the door to the innner section of the ptore.
The two perpp. than robbed and gtripped Hr. Bleck and then forced them
into the basement and threw their clothes dowr behind them. The perpse.
then fled the scepe in a 1976 Cadillec benring plate # 7850 AKE,

On Oct.26, 1982 the arrestipg officer observered a 1976 Cadillas bearing
plate # 7BED ARE apnd he procesced to stop the vehicle and when the driver
identified hinecell to the officer, the officer placed him under arrest.
The suspect was brotcht to the 9% Irecinct Detective Unit where a G-man
lipe-up was conducted for the benefit of the complsinants. Ecth complain-
spte identified the suspect as one cf the perpstrators. Shey identified
bim 85 the one with the gun.

TEEVIE. OF COM:LAINANG: Compleiming witness, Mr. James Boney, M/B/4!
of 19 Ariington rl. ground floor spartment. interviewed at the 79®
Preinet Detective Unit at 2040 bours, Oct.26,1982. Interviewed by
investigeting officer.

Mr. Boney stated he was at 26 Arlinmgton Pl. at 0820 hours in the morpir
to play & pupber. He was walting to get his slip back when he hesrd
someone ss¥ "GET YOUR HANDS UF.® fThe complninent did so end turnel @x:
around apd sew & male black with a gun pointed at him. The deft. told
Pr. Boney to get down orn the floor. As Mr. Bomey was getting down on
the flcor, a secopd male blsck enter cerrying a white plastic contain-
er. The deft. took Mr. Boneye property which is listed on the origimul
complaint report. Mr. Bopey thep heard the second male tell Mr, EBleck,
who was behind the counter,tov open the door or he would burm the place
dowvn., MNMr. Boney is pot sble to identify this perp. When Mr. Eluck
opened the door to allow the perps. to enter the resr of the store,
they entered and tock Mr. Boney with them. “he perps then made the
two complainants stripg snd told them to go down to the basement. The
erps then threw the complainants clothes down also. After the perps.

eft, Mr., Boney cmll the police. (CcoN'T)
NESHRERNC | P, Julle E. Alices | 30585 | 78Fby 10/88/82)

13t COPY DA, ~2nd COPY P.LU. FILE~23rd COPY ARREST. OFF.~4&th COPY PROJ. CODRDIN, pnge___i.ni _...‘;LDBE‘»’
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. SUPPLEMENTARY ARREST iNVESTIGATION HEPORT . ’ Misc. B38G {5-80)
Neme o! Detendant No 1 . ' P.iLL Rep. Na
Curtis Bredsha : PG 42682

(cewrm)

Mr. Boney also geve the police the plate ¥ of the vshicle im which the
perps. fled. The plate # was 7850 ANE and was told thet 4t was a 1976
vhite cadillac. The information was given to Mr. Boney by s male who

he knows from the meichborbood.

RIERVIEW OF SFCOED COM:-IAIRANT) Conplaining witness, Mr, John Black,
§7§72§ of X33 MedisoD Gte, BPto#3, ibterviewed at the 798 Irecimet
Detective Unit at 2400 hours, Cet.26, 1982. Interviswed by investige-
ting officer.

Mr. Bleck stated tbat he opensd the pumbers stors at about 0730 hours
epd that Mr. Boney, whe he knowe as Jemes, csme in about G815 hours.
Kr. Black stated that Mr. Boney had Just givén him the monsy for his
pupber when two (2) male blacks entered the store and anocunced a stick-
up. 7The deft. had a gun and told Mr. Boney to lay down on the floor.
The gecond male bad sn enti-freeze container which he stated contained
gasoline. The perps. then told Mr., Black to open the door to the back
of the ptore or they would burp the place down. Mr. Black then opened
the door snd the two perps. along with Mr. Boney came into the back,
The deft. then put 2 gun to Mr. Blacks peck amd asked him for the money
fror the store. The perps had both Mr, Bleck and Mr. Boney lie down
on the floor. The deft. then told Mr. Elack to teke off bis watch and
hie rings. The amcunt of the property taken from Mr. Black coms to
£275 snd was rot reported on the originsl complaint report. The deft.
then asked Mr, Black if thet wes all the nmoney that was in the store.
¥r. Black told bim that the §26 in the bex wes all the money. The
deft, then told Mr. Fleck to find the rest of the money or bhe weuld
blow bis hesad off. Mr. Black telé him that there was nt more BoDeY.
The perps then told both complsinants to tekxe off their clothes and go
down to the basement. The perpe then threw the clothes down also.
Lfter the perps. left, Mr. Boney telled the pclice spd (ave them the
detaile of the robbery.

INTERVIEY OF ALRESTING CTFIC:R3 PoU. Derrick Joneas, Ehield » 26702,
Wb rrecinct present at tne 708 FDU and interviewed by ipvestigating
ofticer at 2135 hours, Oct.26, 1982

Y.0. Jopes states that on Cct.26,1982 he and P.C. Maximo Buerra, shield
#17810, 79% Fet. apti-crime were sssigped to R 393, apti~crime patrol
were performingF a 1800 to 0200 homes when they responded to a radlo
run of shots fired at 300 Emlsey St. As the officers arrived at Halsey
St., they obmervered a cadillac pulling awey from the curb, bearing
license ;late # 7850 AHB, Officer Jones had kmowledge of this vehicle
being used in & robbery within the 799 Pct. Cfficer Jones then called
for a back up unit end stopped the vehicle or Futnam Ave, and Tompkine
Ave, Upon atorpisg the vehicle, the driver identified himeelf a5
Curtis Bradshaw, who officer Jones kpew wap wanted for a robbery. Cff.
Jones pluced the deft. under arrest ané removed him emd the vehicle

to the 79% Fete

INTILRVIVY OF ASSISTING OFFICIR: P.O. Aaximo Guerra, ahield # 47810,
WSB Fct. precent at the 796 rDU end interviewsd by the imvestisating
efficer at 2150 bours, on Cet.26,1982.

Fo0a Guerra concurred with the facts as relsted by Fo.C. Jomes.

LIFI-OP: At 2030 hours, Cct.26,1982 a &-men line-up was conducted
st the 798 :IU, Line-up was separately viewed by the complasining
vitneps James Bopey snd compleining John Black. Both positively
identified deft. Bradshav as ons of the perpstrstors of the robbery.

B.C.1s CEEICEt PRBCI records check conducted on defendant Curtis ﬁradsh&w
revealed this defendant kpnown to this cdepartment under NYSIIB #
339720210 @ paye ol B Dages
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SUPPLEMENTARY ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORT . h Misc. 8380 (980}
Name of Delengant No 1 - : \_ P15 Rep No.
Curtis Bradshaw 701 2682

INRTFRVIE, OF DIPYRDANT: The deferdant, Curtis Bradshaw, war interr-
ofsted LY the investigating officer at 2425 hours, Oct.é'ﬁ.l%a at the
79% FLU, After heving deen sdvised of his richts by the investigating
officer in the presence of the arresting officer, the defendant
Bradshaw atated that he did not do any robbery and that he did pot
know who d4id the robbery.

I MARY OF CEARGIS:

T1e Polia 160,1%/2 ROEREEY 4°*
2e Pouls 265,00/2 Crin. Use Firears.

st COPY D.A. —2nd COPY PLU, FILE~3r¢ COPY ARREST. OFF.—4th COPY PROJ. COORDIN.




- D18 -

T

i

. - SUPPLEMENTARY ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORT i
Misc. B38E {950) WiTHESS LIST P.LL. Report No. ....—...........—.l:-_.-,........._._
Police Othcers 1 Shigle E Comd | Sqd. 1 Invoivement i
—Fa0e Derrick Jones 126702 ta/d | Arresting Officer
_Ps0s Maximo Guerra | 47810 Poasd [ Assisting Officer
—EeCo Juldio E. Alicen |

‘ ] I

Camplainant's Name Criminal Racord

—HMr. Jdegpes Boney p
2

Siatement

Can testify to presence of defendant at scepe of ¢rime
Identified defendant in line-up

OTHER WITNESSES

Neme Angiess Telephone No
Mr. John Black [499 Maciron Bt.,BxlyB.,5.1,. [455=1734
Age Sex Race Relanonship to Compiaingnt or Defendant(s}  Busingss Address Teiephone No
25 | M B | none |26 Arlington Flace,Bklyn.,N.Tl 638-7507

Statement

Csp testify to presence of defendant at scene of crime
Identified defendant in line-up

Name Adgress Felephone No
Age Sex Race Reanonsnup tc Compiamaty or Detengant(s; Bustess Address Teiephone No

Statement

Name Agnress Teiephone No

Age Sex RAace Relabansmp to Complashant or Deleagam s} Busingss Address

b1 |

Telephone No

l

Statement

Name Adoress

Telennane Np

Age Sex  Hace  Rerationsmip to Compignant or Delfendantis) Business Address

I T l

Teiephone No

Statement
Property PHYSICAL EVIDENCE
Cigeh Na Descaphign Reinhionship to Case
423 1976 Cadillse plete #7850 ANE Ividence

INVESTIGATING _,Hae: Name Sreln Com's Dats e
OFFICER Fole| dulio E. Alicen BOOO?7 I79FTY 40/27/82 10100
REVIEWING *Renk Name Snielg Com'd fote, Time
OFFICER | | e ISV ERE

" T3l COPY DiA.—~2n¢ COPY PLU. FILE—3rd COFY ARREST. OFF.—4th COPY PROJ CDORDIN.
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A.I.R., 44-122-82 Quality Rating: Poor

. AIBI # 122 ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORT Len. /22 Misc. B38F BB

] 16 o Arrast | Tine of Aresl Pr1 of Arrest Ay Aep No

W75z | "Ti” | oas | aa-122-83
BEFENDA 75 LEGT NAME FIRST MI ADDRESE 2IP CODE AGE | 5EX | RACE | DATE of BIATH
' Aquine Bamon 19 M| Dom| 8/31/62
2
3
H]

o

Time ot Otfense Date ot CHense Locaugn of QHlense Pct Comptant b

0700 - | 10/18/82] 1062 Walten Ave Bx WY | 1268}

FRINCIPAL Pena! Law Sectisn Tiie of Ottense -

ceance | FL 16015 | ERobbexry 1

ampiananis Nare Aadress. Zio Coge
© Guarina Lopes i 1062 “Wslton Ave Bx KY Apt# b2

Age Date o Bintn Sex Race Home Tetephone No Relatipnship 16 Delengani(s)

i 2} | FI E | onons | Rans
Ccoupation fus Teephone No Business Address. Zip Code
frerme Counter clerk 588 1410 | 105 E 165 8¢ Bx NRY

REPORT OF INVESTIGATION
Description of Oftense ang Arrest Include full orcumstinces of commissian of offense. details of arrest and Toflow-up investigation. Continue on
Supblementary Reportif necessary

OFFENSE:

At t/p/o the 4sfendsnt acting in concert with ome othar previcusly arrest
did ¥knoek om her door ,at this time compl opensd door,subject did produce A g
gun and removed property from the complainant.

INTERVIEW OF COMPLATRANT: GUARINA  IJPED

The compleinant states the subject namwed above knocked on her door with a per
previcusly arrested at about 0700 hra on Oet 18,1982 the subject unknown to t
compl did enter with previous arrssted perp. ,the perp namad above produced &
ahot gun and removed US Currency from the compl. At this tima they forced her
into a taxi and forced her to the Ponce De Leon Fesaral bank and made a withd
of $2200.00 .The subjects at this time left her st bank and walked away.

IFTERVIEW OF A ‘REJTING OFFICER IRVIRG LUDVIG # 6026 44 ROBBERI UNIT.

The ecmplainant informed the erresting officer that the perp was on the stree
washing his auto oppoaite 1315 Merriam Ave, I responded to scene and appraher
BARD .

INTERVIEW OF DEFERDANT: RAMOR  AQUIND
The affesting officer advised subject of his rights,states He did not do it,

Record Check- BCI PAA Payne NYRIIS # 4761364 E
1 srrest Asslt 44 Pet

INVESTIGATING | Ram Smew Corr g vate e
orricen dot | @ karpd  10/28/82 1:
1at COPY DA —2nd COPY PLU. FILE —3r¢ COPY ARREST. OFF. - 4ih COPY PROJ. TOORDIN. DIGE e O
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SUPPLEMENTARY ARREST INYESTIGATION REPQAT

.. o
Wide BIBE (900} WITNESS LIST PAL Rapon no el 2-82

Ponce Ginces [ sne ] Come ] Sat | votvement
P.0, Ieving Ludvig | 6026 |48 |A | Arrssting Officer
[64 [A | Investigating Officer
I | (-
[ L1
E
|

Grminal Record

Rona

Compimnant's Name

fuarina Lopeg

Statement -

X\mninmaraparmntuhanthosuhjectmdabmdidmckonwdnur

dgh 8 second subject previously arrested,did let them in and at gunpoint aiq
0D Bs,

[ AR N w S

DTHER WITNESSES

Narme Aperess Telephone No
Age” Sex  Ralt  FRemuonsmg to Compiamnant of Delendent(s)  Busihess Adgress Feipphone No
*
L] - | |
Statement
Nameg AOCI1ess Teiaphone No
Age Ses  Raze Reauonsts 1o Compinast or Dete~z2ant s, Businmss &Lgoress Teiephone No
Siatement
tame Agaress Teiepnhane No
Al Ser Haze Rebonst.ooio Compaanatt 9 Detengant:s, Business Agcress Telepnone Mo
Statgment
HNaw g AZCIESS Telephone Ng
Age Ser Raze  Aeanonstg to SBTDiRtati o Dpteegatos 5.5 a5t A0Hress Teiepnane Nz
Statemeny
Peppany PHYSICAL EVIDENCE
Ciere bz Descnpron Relanonship 1a Case

EERED (5" 10/38/m2 | 130

REVIEW!ING Rane Name Srueic Come Dare Time
DESICER ' I I [

1 COPY D.A.—~2nd COPY P.LU. FILE — 3rd COPY ARREST. OFF.—4th COPY PRC) COOQRDIN. oage o sages
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A.I.R. 44~124-82 Quality Rating: Poor
g T d AIR # 124 ARREST INVESTIGATION REFORT AR PDU ecaps® I008  Misc 830F pa
Date ..Arresi time of Arrest Pot of Arzast P.LU. Aep Mo
do/si/e2| apo0 | o 124.82
FENDANT S 4857 NAME FIRST. M. ADDRESS. ZIP CODE AGE { SEX { RACE DATE ¢t BIRTH
' Mareomo  Hopry 1011 Sheridsn Ave Bx Y # 5 > [2ai¥ | B leA/ss

2

3

4

£

Lt

Tine of Ditense Date p! Qitenae L.ocation of Dﬂ"er\se

A 24,1582 2931 8th Ave (Elevator)

Panai Law Section Title ¢t Ottense

160, 0% Eobbery
Complananis Name

Pei Complaint No

| %2 -8

PRINCIPAL
CHARGE

. Address. Z:p Corge

D 5 Bth Aye FY FY aptf SL
Age Crate of Binn Sex Rece Home Yelephone No Ralavenshup 10 Delendani (s)
Rore
coupation Bus Telephone No Business Agaress. Z:p Gode
Student | |

REPOAT OF INVESTIGATION
-

Description of Offense ang Atrest include fuli circumstamces of commission of ollense, details of arrest ang follow-up investigalion Continue on
Supptemeéntary Report if necessary

OFFENSE:
INTERVIEY OF COMFLAIRANT: DAMON SIMS H/B/13
In the presencs of the erresting officer the compl states that on 8/28/82

at 2330hrs in the elevator of his residence st 2931 8th Ave was robed by p§yai
cal foree,the perpstrator describded sbove did remove & Sony refiio from him,

INTERVIEY OF ARRESTING OPFICER: Polo Papy Moloney # 27568 Task Fores
2

On 10/%31 /82 at 1700hrs the saEzixxxr arresting officer ves sdvised by ¢h
compl that the perp named above did sob him st the ¢/p/o named sbove, Compl 4
further make a physical identification of the perp at the 48 Pet at 1700hrs.

IRTERVIEY OP DEFEFDANT: EENRI MARCOND H/24 BCI Maywood- no record.

In the presence of the arresting officer and after the defendamt being
advised of hip rights,he refused ¢o make any statements.

NAME CHECE BCI IMaywood Eenyy larcomno MN/H/24 DUB-6/1/58
No record.
160,05  Hobbery 3

CHARGES

INVESTIGATING
QFFICER

D"&% l -

4550h, 10/81/82) 1815

1%t COPY DLA.—2nd COPY PUU.
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' SUPPLEMENTARY ARREST INVESTIGATION REPQORT

Mz, B3BE el

WITNESS LIST P.I U} Aepon No

———

o Pouce Oticers ] Sneeig I Com'e 1 Squ l involvemant
TASE
P,0 Fanl Moloney | 27568 MAorcej |Arresting Officer

Detective

/RSN |44 PPU_| Investigeting “fricer

| | i1

s
| | L1
Compla:nsnt's Name - Crimingt Record
D mmon Sims c
L

saement T/F/U  the

complainant
did rumove

st .tes the subject arvested by physical force

a radio from his person .

DOTHER WITRESSES

MName Address Telephone No
Age Sex HRate Hemuonshep 19 Gomplanant or Defengant (s} Busmess Agaress Telephone N2
-
N . % |
Staterment
Name Agdress Tewpnopne N2
Age Sex  Raze  Reasanstap 1o Comprainan: or Detemdanhan Business Adoress Telapnone N2
Statement
Name Antress Tewpngre No
age £¢v  Bare Reanonsmig o Compramart o Deftengantis) Busingss Apgress Telgpnonre Ny
Siatemer?
Name Adrtess Tetesrone WO
Age See Hziz Reatonstt it CoMmpta nant o Dedergantes. Busmess Anoress Teieprgne N
Statemen!
Begper, PHYSICAL EVIDENCE
Coere Al Deszr obor m Resahoms® ¢ 12 Cave

ENVETTIRATING Rans
GFF CE® §
REVEWING Mp

OFFCER |

Name Sheerg Cama Date
B beo prts 3 r\/ﬂ‘/n’i 3
Smerdt Comgp Cate K

| | i |

181 COPY DA ~2nd COPY PLU. FILE—3rd COPY ARREST. OFF.—4th COPY PACJ COORDIN.
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A.I.R. 114~-67~82 Quality Rating: Poor

T

ARREST INVESTIGATION AEPORT

. Misc. B38-F (Rev. 387}

1872A78e | A8 | TE™ | Mater-82

DEFENDANTS LAST NAME,FIRST,M.I. ADDRESS, ZIP CODE © AGE | SEX ] RACE | DATE of BIRTH
' Ewing, Darryl 18.21 21 Ave 4Aatoria, RY Apt.3a 281K |B 2/18./54

2

3

4

E

Times of Oflonse Dats ol Ofiense Location o1 Oifenze

0130 |9s10/82 | e8-05 astoria Blvd.

Pe1. Compiaint Ne.

| 16360
PRINCIPAL  PenaiLaw Section Title of Offense
cHanct | 160,16F | Robbary 1°¢
Complainents Neme Address, Zip Code
Holman, Robert | 112-24 BRorthern Blvd.
Age Date of Birth Sex Face Homa Talephons No. HAslaticnship to Delangany(s)
i || B |8 672-6aN l None
Qocupation Bus. Teiephona No. Businass Address, Zip Code
Fer, lMeDonalds | 672-6491 | 82«05 Agtoria Blvd., Astoria, RY

REPQRT OF INVESTIGATION

Description of Offense and Arrest. Inciude ful circumstances of commission of offense, details of srrest and {ollow-up Investigation. Continue on

Suppleméntary Report if necessary

OFFENSE: ROBRFTY: On 9/10/82 the deft acting in concert with one other not yet

apprebhanded,did both produce hand guns and demanded that
nand over the monay from the case register.

tha complainant

IPERVIES OF COMTLATIANT: Coxplainant not aveilable to ba interviewsd.

INTERVIEY OF WITHZCS: The witness Jose Hives is not uvailable to be
{nterviawed &t thir time., However on 9/22/82 the undersigned showed
the witness a photo 1line up and he made a positive ID of the Defendant.

Darryl Ewing 23=-54 9% 5t East Ellhurst.

IRTrBVIEY OF DEFERDANT: The defendant Darryl Euing states that he is

not guilty of any crime snd did not do any robberies.

BCT CieCK:

INTERVIEW OF ARSYITING OPFICER: On 9/22/82 the A/0 show

ad 8 photo

Bpread to the witnsss voee Nives and he made a positive ID of the

defondant Darryl Bwing.gysy: & 33047927P

INVESTIGATING | Rank Name Shietd
OFFICE Dot ] ‘

Tume

| @Rl (114 | 10/21/82] 1800
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SUPPLEMENTARY ARREST INVESTIGATION REPORT ;‘
WITHESS

Misc. B3EYRED) LIST AU, Repon No. j_‘l!i—_-ﬁh&&__
. Palits Ofiigers [ Shiew . ;] Cowvo. | Sac. | tnvolvement
Det. (114 1A | A0

Compiainant's Rame

Robart Holman

Criminal Racord

noena

Siatement

Compleinant states that he is the Hgr of the HeDonalds st 83-05 Astoria

Blvi. when it was robbed by 2/11/B% On 9/10/32.

rolbery, and was in the rest room at the time

Complajnant 4id npot witness the
of the robbary.

OTHER WITNESSES

Neme

Josa HNives

Adgress

i Q=38 &2 Ave.

Talephone Ko

Ralationship to Complainant or Dalendant (s}

Age Sex  Race
) | ¥} H| Sone

Business Aodress

B5-0%5 Agtoria Blvd.

Telephone No.

| 672-64

Stetement

wvitness gav deft enter store
his face after he wae in the store.

and then pull a stocking »ask down over

*itness made photo ID of parp 9/22/82.

Nameg

Address

Tetephone No.

]

Age Sex RBoce

[

Helationship to Compiainert o Datendont 5]

Business Adusess

Teiepnone No.

Statement

Name

Address

Teaiephone NO

Age Sex  Race

B

Reiptionship 1o Complainant of Detencani (s}

Busingss Adoress

Teiepnone No.

Siatement

Neme

Address

|

Tetgphone No

Age Sex HRace

-

Relptonstup te Compiansnt or Defendant (s

Business Addrass

l

Tualapnone No

|

Staternent
Propeny PHYSICAL EVIDENCE
Cierk No. Descaption Restionship o Cese
Hone
L3
INVESTIGATING | Hank . Kame P Shield comd Date T
OFFICER Det | 1144 | 10/21/82; 14
REVIEWING Hank Name Com'e. Date T
QFFICER t
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