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ABSTRACT

Prosecutors are powerful actors in the criminal justice system. Scholkedmea
argument that prosecutors exercise far more control over criminal ntagarany other agency
(Thomas and Fitch, 1976, p. 509; McDonald, 1979, p. 18-19, Wickersham, 1931) . Over time,
various changes have augmented prosecutorial power, ranging from the decisite then
office of the prosecutor an elected one, thereby affording prosecutors independsarcgng
out their duties (Misner, 1996, p. 729), to the advent of determinant sentencing, resulting in
shifting sentencing discretion away from the courts to the prosecutor (Voreh8ig p. 1525,
1529). This research hypothesized that community prosecution represents anatiognuent
that will result in increasing the influence of the office of the prosecutor.

Traditionally, prosecutors have been oriented toward successful case dispoEite
case-by-case methodology has involved little contact with the community. troadthe
prosecutorial focal point is on felony cases, while lower level offensesally receive little
time or attention. The emergence of community prosecution challengesditieried
prosecution role and its emphasis on the more serious matters and winning cases, iaed prom
positive effects for the “communities” targeted. Through a case study ppitsadion in Kings
County, New York, this dissertation explores community prosecution and its impactrotethe
of the prosecutor and for the community, in the context of a community court inmiésrie
Red Hook, Brooklyn.

Focusing on the Red Hook example, the study drew on three principal sources of data to
examine the community prosecution innovation, including: a) arrest data, agdregatthly,
for the three police precincts that handle cases originating in Red Hook, coveryeath 1998

through 2001 (46 months per precinct, n=338 precinct level arrest and court case filings for



criminal incidents that took place in Red Hook and other Kings County locations for tumatdist
time periods (the third quarter of 1998, (n = 19,296} the first quarter of 2001, (n = 22,988));
and c) court case data from the Red Hook Community Justice Center (herd4@aC)R2000
through 2001 (51 weeks, n=4,088). Several different types of complementary ariatladsg
HLM, contrasted changes in case types and defendant characterigtestindy locale over
time associated with this community-oriented form of prosecution. The analgsesompared
these changes to the caseloads from neighboring communities that did not havedhtsess
innovation, where cases were processed in the traditional manner. Specific bgpdtisted
about the effects of the community prosecution innovation included the following: 1)
Implementation of the community prosecution initiative via the community countesillt in an
increase in the volume and/or proportion of arrests for minor offenses in precinctsgpera
within the community court’s jurisdiction. That increase will not be expertehggrecincts not
involved with the court. 2) The community prosecution strategy will draw defendamthént
Red Hook criminal justice system who would not otherwise have been involved in the,syste
specifically including greater proportions of young minority males and indivsduigih no prior
criminal histories.

This research also involved a limited inquiry into how community members were
responding to the community prosecution initiative. Given the purpose of community
prosecution, to engage the community in handling its unique crime problems in an effort to make
them feel safer, it was of interest to know whether there was any ewittatdhis happened in
Red Hook. To that end, the research drew upon qualitative data, including: a) a series of non-
probability based community surveys performed within the Red Hook jurisdiction in 1999

(n=980), 2000 (n=1,744) and 2001 (n=1,169) and b) two focus groups (n=12; n=18) conducted



by this researcher in May of 2003. These other data sources provided context, allowing for
better understanding the results of the analyses.

Findings indicated slight effects of community prosecution in the anticipatectidn:

The volume of arrests from the Red Hook precincts (Data Set 1) increasdg sfigitthe court
was implemented. In addition, findings from the RHCJC caseload (Data 8dicated that
post-implementation, misdemeanor cases increased slightly but sighyfic@omparisons of
the post-implementation caseload filed from Red Hook precinct arrestdheitiontrol group
(consisting of pre-implementation, Red Hook filings and both pre-and post-impleimentat
filings from the arrests made by the rest of the Kings County precinata &t 2)) indicated
that the caseload proportion of misdemeanors in post-implementation Red Hookiitiregsed
significantly when compared with the control group filings. In addition, analy$dsataf Set 2
(comparison of caseload characteristics) indicated both a significasagecin the proportion of
the post-implementation, Red Hook cases made up of Hispanic defendants, and argignifica
increase in the caseload proportion consisting of defendants with no prior reconaimdlicr
convictions.

The primary findings from the qualitative data (Survey and Focus Group Datzgtedli
that community respondents appeared to be more satisfied with the court systeanaetltee
feel safer after the RHCJC was implemented. There was also soméandofaace based
differences in responses: White respondents seemed generally more pbsitit/perceived

post-implementation changes in Red Hook than minority respondents.
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROSECUTOR’S ROLE IN THE COMMUNITY:
THE ADVENT OF COMMUNITY PROSECUTION

Introduction: Study Overview

As sentencing reforms have limited the discretion of judges at sentendimgaale
charging and plea negotiation decisions much more important in determining the out€omes
criminal cases, the American prosecutor has become an increasinglyyp@aetr in the
criminal justice system (McDonald, 1979, p. 32). Over the last two decades or so, some
prosecutors have adopted a community-focused, problem-solving approach, in a potentiall
significant departure from traditional prosecution methods (Goldkamp, IroysaGund
Weiland, 2001). Traditionally, prosecutors have been oriented toward successful case
disposition. This case-by-case methodology involved little contact with the commuinie
emergence of community prosecution has challenged the traditional proseolgiand its
emphasis on winning cases and has promised positive effects for the “commuanitjetsd.
Through a case study of its application in the Red Hook section of Brooklyn, New York, in a
community court setting, this dissertation explored community prosecutiorsanpdct on the
role of the prosecutor and the community.

The implications of community prosecution for the role of the prosecutor waneireed
in both method and substance. The community focus of the strategy was examined in the
context of the prosecutorial function generally and in light of the recent histargtimig
innovations focusing on community.

More specifically, this study examined the impact of community prosecution by
measuring caseload volume and case mix, as well as the types of defendactgguio3he

study hypothesized the following: 1) Implementation of the community prosecutii@ativei via



the community court would result in an increase in arrests for minor offensesdunycps

operating within the community court’s jurisdiction. That increase would noaapperecincts

not involved with the court. 2) The community strategy would draw specific kinds of defendants
into the criminal justice system, including greater proportions of young ityimoales and
individuals without prior criminal histories, as compared to caseloadatbastics of other
neighboring precincts. Descriptive analyses of focus group results @ami cecnmunity surveys

by a local organization provided some context for interpreting the emgindaigs.

This research first describes briefly the evolution of the role of prosecatimerican
justice to provide background against which “community prosecution” can be understood. It
also highlights ways in which “community” has been viewed in criminal justicedsritethe
recent past; community prosecution is just one among several communitydfecns@al
justice initiatives. Against this background, the research focusesisgicibn community
prosecution, its emergence and variations across the United States. Tioh resesidered one
jurisdiction’s experience in depth as a case study of community-orientedyirosec the
hopes of raising issues and questions that are made widely applicable. Tibe kelatted for
the study, Red Hook, Brooklyn (Kings County), New York, offered both a unigue community
setting and one with broader implications because it is one of the major insihaces
community prosecution approath.

To illustrate the features and implications of community-oriented prosecutestudy

analyzed five sources of data capturing community prosecution’s impaag) asrearly stages

! The study drew on research the author was invdlveekamining community prosecution and communiyrts
in the United States from 1999 through 2003. Thdysbuilds on the prior research, including intews, site visits,
and interactions with prosecutors involved in azttommunity prosecution sites. That descriptiveaesh resulted
in several community justice related publicatiomisthe Department of Justice, and presentatiohsategional
conferences and one national federally sponsorathtmity prosecution conference (held in Kings CguNew
York) in 2002 and 2003. See: (Goldkamp, Irons-Gugnd Weiland, 2001; Goldkamp,Weiland and Irons-Guyyn
2001; Irons-Guynn and Dote, 2002; Irons-Guynn anttigamp, 2004.)



of development. The principal analysis relied on three data sets: a) aragsiggaégated
monthly, for the three police precincts that handle cases originatingpwhe jurisdiction of the
Red Hook Community Justice Center (hereafter, RHCJC) for the years 199&tBaflig b)
precinct level criminal case filings for criminal incidents that tookgladRked Hook and other
Kings County locations for two distinct time periods (the last quarter of 1998 andstiepuirter

of 2001); c) criminal filings from the RHCJC (2000 through 2001). Two informal, quaditat
data sources, explored only to describe community reaction, included: d) non-pipbabil
community surveys administered by the Center for Court Innovation of New Y odaftes,

CCl) in successive years (from 1999 through 2001) to community members who livedked wor
within the jurisdiction of the RHCJC; and e) qualitative data from focus groupRed Hook
residents and individuals who worked in Red Hook in Spring 2003. The questions raised by the
development of community prosecution in the United States, the study methodology and
implications of the findings are discussed below.

The study did noseek to “evaluate” the community court in Red Hook. Rather, the
analyses contrasted changes in case types and defendant charactetiistudy locale over
time, and according to hypotheses deriving from the community prosecution cwdphred
these changes to what was occurring in neighboring precincts and in Red Hook previnausly w
this innovation did not exist. These analyses tested specific hypotheses aledigicthaf the
community prosecution innovation and considered the implications for the role of the
prosecution and for targeted communities.

Role of the Prosecutor in the United States
The belief that the prosecutor is the most influential actor in the Americamal

justice system is not new (Thomas and Fitch, 1976, p. 509; McDonald, 1979, p. 18-19). In 1931,



for example, the Wickersham Commission report noted that “in every way, [they@m$das
much more power over the administration of criminal justice than the judges (#fiaker
1931).” The prosecutor has long exercised discretion over whom to charge witle avanigi
crime to charge, what terms may be acceptable in plea negotiations and, ceneicaon
results, sentencing options.

Prosecutors have controlled the disposition of a large percentage of criasesl ¢
through the guilty plea since at least the early 1900'’s. In the 1930’s, the role of #eupvos
began to expand beyond the adjudicatory process. Cases involving activities suchiasdrga
crime and racketeering called for a more proactive prosecutomal holaddition, the growing
complexity of search and seizure law and the rules regarding electroredlance meant that
prosecutors were required to work with and guide the police during the investigaioegs
(Silbert, 1977, p. 1718; Goldstock, 1992, p. 3). In the 1970’s, the movement toward sentencing
reform created an additional shift in control over sentencing away from tlemesigt judge and
towards the prosecutor, intensifying the significance of the guilty pleatgwing judicial
discretion at sentencing through determinate or fixed sentencing sc{Miaie, 1987;
Boerner, 1995). Relatively recently, some prosecutors have attempted to exteimdiettaaition
with the community for a variety of reasons, ranging from efforts to isertree willingness of
citizens to provide intelligence about problems and offenders in the neighborhood gOki
p. 257-258) to a move beyond prosecution of individual cases to promote crime prevention
(Boland, 1998, p. 253-254). Since the origins of the American prosecutor in the 1700’s (Jacoby,
1980), the prosecutorial role in the criminal justice system has evolved from miootocamajor

player, both inside and outside of the courtroom.



The Evolution of the Prosecutor’'s Role

The first prosecutions of crimes in the American colonies were conducted b priva
prosecutors in the name of the king and by victims through private attorneys Hiegdemn
their own (Jacoby, 1980). No single official was appointed to handle criminal nfattédie
government. In 1704, Connecticut became the first state to designate a public prpsecutor
appointed by county courts, with sole responsibility for litigating crimtaskes (Wickersham,
1931). Initially, the court or the governor appointed local prosecutors. In the begintigg of
19" century, the prosecutor was viewed as a minor player in criminal justice wied seran
adjunct to the judge (Jacoby, 1980, p. 21). However, the role of the prosecutor began to change
in the middle of the ®century. In 1832, Mississippi amended its constitution to add a
provision for the election of local prosecutors. By 1912, the laws of forty-eight statvedeor
for a public prosecutor, and in all but five states, the prosecutors were eleiatsqffacoby,
1980). This move from appointed official to elective office was intended to make prosecutor
more accountable to the citizens of their jurisdictions and independent of the infliémee o
judiciary and/or the governor (Goldstein, 1983; Davis, 2001). Although it is debatalileewhe
either of these outcomes occurfetie change to elective office is credited with making the
expansion of the local prosecutor’s power possible (Misner, 1996, p. 729).

Despite its judicial origins, the office of the prosecutor was soon treatedaas of the
executive branch of government (Goldstein, 1983, p. 1244). Courts have long considered federal

prosecutors, appointed by the president, as a part of the executive biraoahg their powers to

2 Authorities expressed the concern that electedguutors are susceptible to influence by powerdlitipal forces
such as corrupt political or criminal organizatiaegking to control the considerable power wielolgthe office.
(Wickersham, 1931). In addition, critics suggesitt tifnere is little actual accountability to the coomity, since
decisions made by prosecutors and the policiestbghathe office is run are generally invisible b tpublic unless
a case has a high profile, or the prosecutor feelpressure of an election year (Davis, 2001; Tgsun, 2002.)

®See e.g. U.S. v Cod965).



a combination of the constitutional grant of the power to execute laws vested ieghief?

and the Judiciary Act of 1780, which created the office of the district attavr@gs$ecute suits
for the government.n interpreting the separation of powers doctrine, courts have adopted a
“hands off” policy with regard to discretionary decisions made by the prosecuswébstein,
2001). As a result, the contemporary prosecutor bears the responsibility ahopigsecution
and of deciding what the formal charges will be (McDonald, 1979, p. 35), as wa# pswer to
dictate which cases go to trial, and to influence the ultimate dispositibe charges. All of
these powers and responsibilities occur within the prosecutor’s discretion asdeartadly
unreviewable (Griffin, 2001).

The decision of whether to charge a defendant with a crime is generaligeeges the
most critical of the discretionary powers at the prosecutor’s disposatdition to the impact
that this decision has on the life of the defendant, prosecutors affect policegprdetn they
decide to prosecute certain types of crimes, or when they refrain from doingneh,(R002, p.
1248). Also, the specific charges that they bring against defendants, whickquag r
statutorily mandated sentences, can act to circumscribe judicial sentdacisigns
(Gottfredson, 1987, p. 113-114). Appellate court decisions upholding the power of the prosecutor

to both initiate and terminate a criminal case, dating back as far as_ 1883 (Pe@ilash\\5t

Louis and Pacific Railwgyillustrate the deference shown by the judiciary for the power of the

office of the prosecutor. The basis asserted by the judiciary for this miegdnas been either the

separation of powers doctrine or the belief that the prosecution function isat swifudicial

* US Constitution, Art. I, Sec. 3

> Although the courts have generally interpreteditibent of the framers of the Constitution to mélaat the
prosecutor is part of the executive branch of gowemt, Constitutional law scholars dispute thistoms See
Shane (1989); Dangel, (1990); Lessig and Sunsi€ig4); Davis (2001) arguing that the framers ditintend to
make the office of the prosecutor executive; batGalabresi and Prakash (1994) arguing that theeprdion
function has always been part of the executivediran



review (Wayte v. U.$.1985; Griffin, 2001, p. 275; Lupton, 2002, p.1279). An extremely limited
possibility of judicial review of prosecutorial decisionmaking is availablg farldefendants
with constitutionally based claims of selective or vindictive prosecution Cby@002, p. 1284;
Lynch, 2002, p. 1248) . Such claims are difficult to prove and almost uniformly rejected
(Griffin, 2001, pp. 276-277; Coker, 2003, pp. 844-862).

The broad discretionary power that has come to characterize the office ajdbeypor
has for some time been a point of contention among criminal justice scholars (LE&¥e As
an outspoken critic of this discretion, Davis argued that the power to decide whidréatode
enforced and against whom leaves to the prosecutor the power to decide who witelbe trea
leniently as well as who will not: “the power to be lenient is the power to disateti (Davis,
1969, p. 170). He argued further that prosecutorial discretion should be controlled by asthoriti
such as the state attorney general, outside of the local prosecutorsidfice (969, p. 208).
Some scholars suggest that guidelines should be formulated to guide prosecuteeisbmlisc
(Thomas and Fitch, 1976), while others believe that sufficient controls on discretiomarent
in the structure of the advocacy system itself. Local prosecutors etededed must respond, to
some degree, to the wishes of the people. Other practical concerns, such as thextebd t
some sense of fairness and consistency across cases, at least tendchi firagdcutor’s
discretion (Pizzi, 1993, p. 1344-1345).

Over time the prosecutor’s influence expanded to intrude upon areas traditionallydhandle
by other criminal justice agencies. The growing complexity of the Bgaém, due primarily to
the increase in case volume generated by the growth in population without comneensurat
increases in prosecutor or courtroom resources (Ramsey, 2002, p. 1334; Alschuler, 1968, p. 51,

Misner, 1996, p. 742), has made plea negotiation an increasingly common method of case



disposition. This has resulted in shifting responsibility for resolution of mamyrai cases to
the prosecutor, thereby relegating the judge to a ratifying role (LaFave, 197054 549izzi,
1993, pp. 1355-1356). McDonald illustrated the gradually increasing significance and afnpact
the guilty plea:
One of the first cases in Massachusetts of a defendant’s enteringya guilt
plea occurred in 1804. By 1839 about 24% of all the convictions in the state of New
York were by guilty pleas. By 1860 that percentage had doubled. By 1929, the
figure was 90%, and commenters were referring to ‘the vanishing jury’...and
‘criminal law administration through and by the prosecutor.’ (p. 27)
In 1970, the Supreme Court acknowledged the legitimacy of plea bargaining, outlining
the conditions under which pleas are considered valid (Brady v,. 19%0) (Goldstein, 1983, p.
1245; Misner, 1996, p. 751). One year later, the court indicated that the guilty plea is “...an

essential component of the administration of justice. Properly administeiseth bie

encouraged.”( Santobello vs. New Ypfl©71, p. 261; Misner, 1996, p. 751). Disposition of

cases by plea bargain remains controversial, however, because of the power tbesiprpatts
to the prosecutor to determine the outcome of the majority of criminal cabesiot/ersight,
judicial or otherwise. Judges are rarely involved in or privy to plea negotiatidrth@ factors
that determine the terms of the bargain are seldom made public (LaFave, 1970, p. 542).
Prosecutors argue that the plea agreement is an important tool that allows tossider the
specific circumstances of each defendant and tailor the sentence tocifie spse, and to avoid
inappropriately harsh sentences, such as those sometimes required by matatates
(Casper, 1972). On the other hand, criticisms of the plea bargain range fromtféae tha
defendant will receive a lesser sentence than deserved (Brereton and T&&etio concern
that this practice is unfair because the defendant is forced to waive constituglotsain

exchange for a sentence that is more lenient than he would receive if he insistadlon a



(Alschuler, 1975). Suggested solutions to what many scholars consider the problem of the plea
bargain include structuring the discretion of the prosecutor through the use ofrgasdeli
(Thomas and Fitch, 1976, p. 548; Misner, 1996, p.767), limiting the situations when pleas can be
taken to certain pretrial stages or types of charges (McCoy, 1993, p. 29) or abatishi
completely (Rubenstein and White, 1980; Schulhofer, 1992, p. 2009). As yet, none of these
proposed solutions have had any significant effect on either the guilty plea aupooise
dominance over criminal justice practice (Misner, 1996).

Habitual offender laws, mandatory sentencing schemes (McDonald, 1979, p. 31-32) and
sentencing guidelines (Boerner, 1995), part of the sentencing reform movertteni®70’s
and 1980’s which were intended to limit the discretion of the sentencing judge, further
augmented the power of the prosecutor and enhanced the significance of the guilty plea
(Vorenberg, 1981, p. 1525, 1529). In the earﬂ} eéntury, the prevailing sentencing rationale
was rehabilitation; defendants were sanctioned under indeterminate senficies that were
based upon the concept that offenders could only be effectively rehabilitatedvigualizing
their sentences (Nagle, 1990, p. 891-895). Under this system, the primary decisisnthake
judge and the parole board, were given broad discretion to determine actualeskamtgtic
Judges had wide latitude to decide upon the appropriate sanction and the maximum term,
restricted only by the broad statutory limit placed upon an offense by thiatiegs The
sentenced offender would be released when parole officials believed tdytaodive a law
abiding life, a decision ostensibly based on perceived progress towardsitegi@blut often
more clearly linked to behavior in prison (Mitford, 1971, p. 90). Offenders were uncertain about

the length of their sentence until a substantial amount of the maximum had beeh serv



Disparity in sentences of defendants convicted of the same offense wated@separt of this
philosophy.

As early as 1933, a study indicated that the discretion granted to the sentergeng jud
under this system led to wide disparities in sentences from courtroom teoauftr similar
defendants charged with similar offenses (Gaudette and St. John, 1933) and claissvefdia
raised ( Clear, Hewitt and Regoli, 1978, p. 430-431; Nagle, 1990, p.891-895). Critics argued that
“unwarranted disparities, explicable more in terms of the judge’s personaligfsband
background than the offender’s crime or criminal history have repeatedly beensteated”
(Blumstein, Cohen, Martin and Tonry, 1983). Martinson’s negative commentary r{sarti
1974) on rehabilitation studies along with the opinions of other critics that compulsinere
was ineffective (Morris, 1974, p. 15) added fuel to the criticism of rehahitatad
indeterminate sentencing.

Determinate sentencing laws were enacted in part to promote senten@iggescy by
removing the discretion of individual judges to treat similar defendants dififrerhe
limitations on sentence ranges imposed through these approaches allowkekitbiley for
judges and by default (or political design) greatly increased the impertérice prosecutor’s
role at sentencing, since the charging decision and plea negotiatiomg difgee what the
resulting sentence will be (Vorenberg, 1981, p. 1525, 1529-30; Boerner, 1995, p. 198; Misner,
1996, p. 754). Mandatory sentencing provisions require the judge to sentence the offender to
specific, inflexible prison terms (Lynch, 2002) and, when invoked by the prosecutor, habitua
offender laws require harsh sentences to be meted out to defendants who have thepequisit

convictions (Misner, 1996, pp. 748-749). In these ways, through his power over charging
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decisions and plea negotiations, the prosecutor has greater control over tig Gelegiency
of the criminal justice response to particular offenders than the sentgunbieg

Although the recent history of the prosecutor in the U.S. reveals a growing and more
influential role for the prosecutor in the adjudication process, these poweragqeertainly to
functions carried out “in the courthouse” in the disposition of criminal cases. éaitlye2’
century, the role of the prosecutor began expanding outside of the courthouse as welhsnto are
normally within the purview of the police.

The taking of the criminal complaint from the victim, investigation of crimes and
interaction with the community, for example, tasks that have long been consideced pol
functions, have gradually become prosecutorial functions as well. As ednly 8320’s, a
prosecutorial role in crime detection and investigation was recognized (Pound, 1930, p.182,
Wickersham, 1931, p. 12) though the basis of these functions can be traced even earlier, to the
Connecticut statute of 1704 that codified the office of the prosecutor for thenfiesirtithe
United States. That statute provided that the county attorney should prosecutal @ffeanders
as well as doing “all other things necessary or convenient ...to suppress vice andlityimor
(Wickersham, 1931, p. 7). Still, it appears that it was not until the 1930’s that prosecuéors beg
to involve themselves in the investigative process in order to prosecute coegptigatinal
cases more effectively (Goldstock, 1992, p. 3). In cases involving racketegratignless”
crimes such as prostitution, and criminal situations such as organized chere,wctims and
witnesses were fearful of coming forward, the prosecutor was required ta playe proactive
role and to interact more closely with police (Silbert, 1977, p. 1718; Goldstock, 1992, p. 3).

Criminal law authorities endorsed this new prosecutorial approach. One cadttbtt

“with the vast extension of the field of criminal law made necessary by earaptial and
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economic conditions... [iJt is not only the right but the duty of the prosecutor in sucht@ases

himself take the initiative_(State ex rel McKittrick v. Grayv#840).” The prosecutor’'s

expansion into these other areas grew as criminal law became more coiitipldgre \&dvent of
electronic surveillance techniques. Congress required the review and approvadrosdwutor
prior to the use of wiretaps, forcing police to rely on the prosecutor’s legaitese (Little,
1999, p. 735). During the late 1970s and the early 1980s, the prosecution of gang-related crimes
focusing on the most serious gang offenders generated a more aggrexssveatprial role. In
some offices, prosecutors joined the police on the street to investigate,igfaihgence, and
prepare and serve search warrants, leading to vertical prosecution of thevithsesingle
attorney handling cases from arraignment through disposition (Williams, 19887 ;p.
Ehrensaft, 1991). United States Attorney for the District of ColumbiarSdbgued that
prosecutors should become more involved in the control and reduction of crime by expanding
their role from the traditionally narrow one of processing cases broughtdihéehe police to a
more active one, including involvement in investigating and building cases and takiegdhe
coordinating joint investigations with other agencies (Silbert, 1977). In staneéatisg to the
prosecutorial function, the American Bar Association then (1971) and more rgd®%8) has
recognized the prosecutor’s affirmative responsibility to investigafeestesd illegal activity not
being adequately handled by police.
The Prosecutor’s Role in the Community: Community Relations and Crire Prevention

This first expansion of the prosecutor’s role beyond the traditional courthouseriuact
become involved in crime investigation opened the door to other extensions of the pr@ecutor
function. The nature of the prosecutor’s role from its early origins insulateshtdiose or

frequent interaction with the public—except as involving parties in individual caskesing
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election campaigns. As the prosecutor became increasingly independent arfdl powes
criminal justice system, moving away from citizen activated forms okptd®n that existed
earlier in the nation’s history (Wickersham, 1931), the relationship betwe@nogecutor and
the community became more distant (Ramsey, 2002, p. 1321). Although most local prosecutors
are elected, and as such accountable to the community for decisions madelmehtigimost
of the day-to-day decisions are not made public, nor is the public generally comsuissues
of office policy (Davis, 1969; Davis, 2001, p. 451). “The fact that prosecutors or their
appointing authorities must seek election is small comfort in view of the lowlwysiith
which they exercise their discretion” (Vorenberg, 1981, p. 1559). The traditional ytarsleas
tended to remain relatively aloof from the community, based on the belief thabseeymorial
mandates not only to protect the public but also to seek justice (American Baiaisapc
[ABA], 1980) require an independent assessment of the merits of each cas@g$dhpg002).
The conflict created by these mandates dates back to the ¢2dgrit@ry (Ramsey, 2002, p.
1345-1347). In 1971, former Los Angeles District Attorney Evelle Younger, then thenéyt
General of California, pointed out:
Too often the courts and the legal profession have looked upon the legal
system as a private preserve of the lawyers and the judges. The notion has
been quite prevalent that what goes on in the Courtroom is really none of
the public’s business. Too often prosecutors and law enforcement officials
have taken the attitude that how they conduct their business is really none
of the public’s business. The public, on the other hand, has looked at law
enforcers as a group apart (Healy and Manak, 1977, p. 23).
Whether or not fully recognized or actualized, a prosecutorial role in the cotguni
even in crime prevention--has been discussed in official literature fodegcan 1971, the

American Bar Association’s Standards Relating to the Prosecution Functied “...the

prosecutor is the leader of law enforcement in the community. He is expecteticipgia
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actively in marshalling society’s resources against the threatnoé ¢ABA, 1971).” In
language and perspective resonating with the more recent initiatives &merglcommunity
prosecution across the nation, in 1971, Younger defined the prosecutor’s responsibility as a
leader to include directing the community toward the goal of crime prevemtborder
maintenance and enlisting them in the effort:
A prosecutor worthy of the position must use the mantle which has been placed on his
shoulders to assume a role of leadership in the entire community and help bringavhat ha
been characterized as a ‘sick community’ back to a condition where decent paople ca
live peacefully in the enjoyment of their rights and property without the fear of
molestation or attack from the criminal element.... The prosecutor must encourage
citizen participation by convincing the people in his community that the war oa crim
cannot be won until all responsible persons become involved...There is a great untapped
resource of public activity which, if properly guided by a prosecutor who is aetder,
can accomplish much more in suppressing crime than a series of arrests assfiducce
prosecutions...The district attorney...is challenged by that responsibility to take
affirmative steps to marshal the community resources and actively woriknat
prevention (Healy and Manak, 1971, p 4-6).
Younger argued that prosecutors must be willing to innovate and experiment: “...he must
constantly be on the lookout outside the traditional scope of the prosecutor’s officey foape
to improve the system and to suppress crime” (Healy and Manak, 1971, p. 4-5). Some
prosecutors argued that this community role included a responsibility to etheatammunity
about the legal system and to inform them of office policy. In 1977, Carol Vance, idtenotD
Attorney for Harris County, Texas, and President of the National Distiictreys Association,
stressed the importance of positive community relations in administeringibes ptirticularly
the need to educate the community about what the prosecutor’s office does (Dougla$14.977)
instituted educational programs targeting both adults and middle and high school &iyed,chi
sent his prosecutors out to give talks at schools on criminal justice issues, and psesisthe

encourage public participation in anti-crime programs. Vance also credte@ia advisory

committee in his community, composed of former grand jurors, minority leaderspaing &f
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the Chamber of Commerce, criminal justice professionals, church leaders arncbatteened
citizens who were representative of the community. The committee wastapted of office
activities through a semi-annual report, which described major accomptithamel the
operations of each division in the office. The committee was also used as a soundirigrboar
office priorities, “...for example, the reaction of the Committee to pornographyated the

vast majority wanted our office to aggressively prosecute in this area.”

Despite this long-standing recognition of the potential value of a broader payssdcut
role in the community, case processing has remained the principal, traditionabenphaost
prosecutor’s offices (Thompson, 2002, p. 330-332). Prosecution policy typically required tha
limited office resources be focused on processing cases involving chatdgte already been
committed (Silbert, 1977, p. 1717-1718; Thompson, 2002, p. 330-331), and on securing
appropriate criminal penalties for serious offenders (murder, rape, atggtassault, robbery,
etc.). Little emphasis and few resources have been devoted to crime prevention and the
enforcement and prosecution of the far more voluminous less serious matters, such as
prostitution, public drunkenness, minor property and public order offenses, matteisnatigi
delegated to young, inexperienced prosecutors, since such cases gereiatyitde public
exposure and are perceived to be unimportant (Heyman and Petrie, 2000, p. 26). Community
contact has generally been limited to what is necessary to prepares\actihwitnesses for trial.
Since the end of private prosecution of criminal matters in the United Statess\have had
little input into matters of crime control policy or how the criminal casesdinectly affected

them would be handl€tOnly relatively recently in 1993 did the American Bar Association

® Prior to the President’s Task Force on Victim€dfne in 1982, victims were rarely considered i fea bargain
decision, nor were they necessarily even notifietthe® outcome of the case. Since then, at leastdiious cases,
the majority of the states have adopted rules remunotice of proceedings and outcomes, and 48sstaquire the
prosecutor to consult with the victim about pleaghins, while 10 states afford them a limited ritghbe heard in
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include in its standards a recommendation that victims of serious crime be given darogpor
to consult with the prosecutor prior to the disposition of the case (ABA, 1993). The prgcessin
and outcomes of low-level cases, however, have remained largely out of public sight
Community in Criminal Justice

Examination of the recent community prosecution movement cannot be completetwit
considering what is meant or implied by the “community” part of the term ffoamty
prosecution.” At the core of questions concerning the efficacy of community appsois the
definition of community. Buerger argues: “part of the difficulty in the seach proper
community role lies in the imprecise and multiple uses of the word “communitgr@@r, 1998,
p. 148). Citing Webster’'s several definitions for community, Buerger illustthéeproblem
with implementing policy based upon a so called “community consensus.” Three outirf the s
definitions ascribe to communities “common cultural and historical heritagetiascribe them
as sharing common characteristics or interests, or similarity to dzah whereas socially
disorganized communities tend to share little more than geography (Buerger, 19981491148
As Pound described it, the term “community” once assumed certain commonalities in
background and behavior that linked together individuals living in a certain area. CGngagha
no longer the case, social control was lacking (Pound, 1930). Contemporary troubled
communities are often inhabited by minority residents who share socio-ecastatugand
location, but may be of assorted ethnic backgrounds and race, and as a resultileetyless
have “shared norms” that govern community behavior (Grinc, 1994, p. 190). The condition of
social disorganization that is present in these neighborhoods causes difficdédtigitifying the

problems and priorities that represent the wishes of the community as a whole. sébaae

court as well. (Tobolowsky, 1999). However, vicsitmave no real input into the charges brought atjéie
offender, or how the prosecutor ultimately chodsedispose of the charges. (Tobolowsky, 1999).
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notes, “...inner-city communities, like all communities, do not speak with one voicealg,(C
1999). This makes defining a community role in community-based crime preventds eff
challenging.

An argument can be made that community context---variously defined---has been a
theme throughout the entire history of criminology. Scholars such as Shaw and (18Kay,
Newman (1980), Ferri (1896), Cloward and Ohlin (1960) and Bursik (1986) have all advanced
theories that define the role of community as an important factor in explaiming. It is not
appropriate or feasible in this proposal to review the entire history of the r@enomunity” in
the field of criminology from its beginnings. Although the distinction betweenicalogy and
criminal justice is not always clear or meaningful, policy initiatives imigral justice have not
always been grounded in criminological theory. In this research, the inpigatf the
operational assumptions about the nature of “community” are most relevaninimatijustice,
the concept of community---often vague and ill-defined--- does nevertheddssimportant
appearances associated with intervention strategies.

Pound (1913; 1930), for example, believed that changes in community dynamics caused
changes in the behavior of its members and those changes were closelyaalated and how
criminal justice ought to be administered. Pound (1913; 1930) noted early if'toerQry that
the American justice system was premised on the assumption of homogeneous neighborhoods
and local cultures in which neighbors often attended the same churches and slipaohise
other’s children. These early American neighborhoods were able to ex&vcial control, as
shared values meant the prospect of community disapproval was sufficient tmostérom
breaking unwritten yet understood community rules, and official criminal guagents were a

last resort in dealing with such issues, called in mainly for seriousrmat¢hen Pound wrote
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about the changing dynamics of the administration of justice, he argued thatthehiistice
apparatus had not changed significantly from its early origins, neighborhoods bhaxesbaore
heterogeneous over time, the church has become less and less important, and tlesseof/an
implicit, common understanding of shared neighborhood values and rules of behaviompit hel
control behavior and lend legitimacy to the justice system (Pound 1930, p.13-14). Pound also
predicted a current dilemma in which the justice system would be expectet/én sietvices
that ordinarily should be delivered through other, non-justice agencies (Faganl&imj 2093,
p. 902-903; McCoy, 2003, p. 902-903Pound’s themes discussed in the context of the
challenges facing the administration of justice reflected:

This complete change in the background of social control involves much that

may easily be attributed to ineffectiveness of criminal justice, anchgans

only that it is called on to do the whole work, where once it shared its task with

other agencies and was invoked, not for every occasion, but exceptionally

(Pound, 1930, p. 311).

In the 1920’s and continuing into the 1940’s, human ecological théaigts as Shaw

and McKay brought attention to the connection between communities and’ rhiseliterature

produced the concept of “social disorganization,” or the inability of commuiatiesntrol the

" Currently, the implementation of so called “theagic courts,” such as drug courts, have resutieatering the
role of presiding judges to include the supervisiboffenders and the provision of social servickkCoy
comments that this role would be more effectivandied by “adequately funded social agencies.” ralses the
concern that “enlarging the sphere of problem-sgj\dourts may produce worse results, because dhastioned
paradigm of the court that adjudicates whetherragrehas committed a crime beyond a reasonablet daapbe
forgotten in the zeal to fill the therapeutic vaitated by ineffective social welfare agencies.t(Qdy, 2003).

® The origin of human ecological theory comes friwa tvork of Park and Burgess in the earl§} 2@ntury, who
believed that neighborhood composition was detegthiny competition for the most desirable land, icinthe
same way that animals compete for natural resourtheeir concentric circle theory describes thisidgbility based
upon proximity to the city, and suggests that #est valuable land is located just outside of ttye This is where
the most recent immigrant groups could afford ttleseand then move to more desirable locationsnwhey could
afford to do so, (Burgess, 1925; Bursik, and Graknmi993).

° “For reasons that are not altogether clear, fioenli950's to the late 1970's, theory and researchiminology
focused principally on trying to explain why somergons become law-breakers while others are ladirabi
Much of that research focused on ‘correlates’ afer that is factors that differentiate criminaisrh non-
criminals” (Reiss and Tonry, 1986).
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behavior of their members, which these scholars believed was linked to delinquent behavior.
Shaw and McKay concluded:

...the fact that in Chicago, the rates of delinquents for many years have remained

relatively constant in the areas adjacent to centers of commerce and heavy

industry, despite successive changes in the nativity and nationality composition of

the population, supports emphatically the conclusion that the delinquency

producing factors are inherent in the community (Shaw and McKay, 1942, p.

538).
Scholars such as Greenberg make the observation that such diverse urbaryinner cit
neighborhoods tend to be unstable. Social cohesion, characterized by group interaction, and
shared characteristics, norms and values, and considered by scholars ¢ntis &ss
neighborhood ability to exercise control over the behavior of its residents (Grgeh®@5,
p.16-25), tends to be lacking. Without these commonalities, neighbors lack the power to affect
each other’s behavior since relationships are superficial and the withdraaygdrof/al as a
sanction for negative behavior is not compelling (Bursik and Grasmick, 1993, p. 33).

Relationships between residents are not the only forces in a neighborhood thought to
affect its ability to regulate the behavior that takes place there; loéakbses and
organizations, as well as public and private agencies that supply communityssalsicplay a
role in the ability of communities to resist crime (Hunter, 1985; Bursik ansih@ci, 1993). In

addition, structural/conflict theorists have posited that after World WaxtHrreal forces

became a primary determinant of neighborhood social cdfitrol.

19“The federal government contributed to the eadygay of inner city neighborhoods by withholding tgage
capital and making it difficult for urban areasrédain or attract families able to purchase thain 'omes.”
(Wilson, 1996). Poor urban neighborhoods were medliby the FHA, as there was a practice of refulsiags to
these areas, and combined with the incentivegtibadvailability of these loans created for mord o# residents
to move to the suburbs, spurred the outmigratiowbite families. Suburban communities implemerzeding
laws, covenants, restrictive deeds and discrimigdémd use controls making it difficult for AfriceAmericans to
follow suit. In addition, the inner city neighbadds became the sites of public housing projectgded for low
income families as the government accommodatedistees of more affluent neighborhoods to keep these
developments out.
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As the population drops and the proportion of nonworking adults rises, basic
neighborhood institutions are more difficult to maintain...As these organizations
decline, the means of formal and informal social control in the neighborhood
become weaker. Levels of crime and street violence increase as deadiny
to further deterioration of the neighborhood (Wilson, 1996, p. 44).
On the other hand, theorists such as Sampson argue that it is not the neighborhood dyrmamics tha
cause certain neighborhoods to experience high levels of crime, but rataer mweighborhoods
are populated by larger percentages of crime prone individuals, and this exypdngher
crime rates in these areas (Sampson, 1987). Social scientists have hadfigrdgt idi
separating out the differential effects of individual versus neighborhood factbnsizt on
crime rates in different communities, but many respected theoristseéotievcommunity
dynamics play an important role in the genesis of crime probfems.
The Popularization of “Broken Windows”
Several theorists suggest a causal link between the types of neighborhood problems
experienced in poor inner city communities, community members’ fear of,@imdemore
serious crime. The “Broken Windows” thesis (Wilson and Kelling, 1982) posits that whe
disorder and low-level crime are allowed to continue unchecked, offenders believe that no one
cares, so no one will challenge their escalating criminal behavior, creat@gnosphere where
crime of all types is tolerated, and fearful law abiding residentsrstagir houses and away
from the danger. The diagnosis of crime problems in neighborhoods leads to efforts¢e addre

low-level crime and to empower the community to “take back the neighborhood” from the

criminal element, and to make it clear that the behavior will not be tolerated.

1 Based upon their analysis of the relevant litemtBursik and Grasmik indicate: “Overall, the sagdihat have
been conducted suggest that the neighborhood @dmesahsignificant effect on the probability of ciival behavior
that is independent of the effects that can béated to the personal attributes of the residefitke community.

We assume that a focus on the neighborhood isdtealty warranted and empirically justified by suindings..”
(Bursik and Grasmick, 1993).
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Although a variety of scholars have criticized this point of view (Harcourt, 2001; 1998
Sampson and Raudenbush, 2001; Taylor, 2001), the belief in a causal connection between
neighborhood conditions and crime underlies many community justice policy initiatives
“Broken windows” thinking influenced the development of community policing, for exaripl
is often cited in discussions of community prosecution and is generally implic#dasgions of
“quality of life” crimes (Boland, 1998; Kurki, 2000; Thompson, 2002). Harcourt, Taylor and
Sampson and Raudenbush, to cite a few examples, dispute the presence of such a link:

The broken windows metaphor is apt insofar as it asserts that physical signs of

decay signal neighbors’ unwillingness to confront strangers, intervene when a

crime is being committed, or ask the police to respond. Disorder may in fact be

more useful than crime for understanding certain troubling urban processes, such

as the abandonment of many of the Nation’s urban cores. That is because

disorder can be observed while crime, by contrast, is largely unobserved. But the

contention that disorder is an essential cause in the pathway to predatory crime is
open to question (Sampson and Raudenbush, 2001, p. 1)

It is also questionable whether disorder actually does increase feanefic the
neighborhood, a major component of the thesis. Broken windows supporters argue that residents
who experience increasing levels of disorder experience:

...Increases in fear of crime [which] in turn undermines the capacity of the

community to deal with its problems. Fear stimulates withdrawal from the

community, weakens informal social control mechanisms, contributes to the

declining mobilization capacity of the neighborhood, speeds changes in local

business conditions, and stimulates further delinquency and disorder (Skogan,
1986, p. 204).

However,some studies indicate that the link between disorder, fear of crime and actual
neighborhood crime rates is also unclear. Contrary to this thesis, Taylor'so$tBdlfimore
between 1981 and 1994 indicated that increasing levels of incivilities in the neighborhood did
not result in greater fear of crime on the neighborhood level.

...despite worsening citywide physical deterioration in the 1980’s, the typical
Baltimore resident was not more fearful, generally in 1994 than in 1982; nor did
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this typical resident see his or her neighborhood as more problem-plagued
(Taylor, 2001, p. 29).

The lack of empirical validation for the broken windows thesis suggests thatalrjomstice
agents’ reliance on it as the basis for policy and the creation of so many pdgetimpact
communities across the country may have been premature at best.
Community Organization
The concept of drawing the community into neighborhood improvement efforts generally
IS not new, nor is it traceable to the broken windows thesis. Beginning in the 1950’s, tae feder
government began to create pressure on local communities to include their mmember
participatory roles for local, federally funded initiatives (Shah, 1999, p. 228). Rreside
Johnson’s “War on Poverty” in 1964, for example, sought to implement community-based
initiatives to address the problems believed to underlie poverty in the inner cibg ifit&tives
were based in large part on the theories of Cloward and Ohlin (1960), which attemptddito exp
delinquency on the basis of the dysfunctionality of inner city neighborhoods. They thisad
the issues that, if not given the opportunity to succeed, young people are at highngdgm ie
anti-social behavior, and that the effectiveness of community programs isgeoriton the
participation of the affected community members in both program design and im@&arent
(Foster-Bey, 1997, p. 27). The “Community Action Program” focused on improving the delivery
of social services in these neighborhoods, and required “maximum feasible pastioghahe
poor (Economic Opportunity Act, 1964)” intended to empower community members. “It was
hoped that the process of participation would strengthen the local community anditieapdart
as well as create pressure for improved services for ghetto residoErlane, 2000, p. 872).
Early crime control initiatives were structured in two basic ways: ppeach was

focused upon trying to solve problems believed to underlie criminal behavior in raptatibe

22



stop offenders from committing crimes. The second approach was structurguidedrthe
ability of residents to protect themselves against victimization. Some ofdgeprs combined
both approaches (Podelefsky, 1983; Taylor, 2001, p. 250-251).

The Chicago Area Program (CAP) is an example of a crime controliv@ttaat adopted
the problem solving approach. In an attempt to address the gang problem in sorge Chica
neighborhoods, Clifford Shaw and his colleagues, believing that “crime evolaasatisral
phenomenon within certain community contexts” (Bursik and Grasmick, 1993), stasted thi
community crime prevention program in the Russell Square Park neighborhood in 1934 (Bursi
and Grasmick, 1993; Sorrentino and Whitaker, 1994). It was intended to prevent and treat
delinquency by utilizing services, advocacy and community involvement. The mecludriisn
program relied on the participation of community adults and local institutions ¢nataiveady a
part of the community and understood its structure, history and needs. CAP helped to organize
and form the participants into autonomous associations, and with the assistance of a CAP
representative, each association was responsible to decide the nature of #magitogdopted.
Most association programs included recreation activities intended to increaaetioh between
local youth and adults and foster a sense of community responsibility for the betiakir
younger members. Another common initiative included community improvement mgra
intended to stimulate community service and pride.

Other early community-based programs, such as the Hartford Commumitg Cri
Prevention program, implemented in 1973 (Fowler, McCalla and Mangione, 1979; Foaler a
Mangione, 1982), sought to prevent serious crimes, such as residential burglary andoypbbe
improving the residents’ ability to resist victimization by outsiders, rattan trying to control

the behavior of their own residents. Strongly influenced by routine actingesy, crime
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prevention efforts included the cultivation of citizen patrols and crime watchaonsgwhich
served both to build relationships between neighbors, and to facilitate earlieingepbcrimes

in progress, increasing the odds that offenders might be caught in the act, or trabkbe vi
presence of residents in the area would discourage them from committing the Arsm@eond
facet of these programs was the concept of target hardening, which gemetathgd campaigns
by local police to remind residents to lock the doors in their cars and homes to nfiekedhe
burglary more difficult, and to stop the mail and newspapers when they were planning to be
away from home, so they were not advertising the fact that the house wastvgeantial
offenders. A third concern in many programs was environmental design, which ocethsiaer
role of the layout of the neighborhood in contributing to criminal opportunities and attempted t
make alterations that would create boundaries to exclude outsiders.

Although these programs were developed in the interest of reducing the rate of
neighborhood crime, they also “...served to increase personal interaction among seighbor
create an appreciation for mutual assistance and self-help, and, in a word asstose of
‘community’ (DeJong and Goolkasian, 1982, p. 1).” Citizen involvement in these programs was
believed to help reduce the fear of crime. But the factor that was considerednpasant in
the effectiveness of these programs was the creation of a partnership alitrolae. “The
mutual cooperation of citizens and police is the cornerstone of an effectiveuoatynorime
prevention program. In many instances, the success of a project’s effongslepmpletely on
police cooperation (DeJong and Goolkasian, 1982, p. 14).” Community crime prevention
programs provided for increased interaction between the residents and the pail@dapg in

the areas of identifying problems and setting enforcement prioritiasldition, the police began
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to recognize the value of providing education to the community on the functioning of the
criminal justice system and home and community security issues.

The rationale for and operations of these early community-based effoetpreeursors
of contemporary community justice initiatives. The goals of these eamyntinity efforts have
carried over into contemporary crime prevention projects, as many of the thsoifsed above
persist in today’s communities. In addition, the primary mechanism of thegg@eagtams-
community participation- is now the cornerstone of contemporary initiatives.

Contemporary “Community Justice”

The recent focus of prosecutors on the community—as evidenced by the community
prosecution movement—can partly be understood in the context of larger developmefhys loose
termed “community justice.” The term “community justice” is “commonlydusereflect the
increasing collaboration between criminal justice agencies and commsunithe joint pursuit
of public safety and a ...pursuit of justice for victims, offenders and all commueitybers
affected by crime” (Karp, 1998). These goals are pursued using methods #r&toliff
traditional practices (in which justice agencies act “upon” communitles)ndertaking these
kinds of initiatives, criminal justice officials express their intent to muprtheir relationship
with the community and to engage them in identifying and solving the problems #dctthém
most.

The literature is mixed on the results of these initiatives. Because odliveisity and
partly because of the vagueness of the term “community justice,” it has beeultdifcompare
programs to each other in a standardized manner. Examples range from coliabairati
experiments in democracy in action to activities that involved the community inardye

Although some positive findings have been generated, critics are uncertainugsbeoutgt it is
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that is being done, about whether such initiatives represent new strategies, artdeabatutre
of their effects on the community. Just as some welcome the police presentatessvith
some community justice initiatives in the hopes that their neighborhoods will besedeneand
better places to live, others fear that the new emphasis on low-level atimesult in turning
more poor and minority citizens into “criminals,” make relationships betweematéfend the
community worse, or will have no impact whatsoever on the crime or the community’s
perception of safety.

The origin of the contemporary community justice movement is generally atttitaute
policing (Goldkamp, Irons-Guynn and Weiland, 2001, p.19*22Jhe community policing and
problem oriented policing movement began in the mid 1980’s (Greene, 2000, p. 308) influenced
by many factors, including James Q. Wilson’s broken windows thesis (Wilson dimtyKe
1982). Based upon the results of the Newark foot patrol experiment, Wilson found that
neighborhoods that received foot patrol rather than police services via patrol vahccibe 911
system felt safer and had a more favorable opinion of police than residents who dazivet re
foot patrol, despite the fact that statistics indicated that the crime thteohgone down. What
foot patrol actually did was raise the level of public order in the neighborhoods. Agdwey
familiar with the neighborhood, its residents and its issues, the officers ber® aespond to
strangers and disreputable residents, and make certain that informal rules ajitherheod
were understood and followed. The residents placed a high value on this order maintenance
function. As a result, foot patrol, which had been largely discredited by criminagjofficials
beginning in the 1940’s (Wilson and Kelling, 1989), began to re-emerge as a policing method,

and special units were created to solve community problems. Starting with cdgnpalicing,

12 But see discussion of District Attorney Bernardeyas 1973 program in Chicago, which predates conityu
policing, at p. 37 below.
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the criminal justice system began to slowly reorient itself to seek out centa@nd input from
neighborhood residents on issues of importance to them and to attempt to address order
maintenance issues. Community policing has gained such popularity nationwidhe that t
majority of America’s police departments have adopted the approach (Karp, 1998, p. 5)
(Hickman and Reaves, 2003). Many of these programs have both garnered the favor of
community members and resulted in a decrease in neighborhood fear of crisun(svid
Kelling, 1989; Weisburd and Eck, 2004, p. 53; Skogan, 1999).

Created in New York City in 1993, the Midtown Community Court marks the origin of
the involvement of the court system in the community justice movement. The Modeid®s si
been adopted by numerous jurisdictions across the country (Sviridoff, Rottman, Ostlom, a
Curtis, 2000; Berman, Feinblatt and Glazer, 2005). The community court stratkgyasealist
the involvement of the community with criminal justice and other governmentatiagan
crime prevention activities. Quality of life crimes that have been idedtdy citizens as being
most disruptive to their community, the type of offenses that are largely overloo&edgular
court setting, are the focal point of community courts. In addition to creafioigm for the
swift processing of such offenders, in stark contrast to the case flow indhitra court
system, sanctions imposed are intended to be meaningful, including community sezgitt to
serve as a deterrent to both offenders and would be offenders, and to act as #oviraditze
community residents who have been harmed by the offenders. Many community isounfsea
the option of mediation of mostly minor offenses or neighborhood disputes, which enables the
parties to meet to discuss the incident and try to resolve the matter in a non-@ndtperhaps
constructive manner. This may involve an apology to a victim, restitution of some kind and

community service, rather than a fine or probation. In addition, many comncouity offer
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human services to defendants and the community alike, in an effort to address neesls such a
mental health or inability to get or hold a job, which may have caused the defendaatigeneg
behavior.
Problems Raised by Community Justice Approaches

Community justice practices and policies raise a variety afbtesome issues. These
methods require increased presence of criminal justice agetits community and a new focus
on low-level crime. The issues are mainly associated witldigeetion of community police
and prosecutors to decide whom to arrest and which problem crimexiamaials to target.
Issues related to the increased discretion are magnified asuoty justice results in increased
surveillance of the activities of the residents. Critics hdeatified a variety of issues, including
discriminatory patterns of police stops and arrests (often fueled by catyprosecution policy
changes focused upon low-level crime) that may damage they albilidirgeted communities to
self regulate and do further damage to the relationship betweendbsnunities and criminal
justice agencies. In addition, there is a concern that communitggystiicies result in “net-
widening” as the focus on low-level crimes draws more individuals timocriminal justice
system, including helpless populations like the homeless. EqualigraBcant is the risk that
community justice agents will fail to identify and address therities of representative
members of the communities, resulting in a focus on the issube afdst vocal and organized
rather than the good of the community.

Virtually all community justice programs promise to initiéggality of life campaigns,”
to focus on low-level crime that had previously been afforded lowityrioy the criminal justice
system. The influence of the broken windows thesis has persuadathtyustice officials that

an important link exists between these crimes and the mooaiserime that plagues many low
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income communities. Such initiatives are notable because theg laWs that had rarely been
enforced in the past (and are rarely enforced in affluent neighborhtoodisgourage disorder in
targeted neighborhood&tuntz (2001) points out that these law enforcement methods leave
police and prosecutors a great deal of discretion to define ageash the law should be
enforced® The emphasis on quality of life crime has resultesignificant increases in arrests
in targeted communities for low-level offenses that had previoussn beverlooked or
deemphasized by the criminal justice system and that contindee toverlooked in other
neighborhoods (Solomon, 2001). Critics have noted the disparate impactshadlite practice
has on the residents of the communities where such policies havedeeied (Kim, 2001,
pp.465-468). Butler, for example, suggests that “there is an importamation between
looking for things and finding them,” citing a comment by Justice Scalimphasize his point:

If the prosecutor is obliged to choose his case, it follows thatiheclksoose his

defendants. Therein is the most dangerous power of the prosecutor: \Wikhipiek

people that he thinks he should get, rather than cases that need todoaitphs

With the law books filled with a great assortment of crimgs;osecutor stands a

fair chance of finding at least a technical violation of saeteon the part of almost
anyone (Butler, 1999, pp. 709-710).

Kim points out the injustice of holding poor, minority neighborhoods to ardiftelevel of
scrutiny than other, more affluent neighborhoods are subjected to:

Perhaps most significantly, to the extent that order maintengudieing
disproportionately subjects minorities and minority neighborhoods to more
aggressive enforcement, this policing strategy implies thaparae and unequal
set of rules respecting privacy applies to people of color (Kim, 2001, p. 467)

1% _.broad law affords the prosecutor, who has the teréad discretion to decide who to charge with meri.and
who not to. Because criminal law is broad, prosasucannot possibly enforce the law as writteerdéhare too
many violators. Broad criminal law thus means thatlaw as enforced will differ from the law on theoks. And
the former will be defined by law enforcers, by sgoutors' decisions to prosecute and police desidio arrest,
(Stuntz, 2001)."

 Here, Justice Scalia was referring to Independesgd@utor Starr’s prosecution of President Clintmwever, as
Butler points out, the argument is equally appliedb the manner in which minority communities taeyeted by
law enforcement agents.
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Critics argue that the volume of low-level crime that &xis crimes codes, as enforced
through the order-maintenance version of community policing, provides exiptkeat enables
police to make stops for the purpose of investigation rather thahdarime itself (Harcourt,
2001; Stuntz, 2001; Caplovitz, 2003).

Street stops must be supported by reasonable suspicion of crime...thBvepe
word is “"crime." If that word includes enough behavior, if crireedefined
broadly enough, police can stop and arrest whomever they wish.

Thus, police benefit from laws that criminalize street behaviat ho one
wishes actually to punish, solely as a means of empowering tbeseize
suspects. This is the force that drives much of the current movement to expand the
range of so-called "quality of life" offenses, crimes thaver low-level street

behavior that will only rarely be prosecuted, but that often sex\a& @nvenient
basis for an arrest and, perhaps, a search (Stuntz, 2001, .p. 539)

Harcourt argues that this is the underlying mechanism thatos responsible for whatever
impact order maintenance policies have on crime.

In practice, the increased or intensified police scrutiny ¢bates along with versions of
community policing such as the one found in New York City has esbkuitan increase in police
stops of young minority males, most of whom are not involved in cringotity (Spitzer,
1999; Fagan and Davies, 2000), and feel victimized by the treatment they receive.

Individuals who are stopped and searched on the grounds of minor offerises

are not arrested nonetheless may suffer due to harms arisindafrtwrs like the
invasion of privacy and the humiliation of being singled out (Kim, 2001, p. 446).

Further, since these matters do not result in a court appearaneejstim® practical form of
redress available for possible violations of Constitutional right®lved in the encounter
(Stuntz, 1998).

In addition, these types of arrests often involve the homeless andethi@lly ill, for
offenses such as aggressive panhandling, public intoxication and urinaiiootheer offenses
born of having few behavioral alternatives (Barta, 1999; Nordberg, 2002)ieant in the

criminalization of helpless individuals (Amman, 2000).
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The community itself may be harmed rather than benefitedwrunity justice attempts
to eradicate low-level crime. Such practices risk drawndjviduals into the criminal justice
system who might not otherwise have contact with it, hence “widetiia net” of criminal
justice intervention (Karp, 1999, p. 755-756). In addition, some scholars pointhatut
imprisoning increasing numbers of minority community membershaMe a negative effect on
the community. According to Butler:

These effects include the fact that more young black men apeisan than
college and that half of prison inmates are black, even though blackzise
only 13% of population. The radical enforcement of the criminal dgainst
blacks imposes severe costs. It significantly diminishesregapotential, disrupts

families and impedes education. In addition, one in seven black sniegally
disenfranchised because of a criminal req@udtler, 1999, p. 707).

Cose cites a sociologist from a New York based college on adednssue-the impact of
these arrests on community informal social control:
Dina Rose, a sociologist at John Jay College of Criminal JustievinYork has
an even broader set of concerns. In high-crime communities #hatoarally
isolated and racially segregated, she fears that locking up @rerpaople may

be so damaging to neighborhood social cohesion that it destabilizesryrareas
it is supposed to make safe (Cose, 2000, p. 44)

The community has responded to such policing methods in a variety®f Rrablems in
New York City that have been triggered by the order maintenpalicing methods influenced by
broken windows thesis have been extensively documented (Barta, 1999; Fagaviasd 2000).
The drop in crime that many attribute to this policy was accoreddoy a 56% increase in the
number of citizen complaints against police (Barta, 1999). Crimiiséice scholars offer opposing
viewpoints on the community’s feelings about zero tolerance poli€eEmedy argues that urban
community members are tired of the crime in their neighborhoaodsaee happy to receive the
“disproportionately tough criminal sanctions and expanded police discretionhédg, 1994). On

the other hand, Brooks (2001) refers to Kennedy’s position as the “tmisration argument,”
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and argues that there is “no broad based evidence showing thahAgnearicans in higher-crime
neighborhoods are willing to support increased police discretion and haasioéions as the urban
frustration argument maintains” (Brooks, 2001, p.1220). He offers the conmhantommunity
member after a well publicized incident with New York City police as eximig$isis sentiment:
We're grateful for a lot of what the police have done to bdogn crime, and we
realize most officers, like most residents of our community, hergest, hard-
working citizens, but people are being stopped for no reason, thrown against a
fence and searched. Their cars are stopped without probable causéd.soWba

of the officers are doing is just creating an atmosphefeasf(Brooks, 2000, p.
1220)

A former community prosecutor from Portland, Oregon, admits that alhtheg community
may seem to be accepting of the harsh policies adopted in theibagigods, this does not
necessarily indicate that they are in favor of them, becausetbbgbly do not fully understand
the downside of the policies for community members: “Community sudporthe only
proposed alternative to a crime-ridden neighborhood does not necesghalyamount to full
community support or to full participation in the decision making process (Burke, 2003).”
Another source of conflict has come from the operation of problem sobwintg, focused
upon special populations that include drug addicted and mentally ill ofiendsrwell as
community courts with a jurisdiction that is limited to only losw¢| quality of life cases (Barta,
1999, p. 1542). These courts are criticized for “net-widening,” subjeldimdevel first time
offenders to prolonged and intensive probationary periods for offensekatmtbeen largely
overlooked by the criminal justice system (Amman, 2000, p. 817; Nolan, 2003, p13638)1
This increased scrutiny often results in failure for suclermférs, who are then subject to
conviction for crimes that police would not even have arrested theim tloe past. These courts

are also accused of coercing defendants to give up theirgi#s in exchange for treatment and
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services, which in many instances are conditioned by the proseqan the admission of guilt,
and enforced by the threat of reinstatement of prosecution (Hoffman, 2002; Thompson, 2002).

Community justice initiatives also run the risk of failing to idigrthe entire community,
and instead focusing on the problems of the most vocal residentsngkbthe behavior of their
minority neighbors as the problem to be solved (Bennet, 1998, p. 33; Fagsial&ird 2003, p.
943-945). Lessons learned from community policing indicate that commianityvement is
often limited to small, politically organized segments of theroamity, who are not necessarily
representative of the community as a whole and that their inpufarmaythe basis for expanded
police discretion that unrepresented community members believe cantobpolice oppression
of minority residents (Buerger, 1998; Roberts, 1999; Kim, 2001). One foramemaunity
prosecutor even admits that the perception of community support caarbpulated by giving
voice to those members known to support “law enforcement policies (Burke, 2003, p. 1007).”

Community Prosecution

Community prosecution has been defined in various ways. Weinstein referred to
community prosecution as a “grassroots approach to law enforcement involving boitn@aadit
and nontraditional prosecutorial initiatives” (Weinstein, 1998). Other scholars earedlit as
“a long-term, proactive partnership among the prosecutor's office nmncement, the
community and public and private organizations, whereby the authority of the pro'seafioe
is used to solve problems, improve public safety and enhance the quality of life of community
members” (APRI, 2001) and as “a local political response to the grassroatsgaiiély
demands of neighborhoods-as expressed in highly concrete terms by citizens whthieve”i
(Boland, 1998). These general definitions would seem to point to a “new” community-

orientation in the role of the American prosecutor to address crime on aucaiyHmased level,
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involving community input and partnerships with both community and other agencies and
organizations.

Community prosecution initiatives developed in some places as offshoots of community
policing, but in other places independently and more directly in response to commuaisy iss
and public safety demands that were not being handled effectively by the pgpaslly,
community prosecutors, or in some locations, non-lawyer office representateekeployed
into the community to listen to the concerns of the residents and invite their padicipat
formulating responses to the types of behavior that they believe are mostvisofifhe
neighborhood. Community prosecution approaches generally reflect “broken windows” thinking
by focusing on low-level crime believed to underlie community crime issuesy Manmunity
justice officials believe that these are the problems identified by the goitynas being most
troubling, rather than the more serious felonies that had been the priority (Boland, 1998, p. 254 ;
Goldkamp, et al. 2001, p. 26-27). Through the community prosecution approach, many
prosecutors have decided to step away from their accustomed mode of prasgcprecessing
focused on jailing the serious offender and, in accordance with broken windows, trydo find
way to curtail the deterioration of many American communities. Innovatoldegm solving
efforts have become the major facet of community prosecution programs. Eamgr
strategies to clean up and maintain public park areas to sponsoring after-schoohiued s
programs to offer structure to the lives of at-risk youth, many prosecutoreo#ire making the
adjustment from merely trying cases to trying to prevent crime from miegun the first place.

In creating various strategies, community prosecutors have begun to erthsiptioé
partners with a stake in the community, including residents and area business bwners

accordance with social disorganization theory, community prosecution is based drefrtbdie
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if the community is able to exercise some informal social control on their owmfarehce the
anti-social and minor criminal behavior of its members, the criminal justiceats, who
obviously cannot be everywhere, have a much easier job in responding to qualitysstiif® i
In addition, because residents are likely to know who the more serious offendenseaesthey
are and what they are doing, community prosecutors hope that gaining the respet afid tr
the residents will result in a more cooperative relationship with potentiasges for trial, and
that the intelligence gathered from residents can help to build much strosgefa@athe
traditional brand of prosecution.

Community prosecution strategies have not been limited to community partners, but have
drawn on the assistance of other, non-criminal justice governmental ay&naid in
responding to the issues of the community. If, for example, residents believe thghthe
volume of neighborhood robberies is attributable to the fact that the street lighesl lout long
ago, and no one bothered to fix them, or that the corner bar stays open after hours, anid the traff
in and out of the establishment provides both the victims of crime and the perpetrators, the
prosecutors’ office will be able to influence the appropriate governmentas actcorrect the
problem. In addition, because sometimes code violation enforcement, with sanctiorss such a
fines and evictions represent an effective crime-fighting strategyepsainips with a variety of
appropriate agencies can be invaluable. One of the most valuable collabomateffective
community justice is between the prosecutors’ office and the police (Goldstock, 13&2¢d B
1998). Although each agency has a distinct criminal justice role, there is a goofl @esalap
between community policing and community prosecution; both are focused on crimaipreve
and problem solving, improving public safety and enhancing the quality of neighborhood life

(Hankins and Weinstein, 1996).
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Community prosecution has been implemented in some form or fashion in a substantial
number of prosecutors offices in the Unites States (Nugent and Rainville, 200dndiAgdo a
2001 Department of Justice survey, over one-half of the country’s prosecutoles effigage in
some type of community-based effort, while 18% of these offices have assigsedytors to
specific geographic areas (DeFrances, 2001). Some community prosecutiompriogi@s upon
enlarging the reach of the police and the prosecutor to get at and arrestimm@ssrusing the
community as “eyes and ears,” essentially to provide intelligence, in ahtefftake the
community back from the criminals.” Similar to the victimization preventionaggr utilized
by some community crime prevention programs noted above (Podelefsky, 1983)yples# t
prosecution strategies involve more law enforcement to protect the commanmnittifiose
people,” offenders who are terrorizing their neighborhoods. Kennedy has argube {hatiary
issue for African American communities is the lack of law enforcement riidue over-
enforcement, and that the criminal justice focus should be on the law abiding Afneaican
victims of crime rather than those who break the law, and urges that such offigals ha

...a sympathetic identification with the actual and potential victims of ¢rame

a commitment to policies that offer greater physical security to minority

communities, even if that means ceding greater powers to law enforcement

agencies and thus concomitantly narrowing the formal liberties thatdodigi
currently enjoy (Kennedy, 1994, p. 1260).

Adopting the social problems approach (Podelefsky, 1983), other programs arsegremi
upon the idea of empowering the community to handle their own problems and to address the
issues that underlie the crime problems by attempting to increase opporturagsandg that
needed services are provided. These prosecutors perceive the commungisimexrelifferent
way, as desiring order, yet indicating that the offenders in their neighborrettearchildren,
brothers and sisters who need help, not more jail. Still others combine the two approaches

initiating both crime control-directed and community-empowerment and ererghmtiatives.
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The implications of the differing approaches can be substantial, and the questiore sieto
community justice initiatives help communities, make matters even worse onthawpact at
all.

Most of the community prosecution literature identifies Portland as thedoazftihe
first community prosecution program. Although many factors may have influeisced i
development, it appears that community prosecution initiatives existed prior totkhefbir
community policing. These initiatives were probably more directly linked todhenunity
action movement in Chicago in the 1970’s. In 1973, State Attorney Bernard Carey @eat
community-based prosecution program in Cook County, Chicago, lllinois, that sharesfmany o
the characteristics of the contemporary programs. The State’s Atgafigice began by
opening offices in three communities in the city of Chicago with the objectivengfibgi the
office closer to the neighborhoods. Carey’s initial concern was consumer frawednptie
residents persuaded him to respond to neighborhood crime problems. Although two decades
separated Carey’s efforts from the Portland and Manhattan programs (GpJakah) 2001),
thereafter, prosecution innovations closely resembled the Chicago experience.

The Carey program focused on cases of community concern, utilized vertisatution
techniques and demonstrated commitment to direct more attention to the issusag efaims
and witnesses and to provide services to improve the quality of their involvement with the
criminal justice system, while also collaborating with community greumgisother criminal
justice agencies to maximize successful prosecution efforts. Like mbst @ty community-
based efforts, serious crime was the primary target issue (seventy pértentases involved
felony charges) but Carey acknowledged the potential damage of low-levellefim

unaddressed: “...the volume of misdemeanors in these high crime communities denaocl
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decay communities when left unattend&d.Ih interviews, two attorneys who were assigned to
the unit spoke of the benefits of the program, which included an improved relationship with the
community:°

A 1978 evaluation of Carey’s Community Prosecution program showed favorable
responses from both the community and the local pbiida.addition, case outcome statistics
indicated that the unit produced positive restflfshe program was in operation for a period of
approximately seven years, from 1976 until 1983, when the funding ran out. At that point, the
legacy of the unit continued, as many of its elements were incorporated nitarstaffice
practice, including an expanded victim/witness program, and units dedicated tarhateand
crimes against the elderly.

Common Themes and Variations in Contemporary Community Prosecution

Community prosecution strategies vary widely from one location to another. Degpendin

upon the size and resources of the office, the community prosecution program may bernen by

15 Evaluation of Community Prosecution Program indahp, lllinois, National Institute of Justice, (B)7

18 For the purpose of background research for eartieTmunity prosecution publications, | conducteeiviews
with the Honorable Nancy S. Salyers and Ray Grorsisquire, both former Assistant State’s AttorneySook
County, who were assigned to the Community Progatumit during the program’s existence betweenc1l&td
1983. They spoke fondly of their close relationshith the community, which resulted in access forimation
about neighborhood crime problems and criminalshih the office had never had access before. alsay
described non-lawyer office administrators as penfog much of the problem solving; they became adéep
referring citizens to the appropriate agenciesaionhat they needed in non-criminal matters.

7 The evaluation included interviews with organizai@nd individuals from the communities being séas
well as the police who served those districts. @dmmunity confirmed that the unit sought or acedptases that
were important to each community, that prosecut@ne responsive to referrals, and that they agiyedgs
prosecuted cases worthy of prosecution. Policeated that they found the efforts of the unit &“productive”.
An additional benefit of community prosecution thags cited in the report was the “revival of neigtitbod faith
in the criminal justice system as a process thggiards to community needs.” Interviews with comityugroups
indicated that they felt that the community prosecwas “their” attorney, representing their rightsl interests in
court.

18 An analysis of case processing statistics indictitatifelony cases handled by the unit resultddgher
conviction rates (82.3 percent) than cases hargldte office in the traditional manner, (57.8 ga1). An
indicator of improved community cooperation wittopecution efforts was found in the reduction inpgkecentage
of cases that were “stricken without leave” or ¢req because a witness or an important piece déage could
not be located -- 8.5 percent for community pro§eowases as compared to almost 16 percent afitnaally
handled felony cases.
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prosecutor or lay employee, or by a unit containing many prosecutors, investigatonsunity
relations specialists and a clerical staff. The program may operatétbetmain office, or staff

may be placed in the neighborhoods for which they are responsible. Neighborhood offices ma
be located in the local police station, or may stand alone in a storefront in the community
Programs emphasize the types of crime that create the most serious neigtibssues, as

identified through various methods which may include community input and/or critisticta
varying from drug and gang crime issues, to problems created mostlg juywémile population.
Specific strategies include vertical and/or priority prosecution, nuissretement and eviction
programs and school intervention and education programs. Researchers have identified seven
“critical dimensions” that appear to define community prosecution:

The target problem bringing about the need for the community prosecution strategy;

The geographic target area addressed by the initiative;

The role of the “community” in the community prosecution strategy;

The content of the community prosecution approach to the community problems

addressed;

e The organizational adaptations made by the prosecutor’s office for community
prosecution;

e Case processing adaptations; and

e Interagency collaboration or partnerships relating to community prosecutiatives.

(Goldkamp, et al, 2001)

Problems Targeted
Like other community justice initiatives, community prosecution prograhare an
emphasis on (or at least openness to) addressing less serioes. cWhile traditional
prosecutors focus on serious felonies, virtually all community prasecgrograms target
“quality of life” or nuisance crime. Specific offenses taegeby various jurisdictions involve a
variety of different issues. The most common target problems mauags, prostitution and

juvenile crime, but some jurisdictions target problems that areewbat unique to their

39



community™® Depending on the problems identified, some of the solutions sought defsly
from traditional, reactive prosecution approaches and include, inpreagntive programs such
as youth enrichment initiatives or restorative strategies ssiefictm/offender mediation, often
involving a number of partner agencies and actors.
Areas Targeted

Community prosecution efforts vary in the size and composition oaithas that are
selected for community-based programs. Some jurisdictions chtegéd defined communities
within their jurisdiction upon which to focus problem solving initiati?®©ther jurisdictions
choose to handle much larger areas, often because the entire area shéresaa peoblent!

Disproportionate crime rate is virtually always the primaggson for selecting a target
area, but in jurisdictions with multiple troubled communities, additidactiors enter into the
decision of which area to target, such as expressed communitg tegparticipate in such
initiatives, and the availability of resources to assist in éffert?> Some contemporary
community justice initiatives target not necessarily the moste-ridden areas, which tend to
also be the most disorganized neighborhoods, but rather those with ggablesns that have
some level of community organization in place which can be built th&uome target areas are

selected because other agencies have already establistatioaship with the community that

9 1n Honolulu, Hawaii, the initial program focal mbiwas prostitution, which was endangering thairism
industry, while in Placer County, California, a amomity with a growing retirement population, th@lplem of
elder abuse triggered the creation of the commupribgecution unit.

2 |n Nassau County, New York, for example, the targeted communities are small, each less thansfquare
miles in size. The most recently added target @rashousing project with only six thousand residgetheir
smallest site yet, (Irons-Guynn, et al 2004).

2L One of Portland’s targets is the Tri Met transation system, which operates throughout the jurtast, and at
some points even reaches into other counties, bedaw-level crime and disorder was a problematighs and on
public conveyances, (Irons-Guynn and Dote, 2002).

“2|n both Portland, Oregon and Honolulu, Hawaiigtdrareas were selected because business leagieestes
community prosecution to assist with low-level agithat was damaging retail industry and tourisnd (p. 6, 38-
42).

% plymouth County in Brockton, Massachusetts comeitlealls for service, crime rate and police stiatisn
selecting their first site, but chose the commaesithat had active crime watch, and the suppddoad businesses
and churches, (Irons-Guynn and Dote, 2002).
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can be built upon, or plans are made to target the area jointly,olatiocation is the prime
consideratiorf?
Role of the community

Community prosecution sites differ considerably in the nature and dbrcommunity
involvement they include. In some jurisdictions, community activisiyspda important role in
identifying problems to be targeted and calling for an effectagponsé® In other sites,
however, the community also plays a critical role in planning arpdemmenting strategies for
addressing those problerfsin other words, community prosecution sites differ in the type of
community “partnering” that is employed.

Content of Response to Probléfms

Even when similar problems are targeted by different commpn@tsecution programs,
the content of their response to those problems differs based upon coynimpui, available
resources and partnerships, or simply their “take” on what the lyimdeissues are. Low-level

juvenile crime issues, for example, have been attacked with ayvefiresponse® This is just

24 Nassau County established sites where Weed artliigatives were already present, while in Tra@isunty,
Texas and Honolulu Hawaii, the two agencies entdredommunity together, (Irons-Guynn and Dote, 200

% prosecutors in Brockton County, Massachusettgxample, enlist the aid of the community in idfyirig
problems by attending community meetings, but litmt community to this passive role in the belfetttit is the
prosecutor’s role to solve the problems (Irons-Gugnd Dote, 2002).

5 |In Denver, Colorado, each community prosecutitmisirepresented by a Community Justice Countibse
membership consists of 30 to 40 neighborhood stdllers including residents, business leaders, kaitters, city
government officials and local teens. Working watCommunity Justice Advocate, who is generallysident
trained to perform outreach, the council meets anoathly to discuss neighborhood issues identifigdurveying
the community and prioritized by the council. Thegn design strategies to address the issues,fiemdparticipate
in putting the strategies into effect (Irons-Guynd Dote, 2002).

27 Information for this section was drawn from Ira@siynn and Dote (2002).

% |n Nassau County, New York, community prosecularge created summer camps and after school programs
targeting at-risk elementary school aged childrear attempt to discourage young children from tréng
involved in crime, and sports programs, includiogihg, to engage teens in positive behavior tordeieinality.
In Cook County, Chicago, the focus is on job tnagnimentoring and job placement programs targeéags. In
Kalamazoo, Michigan, Knox County, Tennessee andafaga County, Ohio truancy is a serious problenezed
to underlie juvenile crime issues. There, initias are aimed at stopping the misbehavior of akildvho should
have been in school when they committed violatiassyell as attempting to keep them in school awtedf further
criminal involvement. In San Diego, Californiaten court was implemented to handle low-levelrufées,
intended to impact upon youth behavior by confragnthem with the disapproval of their peers, ad agby
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one example of the variety of approaches taken by prosecutors across thetoalediyvith the
same type of criminality, each seeing the underlying probleferdiftly, and targeting different
types of youth in different ways.
Organizational Adaptatiorfs
The level of commitment that prosecutors’ offices make to comgroaged efforts is
generally dependent upon the size and resources of the prosecufogs’difontgomery and
Howard Counties in Maryland have each made full commitmentsgetecdmmunity prosecution
concept, which serves as an overall framework for organizing thequtos's office. In some
locations, community outreach may be handled primarily or exclysbyehttorneys, as is done
in Santa Clara, California, or, like Denver, Colorado, the respongibilgy be substantially
delegated to lay employees trained to respond to community corarainsoordinate problem
solving strategies. Community Prosecution programs also vaviether they operate from the
main office (in a central downtown location) as is done in Honolulu, Hawaad Oakland,
California, or are run by staffed pilot offices located in thhgdted neighborhoods, as is done,
for example, in Portland, Oregon, and Austin, Texas. The widetyanf adaptations is
evidence of the fact that community-based initiatives can Ibeofaed out of whatever resources
the particular site has available to them.
Case Processing Adaptations
Community prosecution sites may differ as well in the way tases from targeted

neighborhoods are prosecuted. Some sites, such as Montgomery Cougtgntaronsider the

assigning the offenders restorative sanctions, asatommunity service. The program enlists higlosthtudents
to serve as court personnel, including attorneysjarors, creating the opportunity for a hands-iwcs lesson.

29 Information for this section was drawn from Goldia et al. (2001).

%9In some locations, such as Pima County, Arizdmacbmmunity prosecution program is run by one guoor
while in other jurisdictions, such as Cook Courthjcago, there are several sites, staffed by 1Inaamity-
oriented prosecutors, (Goldkamp, et al. 2001)
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geographic assignment of cases to specific prosecutors as assentreal” community
prosecuting, while in other sites, including Denver, Colorado, the mamnehich the court
organizes and assigns cases to particular courtrooms makespigo@ssignment impossible
(Goldkamp, et al 2001, p. 46 ). In many community prosecution programsasugihJoseph’s
County, Indiana, community prosecutors carry a reduced caseload consfstielgcted cases
considered most important to the community, while in other sitesjdimgl Hennepin County,
Minnesota, community prosecutors carry a full caseload of commeas®s. In either scenario,
“vertical prosecution” may be utilized, as assigned attorneys éahdl case personally from
arrest through sentencing (Goldkamp, et al 2001, p. 47). The sites agb in whether the
assigned community prosecutor tries any cases at @lifice resources and the needs of the
jurisdiction generally dictate case processing adaptations.
Interagency collaboration and partnerships

Community prosecution offices differ in the degree to which their nizgtion
collaborates or integrates with other community-focused iméat-for example, linking to
community policing or community courts, versus standing apart and tiogeranore
independently. In Travis County, Texas, the District Attorney tvaddriving force in creating
the Community Court, and is a vital part of its operations (Goldkamp, et al 2001, p. 4@asvhe
in New York County, Manhattan, community prosecution is not stronglydingehe Midtown
Court, because the District Attorney believed that the resoussss for that court would have

been better spent in improving the court system as a whole (Mut®19@). Community

31 In Nassau County, New York, the four communitysautors do not try cases. They have been deditated
handling community problems, in the belief that coumity members need to be able to make contact with
prosecutors directly, and that it is important tiet office representative in the field have thevgoto act in
response to identified problems, (Irons-Guynn anttiigamp, 2004). On the other hand, larger jurisoli, like
Manhattan, New York County, New York, cannot afftwdake attorneys out of the case processing sole,
outreach is handled by lay employees. Some prasechire neighborhood residents or individuals whare
demographic characteristics or background withtaingeted neighborhood, believing that such indialdwstand a
better chance of connecting with the community ttienattorneys would, (Irons-Guynn and Goldkam@®40
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prosecution in Nassau County, New York, relies on collaboration withr atfencies because
the heavily community service-oriented role they have taken ondreeajly been outside of
their area of expertise. This site has made creative usenohunity resources by coordinating
the services and efforts of community-based agencies to preapgams that run jointly, and are
more comprehensive, effective and efficient than any singlecgg®uld manage on their own,
to the benefit of the targeted neighborhoods (Irons-Guynn and Goldkamp, 2004, pp. 77-79).

Summary: the Problems Posed for the Prosecutorial Function in
Focusing on the Community

Given the special history of prosecutors in the United States, and problemsrecgukrie
by other criminal justice agencies in adopting community justice poli@esijiic problems and
obstacles can be anticipated in prosecutors’ attempts to reorient thais édfieach out to the
community. The evolution of the American prosecutor’s function does not naturallyposslis
to community justice schemes. Several factors have influenced this evolutsbywhile
community prosecution requires a working relationship between the community and the
prosecutor, the office of the prosecutor has historically been fairly distamthe community,
whose primary criminal justice exposure comes from the police. For this reas@nhas been
little real interaction between the community and the prosecutor. In additionpeeptor has
grown accustomed to setting policy for the jurisdiction based upon case processilsgand
sharing little information with the community. What little is shared corae®aviction
statistics during election years, or in association with high profile dagtesdme to the attention
of community members. In fact, the traditional prosecutor has enjoyed little public
accountability. The prosecutor has traditionally placed the greatest empasgisous criminal
cases, handled by attorneys trained only to process cases. Budgeblisiddly a part in

dictating just how much additional responsibility the prosecutor can take oneveherime
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has always been given much less prosecutorial emphasis. Thus, the shift to community
prosecution challenges the prosecutor to come to grips with minor crime, which majht be
greater concern to neighborhood residents. The enormous amount of power and discretion
wielded by prosecutors in the charging decision and disposition of criminal cased dasctly
to insulation from the community and from other offices and agencies. Proseatitor
independently in carrying out their case processing function, and have hadtétist in either
informing outsiders of their decision-making processes or including themtiprtwess. For
these reasons, the transition to community prosecution may not be an easyore\aie.

Change from the norm is difficult for any organization, and the office of the prosecutor
no exception. Taken seriously, community prosecution potentially representsamsabst
behavioral change for at least a portion of the prosecutor’s office. Likeanthnenunity justice
initiatives, e.g. community policing, one would predict that the changes inspiredtbgrsu
approach would meet with institutional resistance on both an office wide and indiedelal |

A shift to a community problem-solving approach calls for different background and
professional skills than those that are required by the traditional catder & prosecutor
advancement, which is premised on courtroom experience. Thus, young career prosaxltors
attorneys seeking trial experience to market in the private sector magistnt to adopting the
“social work” role associated with community prosecution initiatives, §agtaditional police
have viewed community police officers as not being “real cops” (Skogan and ti]ar@®y, p.
80, 93)). Since most prosecutors’ offices structure advancement opportunities in atimanne
rewards success in trying cases, many attorneys are reluctant to sidgp aiutse office
hierarchy to become community prosecutors, in the fear of losing their advamicgtatus. Even

in the Portland District Attorney’s office, the site of the nation’s most neebgnized
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community prosecution program, the assignment of community prosecutor is not coveted by
most of the attorneys (Wolf and Worrall, 2004, p. 59-60). In addition, most law schools do not
train attorneys to handle community issues, so they have no experience in eittmemdym
outreach or responding to non-criminal problems. There is no reason to expect tianatydi
trained assistant district attorneys would be amenable to or proficientratdled community
advocate.

Funding is also an obstacle to the implementation and sustained operation of community
oriented practices. Community outreach responsibilities may require hisingtteeneys to
take over the courtroom responsibilities that had been handled by community prosecutors, or
hiring lay employees to handle the outreach tasks. In addition, the prograrssltiesmequire
the expenditure of funds to implement and administer. Several offices, fopkexdave
incorporated community courts into their community-based initiatives, but theodbst tounty
of such a program can be prohibitive. The limited funding available to prosecutorss tifise
been used to perform their primary duty: case processing, and has been citeficasiqustor
the traditional prosecutorial focus on serious crime (Glazer, 2000, p. 1019; Thompson, 2002, p.
330-331). Prosecutors are understandably reluctant to commit these resourpesitoeexal
initiatives focused on low-level crime. Federal funding which had been availabiepors
community prosecution strategies has been sharply reduced, and fund raising isskiibthat
is outside of the expertise of many prosecutors’ offices.

There are also several issues that make community prosecution a todigh sell
community members. The isolation from the community that has come to chaeacteri
prosecutors’ offices also colors the community’s familiarity with arnmketations of

prosecutors. The primary justice agent that comes into contact with high onmeuaities is
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more often the police officer, and the relationship between the police and manyas#ied
communities has historically been a negative one (Grinc, 1994, p. 176-177). The police-
community relationship may taint the community’s response to all crimirtadgueyencies,
including the prosecutor, making the establishment of trust a difficult process.

Lack of trust contributes to the difficulty of stimulating community involvemeti wi
community-based initiatives, making community members reluctant to comasteimith those
agents, let alone become involved with their projects. In addition, most high crimeuogiam
have few functioning community organizations to help to involve their members in newnproble
solving initiatives (Buerger, 1998, p. 137-138). Prosecutors are generally not tieimedicity
organizers, and the lessons learned from earlier attempts at commupityaactiorganization
have indicated that a very small percentage of such communities will agtaréilyipate in such
initiatives (Buerger, 1998, p. 137). Also, high crime communities may consist of indsvidual
who represent various minority groups, who have differing perceptions of what the mos
significant community problems are. Even if the community consists prinvdirdysingle racial
or ethnic group, no community has a single, defined point of view. Community justicalsffic
cannot assume that they have successfully tapped into the interests of the ¢grasamvhole,
as it is likely that they have heard only from the most organized and adise@nhent of the
community whose views are unlikely to be truly representative. Addressing theafemnly
this segment may only prove to increase the level of distrust that existebehegorosecutor
and the community.

Finally, the increased criminal justice presence and scrutiny thatig af community-
based crime initiatives, accompanied by increases in arrests, may not beceigkd by the

community. The community may, on the contrary, perceive this as harassmenthaatteer
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benefit (Thacher, 2001), which, again will contribute to a lack of trust of commustigg

agents, and further damage the relationship between them.
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CHAPTER 2

PROSECUTOR MEETS COMMUNITY:
RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND HYPOTHESES

Research Overview

This research considers the implications of the movement toward community pasémuti
understanding the role of the prosecutor in the new century. On its face, the adoption of a
community prosecution orientation signals that powerful prosecutors around the caunty ha
moved into a new phase and have adopted a new way of doing business, transforming or
expanding the traditional case processor role into an engagement with the ctyntinadini
emphasizes citizen input, focuses on quality of life in the neighborhoods, and rflects
willingness to take “minor” crime seriously. It also suggests adoption of aditivnal
techniques of crime prevention to solve community crime problems—Ilarge and smalkebe
accumulating convictions in high profile cases. The study addresses genstiainguend tests
specific hypotheses about the prosecutor’s “new” community role by exanune significant
version of community-oriented prosecution carried out by the Kings County, New York,
prosecutor in a specific Brooklyn community, Red Hook.

The examination of community prosecution in one setting, of course, cannot senve as a

“impact evaluation” of community prosecution as practiced in all possiblagettiT his
research is not intended to serve as an evaluation of community prosecution per se, or eve
community prosecution as it has been implemented in this one location. Instead, in ougestioni
the role of the prosecutor in today’s changing justice system, the studynfieesnces about the
prosecutor’s role as illustrated in the Brooklyn prosecutor’s focus on the Red Hooluodm
specifically through the vehicle of its community court. The research adseggence—

drawing on different sources of data and different analyses—about the directiccupoosmay
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be taking as it moves toward a greater community role and then discusseglitegions for the
role of the prosecutor and the community.

Does the Prosecutorial Community Focus Produce the Advertisechi® Toward Minor or
“Quality of Life” Criminal Cases?

The prosecution literature outlines several basic “general rules” abourt¢héation of
the traditional prosecutor. The traditional prosecutor cares considerably lespratberns of
“minor” crime, such as prostitution, loitering, public urination, graffiti etcefgmring to focus
instead on the serious felonies like murder, rape, robbery and burglary. Conviction taerhas
the statistic of choice to convince the community of prosecutorial effects/€hles formulation
of prosecutorial policy has long been solely the province of the prosecutor, and it hastbeen s
with minimal input from the community. Community members are rarely causaiten on the
handling of cases that specifically impact them as witnesses or sictimaddition, prosecutors
generally conceive of and handle cases on an individual basis. This case-pgrspective
makes a mindset that has not easily translated into consideration of broader pesislems
patterns of crime in the community. Since the late 1980’s, the broken windows thesiseand ot
factors have begun to influence justice agencies—and now increasinglgytoose-to see the
connection between nuisance crime and neighborhood incivilities, as well as teampane
on neighborhood livability overall. For the prosecutor, the community focus thellyetieans
affording minor crimes and violations much greater weight than previously—based badhge t
that nuisances later grow into attractive settings for serious crime.

Because virtually all community prosecution programs advertise their doctggiality
of life crime” within specific targeted areas (one meaning of “commnitye search for new
community directions in prosecution should reveal that new community-focused intergent

(enforcement, services, policies, etc.) have been put into place in thosedtargate Although
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different prosecutors employ different interventions in different tacgebmmunities
(Goldkamp, et al, 2001; Irons-Guynn and Dote, 2002), the new prosecutorial strategies should
reveal special emphases, such as special initiatives to deal withypi@sir drug dealing in
certain locations in certain targeted neighborhoods. These strategies, then, wexydddbed to
generate different patterns of arrests or other planned activities itfeen earlier periods or
other neighboring precincts where such strategies are not being emptayezkample, as this
research turned to the Red Hook innovation, it would be reasonable that such a stratelgyt shoul
least produce a criminal caseload reflecting these new qualife @f Inuisance-behavior
concerns. One might argue that, absent a sign--without footprints of a new appnaadte-t
workload for the Red Hook prosecutors is different as a result of this commueityadion, it is
unlikely that the Red Hook version of community prosecution represents a major eetiodir
in the role of the prosecutor. The research begins by testing two basic hgpatiated to this
assumption:

Hypothesis 1: The prosecutor’'s community focus produces a caseload that consists of

more and/or a greater proportion of minor/misdemeanor cases than before the
implementation of community prosecution.

Hypothesis 2: The prosecutor's community focus in targeted neighborhoods produces a

caseload that consists of more and/or a greater proportion of minor/misdemeanor cases

when caseload characteristics in contiguous non-targeted neighborhoods are taken into

account.
If the prosecutor’s office had begun an intensified focus on minor crimes in Red Hook, as

the police responded to this new prosecutorial interest in these cases, there shduemave
observable increase in the number and/or percentage of these minor caseseproséoeit

targeted area in comparison to those processed in that area prior to the implemehthaé

community prosecution. At the same time, the prosecutor's community focus in thedarge
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neighborhood should have generated greater increases in number or proportion of these minor
cases compared to adjacent areas not targeted by this prosecutorigl.strateg
If There was a Detectable Shift in the Prosecutor’'s Focus Toward Lowevel, Quality of
Life Offenses Committed within a Targeted Community, Did Communiy Prosecution
Produce a Related Change in the Type of Defendants Entering the CrimahProcess?
The decision to treat minor, nuisance or “quality of life” offenses more srious new
community-focused prosecutorial strategy should have meant that, in additiomtpteese
types of cases in increasing numbers, the criminal caseload would include m&w ‘on
nuisance offenders in increasing numbers. This initiative—adopting the diadeegnforce
crimes usually accorded little importance in policing and prosecution—should leave that
some persons ordinarily not brought into the justice system would now find themselogg.in ¢
This practice may have increased the community’s feeling of safety atditivor may have
surprised and alienated the community, if residents, for example, found that tHeardreons,
and husbands were being arrested on petty matters which had previously been ignored. Whether
well or poorly received by the community, adoption of this prosecutorial emphasistadytheat
there would necessarily be a “widening of the net,” and that “new” offendrrisi we
introduced to the justice process.
Hypothesis 3: The caseload of minor offenses resulting from prosecutors’ community
focus will involve: a) more defendants from the community and more defendants with
attributes of residents in the community than before community prosecution and b)
more of these defendants than are found in the caseloads of contiguous areas.
Hypothesis 4: The caseload of minor offenses resulting from the prosecutor’s
community focus will involve more defendants who have no prior contacts with the
justice system than previously or than in contiguous areas

Community prosecutors believe that their increased presence in and interatttion w

neighborhood residents will result in improved relationships with the community. lewenat
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form this increased interaction takes for the particular community prosesite, prosecutors
claim to want community involvement in addressing crime problems, in the indérasking
neighborhoods safer and more satisfying places to live. Many social ss@mdars believe that
crime ridden communities desire more criminal justice presence (Hgnb@94; Kahan and
Meares, 1998, p. 1154), that community members are primarily concerned with |bwrilene
said to diminish the quality of life in their neighborhoods (Wilson and Kelling, 1982), and that
the response to low-level crimes or efforts to “fix the broken window” will resulecreased
levels of fear in the community, and ultimately improve community satisfa@lson and
Kelling, 1982; Skogan, 1990).

In contrast, however, new enforcement strategies focusing on crimesethatially
ignored by the justice system may translate into arrest and “crinatiahz of the inhabitants of
the targeted neighborhoods. This, some critics argue, can lead to an incregséive ne
interactions between community members and police, as more residents are sidpeested,
resulting in less, not more community satisfaction (Roberts, 1999, p. 814-616). Programs
intended to address low level crimes and disorderly behaviors may, therefoeeatcammost too
high for the community members (Roberts, 1999; Harcourt, 2001; Kim, 2001; Stuntz, 2001).
Stepped up enforcement by police and/or courts can and has been interpreted ittg @eside
harassment (McArdle and Erzin, 2001). The following questions—which are bidiréetiona
suggested that the prosecutor’'s community orientation would provoke either a positive or
negative reaction from the community, or some of each, but at least not go unnoticed.

This research examined these questions of interest in a descriptive way. Dmae to da
limitations, the questions were not addressed as hypotheses, but rathexpl@med in a manner

meant to supply context to the main analysis.

53



Does the Shift in prosecutorial strategy toward quality of life concerng the community
produce a discernable impact on the relationship between the
community and criminal justice agents?
Given the equally plausible effects predicted by the literature on both sidesis$tigs
it was difficult to predict the direction of the expected effect. It wadylidependent on how the
behavior of the criminal justice agents was perceived. If community nmenmberpreted the
increased presence as responding to their needs, assuming that all commuingiesates

responsiveness, the next question of interest would then follow.

Does the shift in prosecutorial strategy toward quality of life concerng the community
improve residents’ perception of safety within the community?
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CHAPTER 3
THE RESEARCH SETTING
Setting Overview

This research examined hypotheses relating to the new community-oriested tred
prosecutor using one nationally recognized application of the strategy in Red HooklyB),
New York as a case study. The District Attorney for Kings County (Byogkias applied a
community focus in a variety of ways in Brooklyn. It is the special applicatidmeof t
prosecutor’'s community strategy through the community court in Red Hook, iaalglamall
and geographically distinct area within Brooklyn, however, that is the main sabjeet
proposed study. One of the original community prosecution sites with a start date of ihg31, K
County has been recognized by the Department of Justice and the American Presecutor
Research Institute (APRI) as a “Leadership Site (Wolf and Worrall, 20643everal years,
indicating its value in the field as a model for other jurisdictions with fledgirograms, as well
as those considering implementing a new program of their own. In 2003, Kings County was
chosen as the site for the National Community Prosecution Convention, and the tour of the
RHCJC was a significant attraction for most of the attendees. The examwiahe RHCJC
version of community prosecution is illustrative of but certainly not representdtall
community prosecution initiatives across the county.

Community Prosecution in Brooklyn®

When District Attorney Charles Hynes took office in 1989, cases were randomly

assigned based upon the legal aid attorney who handled the arraignment, so proseeutors wer

assigned cases from all over the jurisdiction. These were heard in front of plbgeer the

32 The description of community prosecution in Kir@sunty was obtained through a series of intervieitis
District Attorney'’s office personnel.
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courthouse. Hynes felt that the jurisdiction was too large (over 70 square mhesidie as a
single unit, so in September of 1991, he implemented “zone prosecution,” a pioneering version
of what is now known as community prosecution. He created areas of responsifality sm
enough that the attorneys could get to know the community, its crime problems and @mprobl
offenders.

The borough was divided into five zones of roughly equal population and crime rate,
each consisting of four to five police districts. Teams of trial attorneys assigned to each
zone to handle cases originating there. The court system cooperated by asgigaiingpretrial
and trial judges to cases from each zone.

To facilitate community interaction, zone supervisors attended precinct cowatihgs
in their zones. They heard community complaints first hand, and were accountakle to t
residents if they failed to respond to their issues. Trial attorneysreaquaed to appear at
designated schools located in their zones to participate in education programs run by the
prosecutor’s office. The attorneys were encouraged to participate in psograhevents that
took place in their zones. In addition Hynes created the Community RelaticeeuBaonsisting
of a supervising attorney and six non-attorney personnel who were largely rbkptordhe
community outreach on behalf of the office. By attending all of the meetingsriassegned
communities, helping with the planning of neighborhood events and projects, and acting as point
persons for community complaints and problems, which may or may not be related {o crime
they came to know community members, community leaders, local police and gawditici

The District Attorney'’s office also ran several programs intended t@ssigroblems
specific to the Kings County community. These programs included ComALERT (@oitym

and law enforcement resources together), a re-entry program foy felamationers or parolees
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created in 1999, and D-TAP (Drug Treatment Alternative to Prison), a diversiaaprog
targeting low-level drug offenders (Sung and Belenko, 2006). Additional programs shclude
legal education programs, such as “Legal Lives,” which targétepdilers, “The People’s
Law School” which targeted adult residents, and “The Youth Law School,” an after school
program that targeted older children, providing age appropriate information abotitrtimeal
justice system and how to handle specific problems that were occurring indiggiborhood.
The Red Hook Community as Research Settirfg

Originally settled by the Dutch in the early 1600’s, Red Hook came to prominence due t
its spacious waterfront as a dock for bulk goods just after the War of 1812, when New York
emerged as the nation’s leading port. By the late 1920’s, the Red Hook populatioredonsist
mostly of Irish, German and Scandinavian immigrants hired to work the docks and in shipping
related industry. Rapid population growth and poor living conditions led to crime problems,
including organized crime and delinquency. The Red Hook houses, “the largest fedecgly f
public housing program of its kind” (Reiss, 2000, p. 9), when they were constructed in 1930,
provided improved living accommodations for thousands who had lived in shacks and slums.

The Red Hook economy thrived from 1850-1950 as the diverse community grew to
include African Americans and Hispanics. After WWII, however, many probéanesged. The
Port declined due to changes in shipping practices. Gradually, ships stopped conaidg to R
Hook, so the shipyards and shipping-related businesses shut down. Major highway @mmstruct
beginning in the 1940’s, including the Gowanus expressway, the Battery Tunnel eatrdrtbe
Bronx-Queens expressway, damaged the community. The three maj@sartewverged in Red

Hook, necessitating the condemnation of an entire neighborhood, and physically severing the

% This descriptive summary of the history of Red KMa@odrawn from a booklet published by the Brooklyn
Historical Society (Reiss, 2000).
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community from the rest of Brooklyn. Transportation became difficult, and merdbahts
substantial portion of their business as a result. In the 1960’s and 70’s, the proposed iconstruct
of a container port caused residents to hesitate about making needed repairs and ldohé a de
in living conditions. In the mid 1970’s, construction of a sewer line affected the foumslat

many surrounding homes and businesses. Thirty-three buildings collapsed, rassiévneral

deaths and the displacement of many families. As area living condition® gz, many Red
Hook residents who could afford to moved away. The size of the Red Hook population
plummeted from 21,000 in 1950 to 12,000 in 1980.

In the mid 1980’s, the struggling Red Hook community was devastated by the crack
cocaine epidemic (Colt and Barnes, 1988; James, 1988; Terry, 1988; Treaster, 1991; Gonzalez
1992; McFadden, 1992) . Drug sellers and users overwhelmed the Red Hook housing project and
used apartments as crack houses. Businesses closed down, and residendsmdtyeestas
shoot-outs became everyday occurrences. Violent crime in Red Hook doubled between 1985 and
1988 (Colt and Barnes, 1988).

The catalyst for positive change came as a result of a tragic indidd®92, a popular
high school principal who was attempting to visit a student’'s home was killed whgin aathe
cross fire from a drug-related shoot out (McFadden, 1992). At that point thattDAstoicmey
Charles Hynes started talking about opening a community court in Red Hook. Due tote se
crime and drug problems in Red Hook, as well as the community need for socialssewde
the physical isolation that made it difficult for residents to get to the downtowharcaccess
services, (there are no subway stops in Red Hook; it is necessary to take twio besés the
main Kings County courthouse) it was believed that Red Hook was the ideal locatiochf@mns

innovation.
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The area known as Red Hook is sharply divided geographically along racial and
economic lines. According to the 2000 census, the population of Redtthoing the study
period was 10,215. Approximately 70% of the population lived in the Red Hook Housing
projects. 60% of these residents were African American, and about 40% were Hispanic
Slightly over 1% indicated they were White (non Hispanic). The rest of the paoutasided in
an area known as “the back,” consisting of privately owned single and multi faonilgs,
where the population was primarily Hispanic and White. Over 51% of the projadiesntss
reported a 1999 income level which fell below the poverty line, as compared to appriximate
29% of all Red Hook residents. The median rent for an apartment in the projects in 2000 was
$214 monthly, as compared to the rental units in “the back”, with median rents of $ 500 to $600
per month (White, 2003).

The economy in Red Hook has undergone considerable change since 2000. A marked
increase in Red Hook property values and the influx of new businesses, generatkduttke
“gentrification” of Red Hook (Sternberg, 2007; Blumenkrantz, 2006). A multi-family home in
Red Hook posted a record sale in 2006 of over 1 million dollars (Sternberg, 2007). Described in
1996 as having only a few stores, no pharmacies and only one legal bar, Red Hook is how home
to many trendy new restaurants. A new Fairway grocery store opened in 20061K&astore
opened on the waterfront in June, 2008. Carnival cruise ships depart from a new terminal on the
Red Hook pier. The community prosecution/community court initiative, conceived inrthe ea
1990’s and arguably a catalyst for change during its mid to late 1990’s planmgegaianed in

April of 2000 as part of the overall transition that was beginning to take place in Red Hook.

34 Red Hook is comprised of 4 census tracts locatst of the elevated expressway: 0055, 0057, 008 D@85
(Fagan, 2003)
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Community Prosecution in Red Hook in the Community Court Context

Although community prosecution is practiced by the Kings County District Atgtane
Office throughout Brooklyn, a special version of community prosecution has emergetl in Re
Hook. There, community prosecution is coupled with a community court. The prosecutor’s
office also played a primary role in the court’'s design and implementatidrH&e is
considered a laboratory where the prosecutor has incorporated a vadktsenhts of
community justice effort. It is the only Kings County site with a pilot offaxmted within the
justice center itself, affording more direct contact with the commusityedl as facilitating a
working relationship with the police precincts operating in the Red Hook catchreardrat
with the court team.

The coexistence of community prosecution and community court has been found in other
counties in this country, (including Manhattan and Nassau County, in New York) and the
prosecutor also plays a primary role in the community court in some locationslimgcAustin,
Texas and Portland, Oregon. In Red Hook, however, the community court is the primary
mechanism through which community prosecution is delivered.

The RHCJC opened in April of 2000. District Attorney Hynes partnered with the CCl on
applications for funding, and recruited community residents and stakeholdersu®gfoaps,
with the intention of stimulating community involvement from the outset. These graups w
enlisted to provide input into decisions such as the type of matters to be handled by theccourt
the types of services that were needed in Red Hook. The District Attdseelyraught in an
outside consultant to facilitate the discussions (Berman, 1998). According to S@ttD
Attorney Hynes was active in garnering public support for the project, and his involveme

“‘opened many doors that might otherwise have been closed” (Berman, 1998).

60



The RHCJC is open weekdays from nine to five. Matters that arise outside ohthis t
frame are heard in Kings County’s downtown court, the main Brooklyn courthouse. Th#RH
arraigns and disposes only of D and E felonies, misdemeanors and vidtatiahsccur within
its jurisdiction. It is served by the 678" and 72° police precincts. The court’s jurisdiction
also includes several adjacent (and more affluent) communities in addition tocoBledRérk
Slope, Sunset Park, Carroll Gardens, Cobble Hill, Gowanus, Windsor Terrace, Wykoffis;arde
Boerum Hill and Columbia Terrat®. Unlike many other community courts that handle only
cases being resolved by guilty pleas, the RHCJC also hears bench trialsuiteso has
jurisdiction over cases arising from citations for behavior such as unleasheg@ulags
drinking, public urination, delinquency cases, civil and criminal family couds;asd housing
court cases arising either from landlord-initiated complaints for non-p#yoheent or evictions,
or tenant complaints.

The District Attorney had an array of sanctions to choose from in Red Hook, which
included court mandates to treatment and/or to receive certain serviceli,ascgemunity
service. Compliance was monitored regularly by the court, and those who reptakedito
perform according to court order received short jail terms. Services weredby the court to
both offenders and the community, which included short and long term drug programs, GED
courses, child care and job training, as well as classes on anger martaggaitberapies such
as dream therapy and acupuncture. An on-site clinic staffed by soci@r&arkd case managers

was available to interview and place candidates into appropriate treatment.

% The available penalties for these offenses irStiage of New York are as follows: D Felony — ufytgears in
prison; E Felony-up to 4 years in prison, (New Y@dnsolidated Laws, Pendl0.00); A misdemeanor- up to 1
year in jail; B misdemeanor-up to 3 months in jeitilation-up to 15 days in jail, (New York Considited Laws,
Penal,70.15, Chapter 40, article 55, section 55.10,)P [ contrast, an A felony is punishable by life
imprisonment, a B felony by up to 25 years, andfal@ny by up to 15 years. (Chapter 40, articléd@0sections
70, 2 (a), (b) and (c)).

% These communities were included in the jurisdittid the new court because Red Hook, the targetruamity,
was too small to justify the opening of a courtated solely to it (Fagan, 2003, p. 945).
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At the time of this research, the District Attorney maintained a commpiraecution
field office within the building that houses the court. The office was staffecsbgexvising
attorney and two assistant district attorneys who handled all criminarstitet were heard in
the court. The supervising attorney was also responsible for community outteawting
precinct and community organization meetings as well as attending comrmweiits. This
location within the community enhanced the opportunity to interact with communitypensmon
a walk-in basis, as well as to interact on a daily basis with the judge, theealspighlic
defenders, and the police creating a more congenial environment among the co@armom t
The community court judge indicated that the prosecutor’s willingness to expénivith
sentencing was what made the court work. According to the supervising commuretyupoos
the relationships she developed with the court clinicians and service provideisegdhe
confidence to accept their sentencing recommendations. The intent was t@ eneaieefficient
method of processing cases and to become more responsive to the needs of the community.
One innovative component was the Red Hook Public Safety Corps (PSC). Sponsored by
the District Attorney’s office and the CCI, the PSC was staffed by Aomas volunteers, U.S.
citizens over the age of 18, who were required to reside in the New York City are&réut w
primarily from the Red Hook neighborhood. Participants provided services to the community |
exchange for job training, educational experiences, a small stipend, and a schadshipdd
to finance their education. They were assigned to various placements witboutlie
jurisdiction, including departments within the community court, and sites such as nbmbdbor
schools, drug treatment centers and police precincts. This arrangement nadedntefacilitate
access to services for community members, since they would likely be omof@r@able seeking

assistance from people they knew or whom they perceived to be more like tiemthan an
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outsider. The PSC also responded to community requests to help out at various events and to
provide repair and clean up help. They became representatives of the needs of theityoasm
they were in constant contact with their neighbors through their many respbesjbincluding
required attendance at community meetings and the performance of suryeyRedtHook
community each year. The activities of the PSC were directed and supegvibedcbmmunity
prosecution supervising attorney, providing a critical link between the Di&ttarney and the
community. The non-probability based informal community surveys wecktasdentify

community issues and to measure neighborhood satisfaction with living conditiongtand w

criminal justice officials and court operations.
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CHAPTER 4
RESEARCH DESIGN
Study Design: Data Collection Strategy

This study gathered data designed to show “footprints” of prosecutorial practic
associated with the year 2000 implementation of the RHCJC. The purpose was to look for
evidence that might indicate that community prosecution rhetoric signaleduah act
reconceptualization or a new stage in the evolution of the prosecutor’s role. Tdvedrelsd,
the study tested hypotheses relating to shifts in case volume and defendbanésattin addition,
the study looked descriptively at some other data, which may be indicative of theieiby'sn
reaction to the community justice effort. The evidence was drawn fromptewburces and
permitted several complementary analyses. (See the summary provided id-Igble

The main analyses used the first three data sets with content that ramgexdire
general to more specific; these data dealt with the criminal caseload iIH®Ok (See Table 4-
1). The last two subsidiary data sources were more indirect and qualitative, arnlbptess
representative because they were non-probability based data souecéaljfeed-1). The
analyses performed on the latter data sets do not test hypotheses. Ratherptbeeryas more
descriptive in nature to better understand the community context in which community
prosecution was introduced, and the caseload was produced and processed.

Main Data Sets: 1-3
Data Set 1 — NYPD Arrest Data:
These data consisted of monthly aggregate data for total arrests frony J998r
through December, 2001 for each of the three precincts of the New York Police Baypdhat

covered the catchment area of the RHCJC: tfi& 78" and 78’ precincts. These data were
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Table 4-1 Data Sets

PRIMARY DATA SETS

Data name Source Content
Data Set 1 - NYPD Felony, misdemeanor and violation
NYPD Arrest Data arrest data for 3 Red Hook

Precincts: 7%, 76", 78" —
aggregated monthly - 46 months
per precinct from the years 1998-
2001. 2 months of data, December
1998 and January, 1999 are

missing.
Data Set 2 - New York Criminal Justice Agency All D & E felony, misdemeanor
Kings County Court Filings Data (CJA) violation and infraction criminal

cases for Kings County, Brooklyn
from third quarter of 1998
(n=19,296) and first quarter of
2001 (n=22,989)

Data Set 3 - Center for Court Innovations (CCI) Red Hook Comntyidustice

Red Hook Community Justice Center Center case data-court records

Data from 4/2000 through 3/2001
(n=4,088)

SECONDARY DATA SETS

Data Set 4 - Center for Court Innovations (CClI) Red Hook Comntyidustice

Community Data Center non-probability community
survey repeated in years 1999-
2001; '99 n=980; '00 n=1744; 01

n=1169
Data Set 5 - Crime and Justice Research CentefTwo focus groups: 18 tenants of
Participant Perspectives Temple University (CJRC) the Red Hook houses; 12 members

of the Red Hook Public Safety
Corps, conducted 5/9-10/2003

analyzed to establish the overall trends in arrests by type and for eeickciprdhe data included
felony, misdemeanor and violation arrests; felonies and misdemeanorssiestdli specific
charge; violations appeared as totals only. (See Appendix 1 for a list of vajiables
Data Set 2 — Kings County Court Filings Data:
These data consisted of New York City Criminal Justice Agency casg diita

including court records for all of Kings County (Brooklyn) cases at the le\u2Ifefony or
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lower. Cases that were included in this data were of moderate to low serioeuessto

cases charged as A, B or C felonies which are included in Data Set 1*abbeecriminal

filings included two periods of time: the third quarter of 1998 (July, August and September

n=19,296, referred to as Time (1), a period well prior to the implementation of theCRRCJ

April of 2000, and the first quarter of 2001 (January, February and March; n=22,988drtderre

as Time (2), a period after the court had been operating for about nine months. Thérgpurt fi

data included arrest type and severity, as well as individual defendanessdalye, ethnicity

and prior convictions. The data also supplied the precinct of the arrest, and thud alaysis

of differences in the caseload composition of all 23 Brooklyn police precincts aaswelh-Red

Hook vs. Red Hook precincts during the two time periods represented. (See Appendix & for a li

of the variables to be analyzed.)

Data Set 3 — Red Hook Community Justice Center Data:
These data provided in depth information on the defendants processed through the RHCJC.

In contrast to Data Set 2, these data were generated by the RHCJC hedRed Hook data
cover a period of 51 weeks from the court’s implementation in April 2000 through March of 2001
(n=4,088). Thus, these data captured information only for the period subsequent to program
implementation.

Included were arrest and charging information at the level of D and E félpByand
unclassified misdemeanor, violation and infraction. They also included indivelgldase and
defendant information, such as age, race, place of residence and prior crinbamgifbiseach
defendant (See Appendix 3 for a list of variables.) These data permittedriedysisaof the types

of cases most commonly handled in the community court, and how the composition of these case

37 See note 40 above.
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may have shifted in months subsequent to the court’'s implementation in a manner comigistent
community prosecution priorities.
Supplementary Descriptive Data
Data Set 4 — Community Data (Survey):

The Red Hook Public Safety Corps conducted a series of informal, non-probability
surveys of neighborhood residents to solicit their views about the state of thalvoreigod, the
criminal justice system, and the type of help needed to resolve their crimerpsaldata Set
4)3 The survey was first carried out in 1995, and has been repeated annually, but for the
purpose of consistency with the time periods covered by the other data settBaitackhides
only the data from 1999 through 2001.

The samples drawn each year were convenience samples. Thereforg spieaiking,
tests of statistical significance were not appropriate. Surveyors atbragishe survey in
English and Spanish door-to-door in the Red Hook housing projects, in addition to the other
neighborhoods within the jurisdiction of the RHCJC, including: Sunset Park, Park Slope, Cobble
Hill, Carroll Gardens, Gowanus, Windsor Terrace, Wykoff Gardens, Boerdpahiil Columbia
Terrace. The population surveyed differed from year to year; no efforhads to re-interview
the same residents each year. The sample size varied each year: 1999;(260@80)=1744);
2001 (n=1169). Because of the availability sampling approach taken in the survey, siavey d
cannot be used as reliable or representative estimates of the views odl tHedkgpopulation

per se. Nevertheless, these data were examined, only with descriptive,¢te@msitin mind.

% participants in the community survey were not canly selected; rather, this was an availability phem
Participants opted to participate or not based bether they had the time or the interest in answeguestions
about the community. Both of these selection madhapuld lead to selection bias. It is for thissen that these
data sources are treated as descriptive onlyjskef bias was too great to form the basis of @gfinitive results.
However, the survey has been performed over eiggutsy and includes thousands of participantss Helieved that
there is at least descriptive value in includinig thata to add context to the primary data sousgk&h are drawn
from arrest and court records, and are thereforsutmect to selection bias.
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Survey items included fear of crime, community satisfaction and communigpperts about
their relationships with criminal justice agencies over time. They wergidered in this study
mainly to tap some community perspectives that may help to provide some contkgt for
guantitative analyses of community prosecution. (See Appendix 4 for a list of the survey
guestions analyzed.)
Data Set 5 — Participant Perspectives (Focus Groups):

Focus groups (Data Set 5) were conducted on NMagn@ 10th, 2003 to tap the views of
two different groups of individuals in Red Hook about the Red Hook community prosecution
initiative *° The first focus group consisted of 18 residents of the Red Hook housing project. The
second group included 12 members of the Red Hook Public Safety Corps; a group consisting of
neighborhood residents as well as residents of similar neighborhoods in other NamsYodrk
City who joined the Corps to participate in service projects designed to improvedh¢oRk
community. The focus groups were led by the author and Temple researchers aresigassid
to solicit in-depth views from those involved relating to a set of questions about ticejpteEn
of criminal justice agencies and agents in Red Hook settings, including tleeytnysand the
community court, and their experiences with them, how the experiences affestezeryday
lives (do they feel safer?). The questions included in this research weeartbdor each group,
allowing for the comparison of responses between groups, but the questionnaiweagself
tailored, to a limited extent, to each specific group and their unique experiseeRgpendix
6 for a copy of the focus group questions guides.) The discussions were taged&ath the

consent of the participants, and were later transcribed for analysis. Thesgigeiaata served

39 Focus groups: Residents who were focus groupcjjsatits were compensated for their time with twefivg
dollar gift certificates, which they were awarebefore they chose to participate. Red Hook Pugdifety Corps
participants were given refreshments and a break their work day, which may have provided someiive for
them to participate.
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as another source tapping community perspectives regarding crimina jagtiventions in
Red Hook.
l. Analytic Strategy
To test hypotheses relating to the prosecutor’'s community orientatidvexrsised under
the community prosecution strategy, the analysis of these data was atgarizefollowing
way. (The hypotheses and the data used to examine them are summarized in Appendix 6.)

Hypotheses 1 and 2: Nature of the Red Hook Caseload (T1 and T2; Red Hook Precincts versus
Contiguous Precincts at T1 and T2)

The Brooklyn prosecutor’s focus on the Red Hook Community as a central element of the
community court should produce increases in the volume of low-level criminalgasasted
from the Red Hook area as well as increases in the proportion of low-levebeasgfrought
into court from Red Hook precincts relative to cases of higher seriousnesshduicse evident
in the volume and composition shifts in arrests after the community court came, arsiinmge
Data Set 1. Comparisons of the non-Red Hook and Red Hook criminal caseloads, using Data Set
2, should also show shifts in the comparison of the time periods before (1998) and after (2001)
implementation of the court. Analysis of Data Set 3 provided a look at the caselbadR{{€IC
during its first year of operation, to see how the content of the caseload evolvadeyant
whether it changed in predicted ways.

Analysis of Data Set 1: Changes in Arrest Trends
Utilizing Data Set 1-Arrest Data, analyses examined whether painairest categories

shifted over time in the RHCJC feeder precincts, using HierarchicalrLitedeling (HLM):*°

“OHLM was used in this research to test hypothesedigting changes due to the introduction of comityun
prosecution, as effects of the interaction of tn@eipendent variables, time and arresting precliet.analysis
takes into account the combined impact of the teudgables. Regression would be inappropriate tdfarstnis
analysis because it assumes independent error. tEomthis same reason, time series analysis wiasseal, in
addition to the fact that there were not enouglenlzion points for it to be utilized properly.
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More specifically, the analysis examined arrest data generated bydbd=tta Hook precincts
only. Arrests were separated into two groups defined by charge severityehmlseess (felony)
and low seriousness (misdemeanors and violations). Changes in volume of the low seriousnes
arrests and in their proportion of the total over time were both of inféresaddition, the arrest
data allowed separate analysis of certain specific offense groupatgeflect offense “type.”
The volume and proportion of misdemeanor drug arrests were selected forsaioalgpresent a
version of “minor” or “quality of life” low-level crimes that would be the subgiccommunity
prosecution attention.

Level one in the data was time defined by months. Each month had scores on three
independent variables associated with it: months since the first month of thistqa&mgsence
variable), the square of the sequence variable, and pre- vs. post-implementation(@esiths,
and three dummy variables capturing seasonal variation. Level two grouped the rdatzfdy
the arresting precinct. The analysis of aggregate trends addressed the quedietherfthe
nature of incoming arrests shifted to reflect a minor crime or “qualiijedfemphasis in the Red
Hook target precincts after the court was implemented, as community proseautidrpvedict.

The aggregate arrest data in Data Set 1 had a few limitations, which asdén
Chapter 5, below.

Analysis of Data Set 2: Changes in Criminal Case Filings from the
Pre- to Post-implementation Periods

Data Set 2 permitted a different analysis of the impact of community prasepoalicy.
Similar to Data Set 1, these criminal filings data of lower level chgfged and C felonies are
not included in this data set) allowed observations of both pre- and post-implemeiitagen f

within a large, non serious felony and misdemeanor case population. In addition tathe dat

“L Violations represent a small portion of all arsesThey have been combined with misdemeanorsilysis.
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reflecting criminal filing patterns in the Red Hook precincts, thesealstaincluded filings from
all of the other precincts in Kings County, permitting comparisons to areas waitemss to the
community court. Hypothesis 2 suggested that a comparative analysis of DAt@&eTable 4-2)
should show that filings from Red Hook precincts reflected a greater emphasisaorcnme
than filings from those same precincts before community prosecution wasnemézl and Red
Hook precincts should show a more pronounced emphasis on minor offenses at T 2 (2001), post-
implementation when compared with all arrests (T 1 and T 2) made by non-Red ooictst

This data set also added more detail to the nature of the charges in each caas than w
possible in Data Set 1, which was limited to felony vs. misdemeanor/violatest designations,
allowing closer scrutiny of charges within the broad “less serious” crirvas@ population. This
made it possible to distinguish between two separate degrees of minor gageizjryy different
cut off points: the first compared cases where the highest charge wastagBeand E felony, A
misdemeanor) vs. cases where a lower-level (B misdemeanor, violatioastianfs) charge was
the most serious charge; the second defined low-level or “petty” cases awieos¢he most
severe charge was at the level of misdemeanor or lower and compardée ivoduime and
proportion of cases with D or E felonies as the most severe charge.

HLM analysis used a multi-level model with weeks (14 pre-implementatezks in
1998 and 13 post implementation weeks in 2001) at level one and precincts(n=23) at lesel two a
the organizing units. The analysis tested the impact of three independent safiablaon-Red
Hook vs. Red Hook variable allowed an analysis of the locational differences. Tiaspre/
implementation variable allowed a comparison of the composition of the caselbadsrbthe
two periods. The “pre/post-implementation interaction,” gauged the impadis Bied Hook

treatment, while controlling for pre-to-post-implementation shifts in theegntisdiction.
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Because there may have been differences in arrest patterns due to the ceealtiens during
the different time periods (Rotton and Cohn, 2000) (T 1 included summer months, as compared to
T 2, which included winter months) analyses included controls for seasonality (werakigrature
readings). In short, treatment locations (Red Hook precincts) and postanégteriod should
have shown a significant difference predicted by the introduction of community ptiosec

Analysis of Data Set 2: Changes in Case Composition Subsequent to Innovation

Data Set 2 also differed from Data Set 1, as it permitted aggregation byailesr than

by month, so the criminal filing data were organized into weekly periods. Thessnakluded a
second model of the impact of each independent variable, based upon the passing weeks as
opposed to a comparison of pre vs. post implementation. If there were increasesaaklye w
number of cases or in the proportion of lower to moderate seriousness cases in Red Hook over tim
and compared to neighboring precincts, a plausible argument could be made that éhese dat
supported the proposition that something different was occurring--in the eXkpieetetion--using
those timeframes. In short, the hypothesis was that there would be differemetsdegreange in
the non-Red Hook versus Red Hook caseloads from T 1 to T 2, showing a greater production and
greater relative production of low-level cases in Red Hook.

The limitation of Data Set 2 was that it only provided 13 weeks of post-implementation
data. Although these data allowed comparisons with the pre-treatment period, itgkdnmiot
extracting information about gradual shifts in processing taking place subségue
implementation of community prosecution. Data Set 3, although limited in thatairoeshidata
only from the three Red Hook precincts, consisted of only the first 51 weeks of the court’
operations and was confined to post-implementation observations, was useful in supplementing

the analyses of Data Sets 1 and 2 to examine graded shifts in the targetraneh caseload.
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Analysis of Data Set 3: Gradual Changes in Red Hook Filings Post-implemeitan

The Red Hook 2000-2001 community court data (Data Set 3) represented a subset of
both the arrest data and the criminal filing data used in the preceding andiggescluded the
portion of the target population cases actually processed into the RHCJC. @tesdB enter the
courts and not all potentially eligible felony and misdemeanor cases end up iro&eduing
the weekday periods of operation.) The hypotheses suggested that over timepag thecame
established, the trends in caseload would become more evident. Therefore, theqiuipese
type of analysis was to determine whether there was a trend of increaséelgad volume and
proportion of low seriousness cases over time. An HLM longitudinal model using vazdaly
was used to determine if the Red Hook caseload increasingly transformdddbthef aims of the
community prosecution strategy.

At level one, the dependent variables were: volume of cases and the proportion of low
seriousness cases to total cases over the first year of data (51 weekslegendent variable for
sequence and another for sequence squared were used to capture linear and ceradisatic t
Three dummy variables (spring, summer and winter) controlled for seasonality.

At level two, the data were grouped by precinct to determine whether thexe w
differences between the precincts in caseload composition. Since a@lptboincts were
treatment precincts, there should not have been any significant differengesrbéiem;
however, the hypothesis suggested that the volume and proportion of the lower leuehess
cases should show increases over time for each precinct.

Analyses of Data Set 3 documenting post-implementation shifts (2000-2001) and
analyses contrasting 1998 and 2001 cases could not, in themselves, provide conclusive evidence

that the prosecutor’s focus has shifted and that the shift was reflected ima»nefcriminal
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caseloads. Atthe same time, however, absent any noticeable shift in caseipaditton or
volume, or absent any evolving trend in the Red Hook caseload from 2000-2001, it would be
difficult to infer that community prosecution resulted in the advertised diffesenc

Hypothesis 3 and 4: Attributes of Defendants T1 and T2; (Red Hook versus Contiguous
Jurisdictions at T1 and T2)

By positing that the prosecutor’'s emphasis on low-level crime in the Red Hook
community would generate cases involving individuals who were more likely tornetie Red
Hook community, as police officers paid increasing attention to nuisance leveldishavi
Hypothesis 3 suggested that the low-level community enforcement initredrel “widen the
net” and sweep area residents and youths into the new justice apparatuste@reitsand
residents believed that their enforcement drew local African AmericaHligpdnic youths into
the RHCJC to a greater extent than would have happened previously without the community
prosecution emphasis. Harcourt (2001), for example, argued that the order mamisoiaing
practiced in New York City provides a pretext that justifies stops andssaot young minority
males, and has resulted in an increase in such stops and arrests. Focus group distthssioals
residents revealed a shared belief that the community court’s operatiatyaghcouraged
police to stop and arrest these young men for petty offenses, and enabled theny teelaxg
for other things--like drugs--a behavior which residents believed wasdesaan prior to the
initiation of the court.

Hypothesis 4 predicted the more traditional version of net-widening. The quality of
life/nuisance focus of enforcement efforts, according to this thesis, should poefendants
who differed from the usual criminal court defendant: minor offenders with no histprioof

involvement in the justice system.
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These hypotheses focusing on defendant attributes were examined using therllew Yo
Criminal Justice Agency (NYCJA) criminal court filings (Datet ) data representing all Kings
County precincts. The analysis employed the same before and after (1998/2001) and Red Hook
versus non-Red Hook comparisons to search for the hypothesized effect edseitiathe
implementation of the treatment. In addition, RHCJC post-implementation detaanalyzed to
look for an evolving shift over time in defendant attributes in the community castoea once
implemented.

The major distinction in these analyses of differences in defendant ayiboepared to
the preceding ones, however, was that these were conducted solely on an individualrigvel
HLM. Several attributes were examined to test these hypothesegeamler, ethnicity and prior
convictions.

Analysis of Data Set 2: Changes in Defendant Attributes from the
Pre-to Post-implementation Periods

The content of Data Set 2 allowed for specific types of comparisons. Its prefpost
permitted analysis of differences in the attributes of persons arrested dek after the
implementation of the community prosecution/community court strategy in 2000udgette
data included arrest precinct information for each criminal filing, aeédefendant attributes
were compared across precincts and over time as well (Red Hook vs. non-Red Hoaksprecin
The analysis tested the interaction between time period (T1 vs. T2) and loBattbH ok vs.
non-Red Hook precinct) to determine whether there was a significant chahgepobability of
certain types of offenders being arrested in Red Hook (as opposed to non-Red Hooksprecinct
specific to the post-implementation period only.

By looking at individual defendant attributes rather than aggregated casaslifssa

isolated the impact of each attribute from those of others. HLM was used toidetarhether
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certain types of offenders were more likely to appear in case filings dbherigeatment period.
Separate analyses were conducted with each offender attribute of ialiEemesttely, serving as
dependent variables. When an attribute was not the outcome of interest, it was usedrat a c
variable. The attributes of interest (dependent variables), analyzethatodious variables, were
defined as follows: age (24 and under vs. 25 and above); race/ethnicity (African @maaric
Hispanic vs. White/other); gender; and prior convictions (none/any).

Independent variables included a post-implementation variable distinguishiveebet
observation periods, a locational variable distinguishing Red Hook from non-Red Haik, a&re
post-implementation Red Hook variable distinguishing cases originating frdm pos
implementation Red Hook arrests from all others, and controls for temperatiagons
representing seasonal effects over the observation periods. This analysis lzstked time (T 2)
and/or location (Red Hook precincts) explained variation in specific defendédmitatd, while
controlling for other attributes. The prediction was that post-implementatas é@m Red Hook
precincts would present a different mix of defendants than seen in other precieets or s
previously in Red Hook.

Analysis of Data Set 3: Shifts in Defendant Attributes
in the Red Hook Community Justice Center over Time

This analysis of Data Set 3 supplemented the above analysis by examinid@ RIE@ that
included 51 weeks, post-implementation. In theory, this passage of time could haeel dtlew
community prosecution policies to take hold. Alternatively, analysis could have shawn tha
community prosecution efforts weakened over time.

Similar to the analysis described above, HLM analysis was condudtesliatividual level
using the same dependent variables (dichotomies representing young, non-gvidiée, g

residence and previous record) while controlling for the impact of other variables.
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The underlying aim of this analysis was to detect changes in the probabdeyendants
with specific attributes being drawn into criminal court in the post-imphatien period over
time. The key impact indicator here was sequence (in weeks). The purposerafeapenident
variable was to determine whether changes in caseload type, if any, wedngpg, slowing
down, or remaining consistent after the court had been running for awhile. Bédawsas an
individual-level analysis, the question was whether, controlling for other catseds, certain
types of defendants were increasingly represented.

Two dummy variables were assigned to two of the three Red Hook precincts to control for
any differences attributable to different practices across treafmecincts. The hypotheses
predicted that offenders who were young, residents of Red Hook, minority oromiaéel no
criminal history, would have a higher probability of being prosecuted.

Although each of the analyses had its limitations, in combination, they complemacited e
other. Data Set 2 allowed a glimpse of “pre/post-implementation,” “tredtraed “pre/post-
implementation interaction” as each analysis is described above, but containadimmigd
period of post-implementation observations--the first three months of 2001. AlthougBdd&a
contains only post-implementation observations made on Red Hook precinct cases only, it
provides an in-depth look at the defendants entering the RHCJC over the first iy axistence
from April, 2000 through March, 2001, allowing a longer period of time for an effect to take
place. (See Appendix 3 for a list of case and disposition variables.)

Descriptive Analysis of Community Perceptions
Ideally, assessment of the community role of the prosecutor under community
prosecution would benefit from data relating to community perceptions and perspeleor

example, a probability-based survey of the relevant neighborhoods would ask reskothes w
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they were aware of the community prosecution and community court initiativethewkieeir
views of justice agencies had changed and improved, and whether as a redelt slaégr in
their communities and more appreciative of the relevant justice actors. Ehewend the
scope of the proposed study. However, to tap community perspectives at leastvappglitiais
research drew on two sources of data that, although not probability-based, provided useful
insight.

The annual survey of Red Hook residents conducted by the CCl in New York included
guestions relating to criminal justice agencies and perceptions of comsaigty (See
appendix 4). This made possible, in a manner that was qualitatively descrigtesetinain
guantitative, an examination of the survey data over those years to determine \wngteas
coinciding with implementation of the community prosecution/community court inéjat
residents reported higher regard for justice agencies or felt safeiicémmunities. These
analyses basically involved comparing percent change in relevant questiotimeyén be
discussed in context of the other trend analysis results, such as crime rate emange
differences in types of arrests.

Demonstrated improvement in justice agency ratings or community safegppens
from 1999 through 2001 cannot provide unequivocal support for the effectiveness of the
community prosecution initiative in Red Hook because of the design of the survey and since
crime was continually going down around New York generally. Findings that respsihddoht
these agencies in less esteem or felt less safe after the couriplameénted, despite the drop in
the crime rate, however, would not offer much support for the claim that the community
initiative resulted in improving community attitudes. Most importantly, howeuaeghese

surveys were based solely on convenience samples, respondents might have had varying
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motivations over time to respond to them depending on what had happened to them or to those
they knew personally. Trends inferred from these surveys, were interpiigigtiis/in mind.

Similarly, qualitative analyses of the transcripts from focus groups coudoictiglay 9th
and 18", 2003 in the Red Hook housing project and the RHCJC (see Appendix 6) sought to
detect themes in the views of the residents regarding safety, crimine¢ jagéncies, the
community court and prosecution. Despite their qualitative nature--and reogghiat two
focus groups cannot represent the views of the community overall--theseedettheless
offered at least some perspectives of Red Hook residents in the taiggtwhdre community
prosecution was implemented, which supplemented and provided context for the interpretation of
the archival findings.

Data Limitations

Not surprisingly, the data sources described above have limitations that kegrénta
account in the research. Perhaps the ideal approach to assessing the efifgdesneinting
community prosecution in the Red Hook setting would have involved a field experiment.
However, this was not possible since it is difficult to conduct an experiment tetebac
Instead, this research was designed as a retrospective study.

Ideally, additional arrest data beyond 2001 would have provided more post-
implementation observations. Data Set 1(the arrest data), and Data Sets Adth€ddinty
Criminal Court data) and 3 (RHCJC data) supplied information only through the year 2001,
covering only about one year post-implementation. Data Set 3 included RHCJGrdgsesth
no comparison group. In addition, Data Set 1 provided arrests only from the thresdt&eet
Hook precincts and did not permit comparisons of these precincts with others. Mogsldetalil

offense breakdowns would have permitted more specific analyses.
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In addition, the two observation periods covered in Data Set 2 were not from the same
guarters each year; they included the third quarter of 1998 and the first quarter of 200&. This
because the creation of a data set specific to this research was prdhiexpensive, and
access to data sets that included the information that was most pertinent tetiomgue
addressed in this research and the relevant time frames was limited. Tregproptiate pre-
implementation data set covered July, August and September of 1998. However, thegnatc
third quarter of 2001 that would have contained the needed information included September 11,
2001 (9/11), a date after which everything changed drastically in New Yoré&eras years to
come. There was no appropriate data set already in existence that représe=second quarter
of 2001. Given these options, the data obtained were the best available and the study proposes to
attempt to control for seasonality in the analyses.

Although eventually offering a research resource for the close exaonimdtine
community prosecution caseload in real depth, the data compiled by the RHCJSLiftself
from the problem that they are post-treatment only and have no contemporaneous @uprol gr
also being generated. However, these data were only analyzed to determinmg@msentation
trends within the court during its first year of operation, and were not used for eivgpar
purposes.

The data sources were also subject to certain influences that may poseta theea
validity of the findings. Threats to internal validity (Campbell and Syaril@66; Cook and
Campbell, 1979; Maxfield and Babbie, 1998; Shadish, Cook and Campbell, 2002) for this
research include:

1. Local history - During the same time period that the RHCJC was being inmpéeine

the Red Hook neighborhood began to experience changes. Real estate prices begandto rise
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Table 4-2 - Key Variables

PRIMARY DATA SETS

Data Set Dependent Variable Independent Variable
Data Set 1- Volume and proportion of arrests; severity and sypelonies Precinct, time (months), treatment
Monthly aggregate (murder and non negligent manslaughter, forcibpeeya (initiation of community court)

arrests in Red Hook robbery, felonious assault, burglary, grand lareeayehicle,

Precincts (1998- grand larceny-vehicle, poss. stolen property, damgedrugs,

2001) dangerous weapons, other felonies); Misdemeanarg|éy
tools, poss. stolen property, sex crimes, dangefougs,
dangerous weapons) Violations (totals only)

Data Set 2- Volume and proportion of charges: severity (D anféleny,  Precinct (treatment-Red Hook vs.
Kings County court A or B misdemeanor, unclassified misdemeanor, titoa non-treatment-“other”); pre-and
case filings data infraction. Charge type (harm to persons, harmets@ns and post-implementation; time (weeks)

property, weapon, property crime, drug, sex critheft
intangible, misconduct, obstructing justice, VTtaffic
offense). Volume and proportion of cases involving
defendants with specific attributes: defendantmttes ( age,
gender, birth date, ethnicity, resides in jurisdictof RHCJC,
prior convictions )

Data Set 3- Volume and proportion of charges: severity (D anfélBny,  Arresting precinct, changes over
Red Hook Criminal A or B misdemeanor, unclassified misdemeanor, tiara time
Justice Center court infraction); charge type, (law, section); volumel gmoportion
data of cases involving defendants with specific atttisu
defendant attributes (prior record, gender, ethnigirior
conviction, resides in jurisdiction of RHCJC)

SECONDARY DATA SETS

Data Set 4 — Relevant question themes neighborhood conditioeppst  Time, respondent attributes (race,
Red Hook RHCJC, fear of crime, relationships with criminasiice age, gender, length of residence)
Community Survey agencies, neighborhood problems - crime and/ordiso

quality of life); questions (see appendix)

Data Set 5 — Relevant question themes (length of residence dear Respondent place of residence,
Red Hook Focus neighborhood crime, social ties, relationships witiminal attributes
Groups justice agencies and agents, community problems-

crime/disorder, employment opportunities, conditidn
neighborhood over time); questions (see appendix)

new businesses opened in the area (Jacobs, 1999; Donovan, 2001; Kim, 2002). The media has
characterized the neighborhood as being revitalized. These changes, orrtheagient of Red

Hook, may have been responsible for the decline in crime rate, as political sessue placed

upon police to make the neighborhood safer for new, more affluent residents. Thesedsfluenc

may have been as important a causative factor as the implementation of the anyrthanges
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found in arrest practices. On the other hand, the prospect of the opening of the court,aghich w
in the planning stages as early as 1997, predated most of the documented tmntadizd was
arguably one of the catalysts for the changes in the neighborhood. In fact, fmgqusngmbers
opined that one reason for the creation of the court was to clean up the neighborhood and pave
the way for gentrification. It is likely that both influences played a role mical justice
system changes, so the results of this study have been interpreted withrtmd.i

The approach used in this study acknowledged these limitations and addressed them t
the extent possible and employed multiple sources of data to examine the hypatekglety
different ways. Under this multi-method approach, questions of reliability andtyabielie
moderated somewhat. The data sets overlapped somewhat, both in time periods exammed and i
content, and the similar analyses were repeated on the different datavestsheEqualitative
data provided valuable confirming or disconfirming perspectives on of the operation of

community prosecution in Red Hook that were helpful in interpreting findings.
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CHAPTER 5

COMMUNITY PROSECUTION AND ITS IMPLICATIONS FOR ENFORCE MENT
AND CASELOAD EMPHASIS IN RED HOOK PRECINCTS

Overview

Hypotheses 1 and 2 suggested that the adoption of the community prosecution strategy by
the Kings County District Attorney, through the use of the RHCJC, would reshamges both
in police arrest practices and caseload characteristics in Red Hook agptiesis of that
strategy on lower level, nuisance or minor offenses took hold. Specifically, Hgoihe
predicted that the prosecutor's community focus would produce an incoming areésaddbat
consisted of more and/or a greater proportion of minor/misdemeanor cases tharhbefore t
implementation of the community prosecution strategy in Red Hook. Hypothesis 2 furthe
predicted that the Red Hook Community prosecution strategy would result in asétcrea
volume and proportion of minor/misdemeanor criminal cases entering the cowtsEsed to
other King County precincts without this enforcement approach.

These hypotheses were examined using three different, but related, data sbleces
first data set (Data Set 1) was drawn from NYPD arrest data fdnréee Red Hook precincts
(the 729, 76" and 78" covering the time period from January, 1998, through December, 2001.
The second data set (Data Set 2) consisted of criminal cases filed inG¢agty courts by all
Kings County precincts during two discrete 3-month time periods, one prior and one sobseque
to the launching of community prosecution through the opening of the RHCJC in April, 2000.
The third data source (Data Set 3) was drawn from RHCJC data collectedrbpgersonnel

from the time of the opening of the court, including all criminal filings and ndafgndant
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characteristics in cases reaching the community court itself ovérah®l weeks of court
operations.

Each source of data provided an overlapping yet slightly different perspective on the
handling of cases in Kings County prior and subsequent to the adoption of the community
prosecution strategy in Red Hook, focusing on lower level offenses. Three sufulets were
employed because, while each had its limitations, in combination they providedgest
opportunity to test the hypotheses concerning the implementation and impact of community
prosecution in Red Hook as reflected in arrests and cases entering thalazonit system in
Kings County.

l. Trends in NYPD Arrest Data (1998-2001) and Their Implications for
Community Prosecution in Red Hook

The Kings County prosecutor’s focus on lower level offenses in its Red Hook community
prosecution strategy, according to the underlying assumptions of that approach, should have
produced detectable increases in both the volume and proportion of low-level arrestszadl cr
cases generated from the Red Hook precincts, as compared to arrestesuod gaeater
seriousness. Thus, as a first step in the analysis, NYPD arrest da&@Da) should reflect a
shift in the volume and composition of arrests after the RHCJC and its assocratadruty
prosecution emphasis came on line in April of 2000 (see Table 5-1).

Limitations in the Data
While providing useful data for a first analysis of hypothesized change®sisairends
associated with the implementation of community prosecution, the aggregate &vRDdata
have at least four important limitations: 1) The data are aggregated monthigrenad loe
broken down into weekly increments, so there are fewer data points to examine thamemight

optimal (a problem for interrupted times series, for example). 2) The daidermhly arrests by
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Table 5-1 - Analytic Model, Hypotheses 1 & 2, Data Set 1

Dependent variablesroportion of minor (misdemeanor) arrests; volume of
minor arrests; proportion of minor drug arrests; volume of minor drug arrests.
Independent variabled evel 1: Time (Sequence), measured in months; sequence
squared; pre- vs. post-implementation (0, 1). Level 2: precinct as a randamn eff
Units of analysisMonths (n=46; 25 pre-and 21 post-implementation) nested
within precincts (n=3)

Locations includedTreatment precincts 72 76", 78" no “control” areas

Data begin and end date3anuary 1, 1998 — December 31, 2001.

Analysis strategyHLM

Red Hook precincts, so there is no control group to permit comparative analysestsfiarRed
Hook vs. non-Red Hook jurisdictions. 3) The aggregate arrest data include broad offense
categories, such as felony, misdemeanor and violation, but they do not include the specifi
degrees of each offense, which would permit a more detailed analysis of polsaites in
seriousness of arrest offenses between the pre-and post-implementation pBridus four
years of data had missing values for six scattered months of data (Decembela@Rly,
August and November 2000; and August, 2001) for each precinct. Specifically, tirgrdas
were mostly from the post-implementation period. This limitation was addref$sed a
comparing the effects of possible missing data strategies. Usingisawproache¥ including

interpolation, averaging, dropping missing months and testing for effects thréilad’a

“2The raw data set recorded the arrest totals ashiyannning totals of arrests for each year infepecinct.
From these running totals, the arrests per montk ertracted. The missing months were coded 98%&imaw data
set, and the following month in the series repriesbthe running total as of that month, including arrest
numbers from the month that appeared to be missiltigough it was not possible to extract the truenber of
arrests that occurred in the missing month andali@wving month, in most cases it was possiblesibhiow many
arrests took place in the two months added togeltés was not possible for the numbers that weassimg for
December 1998, since it is the last month of ther.yi¢ was followed by January 1999 data that reptiee data for
November 1998. Because it is impossible to estittetarrest numbers for these months, both Deceaild€y98
and January of 1999 have been deleted. For thanmgmanonths, the arrest total for the missing rhaartd the
following month was estimated (for example, whilay\2000 data are missing, the running total foieJs a
number that contains the total arrests for boththmronce the total for the months January throhgfil are
subtracted.) That number is divided in half, (arJaly, August and September 2000 divided intadgiand
assigned evenly to the missing months. A flagalde was created to highlight and control for thenths where
the numbers have been estimated in this mannea rAsult, the total number of months for whichadate
available is 46 per precinct, including 25 pretasd 21 post-implementation months, rendering the da
discontinuous rather than continuous.
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variable, it was determined that the full data set with interpolated valisethevaptimal
strategy’*®
The data were analyzed using HLM. For this initial analysis of impactrestgractices,
arrests were separated into two groups defined by charge severityst$ arvolving charges of
greater seriousness (felonies) and 2) arrests involving offenses of minassess, including
both misdemeanors and violatidlisThe dependent variable was analyzed in two versions: 1) as
the volume of “minor” arrests and 2) as the proportion of total arrests accountgdiords
offenses over time. Two additional analyses concentrated solely on the volumegortigan of
misdemeanor drug arrests. Drug crimes are often discussed as typicaitgfajuife offenses
targeted by community-based efforts (Table 5-1) (Rosenfield, 2005).
Independent Variables
Level one in the data captures monthly variation. Each of the three Red Hook precincts
has 46 months of available arrest data (total n = 138). At level two in the dadts areegrouped
by precinct. The four independent variables were:
1. Time (Sequence) months since the first month of these data. This independent
variable captures the ongoing linear trend over the period for these case volumes and

proportions, on average, across all three precincts.

“3 However, the flag variable was inserted to corfoothis, and a separate analysis was conducteéteodata with
the missing months deleted allowed an unbiased & dhe data. The results across the outcome Vasifdr the
separate analyses for the fuller data set as oggodbe subset with no missing data indicatedtthaflagged
analyses produced roughly equivalent outcomesa@mialysis conducted with the missing data rem¢seel
appendix 1). Therefore, the full analysis utilizles fuller data set.

** The initial proposal was to separate the changes3 levels, including high, medium and low-leubbrges,
representing felony, misdemeanor and violation gésrespectively, however, the violations madeugh s small
percentage of the charges that it made more serisait the charges to two categories, with theegaty “minor”
representing the total of misdemeanors and viaiatio
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2. Sequence squaretthe square of the sequence variable. This captures any ongoing

guadratic, non linear trends across the series, such as speeding up or slowing down in
the rate of change in the outcome over the period.
3. Seasonto control for differences in arrest practices that may have been aiidt
the time of the year when they were made.
The sequence and sequence squared variables were centered by the serebeatiean t
separate linear and quadratic trends over time. A final independent variablénggica

4. Pre/post-implementatiompre (=0) vs. post (=1) implementation months were

separated, i.e., before vs. after April, 2000, the date that the RHCJC started its
operation.
The analysis asked: Independent of an ongoing temporal trend, either linear areaurvil

or both, and controlling for seasonal variations and estimations for missing dgtea(flable),
did the volume or proportion of minor offense arrests change after the community
prosecution/court initiative was implemented? The analyses “controlledéémgraphic context
since the analysis recognized data grouped by precinct. Even though thizaliystsafocuses on
only these three contiguous precincts, this is not a “limitation” of the analkysaise there is no

attempt to “explain” precinct-to-precinct differené@s.

“5 Due to the fact that there were only 3 precineisdy analyzed, HLM was unable to capture the fadtoat may
have contributed to differences between precifdis. purpose of the analysis was not to try andipr@recinct-to
-precinct differences, but to incorporate theséed#nces as random effects.
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Hypothesis 1 Prediction: Increased Proportion of Minor Arrests and Mnor Drug
Arrests by Red Hook Precincts with the Implementation of Community Rosecution

Analysis of Variance: Proportion of Minor Arrests NYPD Data (Data Set 1)

An unconditional model tested whether there were differences across the thieetsre
The variance decomposition is shown in Table 5-2. For both of the dependent variables, there
was significant level 2 variation.

For the proportion of minor arrests to total arrests per precinct per month, the
unconditional model shows a reliability estimate of .920, indicating that on a\srargs
precincts there is a fair amount of month-to-month consistency in the proportion of masts a
to total arrests at the precinct level (see Table 5-2, Model 1). The interdmpattés that
approximately 68% of the arrests each month between January 1998 and December 2001 were
minor arrests. The level 2 variance component for the intercept indicates that 10®1 of t
variance (19%) is attributable to between-precinct differences. Betweeinct variance is
more than would be expected due to chance. Over 80% of the variance arose frontégferen

over time, within precincts.

Table 5-2: Proportion Minor Arrests: Decompositionof Variance and Reliability (Data Set 1)

Within Between Intra class X P value Reliability
precinct precinct correlation
variance variance
Model 1 .004 .001 .196 24.92 <.001 .920
Proportion Minor
Arrests
Model 2 .003 .003 .520 86.70 <.001 977

Proportion Minor
Drug Arrests
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Analysis of Variance: Proportion of Minor Drug Arrests

Table 5-2, Model 2, shows that the proportion of minor drug arrests has a reliability
estimate of .977, indicating the consistency of this variable across months atthet pegel.
On average, across all three precincts for the entire series, 23% of tlzerestd each month
are minor drug arrests. 52% of the variance is found between precincts (p<.001) asd 48% i
found over time within precincts.

Predicting Proportion of Minor Arrests

There was a small, non-significant increase in the proportion of minor atre127)
after the court went into operation (Table 5-3, Model 1). These results do not shpport t
hypothesis that the opening of the RHCJC and its community prosecution approach would

produced a significant increase in the proportion of minor arf8sts.

Table 5-3: Full Model, Data Set 1, Proportion MinorArrests Variables

Model 1: Model 2:

Proportion Minor Proportion Minor Drug

Arrests Arrests

B SE B SE

Level 1 predictors
Pre/post-implementation  .027 0.022 -0.053* 0.022
Month number .004** 0.001 -0.001 0.001
Month number sq. .-00005 0.00002 .0061**  0.00002
Missing Flag .006 0.015 -0.003 0.015
Spring month .049%** 0.012 .055%** 0.013
Summer month .024 0.012 .031* 0.012
Winter month .074*** 0.012 .062*** 0.013

*p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001

“® There is a significant effect for the sequencéalde; for each successive month, there is a .p64.001)
increase in the proportion of minor arrests. Thamefthe null hypothesis of no difference attriltlgsto the passing
of months is rejected. This captures an ongoingal trend across the entire (pre and post) pefibdre is a 5%
increase in the proportion of minor arrests duthmgyspring, as compared to the reference stringathseeason, and
a 7% increase over fall during the winter, botlwbfch are significantly greater than zero at theDp4 level, while
controlling for the other variables. The null hyjpeses that these effects could have occurred mcetalone must

be rejected
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Predicting Proportion of Minor Drug Arrests
After the court opened, the proportion of minor drug arrests to total arrests ddqreshs
over 5 percent (b= -.053, p<.05, Table 5-3, Model 2). This result is opposite the expected
direction. Perhaps as the volume of minor offenses per month per precinct increaskd ove
minor drug offenses, which had long been a focal point in the Red Hook neighborhood even prior
to the implementation of the court, remained at a stable level. This may havadchimttadrug
arrests becoming a slightly smaller proportion of total arrésts.

Hypothesis 1 Prediction: Increased Volume of Minor Arrests by
Red Hook Precincts with the Implementation of Community Prosecution

Analysis of Variance: Total Minor Arrests - NYPD Data (Data Set 1)
The unconditional model shows significant (p < .001) variation across precincte bFabl
4, Model 1). The reliability estimate of .995 suggests strong month-to-month cocgiste

these counts at the precinct level.

Table 5-4: Decomposition of Variance and Reliabilit

Within Between Intra class X? P value Reliability
precinct  precinct correlation
variance  variance
Model 1 1288.746  6046.672 .8243 433.65 <.001 .995
Total Minor
Arrests
Model 2: 349.381 830.065 .703 220.57 <.001 991
Total Drug
Arrests

On average, each precinct made 158 minor arrests each month. 82% of the variance is
attributable to differences between precincts, with 18% arising from ear@rer time within

precincts.

*" The sequence squared found a small, but signifjpasitive trend of .0001 Spring and winter showed
approximately 6% increases in the proportion ofycaitrests to total arrests (p < .001) level, aspared to fall,
while summer showed a 3% increase ( p < .05).
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Analysis of Variance: Total Minor Drug Arrests

Again the total number of minor drug arrests has a reliability estimate ofTable (5-4,
Model 2). Across all precincts there were approximately 54 drug aresspsgeinct per month.
Slightly more than 70% of the variance arose from differences betweznqgbseleaving just
under 30% due to within precinct variation over time, suggesting strong month-to-month
consistency in these counts at the precinct level.

Predicting Total Minor Arrests

Model 1 in Table 5-5 shows that net of the other predictors, there was a sigrigisant
.05) increase in the number of arrests per precinct for minor offenses of appebxidatotal
minor arrests per month following the opening of the RHCJC. This aligns with the hsigothe

that the RHCJC opening would create an increase in minor affests.

Table 5-5: Full Model, Data Set 1, Total Minor Arrests Variable

Model 1: Model 2:

Total Minor Total Minor Drug

Arrests Arrests

B SE B SE

Level 1 predictors
Pre/post-implementation 41.04** 13.55 8.6 7.21
Month number 2.05* 0.78 .601 0.416
Month number squared -0.059** 0.016 -0.002 0.008
Missing Flag -14.98 9.41 -5.55 5.01
Spring month 34.24*** 7.97 22.19%** 4.24
Summer month 16.73* 7.77 11.59* 4.13
Winter month 36.41%* 7.92 22,95+ 4.21

*p < .05, *p < .01, **p < 001

8 The sequence variable also shows a monthly limeaezment of approximately 2 minor arrests per ipietcper
month, but the sequence squared variable, whiohdative and significant (b= -.059, p< .01) indésathat this
incremental trend was slowing down as time went Again, significant effects at the p<.001 levelaproduced
in both spring and winter seasons, as compareallfaith mean increases in total minor arrest84find 36 such
arrests per precinct, per month, respectively.
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Predicting Total Minor Drug Arrests
The pre/post-implementation variable does not predict changes in total minorrestg ar
(Table 5-5, Model 2) while controlling for other predictors. Thus, there is no eeddan
increase in the monthly total number of minor drug arrests in the three prettieictckeaRHCJC
opened®?

I. Trends in Criminal Court Data and Their Implications for
Community Prosecution in Red Hook

The second data set employed for analysis of the hypothesized effemtsmticity
prosecution in Red Hook was based on criminal filings--criminal casesngntiee courts--in all
of Kings County during two periods, one before and one after RHCJC implementatios §T abl
6). Only lower level charges are considered: A, B and C felonies are not includedehbus
felony cases and misdemeanor cases are included. These data tell us abostaa&of
criminal justice processing. Obviously, criminal filings reflect drpeactices, but only include
arrests resulting in criminal cases, so filings are closely tied to bthexsame as arrests. Thus,
in any court system, there would be fewer criminal case filings per menfirgcinct than
arrests. These data include filings from the Red Hook precincts and all of thprettiects in
Kings County, thus permitting comparisons of Red Hook to non-Red Hook precincts. According
to Hypothesis 2, analyses of the court filings (Data Set 2, see Table 5-4) show that Red
Hook generated greater numbers and proportions of minor offense criminal filingareoim
with filings from non-targeted areas after the RHCJC started.

The criminal filings data allowed a more detailed examination of thgetihan was

possible using the NYPD aggregate monthly arrest data. The latter wasl limit

“9 Only seasonality produced significant resultshwipring and winter arrests up by an average @fr&ssts per
month, significant at p<.001, and summer arrestsyugn average of about 12 per month, significapka01l, as
compared to fall.
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felony/misdemeanor/violation designations. These court data included degrelesiesfand
misdemeanors. Also, the misdemeanor category in this data set includastionis,” an even

lower level designation than violations, which are not recorded in Data®%et 1.

Table 5-6 - Analytic Model Hypotheses 1 & 2, Data Set 2

Dependent variablesroportion low seriousness cases (B misdemeanor and lower vs. A
misdemeanor and above); low seriousness case volume; proportion misdemeanor and
lower cases (vs. felony cases); volume, misdemeanor and lower case®(yscéskes).
Independent variables evel 1: Pre-vs. post, (0 vs. 1); post-implementation Red Hook
dummy (1 = post implementation weeks in Red Hook, O=else); temperature; sequence.
Level 2: precincts: Red Hook vs. non-Red Hook precinct (0 vs.1).

Units of analysisWeeks: pre-implementation (n=14); post-implementation (n=13)
(n=27), nested within precincts (n=23).

Locations includedTreatment precincts 72, 76, 78; “control” areas: all other Brooklyn
precincts.

Data begin and end dateBre-implementation 7/01/98-9/30/98; Post-implementation
1/1/2001-3/31/2001.

Analysis StrategyHLM.

The court filings data also permitted aggregation by week, rather than by manta. A
result, criminal filing data were organized into weeks, 14 weeks for Time 1988quarter)
and 13 weeks for Time 2 (the 2001 quarter). The dependent variables reflected weekly
composition of the caseload per precinct, more specifically the volume and propottien of
total which were minor cases. As noted previously, because the two time pegiods ar
discontinuous with each reflecting different times of the year, the avenagerature on the
Monday of each week, was entered in the analysis as a surrogate to controlibbe seasonal
effects. In addition, a time variable reflecting the total number of weedes the first week of

1998 data represented the true passage of time since the first week of .thbel&thM analysis

*% Since infractions make up slightly more than 1%heflow-level arrests, it is unlikely that incladi them within
the misdemeanor category has much of an impadi@odmparability of this variable to the misdemearasiable
used in the NYPD data (Data set 1).
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used a multi-level model with weeks at level one and precincts at level twe. Waee a total of
23 precincts in Kings County, three of which represented the Red Hook target area.

Hypothesis 1 predicted a post-implementation increase in minor cases orgginaitn
Red Hook precinct arrests, measured either as a greater number or a tgrgeigor of total
filings. For several reasons, the dependent measure of “minor” cases waopkzed in two
different ways. Because the community prosecution strategies focus ar grdatcement of
quality of life offenses, usually the lowest level charges, it was paligniiseful to distinguish
degrees of misdemeanor cases. (This was not possible with the NYPD datae begaess of
felony or misdemeanor were not defined. The only distinction possible was hdelaey and
misdemeanor and lower charges.) Was there an increase in cases witffgretgs as the most
serious charge? A dichotomous variable separated moderate (D and E non-violent #lonies
misdemeanor) vs. lower (B misdemeanor, unclassified misdemeanor, violationsraciibims)
seriousness filings: This distinguished between A and B misdemeanors to reflect differences in
severity. A misdemeanors are punishable by up to 1 year in jail, while B n@aders are
punishable by no more than 90 days in jail.

A second way to make the distinction was between all misdemeanors and infrestions
felony filings. There are several reasons to view the data in this marmersetond split aligns
the outcomes with other researchers who have looked at misdemeanor changgly gsne
indicators of quality of life enforcement (Kelling and Sousa, 2001; Rosenfeld, 2007). |
addition, this second coding for the outcome variable aligns it more closely withitie”

variable employed in analysis of the NYPD arrest data, allowing maret @omparisons of the

*1 The severity of these charges is as follows: Dh(violent) felony punishable by up to 7 years iisgn, but
allows for sentence of no incarceration; E (norent felony punishable by up to 4 years in pridout, allows
sentence of no incarceration; A misdemeanor, pabishby up to 1 year in jail, B misdemeanor, puaidé by up
to 90 days in jail; violation, up to 15 days inljai
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findings. As in the previous analyses, each outcome is examined both as counts and proportions
of the total number of cases in the sample.

For this analysis of court filings, the dependent variables were modeled in terewliff
ways, as per hypotheses 1 and 2: Model 1 looks for a post-implementation Red Hook precinct
interaction effect in comparison to pre-implementation, Red Hook filings and to both pre and
post-implementation, non-Red Hook filings. Model 2 tests the same interactionvetfiée
controlling for differences that may have been due to the passing sequence ofinceclses
first week of the 1998 data, as opposed to simply the pre/post effect, while stillloontor
precinct and seasonal differences.

Thus the testing of hypotheses sought to identify post-implementation incirefses
volume or proportion of lower to moderate seriousness cases in Red Hook precincts over time
and/or when compared to non-Red Hook Brooklyn precincts. Such findings would provide
evidence in support of the hypothesis: changes in the nature of the incominglarasalaad
due to the introduction of community prosecution did occur within the timeframe of the study
period.

Independent Variables
This analysis tested the impact of the following independent variables:

1. Pre/post-implementationThe 1998 pre-implementation arrest data from all Kings

County precincts (T 1) is scored “0,” and the post-implementation 2001 data from all
precincts (T 2) is scored “1.” This allows a comparison of the composition of the
caseloads between the two periods.

2. TemperatureA weekly temperature variable is a surrogate for seasonal difference

since “pre” dates are summer and “post” dates are winter.
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3. Red Hook vs. non-Red Hook precincdsdummy indicator contrasts Red Hook (1)

vs. non-Red Hook (0) precincts. Coefficients reflect enduring differences in minor
offense court filings between Red Hook (“treatment”) and other (“controlimpets.
It tests for enduring differences by location.

4, Pre/post-implementation interactidRed Hook precinct weeks are scored (1) post-

implementation, (0) otherwise, and all control precinct weeks are coded (0)
throughout. This variable captures the impact of community prosecution being
introduced.

5. Time (weeks): number of weeks since the first data week in the series. Weeks are
numbered (1-14) for T 1 and (132-144) for T 2. It captures the linear effectseof tim
and provides an alternate way to separate the pre- and post-test periods. Madels we
run either with weeks or with the pretest.

Hypotheses 1 and 2 Prediction: Increased Volume of Low-level Criminal Case

Filings by Red Hook Precincts with the Implementation of Community Posecution

Analysis of Variance: Low Seriousness Case Filing Counts,
Kings County 1998/2001 (Data Set 2)

Table 5-7: Total Filings, Low-level Variables, Decmposition of Variance and Reliability

Within Between Intra class X2 P value Reliability
precinct precinct correlation
variance variance
Model 1: 172.433 186.459 519 641.48 <.001 .966
Total Low-
level Cases
Model 2: 393.508 1018.491 721 1506.26 <.001 .985
Total
Misdemeanor
Cases

In Table 5-7, Model 1, total low level cases represented the weekly volume oielw-le

cases filed (B misdemeanor or lower, including violations and infractionsg asdst serious
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charge. The reliability estimate of .966 indicated consistency in the counss aeeks in each
precinct. The grand mean of 20.6, (se=2.83), means on average across all pre¢hesnine
period, about 20 cases each week were referred to court with charges at theBevel of
misdemeanor or lower as the most serious charge. Counts varied significan@9Xpscross
precincts (52% of the variation). About 48% of the variation in counts arose from withingbreci
differences over time.
Analysis of Variance: Total Misdemeanor Case Filings

About 53 cases, with charges at A misdemeanor level or lower as the highgst ahar
referred weekly. The reliability estimate of .985 indicates that in pitscithere was strong
consistency in the week-to-week counts. Most of the variation in the number of masdeme
cases is found between precincts (72%); within precinct weekly differeccesred for 28%
of the variance.

Predicting Low Seriousness Case Filing Counts

Table 5-8: Full Models, Data Set 2, Total, Low-les! Case Filings

Model 1: Model 2:

Total Low Total Low

Level Cases Level Cases

B SE B SE

Level 1 predictors
Pre/post-implementation 19.90** 6.76
Post-implementation Red Hook
precincts -3.49 4.86 -3.51 2.92
Temperature .236** 0.086 .199* .092
Weeks 140%** .031

Level 2 predictors
Red Hook (vs. non-Red Hook)

precinct cases -5.00 3.35 -4.96 8.78
*p < .05, *p < .01, *p < .001

In Model 1, with the variable of primary interest, Red Hook precinct interactiong adde

level 1, there was no statistically significant difference in the volumeno$ériousness cases
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during the post-implementation period in Red Hook precincts, as compared to filings in other
precincts (Table 5-8). Post-implementation there was a significanagene the total number of
low-level cases across all Kings County precincts. Results here do not suppbepdtiesis

that the number of low-level cases filed in Red Hook precincts would increadecaitjiy
following the implementation of community prosecution via the RHCJC.

Using a weekly variable for time rather than pre-post (Model 2 in Ta8)esBews a
similar result: no change in numbers of these types of cases filed we&dd iHook precincts
after the RHCJC was started, while cases filed from arrests magiads/County precincts
generally experienced a significant weekly increase of .14 per precinct

Predicting Total Misdemeanor Case Filings

Table 5-9: Full Model, Data Set 2, Total Misdemeasr Case Filings

Model 1 Model 2

B SE B SE
Level 1 predictors
Pre/post-implementation 40.536*** 9.63
Post-implementation Red Hook
precincts -8.955 5.912 -8.845 5.942
Temperature .539%** 125 ALT7** 127
Weeks .268*** .072

Level 2 predictors

Red Hook (vs. non-Red Hook)

precinct cases -17.033 8.256 -17.034 8.264
*p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001

Models 1 and 2 in Table 5-9 both controlled for temporal linear trend, seasonal variations
and enduring differences between Red Hook and non-Red Hook precincts. Post htgileme
in Red Hook, there was no significant change. The hypothesized increase misd&heanor

filings did not appear.

98



Hypotheses 1 and 2 Prediction: Increased Proportion of Total Filings Maddp of
Low-Level Criminal Case Filings by Red Hook Precincts with
the Implementation of Community Prosecution
Analysis of Variance: Proportion of Low-level Cases
The “proportion low” variable represented the proportion of all cases whose segsus

charge was a B misdemeanor or lower produced by each precinct each week. ohdédianal

Table 5-10: Decomposition of Variance and Reliabtly: Proportion of Total Filings, Low-level Cases

Within Between Intra class ~ X* P value Reliability
precinct  precinct correlation
variance  variance
Model 1: .009 .003 .289 258.60 <.001 915
Proportion
Low-level
Cases
Model 2: .0069 .00076 .100 84.77 <.001 74
Proportion
Misdemeanor
and Lower
Cases

model for this variable had a reliability estimate of .915, indicating afagunt of week-to-
week consistency for each precinct in this proportion (see Table 5-10, Model 1). Oartgeav
about 29% of the cases produced by Kings county precincts were low-level casasioling
of variance attributable to the average difference between precinctenath$.603) but
significant (p< .001). Approximately 29% of the variance in the proportion of low-tages
was accounted for by differences between precincts, while about 69% was due ¢oakBer
within precincts.
Analysis of Variance: Proportion of Misdemeanor Cases to Total Cases.

Table 5-10, Model 2 shows that the unconditional Model had a reliability estimate of .74,

indicating some consistency in the proportion of misdemeanor cases to totdiled$ssm

Kings County precinct arrests (see Table 5-4, Model 5). A grand mean of .763 ohtledte
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about 76% of the cases filed from arrests made by these precincts had an Aeaisiein
lower as the highest count charged. Approximately 10% of the variance in theipropbrt
misdemeanor cases is due to differences between precincts, while about 89%aonatie is
due to differences within precincts and over time.
Predicting a Larger Proportion of Low-level Cases to Total Cases
No significant change was seen in the proportion of low-level cases in Red Hook

precincts following the implementation of the RHCJC (Table 5-11) .

Table 5-11: Full Model Proportion Low-level Casesd Total Cases

Model 1 Model 2
B SE B SE

Level 1 predictors
Pre/post-implementation .095** 0.035
Post-implementation Red Hook
precincts .064 0.055 .064 .055
Temperature .0009 0.0006 .0007 .0006
Weeks .0006* .0002

Level 2 predictors
Red Hook (vs. non) precinct

cases .016* 0.023 .016 .023
*p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001

Predicting a Larger Proportion of Misdemeanor Cases
Looking at the proportion of misdemeanor filings, results indicated that afteotine
was implemented, the proportion of Red Hook precincts cases which were misdemeanors
increased significantly (p < .01). Post-implementation in Red Hook precincts ophargoon of
misdemeanor cases increased .038 (Table 5-12). This is after controlling fdir Redrelook
vs. non-Red Hook differences, seasonality and temporal shifts. These results atst 964/
increase in the proportion of misdemeanor filings countywide between the pre and post

implementation periods.
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Table 5-12: Full Model, Proportion of MisdemeanorCases to Total Cases

Model 1 Model 2
B SE B SE

Level 1 predictors
Pre/post-implementation .092** .029
Post-implementation Red  .038** .013 .038** .013
Hook precincts
Temperature .0009 .0006 .0007 .0006
Weeks .0006** .0002
Level 2 predictors
Red Hook (vs. non) precinct .001 .018 .001 0.018
cases

*p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001

In sum, there was little evidence to support the hypotheses predicting increaislesri
the total number or proportion of “petty” cases filed in Red Hook in the post-impleroentati
period. This variable concentrated on B misdemeanor and lower level cases. Onrtharathe
the “misdemeanor and below” measure, when proportions were considered, did show the
hypothesized post-implementation effect. There was a significant secoéabout 4% in the
proportion of misdemeanor cases filed in Red Hook in the post-implementation petimlighl
the pre/post variable showed that the proportion of misdemeanor to total casdsdiled a
increased .09 for all Kings County precincts generally, the interaction vanaidates a
significant additional increase in misdemeanor filings in Red Hook of .038. Theianalys
controlled for differences based upon location alone (Red Hook vs. non-Red Hook precincts). It
is therefore arguable that the additional post-implementation increase foRed Hook may be
attributable to the enhanced version of community prosecution found there. This fimdiag le
some support to the hypothesis that the introduction of community prosecution/comraurtity ¢
model in Red Hook was associated with and may have caused an increase in the proportion of

minor cases filed from Red Hook arrests.
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lll.  Changes over Time in Red Hook Community Justice Center
Caseload Post-implementation

One limitation of the Kings County court filings data (Data Set 2) descrimcavas
that they provided only 13 weeks of post-implementation data. Although these datal allowe
comparisons with the pre-implementation period, the relatively short timefdad not permit
examination of more gradual shifts in processing that may have taken place sobseque
implementation of community prosecution. More specifically, subsequent to imyikgiog,
changes in prosecution may only have taken place slowly, i.e. amounting to a stesypen
the sense that as the approach became routinized over time, an effect should beeome mor
pronounced. Alternatively, changes may have taken place immediately butdbdrofeer time,
i.e. a decay effect explained by an initial implementation effect thapalied as the operation of
the court became more routine.

The third set of data drew from the records of the RHCJC itself. These comunity
data provided almost one full year of post-implementation information, from April 209@gthnr
March of 2001 (n = 4,088}

The community court data included arrest and charging information for e eatering
the RHCJC at the level of D and E felonies, A, B and unclassified misdemeanotgnsaad
infractions. They also included some individual level case and defendant intornsatch as age,
race, place of residence and prior criminal history.

This analysis had two goals: to describe evolving trends in the enteringacbiggpe

(expecting increasing numbers and proportions of less serious cases) and to see how

2 Although the full data set purported to have dateering a three year period, closer inspectioeatad missing
data in critical areas. The usable data necessatlis analysis is complete only for the first wéeks of the
court’s operations.
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demographics and prior records of defendants also may have shifted over hmepaostt
implementation period. (See Appendix 3 for a list of variables.)

Conceptually, Data Set 3 is a subset of the arrests and filings data used icedengre
analyses: just those filings actually processed by the RHCJC (Table 5-13)Il &to¢sts enter
the courts and not all eligible felony and misdemeanor cases end up in the RHCJChduring t
weekday periods of operatidh.It is expected that analyses of these data should show that
community prosecution produces a court caseload which, over time as the innovation gains
operational solidity, increasingly represents “quality of life,” or loweleoffenses that motivated

the community strategy.

Table 5-13 - Analytic Model Hypotheses 1 & 2, Data Set 3

Dependent variablegAggregate levelProportion low seriousness cases (B
misdemeanor and lower vs. A misdemeanor and above); low seriousness case volume;
proportion misdemeanor and lower cases (vs. felony cases). (Case ddwele v
misdemeanor and lower cases (vs. felony cases); Probability of lous®sess cases (B
misdemeanor and below vs. A misdemeanor and D and E felony); probability of
misdemeanor (vs. felony) cases.

Independent variables.evel 1: Linear (weeks) and quadratic (weeks squared) temporal
trends; and dummy variables representing the following descriptive informatomn a
defendants in each case: residence (Red Hook or not); priors; male; mifrrdgn
American; Hispanic; young; young African American male; young Higpauaile; young
minority male (or not). Level 2: Precincts (n=4 including “missing precinct”)

Units of analysisWeeks (n=51), nested within precincts (n=4)

Locations includedTreatment precincts 72, 76, 78; dummy (missing precinct) control.
Data begin and end dateBost-implementation 4/2000-3/2001

Analysis strategyAnalyses describing shifts in the probability of being referred to the
RHCJC for a low-level charge, while controlling for factors other than. tinieM trend
analyses using weekly data.

Fifty-one weeks of data were analyzed in two different ways. First, therdae

aggregated by week and by Red Hook precinct (n=3). HLM examined trends oveBditoad,

>3 The court closes at 5 pm each day. Cases tigibare in Red Hook on Friday evenings, and duriegkends
are sent to the central Kings County court. Theses are generally retained there, and thereforetdoecome a
part of the RHCJC caseload.
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an HLM Bernoulli probability model used individual, case level variables to look fogelsan
the relative frequency of key individual defendant attributes over time. WathEddk
caseload progressively transformed over time in response to community poysacus? The
rationale underlying these analyses was the expectation that a caseteadingly dominated by
lower level crime should emerge gradually over time as the innovation becayngptedational.

For the case-level model, at level one, the dependent variables were: the pydbabil
an individual processed through the RHCJC would have a low (B misdemeanor, punishable by a
maximum of 30 days in jail) as opposed to medium (A misdemeanor, punishable by up to a year
in jail or D or E felony) seriousness case over the year of data (51 weekshethemthe most
serious charge would be a misdemeanor or less as opposed to a D or E felony charge. The
aggregated Model looks for weekly changes in the volume and proportion of “low” level case
and misdemeanor and lower level cases over the same 51 weeks.

Independent Variables
The independent variables used as controls were the same in both analyses:
1. Time (sequence): weeks since the first available week of data, controls for linear

temporal trend;

2. Sequence squaretthe square of the number of weeks, to control for quadratic
temporal trends?

3. Demographic and defendant characteristieekground dummy variables:

Race/ethnicity (African American or Hispanic (1) vs. other (0)), Young 124 a
younger=1, over the age of 24=0), male (male=1, female =0), Prior conviGtibns

none=0), Resident of Red Hook (=1, elsewhere=0).

** The sequence and sequence squared variable vetrgread mean centered to separate out the limear a
curvilinear trends.
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The data were grouped within the three Red Hook precincts. Dummy variables veeferuse
individual precincts. A final dummy represented those cases missing a plecaticin

(approximately 22% of cases). If the community prosecution/court initiatiueddanore

exclusively on quality of life offenses over time, the volume and proportion of iel-dases

should increase over time. Although such evidence would not be conclusive proof of a community
prosecution impact, absent any noticeable shift in caseload composition or volumenbaalgs
evolving trend in the Red Hook caseload from 2000-2001, it would be difficult to infer that the
introduction of community prosecution made any difference at all.

Hypothesis 1 Prediction: Increase in Total Low-level Criminal Case Fihgs in the
Post-Implementation Red Hook Community Justice Center Caseload ovdiime

Analysis of Variance: Total Low-level Cases, Individual Level Model, Red Hook
Community Justice Center Data (Data Set 3)

Table 5-14: Decomposition of Variance and Reliabtly: Total, Low-level Cases

Within Between Intraclass X? Odds P value Reliability
precinct  precinct correlation Ratio
variance variance
Model 1: .080 58.85 731 <.001 .946
Total Low-
level Cases —
Individual
Model
(Bernoulli)
Model 2: 22.147 2.215 .090 17.99 <.001 .830
Total Low-
level Cases —
Aggregate
Model

Employing a Bernoulli probability model on an individual level data set, thediralysis
examined changes over time in the probability that individual defendants would be charged at

low level (B misdemeanor or lower = 1, 0 = a more serious charge of A mistenogaion
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violent D or E felony). (See Table 5-14, Model 1.) A reliability estimate of .8d@ated a fair
amount of consistency, on average, within each district that defendants would be chérged wi
low-level misdemeanors. The odds ratio of .731 indicates that with no predictors, the
probability of being charged with a “B” misdemeanor or lower as opposed to sommibiag
serious was approximately 42%. The variance component (.080) was signpgc&atl(),
indicating that significant differences in the probability of low seriousobharges existed across
the three Red Hook precincts that were not attributable to sampling error.
Analysis of Variance: Total Low-level Cases, Aggregate Model

The aggregate unconditional model indicates that on average, each precinestfite®|
8 low-level cases each week. The reliability estimate of .830 indicatesaafaunt of
consistency across weeks in each precinct. Ninety-one percent of the vargttrdauitable to
within precinct differences over time (Table 5-14, Model 2).

Predicting the Total Number of Low-level Cases, Probability Model

Table 5-15: Full Models, Total Low-level Cases

Model 1: Model 2:

Individual Level Model Aggregate Model

(Bernoulli)

B SE OR B SE

Level 1 predictors
Study week -.0007 .010 999 .158 .100
Study week squared -.00006 .0001  .999 -.002 0.001
Young -.074 137 .928 7.83 4.98
Hispanic .208* .089 23. 277 458
African American .156 .097 1.16 -5.16 5.13
Minority 4.34 5.51
Male .207* .091 1.23 7.15* 3.33
Prior record (y,n) -.056 .073 .944 3.88 2.43
Resident of catchment area - 273%* .068 .760 -3.79 2.39
Young minority male .029 .158 1.02 "-6.87" 6.01
Level 2 predictors
All precincts

*p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001

* The data are interpreted using the “unit specifigdel because this approach allows for contrabofiom
effects attributable to the different precincts.
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The passing weeks did not lead to an increase in the probability of individual defendants

being charged with “low” level offenses after controlling for demographiackeristics of the
offender, prior record, and precinct. Neither the linear nor quadratic effecteovas
significant (Table 5-15, Models 1.

Predicting Weekly Count of Low-level Cases, Aggregate Model

Looking at case composition by week showed no linear or quadratic increase evier tim

the volume of low-level cases (Table 5-15, Model 2). In sum, neither the casgsanahthe
weekly counts analysis found an increasing probability over time of lower as dgpose
moderate seriousness charges.

Hypothesis 1 Prediction: Increase in Total Misdemeanor Criminal Case kngs in the
Post-Implementation Red Hook Community Justice Center Caseload ovdiime

The above analyses were repeated using a different cut-off point to digtifiguidevel

offenses.” Here, all misdemeanors and below were separated from D and Echeloyss.

Analysis of Variance: Total Misdemeanor Case Filings, Individual Model, Red Hook Community

Justice Center Filings, Post-implementation 2000-2001 (Data Set 3)

Table 5-16: Decomposition of Variance and Reliabtly: Total Misdemeanor and Lower Cases

Within Between Intraclass X° Odds P value Reliability
precinct precinct correlation Ratio
variance variance
Model 1: 321 80.76 6.83 <.001 .967
Total
Misdemeanor
Cases — Individual
Model
(Bernoulli)
Model 2:
Total 63.488 28.497 .309 67.44 <.001 .956

Misdemeanor
Cases — Aggregate
Model

* There was a significant increase in the probahilitboth Hispanics and males being charged withlevel
offenses (Hispanics .208, p. <. 05; males .20%,.05). Residents of Red Hook, however, were §igmitly less
likely to be charged with such offenses (-2.735 001).
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A reliability estimate of .967 from the unconditional model showed strong wewkédk
consistency within precincts in the probability of a lower level charge (Eab& Model 1).
The odds ratio of 6.83 corresponds to an 87% probability of a low level (A misdemeanor or
below) charge. The significant (p < .001) variance component (.321) suggested differenc
across precincts in the probability of misdemeanor cases being filed beyaplthgaerror
alone.

Analysis of Variance: Total Misdemeanor Case Filings, Aggregate Model

The unconditional Model had a grand mean of 17.9, indicating that on the average,
arrests from each Red Hook precinct resulted in just under 18 misdemeanor or lesditehs
in the RHCJC each week. The reliability estimate of .956, demonstratestenogiacross
precincts each week. The variance component of .309 reveals that approximateitié®% o
variance in the volume of misdemeanor and lower cases filed each weebugadtle to within
precinct week-to-week differences (Table 5-16, Model 2).

Predicting Misdemeanor Filings, Individual Level

Time had no significant linear or quadratic impacts on the probability a castharged

as a misdemeanor (Table 5-17, Model’1)The probability of being charged with a

misdemeanor as opposed to a felony did not increase over the first 51 weeks of ntgileme

*" The only variable that was significant was the Rietk resident variable, OR .785, indicating thestidents were
24% less likely than non-residents to be charged aimisdemeanor, as compared to a felony. Statiéfteaent
way, residents were 24% more likely to be chargil avfelony if their case went through the RHCH&n non-
residents were, after controlling for time, whetb&fenders were black, Hispanic, male, young, héakp
convictions, or were young minority (African Ameait or Hispanic) males. This outcome is consistéitt results
using the alternate seriousness cut point.
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Predicting Misdemeanor Weekly Filings, (Aggregate Model)
The weekly counts of misdemeanor and lower cases presented resultatdiitene

those seen with the individual case analysis probability model. Controllingdiurés of the

Table 5-17, Full Models, Total Misdemeanor and LoweCases

Model 1: Model 2: Total Misdemeanor

Total Misdemeanor and Lower and Lower Cases, Aggregate

Cases, Individual Level Model Model

(Bernoulli)

B SE OR B SE

Level 1 predictors
Study week .016071 .016 1.01 .374* .169
Study week squared -.0003 .0002 .999 -.005 .003
Young -.080 190 922 16.59 8.41
Hispanic .245 129 1.27 1.74 7.73
African American .067 .138 1.06 -7.30 8.83
Minority 3.31 9.33
Male -.009 132 099 -9.99 5.63
Prior record (y,n) -.0003 107 .999 4.76 4.10
Resident of catchment area  -.240* 100. .785 -8.39* @.0
Young minority male -.176 .219 .838 -13.79 10.16
Level 2 predictors
All precincts

*p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001

weekly composition of cases, a significant, but minimal, linear impact (b=.374, p<aO@gdk
showed about one additional low level case every three weeks (Table 5-17, Model 2). This
outcome indicates relative stability of the misdemeanor filings durinfyrgté&1 weeks of
implementation, while the small but steady increase may be interprgisalide some evidence
to support the hypothesis that over time, the volume of these cases would increasewas the
became more established.

In sum, when low-level cases were defined as those charged at the misdemehaor leve
below vs. felony charges, and viewed in weekly windows, there is a small incrése/olume

of the misdemeanor charges over time. Using a different cut point, however,d@&@masnor or
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lower) there was no effect of time passing for either individual casesebitysnapshots of
cases.

Hypothesis 1 Prediction: Increase in Proportion of Low-level

Criminal Case Filings in the Post-Implementation Red Hook

Community Justice Center Caseload over Time

The next analysis revisits weekly caseloads post-implementation, but Iqgokgattions of
low-seriousness cases rather than counts. Neither cutting point for lowdseslygelded
significant linear or quadratic time effects, while controlling for fegtures of the weekly case

composition.

Analysis of Variance: Proportion of Low-level Cases, Red Hook Community Justitez Ce
Filings, Post-implementation 2000-2001 (Data Set 3)

The unconditional model showed the weekly proportion averaged .416, revealing that
over 41% of cases filed in the RHCJC from arrests made by the feeder {sreaictt week are at
the level of B misdemeanor or lower (Table 5-18, Model 1). The reliabilityatt of .876
shows strong week-to-week consistency in this proportion for individual precincts.
Approximately 82% of the variance is attributable to differences over time.

Analysis of Variance: Proportion of Misdemeanor and Lower Cases,
Red Hook Community Justice Center Filings (Data Set 3)

Table 5-18: Decomposition of Variance and Reliabily: Proportion Low-level Case Filings

Within Between Intraclass  X* P value Reliability
precinct  precinct correlation
variance variance

Model 1: .024 .003 126 23.01 <.001 .876
Proportion,

Low-level

Cases -

Aggregate

Model

Model 2: .009 .004 .300 68.20 <.001 .954
Proportion

Misdemeanor

Cases -

Aggregate

Model
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According to the unconditional model, over the period, on average, the weekly caseload
was 86% misdemeanors or lower (Table 5-18, Model 1). The reliability estoh&54
indicates strong week-to-week consistency within precincts; 70% of tlame@rnn this weekly
proportion arose from within precinct differences over time.

Predicting Weekly Proportion, Low-level Cases

The full model (Table 5-19, Model 1) showed no linear or quadratic impacts on the

weekly proportion of B misdemeanor and lower case filirfgs.
Predicting Weekly Proportion, Misdemeanor Filings
The full model (Table 5-19, Model 2) found no significant effects. Contrary to

Hypothesis 1, the expected increase in the proportion of misdemeanor and lowerccases di

Table 5-19: Full Models, Proportion Low-level Casé-ilings to Total Case Filings

Model 1: Model 2:
Proportion, Low-level Cases Proportion, Misdemeanor and
to Total Case Filings Lower Level Cases to Total Case
Filings
B SE B SE
Level 1 predictors
Study week .001 .002 .003 .003
Study week squared -.00002 .00003 0006 .00006
Young -.058 .108 .106 163
Hispanic .087 .099 .045 .150
African American .128 113 -.065 .169
Minority -.168 119 142 181
Male -.077 .072 -.222* 109
Prior record (y,n) .025 .052 620 .079
Resident of catchment area  .022 .052 -.126 .078
Young minority male -.049 .130 166 197
Level 2 predictors
All precincts

*p < .05, *p < .01, **p < 001

*8 Two demographic variables did yield significarfeefs. Being male (not female) results in a sigaifit effect (b=
-.222, p<.05) that indicates that males are 22%llksly than females to be charged with a B misgl@nor or lower
when their cases are referred to the RHCJC. litiaddhaving a prior record increased the liketldoof being
charged with a low as opposed to moderate levedec(b=.206, p<.05) by over 20%.
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occur when weekly proportions of these cases are considered over the first 5biwidk=EIC

operation.

V. Summary of Findings Relating to Hypotheses 1 and 2

The complementary analyses (see Table 5-20) presented in this chapdenypstbeses
derived from assumptions implicit in the community prosecution strategyhthanforcement
emphasis on low-level crimes associated with community prosecution would prodatss g
numbers and larger proportions of minor level arrests and criminal filings in thedoéd H
precincts after implementation of the community prosecution/court initietingared to the
pre-implementation state of affairs, and when compared to trends in other noro&eKihgs
County precincts. Hypothesis 1 suggests that compared to the pre-implementabicnResdi
Hook precincts would produce an increased volume of low-level arrests and caasaaland
these would comprise a larger proportion of total cases filed. Although one ngghtthat the
initial filings in the RHCJC might reach a modest, but fixed level during#nky stages of
implementation as the innovation puts its features in place, it is harder to aplosvttevel
arrests would be similarly contained by the innovation’s initial capadig.ahalysis of the
NYPD data (Data Set 1), comparing only the 3 Red Hook precincts to eachpo#hiand post-
implementation, revealed only one finding of statistical significant¢e pbst-implementation
volume of misdemeanor arrests by Red Hook precincts increased. This findmgyteesupport
the hypothesis that Red Hook police practices changed to comply with the prosecutors’
intensified focus on quality of life crime by making a greater number of misaleor arrests.

Since this data set concerns only Red Hook precincts, however, it provided litttet ingdghe
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arrest practices of the other precincts in Kings County, which could haveesnqestia similar

change. According to New York’s Department of Criminal Justice Servimesall of Kings

Table 5-20: Summary of Findings

Low-level Charges (B Misdemeanor and Lower Drug Charges
Misdemeanor and Lower)
Volume (total) Proportion Volume Proportion Volume Proportion
(total) (total)

NYPD (Data  Not n/a Significant Non- Non- Non-

Set 1) applicable increase significant significant  significant
(n/a)

Kings County

(Data Set 2)

Pre/post Non- Non- Non- Significant n/a n/a

Model significant significant significant increase

Weekly Model Non- Non- Non- Significant n/a n/a
significant significant significant increase

RHCJC

(Data Set 3)

Individual Non- n/a Non- n/a n/a n/a

Model significant significant

Weekly Non- Non- Significant Non- n/a n/a

Model significant significant increase significant

County misdemeanor arrests between 1998 and 2001 fluctuated, but there wetetéwer
misdemeanor arrests in 1998 and 1999 combined (109,521)--the pre-implementation period--
than there were in 2000 and 2001 combined (125,715)--post-implementation. (See Table 5-21).
The increase in misdemeanor arrests found in this research may simply be a gantafywide
trend. The increased proportion of misdemeanor to total arrests post-impleomeziti

seemed to be the trend in Kings County as a whbtawvever, was not found for Red Hook

precinct arrests in this research. Another explanation of this outcome rtiaat Bed Hook

precincts were simply making more total arrests--both misdemeanor and faftamythe court

%9 Based upon the Kings County arrest figures reabbyethe New York Department of Criminal Justicev&ees
for the period from 1998-2001, the proportion ofd@meanor to total arrests in Kings County wasdrigliring
the post-implementation period: 1998 (.587); 1989) 2000 (.663); 2001 (.656).
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opened. This would seem unrelated to the prosecutorial focus on low-level criméingflec

instead an enforcement focus on the Red Hook area.

Table 5-21 - Kings County, New York Adult Arrests (1998-2001%°

Total arrests Felony Misdemeanor
1998 95,671 39,480 56,191
1999 87,740 34,410 53,330
2000 98,662 33,230 65,432
2001 91,852 31,569 60,283

On the other hand, the Kings County data (Data Set 2), which compares post-
implementation Red Hook precinct filings to pre-implementation Red Hook filigsakh non-
Red Hook filings, revealed an increase, not in the volume of misdemeanor casdsifiia the
proportion of cases accounted for by misdemeanors. The result was the sdinee tivhe was
measured as pre/post-implementation or as elapsed weeks from the begjfitinndata series.
If one assumes that available enforcement resources produce a retatnsdent level of
arrests, it makes sense that with no infusion of resources, the composition of thagnzases
would be more likely to change than the overall number.

This outcome provided some support for both Hypotheses 1 and 2, indicating that
although there was a trend of an increasing proportion of misdemeanor filinggéortithe
whole county, the post-implementation increase in Red Hook filings was signifitangger than
the overall trend. The proportion of misdemeanor to total cases increased asedampath
pre-implementation Red Hook precinct filings and to all Kings County filiidee post-

implementation Red Hook increase suggests that although community prosecutiondoractice

% New York State, D. 0. C. J. S. (2007). Adult AtseKings County, N.Y., 1998-2007.
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across Kings County, (and order maintenance policing practiced throughoutdvie\Zivy)

each may have led to increased proportions of misdemeanor cases, the Red Hook version of
community prosecution produced a slight, but significant additional effect withootistraints

of early implementation. Red Hook community prosecutors appear to have senticasityi
higher proportion of misdemeanor (and lower) arrests to court after the Réf@d&d. Their
fellow Kings County prosecutors sent lower proportions of low-level §litmgthe main Kings
County court.

Finally, analysis of the RHCJC data (Data Set 3) found no significanteditfes over
time in the probability that an individual defendant in the Red Hook caseload would gecchar
with a low-level offense, regardless of how “low-level” was defined. Téekly aggregate
model, however, revealed a different trend: a small, but statisticgiiifisant increase in the
volume of misdemeanor cases over the course of the fifty-one week observationTgesiod.
outcome may be interpreted as supporting Hypothesis 1, that the post-imptemdtea Hook
caseload was gradually becoming more misdemeanor focused over time, stthieatapacity
of the new court system evolved, low-level cases increased. In short, wehgeoportion of
misdemeanor cases to total cases did not increase significantly, the nutoletevkl cases
processed by the RHCJC increased with court capacity.

This effect varied depending on how the definition of low-level was adjustedfiGghni
effects surfaced only when defining low-level cases as those charedevel of misdemeanor
or lower vs. D and E felonies. The split between A and B misdemeanors producedfreasigni
outcomes, providing little support for the view that the implementation of the RHGAJXG |

increased use of petty charges as the primary reason to refer an indivicouatt.
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Although statistically significant differences in the hypothesizedctime were found for
only four of the eighteen tests in the collective analyses, these smakwiifs do lend some
support to the idea that something different was beginning to happen in the eadyoftag
implementation of community prosecution through the RHCJC. The focus of the prosecutor on
low-level crime seems to have resulted in a perceptible increasenticatt® low-level matters

in Red Hook.
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CHAPTER 6

THE IMPLICATIONS OF COMMUNITY PROSECUTION FOR
DEFENDANT MIX IN THE RED HOOK CRIMINAL CASELOAD

Overview
Hypotheses 3 and 4 suggested adopting community prosecution and focusing on lower
level offenses, through the RHCJC, would result in negative side-effects frara poli
enforcement, which in turn, would be reflected in the make-up of the defenddotdasatering
the RHCJC after arrest.
Hypothesis 3 predicted that the police officers’ emphasis on enforcement of ruisanc
level offenses in Red Hook would increase criminal cases involving commuridgnmess
generally, and young, minority individuals in particular. This “net-wideningyatlyesis was
derived, in part, from focus group discussions with residents. They believed that the ctynmuni
court’s operation actually encouraged police to stop and to arrest young, miesidgnis for
petty offenses. Once stopped, police could legally search for “other thirgs.View suggested
that the charges lodged against these defendants would likely be the most pesiysoéillowing
for an arrest, thus more easily creating opportunities for police searcheghelsis 4 predicted
the more typically understood version of net-widening: arrests of more defenddmnho prior
convictions.
Each defendant characteristic was treated in turn as an outcome to see likeiilibed
of that type of defendant appearing in the caseload may have changadthevéhese two
hypotheses were examined using individual level criminal filing data in twerelift ways: In the
first analysis, criminal court filings from all Kings County precincerevused to contrast
defendant attributes before and after community prosecution was impéeiné&his tested

whether the make-up of the entering Red Hook caseload changed in the hypothesitzedsdirec
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after the community prosecution/court initiative started (See Table 6-&8 3242.) The second
analysis looked for post-implementation changes over time in the attribudeteaflants entering
the community court (see Table 6-6, Data Set 3.)

l. Net Widening Measured AsDifferences in Defendant Attributes After
Implementation of Community Prosecution in Red Hook

The criminal court filing data collected for all Kings County (Data Seenitted a
comparison of defendants in Red Hook before and after implementation and from post-
implementation Red Hook vs. all non-Red Hook precinct arrests. The hypothesesgraalict

increase in resident, minority and young or first time defendants aftBHBJC started.

Table 6-1 - Analytic Model, Hypothesis 3 & 4, Data Set 2

Dependent variablesroportion of defendants in criminal filings with specific
attributes: Ethnicity (minority, specifically African American andgphnic),

resident of Red Hook vs. non-resident; age (young - 24 and under); gender; prior
criminal convictions.

Independent variable$re- vs. post, (0 vs. 1); Red Hook vs. non-Red Hook
precinct, (0 vs. 1); Pre/post interaction, Red Hook precinct, post (during 2001=1,
all else=0); sequence: time, measured in weeks; age: (24 and under=1 vs. 25 and
above=0); gender: (male=1 vs. female=0); prior criminal convictionslyes=

no=0; Red Hook resident vs. non-resident, (1 vs. 0); race/ethnicity: (African
American or not, (1 vs. 0); Hispanic or not, (1 vs. 0).

Units of analysisindividual cases: pre- (n=19,296); post (n=22,989): pre-
implementation (n=14 weeks), post-implementation (n=13 weeks); nested within
precincts (n=23)

Locations included* Treatment” precincts 72, 76, 78; “control” areas: all other
Brooklyn precincts, (n=20)

Data begin and end dateBre-implementation: 7/01/98-9/30/98; Post-
implementation: 1/1/2001-3/31/2001

Analysis strategylogistic multilevel regression: HLM Bernoulli

Independent Variables in Data Set 2
The independent variables representing the possible impact of community proseeuéion w

constructed in the following manner:
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1) Pre/post The pre/post-implementation variable assigned a score of (0) to all pre-
implementation cases (1998), and a value of (1) to all cases brought during the post-
implementation period (2001);

2) Location(Red Hook vs. non-Red Hook): The three Red Hook precincts were
represented as (1); the non-Red Hook Kings County precincts were represented as
(0), without regard to when the arrest took place;

3) Time/Location InteractionDefendants cases filed in Red Hook post-implementation

were assigned a value of (1); all other cases were scored (0).

4) Age: This variable controlled for effects that could have been attributed to the age of
the defendant. The dichotomous variable identified a “young” group, including
defendants age 24 and younger, and assigned a value of (1) vs. an older group, age 25
and over assigned a value of (0).

5) Gender: controlled for differences attributable to gender. Male was represented as
(1), female represented as (0).

6) Race/ethnicity:controlled for differences attributable to ethnicity, specifically

whether the defendant was African American, represented as (1) or nois{ignid
represented as (1) or not (0).

7) Prior convictionsrcontrolled for differences in arrest practices that might have been

attributable to prior contacts with police. A defendant with a prior misdemeanor or
felony conviction was scored (1), while a defendant with no priors was scored (0).
The analysis of the RHCJC data (Data Set 3) supplemented the above agalysis b
examining data that included almost one full year of post-implementation dataaimed by

court personnel. In theory, this passage of time could have allowed the commuratupors
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policies to take hold and influence the make-up of the entering criminal casglgadatively,

analysis could have shown that community prosecution policies were either naveifect

implemented initially, or weakened over time. The underlying aim of thigaasavas to detect

trends showing differences in the defendant make-up of the RHCJC caseload.

Independent Variables in Data Set 3

The independent variables intended to measure the impact of community prosecution on the

make-up of the RHCJC caseload included:

1.

2.

Sequencémeasured by weeks since the first week of implementation). The purpose
of this independent variable was to determine whether changes in caseload type, if
any, were speeding up, slowing down, or remained consistent after the court had

been running for awhile.

Table 6-2 - Analytic Model, Hypotheses 3 & 4, Data Set 3

Dependent variablegrobability of defendants in criminal filings with specific
attributes: Ethnicity (minority, specifically African American andgphnic),

resident of Red Hook vs. non-resident; age (young - 24 and under); gender; prior
criminal convictions.

Independent variableSequence of weeks in which cases enter Red Hook
sample; week/misdemeanor and lower level charge interaction; age: (24 and
under= 1 vs. 25 and above=0); gender: (male=1 vs. female=0); prior criminal
convictions: yes=1 or no=0; Red Hook resident vs. non-resident, (1 vs. 0); Red
Hook precincts: (72=1, 76"=2, 78" =3, all else = 0);

Units of analysisindividual cases: post-implementation only (n=4,088), by week
(n=51), nested within precincts (n=3)

Locations includedTreatment precincts 72, 76, 78; no control

Data begin and end dateBost-implementation: 4/2000-3/2001

Analysis strategylogistic regression: HLM Bernoulli

Time/Misdemeanor InteractionThis analysis examined the interaction between

time (sequence) and misdemeanor and lower offense charges, to determine whether

any trends existed in how the different offender types were charged over time.
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3. Age: This variable controlled for effects that could have been attributed to the age of
the defendant. The dichotomous variable identified a “young” group, including
defendants age 24 and younger, and assigned a value of (1) vs. an older group, age
25 and over assigned a value of (0).

4, Gender: controlled for differences attributable to gender. Male was represented as
(1), female represented as (0).

5. Race/ethnicity:controlled for differences attributable to ethnicity, specifically

whether the defendant was African American, represented as (1) or nois(@3nid
represented as (1) or not (0).

6. Prior convictionscontrolled for differences in arrest practices that might have been

attributable to prior contacts with police. A defendant with a prior misdemeanor or
felony conviction was scored (1), while a defendant with no priors was scored (0).
7. Location controlled for precinct related differences.

Two dummy variables were assigned to the three Red Hook precincts to contrgl for an
differences attributable to different practices across precinatslasto the analysis of
Hypotheses 1 and 2, a fourth precinct variable, “other,” was created to rephese cases
for which the precinct number was not recorded in the data set (approximatebf #2896
cases). The hypotheses predicted that defendants who were young, minoatg,aor with
no criminal history, would have a greater likelihood of being prosecuted and that tipeschar
leveled would be more minor, as reflected in the changed nature of filings ettering

RHCJC.
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Hypothesis 3 Prediction: Increased Proportion of Young
Defendants in Criminal Filings with the Implementation
of Community Prosecution in Red Hook
The first analysis asked whether the criminal caseload in Red Hook becaeasimgly
younger over time compared to filings originating in other precincts anditigsfproduced by

Red Hook precincts in the pre-test period.

Analysis of Variance: Probability of Young Defendants in Red Hook Caseload, Kings
County Court Filings (Data Set 2)

The unconditional model had a reliability estimate of .951, showing strong tempolateocs

at the precinct level in the odds of processing a young defendant. (Table 6-3, Mod& 1). T

Table 6-3: Young Defendants: Decomposition of Varigce and Reliability (Data Set 2)

Between Oddsratio Probability X P Value Reliability
precinct
variance

Model 1: .064 .505 33% 441.34 .001 951

(Data Set 2)

odds ratio of .505 indicated the overall probability of a young defendant was approximately 33%
Across precincts, there were significant (p<.001) differences in thepaiftyoung defendants.

Predicting Probability of a Young Defendant in Red Hook Caseload,
Kings County Court Filings (Data Set 2)

The analysis did not find that the Red Hook caseload became younger over time
compared to the caseloads originating from arrests made by other®dngs$y precincts.
Younger defendants did not appear to be more likely to be targeted by Red Hook geecinct

reflected by the make-up of the criminal caseload. (Table 6-4, Motel 1)

®1 Young defendants were significantly less likehhtove prior convictions, but were significantly radikely to be
African American, Hispanic or male.
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Table 6-4: Full Model, Data Sets 3&4, “Young” Varable

Model 1 (Data Set 2) Model 2 (Data Set 3)

B SE OR B SE OR
Level 1 predictors
Young
Resident -.016 .046 .983.275** .080 1.31
Priors -1.15%** .022 314 -1:88 .092 152
African American .568*** .037 1.76 .690*** 116 1.99
Hispanic 523%** .038 1.68 BO* .103 2.23
Male .396*** .030 1.48 A24%* 103 1.52
Pre/post (Data Set 2 only) .026 .022 1.02
Post-implementation Red
Hook
(Data Set 2 only) .053 .080 1.05
Week2 (Data Set 3 only) .010* .004 1.01
Week x Misdemeanor
(Data Set 3 only) -.008* .003 .992

Level 2 predictors

Red Hook Precincts

(Data Set 2 only) -.215 198 .806
*p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001

Analysis of Variance: Probability of Young Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Red Hook Community Justice Center Filings, (Data Set 3)

The unconditional reliability estimate (.949) indicated very strong weaketk
consistency within precincts in the proportion of young defendants (Table 6-5), butfecin
differed significantly from each other (p<.001) in the average age of tHeid#ats. The odds

ratio of .404 translated to a 29% probability of a defendant in the RHCJC caseloaydugigg

Table 6-5: Young Defendants: Decomposition of Variace and Reliability (Data Set 3)

Between  Odds ratio Probability X P Value Reliability
precinct
variance

Model 1: .104 404 29% 71.25 .001 .949

(Data Set 2)

Discussion: Probability of Young Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Red Hook Community Justice Center Filings (Data Set 3)

The full model (Table 6-4, Model 2) suggested a statistically significasklywérend

toward 1% more defendants per week being young. This provides slight, but technically
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significant support for the local worry that young people were incregsiefgirred to the
community court over time. It also appeared that the tendency over time wasg® yhang
offenders more seriously, as there was a corresponding decrease of appipxifian the
probability that young defendants would be referred for a charge of misdemearssfot’le
Hypothesis 3 Prediction: Increased Proportion
of Red Hook Resident Defendants in Criminal Filings with

the Implementation of Community Prosecution in Red Hook

Analysis of Variance Probability of Red Hook Resident Defendants in Red Hook
Caseload, Kings County Court Filings (Data Set 2)

The reliability estimate of .989, showed strong consistency over timenwich
precinct in the proportion of Red Hook resident defendants (Table 6-6, Model 1). The odds ratio
of .054 indicated that Red Hook residents were defendants in about 5% of the cases across the
entire county. There were significant (p<.001) differences across preaitistsportion of Red

Hook residents processed through the courts.

Table 6-6: Red Hook Residents-Decomposition of Vance and Reliability (Data Set 2)

Between Odds ratio Probability X P value Reliability
precinct
variance

Model 1: 2.24 .054 5% 9897.94 .001 .989

(Data Set 2)

%2 Although the D and E felonies that the court haadire the most minor of felonies, and there maitttee
difference in the sanction they would receive whethe charge was a misdemeanor of D or E feldny, i
nonetheless, clearly preferable to avoid a felamyiction of any type. So even a slightly higherdency for
young offenders to be so charged exposes thenhad thie negative ramifications attached to a fgloanviction,
particularly the impact it could have on future déoyment options.

% Young defendants who resided in Red Hook were rikety to appear in the RHCJC caseload, as wetngo
Hispanics and African Americans, as compared togathers and young males compared to femalesngou
offenders with prior convictions had a lower proitigbof appearing in the caseload than young odiens without
priors.
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Predicting Probability of Red Hook Resident Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Kings County Court Data (Data Set 2)

Table 6-7: Full Model, Data Sets 2 &3, “Red Hook R&ident” Variable

Model 1(Data Set 2) Model 2 (Data Set 3)

B SE OR B SE OR
Level 1 predictors
Young -0.028 .047 972 .267** .080 1.30
Resident
Priors -.098* .044 .905 .013 .072 1.01
African American -.028 .065 971 .068 .094 7.0
Hispanic .879*** .061 2.40 .685 .084 1.98
Male .186** .056 1.20 -.110 .083 .895
Pre/post (Data Set 2 only) -.092 .053 911
Post-implementation Red Hook
(Data Set 2 only) -.119 .087 .887
Week (Data Set 3 only) .011** .003 1.01
Week x Misdemeanor (Data Set
3 only) -.007* .003 93

Level 2 predictors

Red Hook Precincts

(Data Set 2 only) 3.37%** 578 9.284
*p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001

The post-implementation Red Hook measure did not yield a significantly higher
probability that Red Hook residents would be part of the incoming criminal casdteathe
RHCJC opened (Table 6-7, Model 1). This finding does not support one of the net-widening
features of the hypothesis--that residents would be more likely to be “swepth@tourt
system as a result of the implementation of community prosecution through the RHCJC.

Analysis of Variance: Increased Probability

of Red Hook Resident Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Red Hook Community Justice Center Filings (Data Set 3)

At the precinct level, the post implementation data series showed strongoawekk
consistency in the proportion of Red Hook resident defendants making up the entering Red Hook
criminal caseload (reliability estimate of .910) (Table 6-8). The catdsof 1.03 indicated that

the probability of RHCJC defendants being made up of Red Hook residents was about 51%.
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There were significant differences (p<.001) across the three Red Hoakgsegithis
probability, which is not explained by sampling error alone.

Table 6-8: Red Hook Residents-Decomposition of Vance and Reliability (Data Set 3)

Between Odds ratio Probability X P value Reliability
precinct
variance

Model 2: .045 1.03 51% 31.73 .001 910

(Data set 3)

Predicting Probability of Red Hook Resident Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Red Hook Community Justice Center Filings (Data Set 3)

The same approach applied earlier to the analysis of the Kings County datdapsed
to the RHCJC data post-implementation (See Table 6-7, Model 2). Case=sdreddahe RHCJC
were slightly, but statistically significantly (B=.011, p<.01) more kil be comprised of Red
Hook residents over time. At the same time residents were less likelpQB=p<.05) to be
referred for misdemeanor charges over time. This outcome lends sjglarsto the idea that
residents were increasingly likely over time to be charged at a morastvel.

Hypothesis 3 Prediction: Increase in Proportion of African American [2fendants in
Criminal Filings with the Implementation of Community Prosecution in Red Hook

Table 6-9: African American Defendants-Decompositio of Variance and Reliability (Data Set 2)

Between Odds ratio Probability X P value Reliability
precinct
variance

Model 1: 2.01 1.03 50% 9754.01 .001 .998

(Data Set 2)

Analysis of Variance: Probability of African American
Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Kings County Court filings 1998/2001 (Data Set 2)
The probability that an individual processed through Kings County court system would
be African American showed strong consistency at the precinct level mee(rgliability

estimate of .998), (Table 6-7, Model 1). The odds ratio of 1.03 indicated that the ptyplodbili
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the defendants in Kings County court being African American was just over 50%e Wi
significant (p<.001) differences across precincts in the probabilityfehdants being African
American.

Prediction the Probability of African American Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Kings County Court filings, (Data Set 2)

The full model for the African American defendant variable (Table 6-10, Model 1)
controlled for all of the demographic variables noted in the other models for thisignaith
the exception of the Hispanic variable, with which it is correlated, becassadrely a different
form of the same dependent meastréccording to this model, there was a significant change
found in the Red Hook caseload during the post-implementation period, but it was the opposite
of the anticipated outcome: the probability of a defendant being African Ameascapposed to
non-African American decreased by 24% over the time period examined. Thedsypotiat
the opening of the community court in the Red Hook community would result in an increase in
the probability of African Americans being referred to court is not supported. &aeimg of
this decrease is subject to interpretation, but it may simply mean that ardiff@cial/ethnic
group is more likely than an African American to be a defendant of the RHCJC, post-

implementatiorf®

% The African American dummy variable is defined nsn-African Americans, which includes a substdntia
percentage of Hispanics. The Hispanic dummy véiebdefined similarly vs. non Hispanics, incluglia
substantial percentage of African Americans. HLMalgsis did not allow the use of these variablea esntrol for
each other because the variables were correlated.

% According to this model, an African American defant is significantly (p<.001) more likely to bewwy and to
have prior convictions than a non African Americlfendant. An African American defendant is al8&cdess
likely than defendants of other nationalities tonee rather than female. In other words, it app#aat African
American females make up a significantly highermpomtion of the category of African American defentiathan
non African American females. There is no significdifference in the probability that the defendaapulation
would include African American offenders from peeptost test, nor is there any significant diffeeattributable
to whether the court referral was made by Red Hmokon Red Hook precincts.
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Table 6-10: Full Models, Data Set 2 & 3, African American Defendants

Model 1 (Data Set 2) Model 2 (Data Set 3)

B SE OR B SE OR
Level 1 predictors
Young 223** 026 1.24 .163 .091 1.17
Resident -.628*** 049 .533 BT .076 .684
Priors .268** .024 1.30 .167* .081 1.18
Male -.223*** 031 799 -211* .091 .809
Pre/post (Data Set 2 only) -.018 .024 .981
Post-implementation Red Hook
(Data Set 2 Only) =277 083 757
Week 2 (Data Set 3 Only) -.00005 .004 .999
Week x Misdemeanor (Data Set 3
Only) -.004 .003 9%

Level 2 predictors

Red Hook Precincts

(Data Set 2 Only) -.648 .872 .523
*p < .05, *p < .01, *p < .001

Analysis of Variance: Probability of African American
Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Red Hook Community Justice Center Filings, (Data Set 3)

When the RHCJC data are examined for the same effect during the 51 week
implementation period, Red Hook precincts showed strong week-to-week consistéinbylity
estimate of .990) in the proportion of African American defendants (Table @4idre were
significant differences (p<.001) across precincts in the fraction ofakfriamerican defendants.

Overall, about 28% of the RHCJC defendant population was African American.

Table 6-11: African American Defendants-Decompositin of Variance and Reliability (Data Set 3)

Between Odds ratio Probability X P value Reliability
precinct
variance

Model 2: .584 .389 28% 251.09 .001 .990

(Data Set 3)

Discussion: Probability of African American Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Red Hook Community Justice Center Filings, (Data Set 3)

According to the full model (Table 6-10, Model 2) the probability of an African

American defendant being referred to the RHCJC did not increase over tiraedition,
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African American defendants did not experience an increased likelihood of berggdath
petty offenses. There was no support for the proposition that African Ameweaas
progressively targeted or inadvertently “swept up” as the community proséadiohinitiative

evolved®®

Hypothesis 3 Prediction: Increased Proportion
of Hispanic Defendants in Criminal Filings with the
Implementation of Community Prosecution in Red Hook

Analysis of Variance: Probability of Hispanic Defendants
in Red Hook Caseload, Kings County Court Filings (Data Set 2)

As we have seen with other defendant characteristics, we see (Tablel€aXa) a
Hispanic defendants: strong consistency in the portion of these cases overthienpratinct
level (reliability estimate .994). In Kings County, 22% of the defendant piguiaas Hispanic.

Differences across precincts were significant (p< .001).

Table 6-12: Hispanic Defendants-Decomposition of \feance and Reliability

Between Odds ratio Probability X P value Reliability
precinct
variance

Model 1: 757 292 22% 5156.17 .001 .994

(Data Set 2)

Predicting Probability of Hispanic Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Kings County Court Filings (Data Set 2)

Looking at the Kings County court data which compares Red Hook precinct generat
cases post-implementation with pre-implementation cases and with non-Regndoinict
cases, Hispanics were about 23% more likely (p<.001) than non-Hispanics (igdhlites,

African-Americans and others) to appear as defendants in the range®being examined

8 According to the full model (Table 8, model 1), &frican American resident of Red Hook had a digantly
lower probability of being referred to the RHCJ@riha African American non-resident; but the proligbi
increased significantly if an African American ded@ant had prior convictions.
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here (Table 6-13, Model 1). It was hypothesized that the opening of the RHCJC waukll ha
greater impact on minority residents, specifically Hispanics andakfrhanericans, than on
White residents and residents of other backgrounds. These data suggest thatstiaenegative
impact on Hispanics in the sense that greater numbers were found in the posteimgutiem

Red Hook caseloal.

Table 6-13: Full Models, Data Sets 2 & 3, “HispanitDefendants

Model 1 (Data Set 2) Model 2 (Data Set 3)

B SE OR B SE OR
Level 1 predictors
Young .110%* .027 1.11 436 .081 1.54
Resident .897*** .045 2.45 B .068 1.91
Priors -.098*** 025 .906 371 .074 1.45
African American
Hispanic
Male .128*** .033 1.13 .188* .085 1.20
Pre/post (Data Set 2 only) -.056* .026 .945
Post-implementation Red
Hook
(Data Set 2 Only) 234 .076 1.26
Week 2 (Data Set 3 Only) -.010** .003 .989
Week x Misdemeanor (Data
Set 3 Only) .008* .003 1.00

Level 2 predictors
Red Hook Precincts

(Data Set 2 Only) .736 482 2.08
*p < .05, *p < .01, *p < .001

The pre/post-implementation variable showed Hispanic defendants were lgs®olike
defendants in Kings County (5%) in the later period, so time differences atoneta
responsible for the outcome. No significant differences between Red Hook and nowdked H
arrest practices appeared when time was not a factor, so location alonenist aésponsible.
Given these two points, it can be argued that the increasing relative invotveinkispanic in

the post-implementation Red Hook caseload may be attributable to the opening of the.RHC

%7 Hispanics who were young, resided in Red Hook erewnale were significantly more likely to be defents
than older Hispanics, non residents or femalespa&fiic defendants were less likely to have priowions.
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Analysis of Variance: Probability of Hispanic Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Red Hook Community Justice Center Filings, (Data $et 3

As before, with other defendant attributes, the portion of Hispanic defendants showed
strong week-to-week consistency at the precinct level, and signiffeai®0() differences
across the Red Hook precincts (Table 6-14)(reliability estimate .978)ofiféfendants in the
RHCJC caseload were Hispanic.

Table 6-14: Hispanic Defendants-Decomposition of \feance and Reliability

Between Odds ratio Probability X P value Reliability
precinct
variance

Model 2: .209 .843 46% 143.10 .001 .978

(Data Set 3)

Predicting Probability of Hispanic Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Red Hook Community Justice Center Filings, (Data Set 3)

As RHCJC operations continued (Table 6-13, Model 2), Hispanic defendants were about 1%
less likely with each passing week (p<.01), but more likely (p<.05) over tilne ¢barged with
a misdemeanor offense or lower. Arrests for these offenses are argasplyp make since they
may involve minor infractions that could easily be ignored, i.e. the arrest depenwnilg bredhe
discretion of the officer. This slight trend seems to support the beliefs afdi group
members. They suggested that these arrests were a pretext soqudticgearch for other
things.

Hypothesis 3 Prediction: Increased Proportion of Male Defendants i€riminal Filings with
the Implementation of Community Prosecution in Red Hook

Table 6-15: Male defendants-Decomposition of Variate and Reliability (Data Set 2)

Between Odds ratio Probability X P value Reliability
precinct
variance

Model 1: .044 5.15 83% 357.95 .001 .891

(Data Set 2)
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Analysis of Variance Probability of Male Defendants in Red Hook
Caseload, Kings County Court Filings (Data Set 2)

The reliability estimate of .891, showed strong consistency over timenwitch
precinct in the proportion of male defendants (Table 6-15, Model 1). The odds ratio of 5.15
indicated that just over 83% of the defendants in Kings County court were male. Enere w
significant (p<.001) differences across precincts in the portion of maleddefes processed
through the courts.

Predicting Probability of Male Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Kings County Court Data (Data Set 2)

Table 6-16: Full Model, Data Sets 2 &3, Male Deferaht Variable

Model 1(Data Set 2) Model 2 (Data Set 3)

B SE OR B SE OR
Level 1 predictors
Young 3.96%** .030 1.48 A405%* 102 1.49
Resident 206+ .056 122 .1069 .083 .896
Priors 290+ .027 1.33 135 .088 1.14
African American -2.69%** .043 764 122 .105 1.13
Hispanic -.068 .046 933 .142 412 .867
Male
Pre/post (Data Set 2 only) .098** .027 1.10
Post-implementation Red Hook
(Data Set 2 only) -.108 .090 .896
Week (Data Set 3 only) -.001 .004 .998
Week x Misdemeanor (Data Set
3 only) -.002 .003 97

Level 2 predictors
Red Hook Precincts

(Data Set 2 only) -.313* .149 307
*p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001

The post-implementation Red Hook measure showed that there was no significant
difference in the probability of a male defendant in Red Hook being referred to cdurt pos

implementation (Table 6-16, Model 1). This finding does not support the hypothesis that males
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would be drawn into court more often as a result of the implementation of community
prosecution through the RHCYC

Analysis of Variance: Probability of Male Defendants in Red Hook Caseload, Red Hook
Community Justice Center Filings (Data Set 3)

The post implementation data was consistent through the passing weeks atiticé prec
level in the proportion of male defendants (reliability estimate of .841) (Bab¥®. The odds
ratio of 3.90 indicated a 79% probability of a RHCJC defendant being male. There were
significant differences (p<.001) across precincts in this probability, whicbt explained by

sampling error alone.

Table 6-17: Male Defendants-Decomposition of Variate and Reliability (Data Set 3)

Between Odds ratio Probability X P value Reliability
precinct
variance

Model 2: .036 3.90 79% 18.00 .001 .841

(Data set 3)

Predicting Probability of Male Defendants in Red Hook Caseload,
Red Hook Community Justice Center Filings (Data Set 3)

The same approach was adapted to the Red Hook Community Justice Center data post-
implementation (See Table 6-16, Model 2). The time variables did not show a trenyd of a
change over time in the probability of male offenders being referred RHEJC, nor was there

a change in the probability of males being referred for low-level offenses.

% There was a significantly higher probability thamnale Kings County defendant would be: young siemt of
Red Hook, or have a prior criminal convictions wteemtrolling for the other variables. Interestinglshen a male
is Black, he has a 23% lower probability of beingiags County defendant than a male who is not Blac
Although this seems counter intuitive, since Blatkles clearly are arrested far more than Black fesn@0,492
cases for males compared to 4406 cases for feméalessinterpreted to mean that Black females hawégher
probability of being a defendant relative to Blamkles than females of other racial/ethnic groupe elative to
males. There is, however, no difference in prolitghdletween Hispanic and non Hispanic males.
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I. Net-Widening: The Impact of Prior
Criminal Convictions on Court Referral

After the implementation of community prosecution in Red Hook, did the RHCJC bring
more defendants into the criminal justice system with no prior convictions?

Hypothesis 4 Prediction: Increased Proportion of Defendants witha Prior
Criminal Convictions

Analysis of Variance: Probability of Defendants without Prior Convictions in Red Hook
Caseload, Kings County court filings (Data Set 2)

Table 6-18: Prior convictions-Decomposition of Vamnce and Reliability

Between Odds ratio Probability X P value Reliability
precinct
variance

Model 1: .058 .924 48% 607.48 .001 .952

(Data Set 2)

The unconditional model for this defendant feature showed strong consistendynever t
within precincts (reliability estimate .994) and significant differer{pes001) across precincts
(Table 6-18). Across all the defendants in the range of cases exantecabdweit48% had prior

criminal convictions.

Table 6-19: Full Model, Data Sets 2&3, Prior Convitions

Model 1 (Data Set 2) Model 2 (Data Set 3)

B SE OR B SE OR
Level 1 predictors
Young -1.15%* 022 314 -1.87** .092 153
Resident -.095* .043 .908 002 .072 1.02
Priors
African American .380%** .033 16 .603*** .100 1.82
Hispanic AT7T7r* .035 1.19 .680* .091 1.97
Male .288*** .027 1.33 134 .088 1.14
Pre/post (Data Set 2 only) 074 .021 1.07
Post-implementation Red Hook
(Data Set 2 only) -.159* .073 .852
Week 2 (Data Set 3 only) .003 .004 1.00
Week x misdemeanor (Data Set
3 only) -.001 .003 899

Level 2 predictors
Red Hook precincts

(Data Set 2 only) .380* 152 1.46
*p < .05, **p < .01, **p < .001
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Predicting Probability of Defendants without Prior Convictions in
Red Hook Caseload, Kings County Court Filings (Data Set 2)

Results (Table 6-19) support Hypothesis 4. After the RHCJC started defenmdRed
Hook were 14% less likely to have prior convictions. This finding lends support iethéhat
the RHCJC facilitated net-widening, that is, to draw in more defendants withouepperience
with the criminal justice system. This effect is net of (against thkgraund of) enduring Red
Hook vs. non-Red Hook differences: defendants from Red Hook precincts generally %ere 46
more likely to have one or more priors than those arrested by non-Red Hook preatectTj

effect is also net of a post-implementation increase of 7%, across praainafendants with

priors.
Table 6-20: Prior convictions-Decomposition of Vamnce and Reliability
Between Odds ratio Probability X P value Reliability
precinct
variance
Model 2: .092 .802 45% 75.69  .001 .978

(Data Set 3)

Analysis of Variance: Probability of Defendants without Prior Convictions in Red Hook
Caseload, Red Hook Community Justice Center Filings (Data Set 3)
As before with Data Set 3 (RHCJC data) and defendant attributes, so too withhaniers t
is strong week-to-week consistency within precincts (Table 6-20, Modeli2p{lity estimate
.978) on the proportion, and significant variation (p<.001) between precincts of defendants wit
records of prior convictions.

Predicting Probability of Defendants without Prior Convictions in Red Hook Caseload, Red
Hook Community Justice Center Filings (Data Set 3)

Results showed (Table 6-19, Model 2), no change over time once the RHCJC was

functioning in the likelihood of defendants with no prior criminal record, nor was thgre an
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difference over time in how they were charged. While the caseload di@wiiRied Hook
precinct arrests increasingly included Hispanic defendants after thewrotyprosecution was
implemented compared to past practices and compared to non-Red Hook precinafteasks,
court opened, there was no indication that net-widening progressively increased.
l:  Summary
Hypothesis 3: Defendant Characteristics Post Implementation

Young Offenders Post-implementation

Table 6-21: Hypothesis 3: Data Sets 2 and 3 Compdiee Statistics

KINGS COUNTY DATA RED HOOK DATA
(Kings County and Red Hook Precincts) (Red Hook Precincts Only)
Pre-and Post-implementation Post-implementation Only
% of Post- % of RHCJC Week Week/Misdemeanor
Kings implementation Defendant (sequence), Interaction, Changes
County Red Hook Population Probability of Over Time in
Court Referral Court Referral, Misdemeanor vs. Low-
Defendant Population, Changes Over level Felony Charging
Population Changes in Time
Overall Probability
Hypothesis 3
Model 1:
Young 33% No effect 29% 1% increase 1% decrease
Model 2:
Red Hook
Resident 5% No effect 51% 1% increase 1% decrease
Model 3:
African
American 50% 24% decrease 28% No effect No effect
Model 4:
Hispanic 22% 26% increase 46% 1% decrease 1% increase
Model 5:
Male 83% No effect 79% No effect No effect

Hypothesis 3 suggested that one of the net-widening consequences of the community
prosecution strategy would be an increase in the charging of young people, age@dger \in
the RHCJC. This hypothesis was based, in part, upon the strong beliefs expreasatbieys
of focus groups, consisting of community members, conducted in Red Hook in 2003. Analysis

of Kings County court filings 1998/2001 (Data Set 2) (Table 6-21, Model 1) failed to support
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this hypothesis. The RHCJC data similarly failed to show strong suppadnigdrypothesis.
There was a small, but statistically significant increase in the piapaibiyounger defendants
over time. In addition, a slightly decreasing trend was detected in the priybidailiyoung
defendant referral would be for low-level crimes. It could be argued thatfthéseys provide
some support for the hypothesis, but the size of the effect makes the argumtraries
compelling. It would be equally as plausible to interpret this finding as indiaatthe relative
stability of the proportion of young defendants in the RHCJC caseload oveistheér of
operation.
Red Hook Residents Post-implementation

Another potential net-widening effect posited by Hypothesis 3 concerned Red Hook
residents. Would community prosecution draw more neighborhood residents into the criminal
court caseload over time? The Kings County data (Data Set 2) does not support thissig/pot
(Table 6-21, Model 2). But, after community prosecution began, the RHCJGazhs&ls made
up more often of Red Hook residents. At least over the course of the first gedente seemed
to be experiencing a small but steady increase in criminal filings for seoieus offenses as
compared to RHCJC defendants who did not reside within the jurisdiction of the RHCJC.
However again, the effect size is so small that it is equally argusdiléhe population of Red
Hook residents in the caseload was relatively stable over this first year.

Minority Defendants in the Post-implementation Court Caseload

Did the initiation of the community prosecution/court initiative result in an inergas
numbers or proportions of minority defendants in the Red Hook caseload when compared to the
caseload without the implementation of the innovation? The overall Kings County daurt da

offer some support for this proposition (Table 6-21, Model 4). The proportion of Hispanic
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defendants in the Red Hook caseload increased 26% during the post-implementatiorsperiod a
compared to the caseload generated from pre-implementation Red Hook pmreesistand all
non-Red Hook precinct arrests. Contrary to the hypothesis that the new community
prosecution/community court approach would draw in African American defendantgen lar
numbers however, the probability of African American defendants appearing in thegenter
caseload decreased 24%. The explanation for these findings may be relatetbtodgeaphic
make-up of Kings County, Red Hook and the newly formed jurisdiction of the RHCJC.
African Americans accounted for a larger portion of the population in Kings County
overall than of the jurisdiction carved out for the RHCJC. The reverse was tidispanics,
however. In the 2000 census, African Americans were 36% of the Kings County population,
while Hispanics were slightly less than 20%. African Americans also made upG®¢eof the
Kings County defendant population, while Hispanics comprised only 22%. Initially HGE ®
was intended to focus on the neighborhood traditionally referred to as Red Hook, which,
according to the 2000 census had a population of 10,215, the majority of which resided in the
predominantly African American Red Hook Housing project. The jurisdiction of the court,
however, was ultimately expanded to include additional adjoining neighborhoods (Fagan and
Malkin, 2003, pp. 943-946) to form a court with a volume of matters sufficient to justify the use
of resources involved. As a result, African Americans represented sliglstithbes 18% of the
population of 32,974 persons residing within the primary Red Hook zip°@edele Hispanics
residents comprised just over 25% of the population. Hispanics outnumbered Africanaisier
in all but one of the zip codes in the RHCJC'’s jurisdiction. The jurisdiction of the Red Hook

court included all of the area policed by thd Péecinct, but only parts of the "f2nd 7§

% The zip code areas that are within the jurisdicbéthe RHCJC include: 11231(Red Hook); 11215 Kope,
Prospect Park, Windsor Terrace); 11220 (Sunsef) PEIR32 (Park Slope) and 11217 (Boerum Hills, Gelbtill,
Gowanus, Wykoff Gardens)
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precincts. Ultimately, because the jurisdiction of the court included alesais substantial
populations of Hispanics resided, the police focus in the post-implementation periodrangef
arrests within the RHCJC multi-precinct jurisdiction resulted in an inecemeus on crime
problems in Hispanic areas. At the same time, the addition of these other neighborhoeate to c
the community court’s jurisdiction resulted in diluting the African American poipul &if
defendants, which would not have been originally anticipated from the proximitg éfftican
American residences to the new court’s location. In short, while the arezeddny the 3 Red
Hook precincts did not change, the make-up of the newly created court’s jurisdictidraveay
resulted in altering post implementation arrest practices such that Hispare increasingly
drawn in to the Red Hook caseload.

The Red Hook court data (Data Set 3) did not show evidence of a growing trend in cases
involving Hispanic defendants once the RHCJC was underway—at least as judgeddaytie
first 51 weeks of operation (very early days). These data showed only ghitycblanges in the
composition of the defendant caseload in the community court in the first yeae fingor
changes are not strong evidence that the Hispanic effect found in the Kings Gatanty
dissipated over the first year of operation. Rather, it can be argued thi¢theeenained
stable. In other words, the creation of the Red Hook court jurisdiction built-in sucleeanbsff
the fact of its creation—influenced by the population of the catchment area d.serve

Male Defendants Post-Implementation

Contrary to Hypothesis 3, there was no difference in the probability of male defendant

appearing in either the post-implementation, Red Hook caseload (Data Set Zreonales

more likely to appear in the RHCJC caseload over time (Data Set 3) (Tabjévidel 5).
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Hypothesis 4: Defendants’ Prior Criminal Convictions Post-implenentation

Table 6-22: Hypothesis 4: Data Sets 2 and 3 compdige statistics

KINGS COUNTY DATA RED HOOK COURT DATA

(Kings County and Red Hook precincts) (Red Hook precincts only)

Pre and post implementation Post test only
% of Post- % of Red Week Week/Misdemeanor
Kings implementation Hook Court  (sequence), Interaction, Changes
County Red Hook Defendant Probability of Over Time in
Court Referral Population Court Referral, Misdemeanor vs. Low
Defendant Population, Changes Over  Level Felony Charging
Population Changes in Time
Overall Probability

Hypothesis 4

Model 5:

Prior

Convictions 48% 14% decrease 45% No effect No effect

Would the initiation of the community prosecution/court program in Red Hook draw in
“non criminal” defendants with no previous criminal contacts; individuals unlikely torbsted
and convicted without the new focus on low-level crime (Hypothesis 4)? Support wasrfound
Data Set 2 only (Table 6-16.) Post-implementation, the probability that an indiwdbalt
prior convictions arrested in Red Hook would be referred to court increasedcaigghyt This
was true despite the facts that Red Hook precinct referrals were mdyeddikevolve
defendants with prior convictions than non-Red Hook precinct referrals, and that dedenda
referred in the post-implementation period by either type of precinctmere likely to have
prior convictions than in the pre-implementation period. These outcomes make the post-
implementation Red Hook decrease in probability of court referrals fortreffeaders seem
even more significant, as it could be attributable to factors surrounding the imgdéioe of
community prosecution through the RHCJC. There may in fact be a valid issue ofl @eiyg.
Data Set 3 does not, however, provide evidence of an increasing proportion of first time

offenders over the first year of RHCJC operations.
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In sum, the effects found in the Kings County data which seem to correspond with the
implementation of community prosecution could be indicative of the initial impact of the
innovation on the new court’'s caseload. The very small changes that were detectee st
51 weeks of operation show that once the court was up and running, the variables explored in

this research were handled in a consistent manner, with little change over time
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CHAPTER 7
COMMUNITY PERSPECTIVES ON QUALITY OF LIFE, FEAR OF CRIME
AND JUSTICE AGENCIES IN RED HOOK NEIGHBORHOODS:
THE RED HOOK COMMUNITY JUSTICE CENTER NEIGHBORHOOD SURVEYS
1999-2001
Overview

Beginning in 1995, CCI conducted a series of annual surveys in Red Hook. Respondents
were primarily residents, although some local business owners and erspiesieeng outside of
Red Hook were also included. The surveys tapped views on community safety anld relate
concerns. This chapter examines surveys from 1999 through 2001, the first ebnumulst-
implementation year for the RHCJE.

The surveys used convenience rather than probability samples, therefosailise re
including year-to-year shifts, are not representative of communigywelvs or shifts in those
views. Nevertheless, the survey results provide additional information about hew som
respondents viewed local conditions before and after the RHCJC started. Theantdrappear
in Appendix 4.

Survey Questions Relevant to Community Prosecution

This section looks at survey reports on 1) quality of life in Red Hook, 2) impressions of

criminal justice agencies (police, courts and the district attorney@aBpf crime; and 4)

® The surveys were administered by members of tileHR®k Public Safety Corps, over a period of twekse
during the fall, each year. Fifty interviewersee®d one full day of training, and were placedeiams of five,
which consisted of two pairs of interviewers ané taam leader. They were then sent out in paipgtiorm the
survey; one person asked the questions, whilegbensl person recorded responses. Because thesalistantial
Spanish speaking population in Red Hook, one membeach pair was fluent in Spanish. The team leadersaw
results and kept a log of locations surveyed, sui@gsthat the entire community had been coveredeMo
specifically, interviews were collected on a corieece basis, as surveyors walked through the nertlolods in
Red Hook, going door to door in the public hougingjects and to private residences. In additiosahse residents
might not have been at home during the day, intereis included local businesses, banks, healtlerseand
supermarkets as locations for soliciting interviewRespondents include not only residents, but logsiness
owners and employees as well.
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perceived crime problems. Each topic area was represented by sevenalosiastions deemed

most relevant to this study (Table 7-1).

Table 7-1: Selected Survey Questions

Quality of Life Fear of Crime

1) Satisfied with Red Hook as place to 1) Do you feel safe at home at night

live/work?

2) Quiality of life rating? 2) Do you feel safe airhe during the day?

3) How has the quality of life changed? 3) Do yeelfsafe on the street at night?
4) Do you feel safe on the street during the
day?

Attitudes Towards Criminal Justice Agents Community Problems

1) Towards the Red Hook police response? 1) Pdblig sales?

2) Towards the police-community relationship?  2blRudrug use?
3) Towards the district attorney response to the3) Public drinking?
community?

4) Towards the court system-community 4) Littering
relationship?

In addition to considering overall responses (for the non-probability samples froryeaakh
responses were examined by residence of respondents and by respondents’ raweearid g
determine whether there appeared to be any important differences in rdsgegsen
demographic background. It is important to keep in mind that Red Hook represents enollect
of different types of neighborhoods, including White, Hispanic/Latino, and African idamer
As in other locations, including Red Hook, race/ethnicity is associated with neighborhood
location.
Description of Survey Respondents (1999, 2000, 2001)

Table 7-2 shows the demographic composition of survey respondents by gear. T
percentage of respondents who were White was small relative to Africancansgeand
Hispanics, but increased over the years from 8% in 1999 to 16% in 2001. In addition,

respondents who fell into the category of “other” varied slightly from 16% in 1999 to 14% in
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2001, Approximately 84% of respondents each year were residents living within the

jurisdiction of the RHCJC. Percent female ranged from 60 to 53%.

Table 7-2: Demographic Attributes of Survey Responents
Total African White Hispanic Other Resident Non- Male Female

American Resident
1999 n=980 396 86 354 144 800 154 374 564
100% 40% 8% 36% 16% 84% 16% 40% 60%
2000 n=1743 723 207 600 214 1375 284 671 1005
100% 41% 12% 34% 12% 83% 17% 40% 60%
2001 n=1169 458 193 363 155 957 167 518 592
100% 39% 16% 31% 14% 85% 15% 47% 53%

l. Quality of Life in Red Hook, 1999-2001
Are you satisfied with Red Hook as a place to live or work?

Table 7-3: Are you satisfied with Red Hook as a pta to live or work?
By Demographic Group and Year

African Non-
American White Hispanic Male Female Resid resident
n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
1999 No 66 17% 11 13% 56 16% 57 15% 98 18% 134 17% 23 % 15
Yes 212 54% 49 57% 206 58% 207 56% 326 58% 463 % 58 77 50%
Neutral 113 29% 26 30% 90 26% 108 29% 135 24% 198 25% 53 35%
Total 391 100% 86 100% 352 100% 372  100% 559 100% 795 100% 153 100%
2000 No 131 18% 15 7% 83 14% 99 15% 148 15% 228 17% 24 % 8
Yes 366 51% 146 71% 298 50% 368 55% 519 52% 717 3% 5 163 58%
Neutral 218 31% 45 22% 214 36% 198 30% 329 33% 5 41 30% 95 34%
Total 715 100% 206 100% 595 100% 665  100% 996 %100 1360 100% 282 100%
2001 No 94 21% 18 9% 72 20% 82 16% 121 21% 177 19% 26 % 16
Yes 238 52% 137 71% 206 57% 306 60% 332 56% 552 8% 5 94 56%
Neutral 123 27% 38 20% 82 23% 127 25% 136 23% 224 23% 47 28%
Total 455 100% 193 100% 360 100% 515  100% 589 %100 953 100% 153 100%

Overall, there was little evidence that the implementation of community prasecut

made respondents more satisfied from 1999 to 2001(Table 7-3). Throughout, levels of

" The “other” category consisted of various ractiféc groups, none of whom comprised a signifigacentage
of the population of the jurisdiction. For this sea, their collective responses are not includetii;research.
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satisfaction with Red Hook as a place to live and work ranged from 50-70%, depending on the
group. White respondents, who were more likely to reside in the gentrified neighbdfhoods
(Fagan and Malkin, 2003) seemed more satisfied by 2001.

Table 7-4: How would you rate the quality of life @er the past year?
By Demographic Group and Year

African Non-
American White Hispanic Male Female Resid resident
n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
2000 bad 168 23% 22 11% 157 26% 151 23% 222 22% 316 23%44 16%
good 549 7% 183 89% 440 74% 516 7% 774 78% 104677% 235 84%
total 717 100% 205 100% 597 100% 667 100% 996 %100 1362 100% 279 100%
2001 bad 107 24% 23 12% 80 22% 111 22% 119 20% 207 22% 9 2  17%
good 343 76% 169 88% 279 7% 401 78% 466 78% 740 78% 137 83%
total 450 100% 192 100% 359 100% 512  100% 585 %100 947 100% 166 100%

How Would You Rate the Quality of Life Over the Past Year?

The majority of respondents, over 70% in all demographic groups, rated the quality of
life as “good” in each of the two years for which data were availalalel€¢T7-4). White
respondents as compared to non-White respondents were more likely to rate lityadbigjife
positively. White respondents were less likely than non-Whites to live in the Red HoadsHous
a large public housing project built in the 1930’s, so Whites overall may have experietteed b
living conditions than those experienced by their minority neighbors (Fagan akia \N28103),
which could have been the reason for their more favorable opinions.

How Has the Quality of Life Changed in the Past Year?

Respondents were asked whether the quality of life in Red Hook had changed in the las
year, beginning in 1999 (Table 7-8/ith the exception of the relatively small percentage of
non-resident respondents, whose responses did not change oveimiitae percentages of all

groups expressed the view that the quality of life had improved in 1999, 1 year prior to

2 Slightly less than 28% of White respondents rasidehe Red Hook housing projects, compared togusr 80%
of Black and 60% of Hispanic respondents.
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Table 7-5: How has the Quality of Life Changed intie Past Year?
By Demographic Group and Year

African Non-
American White Hispanic Male Female Resid resident
n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
1999 Dbetter 213 54% 47 55% 194 56% 208 56% 304 55% 456 58% 68 5% 4
same 131 34% 26 31% 116 33% 125 34% 180 32% 24130% 70 46%
worse 47 12% 12 14% 194 11% 38 10% 72 13% 96 12% 14 9%
total 391 100% 85 100% 349 100% 371 100% 556 100%793 100% 152 100%
2000 better 335 48% 99 49% 264 45% 309 47% 457 46% 632 47% 116 42%
same 254 36% 77 38% 233 40% 249 38% 369 38% 49437% 130 47%
worse 116 16% 27 13% 88 15% 98 15% 154 16% 215 % 16 30 11%
total 705 100% 203 100% 585 100% 656  100% 980 %100 1341 100% 276 100%
2001 Dbetter 192 43% 90 49% 165 47% 235 47% 257 45% 418 45% 72 5% 4
same 188 42% 85 46% 141 40% 197 40% 250 43% 38342% 76 48%
worse 64 14% 9 5% 46 13% 63 13% 69 12% 119 13% 11 7%
total 444 100% 184 100% 352 100% 495 100% 576 %100 920 100% 159 100%

implementation, each at approximately 55-58% (Table 7-5). The percentalyesspondent
groups who believed things were better in 2000 and 2001 compared to the previous year
decreased to between 43 and 49%.
[I. Community Attitudes about Representatives of Criminal Justice Aencies,
1999-2001

Key elements of the community prosecution strategy were intended to improve
relationships between agency representatives and the community, and enhanagaheies
reputations for handling neighborhood problems. If the strategy was successfaljrmtyn
members would have viewed agencies as more responsive. Community justicepesstit
believe that neighborhood residents tend to be very concerned about the low-levglpfjlitdit
crime that makes everyday life less enjoyable (Boland, 1998, p. 254 ; Goldkamp, et al. 2001, p.

26-27). If this was true for Red Hook, a positive response to increased police emphasis on |

level crime might be expected. Attitudes toward official criminal jestigencies were the topic
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several questions in the community surveys that were asked in all thre@29, 2000 and

2001)"® Changes over time might reflect shifting community-wide views.

1) “In your experience, is police response excellent, good, satisfactory tisiatsary

in your neighborhood?” (good, bad, neutral)

2) “Would you characterize the relationship between the police and your community
as...?” (Positive, neutral, negative)

3) “Would you characterize the District Attorney's Office's respomsemplaints and
issues raised by the Red Hook community &5 (Positive, neutral, negative)

4) “Would you characterize the relationship between the court system and your
community as..?” (Positive, neutral, negative)

In addition, a fifth question was included: “Have you heard of the Red Hook Communitg Just

Center...?” (yes/no) The purpose of this question was to determine whether the egptmse

other survey questions could have been associated with opinions of respondents about the

changes made in Red Hook, as opposed to experiences with the main Kings Countpislystem

Table 7-6: Have You Heard of the Red Hook Communitylustice Center?
By Demographic Group and Year

African Non-
American White Hispanic Male Female Resid resident
n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
1999 vyes 179 52% 20 38% 90 37% 117 42% 214 47% 299 48% 4 3  30%
no 164 48% 33 62% 156 63% 160 58% 245 53% 325 52% 78 70%
total 343 100% 53 100% 246 100% 277  100% 459 100% 624 100% 112 100%
2000 vyes 358 52% 58 31% 192 34% 237 38% 422 45% 568 45% 71 29%
no 327 48% 130 69% 374 66% 389 62% 526 55% 709 % 55 174 71%
total 685 100% 188 100% 566 100% 626  100% 948 %100 1277 100% 245 100%
2001 vyes 304 76% 85 54% 199 66% 291 66% 349 69% 561 71% 68 51%
no 95 24% 71 46% 102 34% 149 34% 158 31% 234 29% 65 49%
total 399 100% 156 100% 301 100% 440  100% 507 9600 795 100% 133 100%

" These questions are direct quotations from theHReak surveys, 1999-2001 (See Appendix 6)
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Have You Heard of the Red Hook Community Justice Center?

CCl publicized the RHCJC project before it opened, and sought community input about
structure and operations, so it made sense to expect residents would be awarélGitiaR
early as 2000. In 2000, the first year of court operations, awareness was no higbéftha
for any group (Table 7-6). Awareness among respondents seemed more \aiby2601
after the court had been running for over a year, ranging from 51% to 76% of respondents

In both years, African American respondents were more likely to be aware of the
RHCJC, compared to Whites and Hispanics. Red Hook resident respondents were tgdee like
be aware of the court than non-residents in both years.

Table 7-7: How would you rate the Red Hook policegsponse?
- Yz
By Demographic Group and Year

African Non-
American White Hispanic Male Female Resid resident
n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
1999 bad 111 28% 15 18% 105 30% 101 27% 165 30% 235 30% 33 22%
good 254 65% 62 73% 217 63% 234 64% 358 64% 496 3% 6 103 69%
neutral 29 7% 8 9% 25 7% 33 9% 35 6% 56 7% 13 9%
total 394 100% 85 100% 347 100% 368 100% 558 100%787 100% 149 100%
2000 bad 176 25% 22 11% 149 25% 156 24% 219 22% 319 24% 46 17%
good 453 64% 161 81% 386 65% 436 66% 667 68% 879 66% 190 73%
neutral 82 11% 17 8% 56 10% 69 10% 98 10% 137 10% 25 10%
total 711 100% 200 100% 591 100% 661  100% 984 %100 1335 100% 261 100%
2001 bad 121 27% 23 12% 59 17% 103 20% 118 21% 195 21% 2 2  14%
good 261 59% 145 77% 252 71% 332 66% 393 68% 616 67% 106 70%
neutral 61 14% 20 11% 43 12% 70 14% 64 11% 108 % 12 24 16%
total 443 100% 188 100% 354 100% 505 100% 575 9%100 919 100% 152 100%

How Would You Rate the Red Hook Police Response?
At least 63% of the respondents in each category rated the police response ag‘good”
1999 (pre-implementation.) Perceptions of police responsiveness varied only flaghtyear

to year (Table 7-7). No clear overall trends appeared.

" To simplify, response categories were changed fiorellent”, “good” and “satisfactory” to “good’nal from
“unsatisfactory to “bad”.
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White respondents tended to be slightly more positive about police response overall, and
the difference between Whites and African Americans grew over tini®9@ 73% of White
respondents rated police as responsive, compared to only 63% of Hispanics and 65%mf Afric
Americans. In 2000, White approval reached a high of 81% compared to only 65% of Hispanics
and 64% of African Americans. In 2001 (post-implementation) 77% of Whites as compared t
only 60% of African Americans thought police responded effectively to theirfoakkervice.

How Would You Rate the Relationship between the Police and the Community?

A principal aim of the community prosecution/court approach would include improving
the relationship between police and the community. Because the police continuenmhave
direct contact with residents than either community court judges or communigzprors, it is
relevant to ask whether the changes in the administration of criminal justmaated with the
community court in Red Hook created more positive interactions between police andragmm
members. Unfortunately, this did not appear to be the case.

Table 7-8: How would you Rate the Relationship beteen the Police and the Community?
By Demographic Group and Year

African White Hispanic Male Female Resident Non-resident
American
n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
1999 negative 133 34% 15 18% 106 31% 112 30% 176 32% 257 33% 35 24%
positive 143 36% 36 42% 131 38% 134 37% 218 39% 91 2 37% 60 40%
neutral 116 30% 34 40% 109 31% 121 33% 162 29% 5 23 30% 53 36%
total 392 100% 85 100% 346 100% 367 100% 556 100% 783 100% 148 100%
2000 negative 198 28% 18 9% 148 25% 158 24% 235 24% 337 25% 39 15%
positive 284 40% 137 69% 201 34% 289 44% 402 41% 541 41% 133 51%
neutral 226 32% 45 22% 236 40% 208 32% 344 35% 8 44 34% 88 34%
total 708 100% 200 100% 585 100% 655 100% 981 9100 1326 100% 260 100%
2001 negative 132 29% 26 14% 79 22% 132 26% 129 22% 226 24% 35 23%
positive 155 35% 89 47% 155 43% 193 38% 252 43% 79 3 41% 64 41%
neutral 161 36% 74 39% 124 35% 181 36% 202 35% 1 32 35% 55 36%
total 448 100% 189 100% 358 100% 506 100% 583 9100 926 100% 154 100%
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In 1999, less than 43% of all respondents were positive about the police-community

relationship (Table 7-8). In 2001, the post-implementation year, less than 48%espahdents

were positive.
Race/ethnicity made some difference. In all 3 years, a larger pegeaita/hites than

African Americans and Hispanics were positive about police-communityoresaips.

Overall, White respondents tended to be less critical of police than Africanicam

respondents were, but there is little change in the opinion of any racial/ettwicagrout the

police-community relationship over time. In addition, views about the police-cortymuni

relationship did not vary by residence, nor did it change over time. Female respondents,
however, seemed to be less critical of this relationship after communigcptms was

implemented, while there was no perceptible change in the opinion of male respondents.

Table 7-9: How Would you Characterize the District Atorney’s Response to Community Issues and

How Would You Characterize the District Attorney’s Response to

Community Complaints and Issues?

Problems?
By Demographic Group and Year

African White Hispanic Male Female Resident Non

American resident
n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
1999 negative 106 29% 17 22% 80 28% 86 27% 149 29% 212 0% 3 26 22%
positive 89 24% 19 25% 71 24% 69 22% 130 26% 169 24% 29 25%
neutral 173 47% 41 53% 138 48% 159 51% 232 45% 3 33 46% 61 53%
total 368 100% 7 100% 289 100% 314 100% 511 100%714 100% 116 100%
2000 negative 142 21% 20 10% 104 19% 105 17% 186 19% 24619% 35 14%
positive 186 27% 99 51% 109 19% 176 28% 253 27% 41 3 27% 78 31%
neutral 357 52% 75 39% 352 62% 346 55% 511 54% 0 69 54% 141 55%
total 685 100% 194 100% 565 100% 627 100% 950 9%l00 1277 100% 254 100%
2001 negative 110 25% 23 13% 73 21% 120 24% 103 18% 19722% 28 19%
positive 140 32% 68 37% 117 34% 149 30% 200 36% 03 3 33% 47 31%
neutral 188 43% 90 50% 157 45% 227  46% 260 46% 2 40 45% 75 50%
total 438 100% 181  100% 347 100% 496 100% 563 %100 902 100% 150 100%
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This survey question appeared directly relevant to the main questions of thrshese
Closer interaction between the prosecutor and the community was thought ryetcessprove
the prosecutor’s ability to address serious local crime problems. By placiregp@s in the
Red Hook court building, planners hoped to enhance the prosecutor’s effectiveness by
facilitating direct interaction with the community. It appeared (Tal®¢ that over time, White
and Hispanic respondents were increasingly likely to see the prosecespisise as positive.
Over time, African Americans views became slightly more positive.

It appears that the perception of the District Attorney’s responsivendss¢orhimunity
improved somewhat after the introduction of community prosecution in Red Hook. A substantial
percentage of the respondents, however, about 40% or more, in all demographic graups, wer
“neutral”, or had no opinion about prosecutors. Police responsiveness showed fewer holding a
neutral view. Perhaps the average Red Hook respondent was far less likely to hawednzd
with a prosecutor, even a community prosecutor, than with a police officer, so fewer had
firsthand knowledge to gauge the quality of the prosecutor response to the comnhenity. T
percentage of neutral respondents changed little over time. Following progpéementation,
the prosecutor may have become more knowledgeable about the community {aeleasal
portion) but the community-as reflected in these potentially unrepresentatvweaanot more
knowledgeable about the prosecutor.

How Would You Characterize the Court System-Community Relationship?

The implementation of the community court facilitated access to court progeednd
provided a variety of important social services for the Red Hook community. Prior to the
opening of the court, Red Hook residents were required to make their way to theathrge a

impersonal Kings County court, far from their neighborhood. Did the RHCJC nesuadire
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positive opinions about the court-community relationship? Survey responses across the

demographic categories suggested that it did (Table 7-10).

Table 7-10: How would you Characterize the Court Sstem-Community Relationship?
By Demographic Group and Year

African Non-
Amercian White Hispanic Male Female Resid resident
n % n % n % n % n % n % n %
1999 pegative 100 27% 13 17% 80 27% 93 29% 133 26% 207 9% 2 21 18%
positive 10 29% 16 21% 72 24% 76 24% 140 27% 183 %25 33 27%
neutral 163 44% 47 62% 148 49% 152 47% 245 47% 331 46% 67 55%
total 370 100% 76 100% 300 100% 321 100% 518  100% 21 7 100% 121 100%
2000 pegative 146 22% 20 10% 97 17% 107  17% 181 19% 242 19% 37 15%
positive 184 27% 101 52% 128 23% 176 28% 271 20% 5 35 28% 80 31%
neutral 346 51% 74 38% 339 60% 343  55% 493 529% 676 53% 136 54%
total 676 100% 195  100% 564 100% 626  100% 945  100%1273  100% 253 100%
2001 pegative 86 20% 14 8% 43 13% 85  17% 70 13% 138 15% 18 12%
positive 163 37% 72 40% 146 42% 194 39% 225 40% 362 40% 55 37%
neutral 191 43% 95 52% 155 45% 219 44% 265 47% 400 45% 76 51%
total 440 100% 181  100% 344 100% 498 100% 560  100% 900 100% 149 100%

Across demographic groups, positive opinions about this relationship increased in
2001compared to 1999 by an average of 14 percentage points. Red Hook residents’ opinions
about the court shifted from 25% positive in 1999 to 40% positive in 2001. At the same time,
large fractions of each group held neutral views. Among those who expressed an opinion about
the relationship between the court and the community, potentially, over time, these non
representative data suggest an increasing appreciation for the count aftetethe RHCJC
opened.

II. Summary: Impact of Community Prosecution as Reflected in
Red Hook Neighborhood Surveys

The community prosecution/community court initiative, which was initiated in Red

Hook, has resulted in physical changes for the Red Hook community. The new couwtestruct
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has placed within easy proximity a variety of court-based matters, kaswvebny human and
social services, which had in the past been located only in downtown Brooklyn, makmg the
quite challenging for residents of Red Hook to access. If this were all tia¢iveiwas meant to
do, it would clearly be a success. However, quite a bit more was expected.

Community prosecution as it was practiced in Red Hook was intended to address the low-
level crime believed to underlie the more serious crime problems, and respaulite, or to
eliminate it. This was to be accomplished in part through improved relationshipgebetw
criminal justice agents and the community, which would hopefully engage thiva effort.

This was expected to result in making the community a safer and more sgfBéae to live.
The CCI survey included questions related to the identified goals and sought msighéether
respondents drawn from the community were aware any of the proposed effectsnointtym
prosecution. These surveys, however, were not necessarily representative ahtgrnmiews
because they were based on convenience samples.

The relationship between community respondents and the court system was the only
agency relationship showing improvement. All respondent groups were more positive about the
court after the RHCJC had been in operation for over a year. Although the percéntage
respondents remaining neutral was relatively high, the appreciable increggeoval over time
suggests that a change may have occurred.

The community prosecution/court initiative, however, did little to improve respondents’
feelings about police and the prosecutor. Respondents were generally lgswitiapipe police-
community relationship than they were with the police response, and most did not see

improvement in either.
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All respondent groups found the prosecutor somewhat more responsive in 2001 than in
1999. But at the same time, across demographic categories, high percentegesmafents
were neutral, expressing no opinion about the prosecutor. One would expect that if dgmmuni
prosecution efforts were successful in creating increased interactwednethe prosecutors and
the community outside of the courtroom, the percentage of “neutral” respondents would
decrease, but this was not the case. It is, therefore, difficult to argueetigaistbonvincing
evidence of either increased interaction or an improvement in the opinion of prosecthers i
eyes of these respondents.

When questioned about their satisfaction with Red Hook as a place to live or work, pre-
implementation levels of satisfaction were relatively low, followed byoat no noticeable post-
implementation change. In response to a question about whether the quality of life had
improved, it seemed that the most noticeable changes had occurred prior toentpteon;
higher percentages of all respondent groups believed that things had gotter iitbd®99. The
2000 and 2001 results indicate that a smaller percentage of respondents noticedfdiialit
changes in Red Hook after community prosecution began.

Race/ethnicity Based Differences in Survey Responses

Hypothesis 3 suggested that minority community members might be expagisoone
net-widening as a result of the new policy. The demographic informatioreéljtthe survey
guestions allowed limited inquiry into the perceptions of minority residents. Véspemdents
opinions tended to improve more than minority ones in the post-implementation period. This was
true for 12 out of the 15 questions examined. Whites experienced increased levédfactisat
with Red Hook as a place to live and work, and believed the quality of life was better in 2000

and 2001, while minorities experienced no such change. It is also noted that White respondent
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were consistently more positive and less negative in their assessmemtidlgustice agents
than African American and Hispanic respondéhts

These survey findings have important limitations, the most significant ohvatéy be
that White respondents make up a relatively small percentage of the overad.sdimgy
constituted only 8% of the sample in 1999, 12% in 2000 and 16% in 2001, so the outcome may
not be representative of the true feelings of the White community members whowigekan
Red Hook. If the findings did reflect actual differences along racial/elines, some of these
might arise from where the respondents resided. Fewer White respondents livelled the
Hook housing project than either African Americans or Hispanics. A number of known
maintenance and safety issues appeared in this location. These problems ntaytndged to
a lower level of satisfaction for minority respondents.

The relationship between the minority respondents and criminal justice agests, m
notably the police, is different for White respondents. Research has consistentyttiat
minorities, particularly African Americans and Hispanics, have lasgdéle attitudes about
police than Whites do. These differences seem to be attributable to differehogsthey
believe they are treated by police and the criminal justice systesnadjgr(Payne, 2007, p. 143).
Further exploration of this issue is undertaken using the focus group data in teeatiext.

The surveys also included questions about levels of community fear over time, as well a
guestions about the problems in the neighborhood, and whether they had grown less
troublesome. These questions were meant to find out whether respondent perceived positive
changes after the community court/prosecution initiative began. Results exddscehe positive

change.

> The exception to this would be the 1999 opinioaulthe court, which included only 76 White respemis, of
which 62% had no opinion. Obvious problems exighwhe validity of this answer.
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Over the 3 year observation period, respondent groups reported progressive reductions in
levels of nighttime fear. Respondent groups indicated that they felt safer, bothaand on
the streets of Red Hook at night, after the RHCJC opened. When questioned about community
problems, including public drug sales, use, drinking and littering, these problemsteeras
significant by most residents prior to the implementation of RHCJC. In 2001sadkos
categories for all problems, modest percentage reductions were found. Howexneajdtity of
survey respondents continued to perceive these issues as problems in 2001.

Taken together, these findings are interesting because they are congistéhe notion
that implementation of the community prosecution/court initiative in Red Hook résulte
decreased levels of fear and the perception of a reduction of low-level problemnsnmuity.
The results of these inquiries are not shown in this research, however, because ¢hasesout
have so many potential causes unrelated to the target intervention. Combined witkrihallyot

unrepresentative nature of the samples, it is probably unwise to give them gnifibesice.
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CHAPTER 8

PERSPECTIVES ON COMMUNITY PROSECUTION IMPACT OF THE RED H OOK
COMMUNITY FROM RESIDENT AND EMPLOYEE FOCUS GROUPS

Overview

To provide additional context, this chapter reports on focus groups conducted by the
author with Red Hook community members. Respondents were questioned about thgs feel
about the neighborhood: the problems, quality of life, and safety, and whether those Felings
changed over time due to justice system improvement efforts. They Wwerktagliscuss their
understanding of community justice, whether they perceived changes in the adtronisif
justice in their community, and if so, how they felt about it. Although the information prbduce
through these community-based discussions cannot be considered representative of how the
entire Red Hook community has responded to community prosecution in Red Hook, they at least
provided an additional glimpse, in narrative form, of how some of the residents ofeittecff
area perceived the initiative in May of 2003.

Background of Focus Group Members

With the assistance of CCIl and the president of the Red Hook Tennant's Assoaciation, t
focus groups were formed in Red Hook, Kings County (Brooklyn) New York. These groups
included:

1) Eighteen African American tenants of the Red Hook Houses, a section eight housing
project which is home to over 75% of the population of Red Hook. The group members all
indicated that they had lived in Red Hook for substantial periods of time. The avemgtgeolien
residence reported by participants was 27.8 years, while the group member wkhedhadfRed

Hook for the longest period had been a resident for 53 years.
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2) Twelve members of the Red Hook Public Safety Corps, a group of mixed ages made
up of African American and Hispanic New York City residents. Seven of the group msehaloe
lived in Red Hook for 12 years or more, while the others lived in similar neighborhoods. The
PSC was comprised of individuals who participated in Americorps, a federal gonernme
initiative that offers a small stipend and college scholarships in returrcmmitment to
perform service in specific communities in the United States. The PSC wasestan the
RHCJC, and was sponsored by the Kings County District Attorney and CCI.

Focus Group Guides

The focus groups were guided by general questionnaires used by the reseaticbet t
the discussion to address a small number of themes, while leaving room for open ended
discussion of the selected topics (see Appendix 6). The questionnaire begarckgtiolnzd
guestions, such as where the respondents lived, how long they had lived there, and whether or
not they had children, and then moved to substantive areas relating to the hypogblesed m
the research and the types of problems that existed in the neighborhood. There was a set
guestions about community problems; in addition to questions about criminal justice agencie
and agents, and their experiences with them and how the experiences affécese thaay
lives (did they feel safer?). A separate version of the questionnaire wasldoeatach of the
three groups. Although the basic questions for each session were similangliowi
comparison of responses between groups, a section of each questionnair@rgdsttedach
specific group to tap their unique experiences and perspectives. For examigeatite of the
Red Hook housing project were asked about how community justice affected thetindireeand
members of the Public Safety Corps were asked about their role in the commenitylagees

of the RHCJC. The script was used as a reference to assure that the focus\gragall of
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the essential areas. The discussion was somewhat free-flowing, glleovire latitude to explore
the areas that each group seemed most interested in talking about.

Only the researchers and the group members attended the focus groups. Ineteointe
confidentiality and to encourage openness in responses, local criminal agsids as well as,
employees of CCl were excluded from the sessions. Further, each participayievaa written
confidentiality agreement, assuring them that their responses would be keégbé it which
they were given an opportunity to read and discuss prior to signing them. While ginsinsi
received from the groups were discussed with the above noted agents in a general way, no
individual level or specific information was shared with any of these agents. é&asthnswas
tape recorded and transcribed for internal research purposes only; thegramgme not shared
with any officials.

The focus group sessions lasted from one and one half to two hours per group. They
were conducted at times that were convenient for each group, so the redpnigs
conducted after 6:00 pm to accommodate work and school commitments, while the RHCJC
group was conducted during court working hours. Participation with focus groups iat&s str
voluntary. Each group was compensated in a different manner for their time. sidlente of
the housing projects received $25 dollar gift certificates for stores locatedrbyyne
neighborhoods. The Red Hook Public Safety Corps members were provided with refreshments
and the time we spent with them was considered a part of their working hoursrby thei
employers.

l. Impact of Community Prosecution on Red Hook Community Members

The Red Hook Housing projects were home to a stable population of mostly African

American and Hispanic residents. Almost all of the participants of the tenvaipt fgad lived in
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the neighborhood for more than ten years, and indicated that they enjoyed livinghttetfegit
neighbors were friendly and that generally, everyone got along. They conslusred t
neighborhood quiet and relatively safe.
Focus Group Member Opinions about Low-level Arrests

Members of both groups believed that low-level arrests had increased siRi¢GHE
opened. The tenant group indicated that the focus on low-level crime seemed torbede sta
around 1998, but they were patrticularly sensitive to being cited for matterseiteateferred to
the community court after it opened in April of 2000. Instead of being grateful farahis
police focus on quality of life crime, the tenants tended to view the low-levetsafoe matters
such as walking their dogs without a leash or “loitering” as harassment atas@g police
action that made their lives more miserable. “I got a ticket for spittingeosidewalk...l called
the [police] woman’s supervisor because the woman, | mean, she spoke to meabka pce
of trash.” Referring to the issue of loitering, another resident stateds‘istivhere | live. Why
| can’t stand there and relax? | come home from a hard day of work, | want to siaddw
watch the kids play or play my Gameboy or something, don’t bother me. But they want to say
there’s no loitering.” Another added, “We being (sic) told what not to do in our own
community... It's a hot summer night and you wanted to go outside. You can't sit in frontrof you
building, you can’t sit in the park, what are you supposed to do, go back upstairs? Doa’t have
backyard...and we need to go outside this community and see... [Other] people are &mgaying
community (sic). But we can’t enjoy ours. It's like a separate country for us

PSC focus group members also expressed some frustration with the practice and theor
underlying quality of life arrests. They were familiar with the “brokemdews” rationale,

actually explaining it fairly well, even offering some justificatian the strategy of increasing
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low-level arrests. However, overall the emphasis on low-level crimesegcmixed reviews

from the group. One member stated, “I mean, a lot of the reasons why you get picged up f
those things and get arrested and get sentences, some of them just don'nsakedé¢hat’s

the truth...Getting a ticket for biking on the sidewalk | mean it's not somethinpwiaat to

happen to me but | understand as to why they have them laws and why those laws@ed.enfo
PSC focus group members seemed to believe that on occasion, stopping minor offegtters mi
lead police to uncovering more serious offenders. One member commented, “Ernfogcing
quality of life crimes can reduce the actual serious crimes, | maag bpinion. | mean, you

have to stay on those little crimes ‘cause many residents like why theyibgtmer just because

| have a beer...That same person...probably has drugs in his pocket...The same one peeing in
the elevator is most likely the drug dealer who doesn’t even live in Red Hook.” When asked
whether they felt that the same types of laws were enforced in more affeighborhoods,
members complained about what they perceived as differential trea@menparticipant told a
story about standing on the corner waiting for a bus in a White neighborhood, near a group of
White teens who were smoking marijuana. She stated that she could smell freashere

she was standing, and “police officers roll right past like they wasn’t &éeea and I'm like if |
smell them and I'm at the bus stop, | know when you rolled past in your car, ydadinel

You had to.” She believed that officers in Red Hook driving past a similar situatiod e
responded much differently.

Focus Group Member Opinions about the Connection Between
Demographics and Court Referral

Members of both groups also expressed the opinion that they were being treated more
harshly by police because they were African American or Hispanic. The teoaptexpressed

the belief that young African American males were actually benggtiad for low-level arrests,
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many of whom had no prior criminal contacts: “A lot of times people don’t realizethia
police, when they come and snatch a lot of these young brothers off the streets amd put e
through the system...so they can have something on them.” Another resident added, “...that’s
very bad you know, they take a young person that never been through the system bgfped, dra
through the system...l mean, they target us and they do that to us and I think that'badvery
thing...That’s going on in this community and all African American communitieBspanic
group members believed that they were also being targeted. One Hisp@nmueer®er stated,
“And goodness knows if you start speaking Spanish, cause then there’s a probletis. Bewhi
done. Many, many times it's been done. ‘We [referring to police] heard ther® Miapanic
walking around and you fit the description.” ‘How so?’ ‘Cause you Hispanic.” ‘Hoywodo
know that?’ ‘Oh, you just said ‘Hola.” ” Opinions such as these underlie Hypothesis 8, whic
posits that minority youth were being treated more harshly by police due to caymuni
prosecution in Red Hook.

Much of the police contact complained of by members of both groups involved police
stops that did not result in arrests. Members described innocently visiting adploicited in
the Red Hook houses to see a friend or relative and being stopped, thrown up against the wall
and questioned by police. One Red Hook tenant complained “...you know, it doesn’t make a
difference if you live there. They could see you coming in and outta that buildingd®in the
past week if they're in the mood they’re gonna stop and harass you regardlgssomheven
ask to see your I.D...I can come out of a family member’s building and beforedycanyghing
or say | got my I.D. in my pocket, they are already putting their hands pooket and not for
no 1.D. They just looking for stuff that’s not there.” Reported interactions such asniags

explain the differing opinions about the relationship between police and the commuhiby hel
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minority versus White respondents that is reflected in the survey responsestyMjraup
members seemed to feel that they are treated more harshly bygesigrally and that the
community prosecution/court initiative had exacerbated this. Although the quaatdata
described in earlier chapters offers only slight support for these differgheetypes of
encounters described by the focus group members would not result in arrests, smtteyotv
be reflected in the arrest or court records from which the data were drawn.

Focus Group Member Opinions about Community Relations with
Criminal Justice Agents

Since the opening of the RHCJC, the Red Hook community has been receiving sesource
from state and local government agencies that had in the past not been reddityeatcainem.
The focus group respondents unanimously expressed appreciation for the RHCJ®@s huma
treatment of defendants, the access it provided to the courts for a range of legainslsiding
housing, minor youth crime and family issues, the services that are available tefertdants
and residents, and the employment opportunities created by the Red Hook Publi€C8afety
Judge Calabrese, who presides over the court, was seen as being fair.

Members of both focus groups identified the police as the primary agent of criminal
justice with whom community members came into contact. This was true dibgepitet that the
District Attorney placed a field office in the RHCJC building in order tdifaté more direct
contact with community members. Even the PSC members, who actually work fostifiet D
Attorney, indicated that they didn’t think that community members were awamohunity
prosecution because the attorneys basically stay in their offices, varglying outside to meet
the residents. One member stated, “It’s like, what | do behind a desk? In anckoéiice®
How are you reaching out to the community? It's so easy to sit in your ofiicerglement all

this programming, but when are you gonna get out there and actually see thefegudts
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you’re doing?” Another stated, “It's not as if they go into the community ancheag e are,
how can we help you?’ ” Members of the resident group confirmed that overaldbdigtle
direct contact with prosecutors. (This sentiment was also reflected inrtimeuwoty survey
discussed in Chapter 7.) Responses such as these provide little evidence that gommuni
prosecution in Red Hook has resulted in either increased interaction between tbetpresad
the community, or a belief among participants that the prosecutor was playwgachenore
active role in the community.

Given this shared perception, it appeared that the relationship between the cgmmunit
and the police was critical to the delivery of the community prosecution watigtiRed Hook.
However, rather than being seen as a valued resource, the police are described oy psthas
being one of the neighborhood problems. Tenants spoke of being disrespected in their
interactions with police, and Red Hook Public Safety Corps members speak of beilegl profi
and handled roughly by the police because they “fit the demographic” of someone who
committed a criminal act. A young Hispanic lady described her exyeriél come out of the
building, you know, minding my own business and the cop grabs me by the arm very roughly
like into the wall, ‘where were you? What are you doing here?’... | was beinly titabspected
because | fit someone else’s description. And it was embarrassing, ‘eme were coming
out of the building...I felt like you supposed to protect me. Who's going to protect me from
you?” Both groups expressed anger about a specific form of disrespect by poleedescribe
officers driving their patrol cars on the sidewalks at a high rate of speatlan that they
believe endangered pedestrians, particularly children. Members of both gnaupsterized the

police cars as “zooming” down the sidewalk. They complained that if resideré¢sawested
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and cited for riding their bikes on the sidewalk, it was hypocritical for paiemgjage in what
was perceived to be much more dangerous behavior with impunity.

Despite their issues with certain aspects of police behavior, both groupgeddicat the
recent increase in police presence made them feel safer. Accordirggtenant, “ ...just seeing
them now and then does make me feel safer. Their presence is very much needdtetf Anot
added, “I gotta say this here, look, we need police. We have to have the police here, but it's the
things that they’re doing, like how we saying about that targeting and everytiWigle this
sentiment was echoed by the PSC, some members believed that the policdingraae
reasonably since the RHCJC opened: “...some of you may not agree with this, buei\ae se
more kind police department. I've seen officers who are more willing to eménalcget to
know you better. Maybe it's because I'm a justice center employee ansethene here...”
Some other members agreed that police were “acting a whole lot better...” aifigh¢iagple
approached them with respect, officers respected them in return. They alttibsit® officers
receiving education on how to treat residents, and to the new level of accatyrtabihich
they were being held by their superiors.

Focus Group Members’ Opinions about Quality of Life, Feelings of Safg in the
Neighborhood and How They Have Changed

Conversations with both focus groups indicated that those who were residents were
content, even happy, living in the Red Hook community, mainly because of the relationships
they had formed with their stable group of neighbors over time. Since almost alre$ithent
respondents had lived in Red Hook a minimum of 10 years, they were present during a period of
time when Red Hook was considered a pretty dangerous place to live.

The non-residents from the PSC discussed their initial feelings of appmhanhthe

prospect of working in Red Hook, because of the negative things they had heard. One membe
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was told, “oh, you gonna go to Red Hook? It's very dangerous. You shouldn’t walk out at
night...” However, once she began to work in the neighborhood, she began to feel safe there,
“I...feel like 1 can come here not only to work, | can bring my children here, | aag thiem to
the centers.” Another non-resident talked about becoming familiar with tijebeehood while
administering the community survey, “ | got a good impression of the neighborhequkdple
and | see it as being vital, | see it as growing...and | feel safegléid to be a part of this.”

Similar to the survey results discussed earlier, the primary crimes isgrdified by
focus group members included drug sales and use, crack cocaine being the drugeof choi
Graffiti and littering were noted as community problems as well.

Tenants indicated that the crime problem had been much more serious in the past. PSC
member residents were more vocal: “...[Red Hook] always had ongoing shootoutshaifd rig
you dared to walk down here you were gonna get grazed by a bullet...It Washe® K.
corral...every time you walked out, you risked your life.” “Red Hook is a neighborhoois that
still in transition, so | remember the, you know, the crack of the eighties, with tkeablgsurge
of the eighties and the early nineties and | remember Patrick Daleydiwihg remember the
problems when you were young where you couldn’t even walk out of your apartriemttwi
having to step over someone and you couldn’t wait for your elevator because the light was
because you don’'t know who'’s lurking in the shadows. So now you're confident to come out of
your apartment and go to the incinerator...” Other members of the tenant focus greup w
agreement, stating, “...1 can come in at ...3 o’clock in the morning from church | cos@tth
worry about someone pulling a gun on me...” These clear illustrations of improveu)$eeli
safety both at home and on the streets of Red Hook bolster the results of the Red Hook survey

which also indicated clear improvements in feelings of safety.
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Similar to the survey outcomes, however, respondents disagreed somewhat on when the
changes began to occur, but agreed it was in the early to mid-nineties. | Berebeers
pinpointed the beginning of change just after the murder of Patrick Daley, sd¢boal
principal, which was the incident that District Attorney Hynes citebastarting point for the
RHCJC idea. “After our principal was killed, they realized okay, we’ve droppeubihehat
has been going on in Red Hook all these years. You would call the police; there wae of ty
police response. | mean, the drugs, when | say people were actually usinop dnggsallway,
you’'d empty your trash and they were sitting on the floor with a syringe inaitmeiand no one
cared.” It did not appear that the community members interviewed spdgiioahected the
opening of the court with feeling safer, but rather, the court was considereflthbeechanges
that took place as part of the “ongoing transition” that Red Hook was experienbioh,also
included more police presence, better lighting, and new businesses moving inaattses avell
as a steady growth in real estate values, and an influx of new residen®ST participants saw
the improvements being made in the neighborhood as a form of urban renewal intended to make
the area more attractive to affluent White people. One resident added, ‘haa tanged since
then, I notice that...we’re getting lots of new faces and that's becauskeatanlinvasion of
White people that are moving into the neighborhood...As a result of that, | notice, okay, a lot
more police presence okay, there’s a lot more going on...everything is being fixetk. dad it
had to come to that for us to get any... [help]Another added, “ Red Hook is prime real estate,
when you go to the “back” of Red Hook, you have the most beautiful waterfront view, so you
know developers, they want this back area” “...a lot of people are fearful, like whegenna

go, where we gonna live?”
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. Summary

Observations made by focus group members seemed, indirectly at least, to support
Hypotheses 1-4. Taken together with the results from the Red Hook survey, botlo paam &
similar picture of life in Red Hook. There seemed to be consensus among focus grtagrsne
who perceived an increase in low-level arrests since the RHCJC opened, pirticota often
being cited for minor matters such as unleashed dogs, loitering and ridinjit¢lreles on the
sidewalk. Most residents seemed to view this focus as harassment, whicheidtertl their
enjoyment of their neighborhood. Malkin’s (2003) qualitative study of the RHCJC and the
community response to its quality of life orientation found similar reactionsdmmmunity
members.

In classes and interviews, defendants expressed concern over "qualéy of li

policing, complaining about the numbers of tickets and the focus on minority

populations. In classes defendants also often offered their own assessment of

neighborhood problems. They frequently raised race and class issues, f&tating

example, that they believed they were part of a social system that #ilenvdo

be targeted in order to provide police overtime and quotas.

Consistent with Hypotheses 3 and 4, which looked for “net-widening,” members of both
demographic groups also believed that they, as minority members, and spggificaly,
African American and Hispanic males were treated differently bygdiat they were more
likely to be stopped and cited for low-level crimes since the Red Hook brand of community
prosecution was put into place. They believed that these minor incidents were upeetasta
to pull their youth who had no prior contacts into the system so they could, “have something on
them.” The police stops that they described as being a part of their evavgdaydy offer
some clarity as to why minority respondents seem less appreciative aethganship with

police than White respondents in the Red Hook community survey, yet the quantitativgsf

from post-implementation, Red Hook cases show only a slight trend of increased piyobfbil
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Hispanic defendants being drawn into court. Minority respondents expressed dbetiady
were targeted by police generally, not only in Red Hook after the court opened,lao simi
treatment in post-implementation Red Hook to what they already perceivedraggatKings
County generally would still be negative. In addition, the differences in tegatimey claimed to
receive in Red Hook may not show clearly when described by arrest and cassipgpdata,
since much of what they complain about involves street stops not necessalilggesarrests.
Only direct conversation with these individuals may reveal the true fregoétizese
interactions, and such incidents go far in coloring the feelings of these respaiunmritthe
police.

In addition, questions about the nature of relationships between the community and
criminal justice agents revealed that although the RHCJC and its judgeeeere a favorable
light, the community prosecutors were barely noticed, as they were describeel\as r
interacting with the community. These outcomes were also evident in the Redd#okigity
survey. The relationship between the minority respondents and the police, as the main conta
with criminal justice, was not seen as favorable by focus group membenssdbmé of the PSC
focus group members thought that the police were more approachable, but one ackdowledge
that this might have been because they knew she worked for the court. The gesigefvund
relations with the police to be pretty negative, indicating that officers didyntat interact with
them, instead choosing to stay in their cars. When asked about their opinion of community
policing, they characterized it as having police “on the edge” of the commurhgy felt that
the officers made no attempt to interact with them in positive ways and weressagy rough

and disrespectful towards them when making quality of life arrests andmstati
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Finally, residents of the Red Hook housing project seemed content with their qtiality
life in Red Hook, primarily because they had stable, friendly neighbors. Litheiof
contentment had anything to do specifically with the RHCJC, however, except asbgpar
transition that the neighborhood was going through. Similar to the survey respongsesedisc
Chapter 7, focus group members universally reported feeling safer both at home and on the
streets of Red Hook; however, the origin of the changes seem to predate the opdm@ng of t
community court/prosecution program.

There was some resentment on the part of the long term housing project residehts, and t
PSC members, who believed that the revitalization was driven by an interesgtirggtmore
affluent residents to the area, with the result that long term residents wimlatelly be
displaced. Such an outcome would be far more appealing to White residents, whaoreme far
likely to own property in the more gentrified area of Red Hook known as the “back.” The
different, more positive feeling that White vs. minority survey respondentsload a
“improvements” in community problems such as drugs and littering seems to éeiiallity to
this perception. Only White respondents reported that these issues had improved post-
implementation. Minority respondents observed no difference. Improvements, bqieteon
and pending, were an encouraging sign of increasing property values. White sasidgiave

been more likely to appreciate whatever differences there may be.
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CHAPTER 9

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS OF COMMUNITY-ORIENTED
PROSECUTION FOR THE ROLE OF THE PROSECUTOR AND THE COMMU NITY

This research examined an example of community prosecution in Red Hook, New York
and explored some of the implications of this general national direction for tha role
prosecutors as they turn toward the community, at least as they may have ptapeshe site.
Similar to other historical factors that led to the growth of prosecutorial poasmunity
prosecution stands to increase the domain, and influence of the American prosditwdoghA
past changes in the role of prosecutors mainly affected courtroom perforn@moajmty
prosecution theoretically moves prosecutors to the outside world as it involvedineote
community contact, as well as toward interaction with a wider range ofieagemd
organizations--with prosecutors playing the leading role in these nevonslaitps. As officials
already subject to criticism for a dominant role in criminal justiceraffarosecutors now stand
to wield even greater influence. Ostensibly intended to benefit the commumigldipg to
create better and safer living conditions, community prosecution may sirsplyiremaking
prosecutors an even larger force, by allowing them to exert control over pokdisipds and to
have direct access to the community.

Across the United States, prosecutors’ venture into “the community” hatedesuan
interesting array of collaborations with other agencies, such as the @ity and the Liquor
Control Board, organizations such as the YMCA as well as with a variety of colgmunit
members--with prosecutors taking the lead in various types of cooperative.efigra result,
the prosecutor has developed a variety of new tools for handling low-level(dram&Guynn
and Dote, 2002, pp. 108-120). In some jurisdictions, the implementation of community courts

has created a new kind of working relationship between the court system and thetpraose
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the interest of addressing community problems. This research examined i@ speaifunity
prosecution program as an illustration of the national movement. It was not mbeard t
program evaluation of community prosecution or community court (the available/alalih not
support such an inquiry); rather it was a case study of a version of commundty arsdi of the
effect of a changing prosecutorial role, that has generated natiomasinte

Kings County is recognized for being one of the early “pioneering” community
prosecution sites. Community prosecution was implemented there in 1991, utilizing zone
prosecution to organize case processing in a manner that designated spsatatprial
“teams” to handle cases from specific locations in this very large cGuallpwing them to
become familiar with those communities and their crime problems. The interd Veaditate
interaction between these prosecutors and their assigned community zones, stopsosaald
proactively target community problems, hopefully resulting in more effeatisteeticient case
processing and making the neighborhoods safer. Kings County’s community prosedation ef
also includes programs that target the county’s crime related issuadjngch diversion
program for drug offenders (DTAP) and a re-entry program for felons béesseel from prison
(ComALERT). Low-level crime is also a focal point in all of Kings County gsrt of its
community prosecution effort. The Red Hook version of community prosecution incorpokates al
of these, while going quite a bit farther.

Red Hook provides perhaps the most high profile example in the United States of the
coupling of community prosecution with community court, offering an instructivenpbeaof
the efforts of a large prosecutor’s office in a large jurisdiction to dehllat-level crime in a
small, targeted area. The Kings County prosecutor is one of relativefpyrdsecutors who were

instrumental in the initiation, planning and operation of community courts within their

¢ According to the 2000 census, Kings was the sévangest county in the U.S., with a populatior2@f56,326.
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jurisdictions. Similarly in Travis County, Texas, Nassau County, New York antRabrt
Oregon, community prosecutors provided much of the impetus for the creation of community
courts. Prosecutors in these sites were involved to some degree in planning thenspef ttie
courts. In Red Hook, as in the other three sites, community prosecution cases make up a
substantial proportion of the community court caseload, thus the community prosecatacs int
with the same judge on a regular, sometimes daily, basis. Prosecutors in thtseddave
indicated that community courts are an important part of their overall commuostyqoition
strategy. In Portland, for example, community prosecutors cite the exgheditl specialized
handling of low-level cases as an asset in their focused strategy to handipdtadtdrime, as
well as the restorative sanctioning that is now at their disposal (Goldkanh@@dHh p. 65).
Nassau County community prosecutors utilize the community court as an importanttisod
handling of low-level juvenile crime (Irons-Guynn and Goldkamp, 2004, p. 66).

This study explored the impact of prosecutors expanded role on the content of the
caseload by examining changes in the nature of the work they dealt with. At itsasias the
guestion addressed by this research was—if the prosecutor now means to be focused on low-
level crime as a top priority, this should be reflected in the resultingoeaseéldded to this
approach, the research sought evidence that the community was awarernbes ¢tza been
made, as reflected in the qualitative data: the neighborhood survey and the focus groups
conducted with residents and workers in Red Hook. If both types of data sourcedraveale
evidence of changes in the court caseload or in the views of residents, it would bé tbffic
argue that community prosecution had made a meaningful difference in Red Hook.

It has already been acknowledged that the conclusions that can reasonablynbiecsinaw

this research have their limitations. Five sources of data were usediptdtieccompensate for
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shortcomings in each one taken separately. Ideally, the quantitative data weuéditvaed for
a much longer period of observation than three months to compare Red Hook and non-Red Hook
case processing and caseload characteristics. It would have beestingdceview the outcomes
over several years post-implementation, in order to allow the initiativetdiritake root.”

With regard to the qualitative sources, a probability based survey would havedaftow
conclusions to be drawn that were more clearly representative of communtityes#. In
addition, it would have been beneficial for this research had there been an opportiontuct ¢
additional focus groups, to tap into community sentiment in greater detail. Admys
consisting of more affluent, White community members would have provided the contrast
necessary to make a more complete analysis of the relative impact otindynpnosecution on
the various members of the RHCJC community.

Unfortunately, as is often the case with research, it was not possible totaeceesl
data sets. However, the available data arguably provided enough informatiomttmbegk at
the Red Hook version of community prosecution and its implications for the community. In a
sense, the research took the approach that evidence of the impact of this innovation could be
deduced from its “footprints,” or from the conclusions implicit in what was and was not found.
The following highlight the findings from the analyses presented reladitige four hypotheses.

Hypotheses land 2

Hypotheses 1 and 2 posited that the new emphasis of the prosecutor on low-level crime

through the community court would result in more low-level arrests than previoustyrer m

minor cases compared to nearby areas not covered by the RHCJC. Findingsdindicate
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The volume of misdemeanor arrests increased in Red Hook after the court was
implemented; the proportion of misdemeanor arrests to total arrests did not,
however, appear to shift (NYPD Data Set).

The proportion of misdemeanor case filings from Red Hook precincts were
higher than in surrounding parts of Kings County after the RHCJC was
implemented. There was no relative increase in the volume of these cases
(Kings County Data Set).

A small, but statistically significant weekly increase in the volumie€JIC
misdemeanor cases occurred over the first year of implementation, but there
was no increase in the proportion of misdemeanor case filings to total case

filings (RHCJC Data Set).

Findings 1 and 3, based on data sets allowing before and after comparisonsguagt s

that the prosecutor’s policy change influenced police arrest practicessatolachvolume

correspondingly. The observed differences, however, could simply reflect @ pspmonse to

the more convenient location for processing low-level cases through the RHEIIGE nfay

have produced more misdemeanor arrests knowing that the new community court provided

avenue for processing them expeditiously and more thoroughly (in a fashion sontilarif

you build it, they will come” theorem.) Previously, misdemeanor cases gsklounty were

handled by a single misdemeanor court in downtown Brooklyn. This court processes an

extremely large volume of misdemeanor cases, precluding the personamatéfiorded to each

case in the far more intimate RHCJC setting

" Court observations by the researcher in both thgs&County Misdemeanor Court and the RHCJC in N28g3
formed the basis of this argument.
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Since neither of these analyses (Findings 1 and 3) provided evidence of arethcreas
proportion of misdemeanor arrests or cases after the RHCJC was up and runninggaisedncr
volume of misdemeanors may have reflected countywide trends in the post-imigleomeyear.
According to the New York Department of Criminal Justice Services, togtarnn Kings
County corresponding with the post-implementation period (combined years of 2000 and 2001)
examined in Data Set 1 (190,514) increased by over 7,000 cases in comparison to the
corresponding pre-implementation period (1998 and 1999) when there was a total of 183,411
arrests. Further, misdemeanor arrest figures drawn from the New Y ogtDept of Criminal
Justice Services indicated an increase in misdemeanor arrests for Kingy Gverall for the
post-implementation period (125,715) over the pre-implementation study years (109, 521)
examined in this research. Misdemeanor arrests increased in New Yode@erally, which
has been attributed to “order maintenance” policing as practiced throughoutdveity
since 1994 (Harcourt, 2002, at pp. 49.) This police practice, of course, signifijogettes the
Red Hook community prosecution/community court initiative.

In short, one reasonable interpretation of these findings relating to Hypothestg Isa
that Red Hook policing practice was not affected by the prosecutor’s wistiespmesence of
the community court. Perhaps the observed post-implementation increase in eaisdearrests
in Red Hook was simply part of a citywide trend.

Finding 2 indicated that although there was an increase in the proportion of rasgeme
filings across all Kings County precincts, an additional, significant aserén the proportion was
evident in the post-implementation period in Red Hook precinct generatedRadeps beyond
the countywide increase in the proportion of misdemeanor cases attributable to cymmuni

justice practices adopted throughout Kings County, the Red Hook initiative drovegbaitiom
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even higher. This appears to provide evidence that the initiative increased thsisrapha
misdemeanor cases. The increased emphasis, however, did not show when the focftedvas shi
lower on the misdemeanor scale, to petty offenses (B misdemeanors angdwéwedr)could be
considered more indicative of quality of life arrests.

Case filings differ from arrests as a measure of the impact of communigcptios
because prosecutors, rather than the police, control the decision. The incthaggoportion
of misdemeanor cases filed may reflect, to some degree, the mannerhrthvehcosecutor
elected to handle arrests produced by the police. In light of the fact that Heer®wvidence
that the proportion of misdemeanor arrests changed in a significant way, geseoray simply
suggest an enhanced prosecutorial focus on minor criminal matters, evidelgtcgsion point
controlled by the prosecutor.

Hypotheses 3 and 4

The changes in arrests and case processing discussed above have preseatably
some impact on the Red Hook community and its members. Did the processing changes noted
above also influence the composition of defendants, and thereby make Red Hook residents
defendants like them on key factors, more likely to be targeted? Hypothestd sk about
these possible changes. For example, because many of the lower sefegrdiysoare
overlooked in communities where crime is less of an issue, it was likely that untigr afude
scrutiny, individuals not generally perceived of as criminals might engdgshiaviors that lead
to arrest. Critics of quality of life policing and related community jesgifforts have worried
that the broad reach of enforcement of these initiatives may sweep langabtdiens into the

system, thus “widening the net” of the criminal justice system.
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The reasons for net-widening have been debated. For example, Harcourt (2002) argues
that quality of life arrests are often used as a pretext to stop young snmatés suspected of
more serious criminal behavior. Hypothesis 3 specifically posited that the yimsiedtiated
focus on misdemeanor crime would result in penalties for the Red Hook communitgsettre
arrests of young people, minority group members and/or more Red Hook resltierembers
of these groups were being arrested more often than before or were bestepaior the first
time as a result of this new policy, then the prosecutor’'s new focus might have deherimy
the effect on the community that skeptics feared: net-widening.

Analysis of the Kings County Data Set (Data Set 2) suggested possilaaping, but
for only one minority group: Hispanics.

1. The relative probability of Hispanic offenders appearing in the egterin
caseload generated from Red Hook precinct arrests increased siggifitant
the post-implementation period. The increase was relative to Red Hook
practices in the past, and to non-Red Hook past and current practices (Kings
County Data Set).

2. The increased Hispanic defendant effect appears to have been a concomitant of
the implementation of the Red Hook innovation. It remained fairly consistent,
but showed a small, but statistically significant weekly decrease in the
probability of Hispanics being part of the RHCJC caseload over the fast ye
of implementation, according to the Red Hook court data.

3. Contrary to Hypothesis 3, there was a significant post-implementation

decrease in case filings for African Americans (Kings County Data Set)
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4. There was a small, but significant weekly increase in the probability of Red
Hook residents and defendants under the age of 25 being drawn into the
RHCJC caseload over the first year of implementation (RHCJC Data Set)

One might argue that findings 1 and 3 are interrelated, and arise from theraginnog
make-up of the RHCJC jurisdiction, as compared to the rest of Kings County. Banatlisis
controlled for differences in the processing of cases arising due to locatiofiRedlyHook vs.
non-Red Hook (Kings County) precincts) at level 2. There was no significéeredite between
the precinct types in the probability of court referral for Hispanics wihes was not considered.
The analysis also controlled for the passage of time. There is no evidence te itidit#te
difference observed was due to changes in practices over time only, withodttcegéether
the precinct was Red Hook or non-Red Hook. The pre/post-implementation measateddic
that during the post-implementation period, the probability of court referral fpahiiss
decreased slightly, but significantly in the Kings County overall.

It is arguable, however, that the creation of the jurisdiction of the RHCJChrasuay
that Hispanics formed the predominant minority group changed the arrestegaftthe Red
Hook precincts, post-implementation. Since the jurisdiction of the court includentitee7s"
precinct, but only parts of the "Pand 78 precincts, but the geography of the precincts
themselves did not change, possibly the availability of the court to procests &noen Hispanic
neighborhoods influenced police to make more arrests there, thus altering theiofocus
concentrate more on Hispanic offenders. At the same time, the addition of these heigtidor
to the jurisdiction of a court initially focused on the predominantly African icar

neighborhood of Red Hook meant that African Americans comprised a smaller peraéntage
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jurisdiction’s population, which perhaps resulted in a related decrease in theiprofiay
comprised of the post-implementation defendant population drawn from Red Hook arrests.

These findings therefore could actually support the net-widening hypothesis, tha
something about the operations of the RHCJC, specifically the manner in which the court’
jurisdiction was carved out, produced a significant increase in the probabHiigmdnics
having cases filed against them, as opposed to other racial/ethnic groups.

Finding 2 may indicate that the Hispanic effect was dissipating over timee The
was evidence of a small, but significant weekly decrease in the probabilitgpefrit
defendants as the first year of the RHCJC advanced. This finding does not offset
however, the significant difference in Hispanic defendants appearing in GéRéafter
the court was implemented, compared with traditional Kings County practices.

An additional finding suggested that when Hispanics were referred to court, they
were increasingly referred for the more petty offenses (B misdemealower.)

Because such offenses are easily overlooked, in the discretion of an aw#stergthis
slight, but disturbing finding may suggest increasing harassment of Hispeiowever,
this also is a small effect which may have little “real world” meaning.

Finally the contention of Hypothesis 3 that the community prosecution/court approac
would have a disproportionate impact on local Red Hook residents and younger offenders
received only slight support. There was no evidence of an increased probladilaithier group
would appear in the post-implementation Red Hook caseload when it was compared tdsaseloa
generated from arrests made in non-Red Hook precincts or in Red Hook precines befo
implementation. But, there was a small, but significant weekly increasedlm/first year of the

RHCJC in the probability of young or Red Hook residents appearing as detertéarivoth of
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these groups, the increase in these arrests was not for the more petgsafeagpected, but for
more serious offenses (A misdemeanors, D and E felonies).

Such differences occurring over a short period may not provide enough evidenceto argu
that the RHCJC resulted in an increasing tendency to criminalize thegs.gilodoes, however,
suggest attention should be paid to assure that if a trend exists, it does not contingerio wor

Hypothesis 4 tested the possibility that one impact of the RHCJC opening would be net-
widening of the more commonly understood type: individuals with no prior criminal ¢mmac
would increasingly be drawn into the criminal justice system as a resh# tddus on low-level
crime. The analysis of the data reflecting court referrals for &lmajs County indicated:

1. When viewing the post-implementation caseload referred to court from arrests
made by Red Hook officers, the defendants were significantly less likely to
have prior criminal convictions (Kings County Data Set.)

The analysis controlled for effects due to age, race/ethnicity and gkradgo.
controlled for the possibility that ongoing court referral or arrest pedifferences between
Red Hook and non-Red Hook precincts could have created this effect. However, iedppat
the defendants referred to court from Red Hook precinct arrests wereyactagd! likely to
have prior convictions than defendants drawn from non-Red Hook precinct arrests: iSeithe
this effect attributable to time related trends, since post-implenm@amtéte group of defendants
arrested by Kings County precincts generally were more likelywe &dnistory of criminal
convictions than the group defendants who had been arrested by them before the court opened.
The interaction of time and location, post-implementation defendants drawn from Red Hook
precinct arrests, produced this outcome. This finding may be interpreted as prowppodg $or

the net-widening hypothesis.
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Qualitative, Descriptive Findings

Non-probability, qualitative data sources (community survey and focus groups), wer
used in this research to provide some context for the findings based on the quantitative dat
Assuming that the misdemeanor focus employed in Red Hook resulted in the changes in the
arrest practices and caseload characteristics described above, sevamigloggcally
followed. Were community members aware of a difference in criminitgugractice in their
neighborhood and if so, did it translate into improved quality of life, better commuimitiyial
justice relationships, decreased fear or the identification and reduction wiuroiy problems?
Despite the limitations of the non-probability community surveys and focus grougpallp
there was not a great deal of evidence that the prosecutor’s efforts in enfilegrits
community prosecution/court initiative in Red Hook accomplished these articutssd g

The CCI surveys suggested that the community prosecution/court initiative desulbt r
in improved perceptions about quality of life in Red Hook or perceptions of the polices ¥iew
the prosecutor/community relationship improved only minimally, but there was evittence
indicate that the community opinion about the court system did improve.

Slightly more than half of the respondents surveyed seemed relativeliedatigh Red
Hook and content with the quality of life prior to implementation, but these percepttbnetdi
increase post-implementation.

Hypotheses 3 raised issues of race and/or ethnicity based differefdraeenent of the
low-level crime focused community prosecution/court initiative in Red Hook andideting.
For this reason, it seemed important to explore the question of whether some cgmmunit
members experienced this initiative differently than others. Findingstirer@ClI survey did

seem to indicate that survey responses differed according to race/ethnicity
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On most questions, White respondents seemed more content than minority respondents
appeared to be. For example, the community prosecution/court initiative did not appear t
improve the relationship between minority respondents and police, however, Wihitedests
were more satisfied with police initially, and seemed more apprecaitihe prosecutor in the
post-implementation period than the minority respondents.

Survey questions also included an inquiry about community problems and levels of fear.
Since these matters can be impacted by so many different influencescanithis non-
probability convenience sample fails to assure the representativenessesiihiese, little
reliance is placed on this outcome. The findings indicated that these resp@upleatsthat
public drug sales and use, public drinking and littering were major problems in Red Hook, but
there was only a trace of a trend that they believed that these mattetse@eming less of a
problem over time. Responses also indicated that groups questioned eachrgdeevng safer,
particularly at night, and on the street over time and post-implementaticse filheéings need to
be explored more systematically using probability based research designs.

The second qualitative data set--the focus group-- conducted in Red Hook in May of
2003, provides a narrative view of how these attending community members—all non white--
perceived community prosecution.

Focus group members perceived more police presence and police contact for minor
criminal matters, after the court started. They complained of tacgdting and harassment
because of the increased focus on low-level criminal matters. They hatetvwas difficult to
enjoy life in their community when they were stopped and cited for mattersdikg in the park
after dusk on a summer night, when there was no place else for them to go ipesedial

friends and neighbors. Many respondents believed that police used minor cncidahis to
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justify stopping and arresting them so that they could search for more sealati®ns, or
simply to “get something on them,” like an arrest record, creating justificédr later contacts.
Focus group members believed that these negative interactions increastn afbert was
opened, and that the intensified minor crime focus resulted in drawing more of tieonitym
group members--into the criminal justice system.

African American respondents seemed particularly unhappy with the natine dlice
contact subsequent to the court’s opening. Even though the quantitative data offerediahly par
support for the targeting hypothesis, as misdemeanor court referrals écosdys for Hispanics,
focus group members explained that increased arrests were not the only phassilfié result
of an intensified focus on minor crime. One of the most significant complaints vgitbdde
respondents was being stopped by police when they were innocent of any wrongdoteg. Si
these stops did not result in arrests, the arrest and court data could not docispeobkém.
From the perspective of law abiding residents, as suggested by their conmtleatfcus
groups, it was questionable whether the improvements in feelings of $efetygy seem to
associate with the implementation of the community prosecution/court initiatset tife fear
and humiliation they associated with being increasingly subject to random gtolise justified
by suspicions of involvement in a wide variety of minor crimes.

Consistent with the survey outcomes, focus group respondents generallieihthed
they were satisfied with their quality of life in Red Hook. However, thisfaatien apparently
had little to do with the court. Survey responses indicated that levels of setrstid not
improve post-implementation, suggesting that their feelings were not linkeddoutieThere
were no follow up questions to capture why they were generally content. Foaps gilowed

additional questioning. Responses indicated that the group members attributedisifectisa
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to feelings of closeness with their neighbors, not to any differenseking from the
community prosecution/court initiative.

Also consistent with survey responses, focus group respondents were feelingr balfy
no longer felt fearful when out late at night and felt more comfortable in thedyallef their
buildings, while in the past, they dealt with fearful aspects of their home envinarimeas not
clear, however, that these improved feelings of safety were directly ltokbe community
prosecution/court initiative. Rather positive neighborhood changes started in the melar@90’
the improvements in safety were viewed in the context of a broader transitioncbfttni
initiative was only a part.

The survey findings further did not provide evidence that the implementation of the
community prosecution/ court resulted in improved relationships between minepgnents
and either the police or the prosecutor, as the architects of the initiative wouldopeek There
was, however, a positive response to the RHCJC. Focus group respondents added some
perspective to these feelings. Police were described as being unrespondisgdo service.
They complained that police made no effort to get out of their cars and get toHarwnt
benign social situations, and described community police as being more lilke“palithe edge”
of the community. In addition, police were also seen as being unnecessarily mdugh a

disrespectful in their treatment of minority community members. In hisnesea the RHCJC,

Fagan’s (2002, p. 931-934) interviews with Red Hook residents uncovered a similar response

Focus group members complained of being routinely stopped, pushed against tihe wall a
searched. In the context of being cited for violations, they complained tlegrsfivere

unnecessarily rude in the process.
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Focus group respondents did not seem to notice any real difference in prosecutors’
response to the community. There was no evidence of increased interaction betsgeen the
respondents and prosecutors. Even the PSC focus group members, who actually work for the
prosecutor, indicated that the prosecutors tended to stay in their offices; yhaetkenot out in
the community talking to people.

The overriding reality affecting these findings may be that policgerectmay greatly
overshadow any prosecutorial actions.

The RHCJC itself and the judge were clearly seen in a more positive lighbmpsued
to the court that handles misdemeanor cases for rest of Kings County, the groupswesnde
grateful for the more humane treatment they received from the RHCJCfteTlittat the judge
took time with them and treated them fairly.

Focus group responses offer some additional explanation for race/ethnieily bas
differences in responses between White and minority community members diffexsaces
are interesting on many levels.

The original idea for establishment of the community court in Red Hook came about in
response to issues mainly affecting the minority population residing in thenqusject.
Characterized in the 1980’s by Life magazine as one of the most dangeroiassoicethe
United States, the projects were overwhelmed by the crack epidemic. clthenéal murder of a
popular high school principal during a drug related drive by shooting was the chiatyst
program. The court, however, had to draw from a larger population than was repregehéed b

projects to justify its expense. So the jurisdiction was expanded to include not onlgethe a
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identified as Red Hook, but several more affluent neighborhoods located nearbydRedga
Malkin, 2003, pp. 943-946}

Although this was logistically and fiscally necessary, the diffeaérgsponses between
White and minority respondents in the surveys, highlighted by the focus groued,tresssue
of whether, by creating an additional constituency with vastly differenestseeand far more
resources, the original motivation for the community prosecution venture becanme lost i
something that looks more like gentrification. In his study of the Red Hook communityn Fag
(2003) also noticed these different interests:

The inclusion of these other neighborhoods, however, each with stronger political
and social capital, may disadvantage Red Hook in its fight for social and economic
resources. At the least, for those in the community who were told that this is the "Re
Hook Community Justice Center," it has seemed either confusing, or reptigsesftthe
way Red Hook is always left behind in reality (Fagan and Malkin, 2003, p. 945)

Such differences are evident not only as between Red Hook and the additional
neighborhoods that make up the jurisdiction of the court, but also in the divisions within the Red
Hook community itself:

Newer arrivals, gentrifiers, and older residents who live in the private houses at
one end of Red Hook are mobilized mainly through their aspirations to transform the
neighborhood into one more "Brooklyn residential brownstone™ neighborhood. In
contrast, the residents of public housing (which comprise the neighborhood's majority
are more concerned with maintaining the public housing projects, and the creation of new
opportunities, such as jobs and after-school prograrfisagan and Malkin, 2003, pp.
917-918)

Focus group members worried that the improvements that were being made in the
neighborhood--including the increased criminal justice presence through é&Riere not

for them. They sadly noted that it took the murder of the school principal to draw attention to

their plight. They also observed more White newcomers moving in to take advdritage o

8 The jurisdiction of the RHCJC includes the follogineighborhoods: Park Slope, Sunset Park, Cadenitiens,
Cobble Hill, Gowanus, Windsor Terrace, Wykoff GardeBoerum Hill
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improved community with its beautiful waterfront views. And they feared thattbejd
ultimately be displaced from their homes, and have no place to go. These tigseesf
probably contributed to how differently the mostly African American and Hisganising
project residents responded to the increased presence of police in the commaorpanison
to the response of their more affluent, mostly White, neighbors.

Implications for the Role of the Prosecutor

The findings of this research are potentially useful for those involved in the waibtgym
prosecution/court initiatives. For example, one of the objectives of the Red Hoaow&rsi
community prosecution was to facilitate interaction between prosecutors arahthmunity, by
placing a team of prosecutors in a pilot office in the RHCJC building. Findingaiadhat
simply locating a prosecutor in the target neighborhood does not strengthen linksewith t
community. Although the Chief of the Red Hook prosecution team indicated in an intdratew t
she was active in the community through attendance at community meetipgeatsathat there
was a lack of grassroots contact. Ordinary citizens in both the focus groups and tineoaeve
sample surveys showed little awareness of these efforts (althoughsshaseyl on probability
samples might have shown otherwise.) The most important representativeraghthal gustice
system in Red Hook continued to be the police. And the enhanced focus on minor crime did not
improve the community’s view of them.

The post-implementation police-community contact may have increased fathaar
suggested by the minor arrest increase detected in this research. Mehtimh focus groups
felt that after the court was implemented, minority community membemsasiagly endured
police stops on a routine basis. The minor crime focus may have enabled policeasanc

surveillance efforts by making more investigatory stops. Though these stops s@aya
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instances, have resulted in the discovery and prevention of some serious crime, respeide
the stops amounted to harassment of many innocent people. Harcourt’s (2001, p. 101) research
on New York City’s order maintenance policing led him to a similar conclusion. \&iat r
drove any effects of this initiative was the “enhanced powers of surveillaffoeded by the
quality of life initiative. It gives police a legitimate reason to seard seize based upon
suspicion of having committed a low-level crime.

Perhaps prosecutors need to be cognizant of what might be a tendency on the part of
some police to further alienate the community by using the minor crime fogustify more
stops and searches, hoping to make more arrests for serious mattertatidmsingy between
criminal justice and the community may have grown less trusting. When peepthdt they
are being targeted unfairly (Tyler, 2005, p. 338-339; Sunshine and Tyler, 2003,) it can have a
adverse impact on the legitimacy of the criminal justice system. Wheenstiase respect for
police, they are also likely to become less cooperative--the exact oppdbiestdited goals of
community prosecution.

Despite all of this, the focus group members stated that they really wanteditkeegol
be present in their community, but in a positive way. They reminisced about the olahaays
the officers assigned to walk a beat in the neighborhood took the time to get to know them, and
earned their respect and cooperation. It seems clear that the commuidyoe@pen to a
different approach by police, one that emphasizes relationship building, which cpubdénthe
prospects of reaching the goal of community participation in dealing with loce tssues.

This leads to what is perhaps the most significant finding from this resehrch i the
role of the police in community justice initiatives. Through the initiation &f tieighborhood

based style of community prosecution, the Kings County prosecutor hoped to have more direc
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contact with the community. That might have allowed prosecutors to actuallyshiyygapolice
and get directly to the heart of criminal matters in Red Hook. But there is no evileht®s
took place, or that it was feasible to do because of the omnipresent front-lieeceres the
police in Red Hook. It appears from these findings that prosecutors need toizedbg
importance of the role of the police in any community-based endeavor, because as that
relationship goes, so goes the community impression of what is being done. Abigastemns
to be true given the form of community prosecution implemented in Red Hook.

Perhaps a more direct approach to community engagement is required to reach pas
community meetings with their politically active member base to thevigikde majority. For
example, in Nassau County, New York, community prosecutors carried a reduceddadele
spending most of their time working with neighborhood youth in a variety of enrichment
programs, including sports and vocational training. Their daily presence in the community
seemed to give them a direct community connection that is probably not possible iegvng
the office. Or, perhaps if prosecutors actually rode along with police or lobatedffices in
police precincts, as was done in Portland, Oregon, this would facilitate not onlyginemte
contact with the community, but allow the cultivation of a more concerted commesitgnse
between prosecutors and police. This would allow the prosecutor more input into and more
awareness of how the police were handling their part in the initiative.

Suggestions for Future Research

Future studies on community prosecution programs similar to the Red Hook Model
would benefit from looking at the dispositions produced by the community court in comparison
to a traditional misdemeanor court, and a comparison of the impact of each on thesne@di

the offenders. Does the more treatment oriented approach that the proseciniothsough this
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innovation really deliver, and if so, does it benefit the offender and/or the comhurtiy data
sets used here did not allow any valid conclusions to be drawn on this question.

The prosecutor’s close involvement with the initiation, planning and implementation of
the RHCJC would also be an area for further exploration. The implications ofabes cl
connection between prosecutors and community courts are interesting. Theyestsens
about the appropriate degree of interaction between these two agencies, the amflughoéi
over the shaping of community courts that prosecutors should have, and how this collaboration
affects both the rights of the defendant and the traditionally adversdai@bnship between
prosecutors and defense attorneys.

Research should consider whether the community benefited from a reductionen crim
traceable to the intervention. Changes in community problems and fear are atsoest.i
Findings of this research suggest that fear may in fact have decreas#ueaftrurt was
implemented. Surveys with scientifically defensible probability sasmghel panel designs are
needed.

Ethnographic based research would allow an in depth look at community needs and
response to what was being done, enabling prosecutors to refocus their effads tber@nd of
achieving their stated goals. Is the policy having a different inggasbme members of the
community than others? Is the manner in which it was implemented causing moesnsrtien
it is solving? Quantitative research can only detect outcomes for whicls datati It is subject
to the interpretation of the researcher, who may miss the real impact peaop#d. Discussion
with the affected community seems to be the only way to understand how theyngre bei
impacted by initiatives that are meant to benefit them, but may actuadyundéereseen side

effects that undermine that intent.
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Conclusion

The purpose of this research was to study community prosecution as it was applied in one
specific site, in order to explore its possible implications for the role girtisecutor, as well as
its impact on community members. The Red Hook community prosecution program used a
misdemeanor focused approach, delivered through a community court, to deal proadiively w
neighborhood crime problems and to engage the community in responding to crime. While
traditionally, prosecutors focus on serious felony crime, a focus on less saatass is thought
to be an effective approach to preventing more serious matters and clearing uprhemmthbo
problems that interfere with community satisfaction. Prosecutors also hopa#técarmore
direct connection to the community and to improve the relationship between them andlcrimi
justice agents. If they were successful in carving out this connection, the tiodepobsecutor
could expand past the police, who are generally the only CJ agents with whom mess cgal
directly. Potentially, this new role for prosecutors would expand their power andchoeluethe
criminal justice system even beyond what they have enjoyed as a resuteof siignges such
as the limitation of judicial discretion through determinate sentencing lowéadt several
decades.

Early findings indicated that the initiative may have resulted in some chemtpesRed
Hook community. There was evidence that some goals were being met. More naiIsdeme
arrests were made, which may be interpreted as having occurred as a ppbosedo the
prosecutor’'s emphasis in the community court setting. A greater proportiondgmaanor
cases were filed after the program was implemented, possibly repngsengéisult of the
community prosecution influence. These findings may indicate that, during efiestb1

weeks of implementation, the misdemeanor-focused strategy was at tgastrigeto take
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shape. Unfortunately, findings also raise concerns about the possibility shappinoach may
have resulted in widening the criminal justice net in a neighborhood that alredahegative
feelings about criminal justice. The make-up of the caseload carved out of the Red Hook
catchment area to initiate the community court operation produced a larger ptplbili
Hispanic defendants and a smaller probability of defendants with prior convictionsared to
the pre-implementation composition of the caseload produced by Red Hook arrests and the
caseload produced from all other Kings County precinct arrests examinedstuthis And
these changes may indicate that the initiative resulted in drawing a mliffgoeip of defendants
into the criminal justice system as a result of the courts early stagatiop in the location in
which it was placed.

Perhaps the additional criminal justice presence in the neighborhood, through the RHCJC
improved the image of the court system generally-though not necessarilyatie ofithe
prosecutor-and helped somewhat to reduce fear. It seemed that efforts to denpeusecutor
more directly with the community members were unsuccessful in getiistgan increasingly
negatively perceived relationship between the community and the police. Iiipe Gounty
prosecutor truly intended to forge a direct relationship with the community, eediffgpproach
would clearly be necessary. Options include a more grass roots involvememnnugity
activities that may reach the less politically involved citizens—the hamfrthe community.

A second option would be to require a closer partnership with police in reaching out to the
community. Such an approach could serve the dual purpose of influencing the nature of the
police interaction with community and improving the interaction between the svciag.

Either of these approaches could potentially go farther than the approadedeafieithese data

representing the very early days of community prosecution in Red Hook to expdmimtetof
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the prosecutor. Judging from its development and community involvement in other locations
(E.g. Portland, Oregon; Austin, Texas and Denver, Colorado) community prosecutibn clea
offers the potential for this to happen. As of 2003, when the focus group discussions were
conducted, the Red Hook innovation appeared to have only just scratched the surface in this
regard.

Certainly, ongoing research in Red Hook will help solidify these early findinigis—t
study was limited to a search for the “footprints” of prosecutorial impatieoRed Hook
community prosecution/community court and as such, it would be inappropriate to draw
conclusions about the longer term impact of the Red Hook initiative. Early findingssstlgat
some changes may have been minimal, some may have been administrativeébirgelmal
to the prosecutorial organization) and some may have been unmeasurable given the data

available to this study.
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APPENDIX 1
DATA SET 1-ARREST DATA VARIABLES
Focus:Arrests
Time peria: Discontinuous, 1998-2001

Units of Analyss: Precinct, Months

N of cases46 months of data for each of three precincts (2 months data missing), 138 months
total.
Location: Three Red Hook police precincts: 72, 76, 78

Treatment variableScore 0 for the 72, 76" and 7§ precinct prior to implementation, (April

2000) score 1 after implementation.

Dependent variabled evel 1 tracks volume and proportion of crime type over time (monthly)

and level 2 tracks by precinct

Felony - (specific offenses) Misdemeanor - (specific offenses) Violation

Murder and non-negligent Burglar tools, possession of stolen Totals

manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, property, sex crimes, dangerous drugs, only

felonious assault, burglary, grand dangerous weapons, petit larceny, theft of

larceny-no vehicle, grand larceny-  services, assault®3liquor laws, gambling,

motor vehicle, possession of stolen criminal mischief, criminal mischief,

property, dangerous drugs, dangerousriminal trespass™®- 3¢9, prostitution,

weapons, other felonies (per month) resisting arrest, other misdemeanors (per
month)
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APPENDIX 2
DATA SET 2 — KINGS COUNTY COURT DATA VARIABLES
Focus:Charge seriousness (court filings)

Unit of Analysis Individual cases that include low-level (D and E) felonies, misdemeanors,

violations and infractions.

Time period 2 quarters: (T-1) third quarter of 1998, the months of July, August and September;
(T-2) first quarter of 2001, the months of January, February and March. Exanmaneegddy T

1 (n=14 weeks), T-2 (n=13 weeks)

N of casesT-1 n=19,296, including 1,739 cases from Red Hook precincts (prior to initiation of
community court); T-2 n=22,988, including 1,808 cases heard in community court.

Location All of Kings County, including Red Hook

Treatment variableAt T-1: score O for all police precincts pre-treatment; At T-2: scdoe 1

72" 76{", and 78th precincts post-treatment, O for all else (other Kings County precincts)

Control variable Temperature for Monday of each week.

Dependent variables/olume of cases low-level cases, proportion of low-level cases to total

cases. Examine pre-and post-implementation.

Independent Variables

Arrest variables Defendant variables

Arrest date, precinct of arrest, first most severe arrdge, gender, ethnicity (African

charge, charge severity- (felonies - D and E), American, White , Hispanic, Other),
(misdemeanors - A,B, unclassified), violation, residence (RHCJC jurisdiction or not),
infraction; prior convictions
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APPENDIX 3
DATA SET 3 - RED HOOK COMMUNITY JUSTICE CENTER DATA VARIABLES
Focus:Charges, defendant demographics, prior convictions and dispositions

Unit of Analysis:individual cases that include low-level felony (D and E felonies), misdaor

and violation

Number of cases1=4,088

Time period April 2000 through March 2001, (11 months)
Location: Red Hook Community Justice Center catchment aré¥, (78" and 78' precincts)

Dependent variablevolume and proportion of higher and lower level offenses, examined over

time

Independent variablesace, age, gender, place of residence, prior criminal history, examined

over time.

Defendant variables Court Variables

Age, gender, race (African American, White, Hispanic); priorArresting precinct, first most
convictions, residence (RHCJC jurisdiction or not) severe arrest charges
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APPENDIX 4
DATA SET 4 - COMMUNITY DATA VARIABLES
Focus:Community opinion trends

Unit of Analysis: Place of residence, demographics, years

Time period 1999-2001

N of cases1999 - (n=980); 2000 - (n=1743); 2001 - (n=1169); 2002-(n=1342)
Location Red Hook Community Justice Center catchment area

Analysis: Descriptive, examine trends over time, pre-and post-implementation

Dependent variabledRace, place of residence

Community Survey Questions

Specific questions changed in relatively minor ways over time. Questions wilirbeasized
generally.

General question categories

Preliminary

1.) Do you live, work, own a business in the Red Hook (1997, 1998) /catchment area 1999-
2002)?

2.) How many years have you lived/worked there?

3.) How do you feel about the neighborhood as a place to live/work? (very satigéed---
unsatisfied)

4.) Over the past year, how would you rate the quality of life? (very poaw-goed)

5.) In the past year, has the quality of life gotten better, stayed the sgotéearworse?

6.) Rate issues as very big problem---not a problem (public: drug sales, fightingsdrug

drinking; mugging, littering, prostitution, domestic violence, child neglect/abuse...)
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Fear of crime/safety

7.) How safe do you feel at night: on the street, in your home, in your lobby, in the parkg...(ver
safe---very unsafe)

8.) How safe do you feel during the day?

9.) Out of concern for safety, do you do any of the following? (always, sometimes), aso&l
certain streets, stay in at night, not travel alone...carry a weapon.

10.) How worried are you about: someone breaking into your home (1997, 98, 99) robbery,
assault (2000, 2001, 2002)?

11.) Have you been a victim within the last 12 months of: mugging/robbery, rape/assaait,
burglary of home, car...been shot at, stabbed (yes/no)?

12.) Has anyone you know been a victim?

13.) Identify youth crime problems: trespassing, school fighting...public drinking (big
problem—not a problem.

Relationship with Criminal Justice agents

14.) In your experience, how is the police response in your neighborhood over the past yea
(excellent---unsatisfactory, no opinion).

15.) How would you characterize the relationship between the police and your community ove
the past year? (Very positive---very negative).

16.) Characterize the District Attorney’s response to complaints and.issues

17.) Characterize the relationship between the courts and your community.

18.) Have you heard about the RHCJC?

19.) Have you had a case processed through the court? (2001, 2002)
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20.) How do you feel about having the court in your neighborhood?

21.) Have (2001, 2002)/will you use(d) the services?

22.) What (1997, 98, 99, 2000) (additional) (2001, 2002) services do you think should be
offered?

Respondent demographics

23.) Gender
24.) Ethnicity
25.) Age (all but 1998)

26.) Do you live in the Red Hook Houses (all but 1998)

212



APPENDIX 5

THE EMERGING COMMUNITY ROLE OF THE PROSECUTOR:
SUMMARY OF RESEARCH QUESTIONS, DATA COLLECTION AND ANALY SIS

Question Hypothesis

Data Source/Sample Data Content

Analysis

I. Does the prosecutor’'s 1. The prosecutor’'s
community emphasis in ~ community focus in the
the RHCJC produce a shift RHCJC produces a
toward minor or “quality  caseload that consists of
of life” criminal cases? more and/or a greater
proportion of
minor/misdemeanor cases
seen there than before its
implementation.

a)Data Set 1 Arrest a) Number of

Data; three Red arrests by
Hook precincts month; total,
(72nd, 76th, and arrest types,
78th); monthly precinct

aggregate 1998-2001.making arrest

b) Data Set 2 New
York Criminal Court
Data-includes court
filings for all D&E
felony, misdemeanor

b) All cases
filed, criminal
charges (type
and severity),
dates and

and violation and location of
infraction criminal arrest
cases for Kings (precinct).
County (Brooklyn)

from the last quarter

of 1998 (n=19,296)

and the first quarter

of 2001 (n=22,988)

aggregated weekly.

c)Data Set 3 ¢) Criminal
RHCJC data; case data,

community court charge (type
records from 4/2000 and severity),
thru 3/2001 (all cases location of
n=4,088) arrest.

a) HLM. Show similarities and
long term trends in 3 Red Hook
precincts and changes associated
with RHCJC in 2000. Also
multiple dependant variables to
identify whether changes are
specific to lower level offenses.

b) HLM analysis tests this
assumption by contrasting a) court
filing data in three Red Hook
precincts before (T 1) and after (T
2) implementation of community
court, while controlling for
temperature.

¢) HLM. Aggregating data into 46
months, trend analysis in types of
cases processed in the RHCJC over
time once RHCJC is established.
Analysis of changes in nature of
matters entering over time.
Explain changes in trends per
hypothesis that prosecutor
community-focus should
increasingly specialize in quality of
life/minor offenses.
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Question

Hypothesis

Data
Source/Sample

Data Content

Analysis

II. Does the hypothesized
shift in targeted cases
involve an expansion of
the type of community
members entering the
criminal process?

2. The prosecutor’s
community focus in Red
Hook precincts produces a
caseload that consists of
more and/or a greater
proportion of
minor/misdemeanor cases
when caseload
characteristics in
contiguous precincts are
taken into account.

1. The caseload of minor
offenses resulting from
prosecutor’'s community
focus will involve more
defendants from the Red
Hook community and more
defendants with attributes
of residents in the
community than before
community prosecution in
RHCJC and in contiguous
areas.

2. The caseload of minor
offenses resulting from
prosecutor’'s community
focus will involve more
defendants with no or few
prior contacts with the
justice system.

Same as under
1(B)

Data Set 2 - New
York Criminal
Court Data- court
filing data, all
Brooklyn precincts

a) Same as under
1(B)- Data Set 2-
New York
Criminal Court
Data

a) Defendant
demographics,
priors

b) Data Set 3-
RHCJC data

b) Defendant
demographics,
priors

a) Data Set 2- New
York Criminal
Court Data

a) CJA-AIl
cases filed,
criminal
charges, dates,
defendant
information,
location
(precinct).
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HLM. Pre/post design placing
possible Red Hook precinct
changes in caseload in the context
of other Brooklyn precincts within
time slices (1998 and 2001 - before
and during time when community
prosecution is underway) and
across time slices. Purpose is to
determine whether any Red Hook
changes are accounted for by
caseload trends in surrounding
non-Red Hook precincts by
comparison of precinct changes in
caseload attributes.

HLM. This analysis repeats the
above analyses but focuses on
defendant attributes
(demographics, prior record),
attempting to control for caseload
attributes in those precincts prior to
implementation of community
prosecution and in other non-Red
Hook precincts. By comparing Red
Hook precincts (pre/post) in the
context of contiguous precincts,
analysis seeks to determine
whether local effects are delivered.

HLM. Analysis of persons

involved as defendants in cases
processed in the RHCJC over time.
Analysis of changes extent to
which these involve area residents
entering over time. Explain
changes in trends per hypothesis
that prosecutor community-focus
should increasing involve
residents.

a) HLM. This analysis repeats the
above analyses but focuses on
defendant attributes (prior justice
history), by attempting to control
for caseload attributes in those
precincts prior to implementation
of community prosecution and in
other non-Red Hook precincts.



Question

Hypothesis

Data Source/Sample Data Content

Analysis

lll. To what extent does
the prosecutor’'s
community orientation

1. The shifts in
prosecutorial emphasis
toward quality of life

improve public perception concerns in the
of safety and satisfaction community should

with justice agencies?

improve residents
perception of safety and
satisfaction with justice
agencies

b) Data Set 3 — b) Defendant

RHCJC data demographics,
prior
convictions

a) Data Set 4 - a) Opinion poll

Community Data: of community

RHCJC community members

survey repeated in  surveyed about

years '99 through community

'01: ‘99n= 980, safety prior to

‘00n=1743, and after

‘01n=1169. 4/2000 court
implementatio
n. Survey
used
convenience
sample

b) Data Set 5: b) Open

Participant discussions of

Perspectives: Two  themes

focus groups include relating to

18 tenants of Red justice

Hook housing agencies and

project and 12 neighborhood

members of RH PSC safety

b) HLM analysis in demographics
and prior histories of persons
processed in the RHCJC over time.
Analysis of changes in prior justice
histories of defendants entering
over time. Explain changes in
trends per hypothesis that
prosecutor community-focus should
increasingly involve large numbers
of citizens with no or few prior
criminal offenses in their histories.

a) Descriptive, qualitative analyses
capturing community views from
areas in Red Hook. Although not
rigorously designed, offered as
qualitative data show signs possibly
confirming empirical findings

and/or reflecting on prosecutor’s
community emphasis.

b) Descriptive, qualitative analysis
to add citizen perspective relating to
performance of prosecutor, other
justice agencies and safety.
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APPENDIX 6
PARTICIPANT PERSPECTIVES

FOCUS GROUP GUIDE FOR
RED HOOK RESIDENTS
MAY 9, 2003

[Note: The topics to be treated in the focus groups are drawn from knowledge of the
aims of the community justice movement with a focus on community prosecution, the evaluation
issues and the operational challenges faced by community prosecutors in this country so far.
Each session begins with and explanation of the focus group and its purpose, as well as some
ground rules for how it will operate. Each participant is asked to sign a consent form that
ensures anonymity, explains the independent role of the research team and states th#iao spec
statement made by any individual in the session will be linked to that individual or shared with
any official agency (police, prosecutor, drug court or other agencies). Each participanteckceiv
a twenty-five dollar gift certificate for participating in the approximately two-rsmgsion.]

l. Introduction:

Who we are and the purpose of the focus group

Policy on confidentiality (provide confidentiality agreement for theinaigres)
Honorarium

Participation is voluntary

No statements will be attributed to specific individuals

Questions

Ground rules: be candid, take turns so we can get all views, about 90 minutes to 2
hours
(Session is audio recorded from this point)

I. Background: Participants are asked to describe briefly where they reside, how long
they have lived there and how they feel about the neighborhood, including the
presence or absence of crime problems. They are also asked to describe drug and
crime problems where they work.

Where do you live, and how long have you lived there?

Do you work in the community?

Are you married; do you have children?

How would you describe your neighborhood?

Is there a crime problem where you live and/or work? Describe it.
Do you feel safe there during the day? At night?

Do you feel comfortable having your children playing outside?

Has the neighborhood changed in recent years? If yes, what do you think
caused the change?
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o Do your children attend the local public school? How do you feel about the
school your children attend?

lll. General Understanding of Community Justice

e What do you think is the purpose of the community court (Why is it here?)
e Do you think it helps people with their problems?

Do you think that community members who aren’t arrested use the services
offered here?

Do you know anything about community police? What?

Are you aware of more police out in the community?

Do you think it is a good thing that they are there?

Do you know anything about community prosecutors and what they do?
Have you ever had any direct contact with a prosecutor? Was it positive or
negative, and why?

e Are you aware of any of the programs offered by the prosecutor?

IV. The Community Justice Experience

e Have you or has anyone you know used any of the services offered by the
court?

e If yes, how were you treated? If not would you ever use the services? Why
not?

e Did the court give you access to services that you wanted, but couldn’t get for

yourself before?

Are neighborhood residents happy that the court is here?

Are the police welcome in your community? If not, why not?

Do you believe that they make the neighborhood safer?

Do you believe that you can speak directly to a prosecutor about a problem in
the community? Have you or has anyone you know ever done this?

V. Implications of Community Justice For Residents

e Do you think that people are more likely to get stopped by police since the
community court opened?

e Do you think people are more likely to be arrested for things that they
wouldn’t have been arrested for in the past since the court opened?

e Do you think people are more likely to be stopped or arrested in your
neighborhood than in more affluent neighborhoods? If so, is this a good
thing?

e Do you believe that people should be arrested for minor crimes like turnstile
jumping or graffiti?

e Is there more, less or the same amount of crime in this area since the court

opened?

Is this community safer since the court opened?
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Have services to this community improved?

Are the Red Hook Houses safer?

Do you think the court, the police or prosecutors had anything to do with
positive changes in your neighborhood?

VI. Community Involvement

Are you a member of any community groups? Why or why not?

Do you attend community meetings? If not, why not?

Do you know whether prosecutors, police or judges appear at these meetings?
Do you see prosecutors, police or judges at neighborhood events?

Do you believe that anyone cares about the problems in your community?
Do you believe that the court, the police or the prosecutor has or will do
anything to help with the problems?

Do you believe that any community groups represent your interests?

Do you believe that the community members who are involved with the court
really know and represent the best interests of the community?

Do you believe that you or people you associate with are being targeted by
any community groups or the police?

Do you believe that some of your neighbors are used by the police to get
information about the activities of other neighbors?

If so, do you believe that this is in the best interest of the neighborhood?
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FOCUS GROUP GUIDE FOR
RED HOOK PUBLIC SAFETY CORPS
MAY 9, 2003

[Note: The topics to be treated in the focus groups are drawn from knowledge of the
aims of the community justice movement with a focus on community prosecution, the evaluation
issues and the operational challenges faced by community prosecutors in this country so far.
Each session begins with and explanation of the focus group and its purpose, as well as some
ground rules for how it will operate. Each participant is asked to sign a consent form that
ensures anonymity, explains the independent role of the research team and states th#iao spec
statement made by any individual in the session will be linked to that individual or shared with
any official agency (police, prosecutor, drug court or other agencies). The session took place
during the work day. Participants were not compensated for participating in the approximately
two-hour session.]

|. Introduction:

Who we are and the purpose of the focus group

Policy on confidentiality (provide confidentiality agreement for theinaigres)
Honorarium

Participation is voluntary

No statements will be attributed to specific individuals

Questions

Ground rules: be candid, take turns so we can get all views, about 90 minutes to 2
hours

(Session is audio recorded from this point)

Il. Background: Participants are asked to describe briefly where they reside, how long
they have lived there and how they feel about the neighborhood, including the
presence or absence of crime problems. They are also asked to describe drug and
crime problems where they work.

Where do you live, and how long have you lived there?

Did you attend school in the community?

Are you married; do you have children?

How would you describe your neighborhood?

Is there a crime problem in the Red Hook community? Describe it.

Is there a drug problem in this community? Describe it.

Do you feel safe there during the day? At night?

Do you and your neighbors feel comfortable having your children playing
outside?

Has the neighborhood changed in recent years? If yes, what do you think
caused the change?

Do your children attend the local public school? How do you feel about the
school your children attend?
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lll. Description of their Role in the Community

Describe the types of work you do in the community.

Do you feel safe performing your job in the community?

Do you believe that the community members want you around?

Do you believe that the community is aware of what the court has to offer?

Do you think it helps people with their problems?

Do you think that many community members who aren’t arrested use the

services offered here?

e Are you aware of more police out in the community than before the court
opened?

e Do you think it is a good thing that they are there?

e Do you believe that the residents are happy that they are there?

e Do the community prosecutors become involved in the neighborhood?

e Are you aware of how community members feel about the prosecutors?

IV. The Community Justice Experience

e How did you feel about the court, police and prosecutors before you took this
job?

e Did you or anyone you associate with ever have any negative interactibns wit
any of them?

e How do you feel about them now?

e Do your friends and neighbors treat you differently because you work at the
court? Describe.

e Are neighborhood residents happy that the court is here?
e Are the police welcome in your community? If not, why not?
e Do you believe that they make the neighborhood safer?

V. Implications of Community Justice

e Do you think that people are more likely to get stopped by police since the
community court opened?

e Do you think people are more likely to be arrested for things that they
wouldn’t have been arrested for in the past since the court opened?

e Do you think people are more likely to be stopped or arrested in your
neighborhood than in more affluent neighborhoods? If so, is this a good
thing?

¢ Do you believe that people should be arrested for minor crimes like turnstile
jumping or graffiti?

e |Is there more, less or the same amount of crime in this area since the court
opened?

e Is this community safer since the court opened?

e Have services to this community improved?

e Are the Red Hook Houses safer?
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Do you think the court, the police or prosecutors had anything to do with
positive changes in your neighborhood?

VI. Community Involvement

Are you or people you associate with a member of any community groups?
Why or why not?

Do you or people you associate with attend community meetings? If so, did
you attend before you came to work at the court? If not, why not?

Do you see prosecutors, police or judges appear at these meetings?

Do you see prosecutors, police or judges at neighborhood events?

Before the court opened, did you believe that anyone cared about the
problems in your community? How do you feel now?

Do you believe that the court, the police or the prosecutor has or will do
anything to help with the problems?

Do you believe that any community groups represent your interests or those of
people you associate with?

Do you believe that the community members who are involved with the court
really know and represent the best interests of the community?

Do people you associate with believe that they are being targeted by any
community groups or the police?

Do you believe that some of your neighbors are used by the police to get
information about the activities of other neighbors?

If so, do you believe that this is in the best interest of the neighborhood?
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