
REPORT OF THE PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE

May 17, 2006 at Sherwood Recreation Center

Meeting Attendees:

Commissioners: Raphael Marshall (6A01)
Chair: Stephanie Nixon
Committee Members Present: Joe Bellino, Laura Brown, Mark Laisch, Michael Seneco, & Raphael Marshall
Committee Members Absent: NONE
Residents:  Merrill Daniels, Erik Bugler
Guests: Marcus Ellis (Dept. of Parks and Recreation Services), Commander Diane Groomes (1D), Sergeant Mark Saunders (PSA 103), Sergeant Allen (PSA 106), Alphonso Coles (MPD-Community Outreach Coordinator)
Stephanie Nixon opened the meeting at 7:06 pm.

Papering in DC:  
Ms. Nixon and Mr. Bellino had been amid compiling recommendations for the topic when Andy Lopez, Community Intelligence Counsel for the US Attorney’s Office contacted Ms. Nixon as well as Attorney Barbara Chesser (Juvenile division – Office of the Attorney General) regarding papering in DC.  Summaries from these conversations are attached to this report.  

The committee briefly discussed this information.  Mr. Laisch looked for the 2003 GAO report mentioned by Attorney Lopez.  However, he only found two reports from The Council for Court Excellence Report (2001, 2003).  Per the 2003 report “The Papering Reform Pilot Project has expanded citywide for some 20 separate DC and US misdemeanor offenses, but the full potential of the papering reform program has yet to be realized…MPD and the US Attorney have tested several variations of what might be called night papering of arrests.  The night papering initiatives improved the quality of the arrest work by the police, and strengthened prosecutorial cases.  However, arrest booking took far too long and individual agency costs may be higher.”  It was mentioned that the test for a lack of cost-effectiveness for night papering was conducted during a time when the first court appearance for MPD officers was comp time.  Now, any time beyond 40 hours in a week is paid and can run into significant overtime.  
Both Attorney Chesser and Attorney Lopez were unsure whether electronic papering would be beneficial.  It is important to note that this was among the recommendations from the Council for Court Excellence.  The 2003 update noted that in addition to the cost of over-summoning police officers “public safety is diminished when court cases are not held when scheduled, when defense counsel and prosecutors do not give adequate notice of a delay in a proceeding to avoid unnecessary officer attendance, and when prosecutors summon more officers than are necessary to effectively prosecute a criminal case.”  In just two weeks, the 2003 update reported that “MPD officers billed almost 1,000 hours for appearances in felony trials that were ‘continued’ (delayed) until a later date, at a cost to MPD of almost $40,000.  If this two-week period is representative, this cost would be just under $1,000,000, annually.”
The committee agreed to continue the fact-finding process and bring this back in June.  Ms. Nixon volunteered to contact MPD, OAG, and the US Attorney’s office to obtain an estimate of the hours that officers spend in court papering over 1 year.  Because the first appearance was comp time before and now billable the cost may have risen enough to make night papering cost-effective.  In addition, the committee continues looking for a way to determine whether electronic papering is plausible for DC.
Rosedale Recreation Center:
During the May PSA 103 meeting there was a thorough discussion of public safety at and around Rosedale Recreation Center (17th St NE and Rosedale St NE).  These public safety issues include reports from MPD of drug dealers using Rosedale Recreation Center as a “hide-out” where they go into the cave, cleanliness of the facility (e.g., graffiti, egg on windows, etc.), the non-fatal shooting of 3 teenagers on the basketball court of Rosedale Recreation Center in May 2006, individuals on the grounds after hours fighting and dealing, etc.  

As a result of the PSA 103 meeting, an ANC6A resident sent a letter to Mr. Ellis of the Dept. of Parks and Recreation requesting the implementation of a plan of action to improve Rosedale Recreation Center.

During the ANC6A Public Safety Committee Meeting, Mr. Ellis discussed several ongoing programs available at Rosedale Recreation Center such as the Teentime Initiative, Sisters on the Rise, and Plato (i.e., a computer learning lab).  Mr. Seneco asked Mr. Ellis whether everybody was required to sign in or show ID.  Mr. Ellis stated that all people are supposed to sign in at the recreation center and that adults are supposed to show IDs during school hours. 
Sgt. Saunders (PSA 103) mentioned that there were reports of Mr. Crawford claiming that MPD not stopping by Rosedale Recreation Center and that he had even purchased a book to put in the Center for officers to sign in.  Sgt. Saunders suggested guest passes for those who do not live in DC and to monitor the sign-in procedure.  Mr. Ellis conveyed that there appeared to be a misunderstanding about MPD’s role at Rosedale Recreation Center.  Mr. Ellis reported that Mr. Crawford was ill and unable to be present, but had been under the impression that MPD was supposed to come by daily to sign the book.  Sgt Saunders said that he tries to have Officers stop when they have no other calls and that not signing in did not indicate that the officers did not patrol the outside of the facility.

Mr. Ellis discussed a plan of action for Rosedale Recreation Center with the Committee.  He would like to install cameras to monitor the activities.  He has been working on having the fence repaired/replaced.  Discussion was directed at the need for an iron fence like that at Miner Elementary School and Sherwood Recreation Center and the importance of closing these gates around the recreation center at closing and keeping them closed.  Mr. Ellis mentioned that the loitering on the grounds is of concern but that there had been ugly situations with recreation center staff at Rosedale.
The two Sergeants and the Commander assured Mr. Ellis that MPD does not expect the Recreation Center staff to patrol the center.  However, there does need to be a little more accountability about who enters and exits the building.  The DPR Security Specialist is supposed to come and walk the grounds and Sgt Saunders volunteered to survey the grounds with him.

Some immediate suggestions were to keep the outside lights at Rosedale Recreation Center on all night.  Mr. Ellis enacted this suggestion immediately, which has since received positive feedback from the Rosedale Community per Mr. Ellis.  In addition, Sgt Saunders suggested that if the staff smell marijuana to call 3-1-1 as this is reasonable suspicion.  If those causing trouble at the recreation center do not leave, then to obtain barring notices.  Mr. Ellis mentioned the possibility of stationing armed guards at the recreation center.  The committee overwhelmingly agreed with this idea and that public safety would override any negative feelings.  This was suggested to occur throughout the summer.

Mrs. Brown asked why there was a focus on MPD signing the book when everybody should sign the book.

Mr. Bellino stated that people should have to show some ID before entering the facility as did Mr. Seneco.  Mr. Seneco mentioned the number of Sex Offenders in PSA 103 and the importance of checking the Sex Offenders registry regularly to protect the children and prevent it from becoming a place to find children.  
Mr. Ellis agreed with the ID suggestion and stated that DPR would like to have IDs.  They have begun RecWIC and the next step is IDs.  They have done some of these for the fitness centers within the Recreation Centers.  

Some discussion surrounded increasing the staff.  Mr. Ellis mentioned that Rosedale Recreation Center had 2 full-time staff, 2 part-time staff, and 2 way-to-work staff. 

Other discussion surrounded locating the June Public Safety Committee Meeting at Rosedale Recreation Center to give the Committee a better sense of the Center’s operations.  As of the present, it appears the June PSA 103 meeting will be held at Rosedale Recreation Center instead.  

Mr. Laisch proposed that the Recreation Centers have a sign-in form that stated individuals would be barred from the facilities for pre-specified amounts of time for not obeying Center rules and DC Rules and Regulations.  

The discussion opened a terrific dialogue between Mr. Ellis, the Committee and MPD.  This dialogue was to be followed up with a plan of action.  The Committee requested to lend support to Mr. Ellis’s efforts by sending a letter to the supervisors in strongly suggesting that the following be implemented quickly:

1. An ID system

2. Visitors to the Recreation Center sign in and agree to the rules established by DPR staff and MPD upon entry
3. Barring notices
4. Working with MPD on these policies

5. Iron fence surrounding facility

6. Keep lights on at night

The above suggestions were passed unanimously by the committee to be presented singularly to the ANC6A.

Mr. Seneco made a motion requesting that a letter be sent regarding training DPR employees by PSA supervisors and that DPR employees regularly monitor the sex offenders list for the area.  This motion failed.

Laura Brown volunteered to draft the letter regarding the discussion and approved suggestions (see drafted letter labeled Rosedale Recreation Center).  In addition, Mrs. Brown offered to be the point person for the ANC6A Public Safety Committee with regards to Rosedale Recreation Center.

MPD Use of Cameras to Combat Crime:
This discussion surrounded a notice of proposed rule making amending Chapter 25 (Metropolitan Police Department Use of Closed Circuit Television) of Title 24 (Public Space and Safety) of the District of Columbia Municipal Regulations (DCMR).  The amendments would pilot 3 locations for evaluating the use of closed circuit television for preventing, deterring, or investigating crime in neighborhoods of DC.  Mr. Bellino pointed out that the U.S. Park Police already use cameras around the monuments. Commander Groomes (1D) mentioned that it would be nice to have gun recognition cameras in our areas.  Mr. Laisch mentioned that one apparent issue was the monitoring of the cameras and the assessment of project effectiveness.  Ms. Nixon mentioned the need for an unbiased party to review the data.  Refinements were discussed among the committee members.
Discussion also centered around placement of the cameras on Linden Place and whether this was the most appropriate place within the ANC to suggest.

A committee member made a motion to send a letter of support with suggestions for quarterly external review to ensure the system is not abused.  This motion was based with a vote of 3 committee members in favor, 1 against, and 1 abstaining.

Mr. Laisch volunteered to assist with the letter.  (See drafted letter labeled CCTV)
Juvenile Crime:

Erik Bugler came to the meeting to discuss issues with students coming from Options School.  These students “terrorize” the neighborhood on their way to the bus stop by breaking windows.  They tend to travel via the alleyways on their way to the 8th Street NE bus stop.  Mr. Bugler has called 3-1-1 with little result.  Several committee members mentioned a meeting held by Commissioner Beatty regarding this problem.  Cmdr Groomes was asked for options on addressing the kids.  The time of occurrence is around 3:30 pm.  

It was requested that Mr. Bugler contact Ms. Nixon after she spoke with Commissioner Beatty about the previous meeting.  A later conversation with Commission Beatty yielded the suggestion that Mr. Bugler contact the Principal with this complaint.

Obtaining Crime Reports from the OAG:
Mr. Bellino made a motion for the ANC6A Commission to send a letter requesting crime reports be supplied by the OAG’s office on a regular basis.  He proposed that these encompass more agencies than the MPD reports.  The committee voted unanimously in favor of his request.  Mr. Bellino offered to draft the letter.  We hope to provide the Commissioners with a copy before the meeting. 
Request for Action by the ANC:
1. Letter to DPR with suggestions for improving public safety at Rosedale Recreation Center – please vote on the suggestions as individual items
a. An ID system

b. Visitors to the Recreation Center sign in and agree to the rules established by DPR staff and MPD upon entry

c. Barring notices

d. Working with MPD on these policies

e. Iron fence surrounding facility

f. Keep outside lights on at night

2. Letter to Deputy Mayor Reiskin’s office with general support for CCTV
3. Letter to OAG’s office requesting regular crime reports about PSAs 102 and 103 
Respectfully submitted by Stephanie Nixon.

ANC6A Public Safety Committee memorandum

to:
ANC6A Public Safety Committee

from:
Stephanie Nixon

subject:
Papering conversation with Andy Lopez, Community Intelligence Counsel, US Attorneys Office

date:
5/31/2006
cc:
Carolyn Crank, Andy lopez

Summary from phone conversation with Attorney Lopez 5/16/06:
The US Attorneys Office would also benefit from having papering run faster.  There are several constraints to changing the present system including funding.

GAO Study 2001 – Average Papering Time 2 hours
If cases are “no papered” then it takes about 5 minutes.  First, officers see screeners who determine whether it should proceed to the attorney.  If it is papered, then paperwork must be completed.  C10 is the first place an offender appears and at that point full discovery must be submitted.  It is impossible to know whether one has full discovery without a police officer present.  The defendant has right to counsel at the first appearance.  For example, if the attorney pushes for a stay away order and the defendant says that they live at 123 XYZ where the stay away will be enforced, the stay away cannot be granted.  However, if the police officer has monitored this defendant and swears in the Gerstein statement that the defendant lives at 456 ABC, then the judge can still issue the stay away order.  Mr. Lopez mentioned this as being effective for the 3rd District.

The attorneys make an assessment about (1) whether to forward a case or not and (2) with what the defendant should be charged.  This is supposed to be an informed decision that requires more than just paperwork.  For example, after papering a misdemeanor trial (70% of cases) the attorneys will not see the officer again until trial.  If the officer appears at trial with more information the Judge is dissatisfied because the defendant has the right to full disclosure at the first hearing.  

Per Mr. Lopez, overtime hours have decreased by 20% for MPD in the last fiscal year.  

GAO Study 2003 – Night Papering
A pilot project was conducted that was commissioned by the Criminal Justice Committee (CJCC).  Per Mr. Lopez, this project was conducted by an independent professor.  The general conclusion of which Mr. Lopez was aware was that night papering did not save money.

Electronic Papering
Mr. Lopez reported that screeners start at 7:30 am and go until about 12:30 pm.  He stated that he rarely observes a line at 7:30 am, but one is more likely to occur on Mondays.  With regards to appointments, a decision has to be made about lock-up that day.  When asked whether this was rule or regulation, Mr. Lopez stated that it was either a court rule or a Marshal rule.  After 1 pm, nobody is usually seen until the following day.

After hearing a brief description of the Prince George’s County System, Mr. Lopez stated that he was not sure if the system would meet our needs, particularly given the appointment-like scheduling in Prince George’s County.  

General Information
If an officer does not show for a papering or grand jury then the commanding officer is notified and the case is dismissed. 

In cases where a defendant is found with several bags of narcotic the charge of felony or misdemeanor depends on the experience of the attorneys with DC juries on a specific type of case.  Mr. Lopez stated that if the individual is a repeat offender, then it is more likely a felony trial.  

Citywide, approximately 80% of cases are papered.  Of this 80%, some cases are dismissed.  

It was unclear how it would help to take the forms from the paper.

Generally speaking, there is no money bond because defendant can say he does not have the money for whatever reason and then the judge cannot hold him without cause beyond money.

The US Attorneys office does some supplemental training with officers on papering, upon request.
It would help if data were available to indicate that a method was cost-effective.  
ANC6A Public Safety Committee memorandum

to:
ANC6A Public Safety Committee

from:
Stephanie Nixon

subject:
Papering conversation with Barbara Chesser Office of the Attorney General, Papering

date:
5/17/2006

cc:
Barbara Chesser, OAG

***NOTE: All examples, are merely examples.***

Summary from phone conversation with Attorney Chesser 5/17/06:
There are several DC statutes that dictate how individuals are papered including Statute 1623.10.  The process is dictated by MPD and OAG. After a juvenile is arrested, they are taken to juvenile processing at 1000 Mt. Olivet.  There MPD looks at the case and has the option to divert the case (police diversion).  Police diversion occurs when a juvenile is placed back in the community with MPD charges but usually in a program. Police diversion is determined by MPD not by the courts.  

If it is sent through the OAG’s office, then it can be handled in several ways.  One way is a police release case, in which the juvenile is sent home to return on another day with their family and court social services in Superior Court.  Usually, MPD comes to the office as if the juvenile is not released to file the paperwork.  Officers must make at least three copies of the paperwork.

If anything is evident on the face of the case that seems inappropriate, then the case may not go forward (e.g., possession of marijuana but the drug was not marijuana, the stop/search is suspicious).  For example, to prosecute Unauthorized Use of a Vehicle (UUV) the prosecution must prove that juveniles know they did not have the authorization to use the vehicle.  

The attorney assigned to paper the case interviews the officer in person.  The officer must arrange for the individual who witnessed the crime to be present in the office on the same day as the case is papered unless an officer witnessed the event.  In special circumstances the OAG may interview victims over the phone.  The OAG does not have pretrial subpoena power authorization for juvenile cases.  This means the victim must appear in the juvenile OAG’s office with the officer on the day the case is to be papered.  Victims are covered by the juvenile omnibus legislation and may meet with a victim witness specialist. 
When the juvenile is processed by the court they have the right to a defense attorney at the first hearing.  If the juvenile is not presented to the court by cut-off time (below), then they may be held over night or released to appear at a later date.  If MPD does not do police release, then the juvenile goes to the central processing unit with Court Social Services (see below for more information).  There it is determined whether the juvenile can return for court another day or stay overnight to appear in court the following court date.

If the prosecution and/or court social services would like the juvenile detained or held, then the court considers holding probable cause hearings.  The court has to find probable cause to believe the juvenile committed one of the offenses charged to detain pretrial.  Respondents can wave the probable cause hearing.  Evidence is shown including that of the papering officer.  

Time Frame for Papering
The office officially opens at 8 am, but many of the Attorneys will begin the process as soon as the officers arrive.  Also, the paperwork arrives at the OAG vs. liaison first thing in the morning.  The juvenile has to arrive in the court house by 3 pm during the week, 2:30 pm during the weekends, and 10:30 am during Holidays.  If the juvenile does not arrive by the set time, then they will appear at the next available court date.
Assuming that the case is papered, it will then go to initial hearing on all days except Sundays (including Holidays).  The number of hours that an individual (juvenile/adult?) can be held before the first hearing is dictated by Statute.  Because of some of these laws/statutes it is unclear whether the electronic papering system used in Prince George’s County would work for the DC system.

Court Social Services
The Director of Court Social Services is Terry Odom, 202-508-1800.  This is similar to CSOSA for juveniles.

There is no bail/bond for juveniles.  

After Successful Trial
Misdemeanors and felonies are not differentiated in the juvenile system.  A juvenile can receive the same sentence no matter the crime.  Often the court examines the offense and determines what is necessary to rehabilitate the child. 

Court Social Services is in charge of probation and DYRS is in charge of care and rehabilitation of juveniles who are committed as well as evaluation.
ROSEDALE RECREATION CENTER LETTER

May 30, 2006



Marcus Ellis
Department of Parks and Recreation
Government of the District of Columbia
640 10th Street NE
Washington, DC 20002     
(202) 673-9128

CC Kimberley Flowers


Mr. Ellis:

At our regularly scheduled public meeting on May 17, 2006, and with a quorum present, our Commission voted unanimously to request that the Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) prepare a comprehensive plan of public safety strategies associated with the Rosedale Recreation Center.  Through a citywide initiative, the DC government will spend millions of dollars to improve the physical infrastructure of this recreation center with the goal of supporting increased usability, safety, and neighborhood livability. 

We appreciate your continued efforts to work with the community and MPD in developing a Plan of Action for Rosedale Recreation.  The committee and community members discussed the need for the plan to address specific strategies to ensure public safety of all who use the facility for recreational purposes. During the development of this plan, we encourage collaboration with the ANC6A Public Safety Committee, Police Service Area 103, residents, as well as established business and community groups.  Broad collaboration will ensure an innovative and effective plan for meeting the public safety needs of the Rosedale neighborhood community.  We hope that the Department of Parks and Recreation will see fit to support the implementation of the plan throughout its various phases in a manner that will support increasing public safety at and around Rosedale Recreation Center.


Developing this plan is a high priority as emphasized by the continuing violent crime and drug trafficking on the premises of Rosedale Recreation Center (e.g., on Sunday, May 7, 2006 in the afternoon there was a non-fatal shooting of three juveniles on the basketball courts). Furthermore, there are regular reports from citizens, MPD, and DPR employees of individuals on the Rosedale Recreation Center Grounds fighting and dealing drugs.  Although illegal activity occurs after hours, problems continue during the facilities normal hours of operation.  

The committee was pleased with the discussion of ways to improve public safety after hours and during normal hours.  The following suggestions were discussed supported by the committee as ways to increase safety at and around Rosedale Recreation Center after hours: (1) A wrought-iron fence with entry gates that can be closed and locked at closing as well as a design that deters after-hours entry and (2) Continue to leave all the outside lights on around the facility as.  The latter of the two was immediately implemented with positive feedback from the community since that time.  We strongly suggest that DPR continue to leave the lights on at night.  
Suggestions from MPD, DPR, residents, and committee members were also discussed for improving the safety of those at and around the center during operating hours: (1) Stationing armed guards at Rosedale Recreation Center, which would provide stronger protection of those visiting the center; (2) MPD and the Security Specialist for DPR do a walkthrough and ascertain the best way(s) to maintain safety (e.g., cameras); (3) Strengthen the sign-in policy of DPR with the use of IDs; (4) Design behavior rules that people agree to when they sign in to the center.  There were many issues discussed with regards to Rosedale Recreation Center – the cleanliness of the facility was among the issues (e.g. egg on the window/wall that remained for weeks).  To continue improving the safety at the Rosedale Recreation Center, we suggest that the supervisors of this facility and the DPR implement the following quickly:

1. An ID System

2. Draft rules for DPR facilities with input from MPD

3. Visitors to the Recreation Center sign in and agree to obey the facility rules and DC law/code to enter and remain in the facility
4. Barring Notices for people who violate the rules of the facility and/or DC law/code
5. DPR work with MPD on a regular basis to ensure public safety is maintained
6. Install an iron fence around the perimeter of Rosedale Recreation Center

In close, we respectfully ask that you strongly consider our request.  Also, thank you for your continued efforts to improve the Recreation Centers.  If you have any questions, please contact ANC 6A Public Safety Chair, Stephanie Nixon, at (412) 612-8881.

On behalf of the Commission,

Joseph Fengler

CCTV
Date
Councilmember Phil Mendelson, Chairman

Committee on the Judiciary
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Suite 402
Washington, DC 20004
Dear Councilmember Mendelson:  

At its regularly scheduled meeting on June 8, 2006, and with a quorum present, our Commission voted unanimously to support PR 16-766, the Metropolitan Police Department Closed Circuit Television System (CCTV) Regulations Amendment Approval Resolution of 2006 with a suggested modification described in the paragraph below.  Our Commission believes that the pilot projects authorized by PR 16-766 have the potential to help fight crime in DC’s neighborhoods.

One area where we believe this proposed legislation may be improved is with the addition of a requirement to have an external auditor monitor, not less than once a quarter, the implementation of the pilot CCTV projects authorized by this resolution.  In 2003, the United States General Accounting Office (GAO) prepared a report related to the use of video surveillance for law enforcement purposes.  In this report, the GAO identified several best practices that should be considered by localities interested in adopting CCTV.  One best practice cited is an audit of  CCTV systems, to ensure that they are only utilized for the stated purpose of law enforcement and not misused through the inappropriate use or release of data captured through the system. 

In close, we ask that you strongly consider our community’s request for support of PR 16-766.  If you have any questions, please contact ANC 6A Public Safety Chair, Stephanie Nixon, at (412) 612-8881.

On behalf of the Commission,

Joseph Fengler

Chair, Advisory Neighborhood Commission 6A

cc: 
Councilmember Sharon Ambrose

Chief of Police Charles Ramsey 
Deputy Mayor Edward Reiskin, Public Safety & Justice

