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This memorandum provides an analysis of all robbery cases
sentenced under the guidelines that had been received by the
Monitoring staff as of approximately February 15, 1989. I will
first present summary statistics for key offender and offense
characteristics for the entire sample of 146 cases. Second, a more
detailed analysis of sentencing practices is presented for a subset
of 94 cases that did not involve departures, career offenders, or’
924 (c) convictions.  Third, I provide a complete listing of
departures, including information on District, judge code, and the
direction and magnitude of the departure. Finally, in response to
questions raised at the Commission meeting of March 15, I analyze
the extent to which a two-level reduction for Acceptance of
Responsibility has been awarded in plea-bargain cases, where one

'~ or more counts of indictment were dropped.

I. Overview of Full Sample

- The full set of 146 monitoring cases includes 13 dispositions
by trial, 98 simple pleas where no counts of indictment were
dropped, and 33 plea bargains with counts reduced. = There are 17 -

_ instances of clear Guideline sentencing departures, and 13 cases
where there was an unexplained discrepancy between the Guideline

range given in the Presentence Report and the sentence indicated _ :

'in the J&C. Thirteen offenders are classified as Career Offenders

in the Presentence Report. For three of these cases, the judge

disputed the accuracy of the classification and gave a straight
"Guideline sentence. Seven of the remaining seven cases were

sentenced as career. offenders. The average Criminal History

Category for all 146 offenders is Jjust below  Category IITI. =
~ Finally, the average Guideline sentence for the entire sample is
. 69.8 months. : : ' :

Table I below provides information on senténcing and selected

offender and offense characteristics.



- Table I ‘ R
Summary Statistics for Selected Variables

Veriable Mean  Standard AMedian Range
Sentence 69.8 68.0  48.0 6 - 507
Dollar Loss $9440.0 16256.2  $3300.0 0 - $_9s,141.
Number of | | |
Robberies, : _ : o v .
Indictment 1.6 1.6 - - 1.0 1 -1
~Number of - ' |
' Robberies, A : _ | _ .
ConviCtion o 1.4 . 1.0 . 1.0 - 0o -7
- offender Age 31.s 9.9 30.0 19 - 65

II. Straight Sentencing

: There are 94 cases in the sample that do not involve Career
‘Offenders, departures, or convictions under 924(c).  For these
cases, the sentence ranges from 24 to 115 months, with a mean of

-49.3. | . o : :

‘ In order to determine where judges are Sentencing.in'the
 Guideline range for the relevant Offense Level and Criminal History
 Category, I calculated the midpoint of the indicated Guideline -

range for each case and then computed the average value of this’

‘midpoint variable. If judges, on average, have sentenced in the

middle of the Guideline range, the overall average sentence would

be close to the average of the midpoints of the various Guideline -

ranges. If judges have tended to sentence at the top or bottom of
the indicated range, the average sentence for the sample would be
. correspondingly higher or lower. ’ o S

, The average figure for the midpoints of all Guideline
- sehtencing ranges in the subsample of 94 cases is 49.03. Since the -
 average sentence for this subsample is 49.3, it appears that there
is no systematic tendency for judges to sentence toward the top or
‘bottom of the Guideline range. This can also be seen by examining
' the percentage of times Judges sentenced at the top and bottom of

" the Guideline range. About 30 percent of the sentences are at the
top:; Approximately 26 percent are at the bottom of the indicated



range.

Table II prévides additionai information on _sentenbing'
patterns for the 94 cases broken down by trials, plea bargains with
counts reduced, and simple pleas. : '

. Table II
Sentencing by Type of Disposition#*

pisposition Number Mean Standard Median Range

‘ : o : - Sentence Dev. ~ Sentence

“Trial 3.0  49.3 20.3 46.0 24 - 115
Pleas, Counts | B ‘ ' '
Reduced 21.0 48.8 5.1 48.07 ; 30 - 87
Simple Pleas 70.0 48.4 . . 21.3  40.5 24 - 115

" %xsample does not include Career Offenderé; departurés, or
convictions under Section 924 (c). ’ : :

III Departures

Table III provides detailed information on the 17 Guideline
departures in the full sample of 146 cases. Three of the downward
- departures involve career offenders. In the last case listed, the

'judge‘departed upward to 192 months, stating that the offender had
escaped Career offender status due only to a fortuitous sentencing -

consolidation of prior violent felonies.



7 Tabie III
- Guideline Departures

Direction District Judge Indicated Sentence
- Code Guideline Range

- Downwarad Mid Ca 7319 - 30-37 6
pownward N. Iowa 6205 24-30 22
Downward Nevada 7810 30-37 12
‘Downward - Oregon 7908 30-37" 27
Downward S. Georgia 3306 262-327 144
Downward s. Georgia 3]j06 262-327 144
Downwarad W. Ark 6105 70-87. - 51
pownward W. Ark 6005 135-168 108
Downward S. NY 0862 262-327 71
Downward Nevada 7808 24-30 12
Downward W. NY 1708 33-41. 9
Downward . W. KY 4409 33-41 ~30
Downward =~ W. Texas : - 30=-37 - 27
Upward . Mid Ill 5311 30-37 45
Upward Nevada 7810 30-37 60
Upward E. XY - 4305 1-7 27
Upward - Mid Fla ' 57-71 192

As indicated inm
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C23. 2113(d)

Table IV

Applidation of Acce

ptance of Responsibility in

Monitoring Robbery Cases

' pescription of Counts Dropped’

in Plea Agreement

1.  924(c)
2. 371 (conspiracy)

3. 2 confessed robberies _
(not in counts of indictment)

4. 371 ‘ ‘

5. 371

6. 924 (c)
7o 1 robbery :
8. 1 attempted robbery

9. 1 confessed.robbery
10. 924(c)
11. 371

12. 1_confessed robbery
13. 6 robberies :
14.. 924(c) o
15. 371, 924(c)

16. all robbery counts-—convicted

of Assault and Burglary

17. 924(c)

18. 2113(4)

‘19, 2113(4)
. 20. 924(c)

21. 1 confessed robbery
22. 924(c)

24. 3 confessed robberies

25, 924(¢)

26. 924(c)

27. 371, arson of vehicle

28. Robbery reduced to Larceny

Acceptance Granted?

yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
- yes
yes
yes
no
yes

no

yes

‘yes

yes

no

yes

yes

yes
. yes

no _ ‘
yes, put judge departed

' upward by 2 levels
complaining that
guidelines too low.

~ no S o
yes, but judge departed
upward. o
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TO: '1 . All Commissioners

Scott Lyden, Bank Robbery Worklng Group

: FROM:;ff%’Dennls Murphy/?q
l.SUBJECT: Time Served by Base Robbery Offenders under 01d Law

This memorandum reports the results of the Bank Robbery
Working Group's effort to determine average and median prison time
served by robbery offenders under old law for offenses that
correspond to the Guideline Base Offense of unarmed robbery of one
bank (Level 19, Criminal History Category I). This - research
supplements data for base offenders included in the statistical
analysis reported by David Scheffman in a companion memorandum.
The latter analysis relied only on the 1985 Augmented FPSSIS data

- set. - The results discussed here use the full set of FPSSIS data
tapes covering the period mid-1984 - mld -1987.

4 The criteria employed to select base offenders were very

'~ stringent. Our goal was to provide the Commission with cases that
correspond as closely as possible to a pure base offense.  Any
offenses that would requlre mitigating or aggravatlng adjustments
if sentenced under the Guidelines have been excluded.
Specifically, the final sample was limited to cases of conviction
for unarmed robbery of $10,000 or less, 1nvolv1ng no more than one
bank, where the offender was not considered a minor participant or .
a leader, and where no deaths, injuries, or abductions were
~reported. All probation cases have also been excluded.

No plea bargalns are included in the sample other than thosev
specifically coded in FPSSIS as "no counts reduced". - Because of
this screen and other consistency checks included in the selection

process, we are reasonably confident that the sample cases reflect

real offense conduct and that the data therefore are not
compromised by armed or multiple robberies that have been. pled down
to less serious offenses. Appendix 1 presents a more detailed
description of the FPSSIS variables that were used to select the
final sample of base offenses. ) :
The second phase of this project utilized the Bureau of
Prisons "Sentry" data file to determine prison time served by
offenders in our sample. For approximately two-thirds of the



‘cases, time served is based on actual release dates. Presumptive

parole, release dates were available for almost all remaining

cases.

 Fifty-six cases resolved by plea and five trials survived the
screening process for base offense. Table I presents summary data
for time served for the entire sample and for pleas and trials

individually. In- order to facilitate comparisons between time
served under old law and Guideline sentences, values for time
served have been adjusted for good time allowances. That is,

values for time served reported by BOP's Sentry system have been
divided by .85, which means that actual time spent in prison can.
- be found by multiplying the Table I values for time served by .85.
For example, an offender who served 85 months in prison would have
time-served-adjusted-for-good time of 100 months. '

- TABLE I
Time Served by Robbery Base Offenders
. Sentenced 1984-1987

~Sample - Number Average Time Median Time. . Range
Served : Served :
(months) ~ (months)

‘Pleas and © . ' ' . '

Trials - 61 : -~ 31.2 - 25.1 2.0 - 146.1

‘Pleas - 56 . 28.39 24.39 2.0 = 146.1

Trials 5  67.75 75.29 25.8 - 95.7

_ ~ Table I indicates that base offenders who pled guilty with no
counts reduced served an average of about 28 months in prison

(minus good time) under old law. This corresponds to a guideline

sentence toward the top of Offense Level 17, Criminal History

: 1’In'order to assess the reliability of time served values
obtained from Sentry, we also examined Parole Commission records
‘for all trials and a random sample of 10 plea cases. For the ten
pleas, release dates in the Parole ‘Commission records were
virtually identical to release dates in Sentry. Four of the five
trial cases could be located in the Parole Commission data system.
As will be discussed in the text, two of these offenders waived
parole and are still in prison; there is thus a discrepancy between
the BOP presumptive release date and the parole eligibility date.
indicated in the Parole Commission data. There were no serious
discrepancies for the remaining two cases.



Category I (24 - 30 months). To the extent that such offenders

would be granted Acceptance of Responsibility under the Guidelines,

they would receive a level 17 sentence (19 minus 2). "If median

time served is used as a reference, prison time under old law is
at the bottom of level 17. . , _ .

Time served for trials is much higher than for pleas. The
. average figure of almost 68 months corresponds to a Guideline
sentence near the middle of. Level 26. There are, however, only
five offenders in our sample who were sentenced after trial.
Further, the five sentences vary widely (25.9 = 95.3 months).
Subsequent analysis of Sentry and Parole Commission files for these
cases indicates that three of the five offenders were assigned to
high-security mental institutions. Two of these individuals waived
parole and are still in confinement. Time served based on their
_current expected release date is 83.5 and 95.3 months (minus good
time). Average time served for the remaining three offenders is
53 months. : , ‘ ‘ _ - I

: Given the arguably aberrational nature of the trial sample,

~we gradually removed limiting selection criteria to increase the
number of trial cases while still preserving the core
characteristics of a base robbery offense. Table II reveals the
results of this process on sample size and mean and median time
served. ' : : : -
o " Table IT ,

‘Trials: Time Served According to

" Restrictiveness of Base Offense Definition

Selection Criteria N Mean Time Median Time Range

relaxed - Served Served
None--All Screens 5 . 67.75 . 75.29  25.8-95.7
Operative o C : )
Includes Losses 7 61.07 '58.08 25.8-95.7

over $10,000

Includes Minor and 12 = 44.39  39.09 4.2-95.7
Major Roles . R

Includes Parole 14 40.22 . 34.51 4.2-95.7
Offense Severity ' . ‘ '
other than Level 5%*

*This screen is a consistency check on the requirement that the
count af conviction was robbery and that no aggravating conduct was
involved in the offense (see Appendix I). ' - ’ o



-

_ It is evident from Table II that very high values for time
served are confined to the most réstrictive sample. As additional
trials are included, mean time served falls to a low of 40 months
(Guideline Level 21) for the full sample of 14 trial cases. If
the two mental patients who waived parole are excluded from this
. sample, mean time served is 32.2 months (Level 19). In any event,
we are reluctant to draw any conclusions from such a small number
of observations, particularly in view of the possibility that
. cases settled by trial may by their very nature involve atypical
" eircumstances. Thus, the sample of 56 pleas may provide more
“meaningful information on average time served by base offenders
under old law. ’ .



APPENDIX I
Selection Criteria for Base Offense Sample

FPSSIS cases were considered base offenses only if they met
the follow1ng requirements. Numbers in parentheses indicate column
numbers.in the FPSSIS data field for relevant screenlng variables.

l.

10.

11.

The code of conviction must have been 1100--bank robbery'
(337-340).

The number of prior adult convictions was 0 (132).
The number of ongoing criminal acts was Single (91).

The value for Weapon (94- 95) was either 00 (no weapon, no
threat) or 02 (threat no weapon).

- Type of Firearm (96) must have been coded None. This is -
‘a consistency check on the coding for Weapon.

Victim Injured (97) must have been coded 0.

Dollar Amount . (99- 107) must have been no more than
$1o 000. : ,

Involvement Level (93) must not have been Less Culpable
or Leader.

Parole Offense Severity (159) must have'been coded 5.
This is a consistency check on the code of conviction and
lack of aggravating circumstances. Parole Offense _
Severity ratings of less than 5 involve lesser offenses
than robbery. Higher ratings involve aggravators such as
victims injured or abducted.

Plea Bargain (92) must have been N (no counts reduced) .

Finally, no probation cases were included in the sample.
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C.D. CALIF.

prosecutor (. )¢

', says L.A. has about 25% of all bank robberies in the
country. Concerned that armed bank robbery seems a bit low. Not
. enough difference between armed and unarmed. He considers

" unarmed bank robberies NOT very significant, but armed robberies
" as very significant. Should be several more levels added to
v~enhancement‘for weapon. ’ S - a '

_ (referred by =~ .. )¢ bank robbery guideline
is also a problem when no weapon is involved. Recommend that the
base offense level be raised to 23. On top of that the
ernhancement for a weapon should be increased from 3 to 4. - In

~ addition, she believes that multiple bank robberies are not
punished enough, and not at all after five.

However, she does feel that the career offender guideline is
a tad onerous on occasion. In addition, she does not feel that a
bank robbery without a weapon should count as a career offender
offense. ' ‘ o

Defender ( )

The guidelines are probably comparable to past practice for
persons with criminal records, and for those with no records who
didn't receive probation. 1In his view a first offender receiving
24-30 months is not atypical. However, he prefers that the
decision on probation versus jail be a separate decision prior to
application of the guidelines. 1In addition, he thinks the
guidelines should allow room to give some defendants supervision
without a substantial period of custody. A good number of first
-offenders should have nonprison alternatives. He notes that
before the guidelines a significant minority of bank robbers

_received nonprison alternatives. X ' :

, . is concerned that the career offender provision hammers
bank robbers and others far beyond past sentencing practice, '
because of the mechanical focus on two prior offenses. In his
view such a person is not as bad as the guy who has been in and
out of prison his whole life. He also believes that a weapon.
should be required for applicability of career offender to ‘bank

.~ robberies. He has an appeal pending in which he contends that .
e robbery without a gun is nonviolent. He suggests that we
v~ consider a two step analysis for career offender: 1) require two
priors, and 2) require a certain period of incarceration for each
prior. : ‘



,Probation'officer ( ‘ ):

Occasionally see a case where the bank robbery guideline

. seems a little low, but the only discrepancy between the
guidelines and the prior. system is where the defendant pleads to
only some of the bank robberies charged. ' : = ,

: For example, under the U.S. Attorney's plea policy you can
. usually plead to, say, two of ‘six robberies. The result is a
V. significantly lower sentence than past practice. Judges don't .
' seem to depart upward in such cases. ’ ' . o

. She cited the .- case before Judge . (2-21-89)
in -which the defendant entered a plea to the reduced charge of
bank larceny for a range of 4-8 months. The judge sentenced the
‘defendant to 8 months, declining to follow the P.O.'s advice for
‘an upward departure (to 37 months or so), saying that since the
" agreement was to bank larceny, he would not impose a sentence
that would correspond to a plea to bank robbery. 'In her view,
under old law the case would likely have resulted in a sentence
of 1 1/2 years, with about a third served. o

" Regarding career offender, she is concerned that sometimes -
two prior offenses are not horrendous enough (such as residential
burglaries when no one is home) ‘to make someone a career ‘
offender. Possibly should require defendant be armed.

. M.D. FLORIDA

Prosecutor (. - s

Surveyed several of their offices and found widespread
support for the view that the base offense level for bank robbery
is too low; he proposes and increase in the base to level 24. He
" said that two. judges in Jacksonville (. h .~ .7) and
“several judges in Orlando have criticized the offense level as
too low, even considering that real time sentences are involved.
Historically, judges have given 10-15 years for unarmed bank
robbery and 20 or more for armed robbery. - ~ '

' He suggests that the enhancement for use of a weapon be
increased to 6 levels from the current 3. He also said that the
distinction between "brandishing" and "using" a weapon needs to
be clarified. He also recommends that toy weapons should count
for the enhancement. A number of prosecutors in his district

have been concerned that multiple bank robberies sentenced on the

same day count as one offense ("related" offenses), which
underrepresents their criminal history and makes more difficult:
the application of the career offender rules. They had one case
. where a defendant committed five armed hold-ups of convenience
stores but because they were also sentenced on the same day the

2



career offender prdvision did not apply. He would prefer that

the provision be changed so that fewer upward departures are

necessitated. :
Defender ( ri )

T Bank robbery offense level is appropriate as currently'
1" structured. Alot of bank robbers aren't that bad. ' '

Robbery with a weapon is traditionally viewed as a

significant crime. In the past the average armed robbery
sentence would be about 20-25 years, reduced to 6-8 years by
parole and good time. Sentences in the past sounded worse than

now because the public didn't understand what the sentences
actually meant. :

Regarding the career offender provision, he believes that
prosecutors should be lobbying to liberalize the prior record
requirement to get more bad guys included.

Probation officer ( o K

Bank robbery guideline is extremely lenient to bank robbers,
especially those who do not use-a gun, even taking into account
the fact ‘that guideline sentences are non-paroleable. - Recommends
a base offense level of 23 (for a range of 41-51 months after
acceptance of responsibility). : '

In the past the average sentence was twelve years, with

_parole in four. .Unarmed now is about 24-30 months for a first

offender. The guideline levels are ok for those with guns and

- prior records. The career offender provision is fine: "slow
learners need rehabilitation.™ ' ‘

§.D. FLORIDA

Prosecutor ( ' S

. Base offense level for bank robbery too low. Should be 20.
In addition, if the person used a gun, the enhancement should add
‘an additional 60 months (to correspond to 924(c)), or about 6
more levels than the current 3 level enhancement. If a weapon 1is
discharged during the offense the enhancement should be 13 levels
to a level 37, instead of the current 5 level enhancement. In

her view, using a weapon during the offense makes it a far more

serious offense, not reflected in the current enhancement.

-

" Defender ( '-~):

_ Generally likes the bank robbery levels where they are. In
some cases they are real good from the defendant's standpoint,

3
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. robbery.

e.g;.nb‘weapoﬁ,vfirst offendér, small amount of money is

‘relatively low, and appropriately so. However, often bank
robbers have done prior crimes that jack up their offense level.

The enhancements to the base offense 1e9e1vwork pretty well.
Not sure should increase the offense level based on the money
stolen because luck is too big a factor in a typical bank ’

" Believes career offender is okay regafdihg'bank robbery

 EXCEPT that for robberies to count should have to possess a

weapon.

Probationﬁofficeré.(' _b o)

Notwithstanding the perception of many that bank robbery is .

too low, he believes it is appropriate in terms of the real jail

time served and the significance of supervised release. He also
believes it is higher than the parole system in which a Category
V resulted in 24-36 months. :

: The-guidelines'represent'a cultural shock because robbéry is
associated with Bonnie and Clyde mythology; the reality is very
different. ,

Is hdt troubled by couhting'unarmed bank robberies under
career offender provision. S

'N.D. ILLINOIS

Prosecutor (- Co)

Offense level éeems a bit low. Supporté~the proposed six.
level increase in the base offense-level. Hasn't focussed on the

‘enhancements because when a firearm ‘is involved his office always

charges.924(c). He is satisfied with the current application
career offender .to bank robberies. ' : :

‘Defender (° N K

. His office feels the bank robbery guideline is about right.

' However, when career offender is applied in bank robbery context,

it's too high--particularly where there is a nonviolent, unarmed
bank robbery involved as the instant or a prior offense.

Probation officer ("°7' ‘ '_):

While only a few cases to date, doesn't see a need to raise
the offense levels for bank robbery at this time. Most cases
they see have injury and/or use of a firearm and prior record,
which provide reasonable and appropriate enhancements.

4



'D. KANSAS
Prosecutor ( - )
Gerierally, the bank robbery offense level is a little too

low; compared to past practice. The problem is particularly
significant with respect to multiple bank robberies; multiple

" robberies aren't punished enough. .

, " The criminal'history undercounts prior robberies by counting
different robberies consolidated for sentencing as ONE offense.

-Defender?(“ o S | "_;,W y:

Satisfied with the offense levels, but not surprised that
prosecutors have problems with them. When take into account
‘possible enhancements, believes there is sufficient sentencing
flexibility. His judges are sentencing at the upper end of the
ranges, even on pleas. . o

While he is a little surprised by the levels on armed
robbery, he thinks the increases are adequate. 1In addition, he
feels that there should be some provision for diminishing the
impact when multiple enhancements are applicable (such as weapon
'AND role). He agrees with the Commission view that a toy gun
should NOT qualify for the weapon enhancement. He feels that a
"toy gun does not pose the same threat as a real gun. '

- Probation officer ( SRR K 3

' Maybe a little low compared to prior sentences. DiSmissed'
robberies aren't counted under the guidelines but were under the
parole guidelines. Guidelines underpunish defendants for those.

. says the guideline doesn't fully give weight to the
distinction between a note job and an armed robbery. He
recommends that the base offense level remain as ‘it is but that ,
the 3 level enhancement for use of a gun be increased to at least
8 levels. He also recommends that a toy gun count for purposes
of giving the enhancement. - . . :

D. MARYLAND

Prosecutor ( o )

Bank robbery guidelines isfvastly_inappropriate} level 18 is
much too low. Recommends a 6 level increase to about 24 or 25.

Typical case he sees is a note job. Pre-guidelines would
have routinely gotten 15 years, to serve 6 or 7. ‘Also concerned

5



that criminal history calculation underrepresents seriousness of

record by counting multiple bank robberies consolidated for
sentencing as one offense. '

Defender ( f: R

‘Bank robbery is working out well, compared to drug offenses.

1! The guideline is a tad lighter than previous sentences, maybe one
. !"or two levels or so light. The proposed increase of six levels =

' is way out of line.

~ Concerned that the Commission is taking a few areas and
upping the ante, based on complaints from prosecutors, and is

' - doing nothing about guidelines that represent a significant

increase in past practice. The Commission is starting to seem f 
like the "Step 'N Fetchit" of the Justice Department.

‘Regarding career offender, concerned that the Commission too
literally follows statute by clinging to "crime of violence"
rather than using judgment about what offenses should qualify for .
career offender treatment. He believes a weapon should be’ '
required for an offense to qualify. He has a case where a person
became a career offender with two misdemeanor assault convictions
as his priors, because the potential state punishment was over a
year. That's too easy, in his view, to become a "career

offender." _ :

Probation officer (- . )

" ‘Doesn't .see a problem with the base offense level for bank -

robbery. 1Is concerned that the weapon and injUrybenhancements
may be a little light compared to the parole guidelines. :

D. MASSACHUSETTS

Prosecutor (I~ I

 Problem with bank robbery guideline is that they lost some
of the heftier sentences. Even accounting for parole, the L
guideline sentences are still a little less. Particular problem
2t the lower end for single count cases. They mostly deal in

- multiple robberies so it is not as much a practical as a
theoretical problem for them. ... ... . .. I

Believes weapon enhancement should be changed'invINCLUDE
fake weapons, toy guns, and the like.

Defender ( )

Satisfied with currentilevels for bank robbery. His office
gets few single case bank robberies_with no prior record so it is

6



difficult to comment on that kind of case. Most of his
‘defendants have long records and are career offenders or commlt
multlple bank robberles.'

) Feels that the career offender prov151on glves sentences
that are generally too high. Would prefer if career offender did
not apply to note jobs, and would like acceptance of
responsibility. make appllcable in a meaningful way to career
“,offenders. - S ' : .

Probatlon offlcer (- o yioo

General feeling is that bank robbery is low, even accountlng
for parole. Defenders are happy with it; it is relatively lower
than other gu1de11nes Recommends a base offense level of 22

If don't raise the base offense level, recommends ralslng .
- the enhancement for using a weapon. Also, clarify meaning of
(2) (B) "otherw1se use" regardlng weapon use.

E.D. MICHIGAN:

Prosecutor [

Recommends increase the base offense level to 20, and making
‘the enhancement for a weapon a 4 or 5 level increase, instead of
3 levels. Feels that brandishing a toy weapon should result in
, an increase in the offense level, but a smaller increase than a
- real weapon. Is comfortable w1th the appllcatlon of career
offender to unarmed bank robberles »

Defender ( 'e:“):

‘The bank robbery guldellne is about right, except that the

" system needs some flexiblity to give probation in the exceptlonal
case. Guldellnes lack that personallzed sentenc1ng feature of
the past '

Must make clearer to the publlc that thls is more real time
than the old system. Sounds significantly less but when analyze
the real time served it is not 51gn1f1cantly less.

Belleves career offender is s problem. DOesn't’like the
fact that the judge must sentences near the top. Also, should
require a weapon use for career offender to apply. As currently
structured, career offender is like an octupus. ‘

Probation officer ( oy

Robbery guldellne is too low. Recommends an increase in the
- base to level 27. Also feels that the enhancement for
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brandishing a flrearm should be 1ncreased from a3 toas 1evel
enhancement. : :
E.D. NEW YORK

ProSecutof'(“l",‘Jl o )

DlstrlCt does so few unarmed bank robberies that he has no
feel for the approprlateness of the offense level for unarmed.
As for armed he feels that a three level enhancement for
brandishing a weapon is not sufficient and should be increased by
an additional level or two. He also feels that use of a toy
weapon should be an aggravating factor, though p0551bly not as
much as’ for a real weapon. : : :

- -In the past his judges have generally sentenced armed bank
. robbers to around 12 years with about (a guess) 5-6 years served.
His office has generally not charged 924 (c) counts because of
‘past DOJ policy on limited use and that sparing use has

_ continued, though ‘he feels it may change based on dlrectlon from
main DOJ. . P , :

Regarding career offender, he thinks that there should be a
distinction between armed and unarmed bank robbery so that note
jobs are not counted.

' Defender ( .;{ o)

Satlsfled with offense levels for bank robbery of the 10
cases they have pending in their office, the minimum guideline
sentence is 22 years. He think that is enough. 1In 17 years he
has had only one defendant with no prior and who committed a note
job. That defendant got a one year sentence because of the '
spec1al circumstances.

He belleves that the ablllty of a judge to depart upward for-f
special circumstances gives sufficient upper end sentencing. :
~ flexibility that offense levels do not need to be increased. .
Nothing will be accomplished by boosting the ante. As it is he :
says they now have trials rather than pleas in bank robbery cases
because there is not enough incentive to plead, partlcularly for
career offenders. ’

Probation officer ( B K
‘Guideline for banktrobbery is just fine. The base offense

level is appropriate and the add-ons are good. Career offender
as applied to bank robbery is a rare bird, but not too severe.



8.D. NEW YORK

Prosecutor ¢ - ): [Surveying his office, will
‘get back to us the week of April 3) . » .

" pefender ( Ty

There are instances when the guideliné for,bahk robbery is

' too low to suit a prosecutor's tastes, but the level is about
" right.  People are used to hearing long sentences, without

focussing on the parole guidelines. Punishment for a note job
bank robbery of about 3 or more years under the guidelines is NOT

lenient. There needs to be more flexibility for less restrictive
punishment for some nonviolent first offenders.

The problem with the bank robbery guideline is that it |
doesn't adequately distinguish between the poor pathetic note job

pbank robber and the guy who puts people in danger. The

enhancements for use of a weapon don't sufficiently reflect the
significance of the threat to people who walk in with guns. They

~are sufficiently punished if the prosecutor charges 924 (c) and
. the defendant gets a consecutive five years. There needs to be a

greater differential between pointing a gun and firing a gun than
3 versus 5 levels. ' ' S

Probation officer (Vﬁ,”: ey

No real objection to the current level. There has been'sohe’
concern about relevant conduct in evaluating the impact of the

plea aqreement‘whenﬁpank_robberies are dismissed. However, he

feels that even though dismissed robberies do not count, the = -~
levels are high enough to fairly reflect past practice. He -
concedes that the Northeast has been lenient on sentencing bank
robbers. ' : ' o

W.D. NO. CAROLINA

Prosecutor. ( A

Generally views bank robbery -- particularly where there is

" no criminal history -- as unusually low. Believes the base =

offense level should be raised to about level 21-22. He cites a
case .in which a defendant faces.a 24-30 month sentence, even
though he terrorized bank employees. Ashcraft is giving thought
to referring bank robberies for state prosecution because of the
lenity of the guidelines as applied to bank robberies. e

A specific case attracted Ashcraft's concern'about the
disparate impact in sentencing that can result because of the
career offender provision. In the. - case (. 7Yy,

‘sentenced by Judge - on October 25, 1988, four robbers



received sentences of 46 months, 30 months, 33 months and 120
months. The longer sentence for the leader of the robbery whb"

"carried a gun, represented a downward departure from the

applicable career offender provision, that called for 210 to 262
months. The government moved for a downward departure based on.

‘substantial assistance because of the extreme disparity in

treatment of the four defendants.

He believes these defendants would have faced 10—14‘yeérs

before the guidelines, with the gunmen facing 15-19 years. 1In
terms of time served, he believes they would have served 3-4

‘'years (36-48 months), 5-7 (60-84 months) if they carried a gun.

Defender: no federal defender in this district.

Probation officer (;.‘; ‘ B ’ )
 Bank robbery quideline is too low.

Without any enhancements there's very 1itt1evpunishment for.

'a bank robbery. And most bank robberies don't involve
‘enhancements: note jobs without a weapon, little money stolen,

no one touched or injured.

~ cited the . » _ case (# ‘and #  ; Judge

7. sentencing 7-25-88) to illustrate his concern about

sentences being lower under the guidelines. In that case the

plea agreement involved a plea to one count of bank robbery and
one count of bank larceny (reduced from two counts of bank
robbery). The guideline range was 27-33 months; the sentence
imposed was 31 months as recommended by the P.O. bécause the

previous bank robbery of the defendant was eleven years earlier

and the judge is not high on departures (and- the P.0. learned in
training that he should shoot for the middle of the range as his
recommended sentence). ' ' ‘

Thévpré-guidélihe sentence would have been about 15 years

' . based on a recommendation by the P.0O. of a sentence of: 10-15

years. The time served would have been about 6-7 years (60-84

~months). The P.O. was very surprised by how low the range was

for this defendant under the guidelines. Recommends an .
enhancment for prior SIMILAR offenses. He notes that it is
better to rob two banks than sell 1/2 kilo of cocaine.

D. OREGON

Prosecutor « )

The guidelines are a litte low, a little less than before,

even accounting for parole.
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Oregon is the per capita bank robbery leader in the country.
Prior to the guidelines the average bank robber recelved an
average of 13 years, a multiple offender, 13-18 years.

Accounting for parole that comes to about 40- -60 months time
‘served. . The guidelines only increase a couple of levels for a
series of bank robberies; it is not enough of an increase.

, Would like to see some enhancement for threats, or
Aupretendlng to have a gun, or u51ng a toy gun.

S Recommends that career offender parallel the career criminal
statutes that require THREE predlcate offenses and the use of a
weapon. _ .

Defender ( . . )

Thinks the current offense level for an unarmed bank robbery,
is too harsh. But compared to the guidelines, generally, it is.
the closest to fairly representing the appropriate level for the
average bank robber. Would like to see the availability of
aprobatlon for all first time unarmed bank robbers.

Does belleve that some enhancement is approprlate for use of
a weapon, but won't comment on what precise level is approprlate
Also believes that in a substantial number of cases it is
appropriate that a toy gun not. qualify for the weapon . o
enhancement. Regarding the applicability of career of fender to
bank robbery does not believe it should apply to nonviolent
nviolent offenses" such as unarmed bank robbery. . Thinks the
.career offender prov1sxon generally is "one of the most
outrageous provisions in the guldellnes that w1ll result in
trials in virtually every case.

Probatlon officer (. =+ = )i

| Robbery guldellne could be a little hlgher, but not by much.

- It is pretty close to our experience before the guldellnes

~Recommends an increase in the base offense level to 21. In _
addition, while he does not have a solution to propose, he ‘feels
the incremental punishment for additional bank- robberies is not
significant enough. He notes that his district had about 350
‘bank robberies 1ast year. : :

Regardlng the career offender provision as applled to bank
robberies, he feels bank robbery is appropriately con51dered a
violent offense. He notes that while there may be some occasions
when it is too strict, the judge can usually flnd a ba51s for ‘
departing. downward if it is justified.
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E.D. PENNSYLVANIA
_vPrdsecthr (G ;_‘):

~ . Bank robbery has not posed problems to date. Have had
several cases and not disappointed by the results.

Defender (- ..):

Level for armed bank robbery is about right. Unarmed bank
robbery is much too high -- for the pitiful was the robberies are
committed. The guidelines represent a Draconian increase in =
penalty for unarmed, nonviolent bank robbers. Recommends a base
offense level of 11 or .12 before acceptance of responsibility..

Under old law such an offender would have received 2-3 years
at most, with some getting probation and some receiving 3-4 '
years. The average time served would have been about 8-10
months. ~ ‘ '

‘Probation officer (. e ';‘f 'lfil )

Recommends that the base offense level be raised to 23. If
it is raised then the enhancement for brandishing a weapon is
fine; otherwise, it should be raised significantly. Most of the
bank robberies in her district are note jobs and usually involve
a string of robberies. In the past defendants have received -
about a ten year sentence, of which 5-6 years would be served.

-~ 'Regarding career offender, she is coricerned that including
unarmed bank robberies may be too inclusive, given the often .-
‘pathetic nature of the note-job bank robber. "Not many of these
‘people are John Dillinger." o '

'SOUTH CAROLINA

Prosécutor‘(f'_ fw" fT): [SurQeying offices, awaiting his
response] . ' :

Defender (. gy

- Some of the judges are pretty upset by the offense levels
for bank robbery. Expects that most cases will ‘be referred to
the state for prosecution because there is a mandatory minimum of
seven years for an armed bank robbery (parole after about 5
‘years) . S : ' : S :

Feels the offense level for unarmed'bank robbery is about
~right because it is a very different offense than when someone
- uses a weapon. In his district they often have persons rob banks
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‘with notes that are basically street people who do not pose any
real danger. He would suggest an enhancement where the person
'claims to have a gun or bomb even though it is not visible. He
" suggests a 3 level increase for such a threat, with 2 additional
levels (total of 5) for displaying a weapon. Recommends that a
‘toy gun be treated the same as a real one because of its effect
- on the fear of the victim and increased danger from someone

"~ reacting to the apparent presence of a gun.

Regarding career offender, he does not feel that an unarmed
- bank robbery is a crime of violence, so it should not be counted
for career offender. ' )

Probation officer ( o

; 'Base offense level for bank robbery is too low. Recommends
a base of 25 with a 5 level enhancement for use of a weapon
(instead of the current 3 levels). Believes career offender as
applied to bank robbery is appropriate.

Prosecutor (. ' )@
_ Bank robbery is too low based on past practice. Recommends
.a range of 37 or more months AFTER aceptance of responsibility as
_more appropriate than the ‘current level; specifically, recommends
that the base offense level be increased to 23 or 24. Also '
recommends.- that for armed bank robbery the range should be at
least 60 months. Part of the concern about some guideline
sentences being too low is a perception problem; getting the:
‘public educated to the fact that the guidelines call for real
time sentences. : ‘

Has a concern that punishment does not increése4Quick1y
enough for recidivist. = - S .

. Defender (3t

~ Bank robbery guideline fairly accurately represents béhk
robbery in the greater scheme of things. He thinks the inclusion
of dollar loss as an enhancement may be potentially arbitrary

because of the significance of luck. :

: ~ Concerned about impact of career offender on bank robbery.
‘In the ' _.case pending before Judge:®  , a potential plea
bargain is in jeopardy because the applicability of career
‘offender could raise the sentence from 63 to 263 or more months.
The case may go to trial when it would otherwise have been o ‘
‘disposed of with a plea. If the case had been handled at the
‘state level the defendant would have faced 20-40 years, but the



~career offender provision makes the sentence higher than the
state life sentence that permits parole after 20 years.

A He is also concerned that the two priors”were fairly old,
1979 and 1980 and that offenses that did not involve weapons are

to bé included. He doesn not think "violent offenses" should be
hread to include burglaries and note job bank robberies..

Probation offlcer ( )

No complalnts about bank robbery gu1de11ne.' Not enough
experlence yet. - '

‘8.D. TEXAS

Prosecutor ( ,’WA“vv,d,- N

, Recommends increasing the base offense level to 26. Bank
_robberies are a tremendous problem in his district ("we have them
‘out the nose"). Also recommends increasing the enhancement for
use of a weapon to an 11 level increase, to more appropriate move
toward a sentence before the guldellnes of 25 years to llfe time
served

: Recommends an enhancement for use of a toy weapon, and a
larger increase for use of a real weapon. Does not believe
career offender should be applicable if there is no weapon, no
v1olence or express threat of violence.

Defender « y.: » ):*

Prior law cases are stiffer than under the guidelines. The
guidelines let people out too soon. A base offense level 24
“would be more appropriate. '

“Most bank robberles prosecuted federally in hls district are
.aggravated robberies (with a firearm). ‘In the past the first
‘aggravated robbery would mean a sentence of about 10 years, with
parole after 40 months for the exceptional case. The guidelines
-~ let everyone out too early. ' - : L

Probatlon offlcer ¢ ': Ty

Says bank robbery is a little low, although he concedes that
.part of the problem is that people are not getting used to the
51gn1f1cance of a real time sentence. Recommends a couple of
levels increase in the base offense level. If the base is
raised, then the enhancements for weapons will be adequate.

He belleves that the weapon enhancement should apply to a toy gun U:

1f 1t is apparently real Career offender is fine as is.
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E.D. VIRGINIA

~Ero$ecutor‘(3" o )y,

- says the guideline offense level is too 1lignt by a
.couple of levels. - says he is alone in his office in

believing the guideline is not too light given that the guideline
" sentences are virtually real time. : . o

_ According to ; before the guidelines a non-weapon bank
robbery would have received about 15-20 years, with about half
.actually served (7 1/2 to 10 years); an aggravated robbery,

about 20 years, with at least half and possibly as much as 2/3
served. 1In his view the guidelines call for sentences , S
considerably less than that. In. addition, =  .is concerned that’
~"each additional robbery is only about a one level increase and
that after 5 or 6 robberijes the guidelines don't provide for an _
incremental punishment (absent departure). . .. . ...~ T

- referred me to . who is currently dealing with a

twd-district‘multi-robbery case. Defendant . . faces
sentencing by Judge ~ 1in late March on a plea to three of

fiVe Virginia robberies. The U.S. Attorney's office refused a
defense request for a Rule 20 in connection with a guilty plea in
‘Maryland to two of five charged robberies.‘AThere, the defendant

- was sentenced to 30 months under the guidelines. 'Justice.was
concerned that agreeing to the Rule 20 would have resulted in too
lenient a sentence because of the multiple count grouping rules

robberies. = . “hasg beenhinstructed tovargue that the

- ~.’Virginia sentence should run CONSECUTIVE_to»the,Maryland.sentence

even though the result ©of a Rule 20 proceeding would have been
more lenient,than that. - . wonders whether this decision
should be up to prosecutors, = :

Probation officer (I“.;‘  ' DS

Offense level is way low for bank robbery, particularly in
. .. comparision to the penalty for drug offenses. He would like to
- see the base offense level increased to the 27-32 range.

He mentioned the . . case (mentioned above) as
illustrative of the problem. There the defendant committed
- robberies in Maryland and Virginia and the government refused to.
permit consolidation via Rule 20. He points out that even if the
Virginia sentence is imposed consecutive to the one in Maryland,
which he expects, the total sentence will only be about 60
“months. 'Before the guidelines a similar defendant would have
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received about 20 years and served (most likely) 9 years.

.Because of the multiple count rules and the fact that the

prosecutors permitted several counts to be dismissed, the
guideline range was only 30-37 months. . :
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March 29, 1989

TO: All Commissioncrs .’

FROM: David Schcf_fmanp(for_ thc Bank Robbery Working Group)

SUBJECT: - Analysis of

Past Practicc from FY 1985 Avugmcn‘tcdv FPSSIS

The purpose of this mcmorandum is to prcscnt somc data and anal\ scs.

- of ol‘fcndcrs connctcd of bank robbcry drawn from the FY 1985 augmcnted

FPSSIS data. Wc have dcliberately not drawn any spccnf:c conclus:ons from

our analysis. Instecad, we provide basic information about past practicé in a

form that will (hopefully) allow the Cbmmiséidn to determinc the rclé_tions‘hi’p‘

bctwecn past practice and the Guidcvlincs‘.

1. Introductlon to thc Data

' Thc FY 1985 augmcntcd FPSSIS data wcre uscd in the orxgmal

- ("Rhodcs") analysns’ of past practxcc Wxth the coopcratnon of the Burcau of

"Prisons and the Parole Cqmmission,’,wc-havc updatcd that data, in order to

have a greater number of accurate cstimates of ‘actual time served. We use

“as our cstimates of actual ti

mc scrved the presumptive releasce date as

dctermined by a Parolc Commission hcaring for the of fender, or the

offender’s actual relcase date from prison (recicase, or releasc. to parole or

halfway housc).. Offenders

in thc augmented FPSSIS for whom we could not )

obtain presumptive or actual rclcase dates arc not included in our samplc:.

lﬁ_ addition, wg’.d‘roppcd .offcndc_rs'idc’mific',d as being con\:i,cicd of -

"conspiracy" or "accessory,”

or whosc instant conviction involved non-bank-



vrobbcry counts (including 924c). Thcreforc. our sample consists of offendcrs
~in the FY 1985 augmented FPSSlS who as far as can be dctcrmmcd were

, convictcd of only bank robbcry(:cs). l will call thns data the Bank Robbcry

Task Forcc Vcrsmn O (BRTFO) data sct.

This memorandum presents an analysis of’ thls task forcc data (BRTFO).

We are currcntly workmg with the Parolc Commxssnon to see xf we can

furthcr rcfnne our data to get a morc complctc or more accurate set of

release dates for the FY 1985 augmentcd FPSSIS sample Wc expect to

report an analysxs of any updated data to the Commxssnon durmg the wcck
of Apnl 3. However, | do not believe that thc updatcd data will result in

major changcs m the analyscs that will bc prcsentcd here.

II. Introduction to the Analyses
The’purposc of the analyses prcscntcd herc is to compare past 'pra'cticc,'

as summanzcd by the BRTFO data set, with Gu:delmes sentences. In order

©to facxhtatc compansons wnth thc Guxdclmes Sentcncmg Tablc, we have

~mflatcd our t1mc scrvcd estxmatcs from past pract:ce to correct for the 15%

N

'good time prov:sxon in the Guxdclmes For cxample for an offcnder 1n thc )

‘BRTFO data set who scrvcd 85 months or actual prison time, the time-.

served- corrcctcd for- good tnme would be 100 months (rcflcctmg the fact that
undcr the Guidelines, an offendcr sentcnccd to 100 months would actually
serve 85 months if hc rcccnved the standard good time crédits). In what

follows ‘'when we rcfcr to time sened we mean time scrved corrcctcd for

. good time.

A. The Basic focnse Analysis

We- havc conductcd two basic types of analyscs The purposc of the

first is to ldcntify types of pas:e offcnse in BRTFO data sct and to
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cbomparc past practiccvto the Guidclinés scntt:n_cé for th'cgc bas{ic offcnsés. I
will call this the Basic Offense Amlyg is. A basic ofl'c'nsé involvcs"robbcry
of onc bank, where the offendcr was unarmed, or if armed d:d not use or -
dlscharg the wcapon (i.e., an armed basic offendcr on]y posscsscd dlsplaycd'
‘or brandished a weapon), did not injurc anyone, did not takc a hostagc or
" physically rcstram an)'oné,_ and was not a mlnor part;c:pant in the robhcr)t.
‘An uharméd basic of;fcnsc_ would, if thc loss associated with the tobbcry was
not greater than $IQ;OOO, have a Offéh.sc: Level of'l9 under the G'uidclinc;, ir '
the offender received ‘nov crt:dit for aCccptance hf’rcébonsi_bility; An armed
' hasié offcnﬁc would, if the loss aSsociatéd'With the rohb‘cry was not greater
than $10,000, have an Offense Level of 22 under the Guidelineé, if the
4 .offcnder rcccwcd ‘no credit for acccptancc of responsxbxhty
The purpose of conccntratmg first on basic offcnscs is to try to

compare past practxcc with the Guxdclmcs wnthout the comphcat:ons of
significant ag_gravators or mmgators, other than the s:mplcst weapon
~category. T»hc augmchtcd FPSSIS tiata does not aiioQ us tt)_‘ide‘ntify' basic
ovffcnders ‘perf.cctly For cxampic our criterion for ohc bank robbcd Was
Vthat the "Events" variable in augmcntcd FPSSIS was coded with a va!ue of 1, 4
which xs not hkely to be a perfcct mdxcator that onc and only one bank was’
, robbcd Nonetheless, we bclncvc that the samplc of basxc offcnscs drawn |
from thc BRTFO data is a rcasonablc rcprcscntanon ol‘ basic offcndcrs Wc |
vwnll also ‘present data on offcnscs that met all our cntcna for bcmg classcd
as bas:c offcnscs cxccpt that morc than onc (rcal of‘fcnsc) bank robberv

mzty have bccnvmvolvcd, i.c, for offcnscs for which the Evcnt; vanablc took

~on the valucs of 1-9.

B. The All Offense Analysis
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By c.:onStructio'n, the ba_ls'ic offcns‘cvanqusis cannot g.eb't at _the‘iﬁiportancc
of ﬁajor aggravators (except for possvcssi‘obn’b, diéplay»’o‘.r brandishing a‘w'cap‘on)
or'mitigatdrsv (other than é plc.'_z;) in past practice, or prov_idé'a' comparison
with how these aggravators or mitig'at»ors‘ (compliéafc;d offenses) are 'tréatcd
undcr thc Guxdelmcs Unfo.rtunatcl‘y> we have too littl‘c dat.a in order to
provide much precns:on in :dcnm"ymg how complxcatcd offenses were trcatcd
in past practlcc Noncthcless we Wlll provndc a companson of time served
'wnh estimated Guxdchncs sentences for samples that mclude complxcated
'off_enscs. ln ad_dition, by the timc of the Commission Mcetmg we ‘hope to A
hav;: some simplé statis_iic_él (r:grcssioh) estimates that attempt to quantily
the i'n'iportar;ce of some “of_the ma jor aggravators and mitigators. ' -
1. The Basic Offense Analysis |
| 'I:hc basis of this analysis is a number of tables of data, attached to
the cover sheet titled BASIC OFFENSE DATA ANALYSIS. _Tﬁ_esc tables
' contaih simble cross-tabulations fvrom 6ur basic offense dafa set. 'i_‘hc first
sct of tables is taken from Daté Set Cyx, which is the ddta_for all basic
. si'ngle' event ol'fvens‘c's, i-ncludi_n.g those offenders who were slc.nt.cncc‘d‘ to
pr_bbati‘o'n. There are 256 offenders in" the Cx data set. In t'he first pagc of
v'tablcs bascd on the Cx data, thc upper part of the page prcscnts data on
basnc unarmcd offcnscs in whnch the loss was no more than $10 000, and thc
offepdcr was ‘convxctcd at tnal. The lower part of »the page prcsc_nts data
6n sAim.ilva>rA offcn'sc.s for which tﬁc chargé _W'as resolved b} a plca. The MEAN
airid M'E,DlvA'N are of timc-scrved-Eorréétcdffor-good-timc (that‘we 'willvch:notc
b-y't‘h'c acronym FT). The entry.ST. DEV. is the standard deviation of FT, |
“and RANGE is the rangc of FT. anally N is thc numbcr of offendcrs in |

“each catecgory. The entrics EVNT MN. and EVNT RNG. variables rclatmg to
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the number of events, which in the Cx data sct arc equal to 1, so those

rows are blank..

An offender was denoted as ARMED if the augmented FPSSIS data

indiéatcd thét' the real offense involved possession, display, or brandishing a

‘weapon. The loss categories, LOSS < SI0.000.‘an‘d LOSS > $l_0,v_000, were

~taken from the augmented FPSSIS loss numbers.

The meaning of the headings of the columns in the tables is: ALL

represents the summary of all offendcrs in the given category (c.g., unarmed,

no more than $10,000, convicted at trial); the Roman numerals I-VI represent

Guideline criminal history categorics. Criminal history categories were

. created from the augmented FPSSIS data using the Prison lmbaéi Model.

Dénhis Murphy will be reporting on the accuracy of that method of
de;cr'mining criminal history categories.

The next set of tables drawn from the Basic Offense Data is based on

- the Dy data set. The Dy data remox'és the of fenders who were sentenced
to probation frqfn the Cy data set. There arc 184 offenders in the Dy data

“set (so, there were 72 offenders in the Cy data sct who were sentenced to

probation). -

 The APPENDIX TO THE BASIC OFFENSE DATA ANALYSIS has cight

more scts of tables. The C data set is for basic offenses that involved one

or_more events. As you can sec, the variablcs_ EVNT.MN. and EVNT,RN‘G.‘

now have data entries. EVNT.MN. is the mean number of events for each’

' category. EVNT.RNG. is the réngc of the number of cv{énts in each

_category.

Finally, the D data sct removes offenders sentenced to probation from

the C data sct. -
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In principle, some of the entries’in the tablcs for data sets Cx and Dy
can be easily comparéd with 'Guidcline sentences. For'chmplc, of thoSc
offendcrs convxctcd at tnal all thosc for which the loss was no more than'
$10, 000 would rccelvc a Guxdclmcs offcnsc lcvcl of 19 if they wcrc unarmed
and 22 _if thcy'wcrc armcd. Offcnders whose charges were settled by plcas S
can also b; comparced, if some assumpivion is made ab'oﬁt‘_w.hc.thcr_ or not
'Tacccptancé of respon‘sibil‘ityﬂ would bc. given unaer the Gyﬁidc»lrincs. |
The ncxt> set of tablc;I drawn’ frofn the Ba‘sic,Offcns'c’ l‘)z‘ita_in:thci ,

‘ Ap'pendix provides a‘ corﬁparison of time served (corvr‘éctcdj‘for gdod tirhc)

| (FT) and Guide'l'inc scﬁt(:nce (GT) for data sets C and D.. This is donc for |
thé pﬁrposc of comparing bast practice and the Guidelines ﬁndcr the
assumpiioh'that "c.‘ach Event is a ;onvictioh charge of bank robbcry. Thc»

" categories ih these .ta’bl'cs arc'labclcd,‘a’nd appear in thé same ordcr as they
appcarcd}in the .cAarl‘ig.r takblc. ‘Tov ﬁndefsjand tvhe caiegoricé: 'UAme_an‘s_
unarmed, A means ar_h_wd (weaﬁon bosse_ssed, c‘iisplaycd,'or brandished), L <
10K means loss was no grcatcr than $10,000, L > 10K ‘mcans los.éj greater ‘
than $lO 000, T means that the of fender was convicted at mal and P means
' that ‘the case was rcsolvcd by plea. For cxamplc thc first catcgory UL <
lOK/T is the ca‘t_cgo"ry of unavrmcd foendcrs for which the los;' ‘was_ friot
'greatcr than $10,000. Thc Guideline scntcnc’cs'(GT)'prcscntcd invihc.sc tablq's

‘v»erc dcnvcd from the augmcntcd FPSSIS data usmg the Pnson lmpact

- Modcl (Aga:n Dennis Murphy will dnscuss thc accuracy of thcsc Gundclmc

sentence calculanons) For each ofl'cndcr we took thc mrdpomt of the
’Gundclmc rangc for hxs prcd:ctcd Gundclmc scnlcncc without appl y ng th g
A garccr Offcndcr. provision. For cases resolved by plca._we applied a 1wo
. .lc‘\.vvcl (acceptance of responsibility) discount.

< 6>



Our final examination of bast practice involv'cs.thc,Carccr' Offender
provision‘ We have idcntificd prbbablc cérccr offcndcr's'in’ our data sets.
' Thns mvolved applymg thc carccr offcnder provxs;on to the rclcvant

'augmcmed FPSSIS data. Howcver we. dxd not count a past conv:ctlon for

. burglarv as a rclcvant convncnon bemusc we cannot d:stmguxsh commcrcxal

and rcsxdcmlal burglarxcs in our data. In our,total sample (A) of 518

of fenders, we identified 119 (23%) likely career offenders in this manner.
The last set of table in the Appendix compare FT and GT for data sets
 Cy*,Dx*,C* and D*, which are the same as data sets Cx,Dy,C, and D, '

except that probable career of fenders have been removed.

O IV. Thc All Off'ense Analysis

A Comnanson of Time Scrved and Guxdclmc Scntcncc ) ) -

‘ The basis of this analysns is the tablcs attached to thc_: cover ;hect
ALL OFFENSE ANALAYSIS - COMPAR‘]SON OF FT AND GT The tablcs"hére;
are s:mxlar to thc last two sets of tables from the Appcndnx of the Basxc
Offcnsc Data that compare time scrvcd and Gu1dc1mc sentence for data sets
C and D. (Scc dcscnptlon of those tablcs abovc) Data A ns our full set of
offéndcrs, ic., it mcludcs offenders for ‘which s:gmf:cant aggravators (c g.,
1n_|ury, or weapon used), or mmgators (c g., minor partnc:pant) were prcscnt
" “Data B removes l'rom data set A thosc offcndcrs sentcnced to probatnon
‘_Agam in computmg Gundchnes sentences for cases rcsolvcd by pleca, atwo
‘lcvcl rcducnon was takcn rcflcctmg possnblc applxcatlon of acccptancc of
responsnbnlnty | |

ln ‘the APPENDI)\ TO THE ALL OFFENSE ANALYSIS as m thc Basw
Offensc Analysns we removed probablc carccr ol‘fcndcrs (agam not counting

'burglary) from data scts A and B giving us data sets A‘ 'and B‘ Thc sct

<7



) of tables in the Appendix compares FT and GT for those two data sets.
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DATA KEY

Ful Data Sct (all offenscs) N=520
Full Data Sct Wnthout Offcndcrs Scmcnced to Probatlon N=474

All "Basic Offenscs,” Bu_t Not chumng E'vcnts=l), N=426

v 0w »

:~ Data'Set C_Witho_uf Offenders Sentenced to Pro‘bat_ion,‘Né393

.. Cyx: Data Set C, But Requiring Events=1, N=256

Dy: Data Sct D, But Requiring Events=1, N=237

e Data sets with a * are the samc as un-*"cd data sets, except probable
~career offenders have been removed. For example, A*® is the- A data set
with probable career offenders removed. The number of offenders in the

*'ed data sets are: A% N=399, B* N=365, C*: N=319, O*: N=293,
Cx*. N=199, Dx". N=184. .

< 9>



ACRONYM KEY

FT: _Ti'ms served cosr'cctcd for Good Timc
GT: Guideline Sentence -
N: Number of Offenders in given category
U Unarmcd; | |
A: Armcd
T: Cénvictcd at ;I'vr'ial
P: Case resolvcd by ‘Plea
L < 101\ Loss no grcatcr than $10 000
"L » 10K: Loss greater than $10,000 |
vU,LglOK/T: Uina‘rmcd, Loss ‘n’o greater than $10,000, copvictcd ét tr‘iall '.
‘U;Lsmx/p: ,.Unafmcd Loss no gréatcr than $10,000, case r'esolvcd by P_Ica>"’ |
' A,LiiOK/T: .Armcd Loss no grcatcr than $10 000 conv:cted at trial

- A,L<10K/P: Armed, Loss no grcatcr than $10 000 case resolved by Plca _

For data sets C, D .Cx, and Dy, armcd means a rcal offcnsc
mvolvmg possession, display, or brandishing a weapon. For data sets A and
B, armcd means a rcal offensc mvolvnng posscss:on d:splay brandxshmg.
using, or dnschargmg a wcapon.

S~ <10 >



BASIC OFFENSE DATA ANALYSIS



Cx DATA



'BANK_ROBBERY DATA

~ DATA: ,C.X_ ’

 Unacmed, €10K/Trial , _ - o -
 (L._L<10/T) ALL I N ¢ O 11T v v CovI
e _ 64 3P 48 2 75 _#8  _f#
Cwemw 72 35 45 %2 77 8o ¢¢
st pEv. __ 35 7 37 _3/ - £/ /Y

mnes  _o-/e) 3246 0-72 3/7% _—  al143 7¢47%

'EVNT.MN.

. EVNT.RNG. _

~ /Plea A : . - _ ~ o
'_ (L. 'L<1o;g)'_ ALL I II IiI . v VI
w47 20 42 47 4/ 724 7/
. MEDIAN 39 (o 33 4/ 73‘ A 73 )
- ST. DEV.”.V 3¢ 20 _3) .22 _ 364 3¢ 23

cmwes V4S5 0T) Oy 0777 ey JeoAys O

EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG. I BRI |
e 3/ 4 22 /2 /& I




BANK_ROBBERY DATA

QATA: 'Cx_.-

Armed, £10K/Trial . - o o i -
(A.L<10/T) ALL I I III ‘v v v

" MEAN 54 _ —_ - | 77 ' ’, ?_ | g/ |  //0
' MEDIAN 52 — = | 77 - £/ f /70

| RANC.,EV S Jetre T ""' 7o-£3 — - =

EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG.

o  /Plea , - o ' . -
@ 1<10/P) ALL - S S Ir . IIT IV A Vi

MEAN 5/ 40 S£ i s N7 éao s
weoran  _ 42 _ 33 _4E _£€6 7o _72 43

‘AS‘T'.'DEV..V 30 '- ;’7 26 ,22 26 /é }’0'

mees  oel6e g 2720 §-17 o= 32ke ol

EVNT.MN.

N g3 i 3/ /_S/ [ 2 }_.-,_.'/o. ‘- /7 4




BANK_ROBBERY DATA
DATA: Cx

Unarmed, 2»10K/Trial ' o o S
- (U._1>10/T) ALL I II - IIT IV

'4MEAN".'4,7_ - _= = 3/

weoztan  _ 32 _— o — = _3/

sT. DEV. _ 28

e - RS

RN

mnce 2730 _— _ T 3032

EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG.

v | /Pleé R . : A ' = S o
(U, 1>10/P) ALL I ~IT III IV v

’"EAN g k22‘ : ,- /'7 . _— L — 7,'0 ‘ L —

o _22 /e = = _7e _=

e 020 o = = = =

EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG.

N ? g O [ ZA / Yz



© Armed, >10K/Trial
(A L>10/T) ALL

Y

"BANK ROBBERY DATA

DATA: - X

III

IV

e

s

VI

. MEDIAN 92

74

43

i

ST DEV. G Y

47

RANGE $§=/27
E 2/

§$-/120

"EVNT.MN.

. EVNT.RNG. -

‘ /Plea
‘ (A‘ L>10/P) - ALL :

MEAN U S¥

_‘39

I

e

- IIT

P4

v

72

VI

  /3°_

MEDIAN 37

32

75

6

72

s/

st. pev. Y/

: ,25'.

G4

37

£2

" RANGE - o1

0-76

0-79 325

72 '_/{c

EVNT.MN. _

EVNT.RNG. _

16




BANK_ROBBERY DATA

DATA: g:x

All Trials R | o - - |
(LL D  ALL 1 I - III Iv v v
w70 _4e 4S5 77 _£2 G0 23
MEDIAN: 7¢ 45 | ‘é_S’V 7% | 50 So. 94 :

Csr.pev. _ 36 43 37 3¢ 25 ’355 /f
rNGE  O—/%3 $=/20 =72 3/-/2) 30717 4/~/43 74/<

EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG."

All Pleas | - o s
- (@LLp) AL I Ir  III v v 2 S

MEAN 4P '«97 4o | $/ _ébo 72 = _77

mepIan 4/ 28 42 ’42’ ]2 73 72
ST. bEv_.»ﬂ.:v._)”_‘/ B 26 32 2y 5/ , -_2’/7 ) 414 |
mwer  O/§  0-/e] 0723 oS 023 oofef 04

K4

' EVNT.MN.

' EVNTRNG

N 22 _ g6 ;7 »'3?‘ :;9{".233‘ 21




BANK_ROBBERY DATA

4QATA: <E§

| ‘Unarmed/Trial ' . . o
(ULT) ALL I B III wo v v

- MEAN 6/ 38 48 &2 47 £ _s¢
'MEDIAN 68 3F . _ 45 $2 3> 3?_ oY

- sr. pEv. 34 g 37  _3/ _28 42 @y
mancE (/#3328 0-72  3/-7¢ 3077 /w3 19-7%

~ EVNT.MN.

- EVNT.RNG.

v 46 2 3 2 _ 3 _ & _2

Unatmedkplea S . L S e
- (uLR) ~ ALL I Ir IIr . v v VI
| "‘MEAN | lézf' /7 42 5?27 _£2 v7@2:A-.v‘f7j/
 weoraw 37 /o _33 4/ 73 74 73
st.oev. _3% 49 37 =22 _3¢ _z¢ 3¢
‘RaNGE  O/4S 0-7% 0423 p-29 =23 3veA4S o113

B EVNI}RNG;




- BANK_ROBBERY DATA

QvATA‘:. -C_ X

| -%T;ial ~ ALL I . 11 IT1 R v . VI -
e _ 33 69 _— 73 68 97 o
..MEDIAN‘v‘." 82 . 7(/_ | ___ ‘ 5.5 éi | ?]7 *  '/ /0'
Cenow. 36 49 _— 29 _— a3 _—
e Bty zme = sy = pey =

~ EVNT.MN.

N o |12 & O ‘»'3 / 2 7

Armed/Plea - - o o g

- (@rr) ~ ALL I II III v v v

. MEAN £2. 34 £ 7 %6 &7 3¢
MEDIAN 42 32 47 £L 7o 72 9

| s'r._bzv, 33 28 2§ 26 25 /f " S’é
CmaneE  _po/bf O7/e] 0—/20 SNS  0-26 32-F° P-/4/

) EVNTomo “ ‘

- EVNT.RNG.

N ,2/2_, | 5’7_ e s ] /-2 // 7 : //

/



BANK ROBBERY DATA
" pata: €x

A ..LoséélOK/Trial - S ; o
(L<10_T) ALL r I - III w.o v v

AN &7 & ¢S 48 77 _FE 73
MEDIAN  _ 7Y 3 _es 72 _7g _¢° ¢

- st.oev. _33  _ 9 37 _23 _— 42 /&
 raneE 0743 32-4¢ p-72 -03 _—  HAE 74 v

EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG.

N 47 2 3 % 4 _ & 3

» /Plea - - : - o

- {L<10/P) ALL 1 | II IIT . IV v VI
wm 49 3o _fo  _47 _s5 72 _43
MEDIAN  _ 4/ 28 4/} | 42  _J2 73. _ 7o
sT. DEV. _ 33 777' - _3/ 22 32 ,_;'7  '410
“rance  O—/éo p-fof  0~/23 _0-77 o0-/23 2045 O0~/€

Ewmme. | . R
N /Y0 _f2 26 26 7/] 2/ _r2




BANK ROBBERY DATA.

Loss SlOK/Trial ‘

 MEAN

MEDIAN

ST. DEV.

RANGE

"EVNT.MN.

 EVNT.RNG.

N

| /Plea

(St

M‘.

MEDIAN .

ST. DEV.

- RANGE.

"EVNT.MN.

 EVNT.RNG.

I

ALL - I

72 69
/

QAIA:,C!_

II

o /27

1T

v

&3

_6?;7

7% 74

32

77

42 49

— -

2z

-' . i -

' 5‘.—) 2.17 j -/ 2 °

,jii-zQF

W%

A.A<%

20

CIII

Y

II

L)

v

7/

72 /30

76 87

7/

72 ;/3-/’

o >3

717 32

/

2

0148 "';7f'?25 :

027 3ng Tz

<€if)ﬁf 

;7£—721

37

: 5




Dy DATA



o  ’MEDIAN

ar:med, < 10K/Trial
f‘, L<10LI) ALL

Cweaw _C7

I

3y

-BANK ROBBERY DATA

* ~QATA:*Dk, o

I III

v _sa

: Ekf‘,

IV

w4y

9

. MEDIAN 73

" ST. DEV. 3/

2

¢f 62
& 3/

79

S Pv

s/ /¢

RANGE

. EVNT.MN.

20-¢¢  4y-72

@/-193 7¢-75

3/-7¢

~ EVNT.RNG.

N _'_».k ];\ A

/Plea -

(U._L<10/P) ALL

MEAN SO

7?3

I III

Yo 4y

| 5&2'

ST;_pEv.  33

22

20

Iv

24 2

38 _42

:7[35

74 73

346 20

36

3¢ o2&

* RANGE -I—/Qf

5’*_/2}_ |

2/-77
7

f—/d? |

- EVNT.MN.

[—7¢

3o-/y§ 34/

EVNT.RNG.

]2

N /o

. . -
. d .
P
vt
it

o 21

)y o



BANK ROBBERY DATA

’ - DATA: DX’

Armed, = 10K/Trial B | - o S
- (A_L<a0/T) ALL I II - IIX B 8 v VI
. MEAN . = = 27 — _&1 Mo
. MEDIAN 52 »—"" T 777 : a4 /7o
| s'r.'vpr:v'. | //7 o "" '. = YA -
 RANGE  _[o-/[° __— — /043

EVNT.MN. '

| [}

I |
\

 EVNT.RNG.

: - @, L!fé??’) ALL   1 . e L 111 '_ IV : | v : VI
MEAN 5§ L(Q S - §3 k' LI A 7L
MED_IA}N:» 68 3§ | 46 46 7o 72 _ €
ST. DEV. _ 2% 7;/7 24 22 /& /6 44

"RANGE  §=/€e  $=/e] 2]7/2° §-7] 32-76 32-9° 264

EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG.

w77 2% i _n 9 2 _Z




Unarmed, > 10K/Trial
o ((p, L>10[$) ALL I

BANK ROBBERY DATA

DATA: Dx

II S III

v

3/

so

VI

'MEDIAN 22—

' ST. DEV. 26 _ —

3/.'

][

rance  29-47 —

- EVNT.MN.

29-32

. EVNT.RNG.

g /Plea ‘ '
(@.1>10/P) ALL . &

MEAN Y ) 22

MEDIAN  _ 72 27

sT. DEV. _A>3>  _ /6

omwes 3-7° 3-4/

'EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG. _




BANK ROBBERY DATA

paTA: Dx

Acmed, >10K/Trial | - o
(A_1>10/T) ALL I  II IIr . w. V... I
MEAN 5/ (%3 — 127 é}_ - J/V S
'MEDIAN 72 _7¢ p— /22 88 /e —
st. pEv. _4Y 07 — ' L e— =
RANGE B 2j ,('—/20 —

~ EVNT.MN. _

11

)
)

EVNT. RNG.

/Plea ' - o S o ‘
(.L>1og) ALL I I1 ‘rxr 0w v VI

A Lo '39 77 ke 72 2 I3
. MEDIAN  _ 67 | 77 YA 7z 72 /5/
. ST. DEV. 2 22 3 37 _—= ¥ 2

Cmawes | Slf 16 7777 ‘37—//5/' — ¢r-7¢ 72—/éf

 EVNT.MN.

- EVNT.RNG.




BANK ROBBERY TA -

'DATA: Dx

| Cgﬁ;al_s. ALL I II 'ivn | v v o v
e 73 _de  _6F 77 _¢2 _ 2o _g3
MEDIAN 74 45 _é5 74 So  _JFo T4
st.oev. 3¢ 43 _ &5 3¢ _=28§ I /£
raNGE  §-/¥3  £-/2e 8972 Bowr2) 27°]7 4/-(43 7é-u-

EVNT.MN. .

EVNT.RNG.

| _;/7‘ 72 2 _e _# _& 3
| All Pleas A | - o
-(ALLP)  ALL I R III o v. I
w53 3¢ _f¢  _¢2 b2 72 L
MEDIAN  _ 42 3/ 42 42 72. 73 75
_ST. DEV. 32 25 30 22 2,7 27 . _4° |
RaNGE /= /6F [=(0g S=/23 S/ €23 Zo/4§ 26-/4

_': EVNT.‘(N .

N _2/0 _74 _27 _3f _2p _23 2o

7



BANK ROBBERY DATA
. DATA: Dx

Unarmed/Trial - . _ o ,
(uzz) ALL I II III w v VI
v _4C 38 4P _£2 47 56 _F¢
MEDIAN  _ /2 37 &8 52 32 Zo FL
'ST. DEV. 3/ 9 5 | 3/ »_ 2d’ 4D A%
RNGE  29-/43 32-4§ 44°72 3/-7¢ 27-77 “1-/83 Za-2¢

EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG.

e o 3 _ 3"» 4 TS

Uharmed/Plea'

. (uLp) ALL 1 II III S w v vro

MEAN . 477_ 23 46 4']‘7 i £2 ]4 -z
 MEDIAN  __ 4L 22 35 42 _73 74 _ 73

st.oev. _38% 49 _36 20 _3&  3Y¥ 28
-ranee L= ME [-7¢  £=/23 2/*77'7 /23 BeA9¢ 3¢/

EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG.

7.




BANK ROBBERY DATA
DATA: DX.

Armed/Trial R - ~ - . ;
(L) ALL I 11 - III Iv. v VI

- MEAN _63 _é&5 — _7?“A et 77 _//°
| weoran  _ 62 _ 74 — £33 _EE _727 L/e

. sr.pEv. _ 36 47 = 27 _— 2} —
Cmwer £=/27 S~/20 = Zep] T /MUY

 EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG.

N ‘- --ZZ-'»_f 0 3 / 2’/

, Armed/Plea _ : : . 1 . o : .

- (Azg) - ALL I 11 III v v VI
w57 43 &7 57 v-gz £9 92
MEDIAN b 33 4y e 7/ T2 £7_
ST. DEV. 3/ 25 _ 25 ‘26 /£ /¢ | o

raveE ST/ =/0] 2720 -y 32776 J2-de 2674

~~  EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG. - B . - » » _
N 03 & 17 /6 1o 9 /o

K4




' BANK ROBBERY DATA
- DATA: ,DX

Loss:ilOK/Trial

- (@<0T)  ALL 1 oI ITI s VI

MEAN 73 F  _eE S 77 Be 23
 MEDIAN 7¢  _34 2 72 ‘7/7' g o 7%
© sr. DEV. . 27 7 s 23 = _#2 &
RANGE  3/=(43 32-4§ fa-72 3/~83 _—  4/~/%3 Z¢Ho

EVNT.MN.

EVNT.RNG.

N ~"/é 2 2 4 -/ & 3

. /Plea : : : : \ ' -
(L<i0/P) AL I II o III IV v w1
MEAN 2 3¢ 2 _SFeo &/ 72 _77
‘MEDIAN  _¢2 29 S _42 _42 72 73 73
ST. DEV. 3/ _2¢ 32 "'71-/»» jo 27 S¢
" RANGE [—l62 /-/0,7 | $-/23 ~5’~_7,7 = r3 - 3o+958" 26-/£ ¢

- EVNT.MN.

N 4772 &£« 20 3¢ 26 ;/  :€7




Loss P10K/Trial
@x10/7) AL

wean  _ 72

o

24

BANK ROBBERY DATA

 DATA: D*,

II

III

/22

IV

43

9>

MEDIAN 7Y

7%

(22

's'xj. DEV. 42

_47

32
22

52

2¢

enm————
——
e————
u—

R

RANGE o £—/27 €-/20

‘EVNT.MN.

27- & poi/u _.

- EVNT.RNG.

5

| (L>10/7) o
Y4

I

II

;7_7'

IIT

Ge

- IV

/A

v

71

VI

/30

| ME‘DIANY _ 27

32

77

c6

7/

/2

iy

7
st. pEv.  __ 30

o

_37

/

7,

7577
—7

- RANGE 3"/éf_ 3“'75»

 EVNT.MN.

U8 Zo=72 ;z-_z;/ | z»"z- 4

&2

 EVNT.RNG.

—

,‘3‘

N ' 13.3

Y



APPENDIX TO BASIC OFFENSE DATA ANALYSIS



C DATA



- MEAN

~ EVNT.MN.

- BANK _ROBBERY DATA

ALL 1 | II

e

e

pata: €.

1110 IV vV VvI

giz’

77 _&F £

73 64

MEDIAN

sz 79 % &

2, A

ST. DEV.

emm—

3 "5"/ /0

RANGE

om—

41-143 2094

6-143 4-8p _6-12
. EVNT.MN. __ & | 3 )

324

ﬁVﬁT.RNG.’>l b )“!.

| =1 B e T Bt =

—

N - 1t 4 3

d, L<10/P  ALL I | .Ii’
| 52 _27
23

“MEAN

23

& £o

z |

III - IV | s RS

42 s

MEpIAN 42

st. pEv. _ A 2k fAFS“

29

4z 73 B %

3L 32 4z

RANGE

Z z _Z

| b]_’(SZ b-16S p-i49

p-119 0-123 . 0-1841 O~/TS
z 2 2. 2

1=l 19

1-Z

- -k (=%

gvnr.RNG. L~

/. /4 47 13

_#o_

ﬂ‘:2;7. ,.vF:a‘z'.,  22 .



BANK ROBBERY DATA
DAEA_: ' C o .

A, L<10/T ALL 1 IIT w™w v VI

w9/

9 = =
720-3 __— - L09-110

mepran  __ %%

R_ANGE 16-1(0

- EVNT.MN. [

~ st.pev. _ [ —_
ai—

EV}'IYT.‘.RNG.‘ ’ "Zv ‘ '——

(= - _— -z

A zaop AL 1 om0 I w v v
 owew _b) 42 ;_; 45 72 &7 77
 MEDIAN 7 = 35 bl b7 723 _dz 72
st.oEv. 42 29 _3 %3 38 34 77 |
* RANGE Q"‘Zﬁ(g' _Qém  S-20 §=/50 -0 ~/5S B3 O"Z?Q
 ewr.mwe. _[=1 I~ (= =7 |- (-2 =5
N [29 4] 77 =2 25 (e /3




v ¢ RANGE

L
MEDIAN

- ST. DEV.

RANGE

EVNT.HN.

 DATA:

- II

C

47
5_i, |

. .

 BANK ROBBERY DATA

28

2450

(

m';gNG.' =]

N

- nv 1L>10/P

MEAN

-MEDIAN

~ ST. DEV.

~ EVNT.MN.

~ EVNT.RNG.

“ff

\.

ALL

55

1

ey

1T

£3

S

04

24

42

Nl Q((l—f 580

o—

s0d

4

+

(-9

2~

L




 sr. DEV. 3@ 49

' BANK ROBBERY DATA
© para: €

11w v v

e _Fb 47
MEDIAN 97 24

I
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