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Technology

In the background, 4 disks can store 3,650,000
prints. The computer on the right can search
data in seconds. The printer on the left identifies
listing of suspects.

Automated Fingerprint Identification
Regional Application of Technology

By “. . . when police chiefs work together and
OL. CARROLL D. police agencies are able to consider the
BURACKER collective good, the public is better served,

hief of Police more criminals are identified,

aigax County, Va. and cases are solved.”
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The most significant technological
innovation in American law enforce-
ment in decades is the automation of
fingerprints for classification and
matching. Since 1970, technological
advancements and availability of com-
puters to the law enforcement com-
munity have generated much interest
as a means of enhancing the use of
fingerprint files for identifying sus-
pects. The speed at which computers
can sort, search, and match data has
been seen as a way to make cold file
searches feasible and productive to
law enforcement agencies. This con-
cept is now a reality made possible by
the development and implementation
of what is called minutiae-based auto-
mated fingerprint systems (AFIN),
originally developed under the auspic-
es of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion by Rockwell International and
now manufactured and sold by De La
Rue Printrak, Inc., of Anaheim, Calif.

Although computers have been
used for fingerprint storage and identi-
fication in other ways (e.g., physical
descriptor and fingerprint index classi-
fication systems), the De La Rue mi-
nutiae-based system is recognized as
the state-of-the-art technology in auto-
mated fingerprint identification. The
system uses sophisticated computer
equipment, fingerprint characteristic
matching software, and associated
digital storage and input equipment.
The equipment scans high resolution
television images of fingerprints (10-
print or latent) in the computer’s stor-
age and classifies and digitally en-
codes information which describes the
minutiae.

Regional Application

The Washington, D.C., metropoli
tan area is served by three automated
fingerprint systems that improve si
nificantly the law enforcement offi
cer's abilty to identify criminal
These three computerized system
tied together in a single network, re
resent the largest regional applicatio
of fingerprint technology in the Natio
As a result, 3.5 million citizens ar
better served by the individual polic
agencies. This regional network i
cludes the Montgomery County
Prince George’s County syste
(Maryland), the Washington, D.C
system, and the Northern Virgini
system.

The Northern Virginia Region
Identification System (NOVARIS), in
corporating the counties of Fairf
Arlington, and Prince William and th
cities of Alexandria, Falls Church, an
Fairfax, began operation in April 198
and 17 criminal hits were made durin
the first month. It is located adjacen
to the Fairfax County police/fire di
patch center and is staffed by person
nel from each of the participating ju
risdictions. Each jurisdiction ha
copies of original fingerprints at th
center for immediate comparison i
the computer matches a laten
against a known print.

Using a mathematical algorithm
the computerized fingerprint systen
will classify automatically a fingerprin
and identify up to 250 minutiae o
that fingerprint. The prints are plac
in disk storage, and when an un
known print is searched against al
other prints in the system, the com
puter will instantaneously match th
minutiae data of all fingerprints witl
the same classification as the un
known fingerprint.

Another important feature of th¢

system is the ability to match a laten
|
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Officer making a manual comparison of latent
with suspect’s print once the computer makes a
match.
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“. . . NOVARIS and the regional metropolitan AFIN network
represent a giant step forward in the application of
automated fingerprint technology to law enforcement
agencies and the public they serve.”

Shown are officers from Arfington County and
the city of Alexandria reviewing original prints
once the computer matches print.

fingerprint with other latents (unknown
prints). Generally, the public is un-
der the impression that lifting a finger-
print at a crime scene will some-
how enable the police to apprehend
the culprit. Without a suspect, howev-
er, the matching process is laborious
at best, and because of the numbers
involved, particularly for property
crimes in a large regional area, the
matching process is usually impossi-
ble. In many cases, the fingerprint
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may not even be on file. However, by
using NOVARIS, a latent print or a
partial taken from a crime scene can
be searched against all others in the
system.

For example, when a suspect is
arrested in Northern Virginia, the sus-
pect's fingerprints are matched
against the latents filed in the entire
Washington metropolitan area, regard-
less of the crime committed. Thus, it
is possible to determine the arrested

suspect’s involvement in other crimes
throughout the region. Aliases are im-
mediately identified, allowing for case
closures and arrests. Previously, any
attempt to match fingerprints was very
narrowly limited to a particular of-
fense.

The Montgomery County/Prince
George's County network already has
identified 600 criminals who may have
avoided detection without this system.
The Washington, D.C., Police Depart-




ment reports that prior to implementa-
tion of the automated system, only
four cases on cold searches were
ade. The department is now making
100 cases per month on cold
earches. The California Department
f Justice and the cities of Miami,
la., Houston, Tex., St. Paul and Min-
eapolis, Minn., and San Jose, Calif.,
ave also reported outstanding suc-
ss with an identical automated fin-
erprint system.

The advantages of an automated
ingerprint system are incalculable.
For officers and investigators, the
technology will assist them in appre-
hending more criminals, a capability
already proven in other jurisdictions.
And the clearance rate, often the only
national yardstick for measuring police
effectiveness, should increase dra-
matically.

unding

A major consideration for any de-
partment purchasing such technology
is funding. Of course, many jurisdic-
tions nationally would have a major
problem with such a purchase. Rather
than attempting to secure individual
fingerprint systems which cost ap-
proximately $1.5 million each, a re-
gional program allows participating ju-
risdictions to not only share in the
cost but also assign their respective
staffs to a central facility. The jurisdic-
tions in Northern Virginia were able to
realize an estimated savings of $4.5
million collectively by employing a
joint venture.

A department contemplating the
acquisition of an automated fingerprint
information system—or any technolo-
gy for that matter—should explore the

wide variety of formulae for coopera-
tive regional funding. If a system cost-
ing $1.5 million is prohibitive, police
departments can use a 5-year lease/
purchase method for system acquisi-
tion.

In Northern Virginia, the partici-
pating jurisdictions elected to use
population of each jurisdiction as a
basis for proportionate funding. By
using a proportional funding method,
maximum participation was assured.
Smaller jurisdictions, for example,
serving populations of 19,849 (Fairfax
City, Va.) and 9,430 (Falls Church,
Va.) assumed yearly costs of approxi-
mately $9,000 and $5,000 respective-
ly, while the area’s largest jurisdiction,
Fairfax County, pays approximately
$160,000 each year for 5 years to
purchase the system. With this fund-
ing method, the sophisticated AFIN
technology was certainly an afford-
able bargain for all involved.

Of course, the county executive/
city manager is a key figure in such
endeavors. However, once these offi-
cials are convinced of the constraints
placed on local law enforcement by
the manual use of fingerprint data and
what an automated fingerprint system
can accomplish in terms of cost
avoidance and more productivity, the
response is likely to be very enthusi-
astic. At least that was the case in
Northern Virginia.

Optional Benefit

Another spinoff from this techno-
logical advancement is in the applica-
tion of controlling access to sensitive
facilities. Already in the production
stage, the capability exists to place a
terminal at a strategic location to
screen individuals entering secure
areas. For example, all employees in
a communications center can have
their fingerprints placed in the system,
and thereafter, entry into the commu-

nications center can be controlled by
an employee placing his or her finger-
print on an access terminal. If unau-
thorized individuals attempt entry, the
system will activate an alarm, camera,
or another security device. Using the
remote terminal, the computer will
also maintain records of all individuals
who enter the facility, time of entry,
and the frequency.

Obviously, this kind of technology
will reduce the cost for expensive
manpower and will enhance security
for access to sensitive and controlled
operations.

Summary

In the 1980’s and 1990’s, public
officials will be confronted with more
demands for greater productivity with
fewer personnel. The unique NO-
VARIS arrangement truly represents
what police agencies can accomplish
when the advantages of technology
are demonstrated and applied. There
is little doubt that NOVARIS and the
regional metropolitan AFIN network
represent a giant step forward in the
application of automated fingerprint
technology to law enforcement agen-
cies and the public they serve. Each
time a criminal is taken out of society,
regardless of which community, the
crime rate for all communities is di-
rectly affected, and as a conse-
quence, the quality of life is improved
and officer safety increased.

NOVARIS and the Washington
metropolitan AFIN network demon-
strate that when police chiefs work to-
gether and police agencies are able
to consider the collective good, the
public is better served, more criminals
are identified, and cases are solved.
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Training

State and Local Law Enforcement
Training Needs

In the spring of 1983, over 16,000
State and local law enforcement
agencies were surveyed for the pur-
pose of identifying and setting prior-
ities in their field operations training
needs. The research project was de-
signed to provide information to the
U.S. Department of Justice in its ef-
forts to make the best use of re-
sources earmarked for law enforce-
ment training. The findings of the
study provide information that should
be of interest to the law enforcement
community.

In response to a request by the
U.S. Department of Justice to provide
information on the nature and extent
of State and local law enforcement
training needs, the Institutional Re-
search and Development Unit of the
FBI's Training Division undertook a
long term comprehensive analysis of
law enforcement agencies throughout
the United States. The objectives of
this research were:

1) To determine the type and
extent of any State and local law
enforcement training need as
perceived within the context of
their individual organizational
missions and environments;

2) To identify any differences in the
nature of the training needs at
the various demographic levels
of relevance; and
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ROBERT G. PHILLIPS, JR.
Operations Research Analyst

Institutional Research and
Development Unit
FBI Academy
Quantico, Va.

3) To provide training needs
information which would
facilitate any Federal law
enforcement training program
developed to meet the needs of
the State and local law
enforcement agencies.

For the purpose of this article,
the term “training need” is defined as
a gap between what law enforcement
personnel perceive as the level of ex-
pertise required to carry out law en-
forcement responsibilities in an opti-
mum manner and what they perceive
as the level of expertise currently pos-
sessed by law enforcement officers.

Information Collected

After careful review of needs as-
sessment and job analysis literature,
the project staff concluded that a
needs assessment based solely on
the size of the expertise gap would
provide insufficient information for set-
ting priorities in training needs. As a
result, data were collected on not only
the size of the gap that existed for
specific job tasks, duties, and charac-
teristics but also on the amount of
time spent performing each and on
the amount of harm that would most
likely result from inadequate perform-
ance in each job task, duty, and/or
characteristic. (The term “activity” will
be used to refer to job tasks, duties,

and/or characteristics.) These two ad
ditional factors (time and harm) allo
the size of any gap in a law enforc
ment activity to be considered in
context of the relative importance
that activity to officers’ jobs. Thus,
activity judged to have a large e
tise gap, but on which little time i
spent and from which littte h
would come as a result of inadequat
performance, would be rated low
than a different activity with the sam
size gap, but on which much time i
spent and/or from which substanti
harm would come as a result of inad
equate performance.

Following the review of the liter
ture, a questionnaire was develo|
tested, and found to be valid and rel
able. The questionnaire consists of 1
questions intended to determine
training needs differ by agency
size, and other demographic classi
cations. The actual training needs i
formation was gathered using a list
127 law enforcement job activities d
veloped after a careful analysis
nearly 3,000 activities appearing in 1
law enforcement job/task analysi
studies. The list of 127 activities w:
compiled with the cooperation of th
Bureau of Education Research of
University of Virginia,' Internation
Association of Chiefs of Police, N
tional Association of State Directol
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of Law Enforcement Training, National
Sheriffs’ Association, Police Executive
Research Forum, U.S. Department of
Justice Drug Enforcement Administra-
tion, and U.S. Department of Justice,
Justice Management Division.

In order to facilitate the develop-
ment of any training programs intend-
ed to reduce identified needs, related
activities were grouped into seven
major job categories—common, de-
tective/juvenile/vice, patrol, intelli-
gence, drug enforcement, traffic, and
other.

In the initial phase of the project,
the needs assessment was restricted
to those activities required to carry out
field operations. Field operations were
selected as a focus over other major
categories, such as administrative
services and support/auxiliary serv-
ices, because field operations com-
mand a major portion of agency
human resources. In fact, the vast
majority of the agencies responding to
the survey indicated that between 80
and 100 percent of their sworn offi-
cers were engaged in field operations.
Thus, field operations provide the high-
est potential for effectively using law
enforcement training resources.

Questionnaire Recipients

During February 1983, question-
naire packets were mailed to the chief
or sheriff in each of 16,144 State and
local law enforcement agencies which
participate in the FBI's Uniform Crime
Reporting program. Agencies with
fewer than 500 sworn officers were
sent one survey packet. A total of 103
agencies with 500 or more sworn per-
sonnel were contacted by telephone
prior to the survey to determine the
number of questionnaire packets each
required in order to provide a repre-
sentative picture of the organization.
These larger agencies received be-
tween 5 and 100 survey packets each.

Of the 16,144 agencies contact-
ed, 7,294 (45.2 percent) provided
8,400 usable responses. This overall
response rate was influenced by the
very low rate of return of small agen-
cies. Only 14.7 percent of the agen-
cies with 1 to 4 sworn officers respond-
ed, while the response rate for agen-
cies with 10 or more sworn officers
averaged 75.3 percent. The highest
rate of response (98.1 percent) came
from agencies with 500 or more sworn
personnel. (See fig. 1.) The 7,294 agen-
cies responding represent 90 percent
of all sworn State and local law en-
forcement officers in the Nation.

Of the 8,400 usable responses,
4,730 (56.4 percent) were provided by
police chiefs/assistant chiefs or sher-
iffs/deputy sheriffs. An additional
2,204 responses (26.2 percent) were
provided by sworn officers at the level
of sergeant or higher. The remaining
1,466 responses (17.4 percent) were
provided by others, such as corporals,
patrolmen, and troopers.2

Training Priorities

Data were gathered in a manner
that allowed law enforcement training
needs to be analyzed from the per-
spectives of agency types, size, and
geographic location. Regarding the
latter, it was found that the training
needs of law enforcement agencies
do not vary greatly based on geo-
graphic location. In fact, training
needs of agencies in different geo-
graphic locations were found to be so
similar as to make it unnecessary to
report needs by geographic region.

As would be expected, some
training needs were given high priority
by all agencies regardless of type or
size, while other needs were rated
high for some types or size of agen-
cies but not others. Those training
needs given average or higher training
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priorities regardless of agency type or
size will be described on two levels or
specificity—individual law enforcement
activities and major law enforcement
job categories.

Training resources are rarely suf-
ficient to allow simultaneous treatment
of all training needs. The efficient and
effective allocation of these resources
is facilitated when those job catego-
ries and the specific activities within
the categories which represent the
highest priority training needs can be
identified. (See tables 1 and 2 and
fig. 2.)

Of the total 127 activities, 54
(42.5 percent) were given average or
higher training priority regardless of
agency type or size. These 54 activi-
ties are listed in descending order of
priority in table 1. The job category is
shown in parenthesis following the ac-
tivity statement.

When all 127 law enforcement
activities are assembled into the
seven job categories and the training
priority of each category is evaluated,
the “common” category, which is
comprised of activities such as
“handle personal stress,” performed
by virtually all State and local law en-
forcement agencies, emerges as the
category of highest priority. The

8 / FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin

common category is followed by the
four categories detective/juvenile/
vice, patrol, intelligence, and drug, all
of which were rated fairly close to one
another in terms of training priority.
The traffic category was ranked sixth.
Lowest rated was the “other” catego-

tivities such as “act as hostage nego-
tiator.” Figure 2 illustrates the training
priority for each of the seven job cat
gories when all 127 activities ar
taken into account.

Job Category Priorities Within
Agency Clusters

Four groups or clusters of agen
cies were identified as having distinc
sets of training needs. These were:

1) All agencies with 500 or more
sworn personnel, with the
exception of State police/
highway patrol agencies.

2) All agencies with fewer than 500
sworn personnel, with the
exception of State police/
highway patrol agencies and
sheriff's departments.

3) Sheriff's departments with fewer
than 500 sworn personnel, and

4) State police/highway patrol

ry which is made up of specialized ac- agencies.
Figure 2
TRAINING PRIORITY RATINGS
Grouped By Job Categories
o (n=8,400)
74
7=
6=
52
48
5+ 46 a4
4 -
i 3= 28
2«
1= 0.6
Common  Detective-  Patrol Intelligence Drug Traffic Other
Juvenile -
Vice
JOB CATEGORIES 1




Table 1
Training Priorities for All Agencies (n=8,400)

Activity

Handle personal stress (common)
Conduct interviews/interrogations (detective/juvenile/vice)
Drive vehicle in emergency/pursuit situations (common)
Maintain appropriate level of physical fitness (common)
Promote positive public image (common)
Determine probable cause for arrest (common)
Write crime/incident reports (common)
Handle domestic disturbances (patrol)
Collect, maintain, and preserve evidence (common)
Respond to crimes in progress (patrol)
Develop sources of information (common)
Perform patrol activities (common)
Search, photograph, and diagram crime scenes (detective/juvenile/vice) ..........ccuwruiuens
Carry out first-line supervision of sworn personnel, including planning, organizing,
scheduling, appraising performace, etc. (common)
Take field notes (detective/juvenile/vice)
Testify in criminal, civil, and administrative cases (common)
Conduct followup on investigations (detective/juvenile/vice)
Make arrest with/without warrants (common)
Provide on-the-job training (common)
Identify and develop probable cause for cbtaining warrants (COMMON) .........cccurmueruuncuecsnuene
Conduct onscene suspect identification (patrol)
Identify crimes/laws being violated (common)
Protect crime scene (common)
Conduct frisk/pat down searches (common)
Fire weapons for practice/qualifications (common)
Prepare supplemental reports (common)
Coordinate major case investigations (detective/juvenile/vice)
Investigate citizen complaints (intelligence)
Control individuals placed under arrest (common)
Identify and resolve legal issues in obtaining search warrants (COMMON) .......c..couevvueresrssnaees
Detect, gather, record, and maintain intelligence information (detective/juvenile/vice)
Conduct detail search of suspects/prisoners (common)
Act as hostage negotiator (other)
Maintain confidentiality and security of cases/information (common)
Drive vehicle in routine situations (common)
Execute search warrants (common)
Develop and maintain control of informants in other than drug investigations (detective/
juvenile/vice)
Use tape recorders/handwritten notes when conducting interviews or interrogations
(common)
Supervise placement and use of sworn personnel and equipment (COMMON)..........ccvrueecenns
Conduct stationary/mobile surveillance of drug suspects to include cover surveillance on
undercover buys (drug)
Administer first aid (common)
Search persons, dwellings, and transportation conveyances for illegal drugs (drug) .............
Use two-way radio in police communications (common)
Search persons, dwellings, and transportation conveyances for other than illegal drugs
(common)
Write affidavits for search warrants (common)
Transport suspects/prisoners (common)
Investigate conspiracy to illegally import, manufacture, distribute controlled substances
(drug)
Plan strategy for conducting searches (common)
Provide assistance to citizens (common)
Coordinate investigation with law enforcement officials from other agencies (common).......
Conduct stationary/mobile surveillance of other than drug suspects (COMMON).......cc...eweunees
Provide crowd/riot control (patrol)
Use undercover techniques in other than drug investigations (COMMON).........uuwummmmsssmeee:
Conduct tactical operations, e.g., raids, large scale searches, etc. (common)

The identification of a distinct set
of training needs for each agency
cluster allows for the design of curric-
ula tailored to the needs of specific
groups of agencies. Such curricula
can help increase the efficiency of re-
source use by optimizing the match
between the content of training courses
and the needs of the participants.

Differences in training needs
among agency clusters are illustrated
by figures 3 through 6 in which prior-
ities are set in the job categories for
each cluster. In these figures, the
height of the column above the name
of each job category indicates the rel-
ative training priority for that category,
with “8” representing the highest pos-
sible priority and “0” representing the
lowest. Agencies can use the appro-
priate figure to identify the relative
training priority of various job catego-
ries shared by agencies of similar type
and size. The ratings in figures 3
through 6 illustrate variations in train-
ing needs which reflect the different
missions and environments of the
agencies in one cluster as compared
to those of the agencies in the other
clusters.

Job Activity Priorities Within
Agency Clusters

The specific activities given high
ratings by some agencies but not
others are listed in tables 3 through 6.
Each of these four tables provides
two types of information regarding the
activities. The numbers in the column
headed “agency rank” show the rank
order of each activity when the 127
activities are listed from highest priori-
ty (1) to lowest priority (127) for the
types and sizes of agencies indicated
in the title of the table. The designa-
tion code in the column headed
“comparison” indicates how the clus-
ter of agencies named in the title of
the table rated an activity as com-
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pared to the rating given that activity
by the group composed of all agen-
cies, regardless of type or size. The
meanings of the comparison codes
are:
MH—Much Higher
SH—Somewhat Higher
AS—About the Same
SL—Somewhat Lower
ML—Much Lower

For example, the third activity
listed in table 3 is “disseminate infor-
mation/intelligence to special units.”
This activity was rated as a much
higher (MH) priority by large municipal
and county police agencies and large
sheriff's departments than it was by
the group composed of all agencies,
regardless of size or type. Conversely,
the 10th activity in table 3, “develop
and maintain control of informants in
drug investigations,” was rated as a
somewhat lower (SL) training priority
by large county and municipal police
agencies and large sheriff's depart-
ments than it was by the group com-
posed of all agencies, regardless of
type or size. Table 3 shows the 11 ac-
tivities given average or higher train-
ing priority ratings by all non-State
agencies with 500 or more sworn per-
sonnel.

Table 4 shows the 15 activities
given average or higher training priori-
ty ratings by municipal and county
police departments with fewer than
500 sworn personnel, city transit or
port authorities, and other agencies
not elsewhere specified.

Table 5 shows the 14 activities
given average or higher training priori-
ty ratings by sheriff's departments
with fewer than 500 sworn personnel.
As might be expected, activities such
as “serve civil court papers” were
rated much higher (MH) by these
sheriff’'s agencies than by the group
composed of all agencies, regardless
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Table 2

Training Priorities for All Agencies by Job Category (n=8,400)

Common Category

Activities

Handle personal stress
Drive vehicle in emergency/pursuit situations
Maintain appropriate level of physical fitness
Promote positive public image
Determine probable cause for arrest
Write crime/incident reports
Collect, maintain, and preserve evidence
Develop sources of information
Perform patrol activities
Carry out first-line supervision of sworn personnel, including planning,
organizing, scheduling, appraising performance, ete ...
Testify in criminal, civil, and administrative cases
Make arrest with/without warrants
Provide on-the-job training
Identify and develop probable cause for obtaining warrants ...
Identify crimes/laws being violated
Protect crime scene.
Conduct frisk/pat down searches
Fire weapons for practice/qualification
Prepare supplemental reports
Control individuals placed under arrest
Identify and resolve legal issues in obtaining search warrants ...
Conduct detail search of suspects/prisoners
Maintain confidentiality and security of cases/information ............c.coeuiecninns
Drive vehicle in routine situations
Execute search warrants
Use tape recorders/handwritten notes when conducting interviews or
interrogations
Supervise the placement and use of sworn personnel and equipment.............
Administer first aid
Use two-way radio in police communications
Search persons, dwellings, and transportation conveyances for other than
illegal drugs
Write affidavits for search warrants
Transport suspects/prisoners
Plan strategy for conducting searches.
Provide assistance to citizens
Coordinate investigations with law enforcement officials from other agen-
cles.
Conduct stationary/mobile surveillance of other than drug suspects.
Use undercover techniques in other than drug investigations............
Conduct tactical operations (raids, large-scale searches, etC.) ..........ouuusenes

Detective/Juvenile/Vice Category
Acuvmes

Conduct interviews/interrogations
Search, photograph, and diagram crime scenes
Take field notes
Conduct followup on investigations
Coordinate major case investigations
Detect, gather, record, and maintain intelligence information ............ccuueueunnes

Develop and maintain control of informants in other than drug investiga-
tions

g
e

Activity
Rank
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Table 2—Continued

Patrol Category

Activiti
Handle domestic disturbances

Respond to crimes in progress

Conduct onscene suspect identification

Provide crowd/riot control

Intelligence Category

Activity
Investigate citizen complaints

Drug Category
Activities

surveillance on undercover buys)

Conduct stationary/mobile surveillance of drug suspects (to include cover

Search persons, dwellings, and transportation conveyances for illegal

drugs .
Investigate conspiracy to illegally import, manufacture, distribute controlled
substances
Traffic Category
Activity
None
Other Category
Activity
Act as hostage negotiator

S WOWN =

Since use of the comment form
was voluntary, a random sample was
not obtained. This fact, in combination
28 with the 7.3 percent response rate, in-
dicates that the comments submitted
must not be considered statistically
representative of the opinions of State
and local law enforcement personnel
across the Nation. However, the com-
ments are of relevance to this study in
42 that they represent the opinions of
those law enforcement personnel who
took the additional time necessary to
provide narrative input regarding train-
ing issues of the law enforcement
community.

A great number of the 1,127
comments (487 or 43.2 percent) re-
ferred to a lack of resources within
agencies. In all cases it appeared, as
one would expect, that acquiring re-
sources is more of a problem for

40

47

33

of type or size. Sheriff's ratings of the
training priority for drug-related activi-

agencies with fewer than 500 sworn
personnel than it is for larger agen-

ties are generally somewhat higher | Figure3

(SH) or much higher (MH) than the
ratings provided those activities by the
group composed of all agencies.

Table 6 shows the 19 activities
given average or higher training priori-
ty ratings by State police/highway
patrol agencies. Noticeable, while not
surprising for this grouping of agen-
cies, are the high ratings for traffic-re-
lated activities.

Comment Form Content Analysis

In addition to being provided with
the printed questionnaire, each
agency surveyed was provided a com-
ment form, which allowed those re-
sponding to make narrative comments
on any training-related issue of rel-
evance to the agency. Of the 7,294
agencies responding to the printed
questionnaire, 534 (7.3 percent) also
completed and returned comment
forms, providing a total of 1,127 com-
ments of relevance to this study.

TRAINING PRIORITY RATINGS FOR
MUNICIPAL AND COUNTY POLICE AGENCIES

8 7.9 AND SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENTS WITH
T 500 OR MORE SWORN PERSONNEL
(n= 869)
7=
o= 56
52 52
E |
= 4
3 3.2
i M 25
2=
1
Common  Detective=  Patrol Intelligence Drug Traffic Other
Juvenile-
Vi
B JOB CATEGORIES
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Figure 4
MUNICIPAL

TRAINING PRIORITY RATINGS FOR
AND COUNTY POLICE AGENCIES WITH FEWER

THAN 500 SWORN PERSONNEL, CITY TRANSIT AND
CITY PORT AUTHORITIES AND OTHER
AGENCIES NOT ELSEWHERE SPECIFIED

70 (n=5,851)

Common  Detective=  Patrol Intelligence Drug Traffic Other
Juvenile-
Vice
JOB CATEGORIES
cies. The most frequently cited com- With regard to drug and narcotics

ment (158 or 29.6 percent of the
agencies returning comment forms)
was that agencies did not have suffi-
cient funds to conduct necessary
training. A related comment cited by
94 (17.6 percent) of the agencies re-
sponding concerned a lack of time for
training. .

Other comments dealing with re-
source-related problems included the
lack of necessary equipment to carry
out effective and efficient operations
(77 agencies or 14.4 percent), the
need to educate public officials re-
garding law enforcement agency
needs for monies (40 agencies or 7.5
percent), and the desire on the part of
46 agencies (8.6 percent) to see the
reestablishment of the Law Enforce-
ment  Assistance  Administration
(LEAA). Programs and equipment
funded by LEAA a decade ago are
now outdated due to the lack of re-
sources following the agency’'s
demise.
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trafficking, 61 (11.4 percent) of the
agencies responded that they were in
need of assistance to suppress effec-
tively this organized criminal activity
within their respective jurisdictions.
These agencies indicated that while
they have experienced some limited

success in their pursuit of street-level
drug dealers, advanced training and
sophisticated equipment and re-
sources would be needed in order to
penetrate criminal enterprises.

Comments from 153 agencies
(28.7 percent) indicated that the
questionnaire appeared to be intend-
ed primarily for large agencies. Nearly
three-fourths (74.5 percent) of the 153
agencies providing this comment em-
ployed fewer than 20 sworn officers.
Although the list of 127 activities used
in the questionnaire was intended to
describe field operation activities in
law enforcement agencies of all types
and sizes, it was necessary to include
activities that deal with highly special-
ized techniques or the use of sophisti-
cated equipment most often found in
the larger agencies.

Conclusion
Extensive analysis revealed that

Figure 5

Common Detective-
Juvenile-
Vice

Patrol

TRAINING PRIORITY RATINGS FOR
SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENTS WITH FEWER THAN
8« 500 SWORN PERSONNEL
73 (n=1,315)

Intelligence  Drug
JOB CATEGORIES

Traffic




“Extensive analysis revealed that the activities given high
training priorities were very similar across all agency sizes

and types.”

Table 3

Activity (Category)

Counsel juvenile (detective/juvenile/vice)
Provide assistance in potential suicide situations, e.g., counsel, comfort,
rescue, etc. (common)
Disseminate information/intelligence to special units, e.g., intelligence,
detective, etc. (intelligence)
Conduct police community relations/crime prevention programs (other)........
Handle juvenile matters (detective/juvenile/vice)
Extricate trapped persons from buildings, vehicles, etc. (patrol) ...........cocc.eeus
Use analytical investigative methods, e.g., link analysis, path analysis,
VIA, etc. (common)
Determine whether incidents are criminal or civil (COMMON)........c..coueueremnens
Identify high-crime area (other)
Develop and maintain control of informants in drug investigations (drug) ......
Use SWAT tactics (common)

* These training priorities are in addition to those shown in table 2.

45

50

53
55
56
58

59
60
62
63
65

Additional Training Priorities for Municipal and County Police Agencies
and Sheriff’s Departments With 500 or More Sworn Personnel* (n=869)

Aﬁ:g? Comparison

SL

SL

MH
AS
SL

SH

SH
SH
SH
SL
SH

Table 4

Activity (Category)

Provide assistance in potential suicide situations, e.g., counsel, comfort,
rescue etc. (common)
Counsel juveniles (detective/juvenile/vice)
Investigate possession with intent to distribute and/or sale of illegally
imported/manufactured controlled substances (drug)...........ocweeusessesmaenns
Develop and maintain control of informants in drug investigations (drug) ......
Handle juvenile matters (detective/juvenile/vice)
Use undercover techniques in drug investigations (drugs)...........ccceeeeiucenes
Conduct police community relations/crime prevention programs (other)........
Photograph and diagram accident scene (traffic)
Provide public assistance in drug abuse education and prevention (drugs) ...
Issue traffic citations/warnings (traffic)
Check security of businesses and residences (common)
Determine whether incidents are criminal or Civil (COMMON).........ccouurueerrccinns
Prepare complaints (common)
Interview drivers/witnesses about motor vehicle accidents (traffic)...
Provide accident scene maintenance/security (traffic)

*These training priorities are in addition to those shown in table 2.

Agency i
g:z v Comparison

Additional Training Priorities for Municipal and County Police Agencies
With Fewer Than 500 Sworn Personnel, City Transit and City Port
Authorities, and Other Agencies Not Elsewhere Specified * (n=5,851)

AS**
AS

** NOTE: The consistency with which the “AS" appears in the comparison column in table 4 is a
result of the high correlation (r=.99) between the responses of the agencies covered by table 4 and
the responses of the group composed of all agencies, regardless of type or size.

the activities given high training prior-
ities were very similar across all
agency sizes and types. Fifty-four ac-
tivities represented 59.3 percent of all
training areas given average or higher
priority ratings. Moreover, the remain-
ing 37 (40.7 percent) activities of av-
erage or higher training priority found
among the four agency clusters also
included some overlap. These 91 ac-
tivities, therefore, represent an appro-
priate focal point for Federal support
of State and local law enforcement
training.

Two high-priority activities warrant
comment at this point. The activity
“handle personal stress” was consist-
ently rated as the number one priority
by all four agency clusters. Stress and
the job burnout syndrome with which
it is often associated are factors af-
fecting performance in all types of
human service organizations. The
feelings of emotional exhaustion
which result sometimes lead to cyni-
cism toward the job and the citizens
served, seriously reducing organiza-
tional effectiveness. However, training
in stress management is becoming
widely available for law enforcement
agencies. It is, therefore, possible that
the high priority rating given this area
is due more to the training being “in
vogue” than to an actual need for in-
creased expertise in coping with
stress. On the other hand, since most
training in this area is offered by
health professionals, the high priority
may reflect the inability of law en-
forcement agencies to pay for training
of this type. Additional research would
be required to resolve these conflict-
ing possibilities.
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“. .. one way to increase the efficient use of financial
resources earmarked for law enforcement training would
be to develop training modules on relevant activity groupings.”

The content analysis of the re-

Table 5 turned comment forms indicates that

Additional Training Priorities for Sheriff's Departments With Fewer Than | budgetary constraints provide an un-
500 Sworn Personnel* (n=1,315) derlying obstacle to providing ade-

quate training for sworn officers in

Activity (Category) “m Comparison | many agencies. Even in cases where

s o~ _ ( " %% i training is provided without cost to
O common) H -

v techp'm?! dwmm 0 N 27 MH agencies, some of the smallest agen
Investigate possession with intent to distribute and/or sale of illegally cies are unable to participate because
imported/manufactured controlled SUBSIANCES (ArUG)................sssssessesesssssees 28 SH of the negative implications of having
Develop and maintain control of informants in drug investigations (drug) ...... 34 SH a critically needed officer away from
Provide assistance in potential suicide situations, e.g., counsel, comfort, the job for extended periods of time.
m,mm)(m) 2 :‘f‘ The continuing need to reduce public
Quell jail disturbances/riots (common) 51 MH spending makes it imperative that
Investigate financial aspects of illegal drug trafficking in order to identify more efficient methods of training the
and seize assets (vehicles, funds, real estate, etc.) acquired as a result law enforcement officer be developed.
OF ) Biokng g . : 04 il The results of this study suggest
Provide public assistance in drug abuse education and prevention (drug)..... 61 AS for which additional emphasis in

Investigate drug smuggling by aircraft, vesseis, mail, etc. (drug) ................ 62 SH areas oo P

Handle juvenile matters (detective/juvenile/vice) 63 sL existing training programs would be
Use reverse undercover techniques in drug investigations (drug).................... 64 SH appropriate. Should particular high pri-
Use SWAT tactics (common) ...... 66 SH ority training activities continue to rate
'"‘;m"’ i A A far high in future surveys, allocation of
Federal resources to support research
*These training priorities are in addition to those shown in table 2. into the most efficient and effective

The activity “carry out first-line | Figure 6
supervision of sworn personnel, in-

cluding planning, organizing, schedul- TRAINING PRIORITY RATINGS FOR

ing, appraising performance, etc.” STATE POLICE/HIGHWAY PATROL AGENCIES
represents a particularly broad duty | °7 (n=2365)

area. The high priority of this item for e

all agencies (14th out of 127 items), e

along with the breadth of the item and
the potential impact of supervision on
agency efficiency and effectiveness,
suggests that at least some aspects
of supervision are probably more im-
portant training areas than indicated
by the data. This area will be exam-
ined in much greater detail using data
provided by law enforcement agen-
cies participating in the second phase 24
of the nationwide law enforcement
training needs assessment. Survey 1
packets for this phase of the study
were mailed to agencies during April
of this year.

]
2

(9]
'y

H
'y

w
2

MEAN ACTIVITY SCORE

on Detective- Patrol Intelhgerx:e‘ Drug Traffic Other
Juvenile-

Vice

JOB CATEGORIES
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Table 6
Additional Training Priorities for State Police/Highway Patrol Agencies*

(n=365)

Activity (Category) Ag:g?' Comparison

Photograph and diagram accident scene (traffic) 33 MH
Use SWAT tactics (common) 34 MH
Extricate trapped persons from buildings, vehicles, etc. (patrol).........ccccueuee 37 MH
Interview drivers/witnesses about motor vehicle accidents (traffic)................. 38 MH
Provide accident scene maintenance/security (traffic) ..........ccocseumecirisnsnians 43 MH
Conduct background/applicant investigations (intelligence) ... 44 MH
Issue traffic citations/warnings (traffic) 45 SH
Investigate drug smuggling by aircraft, vessels, mail, etc. (drug) ........ccceueeee 53 MH
Check for proper registration, driver’s license, vehicle weights, etc. (patrol).. 54 SH
Conduct internal affairs investigations (intelligence) 55 MH
Conduct police community relations/crime prevention programs (other)........ 58 AS
Provide executive/dignitary security/protection (detective/juvenile/vice)....... 59 MH
Control traffic at scene of accident, busy intersection, special events, etc.

(traffic) 60 SH
Quell jail disturbances/riots (common) 64 MH
Inspect for vehicle identification number (VIN) (COMMON)........ocmusmmmemmsnmsnsance 65 MH
Operate radar/VASCAR, etc. equipment (traffic) 67 SH
Investigate possession with intent to distribute and/or sale of illegally

imported/manufactured controlled substances (drug) 70 ML
Administer roadside sobriety tests (traffic) 71 MH
Perform general office functions (other) 72 AS

* These training priorities are in addition to those shown in table 2.

ways to enhance the performance of
sworn law enforcement personnel in
these areas could be warranted. Even
small refinements in training content
and delivery in such widely used law
enforcement activities could result in
tremendous return on research invest-
ment. The nature groupings of activi-
ties and the similarities in training
needs across agency type and size
suggest that one way to increase the
efficient use of financial resources
earmarked for law enforcement train-
ing would be to develop training mod-
ules on relevant activity groupings.
These modules could then be assem-
bled in a variety of combinations to

meet the training needs of various law
enforcement groups. Moreover, newer
technologies, such as video taping
and satellite broadcasting, provide
considerable potential for providing
low cost, onsite training to large num-
bers of law enforcement personnel.
While these newer “state of the art”
options should be examined closely,
careful reviews should also be made
of such approaches as correspond-
ence courses, conventional academy
training, specialized regional and de-
partmental programs, and rolicall
training procedures. FBI

Readers wishing to obtain copies
of the report State and Local Law En-
forcement Training Needs in the
United States, on which this article is
based, may do so by ordering vol. |
(executive report) and/or vol. Il (tech-
nical report) from:

NTIS, 5285 Port Royal Road,
Springfield, Va. 22161
PB84-156298 (vol. 1)

Cost: $8.50 (paper), $4.50
(microfiche)

PB84-156306 (vol. 2)

Cost: $14.50 (paper), $4.50
(microfiche).

The report(s) can also be ob-
tained from:

ERIC Document Reproduction
Service, P.O. Box 190, Arlington,
Va. 22210

ED238884 (vol. 1)

Cost: $5.49 (paper), $1.17
(microfiche)

ED238885 (vol. 2)

Cost: $12.87 (paper), $1.17

(microfiche).
Footnotes
1 The Bi of Education R h, Uni ity of

Virginia, acted as a consultant to the Institutional Research
and Development staff during the survey design, data
collection, and data analysis phases of the study.

2 No attempt is made in this article to describe in
any detail the review of the literature or the methodology
of the study. Readers interested in more information
regarding backg d literature or the develop of job
activities and categories, survey instrument design,
reliability and validity, survey recipients, survey
distribution and return, and data analysis may wish to
obtain a copy of the Technical Report.
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Records

Officer Coded Report Forms

By
OFFICER STEVENG.
DEATON

Planning and Research
Police-Bureau
Portland, Oreg.
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Since 1975, the Integrated Crimi-
nal Apprehension Program (ICAP), de-
veloped by the Law Enforcement As-
sistance Administration (LEAA), has
become increasingly' popular among
police agencies across the country.
ICAP’s success lies in its uncomplicat-
ed approach to effectively. manage
and use police resources. ICAP offers
police -administrators the opportunity
to structure their department oper-
ation based on a model that has
proven successful.

The ICAP concept depends on
the interrelationships® within ~ the
system of 1) crime analysis, 2) a
structured goal-oriented - decisionmak-
ing process, and 3) sound service de-

livery techniques. Basically, ICAP is a-
logic flow designed to enhance the re-

sponsiveness of the patrol operation.
(See fig. 1.) The simplicity of the con-
cept lends itself well-to the day-to-day
operations of many police agencies.

ICAP Logic Flow

Step 1 of the'ICAP logic flow,
data collection, represents the patrol
officer's preliminary investigation. Be-
cause ‘ICAP focuses on' the analysis
of .information collected; the. informa-
tion input-at the first'step. .must be
specific. useful information.” The re-
quirement or responsibility. ‘to“collect
this. information demands. afiew -of-
fense report designed to upgrade the
quality of the information to be gener-
ated.

Most police agencies’ report. writ-_

ing' systems require a rethinking on /

the ‘part of the administrators to
adhere to the ICAP concept. The pri-
mary question is whether the existing
field report forms were designed for
crime analysis or whether they were
merely designed to report the occur-
rence of an event.

~“The second step, analysis, con-

“sists of three component parts—crime

analysis, operations analysis, and in-
telligence analysis. All three compo-
nents -are designed to analyze the
data collected “and Trespond - with
timely and- pertinent information | for'!
use in-day-to-day police operations.| If;,
the information collected is subjective

“or incomplete, the analysis ofthat in-

formation will reflect the inaccuracies
and the credibility of the analysis will
deteriorate. :

To realize the full potential of the -

operation, personnel in the crime'

analysis ‘units must be given quality |

crime information. The ICAP model
suggests a revised offense/incident
report form designed to enhance a
crime analysis unit. The model form
includes possibilities for improving the
quality of data collected and increas-
ing the quality of data analyzed.

It is easy to visualize the benefits

of quality information.-What is not so .

easy to visualize is the need .to
change from subjective.-data collec- .
tion and analysis to objective data col-.

lection ‘and analysis. This transition is. |
paramount to efficient, effective, stra--*

v e

tegic, ‘and tactical management. deci- |

sionmaking.




Chief Ronald R. Still

The third step, planning, is a for-
malized integrated decisionmaking
process by supervisors and adminis-
trators based on the data analysis.
The two types of decision categories
suggested within the model are strate-
gic decisions and tactical decisions.
Strategic decisions are policy-orient-
ed—tactical decisions usually involve
short term allocation of resources.

The fourth step, service delivery,
includes crime-related activities, crisis
intervention, and order maintenance.
The deployment decisions for these
three activities are influenced by many
factors, such as resources, analysis,
communication, priorities, etc. Without
good data input, the service delivery
output will suffer.

The ICAP model can be a model
for agency advancement well into the
future. The catalyst for future ad-
vancement is a redesigned report
system which, under the ICAP con-
cept, focuses attention on the crime
analysis unit. With detailed objective
information, the analysis function can
serve as a liaison within an agency to
pull all units into the mainstream of
police service.

The characteristic ICAP model
places emphasis on detailed suspect
descriptions and/or suspect method-
of-operation profiles using a “decision
box” format. Decision boxes lend
themselves well to objective data col-
lection. From a crime analysis unit
perspective, crime profiles require
specific objective data capture. There
are, of course, several formats that
can be used to record crime analysis
information on a report form. Each de-
partment must decide which format is
best for them.

Our department requires that the
following information be included on
its report forms:

1) Type of premises where the
crime was committed;

2) Method and point of entry of
suspect;

3) Instrument and force used by
the suspect;

4) Location of the victim at the time
of the crime;

5) Location of the property when
stolen;

6) Type of property stolen;

7) Unusual actions, methods,
speech of suspect; and

Figure 1

Step 1 Step 2

ICAP MODEL - FUNCTIONAL LOGIC FLOW "

Step 3 Step &

| DATA CoLLECTION 1 AwaLYsis | ——{ PLANNING |——{ SERVICE DELIVERY |

FEED BACK

* ICAP Program Implementation Guide, February, 1978
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“The . . . ICAP model places emphasis on detailed suspect
descriptions and/or suspect method-of-operation profiles
using a ‘decision box’ format.”

8) Suspect description/information.

The first administrative step is to
decide what data the agency is actu-
ally seeking from these information re-
quirements. Second, administrators
must decide what they can add or
subtract from the new list of data ele-
ments to enhance crime analysis.
Third, administrators must decide how
to format the new information require-
ments—decision box (forced choice)
or fill-in information.

The Simi Valley, Calif., Police De-
partment has developed an ICAP-re-
lated crime report. (See fig. 2.) The
crime analysis information is precoded
and has a checkbox design format,
whenever possible, in order to reduce
report preparation time. This system
allows for easy entry during records
processing. The type of data elements
under the general crime analysis head-
ings should be particular to the specific
crime-related problems an agency and
community are experiencing.

Subject Description

The suspect description section
on ICAP-related forms is the hallmark
of the crime analysis orientation. Gen-
eral suspect description categories
are used for descriptive areas such
as:

1) Hair length;

2) Hair style;

3) Facial hair;

4) Complexion;

5) General appearance;
6) Demeanor;

7) Speech;

8) Voice;

9) Face;
10) Glasses;
11) Tattoos/scars;
12) Weapon type;
13) Weapon description; and
14) Clothing description.

18 / FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin

These general categories are de-
fined by generalized descriptors de-
signed for rapid sorting in crime analy-
sis. They are arranged in checkbox
fashion on the crime or incident report.
This design allows for both easy report
preparation and processing of reports
and aids in the collection of suspect
information that is easily forgotten on
a strictly fill-in box form. The suspect
descriptors common to all police
report forms are still, and probably
always will be, in fill-in spaces. No
one has identified a better method for
collecting race, sex, height, weight,
build, hair color, eye color, date of
birth, and age descriptors. ICAP only
expands the suspect descriptors for
enhanced investigations and detailed
analysis.

Good data collection will prove
useful only if the mechanisms for
processing, analysis, and retrieval are
present and timely. The ICAP model
offers police agencies the tools to de-
velop the logic flow necessary to en-
hance patrol responsiveness. When
adopting the ICAP logic, police agen-
cies must not neglect the required
commitment to crime analysis.

The arrest report is not ad-
dressed specifically by ICAP. It is con-
sidered a complement to the crime or
incident report. Besides the necessary
booking information requirements, the
data elements on the arrest report
should be consistent with crime analy-
sis information requirements. This will
allow manual or computer searches
and matches on an arrested person’s
characteristics and outstanding sus-
pect descriptions.

Another method for collecting
crime analysis information involves
the use of a separate coding sheet.
The Eugene, Oreg., Police Depart-
ment has probably the best crime

analysis unit in the State. Based on
ICAP philosophy and Eugene innova-
tion, the department has expanded
crime analysis information require-
ments to include victim and suspect
actions and vehicle classifications.
The basic information is collected on
the incident report. When the situation
being investigated warrants, the analy-
sis information is collected on a sepa-
rate coding sheet. (See fig. 3.)

There are both advantages and
disadvantages to the coding sheet
system of data collection. The key is
to develop a method of data collec-
tion that works well for all local users.
Although the coding system designed
by participating ICAP agencies is a
good one, unless the information col-
lected is useful within the crime analy-
sis orientation, it is futile to require
report writers to complete the form.

Our department has developed a
different method of data collection
well within the ICAP philosophy but
unique to gathering coded informa-
tion. Report forms are in tablet form
with coding sheet overlays. The report
writer merely transfers a series of
numbers corresponding to crime anal-
ysis information from the coding sheet
to the report form before removing it
from the tablet. (See fig. 4.) There
are, of course, advantages and disad-
vantages to this method of data col-
lection. This method requires a heavy
reliance on the automated processing
system to decode, sort, and file the
collected crime analysis information.

The data requirements necessary
to fulfill ICAP philosophy are similar
from agency to agency. The subtle
differences in report form design
manifest themselves in local informa-
tion requirements and in the local ad-
ministrators’ law enforcement orienta-
tion.




CRIME REPORT SIMI VALLEY POLICE DEPARTMENT GRID|BEAT|3 CASE NUMBER
NCIC/CIl CA 05609 3200 COCHRAN STREET 583-6950 PAGE. sionice M 114
4 CODE SECTION/DESCRIPTION 5 CLASSIFICATION [OCCURRED MONTH/DAY/YEAR TIME 7 DAY
—_Misd ___Person 6 FROM
—_Fel — Property
10 LOCATION OF OFFENSE CITY STATE ZIP 9 DAY

OCCURRED MONTH/DAY/YEAR TIME
8 TO

CODE: V - VICTIM W — WITNESS R — REPORTING PARTY P — PARENT (S — SUSPECT — ON BACK OF REPORT ONLY)
VICTIM |12 NAME (Last, First, Middle, Gen)/FIRM NAME AKA RACE|SEX [15 HT 16 WT [17 HAIR 18 DOB 19 AGE
11 13 14
20 RESIDENCE ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP How long[22 RESIDENCE PHONE
bl
23 BUSINESS NAME ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP 24 BUSINESS PHONE
25 OCCUPATION [DAYS OFF [WORK HRS[28 INTERPRETER REQUIRED/LANGUAGH?29 RELATIONSHIP TO 30 OPERATOR'S LIC NO/STATE
26 27 O O VICTIM No —
YES NO SUSPECT No

VICTIM'S ACTIVITY AT TIME OF OFFENSE 32 PHYSICAL CONDITION OF VICTIM

33 VICTIMS VEH LIC NO/STATE| 34 VEHICLE YEAR MAKE MODEL BODY STYLE

35 TOP cou.oTa" 36 BOTTOM CLR

-——q

37 VIN NUMBER |38 OTHER CHARACTERISTICS (i.e., T/C Damage, Unique Marks or Paint, Etc.)

39 CODE[40 NAME (Last, First, Middle, Gen)/F IRM NAME AKA RACE[SEX [43 HT | 44 WT |45 HAIR| 46 DOB 47 AGE
a1 a2
48 RESIDENCE ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIP How long| 50 RESIDENCE PHONE
a9
51 BUSINESS NAME ADDRESS cITY STATE 2ZIP 52 BUSINESS PHONE
53 OCCUPATION|[DAYS OFF [WORK HRS[56 INTERPRETER REQUIRED/LANGUAGE|57 RELATIONSHIP TO 68 OPERATOR'S LIC NO/STATE
54 55 0 0 VICTIM No
YES S SUSPECT No
59 60 : g
PLACE OF [J 1. Structure [ a. street/Alley [0 99. OTHER |pescRIPTION OF [ 1. Residential [ 4. Recreational  [] 99. OTHER
ATTACK: D 2. Vehicle D 5. Lot/Park/Yard SURROUNDINGS: D 2. Business D 5. Institutional

D 3. School

61 DOLLAR 1.OSS 10 TARGET

[J 6. Open Space

63 SPECIFIC TARGET OF ARSON

D 6. Construction Site D 3. Industrial

62 OCCUPANCY

[ occuriep

O unoccurieD

[J ABANDONED/VACANT

STRUCTURE 1

STRUCTURE 2

68 POINT OF ENTRY

72 METHOD OF ENTRY

73 SUSPECT ACTIONS

64 NON-RESIDENTIAL 66 RESIDENTIAL [J 0. Unknown T 0 Unkngwo [ 0. unknown [0 23.Took Victim's Vehicle
1 VN Canvenionee (3 1.. Soi Family Res. | B3 1- Front 513 Arrempt Only e Multiple Suspects [J 24.Disabled Telephone
[0 2. Drug/Medical O 2. Apw/Condo O 2. R.ear [ 2. Bodily Force O 2. vandalized [ 25.Suspect Armea
[ 3. Enterrainment/Rec [0 3. Duplex [ 3. sice [ 3. Boit Cutter [0 3. Ransacked [0 26.shut Otf Power
185 B ast Eooa Ela. Aotei/Morsl [J 4. Ground Level C1 4. Brick/Rock [J 4. smoked on Premises [J 27.8ound/Gagged Victim
[] 5. Financial Inst [ 5. Mobile Home [ 5. Upper Level [ 5. Channel Lock [ 5. Ate/Drank on Premises [J 28.uUsed Demand Note
(] 6. Gas station [J 99.0THER [J 6. Door Cl's. Doggie'DBor [0 6 Detecated n 29‘&.;( Property in Bag
0 7. industriat [J 7. window [ 7. Hid in Building [J 7. Matches for Light [0 30.Ripped/Cut Clothing
Os. /v 67 TARGETS [J 8. Stiding Door [0 8. Key or Siip Lock [ 8. Alarm Disabled [J 31.Used Victim's Name
[0 9. Restaurant/Bar O 1. Artic [0 9. Ductor Vent [ 9. No Force [J 9. Knew Location of Cash [ 32.Molested Victim
C3 10.Retwit Comm O 2. sasement [ 10.Ad) Building O 10.Pipe wrench [ 10.Setective in Loot [ 33.Unusual Odor
[ 11.Retail Service [J 3. Bathroom [ 11.Roof 0 11.Piiers [ 11.Took Only Stereo/TV [ 34.Masturbated
O 12.School [ 4. Bedroom [J 12.Fi00r O 12.pry Bar [J 12.Took Only Money [J 35.Struck Vietim
O 13.churen [J 5. D:ning Room O 13.wan O 13.Puncn [0 13.Took Only Concealables [ 36.Partially Disrobed
[0 99.0THER [J 6. Family Room [ 14.Garage [ 14.5aw/Burn/Oriti [J 14.Used Victim’s Tools [J 37.Fully Disrobed
[0 7. Garage/Carport [ 15.Basement [ 15.Screwdriver [ 15. Vehicle Needed [ 38.8tindfolded Victim

65 TARGETS [ 8. Kitchen [] 99.0THER D 16. Tape/Wire D 16.Unoccupled Building D 39.Made Threats
[J 1. cash Register/Drawer| [J 9 Living Room 69 POINT OF EXIT [ 17.Tire tron 3 17.0ccupied Building [J a0.HBD
[ 2. customer (] 10.storage Area [ 18.Window Smashed [J 18.Prepared Exit 0 a1.uio
[ 3. Display 1tems [} 11.wash Room —_— -— [0 19.wWindwing [J 19.intlicted Injury 42, Demanded Money
[J 4. owner/Empioyee [J 99.0THER 70 ALARM SYSTEM ] 99.0THER [0 20.Forced Victim to Move [ 43.Fired weapon
[ s. sate/sox [0 21.Used Lookout Driver [J 99.0THER
[] 6. Vending Machine 0 ves O no [J 22. Threatened Retatiation
(] 99.0THER 71 TYPE OF ALARM
74 SOLVABILITY FACTORS Y — YES N — NO 75

Y N Y N Y N INVOLVED JUVENILE: CODE______

1. Suspect Arrested 5. Witness to Crime 9. Stolen Property Traceable PARENT NOTIFIED: [] ves [J ~no
2, Suspect Named 6. Suspect Described 10. Significant Trademark Present

77 DATE/TIME REPORTED

78 DATE/TIME OF REPORT

79 REPORTING OFFICER/ID NO/DIV/UNIT |

3. Suspect Can Be Located 7. Suspect Vehicle Described 11. Significant Physical Evidence DATE/TIME =
4, Suspect Can Be Identified 8. Crime Scene Processed 12. Further Investigation BY
76 coPIESTO: [ pet [JcAau [ONarc [dProb [Jouww [Ocu [ officer [ watch Commander OJoTHER

80 APPROVED BY/ID NO
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PAT | PRO | PER | PAT | DET
CcHIEF
| Ao | 4 | o | acm INCIDENT REPORT RELATED REPORTS
paoe | Las | am |came m o EUGENE POLICE DEPARTMENT £ tncident Page of
W O Accident 2. Case Number
CITY | DIST | MUN | JUV | TRAF | L [ Custody
TTY | ATTY| CAT | cAT |EnaR O Citation
case [ caim 3. Locati O prop./E 2. Grd 5. Source
FIRE | uamT ?m.v cor Gk [ Supplemental { ]
Other 6. Rept. Date I 7. Time Ii. Occurred Date 9. Time Seq. ¥
to to
V | 10. Name First Middle Airs # 11. bOB 12.Race/Sex| 13.Work Hours
D
=
e 14. Res. Address City State | Zip 15. Res. Phone 16. Occupation/School/Type of Business
Q
>| 17. Bus. Address City State | Zip 18, Bus. Phone 19. Injured 20. Where Taken 21. NOT
Yes (I CONT'D
. I 22. Name First Middle Airs ¥ 23. DOB ]24.Race/$ex|25.Work Hours
i [26. Address City rSlale Zip 27. Res. Phone 28. Bus. Phone 29. Relationship
w
~
‘Ei ] 30. Name First Middle Airs # 31. DOB 32.Race/Sex| 33. Work Hours
o
8 34. Address City Isme Zip 35. Res. Phone 36. Bus. Phone 137. Relationship
Ostolen [Suspect Towed| > > 38. VIN # 39. Value
Ovict. Oroc Oinv. | veno| & | AIRs | LEDS | NCic |REG | & | AIRS | LEDS | NCIC | REG
z [ ao0. 41. Lic. # State [ Exp.Yr. ‘ Type [ Veh.Yr. [ Make Model Style
9 Color (Top) (Solid or Bottom) L |
-
§ 01 black 05 green 08 tan 42, 1 keys in vehicle 1 delinquent payments 1 sticker in window SPECIAL
x| 02 blue lime beige 2 not driveable 2 rust/primer spots 2 sticker/decal on bumper VEHICLE
o aqua olive 09 white 3 stereo tape 3 level altered 3 sticker/decal on body FEATURES
li & turquoise 06 grey & cream 4 CB radio 4 decorative ?aim 4 painted inscription on body
< brown silver 10 yellow 5 special antenna 5 damage to front ST LTI ST
w bronze 07 red 11 orange 6 vinyl top 6 damage to rear EURTHEBIDESCRIETION.OFE MARKED ITEMS
v copper pink gold 7 loud muffler 7 damage to right |ycp | 43
Q| 04 purple maroon 12 unknown 8 custom wheels 8 damage to left
5 44, Reg. Owner Name First Middle Airs # 45, Phone
>
46. Address City i smelzm 47. DOB 48. Notified Date/Time |49. By Whom 1.D.¥#
= 50. Name First Middle Airs # 51. DOB/Age 52. AKA
o
é 53. Address City State 54.Race/Sex Ht. Wwt. Hair Eyes 55.Photo- 56.Compo-
o graph YesO site Yeso
£ [57. Clothing Description
g | [ 58. Name First Middle Airs # 59. DOB/Age 60. AKA ]
b3
: 61. Address City State 62.Race/Sex Ht. wt. Hair Eyes 63.Photo- 64.Compo-
g graph Yeso site Yesno
2 ['65. Ciothing Description
Susp.¥ MARK ALL THAT APPLY (01-03) SCARS/MARKS/TATTOOS (03)
1 MISC. (01) 1 2 MISC. (02) Item Susp. #1 Susp. #2 Location
1 1 black or dk. clothes 1 1 right handed unk/none 0 0 0 unknown
2 2 heavy coat 2 2 left handed names/initials 1 1 1 head/neck
3 3 gloves 3 3 obvious wig mom/mother/love 2 2 2 shoulder/bicep
4 4 bandages/cast 4 4 effeminate heart & dagger 3 3 3 forearm/hand
5 5 freckles 5 5 squint military insignia 4 4 4 fingers
6 6 acne 6 6 crosseyed misc. pictures 5 5 5 leg
7 7 profane/abusive 7 7 limp missing extremity 6 6 6 chest/stomach
8 8 apologetic/polite 8 8 poss. mental scar (lg.) (sm.) 7 7 7 back
birthmark 8 8 8 other
Susp.# General Susp.¥ Susp.#¥ Susp.¥ Susp.¥ Susp.¥
1 2 Appearance (04) 2 Build (05) 1 2 Complexion (06) Hair (07) 1 2 HairStyle (08) 1 2 Speech (09)
0 0 unknown 0 0 unknown 0 0 unknown 0 0 unknown 0 0 unknown 0 0 unknown
1 1 well dressed 1 1 slight 1 1 light-pale 1 1 short 1 1 straight 1 1 normal
2 2 casual 2 2 medium 2 2 medium 2 2 collar 2 2 wavy 20 & 1soft
3 3 dirty/ragged 3 3 heavy 3 3 dark 3 3 shoulder 3 3 curly 3 3 raspy
4 4 mod/unusual clothes| 4 4 muscular 9 9 other 4 4 verylong 4 4 Dbraided 4 4 deep
5 5 uniform 9 9 other 5 5 balding/bald 5 5 afro 5 5 high
9 9 other 9 9 other 9 9 other 9 9 other
Susp, Susp.¥ Susp.¥ Susp.¥ 66. Additional Information
1 Facial Hair (10) 1 2 Glasses (11) 1 2 Teeth (12) 1 2 Mask (13) scD
unknown 0 0 unknown 0 0 unknown 0 0 wunknown
I 1 none 1 1 none 1 1 normal 1 1 none
2 2 mustache only 2 2 plain wire frame 2 2 gold/silver 252 ki
3 3 stubble only 3 3 plain plastic frame 3 3 missing 3 3 stocking
4 4 beard 4 4 sunglasses—wire fr. 4 4 very white 4 4 kerchief
5 5 sideburns 5 5 sunglasses—plastic fr. 5 5 decayed/dirty 9 9 other
9 9 other 9 9 other 9 9 other
67. Reporting Officer L.D.¥ 68. Reporting Officer 1.D.¥ 69. Date & Time Prepared 70. Approved By LD.¥
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corlEs [CASE NUMBER REFER CASE NUMBER[ACCOMPANYING REPORTS: :
PORTLAND POLICE BUREAU ACCOMPANY NG RED: Crime
Ooer INCIDENT REPORT QSPECIAL  _ RCPT. i
CLASSIFICATION DATE/TIME REPORTED  |DATE/TIME OCCURRED 10
COcau ] #
[Jcentral [TYPE ACTIVITY |LOCATION OF OCCURRENCE N
O Radio O Phone @
[OEeast St 24
ONE SENTENCE SUMMARY OF INCIDENT
[CINorth 28
Orer PERSONS| V-Victim C-Complainant R/0-Registered Owner W-Witness P-Parent F-Firm Name {Gon0.""°™ { L
Code{NAME: LAST FIRST MIDDLE Sex [Race|DOB
CoAa
HOME ADDRESS HOME PHONE
Oovo .
Oio BUSINESS/SCHOOL ADDRESS WORK HOURS BUSINESS PHONE
OProp Rm)
Code[NAME: LAST FIRST MIDDLE |CRN "|sex |Race|DOB s
[JCrime :
Prev, >
Qintelt HOME ADDRESS HOME PHONE
6.
DE.‘,‘.,'&',,. [BUSINESS/SCHOOL ADDRESS WORK HOURS BUSINESS PHONE
H Code|NAME: LAST FIRST MIDDLE|CRN "iSex |Race|DOB 7
- ;
HOME ADDRESS HOME PHONE
O
8
O BUSINESS/SCHOOL ADDRESS WORK HOURS BUSINESS PHONE
2] - =
SUSPECTS A&B| M-Missing R-Runaway D-Deceased e AU sHects Y N [w
O Code|NAME CRN Sex |Racd DOB/AGE
! %
O 3
HT [wT HAIR EvslADoness PHONE 12 Custody |—
O Y N
- OTHER DESCRIPTION (FACIAL HAIR, CLOTHING, ETC.) e
1A
(] Code|NAME CRN Sex |Race|DOB/AGE
O : | 18
HT |[WT HAIR [EYES|ADDRESS PHONE In Custody
O ViiN 12A
OTHER DESCRIPTION (FACIAL HAIR, CLOTHING, ETC.)
COMPUTER 128
ENTRY
VEHICLE[ S-Stolen U-Unauthorized Use R-Recovered L-Locate A-AbandonedT-Towed V-Victim's Veh. SP-Suspect Veh. |
O person [Code [LICENSE NUMBER State | Year |Type |[VIN STLN/RECD VALUE =
OFR Year | MAKE MODEL STYLE COLOR 1A
O venicle
Deliq. Keys in | Theft Permission| Body 7 5 3 1 Transmission |[CHARGE/CITE NO. e
Payments|Vehicle |Ins. Given Damage 0O Standard
OPR Y N Y N|Y N Y N|Y N|8 4 2 O Auto oA
Ccrime [TOWED BY/TOWED TO [DDept. Req.|HOLD REASON UNIT & PERSON NOTIFIED
%
|OPrivate Ra.|N 158
D:Pn ORS 162375 SECTION 212 INITIATING A FALSE REPORT (1) A PERSON COMMITS THE CRIME OF INITIATING A FALSE REPORT IF HE [iea
op KNOWINGLY INITIATES A FALSE ALARM OR REPORT WHICH IS TRANSMITTED TO A FIRE DEPARTMENT. LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY OR
OTHER ORGANIZATION THAT DEALS WITH EMERGENCIES INVOLVING DANGER TO LIFE OR PROPERTY (2) INITIATING A FALSE REPORT ISA -2
CLASS C MISDEMEANOR
OPR 0
J Book O | UNDERSTAND THAT | AM LIABLE FOR ALL TOWING AND STORAGE S
COSTS INCURRED DURING THE RECOVERY OF THIS VEHICLE O | WILL TESTIFY AS A WITNESS AGAINST THE DEFENDANT WHEN o
HE/SHE IS CHARGED WITH A CRIME =
RELEASED PROPERTY/VEHICLE TO c
OPR <
THE NAMED CHILD (ADULT) IS PRESENTLY A RUNAWAY (MISSING) @
AND | REQUEST THAT HE/SHE BE TAKEN INTO CUSTODY FOR THEIR SIGNATURE OF PERSON REPORTING THE INCIDENT ]
OWN PROTECTION
Physical Force Used Identification Division Follow-up Crime Prev. Info Outside agency Which one:
by Police? Y N notified? N required? Vil desired? v N notified Y N
REPORTING OFFICER(S) BPST Prec/Div | RIT/Sht !Assn/Dis! Reviewed By PAGE
! OoF
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ICAP is not a panacea. It is, how-
ever, a model of a “big picture” of a
police agency operation. Interested
agencies will be able to find numerous
articles and reference manuals detail-
ing ICAP operations. The success of
the program will be measured in
terms of an administrator's commit-
ment to the crime analysis philosophy
espoused by ICAP and to the devel-
opment of a crime reporting system
which enhances data collection, colla-
tion, analysis, and dissemination in
the most effective and efficient
manner.

The officer coded report forms
developed through ICAP research and
modified by the Portland Police
Bureau can be the catalyst, among
other things, for advancement into the
high-tech environment. As police reli-
ance on computer systems becomes
more commonplace, a method of data
collection and analysis must be adopt-
ed in order to ensure maximum use of
available police resources. The offi-
cer coded report forms offer police
administrators this assurance, plus
several other benefits, including:

1) Decrease in interpretation errors
between report writer and report
processor;

2) Decrease in report preparation
time;

3) Decrease in report processing
time;

4) Decrease in collection of
repetitive, subjective information;

5) Increase in report accuracy;

6) Increase in ease of data
retrieval;

7) Increase in intraagency
communication;

8) Increase in life of the report
forms—decrease in forms
maintenance; and

9) Increase in dollar savings
associated with the report writing
system.
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e T o M.O. CODING SHEET
asw | asw | asw | snr | aow EUGENE POLICE DEPARTMENT
Toe | [T inciaent
wnor | Lan [ am fcame! UC | cis
- s
ATry | Arve| Sa | Sav | enn | wvo | 3 Cocation g ot
= =~ 2. Case Number
rme | Gase [ camt | oo, [Special Routing
METHOD OF ENTRY (01) POINT OF ENTRY (02) TARGET (03) INSTRUMENT/TOOL USED (04)
0 unk/none 0 unk/none 0 unknown 0 unk/none
1 hid in bidg. 1 door (front, back, sliding) 1 commercial house 1 brute force
2 unlocked 2 window (front, back) (hotel/rest/motel) 2 pry bar under %"
3 broke glass 3 louvered window ; service :.l::;::\‘m' 3 pryber %" Sover
4 cutglass 4 roof (hole) Lo 4 glass cutter
2 4 other retail store " o
§ pried/jimmied 5 roof (vent/duct/AC) 5 single res/duplex S pliers/vics grips
6 drilled 6 exterior wall 6 spertment 6 rock/brick
7 twisted knob 7 adjoining wall 7 financial inst 7 hammer/sledge/axe
a3 8 cut/broke lock 8 garage B street 8 key
= 9 other 9 other 9 other 9 other
k=3
5 ALARM (05) VICTIM LOCATION (06) VICTIM ACTIVITY (07) WEAPON (08) SOLICITED/OFFERED (09)
= | 0 unk/none 0 unknown 0 unknown 0 unk/none 0 unk/none
& 1 inoperative 1 present 1 working 1 revolver 1 tood/drink/candy
o 2 power cut 2 funeral 2 sleeping 2 auto pistol 2 assistance
» 3 phone line cut 3 wedding 3 opening bus. 3 rifle 3 money
5 4 other by-pass 4 work 4 closing bus. 4 shotgun 4 sex
w 5 trip & return 5 school § arriving home 5 pocket knife 5 drugs
3 6 activated 6 sport event 6 shopping 6 sheath knife 6 phone
v 9 other 7 moving 7 at home 7 club 7 ride
5 8 out of town 8 jog/running 8 simulated 8 light/match/cigs
= 9 other 9 other 9 other 9 other
MAJOR ELEMENTS (10) CRIME ELEMENTS #1 (11) CRIME ELEMENTS #2 (12)
0 unk/none 1 burglarized last 12 mo. 1 electronics egpt. inv.
1 shoplift/theft inv. 2 admitted stranger last 7 days 2 money or jewelry inv.
2 prostitution inv 3 unusual calls last 7 days 3 liquor or drugs inv.
3 purse snatch 4 house vacant/under const. 4 documents inv.
possible sex motive B vioxianistes .
3 i & 6 :cm‘!mll»ﬁllreurded viet.
6 safe involved € neat prow! o / 2
a. removed d.burned g floor safe 7 crime not completed 7 intoxicated victim
b.punched e drilled  h. unlocked 8 latent prints found 8 inside knowledge likely
c. peeled f. blown 1. used comb.
9 other
SUSPECT'S ACTIONS #3 (13) SUSPECT'S ACTIONS #4 (14) SUSPECT'S ACTIONS #5 (15)
1 made victim lie down 1 ripped/cut clothes 1 bound victim with: 1. tape b. rope c. belt
2 took victim to rest room 2 took victim’s clothes d. clothing e. phone cord 1. other
= 3 forced victim into vehicle 3 raped more than once 2 taped mouth/gagged victim
= 4 forced victim to disrobe 4 ejaculated 3 covered victim’s face
- § had victim put money in bag § unable to achieve erection 4 brought sack or rope
> 6 had victim tie up others 6 oral sodomy 5 telephoned victim
g 7 forced victim to rear of bidg. 7 unnatural sex acts 6 disabled phone
< 8 made victim open safe 8 masturbated 7 fired gun
: 8 cased building
x 4, Trademarks
F| SUSPECT'S ACTIONS #1 (16) SUSPECT'S ACTIONS #2 (17)
4 1 used lookout 1 used matches
< 2 other sccomplice 2 turned lights on/off 5. Exact Words of Suspect
= 3 used stolen veh. 3 ate/drank on premises
< 4 used note 4 used victim's tools L
= § did not speak 5 fleft tools at scene
6 knew victim's name 6 left other articles
7 threatened harm/ 7 defecated s
kidnap others 8 used tape
8 took hostage
[Aaaditional Tnformation
6. Reporting Officer T.0.# | 7. Reporting Officer 1.0.#| 8. Date & Time Prepared [ - Avproved By T .0a

ICAP has successfully developed
the method by which generalized
crime analysis information can be
used to enhance a police agency’'s
operation. Now ICAP is experiencing a
resurgence of interest as evidenced
by the adoption of officer coded,
crime analysis-oriented report forms
among many small to medium-sized
police departments.

The collection of the generalized
crime analysis information has now
experienced change based not only
on the resurgence of ICAP interest
but also the growing reliance on com-
puter systems to aid in the crime anal-
ysis function. The Portland Police Bu-

reau’s officer coded report forms rep-
resent all the advantages ICAP logic
offers, but their forms have taken the
ICAP logic one more step into the
future. Portland’s officer coded forms
have incorporated the necessary
changes into the crime analysis func-
tion caused by growing police reliance
on computer systems and have al-
lowed for agency growth (both antici-
pated and unanticipated). The design
of Portland’s forms satisfies the basic
ICAP logic within the participating
agency and promotes ICAP’s contin-
ued success through better communi-
cation within the criminal justice
system.

FBI




Crime Resistance

“During my stay in the United
States | have seen the inhabitants of
a country where a serious crime had
been committed spontaneously form-
ing committees with the object of
catching the criminal and handing him
over to the courts.”! This could be a
visitor's description of the formation of
a Crime Stoppers program. Actually,
these words were written by Alexis
DeTocqueville in his monumental
work, Democracy in America, describ-
ing America as he saw it during the
1830’s.

This is indicative of a long tradi-
tion of citizen involvement in law en-
forcement, which is crucial to the
function of the entire criminal justice
process. Brent and Rossum suggest
the importance of this participation in
their book, Police, Criminal Justice
and the Community: “It is the citizen
who initiates the process by reporting
crime, acting as a witness and accus-
er; they are the major source of infor-
mation.”2 Crime Stoppers is a pro-
gram which exemplifies this tradition
and fits well into the dynamics of
communities large and small.

Crime Stoppers, Crime Solvers,
Silent Witness—few have not heard
these names. Some will say, “Isn’t
that one of those reward programs?”
or “That's the crook of the week
club.” The fact that the name is rec-
ognized is noteworthy, since the con-
cept itself was developed only 8 years
ago. To have reached this level of
recognition, now international in
scope, should be the envy of anyone
in marketing.

Still, there are those more familiar
with Crime Stoppers who are no less
knowledgeable. Shortly after becom-
ing coordinator of our Crime Stoppers
program, | received a call from a man
who was quite irate. He just viewed
our “Crime of the Week” dramatiza-
tion on television and had a com-

CRIME STOPPERS

4

Participation May Be

the R

ea

| Payoff

By
DET. KENNETH L. FERRELL

Coordinator
Crime Stoppers
Wichita, Kans.

“. . . Crime Stoppers offers
a method of compiling information
which can significantly reduce
investigative time as well as positively affect
morale and personnel requirements.”
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Detective Ferrell
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plaint. The particular case he saw de-
picted a residential burglary, during
which the victim surprised the burglar.
As the hapless victim entered his
house, the burglar shot at him. In an
attempt to recreate the incident as it
occurred, at approximately 3:00 a.m.,
it was taped after dark at the original
crime scene. As a consequence, the
silhouettes and muzzle flash were all
that could be seen. The caller’'s com-
plaint was, “How in the hell do you
expect me to be able to identify them
if | can’t see their faces.” He obvious-
ly missed the point!

To say the success of Crime
Stoppers is built solely on offering re-
wards for information may be missing
the point as well. Crime Stoppers is
certainly more than a reward pro-
gram. Several factors separate Crime
Stoppers from similar programs and
contribute to its viability.

We live in an information society.
Information is bought and sold as a
commodity, along with the hardware
to process it. To the police officer, the
buying and selling of information is
nothing new, and the importance of
information to successful law enforce-
ment cannot be overemphasized. In a
1981 T7ime magazine article, Judge
William H. Webster, Director of the
FBI, called it “the most important part
of law enforcement.”® The knottiest
part of the problem has been finding a
way of obtaining this information.

Crime Stoppers is a program born
out of the frustration police officers
have long experienced in dealing with
this problem. It consists of adding to
the mixture of anonymity and cash re-
wards the elements of media and
community involvement. Looking at
the phenomenal success of the pro-
gram leaves little doubt of the impor-
tance of this partnership involving the
police, the news media, and the com-
munity.

Crime Stoppers offers a new
wrinkle in dealing with crime, and the
statistics are impressive. Over 420
programs have reported to the Albu-
querque-based Crime Stoppers Inter-
national. Successes include 50,637
felony cases solved and the recovery
of $207,651,965 in stolen property
and confiscated drugs, with an ac-
companying 97-percent conviction
rate. These facts speak well to both
the accuracy of the information and
the effectiveness of the departments
who use it. However, while the statisti-
cal production of these programs is
impressive, it is doubtful they alone
make a case for police involvement.
The program is inherently practical—a
more important motivating factor.

A program such as this has the
potential to generate tremendous
amounts of information regarding
criminal activity. With budgetary con-
straints a fact of life, Crime Stoppers
offers a method of compiling informa-
tion which can significantly reduce in-
vestigative time as well as positively
affect morale and personnel require-
ments. It has been cost-effective in
cites as large as Houston, Tex.,
(which solves one case for every 2.3
hours of operation) and in communi-
ties of under 100,000, such as Jack-
son, Tenn., (which solves one case
for every 12.99 hours of operation).

A second motivating factor is the
community relations value of the pro-
gram. Right or wrong, a police depart-
ment's effectiveness is often meas-
ured by the crime rate and subse-
quent clearance rates. Crime Stop-
pers provides a vehicle to accent




“Crime Stoppers . . . consists of adding to the mixture of
anonymity and cash rewards the elements of media and
community involvement.”

police successes as well as inform
the community regarding a particular
crime problem. It is also an excellent
method of providing crime prevention
tips. There is a reward which comes
to the police for their support of Crime
Stoppers; the objective results en-
hance its image in the role of a crime-
fighting organization. On a more sub-
jective level, the program opens lines
of communication between the police
and the community, which may be the
most important spinoff.

Media participation is a signifi-
cant reason for the success of this
program. Criminal activity is a daily
subject of media attention. Crime
Stoppers offers the opportunity to play
a different role, one aimed at the solu-
tion of a serious community problem.
The factor here becomes public serv-
ice, a responsibility keenly felt in this
institution. KAKE television, the sta-
tion associated with the program in
Wichita, Kans., conducted a survey of
its news product during July 1983.
KAKE discovered that Crime Stoppers
was identified as the most significant
public service project with which it
was involved. It appears the media’s
reward for involvement also comes in
a highly valued form.

Crime Stoppers is more than a
program which pays cash rewards for
information. While the payment of re-
wards and the offering of anonymity
are the foundations upon which the
program is built, there are other fac-
tors at work. Crime Stoppers provides
rewards to organizations, institutions,
and citizens who constitute the pro-
gram. Crime Stoppers helps to facili-
tate citizen involvement in the way
DeTocqueville spoke of some 130
years ago.

As successful as Crime Stoppers
programs have been, the surface has
only been scratched. Agencies across
the country are failing to benefit from
this lucrative investigative aid, primari-
ly because of a lack of information.
Crime Stoppers International has re-
cently published the second edition of
the Crime Stoppers Manual. This 250-
page manual is a source book for
those interested in beginning a pro-
gram. The nine chapters include infor-
mation on how to start a program, the
board of directors, the police coordi-
nator, fundraising, Crime Stoppers
and the law, the role of the media,
ethics and morality, statewide pro-
grams, and Crime Stoppers U.S.A.,
Inc., as well as a directory of more
than 300 programs in the United
States and Canada. The information
offered comes from the originators of
the concept, as well as the shared ex-
periences of those who have operat-
ed a program. It can foster new orga-
nizations through their beginning
stages and offer advice to those with
years of experience. The manual is
available through C.S.I. at 8100 Moun-
tain Road, N.E., Suite 104, Albuquer-
que, N.M. 87110 at a cost of $60.

During each of the last 5 years,
Crime Stoppers International has co-
hosted a fall conference with a local
organization to bring together repre-
sentatives from Crime Stoppers pro-
grams throughout the United States
and Canada. The conference this year
will be held in Wichita, Kans., from
September 30 through October 3. The
theme is “Crime Stoppers in the Com-

munity.” The conference will open on
September 30 with a new members
school geared to police coordinators
and board members involved with ini-
tiating a program. The remaining 3
days will be filled with a variety of
workshops, speeches, presentations,
and special events. The program will
begin October 1 with a speech by
Chief Anthony Bouza of the Minne-
apolis, Minn., Police Department, who
will speak on the impact of Crime
Stoppers on the police. A new feature
of this year’s conference will include
discussion group sessions of no more
than 50 participants under the leader-
ship of a trained facilitator. These
groups will develop strategies for im-
proving Crime Stoppers operations.
Monday’s activities will close with an
outdoor barbecue at historic Cow-
town, a replica of 1870’s Wichita. The
luncheon speaker on October 2 will
be Mr. John Otto, executive assistant
director for law enforcement services
of the FBIl. Mr. Otto will speak on or-
ganized crime in the Midwest. There
will be an exhibition of microcomputer
equipment by several manufacturers
and a presentation on data collection
and analysis by Dr. Alan Beck. On
October 3, the culminating event will
be an awards banquet featuring a
speech by Kansas Attorney General
Robert Stephans and a presentation
of outstanding media reenactments.
Requests for information regarding
the conference or registration forms
may be directed to Crime Stoppers

International.
FBI

Footnotes

1 Alex DeTocqueville, Democracy in America, ed. J.
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Criminal Justice and the Community (New York: Harper &
Row, 1976), p. 25.

3 Roger Rosenblatt, et al., “Why the Criminal Justice
System Fails,” 7ime, March 23, 1981.
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The Legal Digest

Predisposition and the
Entrapment Defense

(Part I)

“Rules which govern the admissibility of evidence generally prohibit
the admission of other-crimes evidence when it is offered to show that
the defendant committed the acts with which he has been charged.”

By

MICHAEL CALLAHAN *
Special Agent

FBI Academy

Legal Counsel Division

Federal Bureau of Investigation
Quantico, Va.

Law enforcement officers of other
than Federal jurisdiction who are
interested in any legal issue discussed
in this article should consult their legal
aadviser. Some police procedures ruled
permissible under Federal
constitutional law are of questionable
legality under State law or are not
permitted at all.

* Now assigned to the Boston, Mass., field office.

PREDISPOSITION—Definition

Predisposition can be defined as
a defendant’s preexisting willingness
to commit a crime whenever an op-
portunity is presented to him. The fol-
lowing jury instruction often given in
Federal entrapment cases provides
further explication: “. .. where a
person already has a readiness and
willingness to break the law, the mere
fact that government agents provide
what appears to be a favorable oppor-
tunity is not entrapment.” ' A person
can be predisposed to commit a crime
even if he did not form an intent to
commit the specific criminal act
charged until he was solicited by a
Government agent. For example, a
regular dealer of heroin would be con-
sidered predisposed to commit the
crime of selling heroin even if the idea
of consummating the particular sale
for which he was indicted originated
with the Government agent.2

Origin

The concept of predisposition
can be traced to the first U.S. Su-
preme Court case which considered
the issue of entrapment. In Sorrells v.
United States,® an undercover agent
made several requests of the defend-
ant to provide him with illegal whiskey.
The defendant finally acquiesced and
provided the whiskey. At trial, the de-
fendant attempted to assert the en-
trapment defense but the trial judge

ruled as a matter of law that entrap-
ment was not present. The jury re-
turned a guilty verdict and a Federal
appellate court affirmed. The U.S. Su-
preme Court granted review of the
case and reversed. The majority opin-
ion recognized the right of a defend-
ant to offer evidence that he commit-
ted the crime charged at the instiga-
tion of tiie Government. The Court
also observed that when the defense
is raised, the prosecution should be
permitted to prove that the defendant
is not an innocent victim of police in-
ducement but rather predisposed to
commit the offense charged. Justice
Hughes, in writing for the majority,
made this perfectly clear when he
said: “. .. [If] the defendant seeks
acquittal by reason of entrapment, he
cannot complain of an appropriate
and searching inquiry into his own
conduct and predisposition as bearing
upon that issue.” ¢ The majority view
in Sorrells has come to be labeled the
“subjective view” of the entrapment
defense because its focus is on the
defendant’s subjective state of mind
and whether he was predisposed to
commit the crime.

Three Justices who concurred in
the reversal took the position that the
entrapment defense should focus ex-
clusively upon the conduct of the
Government in the individual case.
This view of entrapment has come to
be called the “objective view.” Under
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Special Agent Callahan

this view, predisposition evidence is
generally regarded as inadmissible.

Since 1932, four Supreme Court
cases have been decided in which a
majority of the Justices adopted the
subjective view.5 All these cases ap-
proved of the admissibility of predis-
position evidence to defeat the en-
trapment defense. As a consequence,
all Federal circuits and a majority of
the States® follow the subjective view.
At least eight States have adopted
the objective view of the defense.”

This article analyzes the predis-
position concept under the subjective
view of entrapment, including: (1) The
burden of proving the existence of
predisposition; (2) the interrelationship
between the concept of predisposition
and the rules of evidence; and (3) the
various types of predisposition evi-
dence available to a prosecutor to
counter the entrapment defense when
raised.

Burden of Proof

Under the subjective view, predis-
position fits into the entrapment equa-
tion in the following manner. Because
entrapment is an affirmative defense,
it must be raised by the defendant at
trial.® The defendant bears the initial
burden of producing evidence to show
that the Government initiated, sug-
gested, or proposed the crime. More-
over, he must produce some evidence
that he was not predisposed to
commit it If the defendant is suc-
cessful in meeting this initial burden,
the burden of proof then shifts to the
Government to produce evidence that
the defendant was predisposed
beyond a reasonable doubt.’® Other-
wise, the entrapment defense will suc-
ceed and an acquittal will follow.1

Where there is proof of predisposition,
Government inducement is no more
than mere opportunity. Failure to
prove predisposition turns inducement
into entrapment.

The prosecutor’s arsenal for es-
tablishing predisposition is vast and
potent. Before examining the several
types of predisposition evidence avail-
able to the prosecutor, it will be help-
ful to consider the interrelationship
between predisposition and the rules
of evidence.

PREDISPOSITION—RULES OF
EVIDENCE

Other Crimes Evidence

Generally  speaking, ‘“other-
crimes” evidence may be defined as
evidence of a defendant’s participa-
tion in criminal activity other than the
specific crime for which he is being
tried. Rules which govern the admissi-
bility of evidence generally prohibit the
admission of other-crimes evidence
when it is offered to show that the de-
fendant committed the acts with
which he has been charged.'? Such
evidence is considered prejudicial be-
cause it has a tendency to distract the
jury from its proper role of determining
whether the defendant committed the
acts charged and risks encouraging
the jury to punish the defendant for
being a “bad man.”

Some |jurisdictions recognize an
exception to the general rule and
permit the jury to consider evidence of
the defendant’s participation in other
crimes when the evidence is offered
to prove such things as motive or
intent. Rule 404(b) of the Federal
Rules of Evidence is illustrative.'3

Although 404(b) is silent regard-
ing the admissibility of other-crimes
evidence to prove predisposition in
entrapment cases, the Federal appel-
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“Predisposition may be shown by evidence that the
defendant has been previously convicted of offenses
similar to the offense charged in the current indictment.”

late courts routinely admit such evi-
dence for this purpose 14 because the
question before the jury is not wheth-
er the defendant committed the acts
charged in the indictment. This is a
foregone conclusion in most entrap-
ment cases. Indeed, in some Federal
circuits, the defendant must admit that
he committed the acts charged in the
indictment in order to raise the entrap-
ment defense.’® Thus, the principal
issue for the jury is whether the de-
fendant was predisposed to commit
the crime charged and other-crimes
evidence is directly relevant.

United States v. Burkley 1€ is in-
structive. In Burkley, the defendant
made two sales of heroin to an under-
cover officer. One occurred in the Dis-
trict of Columbia in September 1976,
and a second occurred in Phoenix,
Ariz., in November 1976. Two sepa-
rate indictments were returned, and
the charges contained in both were
consolidated in one trial which took
place in Washington, D.C. At trial,
Burkley claimed entrapment but was
convicted. On appeal, he argued that
he was unduly prejudiced by the con-
solidation of the charges against him
into one trial because the jury was
able to consider the evidence of the
other crime in deciding guilt on each
sale charge. A Federal appellate court
affirmed his conviction and explained
that consolidation is proper if the evi-
dence of the first sale would have
been admissible at a separate trial on
the second sale and vice-versa. The
court concluded that this would have
been proper if separate trials had oc-
curred in this case because evidence
of other crimes is admissible under
rule 404(b) to prove predisposition.
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The court observed that although rule
404(b) does not specifically address
this situation, history and tradition
support admissibility of other-crimes
evidence to establish predisposition.
The court ruled: “Thus, in an entrap-
ment case, evidence of other crimes
is presented not to show that the de-
fendant actually acted in conformity
therewith—that is, committed the
crime—but that he was disposed to
act in this manner.” 7 (emphasis
added)

Another Federal circuit has con-
strued rule 404(b) differently but with
the same result. In United States v.
Mack,'® the defendant was indicted
and convicted for selling cocaine.
During trial, he asserted the entrap-
ment defense. The Government coun-
tered by offering evidence that Mack
sold cocaine 2 months after the first
sale to undercover agents. Mack filed
an appeal and claimed error in the ad-
mission of evidence regarding the
second sale. The court of appeals af-
firmed the conviction and observed
that rule 404(b) allows evidence of
other crimes for the purpose of prov-
ing intent. The court reasoned that
the second sale evidence was offered
to establish Mack’s predisposition to
commit the offense charged, and his
intent to commit the crime could be
inferred from his predisposition. Thus,
the evidence is offered to prove intent
which is a specific exception to the
general rule that other-crimes evi-
dence is inadmissible.

Relevancy and Prejudice

In Federal entrapment cases,
three additional Federal Rules of Evi-
dence come into play. Rule 401 de-
fines relevant evidence as evidence
which makes the existence of a mate-
rial fact more probable.’® Rule 402
states that all relevant evidence is ad-
missible.2° However, rule 403 provides

an exception whereby relevant evi-
dence may be excluded if its value is
substantially outweighed by the
danger of unfair prejudice.2! Compara-
ble rules would apply in most State ju-
risdictions.

In entrapment cases, the role of
the jury is to determine whether the
defendant is predisposed to commit
the crime beyond a reasonable doubt.
Predisposition is precisely the material
fact in dispute, and evidence that a
defendant has engaged in other crimi-
nal acts which are identical or similar
to the offense charged makes the ex-
istence of that material fact more
probable. Thus, the other-crimes evi-
dence will be admissible to establish
predisposition as long as relevancy is
not substantially outweighed by the
danger of unfair prejudice.

An example appears in United
States v. Burkley,22 wherein the de-
fendant was charged in separate in-
dictments for two heroin sales, one of
which followed the other by 2%
months. The indictments were con-
solidated for trial and a conviction fol-
lowed. In response to the defendant’s
entrapment claims, the Federal appel-
late court had no trouble in reaching
the conclusion that each sale was rel-
evant to the other on the question of
predisposition. The court observed:
“We . . . reject appellant’s broad con-
tention that evidence of a crime some
two and one-half months after the
crime for which a defendant is being
tried is per se irrelevant to the issue
of a defendant’s predisposition to
commit the earlier crime.” 22 More-




over, the court concluded: “. ..
[when] the probative weight of this
other-crimes evidence on the issue of
predisposition is balanced against
possible prejudice to the accused . . .
the argument for admissibility is if any-
thing strengthened.””24

CATEGORIES OF PREDISPOSITION
Prior Convictions

Predisposition may be shown by
evidence that the defendant has been
previously convicted of offenses simi-
lar to the offense charged in the cur-
rent indictment. The U.S. Supreme
Court implied as much when it decid-
ed Sherman v. United States.?5 In
Sherman, a Government informant
met Sherman in a doctor's office
where both were being treated for
narcotics addiction. Sherman turned
down repeated requests from the in-
formant to provide heroin. Finally,
after the informant appealed to Sher-
man’s sympathy based on his knowl-
edge of narcotics addiction withdraw-
al, the defendant provided heroin.
Sherman was indicted for three heroin
sales and raised the entrapment de-
fense at trial. The entrapment issue
was decided by the jury which re-
turned a conviction. A Federal court
of appeals affirmed. Sherman ap-
pealed to the Supreme Court and
argued that entrapment had been es-
tablished as a matter of law. The Su-
preme Court agreed and reversed.
The Court examined the sufficiency of
evidence to establish predisposition
and decided that the defendant's 9-
year-old conviction for selling narcot-
ics and his 5-year-old conviction for il-
legally possessing them were insuffi-
cient as a matter of law to establish
predisposition. Significantly, the Court
did not reject the admissibility of prior

convictions for this purpose. If the
prior convictions had been more cur-
rent, the result in Sherman might well
have been different.
In addition to being current, the
prior convictions must be similar in
nature to the current indictment in
order to be admissible. For example,
in United States v. Apuzzo,?8 the de-
fendant was convicted of dealing in
firearms without a license. During trial,
he asserted the entrapment defense,
and the jury was allowed to consider
his previous misdemeanor conviction
for possession and transportation of
untaxed cigarettes. On appeal, he
argued that the Government's proof
of predisposition was insufficient as a
matter of law to sustain the verdict.
The court of appeals rejected this
contention and held:
“The conviction for possession and
transportation of untaxed cigarettes
is similar to the crime for which the
appellant was on trial, namely,
engaging in the business of dealing
in firearms without a license. It was

. therefore . . . admissible as
evidence tending to show a
predisposition to commit the
orime;. o 27

As Apuzzo illustrates, some Fed-
eral appellate courts are less than de-
manding regarding the similarity re-
quirement. In United States v.
Simmons,28 the defendant was found
guilty after a jury trial on charges
stemming from unlawful distribution of
heroin. During trial, he claimed entrap-
ment, and the Government offered his
two previous convictions for narcotics
violations as evidence of predisposi-
tion. On appeal, he argued that these

convictions were erroneously admitted
and that the Government made no
showing as to the relevancy of the
prior convictions. Moreover, he argued
that the trial judge never made a find-
ing that the relevance of the past con-
victions substantially outweighed the
danger of unfair prejudice as required
by the Federal Rules of Evidence.
The court of appeals rejected these
arguments, reasoning that the defend-
ant's prior narcotics convictions were
relevant and directly probative of his
predisposition to engage in the distri-
bution of heroin. Moreover, the court
held that the trial judge did not have
to make a specific finding on the court
record that the relevance of the prior
convictions substantially outweighed
the danger of unfair prejudice be-
cause the defendant himself elicited
testimony regarding them during cross
examination of a Government witness.

It is interesting to note that in
Simmons, the court never mentioned
the specific nature of the prior convic-
tions other than to refer to them as
narcotics convictions. The fact that
the prior convictions involved narcot-
ics seemed to be enough for the court
to decide that they were sufficiently
similar to be relevant under the Feder-
al Rules of Evidence.

Other Federal appellate courts
have been more conservative with re-
spect to the introduction of prior con-
victions. In United States .
Bramble,?® for example, the defendant
was convicted for distributing cocaine.
During trial, he claimed entrapment,
and the Government introduced evi-
dence of a prior conviction for pos-
session of marihuana to establish pre-
disposition. On appeal, he argued that
the prior conviction—for cultivating 21
marihuana plants in a hothouse in his
backyard—was irrelevant to show pre-
disposition to sell cocaine. Moreover,
he claimed that even if the prior con-
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“Federal appellate courts regularly allow evidence of prior
criminal activity to be admitted to establish predisposition
when the defendant has raised the entrapment defense.”

viction was relevant, the trial judge
erred in not making a finding on the
record that the relevance of the prior
conviction substantially outweighed
the danger of unfair prejudice. The
court of appeals reversed the convic-
tion and held that it was impossible to
determine from the trial record wheth-
er the prior conviction was relevant to
the offense charged. The court ex-
plained that the relevancy of the prior
conviction would depend on whether
the amount of marihuana was sub-
stantial enough to allow a reasonable
inference that he possessed the mari-
huana with intent to sell it. The court
remanded the case back to the trial
court for a new trial and suggested
that evidence should be submitted by
the Government on the quantity of
marihuana contained in 21 marihuana
plants. Moreover, it suggested that if
the trial judge decides that the prior
conviction is relevant, he must make
a specific finding on the court record
that the relevance of the prior convic-
tion substantially outweighs the
danger of unfair prejudice.

Federal appellate courts have
consistently refused to approve the
admissibility of a prior conviction to
overcome an entrapment defense
when it is very dissimilar to the of-
fense charged in the current indict-
ment. In United States v. Pagan,®° the
defendant was convicted for selling
heroin. To overcome the entrapment
defense, the Government introduced
a prior conviction for interstate trans-
portation of a stolen motor vehicle.
On appeal, the court stated that prior
convictions must involve offenses
similar to those in question in order to
constitute relevant rebuttal evidence.
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The court observed that here the prior
conviction was so dissimilar from
heroin trafficking that it was not rele-
vant to demonstrate his predisposition
to distribute drugs. Therefore, the evi-
dence of the prior conviction was in-
admissible.

Prior Arrests

Another weapon in the arsenal of
the prosecutor to overcome entrap-
ment is the introduction into evidence
of prior arrests to establish predisposi-
tion. Pulido v. United States3' pro-
vides an example. Pulido involved two
defendants, one of whom was Luna.
Luna was convicted of selling heroin
and during trial he asserted the en-
trapment defense. In attempting to
show predisposition, the Government
introduced evidence of 12-year-old ar-
rests for narcotics violations. Luna ap-
pealed and argued that the trial judge
erred in admitting this evidence for
the jury’s consideration. The court of
appeals affirmed the conviction and
held that evidence of prior arrests is a
permissible method of establishing
predisposition as long as the evidence
is relevant. Although it is doubtful that
an appellate court today would find a
prior arrest record that is 12 years old
relevant on the question of predispo-
sition, this case nonetheless supports
the notion that Federal appellate
courts will allow prior arrest records
for similar cases to be admissible to
establish predisposition.

Prior Criminal Activity

Federal appellate courts regularly
allow evidence of prior criminal activi-
ty to be admitted to establish predis-
position when the defendant has
raised the entrapment defense. For
example, in United States v. Rippy,3?
the defendant was convicted for three
sales of heroin. During trial, he
claimed entrapment, and the Govern-

ment attempted to negate the de-
fense by establishing predisposition
through the testimony of a Govern-
ment informant that the defendant
had sold heroin to him and others in
the past. On appeal, the defendant
argued that the admission of this testi-
mony was prejudical error. The court
of appeals rejected this claim and
held that the testimony was clearly
relevant on the issue of predisposi-
tion. The court observed that the testi-
mony regarding earlier sales bore
heavily on the defendant’s inclination
to sell drugs. Moreover, the court rea-
soned that the relevance of this evi-
dence clearly outweighs its prejudicial
impact.

United States v. Salisbury®® pro-
vides another illustration. In Salisbury,
the defendant was tried and convicted
of selling a stolen load of carpeting to
an informant and an undercover FBI
Agent. During trial, in response to the
defendant's entrapment claims, the
Government introduced testimony
from the informant regarding a prior
attempt by the defendant to sell him a
truckload of stolen tires. On appeal,
the court held that the prior criminal
activity was relevant and its potential
prejudicial nature did not substantially
outweigh its evidentiary value. The
court observed:

“The evidence was squarely on
point as to Salisbury’s criminal
predisposition. There was little in
the way of unfair prejudice to
counterbalance the probative value
of the evidence.” 34

The conviction was affirmed.




The cases set forth above deal
with the use of prior criminal activity
to establish predisposition to commit
subsequent criminal acts. There are
also cases in which a series of crimi-
nal actions result in separate counts
in a criminal prosecution and predis-
position to commit the initial offense is
used to rebut entrapment claims with
respect to all of them. For example, in
United States v. French,?® the defend-
ant was working behind the counter of
a convenience store. He was ap-
proached by an undercover officer
who asked him if he knew of anyone
who was purchasing food stamps for
money. Purchasing food stamps for
money under these circumstances is
a violation of Federal law. The de-
fendant responded: “The owner
doesn'’t like for us to do it, but how
many books do you have?”’ The un-
dercover officer told him that she had
three books of stamps and he offered
her $50 for them. She provided him
with the books and received the
money. Approximately 5 months later,
the defendant once again purchased
food stamps on two occasions from
an undercover officer. The first sale,
which occurred on January 7, 1981,
became count one in the defendant’s
indictment. The subsequent sales,
which occurred on June 25 and June
26, 1981, became counts two and
three. During trial, the defendant
claimed entrapment. The jury returned
a guilty verdict which by implication
means the jury found him predis-
posed. The court of appeals affirmed
and held that the jury’s finding of pre-
disposition was correct. The court first
analyzed the initial sale of food
stamps to the defendant. The court
observed that the defendant’s initial
contact with the undercover officer in-
volved a question from the undercov-
er agent to the defendant concerning
whether he knew if anyone was willing

to purchase food stamps. The court
then considered the defendant’s re-
sponse to that question. The court
concluded that the defendant’s re-
sponse amounted to predisposition re-
garding count one. The court then ob-
served: “The predisposition demon-
strated by French in January was rele-
vant to the question of his predisposi-
tion to buy stamps in June and
July.”38 The defendant’s initial re-
sponse to the first undercover contact
not only established predisposition for
that contact but also contributed sig-
nificantly to the jury’s finding of pre-
disposition regarding the later sales in
June.

Part Il of this article will examine
additional types of predisposition evi-
dence, including the question whether
postoffense criminal activity can be
used to establish predisposition. The
question whether predisposition can
be established by a defendant’s favor-
able response to Government induce-
ment will also be examined. Finally,
the issue of whether hearsay is ad-
missible to establish predisposition
will be discussed. FBI

(To be continued)
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THE

WANTED

Joseph Jesse Espinoza

Joseph Jesse Espinoza, also
known as Joseph Espinosa, Joseph
Jesse Espinosa, Joe Espinosa, Joe
Espinoza, Joseph E. Espinoza,
Joseph J. Espinoza, Joseph Jessie
Espinoza, Joseph Espinoza, Joey
Espinoza

Wanted for:

ITAR-Extortion; Escaped Federal
Prisoner

The Crime

Espinoza, a prison escapee, is
being sought in connection with
extortion and attempted murder
wherein he directed the shooting of
the victim with a .357 magnum pistol.

Federal warrants were issued on
May 4, 1982, at El Paso, Tex., and on
May 13, 1982, at Tucson, Ariz.

Description

QO i e 40, born October
29, 1943, Los
Angeles, Calif.

bt ] S S 510",

wWelght=s.o.....c=.0 200 pounds.

Bl Large (muscular).

RN Black.

T N Brown.

Complexion.............. Dark

Rl PR e R White

Nationality................ American
(Mexican).
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Photograph taken 1980

Photograph taken 1980

Photograph taken 1982

Because of the time factor in printing the FBI Law Enforcement Bulletin, there is the possibility that this
fugitive has already been apprehended. The nearest office of the FBI will have current information on this

fugitive’s status.

Occupations............

Scars and Marks ....

Social Security No.

FBINO. i e iois

Manager of
pornographic
book and material
stores and
warehouses;
operator of
massage parlors.

Scar on left
forearm; tattoos:
Rose and
woman’s face in
center of chest;
words “LOVE” on
right shoulder,
“MADRE” on
right upper arm,
“LOCO” on right
hand between
thumb and
forefinger, “JOE”
on inside left
forearm; a devil
with words “U.S.
Paratrooper” on
left shoulder;
obliterated tattoo
scar on left
forefinger.
Usually has
mustache,
sometimes has
chin whiskers or
goatee, reportedly
uses narcotics.

558-56-2837.
479 082 P2.

Caution

Espinoza has been convicted of
selling, distributing, or displaying
obscene material; battery on police
officer; attempted murder; assault with
a deadly weapon; interstate
transportation of obscene matter; and
conspiracy to commit murder. He
should be considered armed,
dangerous, and an escape risk.

Notify the FBI

Any person having information
which might assist in locating this
fugitive is requested to notify
immediately the Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S.
Department of Justice, Washington,
D.C. 20535, or the Special Agent in
Charge of the nearest FBI field office,
the telephone number of which
appears on the first page of most
local directories.

Classification Data:
NCIC Classification:
DODO151418PIPMPIPIPI
Fingerprint Classification
15 0 24 W 00O 18 Ref: 24
| 20 W Ml 28

1.O. 4950




Change of
Address

Not an order form

Complete this form and
return to:

Director

Federal Bureau of
Investigation
Washington, D.C. 20535

Name

Title

Address

City

State

Zip

Questionable
Pattern

The question arises as to
whether the pattern appearing here is
a whorl or loop. A central pocket
loop-type whorl must have two deltas
and at least one recurving ridge or an
obstruction at right angles to the line
of flow. The line of flow of a central
loop is determined by drawing an
imaginary line from the inner delta to
the center of the inner most recurving
ridge. In the Identification Division,
this pattern would be classified as a
central pocket loop whorl and would
be given a reference to a loop.




U.S. Department of Justice Official Business Postage and Fees Paid

: : Penalty for Private Use $300 Federal Bureau of Investigation
Federal Bureau of Investlgatlon Address Correction Requested JuS-432

Second Class

Washington, D.C. 20535

The B U I Ieti n N OteS that on December 17, 1983,

Officer Michael A. Green of the
Minneapolis, Minn., Police
Department responded to an armed
robbery, and with his partner, was
confronted with an armed suspect. In
the ensuing gunfight, the suspect was
fatally wounded and two additional
suspects were apprehended. For this
and other accomplishments, Officer
Green was awarded a departmental
Medal of Valor, and the Bulletin joins
with this officer’s superiors in
recognizing his valor.




