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ABSTRACT 

The Investigative Strike Force was formerly a component of the 
Crime Specific Improvement and Strike Force project. In July 
1974, the Strike Force became a project in its own right. The 
project's purpose as stated in its 1974-1975 application was 
to bring about a reduction in the distribution of narcotics 
and dangerous drugs by launching a coordinated at~ack on the 
distributors themselves. To accomplish this task, ~he applica­
tion called for a Strike Force to be composed of all drug en­
forcementperson~el ,within the State. At the present time, 
participants in the project include all those polic,e agencies 
expected to join with the exception of New C~stle County. The 

.absence'of New Castle County and t~e City of Newark from the 
project made it impossible for' the S~rike Force to realize. its' 
goal of involving all drug enforcement personnel within Dela-' 
ware in the project. Nevertheless, it does seem that good pro­
gress has been made toward this goal. 

Since coordination was clearly not an~" end in itself, this par­
ticular goal must be regarded as secondary to the implied goal 
of reducing the distribution of narcotics and dangerous drugs. 
One shortcoming of the application was a regretable lack of de­
tail about what was to be accomplished by the Strike Force. 
The section on "Purpose and Objectives" in the application did 
imply some few criteria of performance, e.g., the number of 
arrests or the proportion of successful prosecutions, but it 
offered no estimate 6f the expected level of performance: Con:"':', 
fronted with these ambiguous statements about the expected level 
of performance, it was concluded that a typical '''management by 
objectives" evaluation could not be conducted unless one was 
willing to impose criteria. This was done, reluctantly, but it 
is suggested ~hat the objectives for the coming year be revised 
to avoid a similar situation arising in the future. 

The conclusion reached.on the basis of the measures used was that 
the project was generally operating at a satisfactory level. 
More specifically, it was found that: 

1. The number of arrests made per officer per month had improved 
over time, from a low of 1.5 per month in the first quarter 
to a high 'of 2.0 per month in the lCist quarter. 

2. The crimes of delivery, conspiracy to d'e'live:t:, and possession 
with intent to deliver accounted for'a large' proportion of 
all arrests (39.3%) while the crime of possession accounted 
for a :t;'elatively, s,mall proportion (14.3%). 
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3. Of all those arrested, 62% were convicted, but of those 
arrested a~d ch~rged with delivery, conspiracy to deliver, 
or possess~on w~th intent to deliver 34% were convicted 
o;f l~sser crimes, e.g,., possession, ~nd 32% were neither 
conv~cted nor tendered a plea. ' 

These and other statistics ,contained in this report suggest, but 
do not prove, that the proJect was reaching the distributors of 
d17ugs as intended but that the success rate at the prosecution 
level may be, less than statisfactory. However, with res~ect to 
t~e prosecut7on,success rate, it is suggested that jUdgfment be 
w~thheld untIl ~nformation on the disposition of more recent 
ca.s~s becomes available, as the prosecutor feels there has been 
.;tn ~mprovem~:t:lt since Janu~ry, 1975. 
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FIGURE I 

Table of Organization, Strike Force 

Administrative Commander 

Capt. J. Heller 
Wilm. Bu.r. of Pol. 

Northern Division 

Delaware State Police 
Officer 

Undercover Unit 

D.S.P. 
W.B.P. 

3 men 
3 men 

Arrest Unit 

D.S.P. 1 man 
W.B.P. 3 men 

Applicant Agency 

Delaware State Police 

Project Director 

Capt. H. Maichle 
D. S t. P. 

Operations Commander 

Lt. J. Szymanski 
D.S.P. 

Special Investigations Unit. 

D.S.P. 
W.B.P. 

2 men 
1 man 

Evidence Unit 

W.B.P. 1 man 

v 

Deputy Attorney General 

R.· Otlowski 

Southern Division* 

Delaware State Police 
Officer 

Undercover Unit 

D.S.P. 
Dover 
Milford 
Rehoboth 

1 man 
1 man 
1 man 
1 man 

Arrest Unit 

D.S.P. 1 man 

*Seaford about tO,send 
replacement 

I. Introduction 

The Investigative Strike Force, formerly a component of the 
Crime Specific Improv.ement and Strike Force project, was 
first funded as a separ.ate and distinct project in July, 
1974. This report examines the performance of the Strike 
Force primarily since July 1974, interjecting some inforn~a­
tion on "b.~e historical development of the project and dat.a 
on performance prior to that date only where necessary. In 
the application, a three faceted argument is advanced to 
justify the funding of a strike force. In synoptic form, 
the argument is as follows:· (a) the illicit distribution of 
narcotics and dangerous drugs continues to be a serious prob­
lem within the State i (b) the distribution of these proscribed 
drugs is ca'rried on by numerous individuals, the majority of- . 
whom are users themselves; (c) the distributors' source of 
supply may be' within or without State b01.:mdariesi and (d) the 
distributors do not operate from fixed sites, hence distribu­
tion does not take place predominantly 'in anyone or several 
~eographical areas. ~ 

II. Project Goals 

A. Based on these assumptions about the patterns of drug dis­
tribution, the applicant proposed to effe6t a decline in 
the distribution of narcotics and dangerous drugs by 
establishing a strike force composed of police officers 
from the several police agencies operating within Delaware. 

. B. 

1. The objectives of the project are: 

d To join together all skilled drug enforcement man­
power and related resources within the State to 
operate as one unit with a singular purpose. 

o To develop a command structure which will effective1y 
direct and supervise the activities of a combined en­
forcement unit. 

o To develop and further the cooperation of all units 
supporting this state-wide effort to reduce the dis­
tribution of narcotics and dangerous drugs. 

I~ is obvious from the foregoing that 'the issues of orga­
~tional structure and management were of tantamount im­
pori'~,nce 'LD the applicant. While this i~ u~derstandable, 
it i.S nonetheless regrettable that the m~ssl~n o~ the pro­
ject, which I presume is to reduce ~e ~lstr7butlon.of 
drugs, receives only cu'rso;ry atten'~lon ln thlS J?a7tlcu~a,r 
section of the application. I shall return to tl;llS pOlnt 
later. For the moment, let me point out several weaknesses 
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in the existing obj ecti ves, weaknesses \'1hich made 'the 
evaluation ~ore dif~icult. Looking first at the ~ast 
objective, the reader will note that the only economi­
cal means of determining whether the project succeeqed 
in developing and furthering cooperation is to de'termine 

'whether the units of government did or did not partici­
pate, in which case this objective effectively reduces 
to the first. Turning to the second objective, the prob­
lem of measurement becomes an even more critical problem 
for ·there are no implici,t or explicit criteria for assess­
ing effectiveness. As a consequence, we are left with a 
single useable objective, namely the proportion of all 
manpower assigned drug enforcement duties who were 'assign­
ed to the Strike Force. Using this criteria, it appears 
that the project has been generally successful. The only 
police agencies operating their O\'1n individual 'drug units 
at present are New Castle County and Newark. 

III. Withdrawal of New Castle County and City of Newar.k Police 

A. Still New Castle County's and Newark's refusals to partici­
pate in the Strike Force during this and the coming year 
deserves attention in view of the Strike Force's stated' 
objectives. After interviews with the principals in both 
police agencies, I attempted to summarize their criti­
cisms. These criticisms mayor may not be well founded 
and are presented merely to inform the board of the 
stated rea~Jns for the two police agencies' refusal to 
participate. 

B. New Castle County' 

New Castle ,County police withdrew from the Investigative 
Strike Force in Janua,ry, 1975. Their reasons for with­
drawals are summarized in a letter to Captain Maichle, 
the project director from'Col. Larontonda, Chief of New 
Castle County police dated Janu,ary 10, 1975, from whiqh. 
the following quotation has been excis~d; . 

It was determined that our Department had very 
little input into the Unit's operational policies 
and procedures and lacked someone in a supervi­
sory position, which resulted in a breakdown in 
communications and the flow of information be­
tween the Unit and our Department. The result 
of this breakdown was that the staff of our De­
partment was 'unable to analyze the status of the 
drug problem within our jurisdiction. In addi­
tion, the Unit was occasionally branching out in­
to other diversified areas of investigation~ 
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Some elaboration on this passage. is warranted as ·the 
'issue of communication is of fundamental importance 
if a cooperative venture such as the S'trike Force is 
to succeed. The problem from the County police's per­
spective w.as one of having to account to both the 
government and citizenry of New Castle County concern­
ing drug enforcement without being in di.rect control or 
even intimately familiar vIi th either the day-to-day 
operations of the Strike Force or of the daily assign­
ments of the county officers. Since New Castle County 
police felt they could not assign a senior officer to the 
project, none of their officers were in a supervisory 
position. Whether this alone explains the breakdown in 
communications is impossible to say. It does, however, 
seem that effectiv.e communications need not necessarily 
hinge on the presence or absence of a representative in 
a supervisory position. 

The Strike Force did provide the participating police 
agencies with weekly and monthly reports in an effort to 
improve communications and Lt. Syzmanski states that the 
participants were offered weekly briefings. Obviously, 
New Castle County police found these effoT.ts wanting. 
(The reader will find sample copies of the weekly and 

'monthly reports in the appendix.) Specifically, the 
County had these concerns about the reports. 

1. Information on drug investigations and arrests was minimal 
and did not permit effective monitoring of Strike Force 
aci:ivities. 

2. Lack of information on the exact location of Strike Force 
operations made it,impossible to determine where in the 
County police~s jurisdiction the Strike 'Force was operating 
Thi.s in turn me"ant it. was still impossible, for the' County 
police to account for drug enforcement activities in their 
Jurisdiction or to insure that they received credit for 
operations occurring in their 'jurisdiction. ' 

3: Lack of information on the activities and performance of 
County police assigned to Strike Force made it all but 
impossible to monitor the performance of their officers 
and so reduced County control of their own officers. 

C. City of Newark 

Newark withdrew for some of the same reasons as New Castle 
County, although the primary reason was manpower. Both 
Chief Brierly and Lt. Fitzgerald (the former liaison 
officer) felt they could not justify assigning two or 

r' three officers exclusively to drug enforcement duty when 
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there were other more pressing tasks. "While drug dis­
tribution and u~e was still regarded as a serious prob­
lem, both felt 1~ had been overshadowed by the alarming 
rise in burglaries and robberi~s. To assign officers' 
to the St:ike Forc7 eff7c~ively reduced Newark's manpower 
and restr1cted the1r ab1l1ty to perform routine tasks or 
combat crimes to which~ey had given higher priority. 

A secondary, but by no means unimportant criticism 
leveled at the Strike Force concerned th~ matter of con-' 
trol. The Newark police and to a lesser degree, their 
New Castle County counterparts, felt as if they had 
surrend~red control of their officers to the Strike 
Force. In the 'opinion of Chief Brierly and Lt. 'Fitz­
gerald, the officers assigned to the Strike Force were 
confus7d about who they were responsible to and gave the 
operat10ns conunander precedence over thei'r ultimate com­
ma~derslthei: sUP7riors,in the Newark Police Deparment. 
Th1S was obv10us 1n the1r dress, attitude and demeanor. 
All too frequently, departmental regulations were vi 0_<4. 
lated because the Strike Force officers were not famiii~r 
w~th and so did not er:fo:r:ce,Newark's departmental regula­
t10ns. Mo:e aggravat1ng st1ll, Newark officers assigned 
~o ~he Str1ke Force were resentful of their superiors' 
1ns1s~ance that they abide by departmental regulations at 
all t1mes. Because officers assigned to the Strike Force 
tended to develop a "negative attitude" toward their su­
per,iors in the Ne"''lark Police Department, Chief Brierly 
spoke of the need to "recycle" them; that is to recall 
them from Strike Force duty and reassign. ' 

Assessment of Performance 

A. Since the majority of governmental units have el'ected to 
.participate in the, Investigative Strike Force it would 
appear that the project was reasonably succes~ful in 
attaining its first goal. However, it seems to me that 
~is objective,speaks to a secondary issue, for organi­
z1ng a~d manag1ng th7 S~rike Force are conceptionally 
subord1nate to the m1SS1on of the project, ite., to re­
duce the distribution of drugs. Since the mission of the 
Strike Force is only alluded to :in the objectives, we 
must·turn to the section of the application entitled' 
IIpurpose" to gain some understandin'g of what the project 
wa~ expected to accomplish. The purpose is" "to form a 

, sk7l,led~ more effective drug enforcement organization 
wh1ch w1l1 operate statewide to identify, arrest, and 
~uccessfully prosecute those persons engaged in the 
:r-llegal distribution and'use of narcotics' and dangerous 
drugs". (Emphasis added) Once again, me concern with 
structure and management becomes obvious, but more im-
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portantly, the mission of the project is presented in 
sO'mewhat greater detail· and so suggests several mea­
sures which can usefully be employed in evaluating the 
ful prosecutions. What is regrettably not· known ar~ the 
estimates of the nLmber of investigations, arrests, and 

'su'ccessful prosecutions which 'I:he strike force expected 
to produce during the course of the year. As a result, 
there is·no agreed upon standard to be empioyed in evalu­
ating the program thereby making a traditional management 
by objective type of evaluation all but impossible. 
This is not to say the project is not amenable to evalu­
ation i indeed there are ways of extrac·ting much valuable 
information from the project which would allow its per­
formance to be assessed. What is not possible, however, 
is to say whether or not the objectives have be,en attained 
since the obJectives are ambiguous in certain key respects. 

B. One measure of performance suggested in the application 
was the number of arrests. By this standard, the Strike 
Force performance has improved over time as the number 
of arrests has generally increased (see Table I). On 
the average 1 there were approximately 1. 7 arrests per 
office per month assigned to the Strike Force for_the 
period July 1974 to May 1975. During the first three 
months, the average was 1.5 but by the last three months 
of operation, the average had increased to 2.0. For 
the brief period in the Spring of 1974, when the pro­
ject's organizational structure was in a state of flux, 
performance was less ~atisfactory than at present., At 
that period, the average number of arrests per off1cer 
per month was 0.8. Having noted an improvement in per-:­
formance does not necessarily mean that performance was 
satisfactory. In order to determine whether or not per­
formance was satisfactory requires a standard against 
which performance could be assessed, e.g",one or ~ore 
specific objectives. But it is this very 1nformat10n 
which is missing from the application. Consequently, 
one inexpensive means of'improving the ·project would he' 
the development of an evaluation plan for the 1975-76 
operat~onal year. For the present, my own assessment 
of this data is favorable. The number of arrests per 
officer per month seems at a reasonable level and the 
number is increasing over time. 

C • Given that the project's aim was to reduce the distrib.u­
tion of narcotics and dangerous drugs, one would expect 
to find most of. those arrested charged with delivery, con­
spiracy to deliver, or possession with intent to deliver. 
Hence, a second performance measure would be the propor­
tion.of all arrests or charges related to delivery. 
Table II 'compares the frequency of these three charges 
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to the total number of charges made ag~inst arrestees. 
It is apparent that these 'charges makeup a large pro­
portion of all charges. Similarly, Table'IrI indicates 
a majority of those arrested were charged with one or 
more of these crimes. Taken together this would seem 
suggest the Strike Force had indeed focused its efforts 
on distributors as intended. A similar conclusion may 
be drawn from Tables IV and V which provide data on the 
number of these arrests for possession and the number of 
possession charges lodged. In both instances, the num­
bers are small, indicating the Strike Force ~as not con­
centrating on those who merely possessed or used nflrco­
tics or dangerous drugs but those who were delivering 
them. I. should point out here that the Strike Fprce mem­
bers contend in many instances individuals were inten-
. tionally arrested for or charged with possession in an 
effort to obtain information on suppliers. By arresting 
and charging an individual with possession, they often' 
were able to induce them to cooperate thereby facilita­
ting the Strike Force's efforts to r,each the primary tar­
gets. This means that some portion of the arrests for 
mere possession contributed to the overall purpose of the 
project and must be regarded as strategic. 

Aside from strategic reasons, some arrests for possession 
were unavoidable. For example in the course of arresting 
dis tributors, their companions were sometimes' found to 
have drugs in their possession and were arrested. 

A third measure of performance implied in the application 
concerns the matter of prosecution. As the application 
refers to but does not define'" successfu,l prosecution", 
two alternatives are available. First, success can be 
construed to mean merely securing a conviction of those 
arrested. Second, success can be more 'narrowly construed 
to'mea,n convictions for distribution, i.e., for delivery, 
conspiracy to deliver I' and possession with intent to de­
liver. Table VI breaks dmvn the data by disposition for 
the 113 cases for which information was available.' An 
examination of this table clearly demonstrates that the 
"success" rate, however defined, was not impressive,' al­
though this may be due to the limited data on disposi­
tions. Looking at the total number of convictions first, 
it seems only 62% were convicted, in spite of the fact 
that the Strike Force was attempting to generate sufficient 
evidence to insure successful prosecution. The picture 
is more doleful still, for 12 of tho'se co.nvic;:ted were con-' 
victed of possession or other petty violations and so 
usually received probation, fine or both. Turning to 
those eharged !lith delivery, conspiracy to del,iver, ,and 
possession with intent to deliver, only 34% were convicted 
of delivery or similar crimes and only 68% were convicted' 
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of any crime whatsoever. Whether this ,record is an im­
provement over the "success rate" in prosecuting simi­
lar crimes' prior to the Strike Force is unknown. The 
members of the Strike Force are, however, dissatisfied 
with the prosecution record and feel their successes are 
being canceled by the low number of successful prosecu­
tion. While the Strike Force members see little improve­
ment in the prosecution success rate; the prosecutor is 
convinced there has been both an. improvement in the rate 
of convictions and in the seriousness of the charges for, 
which convictions were obtained. The apparent disagree­
ment in the assessments of the police and prosecutor may 
be due to time lag. The information on dispositions 
gathered by the Strike Force and used in this report 
covers only cases where the arrests were made in 1974 . 
By contrast, the prosecutor is aware of the status of 
more recent cases and their progress through the judi-
cial system. ' , 

Further Assessment of Performanc'e 

A. In this ~ection, seve~al 'additional measures will be em­
ployed in order tO,further assess performance. In con­
trast to the previous measures, these have been con­
structed by the evaluator and imposed on the project iT}. 
hopes of gaining more incite into the performance of the 
Strike Force. In each case, the imposed measures have 
been inferred (perhaps injustly) from the application.it­
self or' derived from interviews with past and present 
participants in the project. 

The particular drugs used, possessed, or delivered by 
those arrested would seem to have some impact as a mea­
sure of performance, if the follo~ing assumptions are 
made. 

1. Marijuana use constitutes less of a problem for so­
ciety than does the use of phys~ologically addicting 
drugs e. g., heroin or other oplll~m deri vati ves for 
marijuana users engage in less secondary crime to 
support their drug use. (The foregoi'ng is based on 
'interviews of police currently and previously asso­
ciat~d \",i th the Strike Force.) 

2. Marijuana users seldom use other drugs, ~n particular 
those producing physiological addiction. (This assump­
,tion is consistent with the data presented in Table VII) 

3. It follows from the, preceding two ass:ump:tJ-ons that i1= ' 
the Strike Force were expected to have an impact on 
secondary crime (an expectation held by many of those 
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interviewed, its impact would be 'dissipated to the 
degree it concentrated on drug violations involving 
marijuana. . 

Reference to Table VII indica·tes that a si~zeable minori Jty 
of arrests were for crimes involving only marijuana.. Pre­
suming the foregoing argument is accepted, the conclusion 
is inevitable; the performance of the Strike Force could 
be improved by directing its effort more exclusively at .. 
dis~ri~utors er.distributor-users of th~ ~hisiologically 
addlctl ve drugs. To· do so would appear t:o be more cost­
effective UnleSf:1 there are reasons not brought out in the 
interviews for'continuing the present policy. . 

B. Looking at Table VIII will reveal littl€!chanae in th'e -' 
proportion of arrests fox: marijuana violations OV'2r t.ime. 
There are of course monthly fluctua:tions, but i.n general, 
the trend has been fairly constant. Heroin relaJted vio­
lations. have by contrast, declined overtime while arrests 
.for violations involving miscellaneous drugs have in-' 
creased. If many of the arrests weref:or crimes related 
exclusively to the possession, use, or deli"very of mari-· 
juana, a question which immediately arises is. whether the 
Strikle Force 'was concentrating. on distributOJ:-s of mari-" 
juana or merely itR "street users". 

C. A partial answer to this question may be inferred :from the 
data pr~sented in Table I. To reiterate " there \lrere few 
arrests for simple possession; the bulk wer(~for delivery, 
conspiracy to deliver, or possession with t.he intent. to 
deli ver. 'rhat evidence, in conj unction with the findings 
that a significantly large minority of arrl:sts were for 
crimes involving only the drug mariju,:ma p sugges'ts the 
Strike Force was probably reaching thl= distributor of 
marijuana rather than merely the Ii str'eet users". This 

"reference is generally confirmed by Table IX where mari­
juana charges are broken dm'ln by month. 

.. D. But if we conclude the Strike Force was focusing its 
a~~mtion on distr~butor~ <;>f. marijuana, ~his does not 
vl¥iate the foregolng crltlclsm. Would ~t not be more 
cost effective to concentrate on· the dis'cributors of the 
mor~ ,dangerous drugs? Would this not, in the long run, 
have a gr.eater impact on crime? There are perhaps good 
reasons for continuing the present patterns 9f enforce­
me~·t., althou~h none were offered during the cou'rse of 

• thlS, evaluatl.on. Rather than insist on a modification 
of the project, it then seems best to propose two alter-

, natives. Ei 'I::her the Strike Force could direct its . 
efforts more exclusively at the distributors of the more 
dangerous drugs and narcotics or demonstrate why the con-
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tinued pattern of enforcement should be continued. 

E. I \olOuld re-emphasize that the enforcement of laws 
against the use and distribution of marijuana are not 
being objected to, merely the apparent emphasis on 
this drug. If the possession or delivery of marijuana 
is proscribed by law, someone must be responsible for 
enforcement. However, it may not necessarily be the 
best use of the Strike Force to perform this duty. 
At present time, it is costing approximately $70-80 
per arrests, not counting the salaries of the police 
officers. which are paid by ~heir respective departments. 
Since few 'of those arrestE~d for marijuana are convicted 
and sentenced to anything other than probation, it would 
seem wise to consider ~The-t:her this phase of drug enforce­
ment does not constitute a drain on the Strike Force's 
limited resources. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

A. Generally, the. Investigative Strike Force appeared ,to be 
a smoothly operating and effective program. Certainly 
no cause for concern ,,,as identified through the. inter­
views and analysis of the project's records; alt.hough 
some thorny problems of a non-critical nature were de­
tected. In srnnmary, these problems are: 

(1) An inability to gain the cooperation of all drug en­
forcement units operating in the State, specifically 
those in New Castle County and Newark,. 

(2) A less than satisfactory success rat.e for prosecu­
ting those arrested. (This observation is based on 
limited and datl:d information) 

(3) An unsatisfactory, vague statement of the project's 
goals and purpose, and a total lack of objectives • 

(4) A surfeit of arrests for marijuana violations which 
'produce few convictions but which divert. Strik:= Force 
resources ~rom more impo~tant tasks of decreaSl~g 
distribution of more dangerous drugs and narcotlcs. 

B. Each of these problems requires attention duringthe'com~ 
ing year. In particular-the issue of cooperation and 
coordination will not easily be resolved for already New 
Castle. Co'unty and Newark have refu~ed to part,~cipate in 
'the c0ming y~ar despite.the hopes of the appllcant ex-
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pressed in their most recent appl:),cation. No specific 
recommendations can be offered he:f:e for the issue is 
complex and not easily resolved. 

C. As for the apparently unsatisfactory rate of convictions, 
a wait-and-see approach is recommended. The prosecutor 
believes he.is now getting better cases and therefore 
having greater success in the courts, as it would seem 
best to wait until information on the disposition of 
some individuals arrested in 1975 becomes available. 

D. The problem of an inadequate statement of the project's 
goals, objectives and purpose seems easily resolved and an 
addendum shquld be attached to the current application 
as soon as possible. A review of the application for 
continuing the Strike Force indicates some improvement 

-but 9.reater clarity and specificity is.required. 

E. The final problem identifiea suggests the need to either 
concentrate Strike Force efforts on the distributors of 
p~ysiologically addictive drugs or develop a rationale 
for continuing to direct the Strike Force efforts at 
distributors in general. 
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TABLE I 

Number of Arrests Made and Charges 
From July, 1974 to May, 1975 
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TABLE II 

Number and Percent of Charges For Delivery 
From August, 1974 to May, 1975 

Ii 

~a __________________________________ l_3~ __ ~ ...................... _ .. 
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Month 

August 

September, 

October 

November 

December 

January 

February 

March 

April 

May 
, . 

Total 

" 

.. 

TABLE III 

. 
Number and Percent of Arrests For Delivery and Related Offenses 

From August, 1974 to May, 1975 

- Conspiracy Possession with All Other 
Delivery to beliver Intent to Deliver . Charges 
# %. of # % of # % of Total # %'of Total 

Total Total 

24 46.2 0 0 5 9.6 23 44.2 

23 33.3 0 0 1 1.4 45 65.3 

19 42.2 0 0 9 20.0 17 . 37.8 

6 20.0 1 3.3 '3 10.0 20 66.7 

9 20.5 I' 2.3 6 13.6 2'8 63.6 

11 22.0 0 0 7 1:4.0 32 64.0 

5 10.0 0 0 4 8.0' 41 82.0 

13 26.0 0 0 1 2.0 36 72.0 
- , 

7 10.8 0 0 5 7.7 53 81.5 

39 57.3 4 5.9 3 4.4 22 32.4 

156 29.8 6 1.1 44 8.4 317 60.7 

Total. 

, 

52 

69 

45 

30 

44 

50 

50 

50 

65 

68·, -

523 



Table IV , 

Number and Percent of Arrests for Possession .' by Type of Drug From August, 1974 to May, J.975 * 

Month Marijuana Her ion Methamphetamine Misc. Drugs All Other Arrests Total. Arrests 
# % of # % of # % of # % of ; # % of . 

l~rests Arrests Arrests Arrests Arrests .. ~ 
August a a a a a a a 0. 52. 100 52· 

September 3 4.3 a a 2 2.9 1 1.4 63 91.4 69 

October 0 0 1 2.2 a a a a 44 97.8 45 

November 1 3.3 3 10.0 0 a 5 16.7 21 10.0 30 

December 8 18.2 1 2:'3 1 2.3 1 2.3 33 74.9 44 

January : 3 6.0 1 2.0 3 6.0 a a 43 86.0 50 

February "10 20.0 4 8.0 1 2.0 a a 35 70.0 50 

March 9 18.0 3 6.0 a a a a 38 76.0 50 

April 5 7.7 a a ' . a a a a 60 92.3 65 

May . 7 ;1.0.3 1 1.5, a a 1 1-.5 59 86.7 .68 
...... 

Total 46 8.8 14 2.7 7 1.3 8 1.5 448 85.7 523 

*Classi'fication based on most harmful or dangerous drug found at arrest. 

,. 
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TABLE V 

Number and Percent of Charges for Possession 
From August, 1974 to May, 1975 

Charges for Possession 
Month Number Percent of All Charges Total Charges 

August 20 15.9 126 

September 19 15.4· 123 

October 31 24.4 127 

November 27 32.9 82 

December 30 32.2 93 

January 24 20.9 115 

February 23 25.0 92 

March 23 20.5 112 

April 12 9.9 121 

May 18 15.7 115 

Total 227 20.5 1,106 
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TABLE VI 

Most Serious Charge by Disposition for 109 Individuals 
for Which Disposition Known 

Conspiracy Conspiracy Possession " 
.~ 

to to with Intent 
Disposition " Delivery , Deliv~ry Possess to Deliver. Sale Manufacture 

. 
Subtotal of Plead to . (NO'.) 53 1 0 2 0 4 

or Convicted of: 
(%)' 67.9 * • * * .,. 

1. .Delivery 26 0 0 0 0 0 

2. Conspiriicy to 
deliver 0 0 0 0 0 0 

3. Possession with 
6 intent to deliver 2 0 0 0 0 

4. Possession 25 . 1 0 2 0 4 

5. 'Reckh~ss Endanger-
ing 0 . 0 0 0, 0 0 

Subtotal of No Plead to . 
Not Convicted (NO. ) 23 0 2 1 1 .4 

,---~-.~.---..... 

(%) . 30.2 '* *, .,. * .,. 

1- Noll-;e 15' 0 2- 0 1 2 

2. Suspended 7 , 0 0; 1 '01 2 

3. Dismissed 1 
. 

0 0 0 0 0 

. 
Total 76 . 1 2 3 1 B . . 

" 

... 
*Percentages based on a total less than 50, as in the case heret are unstable 
and misleading, and so have been olliitted. ' 

.... 

Attempted 
Delivery Possession' Other 

0 8 0 
.. 

* '. '" 
0 ,0 . 0 

0 0 0 

0 0 0 

0 7 0 

0 1 
. 

0 

1 ,8 1 . .. " 
" *, 'If 

0 .5. 1 

]; O· 0 

0 3 
,~ 

0 

1 16 1 
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TABLE VII 

Breakdown of Arrests by Month 
and Type of Drug From August, 

1974 to May, 1975* 
. 

: 

Bot;h Mariju'ana Other Durgs or Total 
Month - Marijuana 'Only Heroin Only and Heroin Only Combinations of Drugs Arrests 

No. % ,of All # % of All # % of All # % of All 
Ar~ests Arrests Arrests Arrests 
. 

August 29 55.7 8 15.4 0 0 15 I 28.9 52 

I . 
17.4 12 17.4 3 4.3 September 12 42 60.9 69 

October 16 35.5 9 20.0 2 4.4 18 40.1 45 

November 11 36.7 4 13.3 if! 3.3· 14 46.7 30 

December 14 31.8 6 13.6 2 4.5 22 50.1 44 . . 
January 13 -26.0 5 10.0 2 4.0 30 60.0 50 

February 17 34.0 6 12.0 1 2.0 26 52.0 SO 

March 19 38.0 3 6.0 0 0 28 56.0 50 

1.5 
,~ 

65 April 12 18.5 0 0 1 52 80.0 

May 20 - 29.2 12 17.6 4 5.9 32 47.0 68 

Total 163 31.2 65 12.4· 16 3.0 279 53.4 523 

*Classification based on most harmful or dangerous drug found at arrest. 

I-' 
00 

. 

, 
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TABLE VIII . ' 

Breakdown of Charges by Month and Type Drug Involved 
From August, 1974 to May, 1975* \ 

Charges , 

V~oI-at~ons Involv~ng 
Violat;ions Involving Violation~ Involving All Other Drugs and Total 

Only Marijuana Only Herion Combination of Drugs Charges 

Percent Percent Percent 
No. All Charges No. All Charges No. All Charges , 

August 59 6.8 8 .3 59 46.9 126 

September 25 20.3 26 21.1 72 58.6 i23 . 
October 32 25.2 27 1 21.3 68 53.5 127 

- . 
November 11 13.4 6 7.3 65 79.3 82 

• -, 
December 21 22.6 10 10.7 62 66.7 93 

. 

January 29 25.2 13 11.3 73, 63.5 115 
!. 

February 26 28.2 .6 6.5 60 65.3 92 
I 

March 2·7 24.1 4 3.6 81 72.3 112 

April 18 14.9 0 ,0 103 85.1 .... . 121 . i' 
May 3 2.6 24 20-.9 88 76.5 115 

, , 

. ' 

Total 251 22.7 124 11.2 731 66.1 1,106 

*Classification based on most harmful or dangerous drug found at arrest. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------~------------------~,-------------------------------------------------------------
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,TABLE IX 

Breakdown of Marijuana Arrests for 
Delivery by Month From August, 1974 

to May, 1975 

Conspiracy Possession With Total Arrests For 
Month Delivery :to Delivery Intent to Deliver Marijuana Violations 

No. % Total No. % Total Nt) • % Total 

August 14 * 1 * 0 * 
September- . S * 0 * 0 * 
October 12 * 0 * 1 * 
November 2 * 1 * 3 * 
December 3 * 0 * 1 * 
January 5 * 0 * 0 -* • 
February 4. * 0 * 4 * 
March 8 * 0 * 1 * . 
April 5 * 0 * 3 * 
May 

. -13 * 0 * 0 * 

Total 71 82.6 2 2.3 13 15.1 
I 

*Percentages based on a total less than 50, as in the case here; are unstable 
and misleading and so have been omitted. 

N 
o 

15 

3 

13 

6 

4 

5 

8. 

9 . 

8 ' . 
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13 

86 
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• A 1,', REPORT 

nMSTIGATIVE STRnffi FORCE 

Activities from 5 June 1975 to 12 June 1975 

DRUG PURCHASES; 

TOTAL PURCHA3ES: 

(North) 
(South) 

TYPE OF DRUGS PURCHASED: 

1 1·1arijuana buy 
2 l10thamphetamine buys 
2 Heroin buys 
1 Ba.CJhish buy 
1 pcp buy 

.ARF~S OF DRUGS l)UlWBASF..D: 

- 3 
4· 
7 

2 buys in. Ue\.~ Castle C01.U1tY/State. jU+'isd~ction 
1 buy in C.t ty of \{ilmiYl..gton 
1, buys in Kent CountY/State jurisdictioll 

ARRESTS VlADE AS A RESULT OF DRUG PURCHp..BES AND \'IARRlllfll EXECUTIOlm: 

g~~Jg ~ 
6/7/75 . . 

6/10/75 
6/10/75 
6/10/75 
6/10/75 
6/10/75 
6/11/75 
6/11/15 

NAMES OF 
THOSE ARRESTED WERE 

SUPPRESSED 

• 

. . 
POssession of marijuana 
Deli vel:y of marijuana 
Poss "'/i del. amphetamines 
Possession ·of marijmiJla 
CC]M 

Possession.of marijuana 
Possession of marijuana 
Delivery of heroin 
Manufacturing marijuana 
Hanui'acturing marj.,juana' 
l1anu.factm:ing marijuana 
Delivery of cocaine 

I 
TOTAL P~~ONS fiJlRESTEn ••• ~ •••••••. 10 

TOTAL CBJillGES ••••••••• 12 
DRUGS. COinPISCATED: 

l.farijuana •••••••••••• o. 6 Ibs. 
I1arijuana Plants ••••••• 37 
AmphetanUno pills •••••• 321 

.' . . ~ ". 

VALUE OF DRUGS CONFISCATED: 

HONIJ!iS CONFISC.A~[!lD: $1205.00 

O1llIEU l'ROJ2ERTY REC9VERE.D: 

1 - .22 cal. hand gun 
1 - 1971 VolknwClgen van 

. 
$1135.00 

ASBilrt.cd. Rehoboth })D l~ef drug invcotie;ation 

'it 

22 

.. 

Troop 6 
Troop 9 
Troop 9 
Reh0110 t:h 
Rehoboth 
\ifilnlingt.Ol1 
'filming-ton 
"lilmington 
TroOI) 3 
TroOI) 3 
Troop 3 

. "filmington 

·i ." I.' 
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EXHIBIT B SAMPLE MONTHLY REPORT 

IlNE311IGNnVB STHIKt: i!'0RCE 

December, 1974 

DHUG l)URCBASES: (Horth) - 20_ 
(South) 15 -

35 

TYPE onl DHUGS PUltcHASED: 

20 HarijuW1f.L buys 
5 Heroin buys 
3 i'Ietharuphctamine buys 
2 'JI_mphetsln.ine :buys 
3 Cocaine buys' 
2 P.C.P. buys 

AREAS OF DJ.UGS l)URCIIASED: 

9 'buys in He", ',Castle County/state juri~dictiol1 
9 buys in City of vlilmillbrton 
-3 buys in Kent/Sussex County/state -jurisdiction 
8 buys in City of Dover " 
2~bUY8 in City of Seaford 
1 buy ill City of Hilford 
1 buy in City of JJ8wes 
1 buy in Pennsylva..Ylia \'lith D.E.A. 
1 buy in Salisbury, Ha:eyland 

- " 

TorrAL PEHSOHS .AIlli.ESTED •••••••••••••••• h4 TOTAL CHARGES ••••••••••••••• 93 

DHUGS COll}'ISCATED AS J~ HESULT OF ltAIDS AND AHRESTS: 

JvIaxijuana 
. Hashish 
Ne~haUlphetP..luine 

.,Heroin 
Cocaine 
Amphetamine tablets 
D.H.T. 
P.G.P. 

'IlYpoderiiu:c "hec(fle 

-:' ........ , ..... . 
.~ •• « •• o •• , •••••• · ................ . 
• ........ 0 •••• " ••• 

• •••• II , , •••••• II •• · ............. " ... . 
• ••••• t •••••• " •• • 

VALUE OF DImGS COfTFISCNPED·· ••••• '. • • • • • • • •• • • • • • • • •• ~9, 2510 00 

MONIES'. CONFISCATED •••••••••••••.•• , •••••••••••• ' ••• $1,238,00 

OTmm PROFcilrl'Y HECOYERED: 

1 - 1?XG'8 foldinG knife 
1 .38 cal. re~olvor 

.' \ . 

1 ::.. .22 CEll. rifle 
1 - • 2~ '~al. rovol '{or nnd 1.:. round.s 
1 - 19".3 Volks\Y[\{;OIl 

1 - l.'adio 
_ 1 _- _lli,d', Q r b:i l'lOcnlJ.n.\'S 

9 ,lbs. 2* 03. 
l' gram 
.5i spoons 
168 -,--1- 'I" s 
-i\- oz. pure & 15 - ~rr.l' s 
500 vIhi te crosses 
1 grDIll 
2 spoons 
'l 

.~ . . ,~ ... 
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EXHIBIT C 

Budget Summary from Project Application 

. • - -
I . Di\RC DARC 

~\:aget Cat~gories Totals 
F0dcr<:>1 C9.s h l'-~atch Subgrantee 

! , . FU:1c1s Funds Cash r'~atch . 

I 
R0qucsted R0quested 

I 
_.",1' .... 

I (a)' Parso=-J.;;.~l I 1- ~ . --- .t::") $0 01 .... $5,574 $4,161 -I \~~o~ovccs nene~~~s "'roJ :J ---'(b) Professional Services , 
'. I . I (C . ~, , & CO:i.tractors) - f - - ., -on S U.L cnr:"C.s .. 

,~ 

I (c) I T;:c::.,,..el • I 750 
·1 

750 - - . , 
I ~ (c. ) ~ f. .... 

984 984 . v\:.pp.L~es - ~ . , 

(e) ·O?ernting'· Exper,lses 29,961 I 29,961 - - . 

(£) ......' t .!:.qulpmen- - j. - ! - I -
I I 

!. 1 (g) . Ot::e;::' I - - - -, 

! - ! 

TO',2li.:US j$4i',610 I $37,449 j' $4,161 '/ -. 
I 






