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FOREWORD 

The individual patrolman routinely makes dl~cisions on matters that require a delicate balancing 
of important sociaLand legal values. If his judgment is short of the mark, the mistake may doom 
a case, particularly if the error involves the e)(clusionary rule. 

A high percentage of felony arrests result neither in cr.mvicti~n nor acquittal. Many are screened 
out of the criminal justice system at various decision-maki"ng points - by the prosecutor, at the 
preliminary h()aring, by the grand jury, by the trial judge. With few exceptions, however, police 
agencies have not developed systematic procedures for finding out what happens to apparently 
good cases made on the street. 

These critical issues prompted the City of Dallas in 1973 to create a Police Legal Liaison Division. 
In Dallas, Assistant City Attorneys are on call 24 hours a day to advise police officers on case 
preparation and to gather information about those cases that do not go forward to a guilty plea 
or conviction. 

The National Institute believes the Dallas approach can help to raise tha quality of investigations 
so that more cases are successful in court. Equally important, ready access to a lawyer know­
ledgeable in the criminal law can ensure that c:ases of serious crimes receive appropriate care and 
preparation. 
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GOT A MOMENT? 

We'd like to know what you think of this document. 

The last page of this publication is a questionnaire. 

Will· you take a few moments to complete it? The 
postage is prepaid. 

Your answers will help us provide you with more 
useful Exemplary Project Docl,lmentation Materials. 
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1.1 Introduction 

CHAPTER 1 

PROJECT SUMMARY 

Since the careers of today's senior administrators began, police 
work has become more difficult, more complicated, more profession­
al. A large part of that change is a result. of rapidly expanding 
legal developments including new statutes, court decisions, and 
reform in courtroom procedures. The most publicized aspect of 
these developments is the creation. of a system of strict safe­
guards of the constitutional rights of the accused: 

'" the "Miranda warning" which must precede custodial 
questioning; 

o strict scrutiny of probable cause for arrest, 
search, or seizure of evidencei 

'" tough testing of the sufficiency of warram::s; 

'" restrictions on the use of tape recordings and 
wiretaps. 

This developing body of constitutional requirements is only part 
of the picture of legal change. Improved (indeed, required) legal 
representation of defendants has led to vigorous testing of police 
conduct in case after case. Defendants and community members are 
increasingly a,'lare of their rights and opportunities for protest. 
Legislation comes from Congress and state legislatures every year, 
changing previously acceptable acts into crimes and vice versa. 
Statutes on the books are ruled unconstitutional, limited, ex­
plained, or broadened--while their words remain unchanged. 

In the midst of these legal requirements--and facing a generally 
rising incidence of reported crime--stands the police officer. If 
he fails to keep pace with legal changes, if his judgement is in 
error, both the rate of crime and police image may suffer as a 
result. 
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Officers on patrol need clear legal and policy guidan:ce to respond 
properly to the difficult situations they consistently confront. 
Police agencies need to become more involved in the ultimate dis­
position of criminal cases by strengthening their ,case preparation 
efforts and fOllowing up on cases which are dismissed or not pro­
secuted. Now more than ever, police must function in cooperation 
with local courts and prosecuting agencies. 

Since 1973, the Dallas Police Legal Liaison Division has functioned 
as a special 'Unit of the Dallas Police Department, providing train­
ing and legal counsel to staff-level police officers and investiga­
tors. The goal: to prevent and correct police legal error, reduc­
ing the number of cases rejected or dismissed by the courts. 

Since police legal advisor programs were first given national cur­
rency by the recommendations of the President's Commission on Law 
Enforcement and the Administration of Justice in 1967, interest in 
these programs has become widespread. Law ,Enforcement Assistance 
Administration funds supported the installation of many new legal 
advisors. Training courses for public legal advisors appeared, 
first in a degree program at Northwestern University and now in a 
one-week orientation course conducted by t~e International Associa­
tion of Chiefs of Police. The l<;gal advis;:)r idea was endorsed by 
the National Advisory Commission on Criminal Justice Standards and 
Goals as well as the American Bar.Association. ~y 1975, the IACP 
estimated that about 300 police departments across the country had 
internal legal advisors. 

These programs differ greatly in scope and design. Sqme legal ad­
visors are right-hand assistants to the chief of police. Some con­
centrate on training, wr~le others are special-assignment trouble­
shooters o~ specialists on internal discipline and corruption mat­
ters. Many are involved primarily in administrative legal matters 
such as laoor negotiations and materials contracts, while others 
are exclusively concerned with enfor~ement issues. A few are 
draftsmen of legislation and police lobbyists. 

The Legal Liaison Division in Dallas, Texas, has earned the status 
of an "Exemplary Project" from the Law Enforcement Assistance Ad­
ministration's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 
Justice. The Dallas program and the particular type of legal ad­
visor effort it r~presents--centering on practical assistance and 
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training for line investigators and officers--are the subjects of 
this document. 

This manual is written primarily for police administrators, plan­
ners and others in a position to consider the establishment of a 
police legal advisor program in their jurisdictions. The Dallas 
program is described in some detail; its strengths and its weak­
nesses are. point~d out. An attempt is made to draw from the Dal­
las experience and other sources to provide as much guidance as 
possible to othe;r departments. Clearly this document is not the 
last word on the provision of legal services to police. What it 
does contain is a discussion, based on one example, of one approach 
to the legal needs of police--the provision of legal training, ad­
vice, and case document review for all line officers in a moderate 
to large-sized law enforcement agency. 

In this undertaking, this manual should be contrasted to several 
other valuable discussions of police legal advisor programs. 
Guidelines for a P~lice Legal unit, prepared by the International 
Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) under a grant from the LaW 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, in a more general way, 
covers all types of legal advisor programs for all kinds of juris­
dictions. This IACP document is now being revised and expanded. 
Policy recommendations and commentaries on the general subject of 
police legal advisors have also been prepared by the American Bar 
Association and two Presidential commissions. (These publications 
are cited in the Appendix to this report.) 

The precise approach taken in Dallas may not be the best for any 
given department; but, on careful examination, much may be learned 
from the Dallas experience which can be adapted to meet the needs 
of other departments. 

The remainder of this chapter summarizes the operations and results 
of the Dallas program. Succeeding .chapters discuss the development 
and approach of the Dallas program in greater detail--its adminis­
tration, the types of serVices provided to the Dallas Police De­
partment, the costs of those services, and the project's monitor-

'ing and evaluation systems. 
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1.2 Project Summary 

The Dallas Legal Liaison Division is composed of the directo~ -- a 
sworn officer who is also an attorney -- and four Assistant Dallas 
City Attorneys on temporary assignment to the Police Department~ 
Each staff attorney takes primary responsibility for providing le~ 
gal services to specified q,ivisions of the department, and assumes 
certain areas of the substcmtive law as specialties for the purposes 
of training and monitoring legal developments. The services pro­
vided include: 

~ 24-hour-a~day case consulting, over the telephone or 
Qn the scene. At least one attorney is available on 
call at all times to ans\ver specific questi6ns of 
officers on patrol. As more general questions arise, 
project attorneys prepare policy statements and memor­
anda for distrihution within the Department. 

e Legal review of every case prepared for prosecution. 
All prosecution reports are reviewed for legal suffi­
ciency before they are submitted to the District Attor­
ney's Office. In addition to reviewi71g documents, the 
project's lawyers consult with patrol supervisors and 
investigators on developing and ongoing cases, responding 
to any legal questions raised. 

e Any assistance needed for warrant or affidavit pre­
paration. 

• Training in all relevant aspects of thela:~_", for new 
recruits, auxiliary police and veterans in se~yice. 
Legal Liaison lawyers give approximately 74 hours of 
classroom training to each recruit class a~d to each 
reserve or auxiliary class. They conduct regular 
courses for new jail supervisors (police sergeants) as 
well. And several attorneys teach legal subjects at 
the nearby regional police academy for officers in 
similar jurisdictions. 

• Tlinely advice regarding changes in statutes arid court 
interpretations. 

• Legal. support to police administrators and the Depart­
ment as a whole. Serving as in-house counsel to the 
Department, the Division assists in developing legis­
lative reform proposals, reviewing claims against the 
department, assisting in representation of the depart­
ment in court, and dealing "Tith other criminal justice 
agencies on special projects. 
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A key element in the legal services provided for line police of­
ficers is the review of legally important case documents prepared 
by the police, including "prosE?cution reports" which provide the 
basis for court complaints·, supplemental prosecution reports which 
present the results·of additional investigations, search and arrest 
warrants and officers' affidavits for warrants. with very few ex­
ceptions, all of these documents are reviewed by an attorney before 

.,presentation to a court or prosecutor for action. All felony and 
misdemeanor cases which fail to produce convictions are also re­
viewed .to detect any avoidable police erl;"or which may have contri­
buted to the disposition. 

In providing this service, the Dallas program suocessfully integrates 
two parts of the criminal justice system that often operate in 
isolation -- t;he police and prosecutor. The necessity for police 
agencies to become involved in criminal case follow-up has been em-
phasized by the National Advisory Commission on Standards and Goals, 
Repor~ on Police: 

"sequential processing of defendants through the criminal 
justice system has contributed to the common but erroneous 
belief that, except for appearance as witnesses, the police 
function ends when a criminal complaint is issued. This 
belief thwarts efforts to improve the effectiveness of the 
criminal justice system. The concept of a criminal justice 
system requires that the police have a greater influence on 
the overall processes than merely serving as the system's 
intake point." 

By reviewing all cases prior to filing and determining what happens 
to those cases that are not prosecuted, the Dallas program fully 
addresses the recommendation of the Commission that police agencies 
undertake a more active role in the disposition of criminal cases. 
Their diligent performance of these tasks is one reason the proj­
ect has the full support of the City Attorney and the District 
Attorney. 

The project's accomplishments are considered in greater detail in 
Chapter 8 of this document. To summarize here: Dallas police, 
police administrators, prosecutors, and others agree that the 
presence of project attorneys has contributed sig~lIicantly to 
improved police performance, and the available evidence suggests 

, 
that fewer cases now fail due to avoidable police error. Increas­
ed convictions, although important, are not the only measure of 
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the project's success. More informed decision-making by police in 
such sensitive areas as arrest and search and seizure means great·­
er .respect for the Constitutional rights of individuals. 
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2.1 Project History 

CHAPTER 2 
PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

Like many other ongoing programs which attempt to meet important 
needs, the Dallas Legal Liaison Division has evolved organiza­
tionally and functionally over time in response to changes in the 
needs of the Dallas Police Department as well as the unit's own 
efforts to experiment with different approaches to its tasks. 

The precursor to the present Legal Liaison Division was estab­
lished in January, 1970, when Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis­
tration (LFAA) funding was obtained through the Texas Criminal 
Justice Co{~cil to support part of the expenses of a unit of two 
full-time attorneys--both sworn police officers--and a stenograph­
er. These attorneys had four major functions: 

(1) to provide legal and policy advice to the Chief of 
Police and other command an~ supervisory personnel; 

(2) to represent the Dallas Police Department in 
dealings with the City Attorney, District Attor­
ney, U.S. Attorney, and other law enforcement 
officials; 

(3) to aid the department's Director of Training in 
preparing and updating materials on legal subjects; 
and 

(4) to assist in representing the department in legal 
proceedings, including a significant number of 
civil rights lawsuits. 
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The Division maintained this configuration, arid these functions, 
for about three years, during which period th~ attorneys became 
a valued part of the department's command str,'ucture. Inaddition 
to providing support to departmental policy ~akers, the Division 
developed for the police department a packag~~ of proposals for the 
1971 state legislature, covering such. law en/Edrcemeht topics as 
wiretap authorization procedure, search and/confession standards, 

• .. i 

bail criteria, and revisions in the statutory definitions of cer-
tain offenses. The Division's training actlivities widened to in­
clude not only preparation of recruit training materials but also 
"legal bulletin~" distributed throughout tr,le department to update 
officers' legal knowledge. The lawyers aliso found themselves, to 
a limited extent, advising investigators (detectives) and other 
officers on difficult developing cases. 

The impetus for a change came from the Director of this earlier 
version of today's Division, now Director of the Legal Lia~son 
Division. On the basis of his limited experience consulting di­
rectly with lower-echelon officers, he felt that legal counseling 
to police could be more effective if a larger number of la\~ers 
were available to reach out to more members of the department. 
The evidence of legal shortcomings by' the line officers was ambi­
guous but suggestive--an increase in civil rights lawsuits against 
the police; 29 percent of the cases presented to the grand jury 
failing to gain ind~ctments; a 20 percent dismissal rate for fel­
ony cases. Even though case filings were formally reviewed by 
supervising line officers before submission to the District Attor.! 
ney, it seemed likely that a significant proportion of the case 
failures were due tq. legal failures of a correctable sort--improp­
er searches, poorly/drafted documents, "bad warrants," and so on. 

Therefore, an expansion ,and reorganization of the Legal Liaison 
Division was planned and funded under the LEAA "Impact" crime re­
duction program. The prin~ry goal was to attack head-on the prob­
lem of failed cases--charges brought by police which did not re­
sult in convictions. The new Division would provide more legal 
services to line officers and investigators, in order to intercept 
police legal error before it occurred (through a str9ng training 
program and daily legal consultations) or at an early, correctable 
stage (through case and documents review). 
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The Division's reorganization was e;Efective in March 1973. In 
addition to the two pOlice. attorneys ,four Assistant City Attor­
neys, selected by the Director of the Legal Liaison Division and 
approved by the City Attorney, were added to the unit and 
assigned as follows: 

(1) One to assist and support the Patrol Bureau and the 
five patrol substations. 

(2) One to advise the investigative divisions (Criminal 
Investigation. Division and Vice Control Division). 

(3) One to be the principal liaison with the District 
Attorney's Office. 

(4) One to assist the others as required. 

Within a few months, it became obvious that these assignments had 
resulted in uneven workloads for the attorneys. In addition, 
changes in state law, effective in 1973, suggested the usefulness 
of developing 'an expertise in drug· abuse and family law. Upon the· 
retirement of one of the two sworn police officer attorneys, the 
position was converted to that of an assistant city attorney. At 
this time, assignments were changed so that each of the five as­
sitant city attorneys was assigned to one of the five Patrol Divi­
sions and to one or more specialized police bureaus, with the 
fifth attorney covering relations with the District Attorney as 
well as advising assigned bureaus. 

At this point, the Legal Liaison Division achieved a basic organi­
zational design which met the department's needs, and which has 
remained in effect ev~r since. Generally, each attorney is re­
sponsible for the following: 

• advising one or two patrol divisions; 

• advising at least one non-patrol bureau; and 

• mastering certain substantive legal specialties. 

From time to time, the assignments of attorneys to divisions and 
bureaus have been changed in response to ohanges in the Legal Li­
aison Division and in the department. For example, one of the 
initial attorneys retired in 1973, and assignments were modified 
to adapt to the presence of his less experienced replacement (an­
other Assistaht City Attorney) on the sta:ef. At one point, the 
department's.Tap~ical Division changed its orientation in such a 
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way that less legal advice was required, so assignments were 
changed to equalize the workload among the lawyers. For another 
period, a "decentralization" experiment in one. substation was ac­
companied by the assignment of one attorney full-t.:Lme to'chatpa­
trol unit only, with his office physically located .there. 

(> 

At the end of the.LEAA grant, two Assistant City Attorneys resign­
ed from the Division, one to become First Assistant City Attorney 
in another city and "one to accept a promotion within the City 
Attorney' s office. As of the end of October, 1975, then,!. the 
Division has assumed anew configuration, with all the costs sup-:­
ported ~X the city. This orgal}:ization is as_follows~ 

.<:~.;-

(1) The project director (the only police department 
employee) is responsible for administration and 
management, and is the chief contact with the 
Chief of Police and Deputy Chiefs; 

(2) A "coordinating attorney" supervises the investiga­
tors in the District Attorney Liaison Unit, advises 
the Intelligence Division and two patrol division~, 
and acts as deputy director; 

(3) Another lawyer advises the Youth Section and one 
patrol division; 

(4) A fourth attorney is assigned to (and has his office 
in) the Criminal Investigation Division and to a 
patrol division; and. 

(5) The final lawyer advises the Traffic, Vice, and 
Special Operations Divisions as well as one patrol 
division, and supervises the Municipal Court Liaison 
Unit of investigators. 

The present attorneys feel that, although this organization rep­
resents a reduction in the size of the unit to its 1973 level, the 
quality of service provided will continue to be high. They re­
port that, with the most common tYPes of "police legal errors" 
now brought under control, and with many of the present officers 
in the department having been trained and re-trained in legal 
matters by the Legal Liaison Division, the need for legal ser­
vices has reached a level at which a five-lawyer unit can con­
tinue to handle all the work. 
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2.2 Goal Setting and Revision 

Just as the Division's organization has evolved, so also has its 
view of its goals.. When a lawyer unit first appeared in the qe­
partment, as noted above, advising top officials, liaison, and 
assisting in training were regarded as ends in themselves. With 
the 1973 expansion and reorganization, the department and the 
project's funding agency sought more meaSurable objectives, con­
ceptually closer to the actual "payoff" of crime reduction. Re­
ducing grand jury no-bills and felony and major misdemeanor dis­
missals were therefore adopted as key statistical goals. (To 
make the relationship explicit, these measures are connected to 
crime reduction by the assumption, upon which the criminal justice 
system is built, that convicting offenders will create a deterrent 
to crime.) 

Only a few months' data were required to establish that police 
error was directly accountable for only one-sixth of the no-bills 
and six percent of the dismissals, with most of the others due to 
such usually uncontrollable factors as refusal of complainants to 
prosecute, unavailability or uncooperativeness of essential wit­
nesses, or special conditions of the defendant (insanity, incar­
ceration, or demise). The project was thus forced to revise its 
objeqtives to ·focus only on police-caused no-bills and dismissals, 
the prosecution failures reachable by the program's efforts. 

The depaX:tment in its 1970 review also devised a number of activ­
ity measures and projected target levels for these activities to 
guide the efforts of the Legal Liaison Division. These activity 
measures, considered more thoroughly in Chapter Eight, included 
such statistics as the number of prosecution reports reviewed and 
the number of class hours of training provided. 

with experience, the targeted levels of some of these measures 
have also been revised. Achievement of several of the activity 
goals' has been limited by factors beyond the control of the Legal 
Liaison Division--for example, the Division cannot review more 
supplemi:!ntal prosecution reports than the department prepares. 
Therefore., these "goals" are now stated in percentage form as 
well as absolute numbers, so that, for example, the unit's goal 
is to review 100 percent of the reports filed ratheF than to re­
view a set number. 
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other activity goals have even been eliminated altogether. For 
example, the Police Department conducted an intensive community 
relatioI1s program .beginnin:"<",in 1.972, wh,ich included numerous vis­
its by project attorneys tJ\ ~ommunity 'group meetings and pre£!inct 
citizens council meetings. -tegal Liaison attorneys eventually 
concluded that, while the program may have been valuable, its time 
demands were simply too great to justify intensive attorney parti­
cipation; thus, the amount of time devoted to meetingwithcommun­
ity groups is now limited toa few critical situations. 

with the ending "of federal funding of the legal unit· in October( 
1.975, none of the project's operating goals has changed. 

2.3 Establishing Rapport 

Much attention was devoted at the project's outset to the effort 
to establish healthy relationships with line officers and investi­
gators. Liaison Division personnel heard reports of significant 
opposition to the program,with the predictable themes including 
police resentment of civilians, suspicion of innovation, distrust 
of lawyers, anger at seeing younger and less experienced gersonnel 
being paid at higher rates, unwillingness to have a non-police 
officer "tell me how to do my job," chafing at the restrictions 
on police OPerations which lawyers have devised and stand for, 
and so forth. 

It was essential for the Dallas program, which is explicitly; ailned 
at the needs of detectives and patrolmen, to overcome this ini­
tial hostility as quickly as possible and to establish .a confident 
attorney-client relationShip. To do this, the attorneys stressed 
their independence of the top "brass," as evidenced by their 
Assistant City Attorney status, and tried to spend as much time 
as possible advising investigating officers on developing cases. 
Consequently, good relations with detectives were established 
fairly quickly. 

Establishing rapport with field services or patrol officers was 
somewhat'more difficult. It was "aided significantly by several 
factors: the June, 1.973 assignment of the attorneys to specific 
patrol field stations i .the placement of one of. these attorneys in 

t. 
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.anoffid~in a station headquarters; the passage of the revised 
Texa.s Penal Code (effective in January, 1974), which generated 
considerable uncertainty among the field officers and gave the 
proj.ect attorneys an opportunity to demonstrate their competence 
and usefulness to the patrol officers; and the approach taken· 
by the project attorneys in dealing with.patrol and investigati.ve 
officers. 

Assigning specific attorneys to specific .departmental units 
serv.es several purposes. First , it provides the basis for per­
sonal identification by giving the police officers in each unit 
one name and face to remember and to call upon, instead of an 
anonymous "legal unit" and a telephone number. From the lawyer's 
point of view, having one or two units to concentrate on makes 
the task of establishing good personal relationships easier; the 
target group with which the attorney must become familiar is 
clearly defined and reasonable i~ size. This assignment system 
.~educes the possibility of inconsistent advice being given by 
different lawyers, through either inadvertence or "attorney­
shopping" by offi'Jers. It also facilitates the development of 
substantiv~ legal specialties by the attorneys in areas corre­
sponding to the chief enforcement concerns of their assigned 
units. And, by making it clear to the lawYers and officers that 
advising the officers in specified units is the primary responsi­
bility of the assigned attorneys, this system avoids the appear­
ance and the actuality of a legal unit serving primarily as 
assistants to the Chief. 

The 1973 revision of the state penal law was, in a sense, a 
stroke of luck for the legal unit. The overhaul of the statute 
was so comprehensive, with .~lli~erous ~u~stantive changes being 
accompanied by complete renumbering of the sections, that the .. 
need for retrainin~ was obvious. The Legal Liaison Division step-
ped in, developing a three-day review course which was given to 
every sworn officer in the department, incl~ding the Chief. 
Teaching responsibilities for the course were divided among the 
attorneys. The training sessions, each teaching about 60 offi: 
cers, were conducted at the rate of two a week for about four 
months before every officer was reached. In conjunction with the 
course, complete booklet copies of the revised code were provided 
for every member of the department. 
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Conducting this course for the officers was clearly a useful 
training program, but it had additional value to the legal advis­
ors. It demonstrated the. usefulness of the,lawyers to the offi­
cers; it exposed every officer to all of the lawyers; it showed 
the expertise. of the attorneys in a cri1;:ical area; and it demon­
strated the concern of the attorneys with protecting and assist­
Ing the police rather than "second-guessing" them. 

I'" 

In their contacts with detectives and patrol officers, the lawyers 
emphasized several crucial policies which aided them in developing 
trust, including the following: 

• The ,Division's emphasis on protecting officers, both 
by giving advice designed to minimize risk to police 
and by continuing to support and represent any offi­
cer who follows their advice. 

• The attorneys' availability 24 hours a day, and their 
willingness to corne to any scene if called. 

• The orientation of the staff attorneys toward serving 
line detectives and officers, and away from manage­
mentand internal investigations duties. 

• The lawyers' independent status as Assistant City 
Attorneys and the advisory nature .of their opinions. 

Along with these policies, the l~wyers also stressed their respon-
'" sibility to see that "things are dotle right, ,i both because of the 

inherent weakness of legally deficient or tampered cases and be­
cause of the attorneys' professional ~~hics. The tone of the . 
attorneys' approach was, "If you make a bad arrest, I'll throw it 
out. • •• I won't report you, but I won't ignore the bad arrest 
either. If you make a good ~rrest, or even a questionable one, 
especially if it is on my advice., I'll back you up completely. I' 

Beyond representing the Legal Liaison Division favorably to the 
officers, each attorney adopted his or her own approach to get~ 
ting to know the assigned unit's personnel. Frequent informal 
visits as well as evening and weekend riding on patrol were com­
mon. One attorney volunteered to accompany officers enforcing 
criticai search warrants which he helped draft. Another went 
through the entire recruit training curriculum before assuming 
his patrol unit assignment. One attorney wrote an article for 
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the department's in-house newspaper on the need for police offi­
cers to have wills. 

The Dallas Legal Liaison Division and the department's officers 
now report a healthy professional relationship between officers 
and attorneys. The police clearly see the project at.torneys as 
"our lavwers" and have reportedly called on them in cases ranging 
from complex vice investigations to personal legal problemS. 

\"', 

2.4 Developing an Attorney-Client Relationship 

An attorney can represent the interests of a client most effec­
tively only with the client's confidence and trust. When a 
client withholds information or provides deliberately misleading 
accounts of past events, the laWyer,. and therefore the client's 
interests, are es]?ecially vulnerable to adversaries. To a~:hieve 
the trust of clients, lawyers must demonstrate that they wilLqb-:-" 
serve scrupulous confidentiality and that t'lley have no conflict-' 
ing partisan interests. 

These generalizations are 'equally valid for the police attorney. 
Here, the clients are the police department and its officers. 
Thus, the attorneys must show clearly that within the constraints 
of professional responsibility, they have no client other than 
the ]?olice. They must honor their pledge of confidentiality to 
their clients. 'And they must vigorously prot:ect their clients I 
interests, while equally vigorously demanding' of them scrupulous 
observance of their legal responsibilities. 

There are several factors which might operate to discourage the 
development of a sound att;orney-client rela~ionship betw'een 
police attorneys and police, and which should. be guarded against. 
One is the identification of.,.the attorney wit:h one level or f~Q­
tion within the department. This danger is particularly acute 
when, as is typically the case, there is a divergence of interest 
between line officers and departmental "brass,." with the police 
chief or commissioner making the attorney hiring decisions and 
setting the legal advisor's priorities to a major extent, the 
implication that the lawyer is a J'shoo-fly" or a management rep­
resentative is difficult to avoid., It is a virtual certainty for 
any attorney who represents the departmental management in collec­
tive bargaining, grievance, or internal di~c:lplinary proceedings. 
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The Dallas program has made a marked. effort to eliminate any im­
pression that the project attorneys may be management,representa­
tives. Only rarely do any of the attorneys part.icipate in salary 
negotiations, grievance ,proceedings, or disciplinary hearings •. 
The attorneys (except one) are City Attorney ~mployees on assign­
ment to th'epolice department, with. no formal stature in the de­
partment's command structure. Their assignments to operating 
units, with each attorney highly accessible to his unit, have 
been described, as has the emphasis placed on legal service to 
the line uJ;li ts .•. 

other police officials will recognize that this solid attorne.y­
client relationship with the line officers and their supervisors 
has been accomplished at some cost. As noted above, the project 
attorneys are somewhat restricted in their availability to man­
agement for some of those functions which house counsel in a 
private-sector corporation would ordinarily handl.e. To the Dallas 
department, this focus on line operations is in .. keeping with the' 
belief that the most important: area in which legal counsel qfln 
improve police operations is theday-to-dayfunctioning of the, 
officers who interact most with the public and investigate" .ar­
rest, and charge most offenders. 

Of course it is not .impossible for management to use li>pecific. 
project attorneys judiciously for internal discipline matters 
without significantly harming the attorney's credibility within 
the department. The line officer's attitude can be,!!"Th~Y're my 
lawyers and they represent me as best they can:--but ci\nly if I 
try to stay honest." In a large department, different ctttorneys 
might handle different matters, with those assigned to field units 
comple.tely excluded from the more management-oriented assignments. 
The Dallas approach has been, for the most part, to limit top~ 
level contacts to the project director. 

The important thing to recognize here is that police attorneys 
of 'thekind this report emphasizes -- on-line adviscirsarid ffeld 
staff trainers, concentrating ,on the reduction of "avoidable; 
police error -- may find it difficult to establish a solid 
rapport with field services staff without taking som~ step~ 
affirmatively to establish their independence. The kinds of 
steps taken in Dallas have been mentioned and other rapport­
building ideas may occur to others. 
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2.5 Assessing the Need for Police Legal Advisors 

No short formula will tell a police department or other law en­
forcement agency when it needs in-house legal counsel. In 
deciding whether to allocate scarce dollars to legal advisors 
instead of some other use, the planner Or administrator should 
attempt to analyze his particular situation from several per­
spectives. 

One way of looking at a department's need for legal advisors 
should probably be rejected,from the outset: there is simply no 
good way to. analogize police departments to private businesses 
in this context. Although almost every other aspect of police 
administration could find a workable analogy in the private 
sector, there is no other organization whose staf~ have the same 
kind of day-to-day contacts with outsiders. Police professionals 
,'lork, r;or the most part, independently or in pairs; their antagon­
ists are clearly personally threatened, and thus the contacts be­
tween them are emotionally Charged to the extreme; and yet the 
police must, as agents of the state and constrained by the Consti­
tution, act with extreme restraint. The police need extensive 
legal training--training i.n criminal f . not civil, law--and they 
need to rely on their training every day. 

Thus, the \lTork of the line officer--the precise target of the 
Dallas police attorney program--is unique. Admittedly, the admin­
istrative legal needs of a police department are not so unusual; 
labor matters, probably the single most important such legal is­
sue, are similar to union issues in priv3::te industry. But those 
legal needs are not the focus of the Dallas approach to legal ad­
visors or of this report. 

Another aV,enue which might be explored in assessing the need for 
legal advisors is the comparison of one's own department to other 
police departments. Of course, this is a .risky comparison as 
well; other departments may have more or less legal support from 
their City' ;Attorneys, prosecutors and so forth, or they may have 
access to ou·tside training facilities and not need in-house legal 
instructors, or they may face different and more or less complex 
kinds of enforcement problems. 

~-,:"",:; 
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Probably the best way to aSSess the need:i:or legal counsel in a 
police department is to focus on what .9.ounsel would do if hired 
and ask: .... !:) . 

~\ 

• Is anyone else doing this task Pdt-I? City attorneys, 
prosecutors, and police officers frequently bear 
certain responsibilities akin to those of legal ad­
visors. Sometimes, they are readily available, 
expert, and professional. 

• If so, it is being done well epough apd quickly enough? 
Non~police department legal ad"Tisors or experienced 
officers acting as advisors may not give police legal 
affairs their primary attention, and this may mean 
that police frequeptly have to act without counsel. 

• Could improvements be made without hiring police attor­
neys? In some localities, other agencies with a clear 
understanaing of police needs may well be able to give 
adequate and tirnely 1legal advice • 

., If no one else is doing 
of its not being done? 
great enough to justify 
employees? 

this task, what is the effect 
Is the detrimental impact 
the cost of bringing on new 

• Are there sufficient tasks available to keep the police 
attorneys fully and efficiently occupied? The answer 
to this question, of course, depends on an analysis of 
all the potential tasks of the legal advisors taken 
together. 

These questions should be considered in the context 6f each of 
the major possible areas of res~~nsibility of the potential legal 
advisors. 

... 

For example, one potential responsibility is legal training for 
police. .At .the leasrt, the new recruit should be exposed to 
short courses in: 

• state and local penal laws and ordinances,including 
elements of criminal offense,s; 

.. /\ 
• administrative code :r:egulations \~-J.re, health, sani-

tation); 
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,,-' 

• warrant procedures and legal standards for the suffi­
ciency of warrant affidavits; 

,',' 

• rules of evidemce and courtroom proc!,?dure; 

• laws and regulations gO'l.7erning the use of force; 

• geographic and substantiv~ jurisdictions of local, 
state, and fede~al law enforcement agencies; 

• legal standards for the sufficie~cy of complaints; 
and 

• liabilities for violations of police integrity. 

The materials used in these classes, while they need not be 
especially prepare,d by local personnel, should be reviewed regu­
larly to take into account the effects of new local, state, and 
federal legislation and litigation. 

Is the job being adequately done now? If not, there may still be 
alternatives to hiring a legal trainer. The training might be 
done at a state or regional police academy or a large nearby 
city. The updating of the materials may be manageable by a city 
attorney or an experienced police officer. What is the effect of 
not training adequately? Clearly, it is potentially very seri­
ous, and only in extreme situations could it be foregone. Would 
training keep an attorney or other staff member fully and effi­
ciently occupied? In a smaller department, or one without 
regular recruit classes, probably not; but other duties might 
dovetail, as is the case in Dallas. 

If one potential task of in-house legal counsel is to intervene 
to reduce avoidable police error (incidences in which officers 
would have accomplished a conviction or some other departmental 
objective but for failure to observe some legal startdard), a 
further inquiry of more general na'ture could be pursued. Speci­
fically, it is advisable in most situations to attempt to measure 
the room for improvement before committing to a new program. In 
Dallas, for example, the. police department hypothesized that 29% 
of all Grand Jury prosecutions and. 30% of all court cases might 
be. susceptible to a change in result due to a vigorous police 
legal advisors program; in fact, smaller proportions were found 
to be police-related when more reliable information was collected. 
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Whether or not the error which one's own survey might find is 
correctable, of course, is another question. The Dallas.exper- .. 
ience suggests that some police "legal errors" can be success­
fully prevented by better legal training or intercepted by lawyer 
screening. This may not be true to the same extent in every 
department, and those contemplating'~' establishment of a legal 
services unit may wish to review a sample of cases to make their 
own judgments. 

Finally, departmental decision makers will want .;to COllS1.il t their 
memories and experiences. Have they received calls for answers 
to legal questions? Are field officers constantly guessing the 
answers in legally relevant situations? Is the City Attorney 
only interested in civil matters? Does that office react too 
slowly when asked for legal interpretations?"',cIs there no one to 
turn to when a new and complicated law is enacted? Is the prose­
cutor's office too overworked even to provide feedback to officers 
when their cases are dismissed? Is anybody available to give 
realistic legal advice on enforcement questions? 

As the American Bar Association has noted: 

Even in the largest cities in the country ••• municipal 
attorneys and their staffs tend not to become involved 
in the day-to-day operations of a police agency. As a 
result, municipal .law offices do not develop the kind 
of expertise that is required if they are to be helpful 
in advising the police on the complicated issues and 
problems which they must confront. Advice, when rendered, 
is often based more on a textbook concept of police 
operations than on an understanding of the realiti~s 
of police work. • • • Many of the most difficult as­
pects of the police functions involve complex legal 
issues which may not result in .the invocation of the 
criminal justice process. Such matters J as critical 
as they may be, are outside the area typically of con-
cern to the prosecutor. II 

One additional concern for the administrator who has concluded 
that additional legal help is needed is how many attorneys to 
seek. The answer'must depend on the situation -- what tasks the 
lawyers will be called upon to perform and whether they will have 
to start from scratch to do them. Nevertheless, 1975 I1\CP statis-
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tics, included in the Appendix, and the opinion of legal advisors 
in Dallas may be of some guidance. The survey data suggest that 
departments with fewer than 500 officers which have lawyersgen­
erally have no more than one advisor, and departments with 500 to 
3, 000 have one to four advisor,? In Dallas, 2, 000 officers are 
served by five lawyers, and a rule of thumb of one lawyer per 500 
police has been suggested. 
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CHAPTER 3 
ORGANIZATION & STAFF 

3.1 Organizational Structure and Policy 

The Dallas Legal Liaison Division occupies a dual organIzationai 
position. It is part of the Dallas Police Department, with its 
d.irector, a sworn officer as well as an attorney, reporting to 
the Assistant Chief. of Pol;i.c~/speci.al. S.ervice!?.J?ureav.. How~ver, 
its fo~r other atto~neys are Assistant City Attorneys on assign­
ment to the Police Department -- not police employees. 
These i\ssistants are formally under the supervision of the 
Dallas "City Attorney, who is responsible primarily for repre­
senting and. advising the City in civil matters and for prosecu­
tion of minor criminal cases in municipal courts. Attorney 
hiring decisions are made jointly by the project director and the 
city Attorney. The Assistant City Attorneys are supervised on a 
day-to-day basis by the division director, but theif;:- personnel 
matters are handled by the' city Attorney's office. In a sense, 
this double responsibility of the staff attorneys reflects the 
dual and often conflicting obligations of any attorney, to cli­
ents and to the standards of 'the profession. In the legal liai­
son division, there is no doubt that the client is the police 
department; the nominal legal superior, the City Attorney, recog­
nizes this' and limits his involvement with project attorneys to 
administrative matters and a largely reserved review authority. 

The project attorneys are essentially divorced from the police 
command structure. The attorneys are advisory only; they do not 
have the authority to issue commands (although their memorandum 
opinions have the status of official departmental policy, once 
initiaI,ed by police superiors), and they are not subject to orders 
(except as citizens) from police field officers. Thus the attor­
neys, unrestrained by the tensions of superior-subordinate rela-
tions, are free to develop a more ideal attorney-client 
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relationship with line personnel. 

When the costs of this project were fully assumed by the City of 
Dallas, in November 1975, this organizational structure remained 
unchanged. All the Dallas Legal Liaison attorneys strongly en­
dorse this Assistant City Attorney form of organization, with the 
Division's director even recommending that his position be con­
verted to an Assistant City Attorney job when he departs. In 
this opinion, the Dallas unit is in disagreement with the IACP's 
Guidelines ("Unless the respected traditional attorney-client re­
lationship breaks down in the public sector, and there is no 
reason why it should, police legal advisors should be hired, 
paid, promoted, disciplined, and dismissed by the chief of 
police IJ), the Task Force Report of the 1967 President's Commis­
sion, and the apparent implication of the ABA's Standards. 

The argument against these authorities, and for the Dallas posi­
tion, is that the police legal advisor is not really analogous to 
either a career police officer or a corporate house counsel. The 
police attorney should not be a departmental employee in quite 
the same sense as a planner or a deputy chief might be; the 
lawyer in the police setting must march both to the police beat 
and to the not~so-distant drum of his profession's standards and 
principles. And it is probably the latter obligation, the law­
yer's adherence to professional standards, that is most threat­
ened in an "inside" organizational position, especially inside a 
paramilitary organization such as the police department. Both 
Presidential crime commission documents recognize this when they 
recommend hiring civilian legal adv±sorsi but when they assume 
that non-departmental employees would be unacceptably divided in 
their loyalties, they ignore the possibility of a compromise in­
side/outside arrangement like the Dallas organization. 

Similarly, the police attorney is also in a somewhat different 
position from corporate house counsel, the favored analogy of the 
ABA. The corporate house counsel is not (usually, anyway) a 
"civilian" in the domain of a special brotherhood, and he does 
have the opportunity (almost always) to refresh his professional 
obj ecti vi ty through interaction with outside counsel. 

The Dallas approach, then, is an effort to strengthen the police 
attorney's professional allegiance, while offering protection 
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trom the need to find a place in the police command and salary 
structure. of course, the Dallas structure requires the coopera­
tion of the City Attorney -- but in some cases this approach might 
have a special benefit. As sevezal of the commentaries on police 
legal advisors note, the city attbrney or his counterpart is fre­
quentlT'q source of opposition to the hiring of police attorneys, 
on the ground that advising the police is part of his office's 
responsibility, even though he may be ill-equipped to meet it. 
By granting this point, the Dallas Police Department has gained 
the complete cQoperation and support of their City Attorney, who 
now has in return a degree of additional personnel flexibility 
flowing from the presence of four more Assistant City Attorney 
positions, as well as the confidenc.:: that the police are receiving 
quaJ.ity legal service without overJ;mrdening the City Attorney's 
other lawyers. 

Whether this form of administration is the best for any given 
jurisdiction will depend on such factors as the following: 

• The basic emphasis of the legal advisor program. If 
the advisors are primarily to handle legal matters for 
departmental administrators, they will be identified 
with the administrators by the line officers in any 
event, and their relationship with officers in the 
field will perpaps be less critical to their succesS. 
On the other hand, if support and counseling to line 
officers is the chief element of the program, as it is 
in Dallas, the attorneys may benefit from the indepen­
dence which an extra-departmental affiliation can give. 

e The suitability of other agencies as employers. In 
Dallas, the City Attorney was willing to adopt a hands­
off approach to the day-to-day supervision of the 
attorneys, and thus conflict between representation of 
the police and of the state has not appeared. District 
attorneys are often elected officials, not uncommonly 
at loggerheads with the police and frequently ex­
tremely understaffed, and thus more likely to attempt 
to dominate the assignments of the proj ect attorneys. 
It is probably preferable in most places, as it was in 
DallaE?, to obtaih legal support and an administrative 
home for attorneys from the City Attorney, city soli­
citor, corporation counsel, or legal department. Or, 
in smaller and more financially limited cities, the 
police may be able to calIon the part-time services 
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of an attorney shared with another department (e.g., 
the fire department or another nearby police depart­
ment) • 

The Dallas attorneys agree in principle with standards which stress 
the importance of having the legal advisors unit administratively 
subordinate only to the commissioner or chief of police. But 
their department's approach seems to have created no administrative 
problems. All the parties recognize that direct communication 
between the Chief and (at least) the head of the legal advisors 
unit is inevitably going to be frequent and direct. Routing 
all contact through the Deputy Chief would be impractical and 
unnecessarily inhibiting. Thus, the Deputy's role in practice 
has not been a strongly supervisory one, and the legal advisors 
unit appears to function day-to-day as if it were in the organi­
zational position of the typical "house counsel," responsible 
to the chief executive and independent of any other lines of 
command, superior or subordinate, so that most of its relation­
ships within the organization are advisory in nature. 

It might even be argued that, when consultation with line invest­
igators and field personnel is the primary thrl.1St of the program, 
it could 'operate to the Division's advantage to OCC{lPY a somewhat 

!, 

less exalted position in the organizatiol~l hierarchy. The Dallas 
unit has discovered that investigators are reluctant to walk by 
the Chief's office to see an attorney, and simil~rly they may be 
less willing to consult an attorney who seems to be one of the 
"palace guard" than one in a lesser position. 

3.2 Division of Responsibilities 

As noted previously, the Legal Liaison Division has evolved 
through several organizational stages. As now constituted, it con­
sists of the five attorneys, three clerical staff, and sixteen in­
vestigative and liaison personnel shown in the table of organiza­
tion (Table 1). The attorneys' advisory assignments are indicated 
on the Dallas Police Department table of organization (Table. 2). 

The Division Director holds the city title of Director of Police 
a sworn position ranking between Captain (the highest rank 
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TABLE 1 

Table of Organization, Dallas Legal Liaison Division 
November 1975 

Assistant Chief of Police 
Special Services Bureau 

~~ 

Director 
Legal Liaison Division 

Coordinating Attorney 
(RFS) 

Legal Advisor Unit 

I I 
Youth Section Investigations 

Attorney Attorney 
(RAF) (JMK) 

Note: Attorney's initials correspond to their 
assignments as. indicated in Tabfe 2. 
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Stenog-
r-- graphers (2) 

t--

1 Clerk 

1 
District Attorney 

Liaison Unit 
1 Sergeant 

10 Investigators 

~ 
I Vice, Etc. 

Attorney 
(DBR) 

I 

Magistrates Unit 
1 Sergeant 

4 Police Officers 



TABLE 2 

Table of Ol'ganlzation, Dallas Police Department, November 1975, 
showing atl,(isory assignments of Legal L"iaison Division attorneys by initials (RFS, RAF, JMK, DBR). 

Central 
(RFS) 

Division 

Northeast 
(JMK) 

Division 

Northwest 
(RAF) 

Division 

SoUtheast 
Division (DBR) 

SoUthwest 
(RFS) 

Division 

~pecial,~p.era. (DBR) 
tlons DIvIsion 

Helicopter 
Division 

liT Units (JMt<) 

Public Information 
Office 

EXECUTIVE ASSISTANT 1--------..., 
CHIEF OF POLlCE 

Central 
Investigations (JMK) 
Division· 

Community 
Services 
Division 

Traffic 
(DBR) 

Division 

Legal Liaison 
Division 

Vice Control 
(DBR) 

Division 

l~t:ll!gence (RFS) 
DIvIsion 

Youth Section (RAF) 

Identification 
Division 

Property 
, Division 

Detention 
Services 
Division 

Report 
Division 

Communications 
Division 

Municipal, (DBR) 
Court Unit 

DA Unit (RFS) 

~ Includes Crimes Against Persons; Crimes Against Property; General Assignments 
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assigned by examination) and Deputy Chief. He is selected by 
the Chief of Police and serves at his pleasure. The present in­
cwnbent served as an at.torn~Y/officer in ~he police department 
since well before the initiation of the present project. He is 
responsible personally for providing legal advice to the higher 
echelons of the department -- the chief, Assistant Chiefs, and other 
top-level officers. He also takes on special assignments from 
time to time as requested by the Chief of Police. The project 
director acts as principal liaison officer with the District 
Attorney and other criminal justice agencies, preparing depart­
mental positions on legal aspects of police operations. And, of 
course, he is responsible for setting general policies for the 
attorney unit and supervising the work of the attorneys in general. 

The Director of the Legal Liaison Division does control the ,york 
assignments of attorneys, but he does not handle general per­
sonnel matters for the lawyers -- that being the responsibility of 
the city Attorney. Hiring and salary decisions are made jointly 
by the Director and the City Attorney with the latter reserving 
final authority. The City Attorney is free to reassign the j £LWyers 
to other bureaus of his office but he does not expect them to work 
on any matters other than police problems while assigned to the 
police unit. (The qualifications and salaries of Division person­
nel are discussed in Chapter 7.) 

All of the Assistant City Attorneys are assigned both to specific 
units within the department and to geographical stations of the 
patrol bureau, as the tables of organization show. This enables 
the Legal Liaison Division· to have an attorney assigned to each 
of the patrol divisions, and to develop expertise in specialized 
areas for special units of the' department. Generally speaking r 

each att;orney's responsibilities include: 

• Maintaining regular office hours and answering all 
relevant legal inquiries presented by those officers 
within his or her assigned units. 

• Reviewing all prosecution reports and supplemental 
prosecution reports filed by officers of his assigned 
units, usually before submission to the prosecutor or, 
if that is impractical, after they have been filed. 

• Developing and maintaining an expertise in a substan­
tive area of relevant law (e.g., drugs, juvenile justice, 
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or vice), keeping abreast of statutory and decisional 
developments I and preparing training materials and 
periodic bulletins on that special-Ey. 

• Taking his or her turn in the 24-hour duty schedule, 
serving &very fifth week on-call. 

I\!II Teaching' from nine to twenty-one hours in each re-
crui t training cycle (beginning ever;y five or six \veeks) 
and the same number of hours per auxiliary training 
cycle (spread over a year), in addition to teaching in 
in-service training sessions and assisting at the re­
gional police academy. 

The District Attorney Liaison Unit, composed of one police ser­
geant and ten police investigators, pre-dates the Legal Liaison 
Division. It was transferred en bloc and the expenses partly 
shifted to the division with the initiation of the latter's fed­
eral grant. The unit's primary responsibility is to assist the 
Assistant District Attorneys in assembling information, keeping 
track of evidence, locating and notifying witnesses (including 
police officers), and so forth, in connection with pending Dallas 
Police Department-initiated cases. The sergeant and investiga­
tors are also responsible for reviewing grand jury "no-bill" 
cases and felony dismissals when necessary to compile the prog'ram 
statistics (discuSsed in Chapter 8). The District Attorney 
liaison unit does not ordinarily work with or for project attor­
neys (except to capture data), and its function~ are logically 
different from those of police legal advisors (although its goal, 
increasing the number of convictions, is the same) . 

Similar to the District Attorney unit in a way is the Magistrates 
tlnitor Municipal Court Liaison Unit, which staffs the central 
police detention facility, performing many of the'arrest pro­
cessing functions described at the beginning of Chapter Four. 
This unit consists of one sergeant and four police officers, plus 
additional officers on limited-duty assignment from time to time. 

The clerical staff of the Legal Liaison Division includes two 
secretaries, who work in the central Legal Liaison offices, doing 
all the attorneys' clerical work and 'typing. In addition, a 
third clerical staff member works primarily with the District 
Attorney Liaison Unit J performing the typing and clerical tasks 
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necsssary for collecting case disposition information from Dis­
trict Attorney and court records, and handling the distribution 
of subpoenas for police officers. 

The division of responsibilities among project attorneys is de­
signed to encourage the creation of solid rapport between tb'law­
y~2s and their clients in each part of the department by giving the 
impression and encouraging the reality of .attorneys who are more 
a part of their assigned bureaus in day-to-day operations than 
members of some remote "general counsel's .0ffice,.·1 while still 
permitting the development of in-depth expertise in critical 
areas of the law~ By spreading the responsibility for tra.ining 
among all the attorneys, Tlle disruptive effect of hiring cycles 
and variations in the sizes of recruit classes is ~nimized. 
Similarly, when legislative sessions end, the work of reviewing 
statutory changes in reler,rant areas is divided among the staff 
attorneys. 

In other jurisdictions, particularly those wi::.~~·~rnaller depart­
ments, the nUmber of attorneys implied by this type of assign­
ments policy might not be affordable; however, with a smaller 
number of personnel to train and counsel, a smaller contingent 
of attorneys could probably establish the same degree of rapport, 
The cyclical effects of training might also be mitigated by the 
use of outside training assistance or delegation of some training 
responsibilities to police officers (for example, the provisions 
of the municipal code with which an experienced officer would be 
familiar) • 

In a large city, however, the Dallas Legal Liaison Division's 
assignment strategy has a great deal of appeal. Perhaps the 
only significant weakness of this approach is that it leaves the 
staff attorneys largely free of supervision. In order to main­
tain high standards of legal servipe, and to avoid having the 
field attorneys lose their professional objectivity, th~ Dallas 
approach requires staff lawyers of high quality, well compensated, 
preferably with sufficient experience to prepare them for pro­
fessional independence. 
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3.3 The Legal Advisor "Law Firm" 

The attorneys of the Dallas Legp.l Liaison Division emphasize that 
they try to work together as a "law firm. It "--Work responsibilities 
are divided among the lawyers as outlined above, and yet a great 
deal of flexibility remains, with each attorney available to all 
the others for consultation and for helping out whenever one 
attorney has an unusual amount of work. For example, if an 
attorney has a stack of prosecution reports to review and is en­
gaged in a meeting, another lawyer may take the reports and check 
them so that they can go to the District Attorney in the morning 
rather than the afternoon del;very. 

Besides helping each other out, the lawyers also try to "back 
each other up," that is, to avoid taking inconsistent positions or 
criticizing one another outside the "law firm." Officers have 
on occasion gone "attorney shopping," calling more than one lawyer 
in the Legal Liaison Division with the same problem, and the attor­
neys try to stay alert to this possibility. Whenever an officer 
from one of the other attorneys' assigned units calls, the answer­
ing lawyer asks whether the assigned attorney was consulted and 
what answer he gave. When the lawyers disagree, they will confer 
with each other, and frequently with the other attorneys as well, 
and arrive at a single opinion which becomes the "firm's" position 
and it is followed by all the lawyers. 

Within the Legal Liaison "law firm," decisions are made in col­
legial fashion whenever possible. On major legal (as opposed to 
administrative} matters, each attorney has an equal voice and all 
opinions are reached more or less by consensus. The candid and 
forceful discussion which is necessary for this kind of decision 
making is encouraged, Division staff agree, by the fact that the 
staff attorneys are civilian Assistant City Attorneys. 

3.4 Staffing 

From the time that the Legal Liaison Division expanded and assumed 
its present focus in March 1973, through the end of federal funding 
for the Division in 1975, the unit has seen ten different attorneys, 
of whom five remain. The five who left did so for a variety of 
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reasons: One retired after a full career as a police officer and 
police attorney; .one was fired after three months; one resigned 
after three months to become an aide to the Governor; two stayed 
about two years and then resigned, one to become First Assistant 
City Attorney in another city and one to accept a promotion with­
in the Dallas city Attorney's Office. 

All of those who remain now have roughly two to three years ex­
perience in the job (except the Director, a career police officer­
attorney). The five present attorneys include two who are rela­
tively young and three who have 15 years or more of lawyering ex­
perience; four men and one woman. Their educational and employ­
ment records include the following: 

• The project director, who has a Master's degree in 
addition to his law degree, twenty years of experience 
in police and legal capacities in addition to two 
y.ears qS a deputy sheriff, past and present part-time 
faculty positions in law enforcement, and several per­
tinent publications; 

• A former law teacher holding both the J.D. and LL.M. 
degrees and now a candidate for theS.J.D. (doctorate 
in law); 

• An Army Judge Advocate General's Corps veteran with 
advanced legal training and years of practice, civil 
and criminal (both as prosecutor and judge); and 

o Two former municipal court prosecutors (Assistant city 
Attorneys) • 

The hiring process which produced these lawyers was a joint effort 
by the Division director and the City Attorney, with the former 
generally doing the recruitment and initial contracts and inter­
views, and then both interviewing and agreeing on final hiring 
decisions. In recruiting attorneys, no notices of the openings 
\'{ere published, although the personnel regis ter of the ACP' s 
Legal Officers Section was consulted. Most of the hiring followed 
word-of-mouth recruitment through the City Attorney's office 
(from which two Assistant City Attorneys were transferred to the 
Division), Dallas law schools, and state and local government. 
In, choosing attorneys, the unit's director, of course ,sought 
fundamentally competent attorneys; but beyond that, he emphasized 
two key factors -- experience and maturity. 

36 



The candidate'~ prior experience in the criminal justice system 
or related fields was weighted heavily, though not decisively, 
in the decision. with a newly reoriented legal advisor program, 
now suddenly ~uch more involved in the police department's day­
to-day activities, there would simply be no chance. for fresh law 
school graduates to be "brougI1t. along," learning from their el­
ders and from their experience in thElir jobs. In the first place, 
there would be no elders from whom to learn; nor would there be 
a "job" to learn, since much of the job would have to be defined 
over time in response to the demands placed on the lawyers by 
their clients. Floundering would be unacceptable -- for the police 
officers, whose experience is unquestionably deep, would,. try the 
new lawyers both by design and as an incident of their requests 
for advice, from the .first day of the new lawyer's work. 

Thus, the Legal Liaison Division has concentrated on finding at­
torneys experienced in the criminal justice system, ide~lly as a 
prosecutor since former.defense attorneys might create compati­
bili ty problems. Also important is having some experience in an 
administrative system, since the:processing of cases and docu­
ments both in the police department and in the criminal justice 
system generally is procedurally complex. 

The second key factor, persona~:, maturity, is harder to assess in 
a candidate, but it is even more essential to job survival as a 
police legal advisor. Police officers always test new colleagues 
(rookie policemen, chiefs, civilian lawyers) before accepting 
them. Passing this period of testing requires the ability to 
deal with the unexpected. So, for that matter, does responding 
to fast-moving enforcement situations. Again, the new lawyer's 
ability and judgment at the outset are most important; doing the 
job of a police legal advisor well requires acceptance by the 
clients, and acceptance is either won or lost in the beginning. 
There is no time for emotional and judgmental maturation on the 
job. 

Thus, the Division has avoided recent law school graduates so far. 
Now that the p~ogram is well-established, however, it is conceiv­
able that a freshly minted lawyer of high competence might possi­
~ly be assimilated into the unit through a careful and somewhat 
protective approach. 
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Obviously, the generalization that higher salaries attract better 
people is true in hiring a lawyer for the police. The Dallas 
Legal Liaison Division has, from the 1973 start-up onward, paid 
well, and personnel there feel that this policy has resulted in 
the Division's attraction of attorneys. One lawyer suggested 
that the most important rules to observe in running a legal ad­
visors unit may be simply: pay good money, get good people, and 
work them hard -- the rest will follow. Exactly what "good Il].oney" 
is will vary between locations. In Dallas, the legal advisors' 
salaries are generally competitive with those of attorneys in pri­
vate practice or other governmental positions (Chapter 7 discusses 
salary-setting in more detail). In addition, the-availability of 
an assigned vehicle 24 hours a day and the substantial city fringe 
benefits package (reportedly worth 25% of an employee's salary) 
are "sweeteners" ,which have 'proven their'attractiveness in Dallas. 

After hiring good lawyers, an adffiinistratbr's next concern is 
retaining them. In Dallas, moderate staff turnover has occurred, 
and continued turnover is probably inevitable. The Dallas unit, 
after all, is composed of well-qualified. attorneys who are attrac­
tive to Qther employers, and the apparent opportunities for pro­
motion within the Legal Liaision Division are small. The avail­
ability of promotion within the City Attorney's office (moves 
both to 'and from the Division have occurred) mitigat,es the "career 
path" problem somewhat. Dallas personnel report that the avail­
ability of this path has had a noticeable effect in adding to re­
cruitment'success. 
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CHAPTER 4 
REDUCING POLICE ERROR 

Reducing legal error in cases brought by the Dallas police is a 
general goal of the Legal Liaison Division which is served py al­
most all of the unit's activities. The undertakings most directly 
related to police error in court cases are those considered in 
this chapter: documents review, warrant assistance, and alerting 
members of the department to-likely sources of error. -

To understand the project's approaches to intercepting police mis­
takes, a brief sketch of the way in which cases are usually pro­
cessed is useful. 

Most cases in Dallas begin with an arrest by a police officer in 
a field unit. Upon making the arrest, the officer g~v~:.J' the sus­
pect his Miranda warnings, using a printed card; mak~s an on-scene 
in~estigation, collecting evidence and talking with any witnesses 
in the area; and then takes the pris~ner to a police jail, usually 
the Central Division in downtown Dallas. At the jail, the officer 
completes an Offense/Incident form, the basic form on which offen­
ses are reported, and an Arrest Report giving details of. the ar­
rest and offense alleged. The Sergeant on duty as the "Jail Su­
pervisor" is presented with the arrestee and the written forms. 
The Jail Supe~v~s~r--who receives regular in-service training by 
the lawye;rs-::--is.responsible for reviewing the Arrest Report and 
is expected to refuse any prisoner whose arrest does not meet a 
prima facie probable cause standard. Telephone calls to Legal 
Liaison Division attorneys at this stage are not uncommon; typical­
ly, the"attorney will ask for the Arrest Report to be read verbatim 
over the telephone, and then may speak to the arresting officer or 
g~ to the jail if necessary before giving an answer. 
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When a prisoner is a~cepted by the jail supervisor, the arresting 
officer returns to his post and the prisoner is photographed and 
finger-printed, and his criminal history retrieved from depart­
mental or state files. As soon as the "rap sheet" is obtained, 
the prisoner is taken before a Magistrate, a Municipal Court judge 
who sits in a courtroom adjacent to the jail. There the prisoner 
is "magistrated," using a Magistrate's Warning form. This proce­
dure, initiated partly as a result of a consent decree entered i~l 
a Federal District Court class action suit against the Dallas Po­
lice Department, involves reading the charge and specifics to the 
defendant, advising him of his rights in some detail, and setting 
a bail amount. Mag1strates are available from 8 a.m. to 2 a.m., 
so almost all defendants appear before a magistrate shortly after 
arrest. A few of those reaching the jail after 2 a.m. are released 
before 8 a.m. through the efforts of their attorneys, who can have 
bail set and obtain writs for release ex parte from any Municipal 
Court judge. 

After magistrating, the prisoner is permitted to make telephone 
calls while copies of the papers detailing his case are delivered 
to a police investigator, a member of the Criminal Investigation 
Division unless the case falls in a special category such as vice 
or drugs. The investigator is responsible for putting together 
the department's case. Under the consent decree noted above, the 
department has agreed either to file a case or to release the pri­
soner within 24 hours of arrest,not counting weekends, with occa­
sional 24 hour e;xtensions in complex cases. "Filing a case" is 
accomplished by preparing a Prosecution report form and submitting 
it to the District Attorney (except for traffic cases and minor 
misdemeanors, which are prosecuted by the City Attorney's office). 
Prosecution reports contain all the. information included in a 
complaint plus accounts of who the witnesses are and the facts to 
which each of them can testify. From the prosecution report, an 
assistant prosecutor prepares the necessary court document (com­
plaint or grand jury bill), which is signed for the Police Depart­
ment as complainant by a court-assigned police officer. 

Some cases, of course, begin with investigations rather than ar­
rests and are handled from the outset by investiqators, who are 
still responsible for preparing prosecution reports to initiate 
court acti vi ty • 
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Legal ~iaison attorneys are inserted into this proces~ py virtue of 
the requirement, embc5died in a departmental Genera!,' Order, that 
all prosecution reports for offenses other than traf~ic, internal 
corruption, and minor misdemeanors be approved and signed. by an 
attorney before submission to the District" Attorney. 

4.1 Reviewing Filings 

The procedure for reviewing prosecution reports is straightforward. 
After preparing any prosecution report or supplemental prosecution 
report (with the exceptions noted abmre) 1 all officers in the 
Police Department send the reports to the Legal ~iaison,office, 
where they are logged in and rqutedto the lawyer assigned to the 
-qnit which prepared the report. Those reports prevared by police 
officers which are free of legal error and, in the opinion of the 
project attorney', present legally sufficient facts are then sub­
mitted to the Distri.ct Attorney's office for filing with the appro­
priate court. If the first. draft of a report is not adequately 
prepared, i'c is returned to the police officer who prepared it for 
revision, and then filed or not depending on whether adequate cor­
rections can be made. In a very few cases, reports have peen 
filed without consultation with project attorneys due to time 
constraints; however, project attorneys then reviewed copies of 
the reports within a day or so of filing and recommended any re­
visions which they felt were necessary (and possible, in view of 
the fact that the reports had already been submitted). 

The total number of prosecution reports reviewed per month some­
times exceeds 2, 000, as shown in Table 3. 

Project attorneys report that at the project's inception and there­
after a substantial number of prosecution reports were being re­
jected by the Division lawyers. Now, however, they say that only 
a handful -- less than half a dozen in an average week -- are 
"kicked back," indicating great improvement in the d,epartment1s 
report-writing abilities. 

In reviewing a report, a lawyer will usually concentrate first on 
the charge listed and the summary of the facts given to support the 
charge, ensuring that the two match. Then he examines all the 
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TABLE 3 
Number of Prosecution and Supplemental Reports Reviewed 

April, 1973 
May, 1973 
June, 1973 
July, 1973 
August, 1973 
September, 1973 
October, 1973 
November, 1973 
December, 1973 
January, 1974 
February, 1974 
March, 1974 
April,1974 
May, 1974 
June, 1974 
July, 1974 

1,149 
976 
946 

1,548 
1,917 
1,376 
1,625 
1,474 
1,674 
1,636 
1,632 
1,709 
1,752 
1,872 
1,594 
1,800 

August, 1974 
september, 1974 
October, 1974 
November, 1974 
December, 1974 
January, 1975 
February, 1975 
March, 1975 
April, 1975 
May, 1975 
June, 1975 
July, 1975 
August, 1975 
September, 1975 
October, 1975 

1,929 
1,723 
1,898 
1,713 
1,796 
2,039 
1,719 
1,883 
1,877 
1,862 
1,897 
2,055 
2,032 
2,153 
2,083 

factual accounts in the report to make sure that any inconsisten­
cies are explained. For example, in numerous cases suspects give 
one name when arrested, while their criminal histories are found 
under another name; the report must explain this and establish 
that the two names do in fact both apply to the same individual. 
Certain accompanying documents are also given close scrutiny, in­
cluding especially search warrants and affidavits and statements 
made by the accused. Under Te:-.. as law, only written confessions 
(and confessions which lead to and are corroborated by the dis-
covery of other evidence) are admissible, and even these state­
ments may confess to only one criminal incident. The Dallas Police 
Department uses a printed form to record statements of defendants. 
The remainder of the form is examined, in search of any defect. 

The kinds of mistakes discovered in prosecution reports are sug­
gested by the project's evaluation report for the first 18 months 
of its operation, \'lhich presented the follO<.'ling comprehensive list 
of occasional police errors: 
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a) Failure to provide complete information regarding 
victims of the crime and witnesses thereto (full names, 
complete home and business addresses, other places 
where they may be contacted, etc.). 

b) Failure to perform necessary laboratory examina­
tions, lack. of reports on findings ~hen'examina­
tions are performed, omissions of names of physi­
cians conducting such examinations, and failure 
to state that such examinations have in fact been 
conducted. 

c) Failure to notify the grand jury or the District 
Attorney's office concerning information developed 
as a result of investigation carried out after the 
case has been filed but before grand jury hearing. 

d) Illegible signatures on criminal complaint forms. 

e) Failure to make available to the grand jury in­
formation concerning a defendant's prior arrest 
and conviction records. 

f) Failure to obtain proper identification of a 
suspect by means of a line-up following arrest. 

g) Failure to state where property is discovered and the 
value of such property. 

h) Failure to state that property has been recovered. 

i) Failure to file supplemental or follow-up reports. 

j) Failure to follow up on witness leads and failure to 
interview known witnesses. 

k) Failure to question witnesses properly and to summar­
ize their testimony adequately in written reports. 

1) Failure to obtain complete testimony of eyewitnesses. 

m) Failure to state the name of a parent in a juvenile 
case in which the name of the juvenile involved is 
different from that of a parent. 

n) Failure to cross-reference companion charges properly. 
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0) Failure to cross-reference cases involving two or 
more defendants. 

p) Filing of cases on co-defendants without proof or 
corroboration to substa~tiate a companion case. 

II 

q) Failure to note the basic elements of a crime, with 
narrative describing an inadequate chain of events. 

r) Failure t.o charge individuals as repeat offenders when 
they so qualify. 

s) Filing of lesser charges when a greater offense 
could be filed. 

tJ Failure ·to state that a warrant of arrest or a 
search warrant was used to recover evidence. 

u) Failure to specify wha't was contributed to the case 
by each of the officers at the scene of the investiga­
tion. 

v) Failure to develop information showing specific intent 
to commit a crime. 

w) ImpropeJt taking of \'lritten statements made by 
defendants. 

x) Failure to show possession of stolen articles in 
cases of burglary and theft. 

I:'Il addition to this list 1 several other types of police errors 
(not prosecution report errors) leading to possible in-court dis­

IY\issals were noted" 

a) Improp(:;rly drawn and executed search warrants. 

b) Poorly ~vritten arrest and offense reports. 

c) Failure to list all witnesses to a crime. 

d) Incomplete summaries of witnesses' statements. 

e) Lack of positive identification of the accused 
by wii:nesses and victims. 
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f) Failure to record incriminating statements made 
by the accused, such as spontaneous statements 
made at tl].e time of arrest and/or the time of the 
crime. 

g) Failure to report supplemental information de­
veloped after filing and grand jury hearing. 

h) Lack of pre-trial coordination with District 
Attorney's office. 

i) Lack of case review prior to trial. 

j) Lack of knowledge on the part of the officers as 
to admissibility of evidence at trial. 

k) Poor presentation of courtroom testimony on the 
part of officers. 

1) Poor procedures for collection, preservation, 
storage, notation, and examination of criminal 
evidence. 

The proj eat I·S success in reducing errors of the types listed here 
is discussed in Chapter 8. 

During the operation of the Dallas Legal Liaison Division as a 
grant-funded project, case filings review procedures focused par­
ticularly on "impact" or stranger-to-stranger offenses, defined 
primarily as "Part In index crimes. with the inst.itutionalization 
of the program as a city-supported operation, however, these dis­
tinctions will no longer be used and project attorneys will review 
documents filed in all cases except the three categories in which 
review has always been only at the election of a supervisory 
officer: that is, Traffic Division cases, Intelligence Division 
internal discipline and corruption cases, and minor misdemeanor 
cases filed in the municipal courts. 
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4.2 Reviewing Warrants and Affidavits 

Warrants for arrests and warrants for searches and seizures are 
issued by courts upon the presentation of affidavits stating 
probable cause for the desired warrant. These affidavits must 
meet a particular legal standard which has been elucidated in a 
series of court decisions on the sufficiency of affidavits. Unless 
the affidavit is prepared properly and includes sufficient infor­
mation to support issuance of the warrant, all the evidence ac­
quired through the use of the warrant will be excluded from any 
subsequent court proceedings. Moreover, the party seeking the 
warrant must prepare not only the affidavit but the warrant it­
self; an error in either jocument may forestall later conviction. 
It cannot be assumed that any insufficient document will be re­
jected by the court; its most severe testing is likely to take 
place later at the hands of defense counsel. Therefore, it is 
critically important that affidavits and warrants be legally 
sufficient when submitted. 

Since patrol officers almost never have the time to obtain warrants 
for the searches and arrests that they make, the warrant activity 
in the Dallas Police Department is centered in the inve~tigative 
units. Investigators are not required to confer with the Legal 
Liaison Division before seeking a warrant, but they are encouraged 
to use the lawyers in ,any unusual or troublesome cases. When con­
stil ted I an attorney ~i' ;renerally the one who has developed a re­
search and teaching spe~ialty in search and seizure law -- will 
usually review the entire case with the investigator and then 
draft the documents himself. The Legal Liaison Division reviews 
an estimated 12 affidavits for arrest and search warrants per 
month, perhaps a tenth of the total number of affidavits for war­
rants prepared by the Dallas Police Department. 

4.3 Monitoring Police Error 

Tbe Legal Liaison Division's effort to reduce legal errors does 
not stop when prosecution reports and warrants have been approved 
for submission. All major ,Dallas Police Department caseS are 
followed through the grand jury and court systems, both to check 
the performance of the documents-review procedures and to obtain 
insight into the specific areas in which police or lawyer 
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David B. Rosen, ,Legal Advisor (right),conferringwith 
SergeantJamesF. Brumit, Youth Section. 
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improvement is needed.' Monitoring is accomplished through coopera-
tion betw~en Division attorne:ys, police officers.as::;igned to the 
District Attorney Liaison unit (part of the J ... egal Liaison Divi- iJ , 

i( sion), and Assistant District Attorneys. ,..--~. 

Grand jury .presentations and transcripts of them a;t:e confidential 
except ror certain very limi tedpu;l:poses, and d~libe:r,ations of the 
jurors are cOlllPletely secret. Thus the reasons for :failure to 
indict are sometimes impossible to determine. The Legal Liaison 
Division has arrived at an understanding with the District Attorney, 
however, by whicht'he Division receives a copy of the weekly grand 
jury report showing which defendants were indicted and which were 
not, and the Assistant District Attorney in charge o:f ,the grand 
ju:r:y informs the Division of his impression of the reasons for 
which no...;bills ;.;rere voted in the nqn-indicted cases. The reasons 
are couched in terms sufficiently specif.;ic in most cases to permi+: 
a judgment of whether "police error" was involved. If there is 
someques"tion as to the grounds for decision, Division attorneys 
may re-read the case papers or ask the Assistant District Attorney 
for amplification. If the r~asonsfor grand jury action could not 
be determined without qUestioning 'h juror .and thus violating the 
privileged status. of the jury's decision-making process, however, 
the inquiry would be afopped. (This has not yet happened.) "If 
the possible reasons for failure to indict can be narroweq. to a 
few, of which one is directly attributable to police. conduct, then 
the case is considered one of "police error." 

Court dispositions are summarized every \-leek on a compllter-compiled 
listing including activity in all the local courts in which Dallas 
Police Department cases are handled. A copy of this printout is 
routinely provided to the Legal Liaison Division, which reviews 
all departmental cases dismissed. In many cases, the reason for 
dismissal is clear from the printout: in all other cases; an in­
vestigator assigned;": to the District Attorney's unit of the Legal 
Liaison Division goes to the court papers and examines them to find 
the reason for c1:i;~missal. If necessary, the prosecu.tor who handled 
the case or the investigator who filed it is consulted to make 
certain of the reason. 

Dismissals frequently occur for reasons other than "police error." 
For example., one or more of a number of charges against a single 
defendant may be dropped in return for a guilty plea on the oth-
er (s), or a dismissal may be traded for valuable testimony against 
another defendant. Project attorneys are careful to avoid "second-
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guessing" ?tny such decisions td dismiss made by the pr.osecut.or. 
Strategies used by theprosecutol.'" to handle his casel.oad and ob­
tain Gbnvicti.ons are his policy decisions, and others removed from 
the action are p.oorly qualified to criticize. 

4;4 Selecting An I ntervention Strategy 

Thus far l this chapter has outlined the procedures used. in Dallas 
to lnt~rcept police-Illegal err.or" before it transforms potential 
convictions into lost cases. In other locales, .other police ad-­
ministrators wi'th a similar concern might consider a number 6f 
possible stfategies for improvement. For example, an intensive 
in-service training c.ourse could be requ~red of all the officers, 
stressing the proper procedures to be followed and the matters to 
be covereci in written reports. Or the prosecuti01J agency might 
establish a "complaint rc:::ml" screening and review process, in which 
an assistant distrlctattorney g.oes over every complaint. with the 
filing officer. All complaints .or similar documents might be pre­
par,ed by a speciai police unit in consultati.on with the arresting 
officers, as a part of the bo.oking process. Or a "feedback" sys­
tem might be initiated, so that each officer's performance in 
making cases would be evaluated according to what happens to his 
cases in grand jury and court proceedings -- presumably with pro­
motion arid transfer d~cisi.ons turning in part on this record. 
Perhaps each c.omplaint or .other filing might have t.o be submitted 
through the .officer's superior, with both men responsible for 
achieving accuracy and completeness. Or a survey .of reasons for 
"no-bills," dismissais, and acquittals might be made and roll-call 
bulletins prepared to alert the members .of the f.orce t.o the s.ources 
.of err.or. An improved pr.ocedure for amending filings, at the 
request of the court .or prosecutor, would be another way to de­
crease unnecessary non-c.onvictions. 

And there are probably other approaches. The Dallas approach, re­
view of every filihg by a police attorney, was selected and has 
been championed by that department for several reasons. First, it 
.offers an .opportunity f.or multiple benefits: by c.ombining this re­
view function with legal research, legal policy formulation, coun­
seling, and training responsibilities, the department can support 
a high quality legal staff and avoid having these various tasks ei­
ther not done or performed of necessity by sworn officers trained, 
and better used, for other activities. Second, review .of filings 
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by pDlice attorneys prDbably has a more direct and immediate.im­
pact Dn the quality Df. thDse dDcuments than. simply re-e'dUc:'3-ting 
the line Dfficers. MDreDver,it can be cDmbinedwith Ca,nd prDvide 
ideas fDr) training effDrts. Third, this review process is hOi:. 

dependent Dn any Dther agency, such as the district attDrney's 
Dffice, but can be pursued. sDlely within the pOlice deparbnent. 

4.5 Avoiding Abuse of the Legal Advisor 

Are pDlice legal advisDrs "used"? The questiDn is a cynical Dne,-' 
to. be sure, but it arises in two. CDntexts, ,ipne venal and o.n!:':,Very 
seriDus. First, Dne wDnders whether police o.fficers may 'rely o.n 
lawyers who. review their every co.urt filing to. do. the writing 
and the summarizatio.n required and thus relieve the police Dfficer 
o.f what weuld erdinarily·be his respensibility. Secendly, and 
much mDre seriDusly, the possibility exists thatpDlice efficers, 
having been advised Df ways in which their pre-trial pror;:edures 
did nDt pass legal muster, and perhaps even encouraged by ever­
zealDUS attDrneys, might deliberately falsify their revised sub­
missiens to. make it appear that they had acted preperly when in 
fact they had net. 

As to. the first pessibility, excessive reliance en .lawyer drafts­
manship, it is fairly clear from the .low number ef police-written 
prDsecutiDn repDrts new being rejected that the DallaEPunit has 
nDt suffered this pDtential abuse. It is also. probably unlikely 
that this abuse ef the la''7Yers wDuld arise in a situation in which 
decuments must be prepared initially by police efficers and then 
reviewed by attDrneys; a review which finds a mistake is a "rejec­
tien," and the albeit mild stigma Df being rejected is prDbably 
sufficient to. enco.urage a reasenable effert to. "get it right" the 
first time. 

The mere serieus avenue fer abuse Df attDrney review is also., un­
fDrtunately, the harder to. limit. When an efficer reports that a 
defendant drepped the cDntraband en the grDund, er that the butt 
ef an illegal weapDn was pro.truding frDm under the frent seat ef 
the car, he may well be telling the truth -- er he may net. The 
attDrney's rele, unless he has a superb persDnal relatiDnship with 
the efficer, can enly be to. take him at his werd. If anyene is to. 
challenge pessibly false reperts, it must be a superier pelice 
Dfficer, net a civilian. 
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In some situations, an attorney. may. be able to "smell" a problem 
and avoid it, if he is sensitive enough. If he cannot, however, 
about all that can be said is that the problem existed before 
legal advisors, would exist without legal advisors, and can be 
finally. eliminated only. by. police themselves. 
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CHAPTER 5 
TRAINING SERVICES 

The Dallas Legal Liaison Division is responsible for preparing and 
updating legal training materials and teaching recruits, veterans, 
and auxiliaries. At one time, one project attorney was assigned 
full-time to the training unit, with the responsibility for revis­
ing all the training materials (and some teaching). Now and for 
the foreseeable future, however, the responsibility for preparing 
materials and conducting training sessions is divided among all 
the Legal Liaision Division lawyers. 

5.1 Recruit Training 

The Dallas Police Department hires a group of approximately 20 to 
30 new officers every two months or so. They undergo a training 
regimen lasting 17 weeks, including 74 hours of, training in legal 
matters. All the legal material is taught by.the attorneys of 
the J ... egal Liaison Division. Subjects included:' from the project's 
beginning are: 

e Foundations of Criminal Law (6 hours), 

e Laws of Arrest(lO hours), 

• Laws of Evidence (8 hours), 

e Search and Seizure (10 hours), 

• The Texas Penal Code, Family Code, and Controlled 
Substances Act (28 hours), and 

e Dallas Municipal Ordinances (4 hours). 

In addition to these core courses, the second year of the .Legal 
Liaison Division project saw the development of a course in 
Civil Law for Police (4 hours), and a Moot Court Exercise (4 hours). 
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The way in which the project attorneys divide responsibilities for 
these courses is shown in Table 4, All attorneys are responsible 
for developing and updating materials for the subjects they teach. 
In the process of updating materials they are also expected to 
produce occasional policy bulletins for general distribution to 
present police officers if significant legal changes take place. 

GenerallYr the training sessions are lecture classes, with a great 
deal of legal material covered in a more or less summary fashion. 
The attorneys recognize, and explain to the students, that the 
topics are being covered too quickly to create real legal expertise. 
T~e~goal of the training is to give' guidance for commonly­
encountered situations and to provide a basic understanding of the 
way in.which legal decisions are reached, not to make lawyers 
of policemen. To ensure that the recruits will keep up with the 
work, each course is followed by a short test -- usually involving 
sentence-cpmpletion, true-false, or multiple-choice type questions. 

Foundations of Criminal Law 

The tr~iriing materials on the foundations of criminal law, a topic 
which includes basic constitutional provisions and general criminal 
law pr~nciples, were prepared by the present director of the Legal 
Li~ison Division. The materials begin with definitions of law, 
an explanation of the idea of precedent, and a recounting of the 
present ~burces of state and federal law -- constitutions, the 
federal pill of rights, and statutes. The distinction between 
criminal and civil law is discussed, along with such basic notions 
as presumptions of innocence, burdens of proof, and notions of 
causation and intent. The hierarchical structure of criminal 
offenses is explained, along with the rules which apply to combina­
tiQns of offenses and the way in which different offenses are 
assigned to the different state courts. State statutes with re­
gard to who may be a party to a crime, what preparatory activities 
constitute criminal offenses and which eXcuses and defenses to 
criminal charges are available in all cases are discussed. In six 
hours, then, tAis course lays the foundations for sixty hours -of 
study of particular criminal laws and particular enforcement 
si tuations. 
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TABLE 4 

Distribution of Teaching Responsibilitiesi 
(Number of hours taught in recruit training currliculum) 
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Foundations Search 
of criminal Penal and Municipal 

Law Code Arrest EvidenCE Seiz;ure Code 
.. --~ 

6 3 

6 8 . 

9 4 
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6 28 10 8 10 4 
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Law Court Total 

9 

4 18 

! 13 
J 

4 I 21 / 
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f 13 
1 

'*,\ 
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4 74 
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Lawof Arre$t 

Mat:erials for this ten-hour course were vrepared by the project 
director. and are now taught by the coordinating attorney. The 
following topics are covered: 'who may make arrests; within which 
jurisdictions city police officers may make ar:rests; situations 
in which citizens may arrest others; the requirement or probable 
cause; when warrants must be obtained; how warrants are obtained; 
the different kinds of warrants; all the situations in which 
arrests may be made without warrants, and court interpretations 
of these situations; when force may be used and the amount of 
force permitted; who is immune to arrest; what searches may accom­
pany arrests; and what happens when an improper arrest is made. 

Law of Evidence 

Teaching this eight-hour course and "\staying up-to-date in this 
field are the responsibilities of the project attorney assigned 
to the Youth Division. The course is a survey of the topics 
ordinarily covered in a law school course on evidence: the 
allocation of functions among judge, jury, prosecution, and 
defense at trial; general principles of admissibility of evidence; 
how evidence is presented; the hearsay exclusion and its many 
exceptions; expert witness and opinion evidence; statutory privi­
leges from having to supply evidence; testimony of informants and 
accomplices; impeachment of witnesses, discovery and depositions 
in criminal actions; and confessions and the post-arrest warnings 
required before interrogation. 

Laws of Search and ~eizure 

This topic is taught in ten hours by the project attorney assigned 
to the Vice and Traffic Divisions. When a search warrant is re­
quired, how it is prepared, when it is not needed, most particu­
larly when searches of automobiles may be made, and other situa­
tions in which extraordinary searches or seizures are permitted 
are the subjects of the course. What the Legal Liaison Division 
attorneys have learned in reviewing police officer submissions and 
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Richard F. Seibert, Coordinating Attorney, instructing recruit class, 
Dallas,Police Academy. 



going over reasons for no-bills and dismis~als, along with recent 
developments in ths law in this area, have made numerous revisions 
of the search and seizure curriculum necessary; these revisions 
are made by the attorney who teaches this"subject. 

Statutory P;rovisions 

Some 28 hours of instruction are devoted to the specifics' of T'exas 
state criminal law, as embodied in the Penal Code, Family Code, 
and Controlled Substances Act. The sessions are spread over eight 
or more days and all the 'attorneys {including the project director} 
in the Legal Liaison Division teach from three to nine hours. 
There is an additional four-hour course in the Dallas Municipal 
Code as well., 

Other Courses 

The course in civil law for police includes general principles of 
civil liability as well as a review of Federal civil rights law. 
The ways in which police can incur civil liability for false 
arrest or imprisonment or deprivation of rights are explai'ned and 
illustrated. 

The Moot Cburtexercise, which comes near the end of the legal 
subject part of the training cycle, is a demonstration of a mock 
criminal trial in which three attnrneys represent ~ judge and 
opposing counsel. Recruits play the parts of witnesses and 
learn firsthand how trying and frustrating that role can be. 

In addition to these courses, attorneys are involved from time to 
time in the prepf,l,ration and teaching of other parts of the recruit 
curriculum. For example, a two-week session in crisis intervEih­
tion is now part of the training cycle; an attorney usually devotes 
some time to explaining the legal limits on police intervention in 
domestic disturbances,. 
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5.2 In-Service Training 

The Legal Liaison Division has provided several different types 
of formal in-service training programs, including both one-time 
efforts and periodically repeated courses. 

The first in-service training program provided by the Division 
was a review course in report writing offered as part of a 
regular refresher curriculum for all patrol bureau personnel. 
The review of report writing covered the preparation of prosecu­
tion reports, arrest reports, and other necessary documents. The 
project's survey of reasons f<{(case failures was used to identify 
common reporting errors for emphasis. A review of changes in the 
Penal. Code, which affected the proper sections to be cited with 
reference to each offense, was also included. Project personnel 
taught one hour of the eight devoted to report writing in the 
forty-hour patrol refresher course. Sessions continued over ten 
months. It is now anticipated that review sessions on report 
writing will be conducted from time to time in the future. 

A second in-service training program, a statutory refresher course 
for all officers, has also been conducted. This course focuses 
primarily on changes in the criminal law which have occurred since 
the previous course, with emphasis placed on the practically use­
ful rather thah the more esoteric developments in the law. The 
first of these sessions was occasioned by a comprehensive revision 
of the Penal Code which went into effect in January 1974. As 
noted in Chapter 2, a great deal of material was covered in a 
massive training effort requiring two three-day courses a week 
for about four months. Not only were all sworn officers in the 
depart~ent included, but so also were all the civilian employees, 
the building security force of the City of Dallas, and security 
personnel from the Dallas-l"ort Worth airport -- about 2,500 
students -in all. In the future, statutory revisions and the 
interpretation of statutes through "case law" in the courts will 
be combined with a refresher review of criminal law provisions 
in general. Courses will be conducted every six months to one 
yeaLI depending on the role at which new developments occur. 

The special Jail supervisors course is given in one-week sessions, 
two of which are required to reach all the department's jail super­
visors (police sergean~s). This course covers aspects of the laws 

59 



of arrest, search and seizure, evidence, and. other reVl.Sl.ons of 
the criminal laws likely to be most pertinent. to the jobs of 
these officers, who have a special responsihilityfor assaying 
the sufficiency of an arrest before accepting a prisoner into 
the j ail. This course was first gi ver.=i·n May, 1974, and repeated 
in May, 1975; its annual repetition will probably become the norm, 
to orient those new jail supervisors who have been appointed with­
in the preceding year. 

5.3 Roll Call Training 

In-service training for officers at roll calls is an "as needed" 
process ~hich can take several forms, depending on the subject 
matter. ;~;Generally, whenever a recent legal or policy development' 
calls for notification of all officers, the lawyers prepare circu­
lars for all unit commanders. In turn, unit commander's take 
appropriate steps to disseminate the information -- discussion at 
roll call, posting on the bulletin board, or updating of the unit's 
files. If requests for consideration of a legal point come from 
an officer within the department, the reply is generally an indi­
vidual memorandum -- which the officer may choose to distribute to 
others. A special category of memoranda, the "roll call training 
bulletin," is also available for the attorneys to use with the 
approval of the Deputy Chief for Special Services; these bulletins 
must. be read at every rollcall assembly on three successive days 
to ensure that nearly all officers are exposed to them. The most 
formal documents for communicating guidance to officers are 
additions to the department's formal regulations, termed "general 
orders" (for permanent additions) and "special orders" (which are 
subject to revision). Documents become general or special orders 
only when approved and signed by the Chief of Police. 

Thus, the written work of the Division laying out .legal standards 
is treated in each case in what appears to be the most fitting 
way. Major policy s'tatements are usually contained in special 
or general orders. Statutory changes may appear in roll call 
bulletins. Interpretations of the law in specific fact situa­
tions (an example: what constitutes 'trespassing in a supermarket 
parking lot) may be sent out as memoranda to unit commanders, to 
be used as they see fit. In some cases, complex subjects are both 
covered in a written bulletin and discussed on the telephone or in 
person with key personnel. In at least one case, a statutory 
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revision was discussed by project attorneys at roll call in every 
patrol substation; each attorney was responsible for going to his 
assigned patrol unit and ensuring that he had explained the new 
law in person to every officer. 

5.4 Attorneys and Training 

The training of police recruits and officers is the subject of 
numerous publications, and its complexities are sufficient to dis­
courage any short version in this document. Nevertheless, a few 
observations on the Dallas experience may assist others in planning 
for police legal training by legal advisor attorneys. 

An initial question here, of course, is whether legal training for 
recruits should be conducted by attorneys. The IACP takes the posi­
tion that attorneys are not needed for initial recruit training, al­
though they should conduct in-service training sessions in \'lhich 
more complex legal issues are likely to be addressed. The Dallas 

,Legal Liaison Division attorneys feel that, while much of the ma­
terial (particularly the code provisions) used in legal training 
for recruits could be presented by an experienced police officer, 
there are still advantages for departments which can afford to 
have attorneys conduct these sessions. The primary advantage is 
probably the exposure that the attorney unit receives, with every 
re.cruit seeing every member of the unit before starting the job. 
This exposure allows the lawyers to emphasize strongly the impor­
tance of legal restraints, while impressing the students with":the 
availability and usefulness of the department's attorneys. In 
addition, having the people responsible for revising and updating 
the training materials also teach those materials ensures that 
they will stay alert to pedagogical aspects of the curriculum. 
Having teaching responsibilities which encompass the entire spectrum of 
police legal matters also encourages the attorneys to stay up-to-
date in their areas of expertise. In addition, having the staff 
attorneys teach recr~its gives the lawyers a different kind of 
professional responsibility, adding to the variety, scope, and 
challenge of their jobs. 

This discussion notwithstanding, whether to use legal advisors .as 
recruit instructors in legal matters is a decision that will vary 
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from one department to another, depending on the time availability 
and preferences of the attorneys as well as the nature of the le­
gal training which the department wants for its new officers. 

If training is to be a major element of a legal adv'isor unit's 
responsibi+ity, training responsibilities must be allocated among 
the attorneys in some way. Dallas has avoided (except for a 
brief period) concentrating training responsibilities in a single 
attorney in favor of a rnore-or-Iess even distribution among all 
the lawyers, with each 'covering one or more .subject matter area. 
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CHAPTER 6 
GENERAL LEGAL COUNSEL 

In addition to documents review and legal training, the Legal 
Liaison Division also provides general legal counseling services 
to the Dallas Police Department. This service, which is probably 
the single most time-consuming aspect of the unit's work, consists 
of answering questions, which usually come by telephone and can 
be asked by almost any officer in the department. The way in 
which the question is presented, where it comes from, and what it 
is about determine how the Division responds. 

6.1 Legal Opinions and Policy Statements 

The most formal o most time-consuming, and most exacting kind of 
response the Legal Liaison Division can give to a question is the 
written legal opinion. This means of advising a client is usually 
reserved for serious reconsiderations of departmental practices, 
considerations which have been initiated by (or discussed with) 
top commanders. 

The opinion of a Legal Liaison attorney, or of the Division, must 
be distinguished from a formal City Attorney opinion, signed by 
the Dall'as City Attorney. City Attorney opinions, to which most 
c;i.ties have counterparts (Corporation Counselor City Solicitor 
opinions, for example), are the last word on the city's legal pos­
ition. Any city employee who acts contrary to:R City Attorney's 
opinion cannot expect to be defended by the city in subsequent 
litigation arising from his action. A Legal Liaison Division 
opinion, even though it is issued by a group composed primarily 
of Assistant City Attorneys, is different; only wi thin the poJ,ice 
department does this opinion have its force,and it is subject to 
overriding by the City Attorney. Of course, the opinion of the 
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Division is not at all an instruction to the department on how it 
must act, just as an attorney's advice to his client may be dis­
regarded at the client's peril. But the Legal ~iaison Division 
occupies a suffic:i..fmtlY lawyer-like position w:i5thin the depart­
ment that the attorneys take the position that the City Attorney 
is not bound. to defend those who disregard their considered opin­
ions. 

In some cases, documents prepared by the Division are adopted .by 
the Chief of Police as a general or special order of the depart~ 
mente In this status, the opinion becomes a duly promulgated in­
ternal regulation. For the purposes of this report, all written 
statements of the Division -- general orders, special orders, 
memoranda to all units, and roll call training bulletins -- are 
·considered together as comparable "policy statements." A summary 
of the topics covered appears in Table 5. 

6.2 Ad Hoc Legal Advice 

The Legal Liaison Division's lawyers are available virtually all 
the time, and officers are encouraged. to raise questions at any 
time. Every attorney is equipped with a pocket voice pager so 
that he can be reached when off-duty or serving on-call duty. 
The pagers are not turned off during the working day -- each 
lawyer is available, whether by telephone, car radio, or pager, 
virtually all the time. The most common means of contact with. 
project attorneys, of course, is by telephone; all the lawyers 
are expected to be in their offices during the department's 
office hours (8::1,5 A.M. to 5:00 P.M.) or to leave ~:prd of their 
whereabouts whenever out of the offi~e. 

The most common type of question addressed to the lawyers is the 
request for a legal fu~alysis of a very specific fact situation. 
An investigator, knowing all or nearly all of the facts surround­
ing an incident and/or arrest, may still be uncertain what offenses 
have been committed. A fiela officer, after a fast-moving street 
incident, may have an individual in custody without his, or his 
sergeant's being certain whether the prisoner has committed an 
of~ense at all. A sergeant-jail supervisor maY have an arrest 
report stating facts which put him in doubt as to whether the 
prisoner shotlld be put in· jailor released. According to project 
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John M. Knight, Legal Advisor, (left) Criminal Investigation Division, advising 
Herman O. Wilkerson, Investigator, (right), Crimes Against Property Section, Dallas 
Police Department. 
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Aprj(:L,1974 

TABLE 5 
Policy Statements Issued by the Dallas 

Legal Liaison Division 

• Definition of "convicted" in statute on "repeat and habitual 
felony. " 

• On arresting occupants of motor vehicles for unlawful possession 
of marijuana. 

• Provisions of the Dallas city ordinance regulating home 
solicitation. 

• Possible violations of law during picketing (occasioned by the 
U.S. Appeals Court, 5th Circuit's decision to overthrow the 
Texas law against picketing). 

May 1974 

• Criteria for filing burglary of vehicle and theft cases. 
• Criteria for filing auto theft and unauthorized use of motor 

vehicle cases. 
• Criteria for filing burglary of vehicle and burglary of habita­

tion cases. 
• Arrest of persons for parking violations. 
ft Elements of .burglary, attempted burglary, theft, criminal 

mischief and criminal trespass. 
• Failure to display state safety inspection sticker on a motor 

vehicle bearing temporary cardboard license tags. 
• Guidelines for filing cases under Texas Penal Code 43.02 (a), 

(which prohibits commercial vice) by use of a Dallas policewoman. 

June 1974 

• Witness lineup identification forms. 
• Requirement that magistrates read search and arrest warrants 

before signing them. 
• Arrests of occupants of motor vehicles for possession and unlaw­

ful carrying of weapons. 
• Requirement that at least one suspect be included in lineups. 
• Treatment of abandoned automobiles. 

July 1974 

• Revision of June memo on weapons possession. 
• Advice to cease arresting persons for violation of inmagration laws. 

August 1974.. 

• Arrests for driving while license suspended. 
• Inclusion of generic name of drugs in arrest reports. 
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• Revision of June memo advising partial resumption of ~rrest of 
illegal aliens. 

September 1974 

• Investigative jurisdiction for criminal trespass cases. 
• Restriction on release of juvenile records. 
• proposed legal modifications to Texas Controlled Substances Act 

and the section of the Texas Penal 'Code dealing with promotion 
of prostitution. 

October 1974 

• Elements of criminal trespass: not applicable in public premises. 
• Revision of August revision of June memo regarding arrest of 

illegal aliens, approximately restoring the status quo ante. 
• Procedure for bonding of persons arrested on warrants. ----

November 1974 

• Proposed procedures for abandoned motor vehicles in garages and 
parking lots. 

• Inapplicability of trespass laws to youths using shopping center 
parking lots at night. 

• Unlawful carrying of weapons. 

December 1974 

• Elements of burglary and criminal trespass. 
• Parking enforcement in school zones. 
• Liability of City of Dallas for damages incurred during activities 

of Dallas Police Department Mounted Patl:ol. 

January 1975 

• Suggested procedures for placing holds on property in pawnshops. 
• Pedestrians interfering with traffic. 
• Distinction between burglary of vehicle and burglary of building. 

February 1975 

• Preparation of wanted persons reports to meet NCIC format. 
• Memorandum on problems concerning handling of juvenile offenders. 

March 1975 

• Requirement to take arrested persons before magistrate. 
• Criminal discovery: appropriate scope of defendant's motions. 
• Criminal trespass. 
• possible grounds for arrest of participants in Brown Beret Parade. 
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'< ...... 

April 1975 

• Disturbance alarms. 
• Booking procedures for cases involving short-barrel firearms 
• Interpretation of Dallas City Code Chapter 6A Section 6A-l on 

"Amusement Centers." 
• Arrest powers of private security guards. 

May 1975 

• Arrested persons charged with parking violations. 
• Double jeopardy. 
• Interpretation of the criminal trespass statute. 
• Safety inspection sticker enforcement. 
• Magistrate's bonds--notification of action taken. 

June 1975 

• Commemorative plaques for retiring officers. 
• Taking of blood samples at Parkland Hospital. 
• Arrest powers of public service officers. 

July 1975 

• Shoplifts that evolve into :>:".obberies. 
• Destruction of weapons. 
• DPD convictions in felony drug cases. 
• Magistrate's bonds--notification of action taken (revision). 

August 1975 

• Situations involving the arrest of persons for certain control­
led substances and dangerous drugs. 

September 1975 

• Clarification of the distinction between sections 22.02 and 
22.05 of the Texas Penal Code. 

• Gasoline thefts. 
• The police function at city Council meetings. 
• Change in enforcement of criminal trespass. 

October 1975 

• Dispositi.on of weapons. 
• Current status of carrying handguns by security guards. 
• Auto thefts from private parking lots and/or garages. 
• Penal Code provisions on fraudulent destruction, removal, or 

concealment of writing. 
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estimates, responding to these questions (usually ending in "what 
charge?") makes up half or more of the Division's "ad hoc" con­
sultations. Most of the inquiries come from investigators rather 
than patrol personnel. 

Sometimes, a somewhat more general fact situation may be presented 
in a request for advice. A field commander anticipating a civil 
demonstration or dispute may have the time to ask a project lawyer 
what his options are in controlling the situation. When a re­
current enforcement problem ha.s a field supervisor puzzled, he 
may want to know with some precision what charges he has at his 
disposal in the specific situation. An observation or incident 
may pique a good policeman's d.lriosity: "there I s a private 
security guard in my sector -- when can he make an arrest?" 

6.3 On·Call Availability 

The Legal Liaison Division's "on-call" program is an important 
element of the legal services package provided to Dallas police 
since it guarantees the availability of an attorney at any time, 
not just during office hours. All the attorneys serve as "duty 
legal advisors" on a rotating schp-dule, so that each attorney is 

.on call every fifth week (from 8:15 A.M. Monday through 8:15 A.M. 
the next Monday). The duty schedule is prepared monthly and dis­
tributed to all commands in the department with each lawyer's 
telephone numbers -- office, home, and paging device. 

Each attorney is provided with a city car equipped with a police 
multi-channel radio, as well as a pocket paging device which per­
mits anyone on the police telephone network to dial any paging 
unit and deliver a voice instruction which will be received any­
where in the metropolitan area. 

When a call is placed to a duty legal advisor (or any other project 
attorney), the staff attorneys are themselves bound to certain 
standards. First,of course, they always respond. If the calling 
officer indicates a desire for the attorney to come to the scene 
in person, he or she will always go. And once informed of the, 
situation, the attorney will always give a clear and firm answer. 
Only in situations in which time is obviously not critical may 
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attorneys delay g~v~ng an answer until they have researched the 
question. In fast-moving situations, police officers cannot wait 
for a lawyer to think it over -- they need immediat.e advice as to 
exactly what they should do, or they would not have called in the 
first place. And it is the attorney's job to give that advice to 
the best of his or her knowledge and ability; although he may change 
his mind later, he must accept professional responsibility for the 
effect of his initial recommendation as well. 

The way in which police legal advisors respond to requests for ad­
vice is of such importance "that it bears further emphasis. The 
problem of building rapport has been discussed ,in Chapter 2, and 
one point made there is relevant here: the nature of the first 
contact with a client is critical. Furthermore, in a department 
of 2,000 officers, almost any call for advice may be a first call 
by that officer. So the "musts" emphasized by the Dallas legal 
advisors are always relevant. Legal advisors must answer every 
question. They must never give a conditional, on-the-one-hand/ 
on-the-other-hand answer to a practical question. They must never 
give a different account of their advice in hindsight. They must 
never refuse to listen. Doing any of these things just once is 
likely not only to prevent that particular officer from ever call­
ing on that particular lawyer again, but also to have a similar 
effect through informal discussions between officers as to all 
officers and all the lawyers in the advisors unit. Police, based 
on their experience, are ready to distrust civilians and lawyers 
if given a basis for that distrust. And police are gregarious 
among themselves; word travels fast. In short, the police legal 
advisor has to earn client respect to receive client support. 

Although no records are kept, project attorneys estimate that the 
duty legal advisor receives an average of 10-20 calls in a one­
week tour, of which one or two may require on-site visits. While 
most of the inquiries involve the applicability of specific stat­
utes to particular factual situations, other calls cover subjects 
ranging from shooting incidents to fist-fights between officers 
to mass demonstrations. (In one demonstration incident, a Legal 
Liaison attorney wrote out a short statement for the ranking offi­
cer on the scene to deliver to the demonstrators ordering them to 
cease blocking access to a building and spelling out the conse­
quences of refusal to move.) 
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Guidelines for calling the du'cy legal advisor are general -- es­
sentially, whenever an officer wants legal advice -- except for 
one situation: the use of deadly force by or against a police 
officer. Whenever deadly force is used, the duty advisor must be 
called; if any injury results from the incident, the advisor must go 
to the scene. In either event, the police attorney is expected 
to make an independent assessment of the justification for use of 
a weapon by an officer, to complement the similar but independent 
investigation required of the off~cer's supervisor. The serious­
ness of these injuries is underscored by the Department's practice 
of filing charges against officers who inflict injury with fire­
arms (including murder charges in every case in which death re­
sults) in order to obtain a third judgment -- that of the District 
Attorney, judge, or jury -- on the propriety of the officer's 
action. 

6.4 The Limits of Counseling 

As lawyers to the police department, the staff of the Legal Liai­
son Division receive inquiries on many subjects. Some, for ex­
ample those just discussed, are clearly within their area of 
responsibility. But others raise questions which the Dallas unit, 
like any other police attorney program, has had to answer. Should 
lawyers advise police on their personal affairs? Can they get in­
volved in internal discipline matters? What ahout employment dis­
putes or salary negotiations? 

The first of these problems is clearly universal. In business 
corporations, public agencies, the military -- wherever people 
deal with la,~ers in the course of their work -- the lawyer can 
expect some of his professional acquaintances to calIon him when 
they are uncertain what to do in some personal matter which seems 
to call for legal judgment. Housing arrangements, marital disputes, 
wills, deaths in the family, children running afoul of the law -­
all these events raise legal questions. 

When individual police officers bring these problems up with pro­
ject attorneys, they are not turned away. The Division lawyer 
will listen, a:,lvise (without doing legal research), and tell the 
officer whether he is likely to need to retain an attorney. The 
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Division attorney will not represent the officer in court, draft 
documents for himJ or negotiate with another party as the offi­
cer's representative. Division attorneys (like all Assistant 
City Attorneys) are forbiaden by a Dallas city Charter ~rovision 
from accepting a fee for legal ~ervices fronl police officers or 
anyone else. 

The precise point in any given situation in which informal advice 
on personal issues gives way to the i::lproper "practice of law" may 
be hard to find; the clear statements of the preceding paragraph 
do have fuzzy edges '(How much reading constitutes "research"? 
When is looking closely at a document such as a will too much like 
d:t'afting?). But the justifi'<::a tion for handling persQnal legal 
questions in this way is strClng; it relates primarily to the build­
ing and maintenance of rapport with the police officers which was 
discussed earlier in Chapter 2. It can be very difficuit for, 
civilian attorneys to gain the trust and support of police officers, 
and a curt refusal to talk about what is important to one officer 
can poison the lawyer's relationship with not only that officer 
but many others with whom he talks. The officer's perception, 
oversimplified, may be that the lawyer is either "for him" or 
"against him" -- and if the lawyer won't make the same extra 
effort to help with a personal matter that one policeman will always 
make for another, the lawyer must be "against." Lawyers in 
business settings recognize the necessity for "bending" to,help 
out with personal legal problems, and the same need exists\~{ith 
even mt'''2:'e justification within the closely knit world of the','law 
enforcement officer. ~ 

In the Dallas Legal Liaison Division, giving personal advice from 
time to time has not caused ruly problems, nor has it consumed a 
significant amount of time. In one instance, a project attorney's 
discover:},- that many police officers did not have wills (despite the 
fact that their estates could be sizable, considering insurance 
and sizable death benefits for any officers dying in the line of 
duty) l~d to a bit of extra effort to encourage them to have wills 
drawn. Personal encouragement of the officers to have wills pre­
pared was sup~lemented by an article in the department's internal 
newsletter e)':plaining the benefits of estate planning and how ,to 
go about hav.tng a will prepared. 

with .regard to the fundamental business of the p6lice department, 
legal advisors also face the difficult issue of which matters they 
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should and should not take on. The Dallas unit has not excluded 
any subject absolutely from its purview, but certain matters are 
handled very carefully. For example, management issues which may 
reflect or create tension between the department's top adminis­
trators and its line officers are handled for the Legal Liaison 
Division exclusiveJ.y by the Director of the Division. 

Similarly, any issues of legal significance relating to police 
officers' salaries and working conditions, the usual stuff of 
collective bargaining agreements, are handled quietly for the de­
partment's administrators by the coordinating attorney, the de 
fact:.o deputy director of the Legal Liaison Division. That the 
legal aspects of such matters can be clarified in low-profile 
consultation with administrators is due primarIly to the absence 
of a police union in Dallas -- an absence mandated by a law which 
the voters have refused to modify by referendum. Should police 
unionization and collective bargaining come to Dallas, the Div­
ision's attorneys recognize that representing the department in 
negotiations would place great stress on their relationships with 
the officers and might best be avoided or somehow strictly segre­
gated from their other activities. 

In general, the Legal Liaison Division, despite its emphasis on 
serving line investigators and officers, does a significant amount 
.of consulting with top brass on the legal aspects of management 
and policy issues. But this consultation is limited to legal 
issues I and it is not permi t.ted ,to impair the Division's ability 
to keep up with the bread-and-butter work of reviewing filings 
and consulting on ongoing cases. Limiting the attorney unit's 
work for top management to legal matters differentiates the Dallas 
legal advisors from those of many -- probably most -- other cities. 
Dallas attorneys do not prepare grants (other than their own), 
perform planning or analysis func,tions, or act as all-purpose fire­
fighters for th(~ chief. They are lawyer:;;, not police and not ad­
ministrators. ~['heir status as Assistant City Attorneys and. their 
"law firm" appr()3.ch to their work are particularly importan't fac­
'tors in maintairiing this professional status and avoiding being 
"drafted" into other duties. 

Internal discipline is an especially touchy area in any police 
department, and ]Dallas is no exception. The IACP's Guidelines for 
a Police Legal Unit; and the National Advisory Commissiol1 on Stand-
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ards and Goals 'are unambiguous, and nearly verbatim, on the topic 
of legal advisors' involvement in disciplinary-matters. The Com­
mission states: 

There is a natural inclinat-ion on the part: of 
a police chief to use his legal-aaiiisor for 
this purpose. There are at least four important 
reasons' why the legal unit should not become 
involved: 

1. Police officers would be likely to view 
legal advisors as "hatchet men; " 

2. Legal advisors would, be identi£ied person­
ally with the disciplinary policisr; of the 
incumbent police chief, whose pol'i6ies may 
be widely resented in the lower echelons 
of the agency; 

3. Field p~rsonnel might be reluctant to 
discuss enforcement problems with a legal 
advisor because they fear their actions 
were or might be improper; and 

4. A conflict of interest could arise. 

It takes many months for legal advisors to build 
confidence and trust among ope~ating personnel; 
a single internal prosecution could destroy this 
work overnight. 

The Dallas Legal Liaison unit I s involvement in internal affairs, i,n­
vestigations and disciplinary actions is quite limited, ,though 
not nonexistent. The limitations have three aspects: 

(1) Disciplinary matters are never discussed with 
any at'torney other than the ,director or the 
coordinating attorney. 

(2) The City Attorney, not the Legal Liaison Division, 
prosecutes in all Civil Service disciplinary 
hearings. 

(3) The Division is only consulted with regard to pat~i­
cularly. serious infractions. 
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Project attorneys recognize the danger in becoming involved in 
disciplinary matters, but they feel that officers recognize that 
the unit's limited role in only the most egregious cases does not 
prevent the lawyers from giving officers other than the most 
corrupt or negligent the utmost support. 

6.5 Advising Patrc~,:Units 

There is one other way, in addition to those just noted, in which 
Legal Liaison counseling is limited. Members of patrol bureau 
holding the rank of police officer (formerly patrolman or patrol­
woman) are instructed not to call an attorney until the problem 
has been discussed with tp~ supervising patrol sergeant (although 
exceptions to this principle are permissible .in exceptional situ­
ations). This policy has several benefits. First, it "screens 
out" many inquiries which the sergeants, in their greater exper­
ience and (frequently) more extensive training, can anS>'ler. Se­
cond, it minimizes disruption in the command structure of the de­
partment -- the police officers may disagree with their sergeants, 
but they are restrained from surreptitiously going "over the ser.­
geants' heads" to obtain a conflicting opinion. And the.numberof 
officers with whom the lawyers must establish working reiationships 
is significantly reduced without a great reduction in effective­
ness. 

It should be noted here that to require a patrol police officer to 
consult with his sergeant is to impose a lesser burden than would 
be involved in any other kind of required "going through channels." 
The patrol sergeant is always available within minutes to the of­
ficer on the street; never is the assigned patrol sergeant on a day 
off or on vacation or working another shift. Nor is he inaccess­
ible, out of the patrol district; his job is to be always access­
ible. The work of an investigator, or indeed the work of the patrol 
sergeant himself, is different from the patrol officer's in that 
it is less closely supervised, and thus seeking out and conferring 
with one's supervisor is much more likely to be a burden for anyone 
other than the patrol officer. 

Furthermore, the patrol bureau police officers always include the 
least experienced members of the depar~~ent, and thus those most 
li~ely to have questions easily answerable by more senior officers. 
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G.6 Liaison and Other Duties 

Beyond the duties discussed thus far, the Legal Liaison Division 
has or has had a number 9f other miscellaneous responsibilities, 
including supervising the District .Attorney Liaison and Magis­
tr3.tes' units; hahdling claims against the Police Department; and 
various ad hoc liaison, advisory, and planning duties. 

The District Attorney Liaison unit, administrative:l.y the respon­
sibiiity or the Director of the legal unit, consists of ten sworn 
officers commanded by a sergeant and assigned to each of the var­
ious courts in which the District Attorney prosecutes cases. Uh­
der the day-to-day supervision of Assistant District Attorneys, 
these officers aid in tlie investigation, p~epatation, and pros­
eoutioh of Dallas Police Department cases. Their regular respon­
sibilities to the Legal Liaison Division are generally limited to 
transporting documents such as prosecution reports to the District 
Attorney's office and reporting the dispositions of cases and the 
reasons for the outcomes back to the legai. unit. 

At the outset of the Legal Liaison Project, the District Attorhey 
police unit was aiready in existence, hqt its performance was con­
sidered poor. The Division director and the Chief moved quickly 
to upgrade the unit, replacing personnel and making the assignment 
more attractive for their replacements by coupling it with pro~o­
tions to investigator and increases in compensation. Through these 
improvements, and consultations with the District Attorney, th~ 
unit was transformed into a more useful investigative team. 'NQw, 
the Legal Liaison Director, a sworn officer, handles all the nec­
essary supervisory matters but reports that the unit generally 
"runs itself." Were the present director to be replaced by a 
civilian attorney (as he in fact recommends), the present organi­
zational arrangement would probably be continued. Civilian per­
sonnel are in command or police personnel in two major divisions 
and one section of the Dallas Police Department (Detention Ser­
vices Division, Data Processing Division, and Public Information 
Section) . 

The Magistrates unit, as described earlier (Chapter 3), processes 
prisoners i~ the central jail, including bringing them before th~ 
Magistrate. Althou~h this small unit fupctip~p under the immed­
iate supervision of ~ sergeant and the central j~il supervisor, 
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their functions of "magistrating," report-routing, and prisoner 
handling are considered to be legally sensitive, so they are over­
seen by the Legal Liaison Division. 

Part of the job of almost any "house counsel" is to represent his 
employer in civil disputes and lawsuits.. It is also t,rue, how­
ever, that one of the major functions of a City Attorri.ey (Solici­
tor, Corporation Counsel, Law Department) is to defend lawsuits 
against the city or any city department. The difficulty here for 
police "house counsel" has been resolved by diff/~~;ent cities' po­
lice legal advisors in different ways. Some police units are ex­
cluded from handling any claims against (or by) the department, 
while others (presumably units composed of Assistant City Attor­
neys or their local equivalent) reportedly are officially desig­
nated to handle all civil litigation. 

The Dallas Division, with the flexibility which its Assistant 
City Attorney composition permits, takes a middle course. All 
claims against the department are initially channeled to the co­
ordinating attorney, who assigns these claims on a rotating 
basis. The attorney assigned the claims then has the authority 
to negotiate with the claimant and grant, deny, or compromise 
such claims. Whenever any matb:!r goes to litigation, however, 
the defense remains the responsibility of the City Attorney. 
Typically, much of the investigation and preparation of the case 
is performed by the Legal ~iais()n Division, and the Legal Liai­
son attorney may appear iri-cour1: as "'second chair" to the City 
Attorney lawyer, but the City Attorney retains control over the 
lawsuit. 

As one project attorney nl:>ted, this involvement in civil lawsuits 
is in ? sense "a luxury." The involvement does benefit the Legal 
Liaison Division by providing some trial work for the lawyers, 
adding to their professional stature as attorneys, and giving them 
additional professional visibility within the department, particu­
larly in cases involving police conduct in which the lawyer ap­
pears literally as a defender of the policeman. However, these 
benefits generally could not justify a degradation in the quality 
of the day-to-day legal services provided to the department. Af­
ter all, the City Attorney can certainly defend the city in court 
without assistance from the police attorney. On the other hand, 
no one e;Lse is available to "fill in" for the police legal advisor 
when an officer needs assistance and the legal advisor is unavail­
able. 
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An additional set of activities undertaken by Legal 'Liaison attor:'" 
neys are those not required of them as conditions of their employ­
ment, but undertaken as part of their collective attempt to give 
the department the benefit of highly informed. legal assistance: . 
Included are bar association activities, IACP Participation, and 
extracurricular teaching and writing. Participation in the IACP's 
Legal Officers Section (LOS) has included service as officers of 
the section (one Dallas attorney is not'l Past General Chairman, 
one is Vice-Chairman, and another is an bfficer-at-Large), conduct­
ing seminars at LOS conferences, and consulting with other police 
legal advisors. Extracurricular teaching includes conducting 
courses at a regional police training academy and an advanced 
training course for police professionals conducted by the Sout4wes­
tern Legal Foundation. Bar Association in:volvement includes com­
mittee membership and the like; one attorney now serves on a local 
bar association committee on detention facilities, for example. 
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CHAPTER 7 
PROJECT COSTS AND BUDGETING 

The annual budget for the Dallas Legal Liaison Division as of 
November, 1975, the date of city assumption of program expenses, 
is shown in Table 6. During the 32 months of Law Enforcement As­
sitance Administr~tion funding beginning in March, 1973, the Divi­
sion's expenditures (on an annual basis), including both LEAA and 
city funds, were some-what larger, reflecting the following fac­
tors: 

• Additional attorneys. The project started in March, 
1973, with five attorneys, expanded to six and then 
seven, but has now been reduced to five again. 

• Starting a library. The initial grant provided the 
Division with a soxid legal research capability, which 
now needs only smaller annual expenditures to be kept 
up to date. 

• Automobiles, radios and voice pagers. The first grant 
provided for the purchase of four cars and radios; with 
the. addition of extra attorneys, additional radio cars 
were provided with city funds. Now that the city has 
assumed the entire program budget, replacement cars will 
have to be purchased periodically by the Police Depart­
ment and assigned from their pool to the attorneys. 

• Office equipment. The desks, typewriters, and other 
i terns purchased with grant funds will probably last 
several more years, and will be replaced by the de­
partment as the need arises. 
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Thus, the $338,000 budget in Table 6 represents the continuing 
cost, exclusive of cat. and equipment operation, maintenance, and 
replacement, of the Le~lalLiaison "law firm" (about $125, 000) 
plus the District Attoi~J!ey Liaison unit. and the Municipal Court 
Liaison Unit ... 

\\ 
1.1 

TABLE 6 
Dallas Legal Lit'lison Division Budget (November 1975) 

Director's Salary 

Assistant City Attorneys' Salaries (4) 

Secretaries' Salaries (3) 

Magistrate unit -- 1 Sergealnt & 5 Patrolmen 

District Attorney Liaison Ui.lit -- 1 Sergeant & 11 
Investigators 

Administrative Costs 

Supplies 

Services 

Sundry Charges 

TOTAL 

7.1 Budgeting and Policy Decisions 

$ 20,136 

79,836 

2.9,808 

72,956 

126,828 

7,610 

860 

385 

$338,419 

Listing-the general budget items a legal advisors unit will re­
quire is relatively straightfol:ward. However (as is generally 
true of budget making), arrivinl;J at specific item descriptions 
arid. dollar amounts requires that several important policy deci­
sions be made, explicitly or by default. 

The logical first bUdget category, attorneys' salaries, 'requires 
serious thought, for example. Beyond the question of how many 
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lawyers are needed (discussed in Chapter 2), there is the matter 
of salary levels. The starting point for saiary-setting will 
almost surely be the assigned price for a civil service attorney 
title; if the police attorneys are Assistant City Attorneys, as 
they are in Dallas, the City Attorney will have an established 
scale of salaries for lawyers at various levels 6f experience and 
responsibility -- one which he or she will be extremely reluctant 
to upset. It may be a simple 'matter to match the experience of 
the attorneys to be hired (recalling that the Dallas approach re­
quires lawyers with relevant practical experience) with the corres­
ponding civil service grade and pay on the basis of civil service 
regulations and practice. 

This approach to setting attorneys' compensation is not sufficient 
however. The Dallas~-exp~:.::ience is that the degree of responsi­
bili ty placed on project at:torneys, their operad.6nal independence 
in dealing with their assigned bureaus, and the maturity required 
to establish the proper aytorney-client relationship within the 
department demand a highclevel of competence. Attracting highly 
qualified attorneys generally means competing with private law 
firms, federal regulatory ana prosecutorial agencies, and the like. 
Legal advisors' salaries should be "competitive" in this market, 
although the availability of "fringes" such as radidcars and the 
unique nature of the work are sufficiently attractive that exact 
parity is probably unnecessary. In Dallas, the attorneys' sala­
ries as of November 1975 average about $20,000, most of them 
having started two and a half years ago at $17,500 or somewhat 
less. As the variety of their backgrounds (Chapter 3) \vould sug­
gest, there is some variation around these figures, with actual 
salaries rahging froin $17,200 to $23,000. For purposesbf com­
parison, the starting salary for a highly qualified but in~xper..;. 
ienced law school graduate at the best Dallas law firms is about 
$17,000; and the average salary of police legal advisors nati.on-i( 
wide responding to a mid-1975 survey was about $18,000 (with 
45% having cars provided; 61% being less than 5 years out of 
law school, and 83% having less than 5 years on the job). The 
average starting salary for police legal advisors nationwide 
appears to be in the $13,000-$16,000 range. 

Of course, the salaries for attorneys cannot be grossly variant 
from the City Attorney's pay str1..1cture, but some "sweetenin<j''' 
can palatably be added to the structure by making the police 
legal advisors. positions middle or upper-level jobs to which 
other Assistant City Attorneys can be promoted (probably in addi.;. 
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tion to new hiring "lateral entry"). Alternatively, an addition­
al "special assignment" increment can be added to the usual pay 
rate for assignments to the police unit, arguably to reflect the 
additional demands of on-call availability, occasional evening 
roll call attendance, Saturday training sessions, and so forth. 

Vehicles comprise another budget category requiring some thought 
before any decision is made. Admittedly, providing cars for 
legal advisors is costly, even if the assignment of cars is con­
sidered to enhance the drawing power of attorneys' salaries. And 
there are compromise alternatives: paying a mileage allowance in­
stead for use of a private automobile (and presumably giving up 
the advantages of two-way radio), or obtaining one car to rotate 
with the "duty officer" assignment in a multi-lawyer unit. 

The attorneys in Dallas, however, are in agreement with the IACP 
that "~]ach advisor should be permanently assigned an unmarked 
vehicle equipped with a two-way multi-channeled radio." Provi­
sion of a car gives the police attorney the same mobility as 
his or her client. Obviously, if the lawyer is expected to go 
on-scene when called, he must have rapid transportation. Further, 
the availability of the car tends to encourage field visits, 
evening and weekend riding on patrol to become familiar with the 
practicalities of police work, shuttling to the academy to teach, 
and so forth. In deciding whether to provide cars for all the 
attorneys, another consideration has to be the comparison of the 
attorneys to other department staff and some reflection on the 
status effects of automobiles within the department. As one 
Dallas attorney points out, to "be like the rest of the people" 
in the department in terms of perceived status demands an auto­
mobile and a "call number." 

Research materials is another area to which some thought should 
be given in estimating project costs. The basic office require­
ments for a functioning police lawyer surely include a copy of 
the annotated state penal code, a copy of the municipal ordinances, 
the annotated federal penal laws, and a state practice manual. 
~o keep up to date, subscriptions to a criminal law reporter 
service and a Supreme Court reporting service are essenti~l. Be­
yond these fundamentals, the police legal advisor will require 
frequent access to an additional legal library of a more complete 
nature. Most lawyers and law firms would prefer to have a li­
brary which could cost $20,000 or so, plus an annual $2,000-
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$3,000 to keep current, for a fairly complete collection of state 
and federal law sources and pertinent periodicals. A primarily 
state-law library would be less expensive; a more complete col­
lection including law reviews and treatises could cost much more .. 

Where to "draw the line" for a given legal advisors program will 
depend on several factors, including: 

• the availability of funds; 

• the accessibility of another library, such as the 
City Attorney's, within reasonable walking distance; 

• the number of attorneys; and 

• the scope of their duties (e.g., labor law reporters 
would not be needed by attorneys who stay away from 
labor matters) • 

The Dallas program opted for a reasonably complete library. The 
accessibili ty of resource materials is clearly an important e]_e­
ment in producing high quality legal work. Without the materials, 
time-consuming library trips limit the amount and timeliness of 
advice a lawyer can give, especially when he is called upon for 
fast reactions, as a police legal advisor is. The temptation to 
go without checking every reference when they are troublesome and 
t~consuming to locate, and when many will probably be "blind 
alleys" anyway, becomes very strong -- and as a result important 
bits of the legal analysis of a problem may be inferior. 

A final observation on research materials should be to note the 
availability of several publications specifically attuned to the 
needs of the police lawyer. The publications of the IACP's Legal 
Officers Section include a newsletter and occasional other materi­
als, in addition to the annual Police Law Reporter. The IACP it­
self issues publications of interest, such as the Public Safety 
Labor Reporter, Legislative Research Digest, and Legislation and 
Litigation Report. 
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CHAPTER 8 
MONITORING AND EVALUATION 

For the purpose of analyzing the. effectiveness of .the Dallas Legal 
Liaison Division, the program can be viewed as having two broad 
and still somewhat overlapping goals: 

• Reauc~ion of police error in the preparation of 
legal documents and in adherence to legal proce­
dures; and 

• Provision of general lega.l;: counsel to the Police 
Department, acting as the depa:r:t.ment's "in-house 
counsel." 

These objectives, or rather substitute measures of them, are the 
subjects of both the Division's monitoring system and its evalua­
tion of overall effectiveness. 

8.1 The Monitoring System 

In order to guide its efforts to achieve its goals, the Legal 
Liaison Division set a nlli~er of quantified activity target 
levels at the beginning of the project. Based on the best ap­
proximations then available, the proj'ect set monthly milestones 
for such things as the number of tiraest~e attorneys would assist 
at a crime scene or bther location, prepa~~:iiffidavits for arrest 
arid search warrants, review prosecution reports, and review un­
successful cases found to have no true bill or dismissed. ~he 

project also set target levels for the number of legal policy 
statements issued and the amount of training provided to the 
Dallas Police Department. Finally, the Division also projected 
spe=ific percentage reductions in the proportion of cases whose 
prosecution fails due to police error. 
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Monthly reports are prepared to c~mpare each of. these obj~ctives 
to actual performance •. Whenever a goal is not met, the project 
attempts to find the reason by careful investigation. If'a tar­
get level is found to be unrealistic (as some of those based on 
pre-project records were), it is revised. If the cause is within 
th~ project, it is .corrected. 

Some t::trget levels have been modified, in'definition or in quan­
tity; some have been exceeded while others have .not been met; 
some have been "de~emphasized"; some are > largely dependent on 
f;actors beyond the program' scontrol and thus are poor measures 
of either "effort" or "success." 

One of the program's most basic activities is the review of all 
police-pre};..lred "prosecution reports" (except for traffic, minor 
misdemeanor. and internal corruption cases), before they are filed, 
to find and correct any errors which may.have an effect on later 
court processing. At the outset of the program, 1,200 "prosecu­
tion:reports" and 150 "supplemental prosecution reports" per month 
were expected to be reviewed and filed. By all accounts, every 
one of these reports filed by the Dallas Police Department since 
April, 1973, has been reviewed by a legal aide, virtually all be­
fore filing. The total number of repqrts reviewed per month 
averaged over 1,900 for the 12 months ending in October, 1975, 
as Table 3 (P. 40) shows.* ' More meaningfui than keeping a score­
card, however, is observing that the activity levels have been 
continuously monitored during the term of the project, so t~at 
project personnel can focus their attention on following the 
initial plan and make deliberate, considered decisions before 
departing from it. By maintaining a l'l1onitoring system, the 
project avoids drifting into certain areas'of activity and away 
from others without realizing that de facto policy decisions are 
being made. In addition, a clear docUmentation of program acti­
vities is created so that judgments of program effectiveness can 
ctt least begin from firm evidence of the program's activities. 

* other project targets included: the provision of assistance 
in the preparation of affidavits for search and arrest warrants 
in .12cases per month; the preparation of 24 policy memoranda 
per year; and response to 200 calls for assistance at crime 
scenes, division stations, etc. on evenings, holidays and week­
ends. Each of these targets has been met or SUbstantially ex­
ceededduring the project's first two years of operation. 
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8.2 Evaluation 

In order to judge it.i? success in improving police filings, the 
project reviews all ~ases initiated by Dallas police in order to 
determine their dispositions. This has been done since September, 
1973, and these two key statistics have been computed: 

• the percentage of all cases presented to the g~and 
jury which do not result in indictments because of 

_ ... 1 

some police -error (grand jury "no-bills"); and 

• the percentage of criminal cases dismissed in court 
due to police error. 

Even taken together, these matters do not give a perfect assess­
ment .of the extent of "police error" or its reduction but, as 
discussed below, they do permit a cautious assessment of police 
performance in the important area of legal document preparation. 

The most obvious initial observation is that b0th police-caused 
no-bills and police··caused dismissals have declined significantly. 
Figures 7 and 8, :!:'espectively, show the monthly percentage of 
n07bills and dismissals from June 1973 to March 1975. In each 
case there. is a 'steady decline, at an average rate of .6% per 
month for no~bills, and .27% per month for dismissalso Both 
declines are statistically significant at high confidence levels. 
(Forno":'bills, t = 5.98, P <.001; for di~missals, t:::: 2.65, 

p <.01.)" Taken in combination, these results suggest that more 
than 1,000 'cases per year are being won due to the efforts of the 
Legal Liaison Division. As discussed below, there are, however, 
alternative explanations. -

10% 

0% 

Figure 7: 
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No True Sill (Polir.e Error) 
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Figure 8: Case Dismissal (Police Error) 
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Reduction of Grand Jury No-Bills Due to Police Error 

Before the Dallas. Legal Aides for Police program was initiated, 
no detailed analysis of the reasons for "successful" and "un­
successful" grand jury presentations had been attempted. It was 
known that approximately 29 percent of the cases* presented did 
not result in inqictments, but the reasons for these no-bills had 
not been explored. 

One of the hypotheses on which the Legal Liaison Division was 
begun was that a significant proportion of the 29% of cases no­
billed represented cases in which indictments should have been 
obtainable and could be obtained by improved case. handling by the 
police. Partly because of the legalprohibi tion against releas·­
ing grand jury minutes, it was not feasible to examine old records 
to estimate the proportion of no-bills attributable to police 
error. And it was three months after the program attorneys began 
reviewing all police filings for le\,al errors before the program's 
new reporting procedure (described iIi Chapter Four) produced any 
data. At that time (July, 1973), the figures revealed an overall 
no-bill rate of about 23% and a rate of no-bills due to police 
error of about 14%. Two years later (July, 1975), the overall 
rate was about 20% and the police error rate about 4%. The data 
for this two-year period are summarized in Table 9. 

* ., 
A case is defined as one charge against one defendant. 
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TABLE 9 
No·BiII Rates 1973-1975 

Grand Jury Total Police Error Other 
Period Cases No-Bills No-Bills No-Bills 

July-December 4,6QO 1,056 637 419 
1973 (100%) (22.9%) (13 .8%) 9.1%) 

January-June 3,975 703 309 394 
1974 (100~) (17.7%) 7.8%) 9.9%) 

JulY-December 4,129 744 236 508 
:).974 (100%) (18.0!J5) 5.7%) (12.3%) 

January-June 4,301 859 184 675 
1975 (100%) (20.0%) ( 4.3%) (15.7%) 

, 
The figures displayed in this table show, for this period of the 
program's oper.ations, a small reduction in total no-bills, a sig­
nificant.reduction in police no-bills, and a significant increase 
in no-pills attributed to causes other than police error. They 
also show an initial no-bill rate six percentage points lower than 
had been anticipated -- a decline which might be attributable to 
the inception of the Legal Liaison program three months before the 
data begin, or which might be due to some other factor. 

These statistics are open to differing interpretations. On the one 
hand, the in~tia~ estimate of 29% no-bills, with most due to police 
error, was made before the Legal Liaison's data system came into 
effectr and may be substantially erroneous. On the other, there may 
have been an abrupt immediate improvement in case quality with the 
introduction of the Division, which would not be retlected in the 
unit's data system. 

The continuing trend of increasing "other" causes and decreasing 
"po;Lige error" causes can be explained in a number of ways. It 
is possible that tpe nature of indictments was undergoing some 
long-term change during the period. Another possible eXPlanation 
arises from the observation that some cases suffer both police 
errors and other causes of failure. The project classities such 
cases as errors. With a decline in the frequency of police er­
ror, cases which would otherwise have been in this cat~gory will 
continue to be no-billed, but will no longer be classified as 
due to police error. If police error and other causes are 
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statistically independent, this effect would account for a 1-2 per­
centage point increase in the "other" rate. If the various causes 
of no-bills are correlated, a.s they may well be, this number will 
be somewhat higher. A third potential source of the observed shift 
may be changes in the Division's classification policies from its 
early months to later periods. It is possible that as the project 
matured, its classifications became more accurate and the increased 
accuracy resulted in fewer reported police errors. 

There is some testimony tending to contradict each interpretation. 
One Assistant District Attorney handled grand jury presentations 
during this period, and reported that his recommendation policies 
had not changed. The personnel responsible for compiling these 
statistics report no significant changes in the way in whi6h police 
error has been detected. Similarly, Police Department officials 
know of no secular changes in crime patterns or other factors which 
might have made "other" errors more likely. 

This difficulty of interpretation is compounded by the fact that 
the exact operational definition of "police error" is not made 
explicit in monthly and quarterly reports. Project personnel de­
fined "police error" as a positive response to this question: 
"could we have prevented the loss of the case by having done some­
thing differently within the police department?" such a broad 
definition is certainly subject to interpretation in its applica­
tion to particular cases. There is no category, for example, for 
cases which are defective in more than one respect. While general 
division policy has been to classify such cases as police error, 
as noted above, there is necessarily a certain amount of judgment 
involved in the classification process. In difficult instances, 
so~e random elements will be reflected in the classification. To 
permit comparisons, the assumption must be that whatever subjec~ 
tive and random forces were in effect during early measurements 
persist unaltered during later measurements of the Same variables. 
project attorneys stated that they consistently erred on the side 
of including a case in the police error category whenever a ques­
tion arose. And every no-bill and dismissal case assigned to the 
IIpolice error" category is reviewed by a staff attorney and a 
Deputy Police Chief., a procedure which should tend to achieve 
consistent results over a large number of cases. 

Thus, the only certain conclusion possible is that, by an inter­
pretation, there has been some reduction in grand jury no-bills due 
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to police error during the period of project operations; as pre­
sently measured that rate of police error is less than 5 percent. 

Reduction in Felony Case Dismissals Due to Police Error 

As was the case with grand jury no-bill information, data on the 
reasons for felony case dismissals were not consistently available 
until after the Le~al Liaison Division program was instituted. 
However, even though the first program-generated data on dismissals 
begins five months after the program started, the characteristic 
delay between case filing and disposition (averaging six or more 
months during this periqd) means that the first montll or so of 
case dismissal data represents largely cases filed before the legal 
advisors began reviewing every police filing. Taking the first 
four months' data, which are relatively consistent from month to 
month, as a base period, then, the data in Table 10 show an overall 
dismissal rate varying between 19.1% and 23.9% (six-month averages), 
and a rate of dismissals due to police error declining from over 6% 
to under 3%. During the same period, other-caused dismissals 
appear to have increased by three percentage points. 

TABLE 10 
Dismissal Rates 1973·1975 

Case Total Police Error Other 
Period Dispositions Dismissals Dismissals Dismissals 

september- 2,194 937 141 296 
December 1973 (100%) (19.9%) ( 6.4%) (13.5%) 

(four months) 

January-June 3,564 807 169 638 
1974 (100%) (23.6%) 4.7%) (17.9%) 

July-December 3,727 890 149 741 
1974 (100%) (23.9%) 4.0%) (19.9%) 

January-June 4,499 860 115 745 
1975 (100%) (19.1%) 2.6%) (16.5%) 
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Like.the no-bill data, then, the dismissal data suggest either a 
couD.tervailing increase in non-police causes or a change over time 
inthe~:process used t.o assign cases dismissed to the "police" and 
"other" categories. The same possibility exists that cases with 
,both police and other error in the ep.rly stages of the project 
have been replaced by cases with only non-police errors. Also, 
the same ambiguities as to what "police error" represents arlFpre­
sent. 

Clearly, whatever reduction ih police error has occurred nas had 
relatively little impact on the overall dismissal rate, since most 
dismissals are unrelat~p to police error. Again, tpe preci~e re­
lationship of police error to dismissals was unknowp befo~e the 
project b~gan to collect its data, so the fact that only a small 
proportion of dismissals are due to police error can hardly be re­
garded as a shortcoming of the progrqrn. 

, ) 

8.3 Future Evaluation Considerations 

,. 

The type" of monitoring system :Lmplementeq in pailas has clearly 
proved its worth as a management tool. As used there, it not only 
allowed the program to evaluate its success, but also provided the 
Dallas Police Department with information about th~ quality of it9 
cases which had never before been collected. Information collect­
ed bY the feedback system also played a role in reshaping the Le­
gal L~aison Division's goals and activities, as evidence p.ccumula­
ted to show more precisely what errors the police were committ~ng. 

While the Dailas monitoring system has served the needs of the 
project wetl, it has left unanswered several questions which fu­
ture evaluations of other similar legal advisor programs might 
wish to address. Among these is the problem posed by the incr~as­
es in disIl!issals and no-bills for reasons other than police error. 
A more rigorous evaluation would impose explicit classification 
1{ules, that i q , more exact and more completely spelled-out ways of 
deciding what is "police error" and what is not, and of i¢le!ntify­
ing multiple-error Cases. This might then show more clearl¥ the 
extent to wpich any decrease in observed police error reflects 
factors other than actual changes in the quality of the filings. 
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A complete evaluation could also be designed to give more direct 
qualitative attention to the additional roles played by legal ad­
visors. The Dallas unit,like most police attorney groups, plays 
a role in the;shaping of police department policy. Such a meas­
ure as the number of policy memoranda issued each month does not 
really address the extent to which such memoranda actually influ­
ence policy, or the impact of these policy changes on actual prac­
tices. There are instances in which it may be possible to test 
the influence of specific policy decisions by observing subsequent 
police actions. In a thorough evaluation, such mini-studies might 
provide useful information. If substantial amounts of time are 
devoted to the policy role, or if it seems that the unit imposes 
significant changes on the: department, such matters as the effects 
of policy statements are clear~y worth examining. To take another 
example, the Dallas Legal Liaison·Division and others like it play 
an important role in the training of both recruits and regular of­
ficers. While evaluating the quality of training programs is nev­
er easy, and cannot be adequately covered in this brief chapter, 
it may well be worth doing, in light of the time invested in the 
process by both trainers and trainees. 

Another evaluation question deals with the relationship of costs 
to project "output. II In one sense, it is never possible to pro­
duce perfect cost-benefit ratios for a social investment like a 
police legal advisor program. Nevertheless, budgeting decisions 
must be made, and ultimately they are based on opinions of what 
the costs and benefits of alternative programs are.. Even rough 
approximations can sometimes be of help~ 

The first question to be asked in such an analysis is: how much 
does it cost, on an average// for!;,each case which is won instead of 
lost through legal unit services?' In the Dallas instance, the 
anSWer is unclear: if the decline in police error rates first 
described above (Section 8.2) can be taken at face value, and at­
tributed to the Legal Liaison "law firm" alone (not the investiga­
tive personnel), the answer is approximately $125 per case, a not 
unreasonable figure given the amount of effort usually expended on 
finding and prosecuting alleged offenders. If, however, the unit 
is credited with a smaller decline in total no-bills and dismis­
sals(only the total. reduction in no-bills and dismissals, say), 
the. result jumps to $450 per case or more, somewhat more question­
able as an investment. Clearly, greater precision is required be­
tore a trustworthy cost estimate can be produced. 
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That the uncertainty in the Dallas example is so high results 
almost entirely from the unanticipated increase in cases which 

. failed without police error~ Had the evaluation been designed 
to explain or circumvent this problem (by more accurate pre-proj­
ect data, for example), more confidence could be placed in the 
obsetoved change in police error, and more precise average cost 
estimates could be constructed. An evaluator who wishes to dis­
cuss "cost-effectiveness" will clearly have to make some appro­
priate provision to deal with this problem. 

Of course, a discussion of cost-effectiveness should not be con­
fined to the effects of the project on the number of cases lost. 
Significant benefits also accrue from the training and policy for­
mulation activities of the Division noted above, as well as from 
its role of general legal counsel for the policy department, and 
these should clearly be considered in assessing the worth of the 
program. 
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REFERENCES 

These f.ew paragraphs are not a comprehensive bibliography of 
police legal advisor literature. Instead, only four leading dOcu­
mentson tlle subject are presented and briefly described. From an 
examination of the cited sources, the reader can quickly learn 
the conventional wisdom on the subject. By pursuing the additional 
references mentioned in the documents listed below, the reader can 
probably become an expert on police legal advisors. 

The President's Cormnission on Law Enforcement and the Administra­
tion of Justice, Task Force Report: The Police f Washington, D.C. 
U.S. GPO, 1967, 239'pp. 

A brief but cogent discussion of the police legal advisor's 
role (p. 50) is expanded by a staff report (p. 63) which intro­
duces many of the most important issues in the area. The ,staff 
report apparently served as an impetus for the establishment of 
many lega.l advisor programs after the initiation of the I/aw Epforce­
ment Assistance Administration grant program. 

Wayne S. SchnL~dt, ed., Guidelin~s for a Police Legal Unit~ Gaithers­
burg, Maryland, International Association o~ Chiefs of POlice, 
1972, 33 pp. Available from the IACP, Eleven FirstfieldRoad, 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20760. 

This dqcument covers the field, providin~ general informatio~ 
plus the recoIl1II\endations of the IACP' E Police Legal center, based 
on extensive contgct with polibe legal advisors. Topics discussed 
include the rationale for the police legal unit, the historY of 
such u~its in the united States t and key practical considerations 
such a$ the organization of a unit, staffing and staff duties, train·· 
ing duties, liaiso!! functiops, soqrces of funds, and special pro'­
blems. A sample budget and sample standard operating procedures 
for a po+iaelegal advisor's unit are included as appendices. 

The IACP is now revising and expanding these gui~elines, with 
the new edition expected by mid-1976. :J:n addition to these publi­
cations, the IACP has a Leg'al Officers $ection which generates re­
gular newsletters and maintains a registry of police legal advisors. 
From time to time, the IACP has sponsored legal advisor training 
courses. By contacting the Police Legal Center of thG IACP, one 
may obtain additional materi~ls and assistance. 
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National Advis9ry Commission on Criminal Justice standards and 
Goals, Report on Police, Washington, D.C., U.S. GPO, 1973, 668 l?p. 

Standard 11.2 (p. 280) of this report urges all police agen­
cies to obtain legal assistance of one variety or another and 
outlines possible ways of doing this, possible duties of the 
advisors, and recommended limitations on the legal advisors' acti­
vities. Black letter standards are accompanied by a similarly 
declarative commentary and a list of references. 

American Bar Association Project on Standards for Criminal Justice, 
Standards Relating to the Urban Police Function~ Chicago: Ameri­
can Bar Association, 1973, 303 pp. Available from the American 
Bar Association, 1155 East 60th street, Chicago, Illinois 60637. 

Sections 7.12, 7.13 and 7~14 of the ABA standards argue for 
the establishment of police legal advisor positions and the in­
volvement of police attorneys in planning and pollcy formulation. 
General policy concerns are outlined. Black 1ett:::r standards are 
accompanied by a commentary. 
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LEGAL ADVISORS SURVEY RESULTS 

The following excerpt from the IACP's Legal Officers section News 
presents the results of a survey of police legal advisors taken 
at an "in-service" training course for legal advisors in 1975. 
The bias, if any, of the survey respondents is unclear. They 
probably include more than one representative of some larger de­
partments, and yet 69 of the 110 are "solo practitioner" police 
lawyers; the participants did not have to pay tuition to partici­
pate, but they did have to devote a week to the course. 
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LEGAL 
OFFICERS 
SECTION 

NEWS 

June - July 1975 

"SHORT COURSE FOR POLICE LEGAL ADVISORS" 
SURVEY RESULTS 

During the Short Course in Cleveland, over 
one hLindred Police Legal Advisors filled 
out survey forms pertaining to their em­
ployment. This represents over one-third 
of existing PLJl.s •. and because the confer­
ence was provided without cost to legal 
advisors, the survey must be considered 
economically random and statistically 
valid. 

Salaries: 
Under $10,000; 2 
$10,000 - $12,999: 8 
13,000 - 15,999: 26 
16,000 - 18,999: 31 
19,000 - 21,999: 18 
22,000 - 24,999: 12 
25,000 - 27,000: 7 
28,000 - 29,999: 0 

Over $30,000: 2 

Automobile Provided: 

Yes - 49; No - 61. 

Mileage Provided: 

mean: 
median: 
Mode: 

$18,107 
$17 ,860 
$IB,OOO 

Yes - 36; No - 44; No response - 30. 

Mean: 12¢!mi • 
r1edian: 17.¢!mi. 
Mode: 12¢/mi. 

Secretary Provided: 

Full Time: 57 
Part Time: 34 
None: 19 

Outside Practice Allowed: 

Yes - 66; No - 42; No response - 2. 
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% of Time Devoted to Outside Practice:. 

Under 10%: 21 
10% - 25%: 24 
26% - 50%: 4 
Over 50%: 1 

Fringe Benefits: 

Yes - 106; No - 4. 

Travel Funds: 

Mean: 
Median: 
Mode: 

13% 
10% 
5%, 10% 

Yes - 68; No - 39; No response - 3. 

Amount of Travel Funds (per year): 

Under $1,000: 23 
$1,000 - $1,499: 8 
$1,500 - $1,999: 3 
$2,000 and oVer: 7 
"As requ·ired": 8 

"On Call" 24 Hours: 

Yes - 98; No - 10; No response - 2. 

Off Duty Cal1~Back Capabilities: 

Yes - 64; No - 39; No response - 7. 

How Long Has Legal Unit Been in Existence? 

Under 1 year: 12 
1 - 5 years: 67 
6 - 10 years: 12 
11 and above: 12 
No response: 6 

How Long Have You Been a Legal Advisor? 

Under one year: 31 
1 - 5 years: 70 
6 - 10 years: 4 
Above 10 years: 3 
No response: 2 



----- .--------

..1 1, 

How Lon, do you Intend to Remain
c
, a legal 

Advlsor 

o - 5,years: 51 
6 - 10 years.: 7 
Above 10 years: a 
No respp,nse: 44 

Number of Preceding legal Advisors: 

None: 49 Four - Six: 
One: 27 seven - Thirteen: 
Two; 13 No response: 
Three: 6 

4 
6 
5 

Number of Legal Advisors Presently in Unit; 

One: 69 
l'wo - Four: 30 
Five - T<an: 4 
Over ten: Ii 
No response~ 

Interns: 

None: 75 
One - Two: lB 
Three - Five: 1 
Six - Ten: 2 
Over ten: 1 
~o response: 3 

Number of Years out of Law School: 

o - 5 years: 66 
6 - 10 years: 22 

. 11 - 15 years: 9 
Over 16 years: 11. 
No response: 2 

Are .You a Sworn Police Officer? 

Yes - 38; No - 70; No response - 2. 

Number of Departments Served: 

One : 90 
Two - Five: 7 
Over five:. 4 
No response: 9 

Number of Officers Served: 

Un,der 500: 59 
500 - 999: 13 
1,000 -2,999: lB 
3,000 - 4,999: 6 
Over 5,000: 5 
No response: 9 
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Yes - 54; No - 54; No response - 2; 

(Other Designations) 

As~istant City Attorney: 9 
Deputy City Attorney: 5 
Special Assistant CorPoration Counsel:. 3 
Assistant State Attorney: 3 
Legal Coordinator: 2 
Deputy District Attorney: 2 !.; 
Assistant G.eneral Counsel: 2 
Police Captain: 2 
Genera 1 Counsel: 1 
Law Enforcement Legal Advi'sor: 
Deputy General Counsel:· 1 
Admihistrative Assistant: 1 
Sheriff"s. Legal Advisor: 1 
Sergeant, Attorney: 1 
Legal Liaison Officer: 
Department Advocate: 1 
Legal Consultant: 1 
Pol ice. Attorney: 1 
Staff Attorney: 1 

. Legal Advisor: 1 
Legal Advi sor -,to Chi ef of Detectives: 
Legal Counsel:. 1 
Assistan1; Attorney.Genera1 and Counsel 

to the Department: 1 
Deputy Attorney General; 1 
Assistant County Prosecutor: 
Police Specialist: 1 
Law·EnforcementConsultant: 
Legal Officer: 1 
Agency Legal counsel: 
Police Law Specialist: . 1 
Associate Coul1seland Legal AdVisor: 
Special Deputy County Attorney_.~ 
DetectJve Captain:. 1 .~ 
No res·P.bll~.7: .3 

Are Y0lt Specialized in your Department? 

Yes -19;No - 90; No Response.,- 1. 

(Area of Specialization) 

Discipline Cases: 4 
Prosecution: 3 
Narcotics Prosecution and' Investigati'on: .1 
Administrative Policies and Rulemaking: 1 
Litigation of Pol ice Suits: 1 
Ai rport/Seaport Security Project Adv; sor: 
Matters affecting Detective Bureau (Disci­

pline, Corruption, New Laws): .1 ... 
Legal Advisor/Agent--Criminal 'Intelligel'lce 

Section: 1 
Drug Prosecutions, Police Training, Work­

mens Compensation. Tort Claims: 1 



S.T.O.P. Robbery and Burglar'y: 1 
Law Insfructor at Academy; Employee' 

Relations, DisCipline, etc.: 1 
Criminal Law Matters: 1 
Property Releases, Coordinating Civn 

and Criminal Cases: 1 ' 
EEO Contractor, 'Discipline: 

I Make Court Appearances: 

Yes - 70; No - 39; No response - 1. 

Was Your Legal Unit Ever Funded by Federal 
or State Monies? 

Yes - 50: No - 32; No response - 28. 

Do You Take an Active Part in Internal 
Discipline? 

Yes ,- 26; No - 83; No response - 1. 

Participation in Field Work: 

Yes - 86; No -24. 

% of Time in the Field: 

10% or less: 4B 
11% - 20%: 10 
More than 20%: 18 
No response: 10 

Do You Carry a Weapon? 

Yes - 51; No - 59. 

CCW Permit? 

Yes- 19; No - 57; No response - 34. 

Are You a Member of the State Bar Where 
You are a Legal Advisor? 

Yes - 106; No - 4. 

Is Bar Membership a Requirement? 

Yes - 78; No - 31; No response - 1. 

Is Bar Membership a Necessity (Opinion)? 

Yes - 93; No - 15; No response - 2. 

Do You Attend Police Staff Meetings? 

Yes - 69; Limited - 29; No - 12. 

Do You Exler;ence Resistance or Objection 
to the Po ice Legal Advisor Concept? 

Yes- 19; No - 83; No response - 8. 

Are You Involved in the Following as a Legal Advisor? 

Activity Yes Limited No No Response 

Police Lineups 27 44 39 a 
Police Interrogations 15 43 51 

Drafting Arrest Complaints 21 30 57 2 

Drafting Search.Warrants 48 40 21 

Viewing Crime Scenes 21 44 44 1 

Field Investigations 24 53 33 a 
Police Raids 25 49 34 2 

Civil Disturbances 61 29 18 2 

Electronic Surveillance 23 33 47 7 

U 
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EXEMPLARY PROJECTS REVI.EW SOARD 

Members of the Exemplary Projeqts Review Board in September, 1975, 
when the Legal Liaison Division of the Dallas Police Department 
was seleoted, were the following: 

State Planning Agency Directors 

Jay Sondhi, Executive Di,;ector 
Missouri Law Enforcement~Council 

Benjamin H. Renshaw, Director 
District of Columbia Office of Criminal 

Justice Plans and Analysis 

LEAA Officials 

Mary lum Beck (Chairperson) 
National Institute of Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice 

Louis Biondi 
National Institute of Law·Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice 

Robert Diegleman 
Office of Planning and Management 

Dr. James Howell 
Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency 

Prevention 

James C. Swain 
Courts Division 
Office of Regional Ope~ations 

Paul Sylvestre 
National Criminal Justice Information 

and Statistics Service 

Gwen Monroe 
San Francisco Regional Office 

James Vetter 
Denver Regional Office 
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EXEMPLARY PROJECT: THE DALLAS POLICE 
Legal Liaison Division 

To help LEAA better evaluate the usefulness of this document, the reader is requested 
to answer and return the following questions. 

1. What is your general reaction to this document? 

o Excellent 0 Average 0 Useless 
o Above Average 0 Poor 

2. To what extent do YOll see the document as being useful in terms of: (check one 
box on each H'ie) , 

Of Some Not Highly 
Useful " Use Useful 

Modifying existing projects 
Training personnel 
Administering ongoing projects 
Providing new or important information 
Developing or implementing new projects 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

3. To what specific use, if any, have you put or do you plan to put this particular 
document? ., 

o Modifying existing projects 
o Training personnel 
o Administering ongoing projects 
o Developing or impl.ementing new projects 
o Other:, ___________ _ 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

4. Do you feel that further training or technical assistance is needed and desired on 
this.topic? If so, please .specify needs. . 

5. In what ways, if any, could the document be improved: (please specify, e.g. structurel 
organitation; content/coverage; objectivity; writing style; other) 

6. Hpw did this document come to your attention? (check one or more) 

. 0 LEAA mailing of package [J LEAA Newsletter 
o Contact with LEAA staff [J National Criminal Justice o Your organization's library Reference Service o Other (please specify) ____ , _________ _ 

7, Have you contacted or do you plan to contact the Los Angeles project site for 

further information? 



8. Check ONE item below which best describes your affiliation with law enforce­
ment or criminal justice. If the item checked has an asterisk (*), please also check 
the related level, i.e., 
o Federal 0 State 0 County 0 Local 

o Headquarters, LEAA 0 Police * 
o LEAA Regional Office 0 Court" 
o State Planning Agency 0 Correctional Agency * 
o Regional SPA Office 0 Legislative Agency * 
o College, University 0 Other Government Agency * 
o Commercial Industrial Firm 0 Professional Associations" 
o Citizen Group 0 Crime Prevention Group" 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 
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Director 
Office of Technology Transfer 
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and Criminal Justice 

U.S. Department of .• Iustice 

Washington, D.C. 20531 

9. YourName ________________________________________________ _ 

Your Positi on ____________________ ~ _____________ ~ __________ __ 
Organizati on or Agency. ____________________ ~ ________________ _ 
Address, __________________________________________________ __ 

Telephone Number Area Code: Number: ________________ __ 

10. If you are not currently registered with NCJ RS and would like to be placed on 
their mailing list, check here. 0 
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