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C~LlFC~i'lIA COUllL ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE 

192713th Street 
Sacramento, California 95914 

. 
QUARTERLY PROGRESS .REPORT 

Region (Name and Address) 2. Type of Report 

James M. Geary, Sheriff 
Santa Clara County 
180 West Hedding Street 
San J'ose, California 95110 

1st Quarter CJ 
2nd Quarter 0 

Regional Director 3rd Quarter 0 
L~. Stanley Shaver 
Area Code 408 - 299-4021 4th Quarter @] Annual 

, , . , ...... 
..... . 

------, 

Part IS Grant Mlount $ 4. . Report Period ,6/1[72 - 5L3117J 

Part C, 

Contract No. 

C.C.C.J. 
Grant AmOUflt 

Luntract No. 

~ 175,213.00 
$ 341. 784.00 
71-DF-678 
D-3102-2nd Yr. 

Report Date 

Prepared by 

Title 

5. Report Narrative 

(Please follow the attached outline) 

June 15, 1973 .. _ _ 

IJt. 'Stanl'eu Sh~~~ 

Director 

For the second year, June 1972 through May 1973, the Banta Clara County Narcotics 13ureau 

has fulfilled all of the major objectives as outlined by the second year funding, 

Grant D-3102. (See Interim Report dated May 10, 1973 prepared by the Amer'ican Justice 

Institute - Appendix A.) 

It is not the desiTe of the Narcotics 13U+eau to duplicate the statistics that are 

presented in the above mentioned Interim Report. It is our desire to supplement that 

report in order to compute the final worth of the Bureau. 
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One objective that deserves elaboratlon is, "To establish a specially trained 

cadre of' law enforcement officers." The Bureau has not been as successful an 

anti cipated at the onset of the second year. 1 t is felt that tho other lnaj or 

(lbjective, more npecifically, to locate, Ilrrest and prosecute major offenders, 

hampered thin objective. The following chart illustrates the success the Bureau 

has accomplished in the area of providing a specially trained cadre of law 

enforcement officers within Santa Clara County. The chart does not include the 

training of officers from other departments or other counties. We have trained 

four officers from Santa Cruz County as well as having trained five officers 

within this county. 

PRESENT CADRE 
Full Time 
Narcotic Experience Deputies Sergeants Lieutenants Total 

Less Than 3 Months 1 1 

Less Than 6 Months 1 1 

Less Than 9 Months 1 1 

1 Year or More 1 1 

2 Years or More 5 3 1 -L 
13 

PAST CADRE Current Status ---

Less Than 3 Months 1 Transfer to Co. Fire Dept. 

Less Than 6 Months 1 Promotion to Sergeant 
Transfer to Jail Farm 

1 Promotion to Lieutenant 
Transfer Community Relations 

Less Than 9 Months 1 Transfer to Jail 

1 Year or More 1 Tp-acher Local High School 

2 Years or More 2 Transfer to Patrol 
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Another important objective that deserves additional comments is, "Improving 

operational j.nter-relationships." During the last few months of operation, 

under this grant, the Bureau and San ,Jose Fulice Departm(mt cemented opero.ti onn.l 

relationships. San ,ToSt' Pollee DepA.rtment and the NarcoticG Bureau 1ms agrc;od 

to a lOCP/o exchange of information pertaining to search warrants and also each 

department's "buy program", including special employees. This exchange of 

informat").on includes, but is not limited to, (1) Daily exchange of daily logs; 

(2) Daily exchange of officer's activity sheets; (3) Exchange of names of all 

persons utilized as "special employees." This arrangement has been I\lade possible 

only after a considerable amount of diligence by both division heads. It now 

appears that unity has finally emerged. 

Cooperation with other departments also show improvement. Many department's 

burglary details are beginning to exchange information about mutual suspects. 

The following chart relates the number of man hours each city has received. It 

also includes such activities as time spent at the District Attorney's Office, 

Grand Jury, Court, Crime Laboratory and vehicle maintenance. Because of the 

large portion of time spent in the City of San Jose, the importance of cooperation 

between the Bureau and San Jose Narcotics Division can not be over emphasized. 

Total hours expended on investigation during the year ending May 31, 1973. 

CITY HOURS 

Campbell 434.50 

Cupertino 421.75 

Gilroy 563.69 

Los Altos 56.25 

Los Altos Hills 3.00 

Los Gatos 579.00 

Milpitas 311.00 
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CITY 

Monte Sereno 

Morgan Hill 

Mountain View 

Palo Alto 

San Jose 

Santa Clara 

Saratoga 

Sunnyvale 

All Unincorporated Areas 

District Attorney's Office 

Grand Jury 

Office/Clerical 

Crime Laboratory 

Office Exchange 

San Mateo County 

San Francisco 

Madera County 

Santa Cruz County 

Municipal Court 

Superior Court 

Vehicle Maintenance 

Education & Training 

Citizen Contact 

Agency Exchange 

Sheriff's Dept. Special Detail 

Regular Hours 

Overtime Hours 

HOURS --' 
35.00 

90.50 

146.25 

233.50 

3,068.75 

642.25 

397.50 

303.75 

852.50 

392.50 

77.00 

7,750.31 

168.25 

573.25 

78.00 

11.50 

138.50 

528.50 

373.75 

331.50 

137.75 

1,745.75 

771.25 

1,626.25 

45.00 

20,306.75 

1,856.00 
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HOURS 

Sheriff's Office Overtime lOl.OO 

Compensatory Time Worked 587.50 

Not Declared Compo Time Worked 37.00 

Total Hours vlorked 22,888.25 

CONTRABAND: 

Total Retail Value: $ 996,785.00 

Breakdown of Contraband Seized: 

Substance Amount 

Heroin 3 lbs. 31-2 oz. 7 grams 

Cocaine 3 lb. 21-2 oz. 22 grams 

Hashish 15 oz. 27 grams 

e Marijuana 376 lb. 21.. 
2 oz. l8 grams 

Marijuana Plants 225 plants 

Marijuana Seeds 4 oz. 4 grams 

Methadone 1 qt. 4 oz. 

Amphetamines 1l2,877~ tablets 

Barbi turates 33l capsules 

Mescaline 6 capsules 

Opium l6~ oz. 

Secobarbital Powder 4 grams 

L. S. D. l8 tablets 
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PURCHASES: 

'l'otal Wholesale Value: 

* 
.I.G ,020.00 

'['otul. Hetn,:Ll Value: $ 9(),?8).00 

'l'otal Expenses: $ 6,115.)0 

Substonce Amount ---
Heroin 9 oz. 25 grams 

Cocaine 5 oz. 2~gra.ms 

Marijuana 20~ lb. 9 oz. 10 joints 

L. S. D. 190 tablets 

Amphet amine s 4,000 tablets 

Methadone 14 oz. 

Red Oil 6.1 grams 

Mescaline 1 oz. 

e Organic Mescaline 1 lb. 

Hash Oil 3 grams 

OTHER CONTRABAND SEIZED (RECOVERED): 

Total Retail Value: $ 40,150.00 

Total new caseS worked 1972-1973 Fiscal Year: 124 

Total arrests for the above period: 192 

Male Adult: 152 

Female Adult: 33 

Male Juvenile: 7 

Female Juvenile: 0 

Felony Arrests: 191 

Misdemeanor Arrests: 1 
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HCCUl"d System. 

During the past fiscal year the Narcotic Bureau has :"1dded 3,047 cards to the 

control index file. The total index now numbers 12,108 cards. There has 

not been an account made for the number of requests for information from all 

areas of the Criminal Justice System. There are approximately 4 - 5 calls 

daily from Burglary and Robbery Details throughout the area checking the 

Bureau index cards for information. 

Accident and Safety Record. 

Number of job in~uXred injuries: 1 

Number of days off due to job incurred injury: 47 

Number of vehicle miles driven: 

Number of auto accidents: 

157,112 

2 

The Bureau received it's first blemish on it's safety record. The Bureau was 

in operation 23 months without an injured officer. On April 3, 1973 one of the 

Bureau's undercover officers was assaulted by a suspect while the suspect was 

being placed under arrest. An a result the officer has been placed on Workman's 

Compensation and has been off the job for 47 working days. He is planning to 

return on June 15, 1973. 

The Bureau has been in operation for two years without firing a shot or without 

being fired upon. As noted on the first year end report, we feel that this is 

directly related to superior training, manpower, equipment and qualified personnel. 

Possibly one of the greatest accomplishments of the Bureau is that of aSSisting 

Santa Cruz County in developing their. Narcotics Bureau. Santa Cruz County attained 

copies of all our procedures, Iieports, statistics and table of organization and 

equipment. Along with 18 months of our tri81s and errors, Sant!jL Cruz established 
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their Bureau patterned after the Santa Clara County Narcotics Bureau. It is 

lmpo13:::.i hle to estimate the time ttnd dollars Haved by Santa Cruz County taking 

1.l.d.VfJlrt/.Lgc oj' Clur cxper:lonce on(l e:x:pnrt'i f.lc -In Ud s cOIOp10x l.'.i eld oJ: enl'or(!crnen L. 

Santa. Cruz went one step further by nending l~ey offi cers to our Bureau for a 

forty hour training program. By taking advantage of our expertise, Santa Cruz 

was able to start operations much quicker and smoother than we had done two 

years prior. 

The Director of the Narcotics Bureau has been instrumental in developing C.N.I.N. 

(California Narcotic Information Network). He has served on all the forming 

committees of C.N.I.N. The Bureau is looking forward to working with associate 

members of C.N.I.N. 

Refunding. 

The Bureau initiated a refunding program during the first year of operation. 

The first year ended with the approval of the second year California Council on 

Criminal Justice funding ,.f the Bureau. 

During the second year (Fiscal Year 1972-1973) the Bureau composed a five year 

projection which vras subsequently submitted to Sheriff James Geary to be in­

corporated in the upcoming budget negotiations. Copies were also supplied to 

the County Executive's Office and to all members of the Board of Supervisors. 

Santa Clara County continued funding of the Bureau as an interim measure through 

June 1973 and July 1973. This temporary funding waS to cover the two months 

period between the end of the California Council on Criminal Justice Grant and 

the start of Santa Clara County Fiscal Year 1973-1974 Budget. The Bureau is 

currently operating under this emergency funding and has been tentatively scheduled 

for a budget hearing on July 11, 1973. 
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e' J n prC'paro.ti on for tho lmdget hearings th(~ Bureau ini t:Lated a "letter campaign II 

{;o lJup.p0rt l;}lc Bu:eeo.u lIJICl :\ t I rJ l)}d lor.wphy oJ' c'!nforccmcnt. Letterr.1 wore reet! ived 

. e 

from prominent buolnesomen, d tizeno of the county, local police chiefo, ('uuJ 

sta to and federal political figures. The San Jose Mercury News carried an 

editorial supporting the Bureau. This editorial appeared just prior to the 

county granting the Bureau an interim (2 month) budget. (See attachment.) It 

is our understanding that another editorial will appear just prior to our budget 

hear ing dat e • 

At the JUly budget hearing the Board of Supervisors will consid.er long term 

funding of the Bureau. Members of the Board of Supervisors have stated that they 

are well aware of the success and reputation of the Bureau • 
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MAJOR FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

There Is no question In the minds of the evaluators that the Santa Clara 

County Narcotics Bureau Is a worthwhile endeavor and should continue Its 

work. The followln9 repl'esent the major findings and recommendations con-

talned in this report which support this conclusion. They are extracted 

from the consultant's report and from the body of this Interim evaluation 

report. 

I. As summarized by the consultant, the Bureau Is comprised of a staff of 

experts and performs an essential service despite severe deficIencies In 

personnel and Investigative equipment; overall service can be greatly 

Improved through elimination of these deficiencies and by refinement of 

the countywide drug law enforcement mechanIsm. (Page 18. Appendix A) 

2. Bureau arrests show an Increasing penetration Into those groups known 

to be Involved In the drug traffic In the county. More effort Is needed 

In this area, particularly In the use of minority group personnel as full 

time Bureau agents (not just as special employees, or "Informers"), (Page 20) 

3. Data on the disposition of Bureau arrestees Indicates that their con-

viction rates have risen sharply over the twenty-three months of Its 
9 

existence; 65~3% of all Bureau arrestees are now convicted, an Indication 
I 

that the quality of arrests Is Improving. Sentences are also more severe 

than generally given in the county. (Page 21) 

4. The Impact of the Bureau activity Is being felt In the streets; the 

dealer must now deal with specially trained officers who are an "unknown 

quantity" (to them) and a constant threat to their security across loeal 

Jurisdictional lines •. (Page 26) 
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5. The retail value of drugs seIzed per arrest is felated to the funding 

cycle of the Bureau; arrest retail value per seizure goes down at the close 

of each funding year. The BUfeau needs consistent funding. (Page 13) 

6. Many major drug traffickers have been eliminated by the Bureau. Bureau 

Illegal narcotics seizures have risen ovef time and are now at a constant 

level. It appears that major Increases in the amounts of seizures will 

require a large~ and better-equipped Bureau. (Page 5, 7. Appendix A) 

7. There is unanimous opposition to abolishing the Bureau, by all twelve 

local law enforcement agencies; a high level of cooperative activities Is 

reported. 

$21,000 per year In recovered property. (Page 29) 

8. The Bureau's record file ·on drug addicts and dealers In the county is 

receiving an average of 43 inquiries per month by local Jurisdictions, who 

see this file as a very useful tool In their narcotics law enforcement 

work. This file should be expanded and kept updated. provided the Informa-

tlon in It remains secure and available only to the proper agencies. There 

are now no problems in this regard. (Page 29) 

9. The Bureau's training effort with other Jurisdictions performs a highly 

valuable service In strengthening relationships with these agencIes and In 

upgrading their expertise as narcotIcs law enforcement offIcers. (Page 30) 

10. Overall, the Bureau functions expertly; thIs Includes prop~r selection 

and trainIng of officers, well-planned ~nd executed fIeld operations, co· . 
operation with other agenctes, and countywIde coverage. DefIciencies In 
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equipment are a problem; narcotics law enforcement has become a complex 

endeavor due upgrading of the rules of evidence required In court. Accord-

• ing to the consultant, who Is an experienced narcotics law enforcement 
""\ 1", 

officer, "During complex Investigations it Is almost Incredible that the 

Bureau can function as well as It does without standard equlpment. 1I 

Specific equipment recomm~ndations are contained in the consultant's 

report. (Page 8, Appendix A) 

II. The Bureau's commitment to the apprehension of major dealers leaves 

little time for investigations Involving "sub-maJor" and "mid-level" drug 

traffickers, particularly where these Involve" cooperation with local 

Jurisdictions. More personnel are needed for the Bureau to generate a 

significant Impact at this level. (Page 9-10, Appendix A) 

12. Currently a liaison network exists between the Bureau and all local 

Jur!sdlctlons doing narcotics law enforcement work. This network needs 

"executlve agreement" In order to make it function fully. That is, 

irrevocable procedures must be established so that liaison efforts do not 

deteriorate. Such agreements can be carried out at the supervIsory level. 

(Page 13, Appendix A) 
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PREFACE 

This report represents the bulk of the evaluation flndin~s of the 
American Justice Institute for the first two years of the Bureau's 
operations. A final report will be filed with the California Council 
on Criminal Justice at the Conclusion of the second year of funding 
(May 31, 1973). This interim report presents findings critical to an 
evaluation of the need for continued funding of the Bureau. 

The evaluation was completed under the direction of Mr. Dale K. Sechrest 
of the American Justice Institute. Mr. Sechrest was assisted by 
Mr. John Pearson (first year project director), Ms. Anita Crist, 
Mr. William North, Ms. Laureen Christensen, and Hs. Karen M. Van Groningen. 
Mr. Vincent Chasten, formerly of the California State Bureau of Narcotics 
Enforcement (retired), was the principal consultant on the project. 

American Justice Institute Research Unit (San Jose) personnel wish to 
acknowledge the wholehearted assistance and cooperation of the Bureau 
staff and other indIviduals who have assisted in the collection of 
necessary data for this feport. 
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I • I NTRODUCT I ON 

The Santa Clara County Narcotics Bureau began operation In May of 1971. 

It was created with thre'e broad objectives in mind: (1) to develop a 

countywide narcotic and dangerous drug law enforcement capacity, (2) to 

assist other county police agencies in impacting on the drug problem, 

particularly in the area of coordinatlon of law enforcement activity, 

and (3) to Institute a program of education both f~r participating Jaw 

enforcement agencies and in the community (schools, businesses, etc.). 

The Bureau was funded for two years by the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration. First year funding totaled $340,741 ($175,981 from LEAA); 

second year funding was set at $341,784. Concurrent with funding the 

Bureau, an evaluation component was designed In an effort to assess the 

overall effectiveness of its operations. This ~valuatlon Is being done 

by the American Justice Institute staff. The preliminary results of the 

first two years of Bureau functioning are reported herein. A more com-

prehenslve report will be submitted to CCCJ on May 31. 1973, the actual 

termination of second year of funding. 
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I I. OOJECTIVES OF THE BUREAU 

The objectives of the Bureau are summarized here from the first ye~r appll-

cation. They remained essentially unchanged In the second year; however. 

as will be discussed in detail Ir, this report, some have been easier to 

accomplish than others and some have emerged as having a greater priority 

in their Impact on the problem. They are: 

I. To reduce the supplX of and the demand for illegal narcotics and 

dangerous drugs in Santa Clara County. The seven other objectives 

arc secondary to this one. 

2. To establish a County Law Enforcement Drug Council comprised of 

the ch I ef I aw enforcement off I cers of the county for the purpose 

of formulating countx drug enforcement police: this objective Is 

to be executed through the administrative authority and organiza-

tlonal resources of the Sheriff and the Bureau. 

3. To establish a speciallx trained cadre of law enforcement officers 

with the authority to enforce narcotic and dangerous drug laws 

countywide and In the eleven municipal JurIsdictions; these offl-
, 

cers will be centrally administered by and responsible to the 

Sheriff. This is the now existing Narcotics Bureau. 

4. To Improve the operation interrelationships of all municipal and· 

county law enforcement departments oy direct and active participa-

tlon in the actIvitIes of the Bureau. 

5. To establish an effective program of educational and Instructional 

experiences designed to Inform the public about the consequences 

of using Illegal narcotics and dangerous drugs. 

6. To Increase the effectiveness of narcotics enforcement by smaller 
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law cnforcement agencies In the county by periodically providing 

them temporary undercover manpower and more current narcotics 

Intel I Igcnce and related Information. 

7. To establish and maintain a central narcotics record system which 

will accumulate, assimilate, and dIsseminate narcotic and drug 

~buse Information to law enforcement agencies. 

8. 

. , 

To Implement a stricter narcotic and drug abuse enforcement policy 

for all Jurisdictions In the county, and subsequentiy exploit the 

deterrent benefits that result from establIshing a regional repu­

tation for effective Investigation, frequent arrests, and Increased 

prosecutions and convictions for narcotic law vIolations. 

Objectives remained the same for the second year, although second year 

objectives Included the task of developing ongoing funding for the Bureau. 

Overall goals have been classified as follows for purposes of discussion: 

(I) reduction of the supply of and demand for narcotics and dangerous drugs, 

(2) coordination of the narcotic law enforcement function, Including 

liaison and assistan~e efforts, (3) education of the citizenry and the 

trainIng of officers In local Jurisdictions, (~) establishment of a record 

system for keeping track of drug dealers, users, etc., and (5) establish­

ment of the overall efficiency of the Bureau In accomplishing the above 

In an effort to ensure Its continuing actIvity. In short, the first four 

goals deal with the Bureau's effectiveness In dealing with the problem, 

and the fifth its abilIty to be as efficIent or more effIcient then tho 

pre-exIsting structure for handling the narcotics and dangerous drug 

problem In Santa Clara County. This prelIminary report deals primarily 
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with objective number five as determined from an evaluation of effectlve-

ness. 

II I. ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION 

The structure of the Bureau and Its operational techniques are discussed 

at length in the First Year Final Report and will be briefly summarized 

here prior to their re-presentation in the Second Year Final Report. More 

detail is presented in the sections by Mr. Chasten, project evaluation 

consultant. 

The Bureau operates as a specialized law enforcement agency of the County. 

It is under the Sheriff's Department and is supervised by Lt. Stanley Shaver. 

There are sixteen staff, two clerical and fourteen sworn personnel (one 

Lieutenant, five Sergeants, eight Deputies). Policy and procedures are 

established by the Law Enforcement Drug Council which Is chaired by the 

Sheriff and made up of local pollee chiefs (rotating terms), the District 

Attorney, and the Chief Adult Probation Officer. 

The working strategy of the Bureau has always been to move directly into 

the drug market with undercover agents who develop relationships with 

users, suppliers, and Informants. These agents make "buys" in an attempt 

to get "behind" the street peddlers to major dealers. Systematic surveil­

lance Is also used to develop sufficient information to obtain search 

warrants where the "buy techniquell cannot be used effective1y, or where 

the cost of the buy would severely drain the resources of the Boreau's 

"buy money." 

The Bureau has undergone two Important revisions in operating structure 



- 9 -

since Its Inception. The first (November, 1971) led to the present emphasis 

on the surveillance-and-buy technique now being used to focus on the heroin 

trade In Santa Clara County. On August 7, 1972, there was a re-designa­

tlon of assignments creating three "teams": a Buy Team, Enforcement Team 

(surveil lance included), and Contact-Information Team. Prior to this 

there were three Buy Teams, each performing their own surveillance and 

agency liaison (contact) work. The team concept has appeared to be a 

satisfactory method of ~pAr6tlon. 

IV. PROJECT EVALUATION 

INTRODUCTION 

With agencies such as the Santa Clara County Narcotics Bureau, an indepen­

dent evaluation Is of particular importance In meeting the need for obJec­

tivity and elimination of bias In the measurement of the impact of the 

program. In the present instance this is of particular importance because 

of the esprit de corps which develops In such a working unit. As with 

many types of "special-purpose" units, Bureau agents are united around 

very specific objectives and, being hand~picked volunteers p they have 

strong beliefs about the importance of the work they are doing. This Is 

not to downgrade the importance of these feelings -- indeed; they are 

essential to the .effective functioning of the Bureau. The evaluator, how­

ever, Is requi red to "step back" from this orientation to assume an objec­

tive viewpoint. Thus. while data supplied by the Bureau on their operations 

is used in this report, Its validity and reliability have been checked where 

possible, and outside opinions of Bureau activity have been solicited. 

Specific objective measures using Independent data sources have been used 
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wherever possible. 

One of the most difficult problems faced by the evaluator In this project 

Is that of the measurement of drug supply and use In the community. There 

are deficiencies In;existing data on availability (supply) and no data 

exists on the actual amount of drug ~ in the Santa Clara County outside 

of arrest data. Therefore, the determination of decreases In drug avail­

ability due to Bureau action are difficult to document, although the data 

presented here do allow for some degree of measurement based upon Bureau 

of Criminal Statistics records and data collected from local Jurisdictions. 

Therefore, what Is given In the evaluation represents a combination of 

objectivIty In the use of available data and in the analysis of all data' 

collected specifically for the project. 

EVALUATION OBJECTIVES 

The objectives of the evaluation include an examination of all of the 

objectives of the Burea~, as stated earlier, to determine the extent to 

which the various objectives have been met. While the objectives given 

are all subject to evaluation, the most significant measure of the success 

of the Bureau lies In Its ability to measure decreases In the supply 

(availability) of narcotics and dangerou5 drugs in the community. To 

develop an impact on the supply of drugs two basic approaches are avail­

able: (I) to discover and arrest the heroin addict, dangerous drug abuser, 

or street pusher or peddler, or (2) to discover and arrest the hIgher level 

dealers and dIstributors, often referred to as the "helrarchy" of the 

1IIIctt drug trade. One might expect that the Impact of any narcotic law 

enforcement operation might be Improved not through (lncreaslng) arrests 
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alone, but through arrests at Increasingly higher levels of distribution 

of drugs. Thus, one of the primary criteria for the success of the Bureau 

In reducing drug supply and demand will be those measures of Increasing 

Impact at higher levels of distribution, not necessarily Increases In 

drug arrests. If Impact Is at higher levels of distribution, a reduction 

In supply may follow, and a real Impact on the problem may be achieved. 

According to a prper recently prepared by the Narcotics Bureau Director, 
'V 

one of the primary goals of the Bureau Is to Impact at higher levels in 

this dlstrlbutlon "pyramld." SInce Individuals at these levels are capable 

of supplying. e~tr~melY large amounts of good quality drugs, It was felt 

that stopping thfm means less law enforcement work at lower levels and t.ess 

danger to the community from the distributIon of these drugs. 
~ , ~, 

" 
DRUG ARREST AND SEIZURE FINDINGS 

The fIrst questions are: is there a reduction l~ the supply of and demand 

for Illegal drugs In the county, and, If so to what extent did the Bureau 

assist In achieving a reduction? Three types of data are presented her~ 

in an effort to answer these questions: arrest data, data on the dollar 

value of confiscations, and data on the size of drug seizures. It must 

again be emphasized that these data do not speak definitively to the 

question of the countywide reduction of drug demand, since the real demand 

Is not known. They only allow for a discussion of possible demand reduc-

tlon through rigorous enforcement techniques, I.e., Increasing arrests at 

higher levels may affect demand. The data on supp'v are more definitive, 

but also suffer from a lack of comparison wtth an unknown countywide supply 
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at any given time. 

Prior to considering the increased impact of the Bureau at higher levels 

of Illegal sales, conventional measures must be examined. What does one 

expect to be reflected in countywide arrest data when a unit such as the 

Narcotics Bureau begins operation? Increased arrests? Decreased Arrests? 

Which direction is most Indicative of the success. of the Bureau? If we 

see an Increase In arrests for narcotic and dangerous drug crimes, it may 

be a reflection of the new effort devoted to the problem, I.e., increased 

application of manpower and resources. On the other hand, a truly effec­

tive narcotics law enforcement effort may realize very few arrests; however, 

those made may well be the most Important arrests. An examination of 

arrest rates presented In the First Year Final Report showed no real 

differences in arrest rates per 10,000 popUlation for all Jurisdictions 

In the county. Had there been any differences they would have been very 

difficult to interpret. It is held, therefore, that the quality of the 

arrests must be given primary consideration, and that simple arrest statis­

tics will probably never be of great use In determining the effects of the 

Narcotics Bureau. 

The approach selected to indicate the effectiveness of the Bureau must be 

that of determining their ability to reach higher levels of narcotic and 

dangerous drug distribution. This is not an easy task. It is difficult to 

define exactly what is meant by a major dealer or slgnifica~t user. It was 

decided that the relationship between arrests and the retail (street) 

value of drugs conflscat~d were the critical factors. If It could be 

shown that the dollar value per arrest was. Increasing over time. one might 
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safely assume that higher levels of dealership were being reached. It Is 

felt that this approach takes some of the guesswork and possible bias out 

Df the process of establishing the effectiveness of the Bureau's operations. 
t 

Figure I shows the relationship between the total retail value of contra-

band seized for the number of arrests made each quarter to arrive at an 

Index of dollar value seized per a~. The data used to construct this 

index are shown In Table I. The figure Indicates that Bureau performance 

varies over time; this is explained by the need for periods of survell-

lance prior to major arrests. ilLow" periods are to be expected. The 

Bureau is now in a "low" period of activity. It Is possible also that w1th 

an increase In the size and funding of the Bureau the "tow" periods might 

disappear altogether. They always seem to occur at the end of a funding 

cycle, which cuts Into "buy" money and Into operational funds. An examl-

------nation of the data on arrests from eight of the county Jurisdictions (as 

gathered through Interviews by the project evaluatIon consultant) supports 

the thesis that the problem Is related to funding. Arrest activity is 

high In other jurisdictions at the very times that arrest activity is low 

for the Bureau, meaning that the Bureau ,could be operating at those times. 

An alternative explanation Is, of course, that Bureau agents are assisting 

other agencies during these periods. whi,eh would be practical in 1 ight of 

their own limitations. 

Arrestees 

Data has been collected on 335 Individuals arrested by the Bureau. This 

was done for a variety of reaspns: 

I. To gIve Bureau agents desc~iptfye information on th61r total 

• I 

j , 
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Month Number of 
Cases Worked 

. 

971 
June 31 
July 38 
August 24 
September 20 
October 14 
November 10 
December 7 

e TABLE 1 e 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY NARCOTICS BUREAU: NUMBER OF CASES WORKED, HUMBER OF ARRESTS, 

TOTAL RETAIL VALUE OF ALL CONTRABAND SEIZED AND PURCHASED, AND HOURS EXPENDED BY MONTH 
June, 1971 - December, 1972 

Number Number Total Retai 1 Agent Purchases Total Hours Wor 
Charges Individual Value of Retail Value Retail Value 

Arrests Contraband Seized A 11 Contraband 

7 9 $ 4,244 $ - $ 4,244 1905.5 
54. 53 251,371 5,784 257,115 2020.5 
37 42 113,591 4,922 118,513 2285 
19 15 775 4,715 5,490 1904.5 
5 4 31,000 3,810 34.810 198. 3.1 35 7,934 650 8,584 221 
3 4 210,000 - 2~O,OOO 2260 

c:n 

: <:73 

January 3 4 
February 8 17 
March 9 . 14 
Apri 1 13 15 
May 8 26 
June 7 5 
July 11 10 
August 10 19 
September 19 12 
October 13 II 
November 17 63 
December 11 15 

January It 15 
February 10 11 
March 11 7 . 

TOTALS 298 400 
Mon th 1 y Ave. 13.5 18.2 

~ -.-.--~-.---- ---

a For 9 arrests no rr.onth was given , 
b 91,412 for those months recorded (19) 
c 7,665 for those months recorded (14) 

3 
13 
10 
1) 

9 
5 
4 

15 
20 
11 
34 
12 

5 
11 
1 

3a6a 
14.8 
~~.-.----

d Includes hours worked outside jurisdiction. 

. 
250,250 - 250,250 7075.5 
28,548 - 28.548 1836 

5,965 - 5,965 1971 
7,785 - 7,785 2106 - 2,100 2,100 2302 
1 ,9 I 8 1,460 3,378 1733 

235,715 64,285 300,000 1750 
7,830 7,830 15,660 1869 
2,460 - 2,460 1990 

69,000 - 69,000 ~097.5 
565~750 1,940 567,690 ~213.5 

8,810 2,175 10,985 1859.5 
. - 1,600 1,600 190_ 

20.310 2,000 22,310 175 
4,990 4,040 .9,030 2059.5 

$1,828,246 $107,311 $1,935,517 44082.5 
83,102b 4,878c 87,978 2004d . 

-~ '---- -~--~-- -~ -~- --~- --
, 

\1" 
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population of arrestees. 

2. To determine If the population of arrestees Is representative of 

the drug abusers In the county. 

3. To try to determine major dealers based upon these types of data. 

4. To determine disposition rates for Bureau arrestees as opposed to 

other types of arrestees and other narcotic law enforcement agencies, 

th~t Is, to determine the ~ual'ty of the arrests being made •. 

Data on 335 arrestees was coded for the period of June, 1971, (Bureau began 

operations) through March 1, 1973. Coding was termInated at this time 

because there were not suffIcIent dispositIons after this time for use. In 

determining rates. These arrests are shown tn Table I on a monthly basis 

along with Bureau arrest rates. These rates differ largely because the 

Bureau reports mUltIple arrests for each Individual where the "IndivIdual 

arrests" reported record data only for that IndivIdual regardless of the 

number of charges filed against hIm. Note that In some cases the Bureau 

figures are less durIng a month than evaluation figures, whIch Is accounted 

for by the fact that charges were not filed subsequent to some arr~sts In 

that month. Nonethe~~ss, the case was carried as an arrestee 'for purposes 

Arrests are dfstrlbuted as follows by legal status and sex: 

Status Number Percent 

Adult Males 242 72.9 
Adult Females 60 18. 1 

Juvenile Males 18 5.4 
Juvenile Females 12 3.6 

TOTAL' 332 100.0 
(3 not classified) 

" 
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Twenty-six arrests (7.8%) were for misdemeanors (23 drug-related, 3 non­

drug related). Unless It 15 considered important to the analysIs, there­

fore, Juvenile offenses and misdemeanor offenses will be grouped with all 

offenses. 

. 
For purposes of analysis of Bureau activity across time, data on arrestees 

Is reported In two periods: from June, 1971, to Deceffi~~r 31, 1971, and 

from January I, 1972, to March 10, 1973, periods of seven and fifteen 

months, respectively. These periods both allow for a substantial enough 

number of dispositions so that Bureau effectiveness can be determined. 

Table 2 contains the dIstribution of arrests by sex for 1971 and 1972-73. 

There is not much variation In the numbers of males and females arrested 

over time. The proportion of females In this population Is greater than 

for all felony arrestees In S~nta Clara County In 1969. 11.7% of all felony 

arrests for that year being females.' It Is, however, similar to the dis-

trlbutlon of arrestees for drug law violations In Santa Clara County In 

1971.2 

The mean·age of arrestees is 23.8 years, having risen from 22.8 in 1971 to 

24.9 in 1972-73. This trend toward older arrestees Indicates the shift 

toward the arrest of older, and perhaps bigger, dealers. 

The racial/ethnic background of arrestees is shown in Table 3 for 1971, 

1972-73, and for both groups. Also shown Is the distribution of patients 

I 
Santa Clara Count 

Institute, Cr mlna 
Criminal Justice Trends 1960~70, (American Justice 
Justice P ot Program, May, 9 2 , p. 9. 

2 
Region J 1972 Criminal Justice PI~n, Santa Clara Count¥, p. 165. 

• 
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TABLE 2 

SEX OF NARCOTICS BUREAU ARRESTEES BY YEAR 

1971 1972"73 
SEX (June-December) (JanuarYDNovember) 

Number Percent Number Percent 

Male 132 77.2 128 79.5 

Female 39 22.8 33 20.5 

TOTAL 171 100.0 161 100.0 

e 

" 

TOTAL 

Number Percent 

260 78.3 

72 21 .7. 

332 100.0 

j , 
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TABLE 3 

RACE/ETHNIC DISTRIBUTION. OF BUREAU ARRESTEES. METHADONE PROGRAM 
PATIENT DISTRIBUTION, AND COUNTYWIDE POPULATION DISTRIBUTION 

Narcotics Bureau Arrestees Methadone Program 
Patients 

June to Dec. Jan. 1972 to February }970 to 
1971 March 1973 TOTAL Harch 1972 

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Caucasian 163 95.3 118 7'1 .• 0 281 83.9 340 50.2 

Spanish Surname! 
3 J .8 34 20.7 37 11.0 302 44.5 Spanish Speaking i 

Negro 
1 .6 4 2.4 5 1.5 34 5.0 

Other 4* 2.3 8 4.9 I 12 3.6 2 .3 
- I 

I 

TOTAL I 
175 100.0 126 100.0 I 301 100.0 678 100.0 

. *one od enta I 

...... ~ ..... ",,: ,. ,. : :.;, .... ::-: ... .. ; - ~ .. ~.'""-:~"~"-;-:;' -';"'I!-:,"'--,. 

e 

COUNTY 
POPULATION 

Percent -
80.9 

l2.2 

1.7 \J:) 

5.2 

100.0 
, 

e 
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In the Santa Clara County Methadone Treatment and Rehabilitation program 

as of March 31, 1972.3 .~Ince this group Is probably most representative 

'of the hard-core heroln'addlct In the community (two years' proven addic­

tion prior to program admission, over 18 years of age), It Is useful In 

establishing the extent to which the Bureau Is Involved with hard-core 

heroin use groups, although there Is no way of knowing If this group 

represents major dealers. It appears, however, that the Bureau is moving 

In the direction of arresting from those groups which may be responsible 

for much of the drug traffic In the county.- While their efforts are. very 

much In line with the county population percentages shown for each group, 

they stilI have much to do In making arrests In hard-core groups. 

Overall, the largest group being dealt with by the Bureau at present Is 

caucasians under the age of 24 who make up 60 percent of those arrested 

by Bureau agents to date. This is showing a slight tendency to change in 

that older, less caucasian groups are being arrested, which Is desirable. 

Females of Spanish surname are least likely to be arrested by Bureau agents. 

In conclusion, Spanish surname Individuals are underrepresented in Bureau 

activity the first year and overrepresented the second In terms of county-

wide population figures; however, if the Methadone Clinic figures are any 

indication of the distribution of the drug use population, even greater 

emphasis must be placed on activity with the Spanish surname population. 

This Increased activity appears to be occurring now and should continue; 

the continued penetration of this group will be an Indication of successful 

activity by the Bureau up to a point. The real questIon Is whether the 

major dealers are In this group. 

" '. 
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Type of Arrest. About two-thirds (69.3%) of all arrests were made by Bureau 

agents at the time of the offense; the remainder Involved securing a grand 

jury Indictment prior to effecting an arrest. The trend has been toward 

decreasing use of the Indictment procedure. 

Court Disposition of Arrestees. The court disposition of 2~8 of the 335 

a~restees (74%) Is shown In Table 4; the CJIC system was used to determine 

dispositions, and dispositions were not shown for 87 cases as of March, 

1973. An examination of Table 4 indicates a better than average conviction 

rate for the Bureau in relation to Uniform Crime Reports nar.cotlc drug law 

disposition date (1970). Rates are certainly higher than for Santa Clara 

County as a whole. Initially, the Bureau was obtaining too high a rate cif 

Bcqulttals and dismissals In relation to the ~ figures. This has changed. 

The acquittal/dismissal rates Bre 38.6 percent for 1971 and 18.9 percent 

fOl' the 1972-73 data, the latter being 6.1 percent lower than ~ figures 

for 1970. Conversely, conviction rates have gone from 52.9 percent of all 

dispositions In 1971 to 65.3 percent of all dispositions in 1972-73. These 

figures Indicate a marked Improvement in the quality of Bureau arrests. 

While a comparatively higher Bureau conviction rate Is desIrable, If the 

Bureau is to become Involved at higher levels of the narcotic sales heir-

arcny, convictions may become harder to obtain and acquittals or dismis-

sals may again Increase. So far this has not been the case, even though 

Bureau arrest activity was about equivalent for the two· periods (see Index, 

Figure 1). 

Sentences of Convicted Arrestees. The sentences of 141 of the 143 convicted 

arrestees Is shown In Table 5, which also shows the commitment percentages, 
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TABLE 4 

NARCOTIC BUREAU COURT DISPOSITIONS, FBI UNIFORM CRIME REPORTS 
DRUG DISPOSITIONS (NATIONWIDE, 1970), AND SANTA CLARA COUNTY 

ADULT FELONY ARREST CONVICTIONS {ALL OFFENSES)a 

NARCOTICS UCR-DRUGS 
TYPE OUREAU 1970 

01 SPOS I TI ON Number Percent Percent - 57.0 46.5 
Conviction 143 

AcquI ttall 77 31.0 25. I 
Dismissal 

Otherb 28 11.3 28.4 

TOTAL 24Bc 100.00 100.00 

aSanta Clara County Criminal Justice Trends, OPe cit., p. 13 

bNo charges flIed. certIfIed to JuvenIle court, etc. 

cal of the 335 analyzed had received no disposition. 

0' 

SANTA CLARA 
COUNTY 
Percent 

2~.0 

26.0 

46.0 

)00.0 

1 

r .', 

'. 
j.' . 
" 

I 
t. 
iI 
.'; 
~ 
t( 
;J 
'1 I , ., .. 
'I 
Y. 
~ 
:~ 
'\ 
~ t. 
~ 
~ 

11 n 
~ 
& 
~ 
1r 
/' 
.~ 
• 
f 
K 



SENTENCE 

Hental Hygiene 
Pr i son 

. 
California 
Rehab. Fucit. 

Ca Ii f. Youth 
Author! ty 

Jail Only 

Probation 
- StraIght 
- With Jail 

Fine And/or Prob. 
- 'rli th Ja i 1 
- With Prob. & Jail 

Community Diversion 

TOTAL 

n.a. • not·avallable 
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TABLE 5 

NARCOTICS BUREAU SENTANCES AND 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY SENTENCE~ 

tnt 970 

NARCOTICS 
BUREAU 

Number Percent 
11 7.8 
3b 25.5 

12 8.5 

5 3.5 

7 5.0 

3 2. 1 
46 32.6. 

3 2. I 
3 2. 1 
9 6.4 

6 4.3 

141 100.0 

COUNTY .FELONY 
DEFENDANTS: 1970 

Number Percent 
5 .3 

205 11.2 

91 5.0 

III 6. 1 

167 9. 1 

348 19.0 
898 49.0 

9 .5 
n.a. .. 

--
1,834 100.0 

I 
f 

I 
I. 
\ 
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for felony defendants convicted and sentenced In Superior Court tn Santa 

Clara County In 1970. An examinatIon of these sentence data indicate that 

Bureau arrestees are receiving more severe .sentences than the average felony 

defendant In Santa Clara County. More receive prison sentences than Is 

expected for felony defendants in the cOUnty. These data indicate th~t 

Bureau agents may be making better cases, i.e., securing better evidence, 
w.··· "",., .. """"':;' .... ~~ ."', .... '."'~ ,,,,,><w,~w' ~. ~",,'_~",,";:' O'\I"....-"~;.-~~""-~W;f~,~ ;: ;I ,. "'" """i~"""'It;~ 

than is generally the case. As Indicated In the consultant's report this 
-=..:':'..!¢ 4-,'<;;"'I •• "-".· ... "..>I~·.~· ~~UO;:1''!r'.~:q:,'1:~_.7~~,~"'' •• 7_~..=\~~~~.~,J;'lOIIII¢ro'I'l~~~~!''N~ 

has become necessary Innarcotlcs law ~r:',fPEc;~m;;;~.t,work, and Is the cas: . 
:~--: :r-' I '" ' . 1 .. <;: ·:·r-'''~·:--"~'''~:'l~,Y:r:'''~Z'fr .. :-mr-~'~~:.!'''~ ,m",... 

with the Bureau. As with. the dispositions data, these data were compared 

for 1971 and 1972-73. The only marked shift In sentences to State Institu­

tions (hospitals, prlsons w CRC, eVA) was In sentences to state hospitals, 

whtch dropped from 12.3 percent of all sentences to 1.7 percent of all 

-

sentences in 1972-73. Sentencing In the community underwent marked changes. 

The sentence of Jail with probation dropped from 45.7 percent to 15 per­

cent of all sentences, with the fine/probation/Jail combination going from 

IInoneil to 15 percent ~f all sentences, fol lowed by the newly-created 

diversion program, which went from IInonell to 10 percent of all sentences. 

Jail only Increased slightly as a possibility (2.5% to 8.3%) as dip the 

fine/jallcombl!1atlon ("none" to 5%) and pro~atlon 'only (llnone" to 5%). 

It appears that Bureau arrestees are more subject to fines If they stay 

In the community. There are slight Increases In the percentages of those 

going to prison (24.7% to 26.7%) and to CRC (7.4% to 10%) •. 

Seizures Data 

Narcotic and dangerous drug seizures In S~~ta Clara County for 1972 for 

alJ Jurlsdlctfons are reported In the consultant's report. It appears 

l. · · 
,. · , 
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that the Bureau continues to function at a high level In Its ability to 

take dangerous drugs off the Illegal market. Major Increases In the size 

of seizures will have to await Increases In Bureau size and quality of 

the equipment which they need to perform most efficiently. 

; I 
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Conclusions 

UsIng arrest data and data on seizures it Is possible to make a sound case 

for the effectiveness of the Bureau based upon thelt ability to make en 

Impact on the problem of narcotics and dangerous drugs In the county. As 

stated earlier, however, there are no baseline data on drug availability 

from which to conclude that drugs have become less aval1able or less In 

demand. If these data were available on a countywide basis, It might be 

possible to make a much more sound case. For example, a question asked of 

addicts admitted to the Santa Clara County 'Methadone Treatment and Rehab I 11-. 

tetlon Program asks them to Indicate whether prices for heroin have'gone up 

or remained about the same over the last year, and whether heroin has 

become harder or easier to get. Enough time has not elapsed on that 

study to make useful comparisons, but there (s a possible relationship 

between this type of report and major arrests made by Bureau agents. 

Another example of the effectiveness of the Bureau Is the reaction to the 

program by the addict In the streets. No systemat.c study of this reaction 

Is provided for In the present evaluation: ,however. Informal discussions .­

with Methadone Program staff who were addicts and dealers Indicate that 
• "" .. ,," ,_"".' ~,,,,,, . "~ ..... _".",,,.\ .. ......,.....,_ ~'"_'''';1!''' "'·~"'lil":l<"""'~~~,""" ~~¥ Q "'.._ ____ "'*"..".,. 

the greatest Impact .~f ,t~~ Bureau lies In I ts scope of operation, J .e •• the 
'f' -". ~"- •• m-~r~'-~~:.or::~~~~~_~7'l':~~~.-.o,' 

local addict can no longer rely on beatlrig local police officers who are 
. "" . '" . '-

< .-~ """"'~'"""'r~~~J:"~~~.~~-""~'~'-=--;-:: ""' 

not likely to have speclallzede)q~ertls.e,wi~.tlte narcotics and dangerous 
~ ":_ ~, "..eot.",,-n-" ;"{U' ''''''\ F • ,-,,v •• < - ~ < ." '-'-" '. '--1:<' .... ' • .,..,- .... :r.:-"':;, .'0,' ~'r",' ''':;;''~~~~_,.<",-""",. 'C;:-';' ,,,, 

drugs ar~~. He must now d~al wlth speciaHy tratned offIcers who are an 

a,nd ,t:f~I1)~I)!! •. ~I5J~ level of Impact has been achieved, which can be Improved 
"\i"'~J::c;rq~~ .. lt'~",!·~~~·;"~J::lI~':1\~~·:'~",,~~,;.:t~~~~"~".r~' •• ~ ••• ~ .• ,.",~w~'-"~~~~ 

ul'0n with better equipment 6nd Increased personnel. Meanwhile It Is 
~. .:l'c("~::~'" ·';f:._4;'_~ ... 't..;..=·'·;:;~·/L,.,.;.,:_.;t"".;..'4..~~:!;;r.W-:;').""::'::~~:.'\;:':_\a_~("' •• ~ ._& .... !IP, 001 .,..t)_, •. ..,_'.JI!-"i'-
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possible to say that the Bureau has made significant progress In dealing 

with the drug problem and Is Increasing In Its ability at a rapid rate. a 

poInt whIch Is elaborated on In the following section. 

COORDINATION OF THE NARCOTIC LAW ENFORCEMENT FUNCTION 

This goal Involves the Bureau In two types of activity with other JuriS­

dictions: (I) dLrect assistance, and(2) other liaison functions, to 

Include narcotic a9~nt training, assistance In related criminal matters, and 

Information exchange. In order to adequately assess the work of the Bureau 

In this critical areB, Mr. Vincent Chasten, formerly a California State 

Bureau of Narcotics Enforcement officer (now retired), was hired as a 

consultant. Mr. Chasten personally Interviewed the princIpal narcotics 

law enforcement officers In all twelve poi Ice Jurisdictions In Santa Clara 

County. Using an Interview schedule he recorded systematic responses from 

a" of these offIcers, at the same time gaining his tmpresslons of the type 

of relationship established between the Bureau and these agencIes. Hls 

full report is attached as AppendIx 'Wi. The Interview !chedule responses 

are reported on here. 

The approach used was designed to determIne the extent of narcotics law 

enforcement activity prior to the creation ~f the Bureau. and then to 

assess their satisfaction with the work of the Bureau since Its creation. 

Table 6 shows the numbers of narcotIcs law enforcement offIcers prior to 

and after the creation of the Bureau (up to Apr", 1973). 
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TABLE 6 

NARCOTICS LAW ENFORCEMENT OFFICERS BEFORE JUNE I, 1971 
AND AFTER JUNE I, 1971, IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY (APRIL, 1973) 

EXTENT OF 'riME COMMITTED Pre-June 1 t 1971 Pos t-J une t 12Z 1 
Number Percent Number Percent 

Full time 21.5 72.9 22 73.3 
3/4 time to full time 1 3.4 --
1/2 to 3/4 time 2 6.8 3 10.0 
1/4 to 1/2 t I me 2 6.8 -
Up to 1/4 t tme 3 10.0 5 16.7 

TOTAL 29.5 100.0 30 100.0 

Using these reported figures, there appears to be no Increase In the numbers 

of narcotics law enforcement officers In Santa Clara County subsequent to 

the formation of the Bureau. Two of the twelve JurisdictIons Indicate a' 

possible reductIon In manpower requirements In this area based upon the 

exl·stence of the Bureau, especially where cases go outside their respective 

jurisdictions. Only two Jurisdictions IndIcated that they had or now have 

specific enforcement programs In narcotics. law enforcement; the remainder 

Indicated they work "as needed" or "where a situation requires action." 

Seventy-five percent of the agencies Indicate that the officers doing this 

work considered to have a special skill and to be highly trained, while 

twelve percent Indicated that these officers had "no formal training, ail 

Ion the job l expel"jence." Some training was Indicated by the rest (13%). 

Subsequent to the formation of th~ Bureau, the extent of coordinated 

activity Is as follows: 

NUmber of cooperative activities 
Number of arrests resulting 
Hours Involved In cooperative 
. activities 

744 
240 

1,731 
• 

The general level of satisfaction with these cooperative efforts was "very 

satisfactory" for three-fourths of the agencies and "satisfactory" to the 
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rest. Three-foui,ths also Indicated that they are "now more likely to con-

tact the Bureau than earlier when a case comes up; one sal d "no" (not more 

likely to contect) and two qualified their responses, Indicating that 

contact Is now satIsfactory. All respondents Indicated that Bureau agents 

react more professIonally and understand situatIons better than earlIer. 

Methods of assisting the Bureau -Include referring Informants (100%), su~ply­

Ing Information deemed useful concerning narcotics activity (83.3%), lending 

physical assistance (33.3%), and furnishing' equIpment (16.7%). Th~refore, 

It Is safe to conclude that the Jurisdictions working with the Bureau are 

very satisfied with Its overall performance. 

In order to assess the extent of Bureau assistance In other areas of their 

work, agencies were asked to Indicate assistance to their burglary and 

e robbery details, they reported as follows": 

Number of cooperative actlvltl~s 
Number of arrests resulting 

Hours Involved in cooperative activities 
Amounts of stolen property recovered with 

Dureau assistance (estimated dollar 
value) 

Burglary ~bbery 

67 109 
65 14 

446 104 

$40,150 (no estimates) 

From these figures It appears that the Bureau Is giving considerable ~ssls-

tance to other Jurisdictions In dealing with other types of crime, much of 

which Is drug-related. 

Another area of assistance Involved the Bureau's record -file. These twelve 

Jurisdictions Indrcated a total of 981 Inqu~rres, or an average of 82 per 

agency over a twenty-thr~e month period (average of 43 per month). Seven" 

out of ten Indlcated.that the Information derived was "very useful," lI.nd 

the remlllningthree respondents said It was "useful." An reclproellted by 

, 
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giving the Bureau Information on their drug cases. 

Education and Tralnlni' As part of the coordination function, the Bureau 

conducts a two-pronged education and training program. First, they do 

preventative education in the community In order to Inform the public 

about the consequences of using Illegal narcotics and dangerous drugs. The 

narcotics law enforcement officers Interviewed were asked to indicate their 

community's respon~e to the Bureau education effort. Half (6) said res­

ponse was "very good," five; (41.7%) said they "didn't know,1I and one dId 
'I) 

not respond. This educational effort will be discussed In more detail In 

the final report regardIng the effectIveness of thIs activity. 

The second aspect of the education and training effort Involves Improvement 

of the operatfonal interrelatIonships of all municipal and county law en­

forcement departments by dIrect and acttve ,participation In the activities 

of the Bureau. This means the trainIng of offIcers from other Jurisdictions. 

Two departments said that they each had two officers trained with the 

Bureau. N~ne other officers have also had some degree of trainIng at the 

Bureau, according to Its director. They are from the Santa Cruz Sheriff's 

Department, Mountain View Pol Ice Department, Mc.1rgan HI II Pol Ice Department, 

and the Gilroy Pollee Department. It appears that this type of training 

has served to meet the goals of the Bureau In strengthening relationships 

with these agencies and In upgrading their ex~ertlse as narcoilcs agents~ 

OVERALL EFFICIENCY 

One of the primary con~erns a~ this stage of the development of the Bureau 

19 with Its continuing exIstence. This requires some standard wIth which 

Bure~u functionIng can be compared In order to determine whether or·not 
, 

It performs well In Impacting on the narcotics and dangerous drug problem. 
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Some observers would require not only that It perform well, but that It 

perform signIficantly better than anyone else who deals with narcotics 

law enforcement. One problem remains paramount In responding to these 

needs: there are no good standards against which to measure such an 

operatIon -~ In fact, what Is being done In Santa Clara County may be an 

Important part of the standard-settIng process. Therefore, much of what 

can be saId must 'be descriptive to allow the reader to develop hIs own 

conclusIons as to the overall effiCiency of the Bureau, and to provide the 

baseline data necessary to the development of standards. 

Coverage. One of the most Important considerations from the standpoint of 
io 

the cQunty's citizens Is whether they are getting their share of the 

services of ~ countywIde organization such as the Narcotics Bureau. Cor­

relations of over .90 (very significant) exist between the proportion of 
. . 

hours worked per Jurisdiction and the proportion of arrests per jurls-

diction, and between the proportions of arrests made and the county popu­

lation distributIon. The actual hours worked per Jurisdiction Ind~cate 

that the Bureau Is serving the entire county and Is also operating outsIde 

the county when necessary to effect the arrests of Individuals who have 

been or are now acting In the county. 

v. CONCLUSIONS 

The overall impact of the Bureau Is considered very good based upon available 

date, Including the comprehensive consultant's report appended to thIs re­

port. Bureau personnel are obtaining arre~ts at the level of major dealers, 

and they appear to be moving In a posltlve"dlrectlon based upon the dollar 

value of confIscated drugs per arrest. Also, they are makIng Inroads Into 

the Spanish surname/Spanish speaking population, a group which accounts 

,. 
I 

j' 
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for much of the drug activity In the county. While arre5ts themselves are 

not especially good Indicators of success, the fact that Bureau conviction 

rates are higher than might be expected Indicates that arrests supported by 

adequate evidence are being made. This Is verified In the data on senten-

ces given Bureau arrestees. Most Important, and.as directed by the Law 

Enforcement Drug Council, heroin seizures remain high. ,j 
': 

Coordination and liaison activities with other law enforcement Jurisdictions 

are generally excellent. with no exceptions. The training function has 

been especially u'seful In bringing officers from other Jurisdictions Into 

contact with the Bureau and Increasing the overall efficiency of all 

units. 

Finally, It can be concluded that the Bureau Is achieving Its goal 6f 

countywide coverage In Impacting on the problem of narcotics and dangerous 

drug law violations. 

" 

" 
" 
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APPENDIX A 

INTROOUCTION 

SANTA CLARA COUNTY 
NARCOTIC BUREAU STUDY 

This report Is a study of the operation of the Santa Clara County Narcotic 

Bureau and a concurrent examination of narcotic and drug trafficking and 

abuse within the county. The conclusions attained are as follows: 

The Narcotic Bureau performs an essential service. 

11 The Bureau functions expertly. 

III Deficiencies in staff, equipment and funds Inhibit the Bureau 

from performing at full capacity. 

IV County-wide narcotic and drug enforcement liaison should be 

formalized through a joint agreement Implemented by executive 

direct ion. 

The balance of this report will relate facts and deductions from which 

these conclusions are derived. 
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The Narcotic Bureau performs an essential service. It Is well known 

that the Bureau was established to meet an epidemic surge of drug abuse 

within Santa Clara County. As reported In a preceding study, drug abuse 

increased nearly 1000% during the period 1965 through 1969, while popula­

tion increased less than 12%. During the period immediately prior, to 

establishment of the Bureau, local police agencies, except In the largest 

municipalities, were overwhelmed and unable to adequately cope with the 

drug abuse problem. Insufficient manpower~ Insufficient funds and physical 

inability to coordinate interJurisdlctlonal investigations within the 

county impeded law enforcement and aided violators. The Bureau, In coor­

dination with other enforcement agencies within the county, has made It 

possible to cope with the problem with reasonable effectiveness. In other 

words, the uncontrollable phenomenon of drug abuse proliferation which has 

been nation-wide Is now reasonably manageable within Santa Clara County 

throu~h coordinated law enforcement. 

A survey of municipal police and other law enforcement agencies within the 

county reveals unanimous approval of continued operation of the Bureau and 

a positive feeling derived from experiences in the field that its services 

are urgently needed. When one reflects upon the fact that most municipal 

police departments within the county have a sworn force of tes~ than 33 

persons, It becomes obvious that personnel for complex interJurisdictional 

narcotic Investigations Is simply not available. A large city such as 

San Jose Is capable of mustering personnel, equipment and funds sufficient 

to reasonably meet the problem within the city limits. Smaller munici­

palities, however, cannot assign personnel, equipment and funds essential 

to complex drug InvestIgations. Pollee departments of smaller munIcipalitIes 
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must have the assistance of the Bureau to enable them to reasonably meet 

the drug abuse problem within their respective Jurisdictions. 

Police agencies throughout the county unanimously oppose abolishment of 

the Bureau and a substitute reliance upon state and federal agencies to 

fil I the gap which would be created. The state and federal agencies, 

competent as they may be, can neither respond fully nor constantly to the 

total enforcement needs of Santa Clara County. On many occasions these 

other agencies would be required to direct their personnel to Investigations 

In other countIes which at the time have a higher priority. Temporarily, 

therefore, and on several occasions, the county would find itself without 

sufficient trained and competent personnel to contain the county's drug 

abuse problem. Drug trafficking would resultingly Increase within most 

areas of the county, and any thought of reliance upon state or federal 

agencies to contain the total drug abuse problem within the county Is 

nothing more than wishful thinking. There Is no doubt that state and 

federal agencies are essential and vital to Santa Clara County and to the 

overall drug trafficking problem, and this Is discussed further in other 

sections of this report. 

I I The Bureau functions expertly. The conclusion that the Bureau functions 

expertly is arrived at through an examination of Its various components and 

its performance In the field. Components and performance are discussed as 

follow: 

I) Personnel.Selection. Personnel is comprised of deputy ~herlffs of 

various rank who have attained th~lr classification through open com­

petitive Civil Service examination. The examination meets rigid 



- 4 -

standards set by the state as approved by Peace Officers' Stand~rds 

and Training. Personnel. therefore. Is basically competent. 

Personnel Tralnlnq. -\ .. ' 
Members of the Bureau are selected from 

deputy sheriffs who have beer. trained in basic law enforcement at th~ 

Sheriff's Academy. They have demonstrated better than average ability 

in criminal law enforcement and receive rigid on-the-job training In 

drug enforcement. It is noted that most members of the Bureau have 

earned State Certificates of Competency Issued by Peace Officers' 

Standards and Training. Such certificates are attained through formal 

study beyond and outside the scope of scheduled In-service training. 

Personnel. therefore. Is competent and wel!-tralned In the field of. 

narcotic and drug enforcement. 

3) Techniques of Enforcement. Examination of case records reveals 

that the techniques of enforcement meet acceptable standards set by 

long-established state and federal agencies. The techniques are 

,.t. 
ii' 

''f' 

modern, innovative and versatile. ~ 

4) Arrests. Arrests are a valuable indicator of well-planned 

investigations. When a high rate of refusals by the District Attorney 

to Issue complaints occurs it can normally be concluded that Investi-

gat ions leading to arrests were poorly contrived. The Bureau's record 

of complaint Issuance following arrest is excellent 1 although it 

probably should be mentioned that some arrests are necessarily and 

legally made when complaints are neither requested nor expected. 

Most narcotic and drug arrests are triable In the Superior Court and 

normally rea~h ~he court via preliminary hearing Ina lower court. 

.. 
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Sub-standard Investigations are usually dismissed tn the lower courts. 

The Bureau's record reveals a high rate of arrests being directed to 

trial In the Superior Court. 

5) Seizure Quantities. Attachments reflect narcotics and drugs 

seized during the fifteen-month period, January I, 1972, through 

March 31, 1973. The vas{ quantities reflected, which result from the 

numerous arrests made in the same period, verify that many major drug 

traffickers have been eliminated by the Bureau. No attempt to analyze 

and compare seizures is made here except to point out that only experts 

In the field of narcotic and drug law enforcement are capable of the 

accomplishments reflected through these seizures. 

6} Conviction Rates. As reported in the previous Bureau evaluation, 

conviction of persons arrested Is at a very high rate. Among the 

criteria utilized to evaluate a law enforcement agency the conviction 

rate can reveal the success or failure of the agency to do a good Job. 

It is appropriate to state~ therefore, the Bureau must be rated as 

expert In this area. 

7) Bureau Evaluation by Other Agencies. During the normal course 

of operation the Bureau must inter-relate with numerous agencies 

directly or indirectly associated with the criminal Justice system. 

Relationships range from casual conversations concerning suspects, 

through sensitive and dangerous investigations, to critical analysis 

of results of Investigations by the district attorney and the courts. 

Several municipal, county, state and federal agencies with whom the 

Bureau must inter-relate have been Informally requested to make an 

;~ 
'" 

," 

., 
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evaluation of the Bureau. In every Instance each agency reports 

most sincerely that the Bureau performs Its tasks In a manner which 

reveals true expertise In the field of narcotic and drug law enforcement. 

8) Knowledge of the Narcotic and Drug Problem. Formal and Informal 

interviews of responsible individuals in all police departments of 

the county and of experts In state and federal agencies reflect 

unanimous high appraisal of the Bureau's knowledge of the problem. 

It Is reasonable to state that the Bureau's knowledge of traffickers, 

suspects, sensitive areas and trends is the best available resource. 

Municipal agencies may exceed the Bureau concerning knowledge of nar­

cotic and drug activities within their own Jurisdiction, however, 

each agency regards the Bureau as the most reliable county-wide source 

of such knowledge. 

9) Public Attitude. During the course of interviewing members of the 

several municipal police departments, opinions were elicited concern­

ing public attitude toward the Bureau within the community. Although 

some police departments had no means of making judgments In this 

respect, the majority were able to report great public satlsfaction 

with the Bureau. Much of the satisfaction resulted from publicity 

given to major arrests and drug seizures, while much resulted from 

Informative talks to service clubs and similar groups as well as 

formal training sessions within the schools. 

Components and performances discussed above and the exceptIonally· high 

rating of the Bureau In each category leads to the undeniable conclusion 

that the Bureau functIons expertly. Although expertness has been at­

tained, the Bureau recognIzes most realistically that constant effort 
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toward Improvement of performance must be maintained to cope success-

fully with narcotic and drug trafficking. 

I I I Deficiencies In staff, equipment and funds inhibit the Bureau from 

performing at full capacity. The requirements for arrest and prosecution 

of narcotic and drug traffickers are complex. 

and considered sufficient for convIction a few years ago Is generally not 
, o;"~ , 'c ,_ ... t....,...:.-"""·h:--;J;''P>''1'·~'':.~~t:~e;-'1I;\,''-."'~ .. ~''¥.!.~.,.~ ItV',~ 

sufficient today. Evidence acquired today must be in compliance with rlgld p 

comparatively recent and constantly changing appellate court decisions. 

Criminals today have become very mobile and are capable of moving about 

most rapidly to avoid detection. A few years ago police were able to de-

tain and search criminals almost at will and obtain Indisputable evlde"c.e 

which resulted in conviction in subsequent court trials. In most criminal 

Investigations, and especially In narcotic enforcement, experienced Investi-

gators formerly made arrests and convicted offenders on evidence which 

today Is totally unacceptable in court. I~ certain circumstances police 

seizing evidence today In yesteryear's regular fashion would now be found 

guilty of criminal acts and subject to civil liability actions as well. 

Law enforcement has adjusted to meet the court-dictated changes with great-

est adjustment probably being required In narcotic and drug enforcement. 

The crimes of murder, burglary, rape and most other crimes each leave some 

degree of residual evidence at the crime scene which may lead the Inves'ti,.. 

gator to Identification of the perpetrator. This is not so with the crlml~ 

nal narcotic and drug trafficker, as there Is no victim to report his crime, 

no crime scene to examine and no witnesses. Adjustment In methods of in-

vestlgation of narcotic and drug trafficking, as compelled by appellate 
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court decisions, have Indeed made the field of narcotic and drug enforce-

ment complex. 

Adjustments made tn the field of narcotic and drug enforcement, now fairly 

well recognized as standard, are found In most large municipalities. large 

counties, state and federal agencies. Generally~ adjustments Include 

Increased personnel and eVidentiary purchase funds, with improvements in 

mobility, surveillance and communications capability. Exclusive of adJust-

ments In personnel and funds, most adjustments have been made thrdugh 

acquirement of both simple and sophisticated Investigative hardware. Upon 

initial formation of the Bureau effort was apparently made to equip It to 

meet the current standards. The effort, however, most probably restricted 

by available funds, fell far short of standard equipment needs. 

During complex investigations It Is almost incredible that the Bureau can 

function as well as It does without standard equipment. For example, not 
"'--

~alr-o.f....PJ!!.9~_ .. t! Ii s ted M aFn?~~~c~ Bu~~eaLl,'c~~~ur~~:n..l~!:"}~£ll!lE!!Ie!) ~ •.. 

Photographic equipment, except for one common all-purpose camera, Is nil. 

Telescopic and other camera lenses, utilized constantly in complex criminal 

investigations, are also nil. Radio transmitters, concealable upon the 

person and vital In undercover activities, are limited to one which is 

usable and one other which Is unreliable. Portable handy-talkie radios are 

1 imlted to three, while vehicular radios, almost unbe1Jevab~y.p are 1 imlted 

to one. 

The Bureau performs especially well with very limited equipment, but many 

Investigations are restricted to and regulated by equipment availability. 

Equipment sho~~~_suffif!:nt to m~et~e investigative needs of the ---..---- ... ~~-! .... jM+' ~ 
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Bureau and every effort to acquire It should be made. 

The "Bu~.~(UL gIves i nvestl gat l'vel1r+or·lt·y~"tQ.-the._~.Qp~ens I on_Q.LJ.b~, county IS 
."".~('" " .r-" ...... _~.......".t' 

major heroin traffickers •. This priority was wisely directed by the Law 
".<:,a",c~ .-<" .. ...,.:t, ~'. ,<" ' 

Enforcement Drug Council. Heroin Is a major problem, should not under any 

circumstances be allowed to make Its highly addictive Inroads and Its 

traffickers are generally sophisticated criminals. The Bureau has followed 

the direction of the Council and has recorded success in apprehending major 

heroin violators. 

While placing priorities upon the apprehension of major traffickers. the 

Bureau has not overlooked major traffickers In other drugs. It Is apparent~ 

though, that the Bureau Is nearly totally committed to Investigatior~s in-
_, ..... _.., .. >,~< •••• ' ,","''''''' ."'''~' '"i "., ••• , •. - "C', ~,",-., .. -~,,,,.-_~,,~.,,, .. ,,~, ' .... "'c _____ ""~'"t""" ..... ,!:"_""',"''''_~"''.,'." .... " ... , " . 

volvlng major violators, and leaves little time for investigations Involving 
"A)"~"'W<4~.w~'""'~ -, '. ~'--".' , ,:::, .. \7.~_, -;:".", .~."'" ." 

sub-major violators. This commlttment means that on many occasions the 
~. ," 

Bureau must virtually.lgnore sub-major or mid-level traffickers. A request 

from a small or even medium-sized police department for assistance In 

apprehending two or three known and active mid-level traffickers In any of 

the dangerous drugs or marijuana Is often denied. The requesting department, 

Insufficiently staffed to conduct the Investigation Itself, then searches 

elsewhere for assistance. Assistance may come from one or two adjacent 

communities, It may come from the state, and It may not come. Without 

adequate assistance the requesting agency Is often compelled to take overt. 

pollee action, temporarily halting the trafficker without arrest, or, most 

likely, compelling him to move Into another area and continue traffickIng 

as us~al. With a county population exceeding one million the mid-level 

trafficker can move to any other area without a trace and continue his 

t. 
t ., 
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business without Interruption. 

There does exist, then. an urgent need to provide a better and more prac-

tical me~ns of apprehending the mid-level trafficker. The __ .rn.eans I s an 
r'~ ..... --. ..... """"-........... _ ........ , ....... ,. 

One additional team of six trained agents I ncrease of Bureau p~Qnrt~.L. 
... - -""-. ----- ... ...,.,..---, ..... ---,.~-~ 
and a team supervisor, adequately equipped and funded. can do the job. 

Such a team, readily available to move In and assist municipal police 

departments who have made preliminary fnvestlgatlon of mid-level trafflcker~, 

will prove most effective. The team could often be divided to give assls~ 

tance In two communities at one time; on many c)ccaslons the team would be 

capable of assistance In three communities at olne time. Such a team Is 

necessary. can do the Job and would enable most municipalities to meet 

their local drug trafficking problems head-on. 

A mid-level Bureau team would very often develop Information leadIng to 

major traffickers. At this point decisions must be made and action taken 

to assure that the major trafficker Is apprehended without unduly reducing 

the assistance available and necessary to munIcipal agencies. Agents who 

are assigned to major or mid-level investigations should be readily Inter-

changeable as needed. Flexibility of operation must be sufficient to place 

emphasis where needed without destroying the capability of the Bureau to 

assist municipal police In their local problems. 

Some Important examples of current equipment needs are as follow: 

Vehicular Radios. Modern criminal drug InvestIgative techniques 

demand adequate co~unlcatlon among Investigative teams. Vehicular 

radIos now required (five) will enabl~ 1ong-range communication throughout -
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the county, not ~ available will enhance supervisorial control and 

direction of Investigative units and prevent disconnection from Inves-

tlgatlons through lack of radio range capability. 

II Handl-Talkie Portable RadL?~. These small portable radios are 

excellent for maintaining close range contact during Investigations. 

Portability allows the Investigator to observe and trace suspects 

while concealed In a building. on a roof, In a store, etc.; they enable 

the Investigator to move about on foot and report to the Vehicular 

Radio; they can be utilized In undercover venlcles as needed. 

III Concealable ~adlo Transmitters. Men who must work under cover 

can negotiate w1th traffickers and be heard, verified and protected 

by other Investigators observing unseen from a distance. The value 

Is obvious. Two such units now available to the Bureau are Insufficient 

to meet current needs. 

IV Cameras and Lenses. One polaro'ld camera now In use has very Ilmi ted 

Investigative value. With two adequate cameras and appropriate lens 

attachments evidentiary photos, not now available, can be presented in 

court. Photos which reveal a defendant's participation in a criminal 

drug activity are very oftenavailabl~ during Investigations; they can 

Induce defendants to plead guilty and save the Investigators numerous 

valuable hours that court trials require of them. 

V Binoculars. The Bureau Is currently without binoculars; thCi'se used 

by Investigators are usually borrowed from friends or purchased by the 

Investigator himself. With high-power binoculars an Investigator's 

, 
" 
" 
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surveillance capability can b~ Increased many, many times. As an 

example, one investigator in a radio-equipped vehicle and good bino-

culars can observe a suspect locatl'on undetected from great distance 

and report action observed to almost any other location In the county. 

This section of thIs report is concluded with urgent recommendation 

that: (I) Bureau InvestigatIve hardware be brought up to stanqar:d; 

(2) a team of agents avaIlable to assIst local police departments 

against mid-level traffickers be added to the staff; (3) the mid-level 

team be adequately equIpped and funded. 

:1 
r 
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IV County-wide narcotic and drug enforcement liaison should be formalized 

through a Joint agreement Implemented by executIve direction. Every concerned 

Individual Is aware of reports of competition among narcotic and drug enforce-

ment agencies at all levels of government deemed detrimental to the best 

Interests of good law enforcement. WhJle several such reports certainly 

have merit, It Is essential to understand that competItion In law enforce-

ment can be healthful and In the case of such competition within Santa 

Clara County Is'it more healthful than not. As a matter of fact, a degree 

of controlled competItion can be very Imp~rtant to good narcotIc and drug 

enforcement. 

The overall level of general law enforcement competency within Santa Clara 

County Is high and continues to Improve. This occurs because county and 

municipal enforcement agencies strive to meet and excel the goals set by 

Peace Officers' Standards and Training, the state agency which sets Indlvl~ 

dual and departmental law enforcement standards of competency. Individuals 

assigned to narcotic and drug enforcement are first basically qualified In 

general law enforcement. When such an Individual gets his feet on the 

ground in narcotic and drug enforcement he will develop an Intense ~nd un-

relenting attitude toward apprehensIon and conviction of traffickers. 

Narcotic and drug trafficking differs from general crime in that it Is an 

unreported crime, Is hIghly volatile, non-static and In no way recognizes 

political subdivisions. It Is possible for an entire network of associated 

drug traffickers to~lsappear from any glv~n area wIthin the wInk of an eye. 

Countless hours of hard police work directed toward InvestIgating such a 

network can be lost along with the disappearing tr~ff.ckers unless capable, 

Intent and unrelenting peace officers are doIng their Job of Ilteral1y 

; ~ , 
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Qldogglngll these traffickers. 

Too often this Intent and unrelenting attitude Is misunderstood a: being 

competitive lack of cooperation between separate agencies. The Investlga-

tlve approaches leading to the apprehension of a trafficker can be many. 

some approaches successful in a given Instance and unsuccessful In another. 

One team of enforcement officers, especially competent In undercover Inves-

tlgatlons, may take one Investigative approach toward apprehending a 

trafficker; another team, especially ,competent In manipulating Informants 

and In surveillance, may take another approach toward the same trafficker. 

Are these teams In competition? The answer I~ certainly In the affirmative 

If both teams have the Initiative required of them, but such competition, is 

healthful and desirable when exercised with reasonable and mutually agree-

able controlled limitations. Such competition in an Investigation often, 
'z<l~"~'~~"""'-~~""-""~~-""'~_~ 

ends~~",~gJ]«t,""_~~~m,.,,,~brQ~gh,J t~J'.-"r~ L~~,,!l!~ ap~4roach method '_ has obtai nee!. .---- . 

evidence sufficient for arrest and prosecution; It ends just as ofteQ wheQ 
~ . d - ".,* ........ *, ,............." ;t"""~>;e,, _ O#' ... ~¢i"M"""""''''' F~~~ 

both teams assemble their partial evidence and find that Jointly It Is 
, ~ ijHl tt"= :tf"i(C!'tt __ m~~ 

~~ ¥M%" ~ lio' 't' t ........ ' 

s~r--e.r-re1j.t-a'nd .... p.r:os.ec.u.tJ,.on_ 

Currently a liaison network does exist between the Bureau and the several 

law enforcement agencies within the county. Certain Individuals In each 

agency are designated as liaison officers through whom Investigations are 

normally coordinated. This network does the job for which It is Intended 

but it Is not effective in preventing a weakening and, perhaps ultimate 
I 

disappearance In various areas of effective coordination. For example, 

two adjacent municipalities may find that 'by Joining their own Individual 

forces they are abl~ to stamp out a local source of amphetamines for local 

high school students,. Eliminating'the source Is, of course, most desirable 
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to both agencies and will lead to further coordination between the two 

agencies. Solving a local problem In this manner, however, cannot begin 
"""'.'.'<.t'''''·' ,"",' ... ...",.,«. ". -....,.." .. ~.,.~---~ ---~"""~"'.";~'$"=:""'-----___ ~~'" .... ~ 

to truly s<?,lve a problem until and unless formal steps are taken toward 
"'-.:l. -''''\'l>..t.:'~;_'~~';;.<a~~~_:~1') '& _ ... ~~. ...... ...H!<~_~~~e;a _':E ... .,...,. .. 

apprahendLng the drug ,puree outside the local area. It is at this crucial 
, . ___ .. £:'.~a"'U'~=~·"", .. t '(w .O; ..... ~ '''-''.,'',.......~~ 

point that effective enforcement can break down unless prevented through 
.-,,_,. ' " .,~. t.,_ '-,!!,", __ '·'l.r.-: .. '#. <''::''1t ;Il""~"~'''',z<.-;:~l::':i_~~'''~~ 

establishment of Ir.r.eypcable proced~res. It Is conceivable and sOf'!1~t.lmes 
.,,~'""'-"' .... .i:.~:;..r..~'il. ..... "II"' ..... r .... '''''''loI.a.,'''"".,_ ,,'"" <.'el-,"":"_" C" ... ~ .;>-~"'- .'~" 

probable that the outside supplier could. r7s .. ld~ .. ln."~ t~lrd a~UCl~~nt~~cp""!!!.~-

nity and go undetected and unapprehended simply because liaison had broken 
~'.:...'ft:.~f~""I"''''''l''-''''''''''':'<'''·' 4- ""\1.,""_"',,,,,,_ -~ --',,'-'''''' ~-""~I-'''''''-''''::':',\ 

down. 

A formal detal led liaison organizational structure is not recommended In 

this report. as It Is not necessary. The current structure only needs 

executive agreefTl'.!nt and direction to make It function fully. 

Regular and frequent liaison conferences should be scheduled. Each agency 

should be substantially represented for the purpose of discussing current 

investigations, determining the extent of Joint effort required, analyzing 

trends and planning for future operations. These conferences, though 

formalized by agreement, directive and scheduling, should be informal hard-

working sessions to be attended by peace officers doing basic drug enforce­

ment field work. Agency supervisors should likewise attend and fully 

participate as regularly as feasible; but Jt Is stressed that these con-

ferences should be designed to enable effective coordination as may be 

required at the very Inception of each Investlgatlon or at any stage of any 

Investigation. The supervisors would most certainly review all coordinating 

activities and then, In consonance with their counterparts In other agencies, 

make adjustments to direct the course of the Investigation as may be 

.. , , 
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necessary. Each police agency within the county has been Intervleweq. 

Each agency has lndlcated that better liaison can and will considerably 

Improve overall enforcement capabilities; each considers Improvement of the 

liaison mechanism as being necessary. 

It is urged that formalized liaison include a permanent representative of 
... _______ ..... ---._.--,~"."'"'_ '\-~-_ .... _,.' .. "''' _____ "''',~.~ .. ,,..,._><,___.__,_ ..... _._,<,,..,._ __ '',' .. _ ........... '._>,.,..,,,,, .. ,,,,,..._,,,;~~ .. '""·'''~", .. '''<.~.>,»t",>-_c =",",,,-,,,,,:~.-'. 

the 1:a 11 forn I a Bureau of N~E,,~~Hc ,En(ors~ment to aSS,l.Ire p~rp~tuaJcp()rdl.l'la-
""_-_ ----''''''''''''''",.''''_,.,,-10 ' ..... "" 

tlon with the Intercounty agency~ The state bureau designed to apprehend 
_'. ___ ~-I'l'>\C",-",-"""~,"":-""",,,,u.c-..-,:n...,,.,;, ~ ~~ __ "'''',''''''''II'._", ..... -''' ___ ~~''''''''-''''''''''''''~>l:b~ ... ~.-

in~erco~nty traffickers will a~slst materially when county-developed In-
,--___ ------- -,. __ .. ",,,,,"'~' ·t-"-'~, ... -", r""""""'''''''',' ~"",~,.,c><:"_,,,-.. " ... ~"". 

;estlgatlons reveal Intercounty traffickers. It Is recommended that state 
--------.~~ - ~ 

assistance be requested in every Investigation which reflects Intercounty 

ramifications. The State Bureau can bring manpower relief, financial 

relief and equipment relief to the County Bureau and to the several police 

departments, thus allowing county agencies to devote more direct effort to 

traffickers distributing drugs within the county_ As an example, a major 

trafficker within the county with a source of supply,outside the county 

may require expenditures of several thousands of dollars and hundreds of 

man-hours to effect his apprehension. Under such circumstances the state 

would normally expend the funds required and supply a substantial share of 

the man-hours required within the county. This should not be construed as 

a recommendation to reduce Bureau manpower and Bureau funds. The Bureau, 

under Its current organization and funding; performs Its tasks sup,erbly 

under severe physical lImitations and is to be commended for Its a,ccomplish-

ments. Manpower, equipment and funding needs of the Bureau are d~scussed 

In Section E of this report. 

Formalized liaison can be a very effectlv~ training vehicle and an accurate 



- 17 -

source of drug Information for all county enforcement agencies. Schedu~ed 

conferences would bring together trained Peace Officers from each agency. 

They would bring wIth them their empirical knowledge and Individual experi~ 

ences related to drug trafficking and abuse. Current problems would be 

discussed and analyzed, resulting in decisions for the application of appro­

priate procedural techniques to solve them. At subsequent conferences the 

decisions made would be discussed and analyzed again for evaluation. 

Techniques found effective could be further studied, expanded and retained 

for application to future problems; ineffective techniques would be dis­

carded. 

Continuing interrelationship through working )faison conferences is a learn­

ing process. It assures that each participant can attain and will maintain 

competence in drug enforcement. It also 8ss~res that each agency head, 

through his conference representatives, will receive up-to-the-minute 

Information concerning county-wide drug problems and their direct relation­

ship to his own Jurisdictional problems. 
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SUMMARY: 

The summary of this report can be stated as follows: THE BUREAU, COMPRISED 

OF A STAFF OF EXPERTS, PERFORMS AN ESSENTIAL SERVICE DESPITE THE HANDICAP 

OF SEVERE DEFICIENCIES IN PERSONNEL AND INVESTIGATIVE EQUIPMENT. OVERALL 

SERVICE CAN BE IMPORTANTLY IMPROVED THROUGH ELIMINATION OF DEFICIENCIES 

AND REFINEMENT OF THE COUNTY-WIDE DRUG LAW ENFORCEMENT LIAISON MECHANISM. 

Although this summary statement Is correct, It is simultaneously a gross 

understatement, a fact which demands explanation. 

Reasons for the establishment of a Bureau are known. Now It appears that 

a determination must be made as to whether or not It should be retained 

and re-funded. In an effort to assist in this determination the summary 

statement of the preceding paragraph Is now restated accurately as follows: 

THE BUREAU, COMPRISED OF A STAFF OF EXPERTS IN THIS FIELD, PERFORMS AN 

INDISPENSIBLE SERVICE AGAINST INCREDIBLE ODDS OF PERSONNEL AND EQUIPMENT 

LIMINATIONS. THESE LIMITATIONS, IF OVERCOME, WOULD ALLOW THE BUREAU TO 

GIVE THE FULL SERVICE WHICH IS SOUGHT AND SO SORELY NEEDED BY MUNICIPAL 

POLICE DEPARTMENTS. FORMALIZED COUNTY-WIDE DRUG ENFORCEMENT LIAISON, 

EXCLUSIVE OF OVERC~MING AFOREMENTIONED LIMITATIONS, CAN HELP. PUT OVER­

COMING OF THE BUREAU LIMITATIONS TOGETHER WITH FORMALIZED LIAISON AND LAW 

ENFORCEMENT IN SANTA CLARA COUNTY CAN REDUCE NARCOTIC AND DRUG TRAFFICKING 

TO A MINOR POLICE PROBLEM. 

Control of the narcotic and drug abuse problem In Santa Clara County can 

be attained. Re-funding the Bureau and adding personnel and equipment it 

needs cannot be deemed cost-prohibitive. It should not even be deemed as 

costly In meeting the drug abuse problem of a county which exceeds 
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one million people. The formalized liaison recommended so strongly In 

this report Is free of budgetary obstacles simply because It ~ cost-free 

and can be accomplished forthwith. 

In the event someone may feel that trafficking has subsided It Is pointed 

out that during the first quarter of 1973 the Bureau p alone, seized heroin 

sufficient for more than 25,000 injections and marijuana sufficient for 

more than 100,000 cigarettes. Perhaps more Important than seizure amounts 

is the fact that seizures result from arrest of traffickers who have been 

put out of business and will be placed In the penitentiary where they 

oelong. 

END 
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1972 July 
. Augus t 

September 
Oc tobe r 
November 
December 

1973 January 

e February 

TOTAL 

GILROY POLICE DEPARTMENT 

DRUG LAW ARRESTS 

July I, 1972 • February 28, 1973 

Felony 
Marijuana 

Adult ,Juv. 

0 0 
0 1 
3 lj 

J 0 
4 I 
I 0 

0 0 
0 0 

8 6 

Felony 
Dangerous Drugs 

Adult Juv. 

0 0 
8 0 
6 0 
0 0 
I 0 
I 0 

0 0 
a 0 

16 0 

Felony 
Heroin 

Adult Juv. 

0 0 
0 0 
I 0 
0 0 

23 0 
I 0 

0 0 
0 0 

25 0 

Misdemeanor 
Other Drug­

Related Offenses 

Adult Juv. 

I 0 
2 0 
6 0 
4 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

13 0 



LOS ALTOS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

DRUG LAW ARRESTS 

July 1, 1972 - February 28, 1973 

Felony Felony .Felony Misdemeanor 
Marijuana Dangerous Drugs Heroin Other Drug 

Related Offenses 

Adult Juvenile Adult Juvenile Adult Juvenile Adult Juvenile 

1972 July 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

August 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

September 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

October 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 

November 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 

December 0 0 0 0 0 3 

197.3 January 0 0 0 0 0 

February 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 5 15 o o o 4 



1972 July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
Oecemb.er 

13 January 
February 

TOTAL 

LOS GATOS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

DRUG LAW ARRESTS 

July 1, 1972 - February 28, 1913 

Felony 
Marl juana 

Adult Juv. 

0 I 
0 3 
2 2 
2 2 
3 B 
3 4 

0 10, 
2 , 

12 30 

Felony 
Dangerous Drugs 

Adult Juv. 

0 2 
2 0 
1 0 
0 0 
0 0 
I 0 

2 1 
0 0 

6 :3 

Felony 
Heroin 

Adult Juv. 

-0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

MI sdemeanor 
Other Drug­

Related Offenses 

Adult Juv. 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 I 
0 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

2 

" , 
~. 
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:i 
=: 
I a 

11 
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MILPITAS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

DRUG LAW ARRESTS 

July I, 1972 - February 28, 1973 

Felony Felony Felony Misdemeanor 
Mar I Juana Dangerous Drugs Heroin Other Drug-

R~ I ated Offenses 

Adult Juv. Adult Juv. Adult Juv'. Adult .Juv. 

1972 July 5 0 I 0 a 0 a 0 
August 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 
September 2 1 2 4 0 0 0 0 
October 3 6 .3 0 0 0 0 0 
November 2 5 1 0 0 0 0 0 
December 2 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 

_73 January 7 4 0 a 0 '0 0 
February 3 0 I 0 I 0 0 

TOTAL 32 22 9 5 0 0 0 
, 

.' 



1972 July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

e 1973 January 
February 

TOTAL 

MORGAN HILL POLICE DEPARTMENT 

DRUG LAW ARRESTS 

July I, 1972 - February 28, 1973 

Felony 
Marijuana 

Adult Juv. 

0 1 
0 0 
0 1 
0 0 
0 1 
I , 
0 1 
0 0 

5 

Felony 
Dangerous Drugs 

Adult Juv. 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 , 
0 0 
0 0 

1 0 
0 I 

2 

Felony 
Heroin 

Adult Juv. 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

Q 0 
0 0 

0 0 

(Monthly arrests estimated; totals are accurate.) 

Misdemeanor 
Other Drug­

Related Offenses 

Adult Juv. 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 0 

" I 

'j 

. 
... 



MOUNTAIN VIEW POLICE DEPARTMENT 

DRUG LAW ARRESTS 

July I, 1972 - February 28, 1973 

Felony Felony Felony 
Marl Juana Dangerous Drugs Heroin 

Adult Juv. Adult Juv. Adult Juv. 

1972 July 10 0 12 0 2 0 
August 14 2 20 1 0 0 
September 8 0 1 0 0 0 
October 9 3 7 0 0 0 
November 4 0 1 I 7 0 
December II 2 0 0 0 0 

_1973 January 10 0 5 0 0 
February 0 0 5 0 0 

TOTAL 66 7 51 2 9 0 

March 11 2 4 0 ,7 0 

Misdemeanor 
Other Drug-

Related Offenses 

Adult Juv. 

2 0 
0 0 
I 0 
0 0 
0 I· 
.~ 0 

I 0 
0 0 

~ 

4 0 

" 
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' . . 
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1972 

1973 

----------------------------------------------___________ 'L: ____________ _ 

July 
August 
September 
October 
November 
December 

January 
February 

TOTAL 

PALO ALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

DRUG LAW ARRESTS 

July I, 1972 0 February 28, 1973 

Felony 
Mari Juana 

Adult Juv. 

I 3 
7 2 
6 1 
0 1 
0 I 
5 5 

4 6 
0 2 

23 21 

Felony 
Dangerous Drugs 

Adult Juv. 

2 a 
0 0 
6 0 
2 a 
1 0 
0 0 

0 
0 

13 0 

Felony Misdemeanor 
Heroin Other Drug-

Re I ated Offenses 

Adult Juv. Adult Juv. 

2 0 a 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1 0 a 
I 0 4 a 
0 a 1 1. 
8 0 1 3 

1 0 0 2 
0 0 0 1 

12 6 7 

t 
f 
[ 



1972 January I 

1973 January I 

--

- ------------ ---------------

SAN JOSE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

DRUG LAW ARRESTS 

January I , 1972 to February 28, 1973 

to December 31 

Narcotics (Heroin, etc. ) 222 
Dangerous Drugs 876 
Marijuana I ,241 
Other Related Offenses 686 

Total 3,125 

(32% of arrestees, or 1,606, under 18 years of age. ) 

to February 28 

Narcotics (Hero in, etc. ) 19 
Dangerous Drugs 55 
Mar t j uana 237 
Other Re 1 at(:d Offenses 162 

Total 473 

(32.5% of arrestees, or 151, under 18 year~ of age.) 

(Above reflect complaints flied after arrest; 
arrests wltho~t complaints not considered.) 

~-------------------------~,------------------------------------

'. 
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SA~TA CLARA COUNTY NARCOTICS BUREAU 

DRUG LAW ARRESTS 

Jan. I. 1972 - February 28. 1973 

Felony Felony Felony Hi sdemeanor 
Har I Juana Dangerous Drugs Herioln Other Drug-

Related Offenses 

Adult Juv. Adult Juv. Adult Juv. Adult Juv. 

1972 January I 0 I 0 6 0 0 0 
February 15 1 10 1 8 0 5 0 
March 9 1 I 0 1 0 0 0 
April 5 1 0 1 9 0 1 0 
May 3 0 4 1 4 0 4 0 
June 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 2 
July 4 0 5 0 II D 5 0 
August 7 0 4 0 15 0 9 0 
September 6 0 1 0 8 0 5 0 

e October 9 0 8 0 11 0 9 0 
November 16 4 8 0 48 3 10 0 
December 8 1 5 2 10 0 1 1 

1973 January 3 0 0 0 5 0 2 0 
February 9 0 0 0 7 0 0 0 

TOTAL 96 8 48 5 145 3 5,~ 3 

March 3 -0 3 0 3 0 3 0 

• 



SANTA CLARA COUNTY SHER!FF'S DEPARTMENT 

DRUG LAW ARRESTS 

July', 1972 - February 28, 1973 

Felony Felony Felony Misdemeanor 
Mari juana Dangerous Drugs Heroin Other Drug-

Related Offenses 

Adult Juv. Adult Juv. Adult Juv. Adult Juv. 

1972 July 27 16 20 3 9 0 10 0 
AUgu5~ 44 7 36 2 16 0 Jll 0 
September 47 7 20 0 3 0 0 j 

October 49 4 17 0 II 0 7 0 
November 54 0 15 0 9 0 6 0 
December 44 2 21 0 0 0 0 0 

1973 JClnua ry 25 11. 6 0 4 0 0 0 
February 29 7 8 0 5 0 2 0 

e Total 319 54 143 5 57 0 39 

. 
" 



SANTA CLARA POLICE DEPARTMENT 

DRUG LAW ARRESTS 

July It 1972 - February 28. 1973 

Felony Felony Felony Misdemeanor 
Mar lJuana Dangerous Drugs Heroin Other Drug-

Related Offenses 
.... 

Adult Juv. Adult Juv. Adult Juv. Adult Juv. 

1972 . July 10 7 5 0 0 0 0 0 
Au~ust 24 15 It 5 0 , , 2 
September 15 2 9 4 0. 0 0 0 
October 5 5 4 0 0 0 0 0 
November 21 ' llf 2 1 1 0 0 4 
December 17 8 I 1 0 0 4 j 

1973 January n 9 8 0 0 0 0 I 
February 15 11 10 0 0 0 I Q 

e TOTAL 1 t 8 71 50 11 6 8 

". 

} 
'. 



SUNNYVALE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

DRUG LAW ARRESTS 

July t 1972 - February 28, 1973 . , 
ESTIMATED 

Felony Felony Felony 
Mar Ij uana Dangerous Drugs HeroIn 

Adult Juv. Adult Juv. Adult Juv. 
1972 
July to 7 5 0 0 0 
August 2~ IS 11 5 0 1 
September 15 2 9 ~ 0 0 
October 5 5 ~ 0 0 0 
November 21 l~ 2 1 1 0 
December 17 8 1 0 0 

1973 
January 11 9 8 0 0 0 
February 15 11 10 0 0 0 

Total 118 71 50 11 

Misdemeanor 
Other Drug-

Related Offenses 

Adult Juv. 

0 0 
1 2 
0 0 
0 0 
0 ~ 
~ I 

0 I 
I '0 

6 8 

II 
.!: 

\ 



Narcotic Drugs: 

Mar j Juana: 

GILROY POLICE DEPARTMENT 

NARCOTIC AND DRUG SEIZURES 

Heroin 
Morphine 
Opium 

for 1972 

Other Opium Alkaloids 
Synthetics 
Cocaine 
Peyote 

Cigarettes (11) 
Seeds 
Bulk 
Plant 
Hashish 

28.35 grams 
0 " 
0 " 
0 " 
0 II 

0 II 

0 II 

3.8 grams 
178.80 
340.20 II 

380 .. 
o II 

Dangerous Drugs: 

LoS.D. 
Hallucinogens 
Hypnotics 
Amphetamines 

o grams 
o " 

73.2 II 

5 II 

'J 

, 
'\ 

.) 



" 

LOS ALTOS POLICE DEPARTMENT L. 
u' 
> 

NARCOTIC AND DRUG SEIZURES L~ 
" 

i.~_1 '., 
for 1972 '1 . ~ .,. 

j 
I 

Narcotic Drugs: 

Heroin 0 grams 
Morphine 0 " Opium 0 " Other Opium Alkaloids 0 " ~ 
Synthetics 0 " Cocaine 0 " Peyote 0 " 

Ma r i Juana: 

Cigarettes (19) 11.8 grams 
Seeds 86.6 " 
Bulk 1,784.9 " 
Plant 3,869.9 II 

Hashish 23.2 " 

Dangerous Drugs: 

L.S.D. 1 gram " 

Hallucinogens 0 II 

Hypnotics 0.5 " 
Amphetamines 168.2 " 

" 



LOS GATOS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

NARCOTIC AND DRUG SEIZURES 

for 1972 

Narcot I c Drugs: 

Heroin 0 
Morphine 0 
Opium 0 
Other Opium Alkaloids 0 
Synthetics 0 
Cocaine 4.7 
Peyote 0 

Marl J uana~ 

Cigarettes ( 19) 13.8 
Seeds 31.9 
Bulk 257.1 
Plant 0 
Hashish 5.2 

Dan:1erous Drugs: 

L.S.D. 20 
Hallucinogens 0 
Hypnotics 16.8 
AmphetamInes 13. J 

gram .. .. 
" 
II 

" II 

gram 
" 
" 
" 
" 

gram 
" 
" 
" 

" 
'1 

I, 

, 
.' 

:'1 

'. f~ 
1 

:~ '. 

.) 

.' 
" 



MILPITAS POLICE DEPARTMENT 

NARCOTIC AND DRUG SEIZURES 

for 1972 

Narcot Ic Drugs: -
Heroin 1 gram 
Morphine 0 " 
Opium 0 " 
Other Opium Alkaloids 0 " 
Synthetics 0 10 

Cocaine I " 
Peyote /) " 

tla r I Juana: 

Cigarettes (47) 26.5 gram 
Seeds 14. 1.7 " Bulk 425.5 II 

Hashish 23.2 II 

Dangerous Drugs: 

L.S.D. 20 gram 
Hallucinogens 0 II 

Hypnotics 90 " Amphetamines 29 " 

• 



e 

MORGAN HILL POLICE DEPARTMENT 

NARCOTIC AND DRUG SEIZURES 

for 1972 

Narcotic Drugs: 

Marl Juana: 

Dangerous 

Heroin 0 gram 
Morphine 0 " 
Opium 0 II 

Other Opium Alkaloids 0 " 
Synthetics 0 II 

Cocaine 0 " 
Peyote 0 II 

Cigarettes ( 18) 5.65 gram 
Seeds 1 " 
Bulk 2~9.5 II 

Hashish 0 II 

Drugs: 

L.S.D. 0 gram 
Hallucinogens 0 .. 
Hypnotics I .5 " 
Amphetamines 1.5 " 

(Estimate based on average seizure per arrest 
during year 1972 - considered an "accuratell 

estimate.) 

.j 

./ 

" /'j I, 

~ 

", 

., 
.1 

.j 



MOUNTAIN VIEW POLICE nEPARTM~NT 

NARCOTIC AND DRUG SEIZURES 

for 1972 

Narcotic Drugs: 

MariJuana: 

Heroin (Opfates, Narcotics) 
Cocaine 

Cigarettes (340) 
Seeds 
Bulk 
Plant 
Hashish 

Dangerous Drugs: 

L.S.D. 
Hypnotics (Seconal) 
Amphetamines 

9 grams (2 Demerol) 
i gram 

390 grams 
14.25 " 

2,475.20 " 
1,000 " 

53 " 

3 grams 
120 grams 

o " 

.' 

i 
I ~ 
.' . 
-I 
l 
l 

-f r 
" 

ii 

I. 

I' . 



PALO ALTO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

NARCOTIC AND DRUG SEIZURES 

for 1972 

Narcotic Drugs: 

Ma r i Juana: 

Heroin 
Morphine 
Opium 
Other Opium Alkaloids 
Synthetics 
Cocaine 
Peyote 

Cigarettes (7) 
Seeds 
Bulk 
Plant 
Hashl sh 

Dangerous Drugs: 

L.S.D. 
Hallucinogens 
Hypnotics 
Amphetamines 

30.72 grams 
o II 

o II 

217.10 " 
1.:27.50 II 

962.~O 1\ 

24.20 " 

2.~0 
226.80 

3,737.95 
~55.60 

16.7 

O.l' 
11,566.80 

250 
2,387.03 

grams 
II 

II 

" 
VI 

grams 
II 

II 

" 



SAN JOSE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

NARCOTIC AND DRUG SEIZURES 

for 1972 

Narcotic Drugs: 

Marijuana: 

Heroin 
Morphine 
Opium 
Other Opium Alkaloids 
Synthetics (Methadone) 
Cocaine 

Cigarl!ttes (910) 
Seeds 
Bulk 
Plants 
Hashish 

Dangerou! Drugs: 

L.S.D. 
Hallucinogens 
Hypnotics 
Amphetamines 

',617.2 Grams 
9.7 II 

0 II 

44 II 

551.4 tI 

81.8 II 

567.1 grams 
987 " 

67,180.6 II 

4,979 " 
1,081 Ii 

618.4 grams 
o 

2,857.1 II 

2,767.8 " 

, 
; 

t 
I, 

" 

,~ 

.' , 
I' 
<, 



SANTA CLARA COUNTY NARCOTICS BUREAU 

NARCOTIC AND DRUG SEIZURES 

for 1972 

Narcotic Drugs: 

Heroin 966.65 grams 
Morphine 0 
Opium 0 
Other Opium Alkaloids 0 
Synthet I cs 1,363.2 II 

Marijuana: 

Cigarettes (21) 6 grams 
Seeds 145.75 " Bulk 31,306.20 " 
Plant (227) 12,862.00 II 

Hashish 501.46 II 

Oanllerous Druss: 

L.S.D. (600) 40 grams 
Hallucinogens 0 
Hypnotlc;s 31 " 
Amphetamines 1,292. \I 



SANTA CLARA COUNTY SHERIFF'S DEPARTMENT 

NARCOTIC AND DRUG S~IZURES 
for 1972 

(ESTIMATED) 

Narcotic Drugs: 

Heroin 2.5 
Morphine 0 
Opium 0 
Synthetics I 
Cocaine 1 
Peyote 0 

Mar Ij uana: 

Cigarettes (36) 2.5 
Seeds 1.5 
Bulk 7,200.0 
Plant 200 
H-!lishlsh .5 

Dangerous DruQs: 
% 

L.S.D. 2.5 
Hallucinogens 0 
Hypnotics 240 
Amphetamines 120 

grams 

" 
" 

grams 
" 
It 

" 
" 

grams 

g, 

VQ 
. 

.. 
I 
l 



Narcotic Drugs: 

MariJuana: 

SANTA CLARA POLICE DEPARTMENT 

NARCOTIC AND DRUG SEIZURES 

Heroin 
Morphine 
Opium 

for 1972 

Other Opium Alkaloids 
Synthetics 
Cocaine 
Peyote 

Cigarettes (112) 
Seeds 
Bulk 
Plant (131) 
Hashish 

15 grams 
0 
0 
2 " 
0 
1 II 

0 

117 grams 
180 II 

6,690 II 

7,414.6 II 

19 II 

~angerous Dru9s: 

l.S.D. 
Hallucinogens 
Hypnotics 
Ampheta"-' nes 

28.7 grams 

988 
94 

• I II 

II 

II 



SUNNYVALE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

NARCOTIC AND DRUG SEIZURES 

for 1972 

ESTIMATED 

Narcotic Dru~s: 

Heroin 15 grams 
Morphine 0 
Opium 0 
Other Opium Alkaloids 2 " 
Synthetics 0 
Cocaine 1 VI 

Peyote 0 

Ma r I j uana,: 

Cigarettes (! 12) 117 grams 
Seeds 180 \I 

Bull<. 6,690 " 
Plant (131) 7,414.6 " 
Hashish 19 .. 

Danaerous Oru2s: 

L.S.D. 28.7 grams 
Hallucinogens • 1 1\ 

Hypnot lcs 9.88 Ii 

Ampheta"1llnes 94 II 

f 
1 
I 
! 
I 
j 



SANTA CLARA COUNTY NARCOTICS BUREAU 

PROJECTION 

-B-



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

DJ\NTA CI.J\.HA COllN'I'Y NJ\.IWO'I'] CS J31lJU:J\lJ 

The itt Ll1ehecl chartfl una graphs incl:'tcu:GO the success of the previously l'unued 

and. currently i'unded C.C.C.J., L.E.A.A. Santa Clara County Narcotics Bureau. 

J'ust U';icatioll for a f;tvE; year projection can be based not solely on prior 

expcrtence, but 011 anticipa'ted roles to be played for county services on a 

ro[';:i ol1al bas:'t s, specifically', thone dealing with narcotics and crimes that 

are narcotics related. 

It is feas:ible to project in detail expectations, as far as personnel services 

and equ:'t pment for the immediate year needs, but the opportunity or possi bili-

tj es for projecting beyond that period, i'TOuld be dependent upon the lli',predictible 

evar'iables such as public demands or response to narcotic legislation and 

enforcement policies. 

It eM be nnt:i,cipated that the continuing and expected role of any regional 

nt1:rcotlcs unit should take a three position approach. Without question, coUnty­

wide enforcement is primarily the sale responsibility of a regional task force. 

'['his pf.1.Tticular role is detailed in Part One of the attached report. The 

secondary and probably long range projection, as to the utilization of the skills 

developed and the information obtained through the enforcement of narcotic 

control laws, would be an establishment of general criminal intelligence that 

would have an effect on all crimes that are narcotic or narcotic related. This 

ongo:tnr; expansion would correlate with both national and state organized crime 

sections. It would involve potential computer input for all agencies vri thin the 

county and act as a true county-wide criminal information system. The third and 

probably most critical aspect of the law enforcement role of narcotics control, 



i'lould he the coordinating function that must occur between not only the smaller 

llg(~l\(!i('o nC('dH for export'ise n,na tllC resources of n. rr.g'i.onnl to.sl' i'Cl'(;e, but the 

i llLoJ'- t'(~ll.l:L " orllJhi}) lJetwonn the ~(t\mty I:J 'r(]le: nJl(l tlH~ ntntc) 011(1 nn;t'i rmll.l problem:; 

or tral'l'ic: and marketing. Jt seems that coor<i:ination between these agencies, 

and the ac;endos that u.:re primo.rily concerned with enforcement, would be D. pre­

l'oquiG1 te to the secondary role which is that of education and drug abuse. J t 

'ofould appear that this should take two directi ons, one providing the expertise 

to the existing educational f~cilities and resources within the county that are 

particular to that which is learned only through the enforcement aspects of drug 

control; the secondary, and probably the most important aspect of education, is 

providing a local resource to all of the criminal justice frua::.ly to develop the 

awareness and prospective for the drag control capabilities of the county. This 

would be detailed in the subsequent report fiscal finding, this particular role 

oi' the task force. 

As an example under the enforcement unit dealing with the law enforcement agencies, 

it would seem des:'rable to select no more than two jurisdictions at a time wi thin 

Santa Clara County, which have a law enforcement problem in the area of drug abuse. 

Develop the skills necessary of one or more of their personnel aSSigned to the tasl\. 

force, who would then act as a resource person, responsible directly to that agency. 

This particular role is detailed in Part Two of the attached report. 

-:2-



I'J\RIJI I 

'J'l1i f, [Jr-OP(J;If1J. ncelw to Dccur(' :W :u1 on{;o i nl~ 11.g<mcy the Danta Clara County 

Nm'c'ot1!:::; Bureau, 1;1 (!()unty-wide,intcr-jur;isd.ictional law enforcement /lnd 

narc!oti c education prop;rmn. 

Warkin;; largely through undercover efforts in surveillance and purchases of 

j.11ego.1 drugs to focus attention on major dealers, the Bm'eau' s objectives 

are: 

1. To impact the availability of, and trafficking in, illegal drugs 

in the county. 

2. To provide an intra-jurisdictional effort, and to reduce carriers 

between jurisdictions. 

3. To provide assistance to all agencies within the county. 

t~. To provide a Central Narcotic Record System. 

5. To provide a. relevant community narcotic educational program. 

Problem Background 

The Santa Clara County Narcotic Bureau was originally formed in 1971 as a result 

of a LEAA Discretionary Grant (large county).l This original first year grant 

pex'jod was to have run from March 1, 1971 through February 28, ~972. Because of 

delays in selecting a Project Director, staff and acquiring equipment and office 

space, the Bureau did not become operational until late May 1971. LEAA approved 

a grant extension through May 31, 1972. 

The present proposal reflects the intent to submit for at least five additional 

years of local support. The following recommendations are for the ongoing 

1. 'rotal project cost for first year: $308,076. ($175,981. Grant, $132 s 095. Match). 
Total project cost for second year :$341,784. ($175,213. Grant, $166,571. Match). 
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I . 'rho necessary size of the Bureau. 

'rhe expanding role ~. of the Bureau as an enforcement agency within 

the county. 

'rhe expand:inr; role 

the' connnunity. 

4. The role of the Bureau in impacting dangerous drugs and narcotics 

within th~ community. 

It in felt that. the Bureau is established within the di'ug market in Santa Clara 

County, anel as recent arrests and seizures indicate, is coming into a posi ti on . 

to r,reatly expand the extent to which it can detect and arrest major dealers and 

remove sizeable quantities of dru.BS from the local market -- partj cularly with 

respect to the "hard drugs." 

With minor modifications, this proposal then is a continuation of the intent of 

the Bureau. 

Since the Santa Clara County Narcotics Bureau was established, several unknowns 

were sought to be answered once the program was in motion. First unknown to 

determine was whether or not persons residing in Santa Clara County were major 

suppliers of narcotics and dangerous drugs. The Bureau's monthly statistics 

to date indicate that there are in fact persons capable of supplying large 

quantities of substances like heroin and cocaine. 

The method of operation of the Narcotics Bureau to date has been based on the 

"Pyramid Theory"; that is to say that the base of the pyramid being the largest 

area would represent the IIstreet user and salesman. II This area obviously includes 

the largest amount of persons who use and sell drugs in usable quantities. One 



ntep above "lOuld represent persons dealing in larger amounts and realize larger 

profits. 

trhc Nru'(!oi;:i (:0 Bttreau has, to date, reached Step 3 Elnd step 1+ on the Pyramid. 

'J!lwnc PCrOOllS are capable oj' supplying extremely larr;c runounts as well as 

(lUn.ll t;y Eub:1tDJ1C(~S. ~'hc substances will usua.lly come in the more pure form, 

allpvring the purchaser to adulterate it with forGign substances, thus allowing 

tremendous profit on the original investment. i.e. The pttrchase of one ounce 

0(' l;OXr pure cocaine costs $1, 000.00. The buyer can mix lactose sugar, enough 

,to 'build the orie;inal ounce to approximately five ounces. '1/he buyer then sells 

his ('ocaine on the streets for $50.00 per gram, shOWing approximately $7,000.00 

proi'it in a relatively short period of time. 

The l1r:tme.ry objectj,ve of the Narcotics Bureau is, and will continue to be, to 

impn.C!t' the ave.:l.ln.bility of and trafficking in, illegal narcotics and drugs .. 

It :is difficult at this point to tell exactly how much na.rcotics and dangerous 

drur;s are in Santa Clara County. The Bureau statistics from the past few months, 

however, indicate strongly that there are numerous peo:pJ e quite capable of deal­

ing large quantities of heroin, cocaine, amphetamines and other dangerous drugs. 

The information gathered by bureau agents and informants would indicate that 

Santa Clara County is the hub of the Bay Area and seems to be the center of nar­

cotica supply. Law enforcement ind.icates there does not seem to be any hope for 

a dec'line in this trend on the horizon. 

The Narcotics Bureau will continue to demonstrate the effectiveness, worth and 

uMlity of an inter-jurisdictional effort, and act as a supplemental task force 

available to all jurisdictions in Santa Clara County, and to describe the problems 

and techn1ques used. in their resolution. Liaison officers are now established 

-~-



wi t11 ('v(~ry law enl'orcc'ment aeency in the county. 1\ regulllr exchnnr,e or 'j n1'or­

mnt inn C)x;i ntn I1ml cl'l'o(~t:ive wtlrk:inl~ rnlnti onnlli ps have' l'rovcn v('ry ('1'll:i [.1.'111. 

Central Records System 

The Bureau wHl continue to maintain a central narcotics record system.. It will 

be c untinuously upclatcd and its contents will be made available to all law 

c>nforcement agencies within the county and state, based on a need to know. 

~he record ,systems intelligence file can provide valuable informati on that is not 

read:ily available through computer terminals, police files, records and reports; 

i.e., such as associates, vehicles, hangouts, latest residences and intelligence 

baclq:~round information such as his M.O. of narcotics trafficking. 

Impact 

:rhe established Law Enforcement Drug Council and the direct line of cOIJ'Jllun5.catio).1 

to all law enforcement agencies, enables the Narcotics Buree.u to operate like no 

other agency in the past. The Bureau has hand picked and trained thirteen men in 

techniques of narcotics law enforcement. These men, acting upon informatiort 

provided by the l:1.ai;:;on officers of the law enforcement agencies, are able to in­

filtrate, collect intelligence information and in time arrest and prosecute suspects 

dealins narcotics. This type of operation is unique, because it allows the muni­

cipal agencies to strike at their drug problem without incapacitating personnel 

that would be performing other important police duties; i.e., investigating 

burglaries, robberies, traffic enforcement, etc. 

The projected future of the trained agents is as follows: 

1. Men wishing to remain in narcotics enforcement will be utilized as 

training new officers coming into the Bureau as well as a training 

resource for agencies within the county. This classification would 
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be in a semi-administrative capacity. 

~. Agents who are no loneer valuable as undercover operatives would 

be ut-il:izocl :in a detcct'ive capacity, -performing surve:illance duties, 

GcarC'h warrant Gcrvicc illld other related detecti'V'e functi ons . 

'['he progresG and success of the Bureau's operations in the past year and a 

]1:),11' r;:ives cause to predict even better results in the coming years. 

fJaw enforcement can safely predict that there will be an increase of narcotics 

nnd narcotic users upon the conclusion of the Viet Nam war. Although we wish 

the situation were different, we see nothing on the horizon which is going to 

infact reduce the number of people 'whoare attracted to and become involved in 

the UGe of dangerous druGs and narcotics, except by the enforcement measures we 

can offer. 

-7-



pJ\.H',r !.! 

'.!~he Bureau 'fill eontinu0. to Ilrovide what is now an extremely 1?rogress:i~re 

Cllucat:lonal program; to provide expertise to all aspects of the cr.iminal justice 

nystem in the county. 

The secondary role would be ,to be available as a resource ·for nmnicipal, 

county and p~ivate organizations, in presenting law enforcements position con­

cernine narcotics and dangerous drugs. The role of the narcotic education 

oi'fj,cer would be to supplement existing narcotic programs pertaining' to only law 

enforcements role. It is not the intent of the Narcotics Bureau to replace trained 

educators in the classroom. 

'llhe Narcotics Bureau j s currently capable of giving officers classroom and spe­

cialized practicn1 training' involving local enforcement problems. This service 

will be :prCNided to all agencies within the county. At the present time the 

...:losest narcotic training available is located in Sacramento, and is only offered 

on a limited basis and to a select few. 

Evaluation 

The evaluation of the project will continue to be done by the Bureau under the 

direction of the Director. The evaluation will be presented to the Law Enforce­

ment Dl'ug Council for their review. Success of the Bureau should not solely be 

defined in terms as number of' arrests, size of confiscations or type of substance 

confiscated. More important by-products w'i11 be investigated such as: the lack 

of duplication of efforts concerning narcotic enforcement; the presence of coop­

eration between agencies; the recovery of stolen property; the caliber of indivi~ 

,duals arrested. 

-8-



The evnl\.ultion of the educational section is most difficult to eValuate 

bccmwc of -the unknown :i.nuneasurable impad on the connmmi ty. Attempts ifill 

1)(' Inml(' to cvnluate thts pro(~ra.m throuf~h the responses nnd requests received 

L'rom t'rinlinn.l justice l'umily agenei os. 
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BUDGEI' 
CATEGORY 

PERSONAL 
SERVICES 

TRAVEL 

CONSULTANT 
SERVICES 

SUPPLIES & 
OPERATING 
EXPENSES 

EQ,UIPMENT 

TOTAL 
PROJECT COST 

FIRST 
YEAR 

'TOTAL 

$ 241,367. 

13,330. 

7,943. 

33,100. 

12,336. 

$ 308,076. 

e e 
SANTA CLARA COUNTY NARCOTICS BUREAU 

PROJECTION 

SECOND THIRD FOURTH FIFTH SIXTH s?::r~~:: 

YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR ~::3 . 

TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TO'IAL 

, 

$ 285,277. $ 319,029. e 
l3,952. 18,500. 

8,595. - - -

33,960. 34,940. 

- - - 5,555. 

e 
~ 341,784. $ 378,024. 

I 



I'JolW30Nf\.l, nNHVICl~S 

A. D!llI1J:' :t a s 

(1) Lieutennnt 

(2) Serc;conts 

(3 ) Deputy Sheriffs 

(4) Intermediate Typist 

(5) Overtime (Estimate) 

Total 

Clerks 

No. 

1 

4 

9 

2 

B. Employee Benefits 

'l'RAVEL 

A. 

B. 

(1) Sheriff'S Department Badge 

(2) Sheriff's Department Uniform Allowance 

(3) Incentive Pay * 
(4) Non-Badge 

Total 

eX- Average talcen at 510 due to possible changes 
involvement with Career Incentive Program. 

Transportation and Travel 

Automobile Services 

Total 

-11-

Rate 'l'otal 

$ 18,972. $ 18,972. 

17,628. 70,512. 

14 ,L~pR. 130.122. 

7,527. 15,040. 

24,000. 

$258,646. 

$ 45,259. 

1,750. 

10,980. 

2,394. 

$ 60,383. 

in personnel 

$ 3,500. 

15,000. 

$ 18,500. 



SUPPLIES AND OPERATING EXPENSES 

A. Hent and Office Space 

B. Communications 

C. Money .cor Purchase of Evidence 

D. Office Expenses 

I,' J. Narcotic Education Expenses 

F. Rental - Copy Machine @ $50.00 per month 

G. Equipment Maintenance 

Total 

EQUIPMENT 

A. (3) Handi-Talkie F/M Radio 

'l'ype 2 Channel and Chargers @1,100. 

B. Bell fUld Howell SK8 Intelligence Kit 

C. (4) Bulletproof Vests @ $40. 

D. (4) Mobil Radios 

(Cost to be determined by G.S.A. Communications 
as well as part number and manufacture.) 

Total Fiscal Year 1973 

$ 5,340. 

2,000. 

25,000. 

1)000. 

500. 

600. 

500. 

$ 34,940. 

$ 3,300. 

2,095. 

160. 

$ 5,555. 

$ 378,024. 



f}OPPJ.] 1';8 AND OPERATING EXPENSES 

1\.. Hcnt and Ot'1'i cc Space 

n. CU),lUTlUlri cat:i ons 

u. Money l'or PurchaGC' of' l!;v-idcncc 

D. Office Expenses 

J,1 , . Narcotic Education Expenses 

F. Rental - Copy Machine @ $50.00 per month 

n. Equi~ment Maintenance 

Total 

Eg,uipmcnt 

1\.. (3) Hn.n.di-rltalkie J}'/M Rad.io 

Type 2 Channel n.n.d Chargers @ $1,100. 

B. Bell and Howell SK8 Intelligence Kit 

c. (4) Bulletproof Vests @ $40. 

Tot[1.1 

Total Fiscal Y~ar 1973 

-12-

2,000. 

25,000. 

1,000. 

500. 

600. 

500. 

$ 34,940. 

$ 3,300. 

2,095. 

160. 

$ 5,555. 

$ 378,024. 
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'l'olluy ~nilla Clnt'Cl County HOHrd 
of SlljJcl',·hqr.; is exp;'c((lt\ II) cOI1!iidcr 
fUl'l\wl' fundiltg of the County j\al'­
colics J.\ul'eC:1u whic.:h opel'nlcs unum' 
dirc::tiol1 ot' the Shcl'ifi"!;j ol'!ke. 

This 110:] been a slIccc:;:-;fllj pro­
g!':~lllil1 Ull ttl'cn II hem' Sll(!C'C5S is of 
vila I il11vortulIt!e 10 tlle COllllly.' 'rhe 
CQ:-;t has been low. Sup e l' vis 0 j' S 

shouldn't. . ha\'e to delihr.l'lIlc VeI'Y 
Jong bt!fol'C reachifl g tile obviollsly 
lotiitHl cle.:oisiQll thilt this pl'ogrnrn 
must be kcpt. going; 

Thc. hu'll::;l:led amullnt. lor l'ilical 
]9i~·f.t is ~\!'ll\'OXjl1itllCI:, $:H~IJIOOO. 111 

pm;!. yt'l1l'S abuut balf .)1 thB llC(,\~S~ 

Stlt'y hudgd hm~ c"mc in thl~ 1'01'n1 (If 
dcmonslrnlioll :moll!.:y' al'i';Di!~~(1 hy 
the Cnlil'orlliu Crilllilml ,JusUce Com-

mission, Lunds wllich 110 longer are 
aVClilablc. 

, it 

Now tho COlln!y will hfl\'e to hear 
lhe full cost - no staggering snl1'i 
when YOlL cOllsiclc\' what a bargain 
we've enjoyed so far. Among retul'l1s 
the program IlHs provideu [ire confis­
cation of s~mle' ~3 millioll worth of 
heroin, cocaille am! pills; apprehen­
sion of ltll'ge sC~lle llilrcotic's deale~-s, 
derclopmcllt of regiollat narcotics 
records sy::;tclm; and classroom pres­
cnt8!tions in the schools. 

l.aw ollfon:cm2nt agencies and 
mDlly among the judicia!'y point out 
that to dl'9P t.he program now would 
be a (;oslly step haclmal'd in the 
diffieult fight to r.ul and Cltrb abuse. 
Sup e r vi:: 0 r s t.odHY should gi\'e 
prompt approval of the Sheriff's 
requc:st [odullcling of the Bureau. 
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