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April 24, 1975 

This meeting of the Assembly Judiciary Commt~tee was called to order 
by its Chairman, Robert R. Barengo, on Thursday, April 24, 1975. 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Messrs. BARENGO, BANNER, HEANEY, 
HICKEY, LOWMAN, POLISH, SENA, Mrs. 
HAYES and Mrs. WAGNER. 

MEMBERS ABSENT: NONE. 

A Guest Register from this meeting is attached to these Minutes. 

Assemblyman Daniel J. Demers testified on A.B.559~ This bill was 
essentially designed to do two things: (1.) It requires a report 
be issued by the State of Nevada on a yearly basis--similar to a 
report put out on a federal basis. He passed out copies of this 
report to this Committee. One is attached to the original Minutes 
only because of its length. -and- (2.) It forces and brings into 
this situation the judges who sign a wiretap order. When these are 
authorized by a judge,within 30 days are allowed for the judge to 
fill out a report and send it to the administration office of the 
United· States Court. When they made major changes in the wiretap 
law during the last session of the Legislature, the Attorney General 
and others were required to do the reporting, but we neglected to 
put into the law that the judges must also report. 

Mr. Demers said that the federal wiretap law was brought about in 
1968. The Attorney General is reporting this information to the federal 
government pursuant to federal law. He has to claim in that report that 
he had one wiretap order. The state law is different_i_11 tJ:ie_-a.£E:9 of ___ _ 
reports which are compiled. ;;This br:Lngs~ in our· judge_s_ i_n prtj.~r fqr .... ,! 
compliance with the federal law. Section 5 of the-bill should be 
completely eliminated (see pps. 4-and 5 of the bill). Law enforce­
ment officers assured him there were no abuses. This would leave 
the law as it is now on; emergericywiretaps. On Page 2, Line 24--this 
can be eliminated. Mr. 6emers advised that this was discussed with 
the Public Service Commission and somebody talked to the Nevada Crime 
Commission. The Public Service Commission has had this for years 
and yea:is. '.They indicated that they ·have never wanted the responsi­
bility, arid the Nevada Crime Commission is probably a better agency 
to handle this. This Committee questioned Mr. Demers at length 

Stan Warren, Nevada Bell, testified on A.B.559. They have no 
·opposition to this bill at all. Two years ago when S.B.262 came 
out, they were in the midst of a law.suit and were unable to have in~ 
put in this particular bill. They were named as a party in~~ suit j 

to a wiretap situation. At that time they did suggest some ·ai~nd~ 
ments and they looked more closely at it. Now, they offer another 
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amendment--they find some conflict with the federal law. There is 
procedure to let the telephon~ company assist to identify some 
of the facilities being used. The Nevada law calls for 7 2 hours 
and there is some conflict he-re~ but this is not the problem. 
The problem is ·- regarding the reference to II good faith reliance 11

• 

He told the C-ommi ttee ~abcrut .t:.he law suit two years ag<:>_~ __ On. thi~ ---· _ 
bill, Page 2, Line 9, ,_regarding information which shol!ld be iI1cluded 
on the information for a- wiretap >--he re-ad- Subsect{on· (aT. He 
had it put into a different place, but he will research where it 
best should go. The amendment is that the good faith reliance be 
inserted--which would result in a complete defense in any criminal 
action against the public utility company. This amendment as 
proposed is attached to these Minutes. 

~-~-- -

Mr. Demers commented that it should be inserted where Section 5 is 
being removed. Mr. Warren said that this is in the federal law, 
although he is not sure of the exact wording. 

Mr. Wayne K. Norris, Central Telephone Company, testified in support 
of A.B.559. However, they do want to support it as it was presented 
this morning (see above testimony) with the changes by Mr. Demers and 
the amendment that Mr. Warren presented. This does give them a bit 
of protection from the individuals who are involved in the wiretap 
situations. He would like to urge adoption of these amendments. 

Barton Jacka, Las Vegas Metro Police Dept., testi_fied on A .B. 5.59 ~ 
Nevada law as it now stands far exceeds the guidelines of the 

. fe_d~!'_al s-t:andcirds. E:very t,_ime laws are mad_e J.ike~_this, it _ties 
and binds law enforcement a.gencies' activities in investigating 
criminal activities. The original bill, they felt, was too severe. 
They ~gree that Section 5 should be deleted. There have been no 
abuses. They feel the present law is adequate in that regard. 

-The·y hesitantly have no objections to the other.· amendme.nts·--proposed~-
--They feel the Crime Commission with its Exe cu ti ve. D1rector-woulcf be 

____ -~--a _9ood· ag~ncy · ·to make these reports. The Exe cu ti ve Director 
of the Crime Commission, Carrol Nevin, went over the bill with the 
proposed amendments with Mr. Jacka, and he said there are no objec­
tions from them. Mr. Jacka was questioned by the Committee. 

Mr. Demers presented to Chairman Barengo a copy of the law prior 
to 1973. 

Michael Fondi, Carson City District Attorney, represented the 
Nevada District Attorney Association. He spoke on A.B.559. The 
Association had a bill which was to reinsert the one-party consent. 
They would have a big problem in prosecuting if this is not changed . 

. _ ":l'h-ey had a bill drafted that one-party consent· was permissible 
without getting a court order. They have.no- objection to the bill or 
to the proposed amendments. 

Bill Macdonald, Humboldt County District Attorney, commented on 
A.B.559, saying that his comments parallel those of Mr. Fondi. 

dmayabb
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Barton Jacka testified on A.B. 585. This bill was proposed by their 
department and it is an effort to "clean up" the statute dealing 
with affidavit testimony. Most of the situations recommended in 
the bill have already received the knowledge and approval of the 
District Attorney and the Public Defenders Offices in Clark County. 
One of the things which was left out of the legislation last 
session was the inclusion of the municipal courts. He read a por­
tion of a comment by their department in this regard, which dealt 
with statistics. He said their chemists travel throughout the 
State. He provided this Committee with a copy of a prepared 
statement in the form of an Inter-Office Memo dated April 21, 1975 
of the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department, which copy is 
attached to these Minutes. 

Lloyd Whalen, Department of Law Enforcement Assistance, State of 
Nevada, testified on A.B.585. He would be in complete accordance 
with th~s affidavit bill with his colleague. He·would like to 
suggest ~a_mend:i..ng this particular bill to include grand jury proceed­
ings. They seem to allow this thing in district court. They will 
allow it in the justice court and municipal court, so it seems that 
the grand jury proceedings should be included. They have gone on as 
many as 15 narcotics cases in one day, .so it seems more reasonable 
to add grand jury. Chairman Barengo questioned Mr. Whalen as to 
the use of the affidavits. 

Michael Fondi commented on A.B.585, and said that he totally agrees 
with Mr. Whalen. He thinks it would save a lot of time. 

Charles H. McCrea, Executive Vice President/Administration, testi­
fied as to A.B.634. His complete written statement is attached. 
He told this Committee that he feels this bill it truely a shocking 
legislative proposal. He does not know of any reason for this bill. 
It seems to him that the utilities and the utility people are doing 
everything they.,can to comply with a very complex set of rules and 
regulations that apply to them. He quoted from the proposed bill. 
To his knowledge the rules of the Commission can be found in only 
a few sources. The rules and regulations must cover a lot of things 
which most people are not aware of. He referred to the imposition 
of civil penalties rather· than criminal penalties. He feels that 
the "civil penalty.bu-slness" is a dangerous subterfuge. In this 
bill, it is not clear whether it intends to empower the Commission 
to find whether a violation has occurred. There is no judicial 
power to assign anywhere else. He thinks the Commission cannot 
be empowered to find out whether rules or regulations have been 
violated. This is a court function. He suggests that if legisla­
tion of this nature is deemed to be necessary, it should stick with 
the idea that you are going to impose a criminal penalty and give 
people who are accused all of the rights of criminal defendants-­
all of the protective rights to which they are entitled. Complaints 
should be prosecuted in a court--not before the Public Service 
Commission. 

As to A.B.635,, Mr. Lowman testified that this is a bill brought 
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about by the last campaign that the statute of limitations is often 
allowed to run on matters regarding falsification of public docu­
ments and the theft of money.. He further stated that he found in the 
statutes that the only crime not applicable is murder. When he asked 
for this bill it was last November, and when he was called into the 
bill drafter's officer,_it was just about two weeks ago. The theft 
of money at that point _c:1_i9 ___ J10t seem applicable, so the bill was 
drawn to pertain to falsification of public documents. 

Michael Fondi, Carson City District Attorney, testified in regards 
to A.B.635._ There is a provision in the law which provides that 
if a crime occurs and is kept secret, the time does not run on the 
statute of limitations unti.l it is discovered and becomes a matter 
of public fact. The problem with this is trying to de.fine the par­
ticular areas of what is considered "secret". -ffe feeli i&iE-fhli~ill 
~s pro_}:)i3.bly not j;._<:>Q_~ac=__c:_ept,_i?J::>_.le j,_n :L t::'3 present form. He feels some 
more input and study should be had. 

As to A.B.636, Mr. Lowman testified that the reason for this bill 
is to add the death penalty for first degree murder, and this is 
because of the definition of "murder". We have,presumably,a crimi­
nal justice system and not a system of mercy, but in our day and time, 
we have gotten into the philosophical aspects of criminal. punishment. 
Mr. Lowman feels that with this bill we can get back into the situa­
tion where you can convict a person with malice aforethought. Mr. 
Barengo said the effect of this bill is to make all first degree 
murders punishable by death. Mr. Lowman said this was correct, 
and this is the effect of the bill. Discussion was had by the 
Committee. 

Mr. Fondi commented on A .. B.636. He said that he doesn't think 
that they would be able to convict many people as proposed by this 
bill. He talked this bill over with other district attorneys and they 
could not agree with the bill. The United States Supreme Court heard 
arguments this week on a particular case, and if he can believe what 
he read of the newspaper accounts, there is supposed to be a decision 
in June. He wonders about that. The District Attorneys Association 
would be opposed to this legislation in its present ·form. It is 
very difficult to convince 12 people on a jury that a crime should 
be punishable by death. He believes it would present some problems 
which would be very difficult to cope with. It reverts back to 
an area in which they had much difficulty before. Nobody has complete­
ly understood exactly what the Furman case and resulting decision has 
said. And, it is, indeed, very difficult to predict what a jury will 
do,, as sometimes it seems that they consider everything but the facts. 

As to S.B.404, Mrs. Hayes moved DO PASS, and Mr. Banner seconded. 
Discussion was had. The vote indicated 7 in favor of the motion 
with 1 dissenting (Mr. Lowman). 1 was absent for the vote (Mr. 
Heaney, who was excused from the meeting before any action was 
taken on any bills.) Legislation Action Form is attached hereto. 
MOTION CARRIED DO PASS S.B.404. 
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As to S.B.345, Mr. Banner moved DO PASS, and Mr. Lowman seconded. 
Lengthy discussion followed as to the amendments. At this point 
Assistant Sheriff Bart Jacka, Las Vegas Metro Police Dept., testi­
fied on the bill. He said he testified when the bill was in the 
Senate. He made reference to certain other people who also testi­
fied.. He does not feel that the number of instances involving 
a minor in this state without parental permission is a particularly 
huge problem. When these minors are picked up for various other 
reasons other than for being from another jurisdiction, they are 
usually picked up for other purposes and acts; however, when they 
are taken in the only notation put down is that they are from other 
jurisdictions. And, the police do not put down the other reasons 
for which they were picked up. The bill was drawn as a result of 
a particular class at UNLV. 

The Committee further discussed amendments to S.B.345,,and Mr. 
Banner withdrew his motion to.Do Pass. Mrs. Wagner moved DO PASS 
AS AMENDED, with three amendments: (1.) Section 10 remove Lines 
27 through 29; (2.) Section 4 should end after "guardian ad litem"; 
and, (3.) Stating that the parents would not be liable for the 
emancipated child's support. Mr. Banner seconded Mrs. Wagner's 
motion. The vote indicated 5 in favor of passage as amended, with 
3 dissenting (Barengo, Hayes & Polish), and 1 absent for the vote 
(Heaney). Form attached. Chairman Barengo appointed Mrs. Wagner 
to be in charge of getting the amendments to the bill. 
MOTION CARRIED DO PASS S.B.345 AS AMENDED. 

As to A.B.548, discussion was had by the Committee about obtaining 
no fault·insurance. Barton Jacka commented on this bill. In 
Subsection 2 it indicates any time a police officer stops a person 
he must present the insurance card and proof of having insurance. 
Mr .. Jacka says he thinks this bill goes too far and way beyond 
what the -police should have to do. If t:here is· .. an accident, then he 
believes that the card should be presenfe-d·; but to have to present 
it each time a driver is stopped i_~ not '.go_od. 

As to A.B.585, Mr. Banner move DO PASS AS AMENDED to include the 
grand jury, and Mr. Lowman seconded. Discussion was had, and Mr. 
Barengo said a special section would have to be added to include 
grand jury proceedings. The vote indicated 8 in favor of the motion 
with Mr. Heaney absent for this vote. Form attached. 
MOTION CARRIED DO PASS A.B.585 AS AMENDED. 

As to A.B.635, Mrs. Wagner moved to INDEFINITELY POSTPONE, and 
Mrs. Hayes seconded. The vote showed 7 in favor of indefinite 
postponement. Mr. Lowman dissented, and Mr. Heaney was absent 
for the vote. Form attached. 
MOTION CARRIED INDEFINITELY POSTPONE A.B.635. 

As to A.B.636, Mrs. Wagner moved INDEFINITE POSTPONEMENT, and Mrs. 
Hayes seconded. The vote was 6 in favor of the motion, 2 dissenting 
(Lowman & Polish), and 1 absent {Heaney). Form attached. 

MOTION CARRIED INDEFINITELY POSTPONE A.B.636. 

Chairman Barengo adjourned the meeting after a motion and a second . 
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AMENDMENT TO NEVADA ASSEMBLY BILL NO. 559 

Amendment No. 1 

On page 4, after line 23 of the printed bill, "insert" 

"(c) A good faith reliance by a public utility on a written 
wiretap order shall be a complete defense to any civil or criminal 
action brought against the public utility ·on account of 1;1uch wiretap. 11 

800 
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ment in the original statute be eliminated. That statement is under­
scored by the word 11 notifies. 11 In numerous instances, defense attorneys 
have claimed to have 11 notified 11 the District Attorney; some times by word 
of mouth, some times by telephone, and in almost no instances by mail. 
What is require'd by the proposed change in Section 3 is that the defense 
attorney utilize the same mechanics for notification as the prosecuting 
attorney is required to do by the provisions of the statute, i.e., certified 
or registered mail. · 

If the defense attorney so notified the District Attorney at least 96 hours 
prior to the date set for trial examination, it would give sufficient time 
to the laboratory personnel to re-arrange their schedules of court appear­
ances to be able to abide by such a request. These individuals are sub­
poenaed to various courts within the State of Nevada, particularly in the 
Clark County region, and must travel from court to court for the purpose 
of analytical testimony. With the number of subpoenas being issued, .. as 
mentioned above, it is rather difficult to appear in a specific court when 
telephoned and told that a case will be presented within the next 15 - 25 
minutes. This would not occur if Section 3 of NRS 50. 325 were modified 
as suggested. 

NRS 50. 335 
This section covers requested changes in the form of both affidavits to· 
be used by the persons conducting the chemical analyses described in 
NRS 50. 315 and 50. 325. The form requested was. drawn up by the Public 
Defender's Office of Clark County Nevada as being acceptable to them 
and has, in effect, been in use for some period of time. The changes 
within the form are concerned only with the chain of custody of the items 
examined and the methods by which the analytical chemist marked the 
containers and/or seals prior to returning the evidence items to. the 
Evidence Vault System. 

The original affidavit form of NRS 50. 335, according to the Public De-. 
fender's Office, left alot to be desired as to the information contained 
therein for presentation in a court of law. With this we must agree. 

The requests for modifications of NRS 50. 315, · 50. 325 and 50. 335 are 
made so that the affidavit may be used with much more clarity than is 
now evident in the existing statutes. In most instances, the items pro­
posed for change are already in use by stipulation of defense attorneys. 
The requested changes are the result of everyday practicality for ex­
pert witnesses who are appearing in the vaZJious urts of law in the· 

State of Nevada. /,.,,-~~ ~ ,,, ~' l 
I ··1,,,x✓,:·/7_,. --- t.___ - " l_,/: 1/t.rC£aZ:U4/ 7 · ?l[D 

WMW/kj 

William M. Witte, Deputy Chief 
Technical Services Division 
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LAS VEGAS METROPOLITAN POLICE DEPARTMENT 

INTER-OFFICE MEMO 
801 

TO: Assistant Sheriff B. Jacka, Line Operations DATE: April 21, 1975 

FROM: Deputy Chief William M. Witte, Technical Services Division 

SUBJECT: AB 585 - Affidavit Testimony 

NRS 50.315 
At the present time, NRS . .$0. 315 requires some modification to conform 
with practices that are already in effect although not covered by this 
statute. These practices have been in use with the knowledge and approval 
of both the prosecuting attorneys and/or the Public Defender of Clark 
County and criminal defense attorneys. 

The one modification is to extend the use of the affidavit testimony in 
Municipal Courts in the State of Nevada. Apparently the original version 
of the statute inadvertently left the Municipal Courts without the benefit 
of affidavit testimony, thereby making numerous cases unwieldy and very 
lengthy which interfered with crowded court calendars. 

The second modification of NRS 50. 315 would be the inclusion of the 
"Identity of controlled substance alleged to have been in the.possession of a 
person.'' This segment is already stipulated to by numerous defense 
attorneys, the Public Defender, and the prosecuting attorneys for the 
sake of expediency in the numerous narcotic trials which occur in this 
area. As an example, in the Crime Laboratory System of the LVMPD 
for the year 1974 alone, some 3,801 drug cases we re analyzed and 
l, 122 blood alcohol cases were analyzed. Of these 4,923 analyses, the 
three Chemists conducting them were subpoenaed to court 2,370 times. 
Without the use of affidavit testimony, this would have been an impossible 
task. 

NRS 50. 325 
The m(?difications requested of NRS 50. 325 would include the words 
''or mJ:n'.~l attorney" to conform \vith the proposal of the entire 
structure of affidavit testimony as described in the proposed NRS 
50.315. 

A second requested change would be in Section 2 of NRS 50. 325 whereby 
the sending of certified or registered notice of affidavit would be con­
ducted by the prosecuting attorney. This would be accomplished in those 
cases that the prosecuting attorney are actually taking to court. This 
particular procedure was omitted from the original NRS 50. 325, which 
led to some confusion since it could not be determined who was to send 
the counsel for the defendant a certified or registered notice of affidavit 
testimony. 

Section 3 of NRS 50. 325 needs to be defined in more detail to be workable, 
hence the request that this section be modified so that the confusing state-
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SOUTHWEST liAS [ORPORATIOD 

Charles H. McCrea, Executive Vice President/ Administration 

April 24, 1975 

Assemblymen Barango, Banner, 
Hayes, Heaney, Hickey, Lowman, 
Polish, Sena, and Wagner 

Re: AB 634 

I appreciate your consideration in permitting me 
to express my views of AB 634 out of turn on 
April 24, 1975. 

Following is a recapitulation of the views that 
I expressed on April 24, perhaps somewhat better 
organized. 

1. Is There A Need For This Legislation? 

A suitable threshold question with respect to any 
proposed legislation is, "is the-re a need for it?" 
I have been a close observer of the utility regu­
latory scene in Nevada for the past nineteen years 
and I am not aware of any instance in which there 
has been an effort to impose a penalty against 
a public utility or against any officer, agent, or 
employee of a public utility for any alleged 
violation. Had there been a wave of violations, 
there might be some call for legislation impos­
ing stringent sanctions; however, in the absence 
of any offenses, I submit that the proper answer 
to the threshold question, "Is there a need for 
this legislation?" is "no". 

2. Scope of the Legislation 

The scope of this legislation is all-encompassing. 
It covers "Any public utility or any officer, agent, 
or employee"""'or a public utility" and covers not 

P 0. Box 1450 / 5241 Spring Mountain Road/ Las Vegas, Nevada 89101 / 702 / 876-7237 
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only a violation of "any of the provisions of 
Chapters 704, 705, 70~708, and 711 of NRS" or 
"any rule or regulation of the Commission" but 
also any failure, neglect, or refusal to obey 
any order of the Commission or any order of a 
court requiring compliance with an order of the 
Commission. Undoubtedly, this covers everything. 

Among the things that it covers, of course, are 
all of the orders of the Commission issued since 
day one, and to my knowledge these have never 
been either published, compiled, or indexed. 
This leaves us not only ignorant of these 
orders, but unable to ascertain what these 
orders say through any rational system of entry 
into Commission records. That is, to a very 
large extent, we cannot even ascertain what 
the Commission's orders are, even given the 
subject matter. 

As another example, the Commission has rules of 
practice and procedure which are covered, literally, 
by the proposed amendment to AB 634. It is bad 
enough that these are out of print. Worse than 
that, I might violate one of the rules of practice 
and procedure - for example, Rule 6.2, which re­
quires all pleadings to be verified - and thereby 
be subjected to a $1,000 fine. Other examples of 
potentially outrageous consequences of applying 
AB 634 literally can easily be constructed. 

3. Civil Versus Criminal Penalties 

AB 634 would soften the imposition of the penalties 
which it imposes by labeling them "civil" rather than 
"criminal". Actually, this approach is quite sinister. 

The area of "civil" penalties not based on a measure 
of damages is a gray area in any event. Obviously, 
such a penalty is more a fine than a payment of 
compensation. And a fine traditionally is a criminal 
sanction. 

'804 



-

-

-

April 24, 1975 
Page Three 

The imposition of a criminal sanction without the 
more strict protection accorded defendants in 
criminal proceedings in my view is offensive to 
the Constitution. If I am to be fined up to 
$100,000, it makes little difference to me whether 
the fine is labeled "civil" or "criminal"; in 
either case I am broke. But if the offense is 
labeled "civil" and may be imposed in a "civil" 
proceeding, the burden of proof of the acts 
constituting the offense for which the fine may 
be imposed is a much lighter one upon the prose­
cutor. If the penalty is civil, these acts may 
be proved by a simple preponderance of the evidence. 
On the other hand, if the offense is criminal, the 
prosecutor must show that the offense occurred and 
that the acts constituting the offense were committed 
by the accused beyond a reasonable doubt. It is for 
this reason that I see in AB 634 a somewhat sinister 
end-run around traditional Constitutional protections. 

The imposition of the civil penalty is further 
offensive in that it requires no intent, or 
"scienter" in legal terms. Thus, I might un­
wittingly commit a civil offense ("fail" or 
"neglect" to "obey any order of the Commission"} 
without even being conscious of doing so, and 
subject myself to a fine of not to exceed 
$100,000. Obviously, no such fine would be 
imposed, for are we not a reasonable people? 
One only needs recall that in 1912 a dis-
tinguished United States senator, arguing 
that there ought to be a maximum limitation 
on taxes upon personal income spelled out in 
the then proposed Sixteenth Amendment to the 
United States Constitution, was practically 
laughed off the floor of the Senate when he 
suggested that future Congresses might impose 
income tax rates as high as 10%. 

805 
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4. Constitutional Infirmities 

Under proposed paragraphs 2, 3, and 4 of AB 634, 
it is unclear whether the Commission is intended 
to ascertain the facts which would constitute a 
violation with the court being authorized only 
to ascertain the amount of the fine, or whether 
the court would also try the facts with respect 
to an alleged violation. I suggest that if the 
legislation is to be passed, it clarify the fact 
that the court must be the tryer of facts. 

Article III, Section 1 of the Nevada Constitution 
provides for the separation of executive, judi­
cial and legislative powers, and Article VI, 
Section 1 vests the entire judiciary power in 

806 

the Supreme Court, the district courts, the justice 
courts, and certain municipal courts. The Commission 
has no judicial powers and the legislature has no 
judicial powers to delegate to the Commission; 
accordingly, the Commission cannot act judicially 
on any matter. Finding that an offense has been 
committed is the very essence of judicial action, 
whether the alleged offense is civil or criminal. 
Accordingly, it follows that the Commission cannot 
be authorized to try alleged violations of any 
laws, rules, regulations. 

If prosecution for alleged violations is to occur, 
such violations should be prosecuted by the Attorney 
General's office upon complaint of the Commission, 
and tried in the district court. Further, in view 
of the magnitude of the proposed fines and the 
infirmities of the "civil penalty" theory, I suggest 
that the offenses which AB 634 is intended to 
cover be clearly defined as misdemeanors or gross 
misdemeanors or felonies, that "scienter" be made 
an essential element of any such offense, and that 
the accused be granted the protections customarily 
accorded to any criminal defendant. 
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Recommendations 

My sincere belief is that no legislation on this 
subject is needed, but that if this Committee·should 
deem such legislation necessary, AB 634 should be 
broadly amended to avoid the Constitutional and other 
objections outlined above. 

Very truly yours, 

~#tm£~ 
Charles H. McCrea 
Executive Vice President 
Southwest Gas Corporation 
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AMEND 

NO YES NO 

~;,~~t--~' 

AMEND 

YES 

ORIGINAL MOTION: Passed ,/"" Defeated Withdrawn 

Amended & Passed 

Amended & Passed 

Amended & Defeated 

Amended & Defeated 

• Attach to Minute~~ If;<£ 
Dat 

NO 
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ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
58th NEVADA SESSION 

LEGISLATION ACTION 

DATE~ oi>.J/, /f7-S° 
BILL NO. A . .6 . SF/...5' 
MOTION: 

s10 

Do Pass ~ Amend Indefinitely Postpone Reconsider 

Moved~~""""""-- Seconded By ~, ~,-.,..,.,._, 

AMENDMENT: 

Moved By 

AMENDMENT: 

Moved By 

VOTE: 

Barengo 
Banner 
Hayes 
Heaney 
Hickey 
Lowman 
Polish 
Sena 
Wagner 

MOTION 

YES 

z 
~ 
~ 

Seconded By 

Seconded By 

AMEND 

NO YES NO 

~ . ~._,,,~.~ ~.,.A)'(l:l:a, . 
TALLY: .,~ .. ,. I 

AMEND 

YES 

ORIGINAL MOTION: Passed .,,,,,, Defeated Withdrawn 

Amended & Passed 

Amended & Passed 

Amended & Defeated 

Amended & Defeated 

NO 

- Attach to Minutes~ eJJ/, l'I 7~• 
· · Date 
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ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
58th NEVADA SESSION 

LEGISLATION ACTION 

DATE~ e;,21/, /975 
BILL NO. ,9. IJ, fA 35 
MOTION: 

811 

Do Pass Amend Indefinitely Postpone 0'econsider 

Moved By 

AMENDMENT: 

Moved By 

AMENDMENT: 

Moved By 

VOTE: 

Barengo 
Banner 
Hayes 
Heaney 
Hickey 
Lowman 

MOTION 

YES 

Polish L._ 
Sen a ~ 

NO 

Wagner Z --
~ - ~-

TALLY: ~ 

Seconded By ~, ~ 

Seconded By 

Seconded By 

AMEND AMEND 

YES NO YES NO 

ORIGINAL MOTION: Passed ,,,,,,,,, Defeated Withdrawn 

Amended & Passed 

Amended & Passed 

Amended & Defeated 

Amended & Defeated ------------

• Attach to Minutes ¥£ ..;>,V, /t;'T..S-
V Date 
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ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY COMMITTEE 
58th NEVADA SESSION 

DATE~d o2,f,/f7.S­
BILL NO. II· 6 · C-.3 I,, 
MOTION: 

LEGISLATION ACTION 

Do Pass 

Moved By 

AMENDMENT: 

Amend 

~ . -w~ 
Indefinitely Postpone v'Reconsider 

Seconded By <;;;:: . ~Ml,, 

Moved By 

AMENDMENT: 

Moved By 

VOTE: 

Barengo 
Banner 
Hayes 
Heaney 
Hickey 
Lowman 
Polish 

MOTION 

YES 

~ 
V .;;, 

~ 

Sena V 
Wagner .,,,,-

Seconded By 

Seconded By 

AMEND AMEND 

NO YES NO YES 

-v 
~ 

~. ~~ ~ ~ . 
TALLY: (I 

ORIGINAL MOTION: Passed 

Amended & Passed 

Amended & Passed 

Defeated Withdrawn 

Amended & Defeated 

Amended & Defeated 

NO 

- Attach to Minutes ~At! o.2/f, J'J,S 
.,. Date 
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REPORT ON APPLICATIONS FOR 
ORDERS AUTHORIZING OR APPROVING 

THE INTERCEPTION OF WIRE OR 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

FOR THE PERIOD Ju'"NE 20, · 1968 TO 
DECT::l-1BER 31, 1968 

EXCERPTED FROM THE 1969 ANNUAL REPORT 
OF THE DIRECTOR 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE 
UNITED STATES COURTS 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 
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REPORT ON APPLICATIONS FOR 
ORDERS AUTHORIZING OR APPROVING 

THE INTERCEPTION OF WI~ OR 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY 1, 1969 TO 
DECEMBER 31, 1969 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE 
UNITED STATES COURTS 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 
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Unitt"d States 
District Court 
and Reporting 

Number Name of Judge 

l New York, 
Eastern Barte la 

2 Ohio, Northern Kalbfleisch 

J Michigan, 
Eastern 

4 New Jersey 

5- OklahOJna, 
Eastern 

6 N(>W York, 
Western 

7 Florida, 
Southern 

8 Nevada 

9 District of 
Columbia 

10 Ne-w Yo'rk, 
Western 

11 New York, 
. Southern 

12 District of 
Col1,rnbia 

13 Indiana, 
"!orthern 

14 Illinois, 
Northe-r.n 

15 N,e,w Yotk, 
Southern 

Freeman 

Whipple 

LAngll!-y 

Henderson 

Mehrtens 

Foll!!'y, R.D. 

Jones 

Curtin 

Cannella 

Jonea 

Beamer 

A11sisti,nt 
Attornc•y 

Generall 

Wilson 

Wilson 

Wilson 

Wilson 

Walters 

Wilson 

Wilson 

Wilson 

Wileon. 

Wilson 

Wilson 

Wihron 

Wilson 

Wilson 

wu•on 

/ -
Table, A. Reports by United Statea Judges Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, See. 2519, 
on Application• for Court Or<.l~n to Auth<'>rize- th(" Interception of Wirt> or Oral Cotm1unica.tiona. 

Offense 
Specified 

Narcotics, 
Conspiracy 
For9ery 
(sc-curities) 
Conspiracy 

Conspiracy, 
Narcotics 
Ti:ansmission 
ot wagC'ring 
information, 
Interstdte 
G,mnbling, 
Conspiracy 

Conspiracy 
Intimi<lation of 
Ofiic,.:,rs, Juror, 
~tc. 

Extortion, 
Credit transactions 
Conspiracy 

Tra11;,mission of 
Wager ir.9 inforrna ... 
t.ion, ,:on~piracy 

Transmission of 
Wagering informa­
tic,n, conspiracy 

Con.'lpiracy to 
violate narcotic 
drug lziws 

Transi:1issio11 of 
Wa9f.'-rin9 info.:­
rnation, Interstate 

~:•:!!~;g, Con- I 
Tr.:am;mi >osion of 
wager .1.nJ i1\for­
mat1on, Xnter-
$tatc Ga1nbling, Con­
spiracy 

Cc1,1,piracy to 
violate lht> 
N,:ncotics Drug 
r,aws 

Tr<'lnami r.<;i,:,n of 
wag..-r'!.ng infor­
n,ation, Inten1t4i:l!' 
G~mb l. i.n9, Con­
spiracy 

Tr.:in~mj :,sion of 
wagt.'ring infor­
mat1.on, I:it:er­
stat:E' Gilmblin9, 
Cc,nspii:<1cy 

'l'r.insmisBion of 
Waqerin') Intor­
rnation, Int:E>r-
8tate C:<'!mblln9, 
C,""Jnsplracy 

Calendar Year 1969 

l<1nd 
(PW} Phone wire 
(M/E) Microphone/ 

Eavesdrop Dat.c of 
(0) 0t.her Application 

PW 2-19-69 

PW 4-1-69 

PW s-8-69 

PW 6-3-69 

PW 6-11-69 

PW, M/E 6-ll-6':1 

PW 6-17-69 

PW 7-J-69' 

PW 7-9-6' 

PW 'l-25-69 

PW 7•2B-6'1 

PW s-1-M 

PW tl-6-69 

.. 8-6-69 

... ~/E g .. ll .. 61J 

Original 
Period 

Authorized* 

20 

30 

10 

30 

15 

15 

30 

IS 

15 

Number a ,\ctual Period 

Extensions 

l {never uso:>d) 

l (at redd('OCe>) 

device in 
operation"' 

18 

21 

26 

14 

30 PW 
17 M/1? 

Applic.ition denied 

39 

15 

none 

18 

Nf'veor inutalled 

Total 
J\utho'rized 
Length of 

Intercepts• 

25 

22 

30 

30 

30 

•• 

15 

15 

JO 

45 

-
Place 

Residence 

2 liars 

Residence 

Bar 

Residence 

Social Club (Wire tap only) 
R~sidtmce (Microphon4' & Wiretap) 

Airport Pay Phone 

Apu:tment 

ApJrtrnent 

Pay Phone in Bar 

Apartmi.>nt 

Apartment 

GudneH Office 

Bu•in..i1s 



I 
I 

, ·,~-~ 

-~-j 

United States 

l • 

Table B. Reports by Unitl!td States Department of Justice, Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec .• 2519, 
Concerning Court Authorized Intercepts of Wire or Oral Comunications. 

Calendai: Year 1969 

District Court Assistant Nature of Intercepts Number of Cost Number pf Number Motions to 
and Reporting Attorney Average Incriminating Other Total Personp of Suppress Nw,,ber of 

Number General 1 Type Frequency• Persons Intercepts Intercepts Manpower Resources Cost Arrestep Trials Intercepts Persons Convicted 

1 New York, 
Eastern Wilson Phone call 10 100 181 18 $17,000.00 $ 100 .00 $17,100.00 5 2 Motion denied 2 

2 Ohio, 
Northern Wilson Phone call 20 per hr. 500 2,000 25 16,776.00 6,856.00 23,632 .oo 7 - - -

3 Michigan, 
Eastern Wilson Phone call 17 30 450 17 7,750.00 350.00 8,100.00 none - - -

4 New Jersey Wilson Phone call 78 in 9 hrs. 624 1,015 240 3,341.52 246.00 3(587.52 none - - -
5 Oklahoma, 

Eastern Walters Phone call 47 113 375 none 3,700.00 300 .oo 4,000.00 none - - -
6 N(.•W York, 

West.ern Wilson Phone call 
Oral 30 900 30 40 5,937.00 97.00 6,034.00 6 Pending - -

7 Florida, 
Southern Wilson Phone call 27 16 171 161 5,211.00 295 .oo 5,506.00 none - Three motion• rnade to suppress. 

Two den:l.edr one pending. 
B Ni:-vada Wilson Application denied. 
9 wash ington, 

D.C. Wilson Phone call Every 9 min. 375 5,889 5,594 37,872.00 7,682.00 45,554.00 26 
10 New York, I Western Wilson Phone call 28 50 425 340 4,761.00 275.00 5,036.00 7 Pending - -
11 NE?W York, 

Southern Wilson Ini!!talled, never u!led. 1,007.00 - 1,007.00 none - - -
12 Washington, 

D.C. Wilson Phone call Every 45 mins. 75 590 554 4,208.00 853.00 5,061.00 • Arre~t• made. - -
l3 Indiana, 

Northern Wilson Intercept was never installed and order wa• vacated by the court. 
14 Illinois, 

Northern Wilson Intercept was never installed and order was vacated by the court. 
15 New York, 

I I I I Southern Wilson Phone call 
Oral 546 501 17,690 17,513 43,076.00 2,132.40 45,208.40 23 Cases Pending 

•Per day unless otheNise indicated. 
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818 



-
Number of Inter cent 

c 
'C, "' ::: 

t ~ ,:; " ' a; 
" -

~ <J) -~ " o.., ,.-;;; ,o 
c "~ i c..g_ .,.., 

~ 
Reporting ~ e > <J) -C n, ~ C 

Jurisdiction <. %~ ;;,:_ ,:-; 

Total ••.•••.••••••.••.•••••••.•• 816 10 8 l" 92 

~--······················· 285 1 l 3 281 

Ar.izona 
Cochise County •••••••••••••••• l - - - 1 
Maricopa County ••••••••••••••• 3 - - - 3 
Pima CountY••·••••••••••••••·• 2 - - - 2 

Colorado 
State Attorney General •••••••• 1 l - - l 

(Denv"r County) 
Arapahoe County.•• •••••••••••• 2 - - - 2 

Denver County •••••••• •• •• •• ••• 5 - - l 4 

Jefferson County •••••••••••••• l - l - -

Florida 
Department of Law Enforcement. 7 - - - 7 

(Leon County) 
State Attorney General •••••••• 4 l - - 4 

(Hillsborough County) 
Palm Beach County ••••••••• , ••• 4 l - - 4 

Georgia 
Clayton County •••••••••••••••• l - - - 1 

De Kalb County •••••••••••••••• 6 - - - 6 

Fulton County •••• •• ••••••• •••• 5 - - - 5 

Kansas 
Sedgwick Coµnty••••••••••••••• 1 - - - l 

Mari,:land 
Anne Arundel County ••••••••••• 3 - .. - 3 

Baltimore County•••••••••••••• 16 - - - 16 

Prince George's County •••••••• 8 - - - 8 

Massachusetts 
State Attorney General •••••••• _3 - - 3 -

(Suffolk County) 
Plymouth County••••••••••••••• l - - - l 

Suffolk County •••••••• • ••• •••• 2 - - - 2 

Minnesota 
Ramsey County ••••••••••••••••• l - - - 1 

Nevada 
~oe County••••••••••••••••• l - - - l 

J -
TABLE 2 

Int~rcept Orders Issued by Judges during the 
Period January 1, 1971 to December 31, 1971 

Orders 

*Total 
.l'..ul">..-alTP 1 ,,,...,,,...,~1,, H~ rlavs\ period in 

Number actual 
of ex- Original use 

tensionc:: .:!Uthorization Extension Days Hours 

22e 22 24 14,582.5 6 

,56 16 13 3,690 l 

- 30 - 26 -
1 17 20 61 -
l 30 30 56 -

1 30 30 60 -
- 30 - 14.5 -
2 30 30 85 -- 30 - - -

- 28 - 127 -
- 30 - 67 -
- 30 - 94 -

- 10 - 2 -- 10 - 19 -- 10 - 31 -

- 10 - 10 -

- 17 - 10 -
l 18 9 184 -- 21 - 88 -

- 15 - - -
- 15 - 15 -
2 15 15 NI -

- ll - 3 -

- 30 - 20 -

Resi-
dence 

342 

116 

l 
l 
2 

-
2 
2 

-

6• 

3 

3 

-
2 
l 

1 

l 
14 

5 

l 

l -
-
-

-
Place or Facility Authorized ir. Original Applicatio:t 

. 
Bi..::!::ilness Not 

Apart- Mujl.t:.- and indicated 
ment fr .. 21li!'lg Business ~ ::_ V ing Quarters and other 

211 45 134 40 44 

80 12 35 30 12 

- - - - -
l - - 1 -
- - - - -

- - - l -
- - - - -
l - - 1 l 

- - - - 1 

1 - - - -
- - l - -
- - 1 - -
1 - - - -
4 - - - -- - 2 - 2 

- - - - -
l - l - -
l - - - 1 
3 - - - -
- - 1 - l 

- - - - -
2 - - - -
l - - - -

- - - - 1 

.. 
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Table 3 

Major Offense for whic:h Court-Authorized Intercepts were Granted Pµrsuant 
to Title 18, United States Code, Seeticn 2518, January l, 1971 to Decernper 31, 1971 

Major Offense 

., 
() .... ;,,, I 

;,,, "' "' ... _., ... " .c " " "' " 
., u 

u .... "' -~ 
., ... .. ..., .. -" ... "' C " 

.,, 
"' ... "' 0 0 " "' .... ~ I " 

., 
" 'O 4J C "' .. 0 " " 4J "' ... 

·"' C.., "' .... C " "' .... .... @ 8 "' !;. .5 "' " " C .>: " -z~ 0 .., .. ., () 
>, ... ., 

"' 
., .... .. () .... " " 

., .. "' "' . ... 
>, .. " >," C 'O 8: >, "' >, .... (J " 

., ., ., >, ... ., 
>, "' "- 'O .. "' C 4J >-< C . ... .... " .c .. ..., ::, ., ... .... +J .. +J " I " C ... " 

., ... .... "' "::, ... <J "' 
., (I) ::, 0 .. ., 0 ., ., ., 

" "' .>: " 
.., ... 

" 0 ,Q "' -~ "' "' 0 'll .... " (J C ., (J ., "., " ~ :8 .... .., " 0 ., 
Reporting ., 

" .... .. " .. (J 

~ 
'O " " ::, .. " " 

., 0 ., " ... " .. ., 
~ .. .. ::, .. ., 0 " 

.... " 0 " § 0 M "' ~ t; i ... JS Jurisdiction < "' "' <:) ., 
"' t!l ~ .:I .:I z "' "' .. 3: 

Total •• • •••••••••••••••••••• •.•• 816 2 16 7 2 ·l 5 570 18 1 31 5 126 l 2 4 17 3 1 1 2 

~--······················· 285 2 3 251 2 22 1 - 1 3 

Arizona 
Cochise County •••••••••••••••• 1 1 -
Maricopa County ••••••••• ~ ••••• 3 - 2 - 1 -
Pima County ••••••••••••••••• •. 2 - 2 

Colorado 
State Attorney General.••••••• 1 1 

(Denver County) 
Arapahoe County ••••••••••••••• 2 - 2 - - - .;. 

Denver County •••••••• •• •••• ••. 5 3 - l l 
Jefferson County •••• •• •••• •• •• 1 - l -

Florida 
Department of Law Enforceineint. 7 .;. 7 - .;. 

(Leon County) 
State Attorney General •••••••• 4 ;. 4 .;. - - - .:. 

(Hillsborough County) 
Palm Beach County••••••••••••• 4 4 .. ;. - -
~ 

1 1 .;. Clayton County •••• •••••• •• •••• - -
De Kalb County•••••••••••••••• 6 - .:. 1 - l - 3 - l 
Fulton County••·•••••••••••••• 5 l 3 1 .;. .: -

Kansas 
Sedgwick County••••••••••••••• l - - 1 

Maryland 
Anne Arundel County••••••••••• 3 - .. 3 .. .. - .;. .. 
Baltimore CountY•••••••••••••• ).6 14 1 l .:. 

Prince George•a County •••••••• 8 - .:. 5 - 2 - 1 

Massachusetts 
State Attorney General•••••••• 3 - - 2 .;. - - .. l 

(Suffolk County) 
Plymouth County••••••••••••••• 1 - l - " .;. 

Suffolk County ••••• • •••••• • •• • 2 - 2 -
Minnesota 

Ramsey County ••••• • •••• ••••••• 1 - - 1 .. - .. .:. 

Nevada 
Washoe County •• •.• •• ••.•.•••.• 1 - l 

-e- .. 
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Reporting 

Table 4 

Summary of Interceptions of Wire or Oral Communications 
January l, 1971 to December 31, 1971 

Orders where Average Number 
Number Intercepts .. ·er sons 

Per Order 

Jurisdiction Authorized, Installed Involved Intercepts 

Tot~l••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 816 792 40 64_3 

Federal•••••••••••••••••••••·••• 285 281 53 916 

Arizona 
Cocl\ise County•••••••••••••••· l 1 6 11 
Maricopa County ••••••••••••••• 3 3 ·9 484 
Pima County••••••••••••••••••• 2 2 18 386 

Colorado 
State Attorney General •••••••• l 1 4 800 

(Denver County) 
Arapahoe County ••••••••••••••• 2 2 34 124 
Denver County ••••••••••••••••• 5 4 44 664 
Jefferson County •••••••••••••• 1 - - -

Florida 
Department of Law Enforcement. 7 7 NI 497 

(Leon County) 
State Attorney General •••••••• 4 4 17 340 

(Hillsborough County) 
Palm Beach County ••••••••••••• 4 4 17 363 

Georgia 
Clayton County•••••••••••••••• 1 1 5 4 
De Kalb County •••••••••••••••• 6 6 2 30 
Fulton County••••••••••••••••• 5 5 3 43 

~ 
Sedgwick County ••••••••••••• . 1 1 10 17 

Marl,'.land 
Anne Arundel County ••••••••••• 3 3 25 485 
Baltimore County •••••••••••••• 16 16 29 556 
Prince George's County •••••••• 8 8 l 463 

MassachusetJis 
State Attorney General •••••••• 3 - ·- -

(Suffolk County) 
Plymouth County ••••••••••••••• 1 1 76 809 
Suffolk County •••••••••••••••• 2 2 49 363 

Minnesota 
Ramsey County••••••••••••••••• l l 2 4 

~ 
Washoe County ••••••.••••••••••• l 1 NI -

-12-

62.1 • 

Where Installed 
:i:ncr 1.:;1.1.~Jati:ng 
Intercept_s 

399 

648 

,. 
l 

244 
29 

5 

54 
250 

-

189 

216 

59 

3 
28 
NI 

-

463 
248 
185 

-
168 
315 

-
- -

~-
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Table 5 
Average Cost Per Order Where Cost Was Reported 

January 1, 1971 to December 31, 1971 

Authorized Intercepts 

!Orders Where 
Reporting 

Jurisdiction 

Total .•••••...••.•.•...••.•.•.• , 

Federal ••••••••••••••••••••••••. 

Arizona 
Cochise County ••••••••••••••• l 

M~~icop~ County •••••••••••••• ,n 

Pima County •••••••••••••••••• • 

Colorado 
State Attorney General ••••••• , 

(Denver County) 
Arapahoe County •••••••••••••• 
Denver County .••••••••••••••• 
Jefferson County ••••••••••••• , 

Florida 
Department of Law Enforcement, 

(Leon County) 
State Attorney General ••••••• 

(Hillsborough County) 
Palm Beach County .•••••••••••• 

Georgia 
Clayton County •••••••••••••••. 
De Kalb County .•••••••••••••• • 

Fulton County •••••••••••••••• 

Kansas 
Sedgwick County ••••••••••••••. 

Maryland 
Anne Arundel County •••••••••• ; 
Baltimore County ••••••••••••• 
Prince George's County ••••••• , 

Massachusetts 
State Attorney General ••••••• 

(Suffolk County) 
Plymouth County •••••••••••••• 
Suffolk County ••••••••••••••• , 

Minnesota 
Ramsey County •••••••••••••••• 

Nevada 
Washoe County ••••••••••••••••. 

,~11~;, 
'¾ 

Intercepts Cost 
Installed Reported 

792 776 

281 280 

1 -
3 3 
2 2 

1 1 

2 2 
4 4 
- -

7 7 

4 4 

4 4 

1 -
6 5 
5 5 

1 1 

3 3 
16 15 

8 8 

- l 

1 1 
2 2 

1 1 

1 1 

-14-

Average Cost 
Per Order 

$4,599 

7,564 

3,793 
274 

1,900 

1,382 
15,863 

5,840 

1,000 

2,043 

-
650 

1,375 

857 

293 
2,323 
3,800 

58 

12,520 
1,585 

1,000 

1,140 

• 
822 
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Reporting 

Jurisdiction 

Total ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

~-························ 
~ 

Cochise County •••••••••••••••• 
Maricopa County•••••·•••·••••• 
Pima County ••••••••••••••• •••• 

Colorado 
State Attorney General •••••••• 

(Denver County) 
Arapahoe County •••• •••• •• ••• •• 
Denver CountY••·•••••••••••••• 
Jefferson County •••• • ••••• •••• 

Florida 
Department of Law Enforcement. 

(Leon County) 
State Attorney General •••••••• 

(Hillsborough County) 
Palm Beach County ••••••••••••• 

Georgia 
Clayton County •• •• ••••• ~ •••• •• 
De Kalb County••••·••••••••••• 
Fulton County ••••••• ~••••••••• 

Ransas 
Sedgwick County •• •• ••••••••••• 

Maryland 
Anne Arundel County ••••••••••• 
Baltimore County •••••••••••• •• 
Prince George's County.••••••• 

Massachusetts 
State Attorney General •••••••• 

(Suffolk County) 
Plymouth County •••••• •• ••••••• 
Suffolk County •••••••••••••••• 

Minnesota 
Ramsey County••·•••••••••••••• 

~ 
Washoe County •• ••• •••••••••••• 

I . 
' 

. 

" 

., 
i!' -

Table 6 
Type of Surveillance Used ¾"'here Intercepts Installed 

January 1, 1971 to December 31, 1971 

Orders where Phone Wire and Not Indicated 
Intercepts· Phone Microphone/ Microphone/ and 
Installed Wire Eavesdrop Eavesdrop Other 

792 753 17 12 10 

281 270 5 5 11 

1 1 - - -
3 3 - - -
2 1 - - 12 

1 1 - - -
2 2 - - -
4 4 - - -
- - - - -

7 7 - - - . 
4 4 - - -
4 4 - - -
1 1 - - -
6 6 - - -
5 4 1 - -

1 1 - - -
3 3 - - -

16 16 - - -
8 7 - - 1 

- - - - -
1 l - - -
2 2 - - -
l - l - -

1 l - - -

-16-

Number Of Persons 
Reported Arrested up 
to Decembpr 31, 1971 

2,818 

827 

-
4 

24 

-
10 
39 
-

60 

26 

23 

2 
33 

2 

-

3 
110 

17 

-
21 
24 

-

-. 

,, f 
f 
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TABLE A - FEDERAL Reports by United States Judges on Application for Court Orders to Authorize the Int€jrception of Wire or Oral Communications, 

Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec. 2519 

157. 

158. 

159. 

160. 

161. 

162. 

163. 

164. 

165. 

166. 

167. 

168. 

169. 

Calendar Year 1971 

Authorized length of 
interception Actual 

United States Date Numl:;er period 
District Court Assistant of of; in 
and reporting Attorney appli- Original ext<jn- Total oper-

number Judge Generali Offense specified Typez I cation per iod 3 sio11s length:3 ation4 Place 

; 

Missouri, Eastern Regan Wilson Gambling, conspiracy PW 4/22/71 15 - 15 15 Multiple dwelling 

Missouri, Eastern Wangelin Wilson Gambling PW 5/14/71 15 - 15 15 Residence 

Missouri, Western Becker Wilson Racketeering - col- PW 9/1/71 15 - 15 15 Business 
lection of unlawful 
debts, conspiracy 

Missouri, Eastern Regan Petersen Theft from an i_nter- PW 12/14/71 15 - 15 9 Residence 
state carrier, inter-
state transportation 
of stolen property, 
conspiracy 

Nevada Foley Wilson Gambling, conspiracy PW 3/6/71 15 - 15 15 Business 

Nevada Foley Wilson Gambling, conspiracy PW 3/10/71 15 - 15 10 Business 

Nevada Foley Wilson Transmission of wager- PW 9/28/71 15 1 30 30 Residence 
ing information, 
conspiracy 

Nevada Foley Petersen Transmission of wager- PW 10/19/71 15 - 15 14 Apartment 
ing information, 
conspiracy 

Nevada Foley Petersen Transmission of wager- PW 11/4/71 15 - 15 15 Business-Residence 
ing information, 
conspiracy 

New Jersey Shaw Wilson Transmission of wager- PW 12/4/70 20 1 30 30 Apartment 
ing information, 
gambling, conspiracy 

New Jersey Shaw Wilson Gambling, conspiracy PW 12/14/70 20 - 20 15 Residence. 

New Jersey Shaw Wilson Transmission of wager- PW 1/20, 'l 20 - 20 16 Residence 
ing information; 
gambling, conspiracy 

New Jersey Shaw Wilson Transmission of wager- PW 1/20/71 20 - 20 9 Residence 
ing information, 
gambling, conspiracy 

1 The Attorney General personally approved each of the reported applications and, as authorized by provisions of Title 18, United States Code, Section 2516, 
specially designated an Assistant Attorney General to authorize its filing. 

2 Type/wiretap: (PW), phone wire; (M/E), microphone-eavesdrop; (0), other. 
3 Days, unless otherwise indicated. 
4 As reported by prosecuting officials (in days unless otherwise indicated). 

•. 
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15 

15 

15 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

16 

TABLE B - FEDERAL 

United States 
District Court and 

reporting number 

7. Missouri, Eastern 

8. Missouri, Eastern 

9. Missouri, Western 

O. Missouri, Eastern 

1. Nevada 

2. Nevada 

3. Nevada 

4. Nevada 

5. Nevada 

6. New Jersey 

7. New Jersey 

a. New Jersey 

9. New Jersey 

-
Reports by United States Department ofJusticeConcerning Court.Authorized Intercepts of Wire or Oral Communications 

Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec. 2519 

Calendar Year 1971 

Nature of Intercepts Number of Cost Number of 
Incrim- Motions 

Assistant inating to sup-
Attorney Average Inter- inter- Other Persons pre~s in-
General1 Type 2 frequency 3 Persons cepts cepts Manpower resources Total arrested Trials tercepts 

Wilson PC 140 100 2,580 2,100 $16,074 $ 181 $16,255 2 - 1 
denied 

Wilson PC 137 138 2,057 1,025 19,198 199 19,397 - - -

Wilson PC 26 302 390 34 5,928 123 6,051 - - -
Petersen PC 10 15 93 31 4,142 38 4,180 - - -

Wilson PC 151 125 2,267 553 9,975 692 . 10,667 7 - -
Wilson PC 139 55 1,390 269 6,650 670 7,320 6 - -

Wilson PC 37 83 1,106 183 26,532 1,110 27,642 Related o number 164 

Petersen PC 57 91 808 785 12,381 725 13,106 - - -
Petersen PC 32 65 486 295 13,266 392 13,658 - - -
Wilson PC 5 8 146 144 5,960 490 6,450 1 - -
Wilson PC 13 72 202 87 3,974 315 4,289 - - -
Wilson PC 12 28 185 26 8,061 270 8,331 1 - -
Wilson PC 15 20 135 10 1,870 140 2,010 5 - -

• 

Persons 
convicted 

-

-

-

-

(indictmen t 
dismissed) 

(indictmen t 
dismissed) 

-

-

-
-

-
-

. 
1The Attorney General personally approved each of the reported applications and, as authorized by provisions of Title 18, u.s.c., Sec. 2516, specially 
designated an Assistant Attorney Ge11era1 to authorize its filing. 

2 Phone call (PC). Other (O). 

,., 
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Table A - STAT~ Reports by State Judges on Applications for Court Orders to Authorize the Interception of Wire or Or,al Communications 

Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec. 2519 

Calendar year 1971 

State, county 
and reporting 

number Judge Applicant Offense specified 

Massachusetts, State Attorney General 

1. Suffolk McLaughlin Quinn Illegal electronic 
terception 

2. Suffolk McLaughlin Quinn Gaming 

3. Suffolk McLaughlin Quinn Gaming 

Massa h c use tt s, Pl h yrnout County 

1. Plymouth McLaughlin Anderson Gaming 

Massachusetts, Suffolk County 

1. Suffolk Rose Byrne Narcotics 

2. Suffolk Gold}?erg Byrne Narcotics 

Minnesota, Ramsey County 

1. Ramsey Graff Randall Murder 

Nevada, Washoe County 

1. Washoe Barrett Rose Kidnapping 

1 'l'ype/wirr,tap: (PW) , phone wire; (M/E) , microphone-eavesdropi (0) , other. 
2 Days, ur.less otherwise indicated. 
3 As reF•Jrted by prosecuting officials (days unless otherwise indicated.) 
?lI - Noc indicated 

in-

Type1 

PW 

M/E 

PW 

PW 

PW 

PW 

M/E 

PW 

Authorized length of 
interception Actual 

Date Number period 
of of in 

appli- Original exten- Total oper.,-
cation period2 sions lqngth ation 3 Place 

' I never I Business 4/22/71 15 - 15 
installed 

11/9/71 15 - 15 I never I Residence 
installed 

11/9/71 15 - 15 I never I Barn. 

irstallel 

4/7/71 15 - 15 15 Residence 

5/10/71 15 2 45 NI Apartment 

7/26/71 15 - .is NI Apartment 

7/6/71 11 11 3, Apartment 

9/20/71 30 - 30 20 Hotel 

. 

' 

; 

i 
! ., 
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TABLE B - STATE 

State, county and 

-
Reports by State Prosecuting Officers Concerning Court Authorized Intercepts of Wire or Oral Collll!lunications 

Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec. 2519 

Calendar Year 1971 

Nature of Intercepts Number of Cost 
Incrim-
inating 

Average Int.er- inter- Other Persons 

Number of 
Motions 
to sup-

press in-
reporting number Prosecutor Typel frequency 2 Persons cepts cepts Manpower resources Total arrested Trials tercepts 

Massachusetts, State Attorney General 

1. Suffolk Quinn PC Never . I i insta led - - - - - -
I 

2. Suffolk Quinn Oral Never installed $ 
I 

18 $ 40 $ 58 - - -
3. Suffolk Quinn PC Never installed - - - - - -

I 
Massachusetts, Plymouth County 

1. Plymouth Anderson PC 10 per hr. 76 809 168 $10,120 $2,400 $12,520 21 - I 79 
!pending 

, 
Massachusetts, Suffolk County 

1. Suffolk Byrne PC 10 53 392 350 NI $2,814 $2,814 16 3 -
2. Suffolk Byrne PC 20 45 333 280 NI 356 356 8 - -
Minnesota, Ramsey County 

1. Ramsey Randall Oral NI 2 4 - $1,000 NI $1,000 - - -

Nevada, Washoe County 

l. Washoe Rose PC NI NI - - 960 180 1,140 - - -
'2 indict-
ments,but 
not as a 
result of 
the inter-
ception) 

1 Phone Call (PC), Other (0). 
2 Per dav u11less otherwise indicated. 

-
.. 

Persons 
convicted 

-
-
-· 

-

3 

-

-

-
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REPORT ON APPLICATIONS FOR 
ORDERS AUTHORIZING OR APPROVING 

THE INTERCEPTION OF WIRE OR 
ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

FOR THE PERIOD JANUARY 1, 1972 to 
DECEMBER 31, 1972 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF THE 
UNITED STATES COURTS 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 

• 
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Minnesota 

Reporting 
Jurisdiction 

State Attorney General. ••••• 

Nebraska 
Douqlas ••••••.••.••••••••••• 

~ 
State Attorney General ...... . 

New Jersey 
State Attorney General. ••••• 

Bergen ••.•...•••...•• , ••••.• 
Camden •••••••• , ••••••••••••• 
Essex .•.•. , •.•.•..••...•.•• , 
Hudson ••••••••••••••••••• , •• 
Mercer •.. , •..•••..••.. , ••••• 
Middlesex •..••.• , .• ,., •••.•• 
Morris ••..••.••••• , •• , ••.••• 
Ocean ••......••.••••.•••.••• 
Somer!let .•••.••.•••••••••••. 
Union .••.•... , .••..••.•••... 

New York 
Albany •.••••.••••••• , ••. , ••• 
Bronx ••.•.•••• , •..••••••.••• 
Erie .•••....•.••.•••••• , ••. , 
Kings ••..•• , ••.• ,., ••••••••• 

Monroe .• , •. , .•••••• , ••••••.• 
Montgomery •• , ••. , •.••••••••• 
Nassau •••• , ••.•..••.•• , ••••• 
New York •••••.•.•• , ••••••••• 
Niagara •••• , •.•••• , ••.•••••• 
Onondaga •••••••••••• , ••••••• 
Ontario •.••••••••• , ••••••••• 
Orange •..• , •.• , •••.•• , .••••• 
Queens,.' •••.••.•••. , •. , .• ,,. 
Richmond, •• , .•.••• , ••••••••• 
Rockland, •.•.•..••.. , ••••••• 
Saratoga .•. ,, ••••.••• , ••.••• 
Schenectady •••..•..• , •..•.•. 
Suffolk .••••••• , •. , •• , •• ,, •.• 
Sullivan .• , .••.•••.••. ,., ••• 
Ulster •••• , ••. , ••• ,.,,, •••• , 
Warren .•• ,, .•. ,, •••• , ••••••• 
Wayne ••..•.• ,, •. ,,,., •• ,,.,, 
Westchester •••• , .••• , ••••• ,. 

~Qn 
Union •.•.••.••.••••.••••••••• 

Rhode Island 
State Attorney General. •.•••• 

Wisconsin 
State Attorney General,., •••. 

68 

6 
4 

66 
12 
20 

2 
8 
4 
1 

44 

10 
32 

6 
30 

12 
3 

17 
72 

1 
3 

15 
4 

18 
1 

23 
13 

9 
2 
l 
2 

16 

10 

-
Table 2 

Intercept Orders Issued by Judges during the 
Period January l, 1972 to December 31. 1972 (Concluded}. 

Number of Intercept Orders . 
" 0 
ll . 

' ~ ~ 

~ " ~ . . 
,lj 0 -" .. .. . 
j 0...3_ . ~ 

> • 
0 , . " z" z ·-

-"' 
i ;; 

67 

6 
4 

63 
12 
20 

2 
7 
4 
1 

41 

10 
32 

6 
30 

12 

17 
72 
1 
3 
3 
1 

15 
4 

18 
1 

23 
13 

9 

2 
16 

10 

Number 
of ex-

tensions 

13 

11 
1 

20 

l 
6 

56 

13 
l 
6 
1 
9 
4 
3 
1 

Average length 
{in days) 

Original 
authorization Extension 

10 

30 

30 

18 21 

15 
30 
17 11 
23 
15 20 
30 
15 
26 
30 
23 18 

30 25 
30 27 
22 20 
30 30 

26 30 
23 30 
30 30 
28 29 
30 
30 30 
30 
30. ,o. 30 
30 30 
30 30 
25 6 
30 23 
30 30 

.JO 30 
30 30 
30 
30 
30 28 

60 60 

29 15 

Total 
period 

in actual 
use l 

Days :11 Hours 

18 

51 

19 

.000 

62.5 
20 

567 
126 
154 

25 
67 
38 
20 

488 

340 
,030 
103 

76 

227 

534 
2,368 

20 
153 

45 
30 

768 
141 
426 

NI 
750 
218 
294 

55 
30 
42 

538 

92 

235 

Resi­
dence 

39 

4 
4 

22 

14 
l 
1 
l 

27 

10 
2 

8 
5 

13. 
15 
10 

7 
2 
l 
2 
4 

1eased on the actual number of intercept devices installed as reported by the proeeeuting official, 

Place or Facility Authoriz,d in oriqinal Application 

Combination 
Business Not 

Apart- Mu1 ti- and indicated 
ment dwe.tlinq Business Living Quarters2 and other 

14 4 

23 16 
5 
l 

4 
l 
l 
4 4 

2 
15 

1 
17 4 

2 
1 

2 7 
20 24 21 
l 

3 
4 
3 

;A business and living quarters combination may refer to one location or more than one location as thl prosecutor•• reporte usually do not indicate the number of interception devices 

3
actually installed. 
The number of days in uee was not specified in all reports, 

NI - Not indicated, 
NOTE: This information was taken from reporte filed by judges and prosecuting officials. 

• 
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Table 3 
Major Offense for which Court-Authorized Intercepts were Granted Pursuant 

to Title 18s United States Code, Section 2518, January l, 1972 to December 31, 1972 -

Reporting 
Jurisdiction 

Minnesota 
State Attorney Gene1·al. ••••• 

Nebraska 
Douglas ......................... . 

Nevada 

State Attorney General ••.••• 

New Jersey 
';tate Attorney GeneraL ••••• 
.... ergen ••.•.•••••••••••.•••.• 
Camden •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Essex ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Hudson •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Mercer •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Middlesex ••••••••••••••••••• 
Morris ......................... . 
Ocean ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Somerset •••••••••••••••••••• 
Union ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

New York 
Albany ••••••••••••••.••••••• 
B.ronx ....................... . 
Erie ........................ . 
Kings ......................... .. 
Monroe •••••••••••••••••.•••• 
Montgomery .................. . 
Nassau ...................... . 
New York .................... . 
Niagara ..................... . 
Onondaga .................... . 
Ontario ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Orange •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Queens ...................... . 
Richmond ••••• ,. ••••••••.••••• 
Rockland ••.•••••••••••.••••• 
Saratoga ••.•••••••••.••••••• 
Schenectady ••••••••••••••••• 
Suffolk ••••••••.•••••••••••• 
Sullivan •••••••••••••••.•.•• 
Ulster •••..•••.••.••••••••.•• 
Warren •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Wayne •••••• -••••••••••••••••• 
Westchester ................... . 

Oregon 
Union ....................... . 

tuiode Island 
State Attorney General.. •• · ••• 

Wisconsin 
State Attorney Geheral •••••• 

.... 
!'l 
f; 

4 

1 

68 
6 
4 

66 
12 
20 

2 
8 
4 
l 

44 

10 
32 

6 
30 
12 

3 
17 
72 

1 
3 
3 
l 

15 
4 

18 
1 

23 
13 

9 
2 
l 
2 

16 

10 

4 

. • 
·~ 
0 ... 
"' X • 
"' " >, • ~ k -~ " • g :S '" k 

" " 0 .; "' "" 

1 

l 

!!' -~ .w 
S, •H 

" • ..... 
k "' >,. -~ • k .W 

"' • " i • "'0 
~ k 0 

0 u 

"" .. Cl 

38 
6 
4 

1 49 
11 
14 

6 
2 
1 

32 

3 
l 
5 

1 11 
7 
2 

13 
11 

2 
1 
6. 
4 

13 
l 

20 
11 

2 

2 
9 

9 

"' " • 
• .w 

"'"' -~ " -~: g • 
0. 

" 

16 

>, 

" • u 

" .'S 

4 

10 
l 

"' " .. 
"' -~ 
,ti 
• ,: >, . ~ 
" 0 . . 
s" 

l 

NOTE: This table &hows the major offense as reported by the judge authorizing the intercept. 
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m . . 
" .w -~ 
) . .... -~ .:! .w 

" 0 . u 
.w " .. • :,;. z . 

18 

13 
l 
1 
2 
2 

l l 

12 

3 
30 

l3 
4 
l 
3 

33 

3 

2 

5 

2 
l 

7 

830 

Concluded 

.., I '< C &~ 
• 0 
C .W ... .. 
.w"' 

" "" " . -~ 0 -~ :,, . 
"> ." C 
0 ·rl >, .w " 0. .,-1 (P ,I.) 0 • 
• 0 " -j • >, "' ... .., 

" .. . ""' • • .., . 0 . 'll ,Q • . " " 0 .g .!; 0 0 0. .. .. 
0. .. "' "' :. 

l 

8 

2 

6 

1 
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Reporting 

Table 4 

Summary of Interceptions of Wire or Oral Communications 
January 1, 1972 to December"31, 1972 - Concluded 

Average Number 
Orders Where 

Nun,::,er Intercepts Persons 

Per Order 

Jurisdiction Authorized Installed Involved Intercepts 

Minnesota 
State Attorney General .••••• 2 2 19 243 

Nebraska 
Douglas •••.•.•...••..••.•••• 4 4 2 932 

Nevada 
C 

State Attorney General .•.•.• 1 1 24 871 

New Jersey 
State Attorney General. ••... 68 67 39 297 
Bergen .•.••.•....•.••.••.•.• 6 6 270 135 
Camden ••••..•.•....••.•..••• 4 4 17 157 
Essex ....................... 66 63 NI 182 
'ludson .•.•..•.......•.•.•... 12 12 NI 547 
,.\ercer .•....•.••••••• · ••••••• 20 20 2 184 
Middlesex •.•..••.••••••..•.• 2 2 14 353 
Morris ...................... 8 7 24 130 
Ocean ••••.•••.••••••..•.••.• 4 4 23 139 
Somerset •••.•.•..•.•••.••••• 1 1 2 189 
Union •••.•.•.••..••••••••.•• 44 41 7 176 

New York 
Albany .•.••..••••••••••••••• 10 10 3 847 
Bronx •••.•••.•.•..••••••••.• 32 32 20 431 
Erie ••.•••.•.•...••.•.•••••• 6 6 30 768 
Kings ••••.••.••••••••••••••• 30 30 14 837 
Monroe ••••••••.••••••••••••• 12 12 31 321 
Montgomery ••.••..•.••.•.••.• 3 - - -
Nassau .•.•••..•..•.•.••.•.•• 17 17 344 1,153 
New York ••••..•..•.••••.•••• 72 72 . 31 603 
Niagara •..•.•.••.••••••••••• 1 1 13 300 
Onondaga •••••••...•••••••••. 3 3 251 671 
Ontario •••••••••••.•..•••.•. 3 3 10 110 
Orange •.••••......••..•••.•. 1 1 1 1,350 
Queens .• .................... 15 15 53 380 
Richmond ••.•••..•....••••••• 4 4 34 65 per day 
Rockland .•••.......•.••.•.•• 18 18' NI NI 
Saratoga .••......••.•••••••• 1 1 NI NI 
Schenectady .•..•..•.•••••••• 23 23 NI NI 
Suffolk ••••.••.••.••••.••••• 13 13 13 257 

Sullivan .............•...... 9 9 9 882 
Ulster ••.•.•.•.•..•.•••••••. 2 2 1 538 
Warren .................•.... 1, 1 - -
Wayne ••••.••..••.•.••••.•••• 2 2 24 436 
Westchester ••...•.....••.••• 16 16 2 935 

Oregon 
Union .•..............•...... 1 1 1 368 

Rhode Island 
State Attorney General. •..•• 10 10 42 1,347 

Wisconsin 
State Attorney General •.•••• 4 4 - -

831 

Wh!"re Installed 

Incriminating 
Intercepts 

25 

611 

59 

115 
95 

126 
104 
401 
118 

69 
43 
47 
66% 
66 

222 
47 

366 
254 
101 

-
489 
203 

75 
32 

5 
1,200 

188 
49 per day 

NI 
NI 
NI 

almost 
100% 

35 
48 
-

253 
449 

22 

1,094 

-

NOTE: The information in this table is taken from reports received from both the judge authorizing 
the interception and the prosecuting official. 

NI - Not indicated. 
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Table 5 

Average Cost per Order Where the Cost was Reported 
January 1. 1972 to December 31, 1972 - Concluded 

Reporting 
Jurisdiction 

Minnesota 
State Attorney General ..••.. 

Nebraska 
Douglas •..•.....•..•.•.••••• 

Nevada 
State Attorney General •••.•. 

New Jersey 
State Attorney General ••..•• 
Bergen ••...•.........•.•..•• 
Camden ••••..•.•....•....•.•• 
Essex ••..••.....•.•.••.••.•• 
Hudson ••.•...••...•...•.•••. 
Mercer ••••••••.•..••••...•• : 
Middlesex .••...•...••••.•••• 
Morris ••• a •••••••••••••••••• 
Ocean ••.•..••••••.•••••.•••• 
Somerset .•.••...•••..•.••••• 
Union •.•.•••••...•...•..•••• 

New York 
Albany .•.••...•...... · ...•..• 
Bronx ••.•.•.....•.•..•••..•• 
Erie •........•...•.....•.•.• 
Kings •.••.•....•••.••.•.•••• 
Monroe ..••...•....•.....•... 
Montgomery .•................ 
Nassau ...•....•.•..•.••••..• 
New York .•............•...•• 
Niagara ••..•..•.•...•.•.•... 
Onondaga .....••...••.•.•.•.• 
Ontario .•....•..........•..• 
Orange ••.....••..•...•.....• 
Queens ••.•...•..••..•..••••• 
Richmond •.•..••.•...•....•••• 
Rockland ..•.•.•....•..•••.•. 
Saratoga ••...•..•..•••.••... 
Schenecta<ly •••.......•....•• 
Suffolk ••...•.•..•..•.•.•.•. 
Sullivan .•...•••.•.••••..••. 
Ulster .....•......••••.•.••• 
Warren .•••.•...•......••.••. 
Wayne •••..•••..••.•....•.•.• 
Westchester .•..•.••.•..•.... 

Oregon 
Union ••.•..•..•....•.•...... 

Rhode Island 
State Attorney General ..... . 

Wisconsin 
State Attorney General .••..• 

Authorized Intercep1cs 

Orders where 
Intercepts 
Installed 

2 

4 

1 

67 
6 
4 

63 
12 
20 

2 
7 
4 
1 

41 

10 
32 

6 
20 
12 

17 
72 

1 
3 
3 
1 

15 
4 

18 
1 

23 
13 

9 
2 
1 
2 

16 

1 

10 

4 

Cost 
reported 

2 

4 

1 

67 
6 
4 

63 
12 
19 

2 
7 
4 
1 

41 

10 
32 

6 
30 
12 

17 
65 

1 .. 3 
3 
1 

15 
4 

18 

13 
7 
2 

2 
16 

1 

10 

4 

Average Cost 
Per Order 

3,028 

1,860 

4,820 

4,151 
982 

1,249 
2,322 
2,158 

671 
3,805 
4,169 
2,309 

450 
1,030 

1,992 
10,364 
1,834 

11,451 
3,132 

3,895 
5,585 
3,100 
1,215 

525 
100 
635 

6,764 
1,460 

1,630 
4,971 
1,284 

1,525 
4,683 

22 

5,969 

254 

NOTE: This table is based on reports received from prosecuting officials. 
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Reporting 
Jurisdiction 

Minnesota 
State Attorney General. •.••• 

Nebraska 
Douglas ••••••••••.••••.••••• 

Nevada 
State Attorney General ••••.• 

New Jers_gy 
"'Yf'al"e At'b:>i-rie'y General .••.•• 
Bergen ....................... . 
Camden ••••••••.••.••••••••• 
Essex ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Hudson •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Mercer ••.•••••••••••••••..•• 
Middlesex .•...•••••••••••.•• 
Morris ....................... . 
Ocean ......................... . 
Somerset ......................... . 
Union .............................. . 

New York 
Albany •.••••••••••••••••••• • 
Bronx ......................... . 
Erie .......................... -
Kings ........................ . 
Monroe ....................... . 
Montgomery .................. . 
Nassau •••••••••••••••••••••• 
New York .................... . 
Niagara ..................... . 
Onondaga •••••••••••••••••••• 
Ontario ...................... . 
Orange ...................... . 
Queens ...................... . 
Richmond •••••••••••••••••••• 
Rockland •••.•••••••••••••••• 
Saratoga ................... .. 
Schenectady ................. . 
Suffolk ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sullivan •••••••••••••••••••• 
Ulster ...................... . 
Warren ••..•.•..•.••...... ,. .• 
Wayne ........................ . 
Westch~ster .................. . 

Oregon 
Union ....................... . 

Rhode Island 
State Attorney General ••.••• 

Wisconsin 
State Attorney General ••.••• 

Table 6 

Type of Surveillance Used Where Intercepts Installed 
January 1, 1972 to December 31, 1972 - Concluded 

Orders where 
Intercepts 
Installed 

4 

l 

67 
6 
4 

63 
12 
20 

2 
7 
4 
l 

41 

10 
32 

6 
30 
12 

17 
72 

1 
3 
3 
1 

15 
4 

18 
l 

23 
13 

9 
2 
1 
2 

16 

1 

10 

4 

Phone 
wire 

4 

1 

61 
6 
4 

63 
12 
18 

2 
7 

.4 
l 

40 

10 
28 

6 
29 
12 

17 
53 

l 
2 
3 

' 1 
12 

4 
18 

1 
23 

13 
9 
2 
1 
2 

16 

l 

10 

Microphone/ 
Eavesdrop 

2 

1 

6 

1 

Phone Wire and 
Microphone/ 

Eavesdrop 

l 

8 

1 

2 

NOTE: This table is based on reports from prosecuting officials. 
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Not Indicated 
and Other 

5 

833 

Number of Persons 
Reported Arrested up 
to December 31, 1972 

9 

16 

1 

125 
26 
37 

285 
88 
70 
19 
19 

5 
9 

151 

42 
46 
30 

162 
49 

149 
157 

3 
3 
7 

54 
15 
61 

1 
37 
39 

1 

33 
52 

2 

91 



I ..., 

100. M 

101. M 

102. M 

103. M 

104. M 

105. M 

106. M 

107. M 

108. N 

109. N 

TABLE B - FEDERAL 

United States 
District Court and 

reporting number 

ichigan, Eastern 

it:higan, Eastern 

ichigan, Eastern 

ichigan, Western 

inne.!}ota 

issouri, Eastern 

issouri, Western 

issouri, Western 

ebraska 

evada 

Reports by United States Department of Justice Concerning Court Authorized Intercepts of Wire or Oral Communic1tions 
Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec. 2519 

Calendar Year 1972 

Nature of Intercepts Number of Cost Number of 
Incrim- Motions 
inating to sup-

Attorney Average Inter- inter- Other Persons Press 1n-

General 1 Type 2 frequency 3 Persons cepts cepts Manpower resources Total arrested Trials tercepts 

Kleindienst I PC 62 16 1,168 738 $21,347 $ 256 $21,603 - - -

Kleindienst PC 58 74 1,172 826 10,491 224 10, 715 - - -

Kle'indienst PC 103 20 2,051 1,730 30,973 - 30,973 - - -

Mitchell PC. 70 18 1,344 243 8,939 240 9,179 - - -
Kleindienst PC 150 70 1,250 420 23,940 135 24,075 13 - -
Petersen PC 14 27 196 21 2,707 33 2,740 1 - -

Kleindienst PC 11 45 79 30 3,354 39 3,393 - - -

Kleindienst PC 1 4 5 3 1,013 44 1,057 - - -

Petersen PC 100 51 800 ')03 6,742 189 6,931 - - -
Petersen PC 95 41 2,659 1, 22G 28,026 455 28,481 - - -

• 

Persons 
convicted 

-
-
-

-
-
-

-

-

-

-
Y, 110. N evada Kleindienst PC 33 89 509 3 2,057 227 2,284 2 - - -

lll. N evada Kleindienst PC 28 12 364 100 1,780 103 1,883 - - - -
ll2. N 

113. N 

114. N 

115. N 

116. N 

117. N 

118. N 

evada Kleindienst PC 45 75 450 200 2,054 126 2,180 - - - -
evada Kleindienst PC 25 40 350 75 2,810 153 2,963 - - - -

ew Jersey Mitchell PC 87 82 697 63 1,676 68 1,744 - - - I -
ew Jersey Mitchell PC 21 64 203 32 4,635 170 4,805 - - - -
ew Jersey Mitchell PC 24 73 143 8 2,542 182 2,724 - - - -
ew Jersey Kleindienst PC 40 50 480 450 2,578 81 2,659 - - - -
ew Jersey Kleindienst PC, 72 20 656 209 3,768 90 3,858 - - - -

or ... al 

1 The Attorney General personally approved each of the reported applications and, .;is authorized by provisions of 'I'itJc, 18, u.s.c., S(•c. 2~16, specially 
designated an Assistant Attorney General to authorize its filing. 

2 Phone call (PC), Other (0) • 
3 Per <lay unless otherwise indic~ted. 
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Table A - STATE Reports by State Judges on Applications for Court Orders to Authorize the Int~rception of Wire or Oral C9rnmunicat1ons 

Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec, 2519 

Calendar Year 1972 

State, county 
and reporting 

number Judge Applicant 

Massachusetts, State At.torney General 

1. Suffolk McLaughlin I Quinn 

2. Suffolk McLau9hlin Quinn 

3. Suffolk McLaughlin Quinn 

4. Suffolk McLaughlin Quinn 

Massnchusetts, Pl yrnouth County 

1. Plymouth Taveira Little field 

Massachusetts, Suffolk Coun':y 

1. Suffolk Lurie Byrne 

2. Suffolk Lurie Byrne 

3. Suffolk Lurie Byrne 

Minnesota, State Attorney General 

J. Ramsey Breunig Spannilus 

2. Hennepin Danielson Spannaus 

Nebraska, Douglas County 

1. Douglas Murplq Knowles 

2. Douglas Murphy Knowles 

3. Douglas Murphy Knowles 

4. Douglas Murphy Knowles 

Nevada, State Attorney General (Lyon county) 

1. Lyon Batjer List 

Offense specifi€:'d 

G.iming 

Gaming 

Gaming 

Gaming 

Conspiracy to violate 
the gaming laws 

Gaming offenses 

Gaming offensQs 

Gaming offenses 

Frostitution 

Nnrcotics 

Gambling 

Unlawful sale of 
narcotics 

Gambling 

Unlawful sale and 
possession of nar-
cotics 

nribery of pubUc 
officials 

1Type/wiretup: (PW), phone wire; (M/E), microphone-eavesdrop; (0), other. 
2 Days, unless otherwis(• indicated, 
3 As rep0rtcd by prosecuting officials (days unless otherwise indicated.) 

Type 1 

PW 

PW 

PW 

PW 

PW 

PW 

PW 

PW 

PW 

PW 

PW 

PW 

PW 

PW 

Authorized length of 
interception Actual 

Date Nureber period 
of of in 

appli- Original exten- Total aper-
ca ti.on per iodE sio:1s length ation 3 Place 

9-6-72 15 - 15 8 Residence 

9-6-72 15 - 15 8 Residence 

9-28-72 15 - 15 7 Residence 

10-6-72 15 - 15 Lo Frivate club 

6-26-72 15 15 NI I A~artment 

4-24-72 15 - 15 9 Residence 

5-10-72 ).5 - J.5 12 Residence 

5-J.0-72 15 - J.5 12 Residence 

6-7-72 J.0 - 10 10 Apartment 

U-13-72 10 - 10 8 Residence 

11-17-71 30 - 30 10 Business 

2-7-72 30 - 30 8 Residence 

2-25-72 30 - 30 19 Residence 

5-5-72 30 - 30 14 Residence 

5-4-72 30 - 30 19 Business and 

• 

living quar ters 

• i 
f 
t 
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TABLE B - STATE Reports by State Prosecuting Officers Concerning Court Authorized Intercepts of Wire or oral Communications 

Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec, 2519 

Calendar Year 1972 

Nature of Intercepts Number of 

State, county and 
reporting number Prosecutor Type1 

Massachusetts, State Attorney General 

1. Suffolk Quinn PC 

2. Suffolk Quinn PC 

3. Suffoll< Quinn PC 

4. Suffolk Quinn PC 

Massachusetts, Plymouth county 

l. Plymouth Littlefield PC 

Massachusetts, Suffolk County 

1. Suffolk Byrne PC 

2. Suffolk Byrne PC 

3. Suffolk Byrne PC 

Minnesota, State Attorney General 

1. Ramsey Spannaus PC 

2. Hennepin Spannaus PC 

Nebraska, Douglas county 

1. Douglas Knowles PC . 
2. Douglas Knowles PC 

3. Douglas Knowles PC 

4. Douglas Knowles PC 

Nevada, State Attorney General (Lyon county) 

1. Lyon List' 

1 Phon~ Call (PC), Other (0) • 
~Prr day unless otherwise indicated. 
NI - Not i,ndica ted. 

PC 

Incrim-
inating 

Average Inter- inter-
frequency 2 Persons cepts cepts Manpower 

27 27 213 157 $1,440 

28 27 220 179 1,440 

No interceptions 1,098 

17 I 39 256 60 2,160 

12 59 249 121 960 

56 46+ 507 450 -
75.2 76+ 903 875 -

109 55+ 1,310 1,290 -

1.5 per 25 441 28 3,520 
hour 

5.5 13 45 22 2,000 

NI 1 452 129 642 

NI 1 322 133 l. 421 

NI 1 2,131 2,077 1,326 

NI 4 822 105 3,080 

28 min. 24 871 59 4,500 

,, 

Cost 

Other Persons 
resources Total arrested 

$ 200 $1,640 -
200 l.640 -
275 1,373 -
200 2,360 -

536 1,496 36 

50 50 8 

tl 25 25 Related 

I 
25 25 Related to 

I 

500 4,020 6 

35 2,035 3 

154 796 2 

150 l. 571 -
135 1,461 8 

531 3,611 6 

320 4,820 

-

Number of 
Motions 
to sup-
press in- Persons 

Trials tercepts convicted 

- - -
- - -
- - -
- - -

6 12 denied 26 

- 164 pendini -
8 arrests and 64 motions note d 
in number 1 

I I 
8 arrests and 64 rotions note 
in number 1 

I 

d 

- - 3 

- 2 pending 1 

- -
- - -
- - -
- - 4 
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Table C. Supplementary Report 

Additional Arrests, Trials, and Convictions Reported by the Department of Justice in 1972 
as a Result of Intercepts Installed in Calendar Year 1971 

u. s. District Court 

N evada 

N evada 

N ew Jersey 

ew York, Eastern 

ew York, Eastern 

ew York, Eastern 

ew York, Eastern 

N 

N 

N 

N 

N ·ew York, Southern 

N 

N 

N 

0 

0 

p 

p 

ew York, Western 

ew York, Western 

orth Carolina, Western 

hio, Northern 

regon 

ennsylvania, Eastern 

ennsylvania, Eastern 

Reporting 
number 
in 1971 
report 

163 

164 

189 

208 

210 

218 

223 

239 

241 

243 

244 

250 

257 

260 

265 

(Report as of December 31, 1972) 

Additional Activity During Calendar Year 

Date Motions to 
of Persons suppress Persons 

application Cost arres-ted Trials intercepts convicted 

9-28-71 - 8 - - 1 

10-19-71 - 9 - - -

9-15-71 - 8 - - -
12-8-70 - - 1 1 denied 3 

1-28-71 - - 1 ' 4 denied 12 

7-23-71 - 2 - - -
11-11-71 - 13 - 2 denied -
8-12-71 - 5 1 - 5 

3-3-71 - - 8 - 8 

4-23-71 - - 9 - 8 

7-9-71 - 6 - 4 granted 4 

10-29-71 - - - - 2 

12-13-71 $509 9 1 7 denied 8 

4-6-71 - 10 - - -

7-2.9-71 - - - - 1 

-

1972 

Offense for 
which 

convicted 

Transmission of 
wagering inform ation 

-
' 

-

Gambling , 

Conspiracy 

-
-

Transmission of 
wagerlng inform ation 

Conspiracy 

Gambling, consp iracy 

Gambling 

Gambling 

Gambling, trans 
of wagering inf 

mission 
or-

mation 

-
Gambling, consp iracy 



ON A'PPLICATIONS FOR 

ORDERS AUTHORIZING 

OR APPROVING THE 

INTERCEPTION OF WIRE OR 

ORAL COMMUNICATIONS 

for the period January 1, 1973 to 
December 31, 1973 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE OF 
THE UNITED STATES COURTS 

. ·;.: ..... ;,-:;:: 

·. ··.·.···:·::. 
::::::·.::::·­

::::::•";·;···-· 
·-·••::- ······· 
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Nebraska 

Reporting 
Jurisdiction 

Dodge ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Douglas •.•••••••••.•••••••••• 
Frontier •••••••••.•••••••••• 
Lancaster •••••••••.••••••••• 
Sarpy ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Nevada 
State Attorney General •••••• 
Clark ••••••••• ••·•··••••••·· 

New Hampshire 
state AttOrney General ••.••• 

New Jersey 
State Attorney General •••••• 
Bergen •.•••••••••••••••••••• 
Camden ••.•••• ••• •••••••••••. 
Essex ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Hudson ••• ••• •••••••••••••••• 
Mercer ...................... . 
Middlesex ••••••••••••••••••• 
Monmouth •••••••••••••••••••• 
Morris •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Ocean ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
somerset •••••••••••••••••••• 
Union ....................... . 

New Mexico 
Santa Fe ••••••••.••••••••••• 

t,rew York 
State Attorney General 
(Special Prosecutor) •••••••• 
State Attorney General 
(Organized Crime Task Force} 
Albany ••.•••••••••••..•••.•. 
Bronx ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Dutchess •••••••••••••••••••• 
Erie ••••••••••••••••.••••••• 
Essex ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
:ti::ings •••••••••••••••• ··•·•·• 
Monroe ••••••••••• , ••••••.••• 
Nassau •••••••••••••••••••••• 
New York •.•••••.•••••••••••• 
Niagara ••••.••••••••••••.••• 
Onondaga •••••••••••••••••••• 
Orange •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Queens ••.••••••••••••••.•••• 
Rensselaer •••.•••••••••••••• 
Rockland •••••••••••••••••••• 
Schenectady ••••••••••••••••• 
Suffolk .•••••••••••••••••••• 
Sullivan •••• -~ •••••••••••••• 
Ulster •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Warren ...................... . 
Wayne ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Westchester ••••••••••••••••. 

~sland 
State Attorney General. ••••• 

~ 
State Attorney General •••••. 

47 

48 
12 
ll 
14 

lD 
56 

24 

12 
27 

72 
ll 
2D 
47 

2 
7 
3 

32 
l 

lD 
17 

6 
10 

2 

3 
18 

10 

Table 2 

Intercept Orders Issued by Judges during the 
_Period January 1, 1973 to December 31. 1913 {Conc\uded). 

Number of Intercept Orders 

" 0 
0 

~ . 
" 0 , 
0 

17 

47 

43 
11 
11 
14 

2 

10 
54 

24 

ll 
25 

63 
ll 
19. 
45 

2 
31 

10 

6 
10 

2 
l 

17 

lO 

Number 
of ex­

tensions 

16 

15 

99 

39 

ll 

lJ 

Average length 
{in days) 

Original 
authorization Extension 

30 

" 30 
30 
30 

30 
30 

10 

22 
18 
30 
18 
24 
28 
30 
15 
30 
20 
30 
27 

30 

27 

30 
30 
28 
30 
28 
30 
30 
28 
30 
29 
30 
30 
30 
28 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
30 
29 

27 

25 
10 
15 
21 

7 

30 

30 
16 

30 

30 
24 

30 

27 
29 

30 

30 

30 
30 
30 

JO 

30 

Total 
period 

in actual 
.;ise l 

Days :1 Hours 

24 
82 
17 
10 
20 

87 

38 

1,286 
91 
94 

471 
153 
180 
331 

25 
43 
12 
91 

821 

982 

60 
279 
784 

NI 
92 

6 
NI 

113 
527 

2,022 
14 

141 
31 

1,035 

152 

166 
317 

32 

20 
547 

238 

8.5 

Single 
family 

dwelling 

26 
5 

27 

11 
4 

8 
12 

4 

839 

Place or Facillty Authorized in Original Application 

Combination 
Business Not 

Apart- Multi-
ment dwelling 

and indicated 
BusineS$ Living Quarters2 and other 

10 6 
l 

12 16 8 
l l 

3 

' 
5 

13 10 

16 
2 

·l 

33 14 10 
5 
5 

17 16 
l 
1 
2 

16 6 

10 
2 

i 
1Based on the actual number of intercept devices installed as reported by the prosecuting official. 
2A businesa and living quarters combination may refer to one location or more than one location as the pros11;:cutor's reports usually do not indicate the numl:>er of interception devit::es 
actually installed. 

3'llle number of days in use was not specified in all reports. 
NI - Not indicated. 
NOTE: 'Ibis information was taken from _reports filed by judges and prosecuting officials. 

.. 

• 
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Table 3 
Major Offense for which Court-Authorized Intercepts were Granterl Pursuant 

to Title 18~ United States Code. Section 2518. January 1. 1973 to December 31. 1973 - Concluded 

Reporting 
jurisdiction 

~ 
Dodge •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Douglas •••••••••••••••••••• 
Frontier •••••••.••••••••••• 

,Lancaster ••.•••••••••••••.• 
Sarpy •••••••••••••••••••••• 

~_gxs_M 
State Attorney General ••••• 
Clark •••••••••••••••••••••• 

New Ha.mpshi re 
State Attorney GeneraL •••• 

New Jersey 
State Attorney General ••••• 
Bergen •••••••••••.••••••••• 
Camden ..................... . 
Essex •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Hudson ..................... . 
Mercer ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Middlesex •••••••••••••••••• 
Monmouth ••••••••••••••••••• 
Morris •••••••••.•.••••••••• 
Ocean ......................... . 
Somerset ••••••.•••••••••••• 
Union ...................... . 

New Mexico 
Santa Fe .................. .. 

New York 
State Attorney General 
(Special Prosecutor} ••••••• 
State Attorney General 
(Organized Crime Task Force) 

Albany ••.•••••••••••••••••• 
Bronx ••• o •••••••••••••••••• 

Dutchess ................... . 
Erie ••••••••••.•••••••••••• 
Essex ....................... . 
Kings ..................... .. 
Monroe ••••••••.•••••••••••• 
Nassau ..................... . 
New York ••••••••••••••••••• 
Niagara .................... . 
Onondaga ••••••••••••••••••• 
Orange •••.••••••••••••••••• 
Queens ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Rensselaer ••••••••••••••••• 
Rockland ................... . 
Schenectady ••.•• ., •••••••••• 
Suffolk •••••••••••••••••••• 
Sullivan ••••••••••••••••••• 
Ulster ••.••.• ,., ............. . 
Warren ..................... . 
Wayne •••••••••••••••••••.•• 
Westchester ••.••.•••••••••• 

Rhode Island 
State Attorney General. ••.• 

Wisconsin 
State Attorney General ••••• 

5 
l 
l 

4 

47 
8 
4 

48 
12 
11 
14 

2 
2 
l 

10 
56 

24 

2 
12 
27 

2 
4 
l 

72 
11 
20 
47 

2 
7 
3 

32 
l 

10 
17 

6 
10 

2 
I 
3 

18 

10 

3 

4 

5 22 
6 
l 

39 
8 
7 
5 

2 

l 
4 

33 

9 

11 
5 

2 

1 52 
10 
10 

1 4 
2 
3 
3 
8 
1 
8 

14 
5 
l 

2 
8 

5 

" ~ . ., 
"'~ ·- , -~ : 
e • o m 
:r: 

2 

l 
l 

l 
2 

6 
1 

5 

8 

5 

8 

1 

2 

l 
7 

4 

NOTE: This table shows the major offense as reported by the judge authorizing the intercept. 
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4 

9 
2 
l 
8 
4 
3 

2 16 

7 

20 
2 
1 

13 2 
l 
2 

14 

2 

10 

2 
1 

1 
8 

>, ' ., m .> k 

" "' . ., .... p. 
k O 0 
.> V k . e o.. 
C C 
0 k • 

,,-j 0 ..... 

: . 2 . ., . 
• k 
0 0-, 
0 0. 0 .. 

l 

4 

l 
14 

1 

2 

840 

3 
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Table 4 
Summary of Interceptions of Wire or Oral Communications 

January 1, 1973 to December 31, 1973 - Concluded 

841 

Average Number 
Per Order Where Installed 

Orders where 1-----~------~--------­

Nebraska 

Reporting 
Jurisdiction 

Dodge ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Douglas ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Frontier ••••••••• _. · •••••••••• 
Lancaster •••..•••...••..••.• 
Sarpy ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

~ada 
State Attorney General •••••• 
Clark ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

New Hampshire 
State Attorney General •••••• 

New Jersey 
State Attorney General •••••• 
Bergen •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Camden •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Essex ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Hudson •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Mercer •••••••••••.•••••••••• 
Middlesex ••••••••••••••••••• 
Monmouth •••••••••••••••••••• 
Morris •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Ocean ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Somerset •••••••••••••••••••• 
Union ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

New Mexico 
Santa Fe* ••••••••••••••••••• 

New York 
State Attorney General 
(Special Prosecutor) •••••••• 
State Attorney General 
(Organized Crime Task Force) 
Albany •••••••••••••••••.•••• 
Bronx •••.••••••••••••••••••• 
Dutchess •••••••••••••••••••• 
Erie •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Essex., ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Kings ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Monroe •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Nassau ••.••••••••••••••••••• 
New York •••••••••••••••••••• 
Niagara ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Onondaga •••••••••••••••••••• 
Orange •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Queens ••••••••••••••••••••• .­
Rensselaer •••••••••••••••••• 
Rockland •••••••••••••••••••• 
Schenectady*••·••••···•···•· 
Suffolk ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sullivan •••••••••••••••••••• 
Ulster •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Warren ...................... . 
Wayne ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Westchester ••••••••••••••••• 

Rhode Island 
State Attorney General •••••• 

Wisconsin 
State Attorney General •••••• 

Number 
Authorized 

1 
5 
1 
1 
l 

3 
1 

4 

47 
8 
4 

48 
12 · 
11 
14 

2 
2 
1 

10 
56 

1 

24 

2 
12 
27 

2 
4 
1 

72 
11 
20 
47 

2 
7 
3 

32 
1 

10 
17 

6 
10 

2 
1 
3 

18 

10 

7 

Intercepts 
Installed 

l 
5 
1 
1 
1 

3 
-

4 

47 
8 
4 

43 
11 
lJ. 
14 

2 
2 
1 

10 
54 

-

24 

2 
11 
25 

2 
4 
1 

63 
11 
19 
45 

2 
7 
2 

31 
-

10 
-
6 

10 
2 
1 
3 

17 

10 

7 

NOTE: The information in this table is taken from reports 
the interception and the prosecuting official. 

NI - Not indicated. 
*NO prosecutor•s report. 
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Persons 
Involved 

1 
1 
2 

24 
1 

135 
-

43 

39 
604 

20 
NI 

381 
1 

13 
20 
92 
23 

8 
13 

-

59 

20 
2 

27 
2 
8 
2 

16 
5 

49 
31 

9 
81 
22 

350 
-

17 
-

20 
6 

NI 
7 
2 

40 

11 

1 

Intercepts 

472 
367 

68 
105 

3,271 

250 
-

297 

502 
302 
306 
326 
392 
321 
223 

93 
417 
216 
123 
234 

-

852 

757 
590 
740 

NI 
237 

26 
1,558 

402 
668 
255 

Many 
372 
270 

1,0.29 
-

327 
-

201 
597 

NI 
15 
26 

924 

318 

1 

Incriminating 
Intercep);s 

12 
135 

31 
58 

3,203 

25 
-

234 

191 
127 

47 
166 
316 

8 
41 

2 
207 

76 
58 
68 

-

254 

500 
470 
413 

NI 
46 

2 
923 
295 
515 
227 

Several 
177 
270 
266 

-
277 

-
201 

53 
NI 
-
6 

365 

189 

1 

received from both the judge authorizing 



-

-

-
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Table 5 
Average Cost P~r Order 

January 1, 1973 to December 31, 1973 - Concluded 

Nebraska 

Reporting 
Jurisdiction 

Dodge ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Douglas ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Frontier.A••················ 
Lancaster .••••••••••••.••••. 
Sarpy ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Nevada 
State Attorney General •••••• 

New Hampshire 
State Attorney General •••••• 

New Jersey 
State Attorney General •••••• 
Bergen •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Camden •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Essex ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Hudson •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Mercer •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Middlesex ••••••••••••••••••• 
Monmouth •••••••••••••••.•••• 
Morris •.•••.••••••••••••••.• 
Ocean ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Somerset •.•••••••••••••••••• 
Union ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

New Mexico 
Santa Fe* •.••••••••••••••••• 

New York 
State Attorney General 
(Special Prosecutor) •••••••• 
State Attorney General 
(Organized Crime Task Force) 
Albany •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Bronx ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Dutchess •••••••••••••••••••• 
Erie •••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Essex ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Kings •••• , •••••••••••••••••• 
Monroe •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Nassau •••••••••••••••••••••• 
New York •••••••••••••••••••• 
Niagara ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Onondaga •••••••••••••••••••• 
Orange ••••••••.••••••••••••• 
Queens •••••••••••••.•••••••• 
Rockland •••••••••••••• ; ••••• 
Schenectady*·••••···•·•••·•· 
Suffolk ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Sullivan •••••••••••••••••••• 
Ulster •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Warren •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Wayne ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Westchester ••••••••••••••••• 

Rhode Island 
State Attorney General •••••• 

Wisconsin 
State Attorney General •••••• 

Authorized Intercepts 

Orders where 
Intercepts 
Installed 

1 
5 
1 
1 
1 

3 

'+ 

'+7 
8 
'+ 

'+3 
11 
11 
lr+ 

2 
2 
1 

10 
54 

24 

2 
11 
25 

2 

'+ 
1 

63 
11 
19 
45 
2 
7 
2 

31 
10 

6 
10 

2 
1 
3 

17 

10 

7 

Orders with 
cost 

reported 

1 
5 
1 
1 
1 

3 

4 

'+7 
8 
4 

43 
10 
11 
14 

2 
2 
1 

10 
56 

24 

2 
11 
25 

4 
1 

63 
11 
19 
45 
1 
7 
2 

31 
10 

6 
10 

2 

3 
17 

10 

7 

Average Cost 
Per Order 

$ 600 
3,003 
4,130 

500 
2,5<JO 

933 

1,577 

7,1'+1 
2,572 
2,644 
2,930 
2,257 
2,194 
8,556 

34 
21,505 
3,634 

· 1.080 
.1,967 

11,867 

8,350 
2,786 
9,921 

1,501 
63 

7,170 
1,481 
2,566 
4,723 
1,260 
1,476 

100 
888 

i,388 

3,627 
1,533 
3,218 

680 
6,133 

7,602 

252 

NOTE: This table is based on reports received from prosecuting officials. 
*No,prosecutor's report. 
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Table 6 
Type of Surveillance Used, Arrests and Convictions Where Intercepts Installed 

January 1, 1973 to December 31~ 1973 - Concluded 

Reporting 
Jurisdiction 

Nebrask~ 
Dodge ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Douglas ••••••••••••••••••••• 
Frontier •••••••••••••..••••• 
Lancaster •••••..••..•••.•.•• 
Sarpy ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Nevada 

State Attorney Q~!leral ••• ~-·. 

~ New Hampshire 
State Attorney General •••••• 

New Jersey 
State Attorney General •••••• 
Bergen ...................... . 
Camden ...................... . 
Essex ••••••••••••••••••••••• 

·Hudson ....................... . 
1 Mercer •••••.•••••••••••••••• 

MiddleseX ••••••••.•••••••••• 
Monmouth .................... . 
Morris ...................... . 
Ocean ••••••••••••.•••••••••• 
Somerset ........................ . 
Union ........................... . 

New Mexico 
Santa Fe* ..................... . 

New York 
State Attorney General 
(Special Prosecutor) •••••••• 

_State Attorney General 
(Organized Crime Task Force) 
Albany •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Bronx ......................... . 
Dutchess ••.••••••••••••••••• 
Erie ........................ . 
Essex ....................... . 
Kings ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Monroe ...................... . 
Nassau ...................... . 
New York .................... ~. 
Niagara ••.•••••••••••••••••• 
Onondaga •••••••••••••••••••• 
Orange ••••••••••.••••••••••• 
Queens •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Rockland •••••••••••••••••••• 
Schenectady* ................ . 
Suffolk.- •.•••••••••••••••••• 
Sullivan ..................... .. 
Ulster .......................... . 
Warren •••••••••••••••••••••• 
Wayne ••••••••••••••••••••••• 
Westchester .................. . 

Rhode Island 
State Attorney General •••••• 

Wisconsin 
State Attorney General •••••• 

Orders where 
Intercepts 
Installed 

1 
5 
1 
l 
1 

3 

4 

47 
8 
4 

43 
11 
11 
14 

2 
2 
1 

10 
54 

24 

2 
11 
25 

2 
4 
1 

63 
11 
19 
45 

2 
7 
2 

31 
10 

6 
10 

2 
l 
3 

17 

10 

7 

Phone 
Wire 

l 
5 

1 
1 

3 

4 

42 
8 
4 

43 
11 
11 
14 

2 
2 
l 

lQ 
53 

16 

2 
11 
25 

2 
4 
1 

59 
11 
17 
30 

2 
6 
2 

26 
10 

6 
10 

2 
1 
3 

17 

10 

l 

Microphone/ 
Eavesdrop 

1 

5 

1 

5 

3 

2 
7 

6 

NOTE: This table is based on reports from prosecuting officials. 
*No prosecutor's report. 
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Phone Wire and 
Microphone/ 

Eavesdrop 

2 

8 

1 

5 

Not Indicated 
and Other 

1 

Number of Persons Reported 

Arrested 
During 1973 

1 
23 

4 
22 
26 

4 

16 

125 
13 
11 

224 
91 

133 
1 

48 
l 

30 

32 

31 
21 
56 

2 
3 
l 

28 
14 
26 

104 
2 

28 
8 

55 
30 

15 
2 
6 

7 
44 

6 

Convicted 
During 1973 

14 
3 

14 
7 

15 

1 

15 

5 

2 

18 
10 

7 

3 

6 

9 

2 
3 
8 
1 

19 

4 
21 

6 
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Table· 10 

Summary of Supplementary Reports as a Result of Intercepts 
Installed in Calendar Year 1971 
{Report as of December 31, 1973) 

Total Additional Activity During 
Number Calendar Year 1973 

of 
supple- Number Number Motions to 

Reporting mentary of persons of suppress 
Jurisdiction reports Cost arrested trials intercepts 

Total. ..• 120 - 150 109 64- granted 
151 denied 
27 pending 

Federal.. 38 - 14-1 34- 4-0 granted 
8 denied 
2 pending 

Arizona 
. 

State Attorney 
General 
(Maricopa) ••• 1 - - - -

Ma1•yland ~ 

Baltimore Co •• 11 - - 30 5 granted 
1 denied 
1 pending 

Massachusetts 

Plymouth •••••• l - - 13 24- pending 

Nevada 

Washoe 1 - - 1 1 granted 

New Jersey 

State Attorney 
General 
(Mercer) ••••• 26 - 2 12 18 denied 

Bergen •••••••• 1 - - - 1 granted 
1 denied 

Essex ••••••••• 4- - - - -

-26-

844 · 

Number of 
persons 

convicted 

4-4-1 
9 reversals 

198 
9 reversaJ.s 

4-

22 

13 

-

4-3 

7 

8 
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TABLE A- STATE 

State, county 
and reporting Judge 

number 

Nevada, State Attorney General 

1. Clark Compton 

2. Clark Compton 

3. Clark Compton 

Nevaaa, Clark County 

1. Clark Compton 

See footnotes at the end of TABLE A·· STATE 
NI - Not Indicated 

-
Reports by State Judges on Applications for Court :orden to Authorize the lnterc~ption of Wire or Oral Communications 

Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec. 2519 
' 

Authorized length of 
Date intercePtion 
of 

I 

Number 
Applicant Offense specified Type 1 

appli• Original of 
cation period1 ext'en• 

signs 

List Bribery of judici.3.1 officer PW 1-24-73 30 -

List Bribery of judicial officer PW 1-25-73 30 -
List Bribery of judicial officer PW 1-26-73 30 -

Woofter Sale of narcotics NI 11-16-73 30 -

-
Calendar Year 1973 

Actual 
period 

in Place 
Total 

oper-
length ation 3 

30 30 Business 

30 29 Single family dwelling 

30 28 Business 

30 I Never I_ House trailer 
·installed 
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f~ 

ii 

I 
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TABLE B-STATE 

State, county and 
Prosecutor reporting number 

Nevada. State Attorney General 

1. Clark List 

2. Clark List 

3. Clark List 

Nevada, Clark County 

1. Clark Woofter 

See footnotes at the end of TABLE 8 - STATE 
NI - Not Indicated • 

-

Reports by State Prosecuting Officers Concerning Court Authorized Intercepts of Wire or Oral Communications 
Pursuant to Title .18, Unitod State, Code, Sec. 2519 

Nature of Intercepts Number of Cost 

Type
1 I I 1 

lncrim• 

i I 
Average Inter- inating Other 

frequency 2 Persons cepts inter• 
Manpower resources Total 

eepts 

PC 1.66 calls 37 50 2 $ 625 $ 75 $ 700 
per 24 hours 

PC 6.82 calls 98 198 31 625 75 700 
per 24 hours 

PC 14. i'8 calls 223 414 31 
per 24 hours 1,250 150 1,400 

PC 3 •. 10 cdlls 48 87 10 
per 24 hours 

NI Never installe~ 
" 

-
'j 

Calendar Year 1973 

Nul']'lber of 

I I 
Motions 

I 
Persons to sup- Persons 
arrested Trials press in- convicted 

tercepts 

4 - -

J 
-

Related t o 4 arrests in No. 

I 
( 

, 
Related to 4 arrest in No. l 

I I 
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State, 
County 

Nevada 

Washoe 

New Jersey 

State Attorney General 
(Mercer) 

State Attorney General 

State Attorney General 

State Attorney General 

State Attorney General 

State Attorney General 

State Attorney General 

State Attorney General 

State Attorney General 

-
Table c. Supplementary Report 

Additional Arrests, Trials, and Convictions Reported by Prosecutors in 1973 
as a Result of Intercepts Installed in Calendar Year 1971 

(Report as of December 31, 1973) 

Additional Activity During Calendar Year 
Reporting 

number Date Motions to 
in 1971 of Persons Trials suppress Persons 
report application Cost arrested completed intercepts convicted 

1 9-20-71 - - 1 1 granted -

1973 

Offense for 
which 

convicted 

-

5 12-29-70 - - Related to trial, mo ions and convictions in 
Nos. 11 and 12 

7 1-11-71 - - 1 - 1 Bookmaking and 
lottery 

8 1-11-71 - - Related to trial and conviction n No. 7 

9 1-11-71 - - 1 - 3 Conspiracy 
6 Lottery 

11 l-H-71 - - 1· 1 denied 3 Conspiracy 
4 Bookmaking 
2 Lottery 
3 Disorderly con 

12 1-21-71 - - 1 denied 
Related to trial and convictions in No. 11 

13 1-21-71 - -- 1 - 1 Lottery, aidin 
and abetting 

28 3-24-71 - - 1 1 denied 6 Conspiracy and 
bookmaking 

34 4-7-71 - - 1 denied 
Related to trial and convictions in No • 28 . 

I 

duct 

g 

; 

; ' ; 


