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ASSEMBLY JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
58th NEVADA ASSEMBLY SESSION

MINUTES
April 24, 1975

This meeting of the Assembly Judiciary Committee 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 in the area of .

reports which are complled.gThls brlngs in our judges in order for .

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: emergency wiretaps. On Page 2, Line 24--this

can be eliminated. Mr. Demers advised that this was dlocussed with

the Public Service Commission and somebody talked to the Nevada Crime

Commissipn. The Public Service Commission has had this for years
and years. They indicated that they have never wanted the responsi-
bility, and 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

ropposition 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‘a suit

to a wiretap situation. At that time they did suggest some ‘amend-
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 telephone company assist to identify some

of the facilities being used. TheNevada law calls for 72 hours

and there is some conflict here, but this is not the problem.

The problem. is "regarding the reference to "good faith reliance"

He told the Committee_ about the law suit two years ago. On. thls,ﬂme
bill, Page 2, Line 9,: regardlng 1nformatlon which should be included
on the information for a wiretap, he read Subsection (d). 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., testified on A.B.559.
Nevada law'as it now stands far exceeds the guidelines of the

federal standards. - Every time laws are made llke this, it ties

and binds law enforcement agencies' activities in investigating
criminal activities. The original bill, they felt, was too severe.
They agree that Section 5 should be deleted. There have been no
abuses. They feel the present law is adequate in that regard.

;Theyhe51tantly have no objections to the other. amendments proposed."
They feel the Crime Commission with its Executive Director would be

a good agency ‘to make these reports. The Executive 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.

_Theyhad 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.
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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 Pollce 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 this affidavit bill with his colleague. He would like to
suggest amendlng 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 civ1l penalties rather than criminal penalties. He feels that
the "civil penalty business" 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 testlfled that thlS 1s a blll 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 did not 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 until it is discovered and becomes a matter
of public fact. The problem with this is trying to define the par-
ticular areas of what is considered "secret". -He feels that this bill

' is probably not too acceptable in its 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 $.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.BR.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 there ‘is*an accident, then he
believes that the card should be presented "but to have to present
it each time a driver is stopped 1s not. good.

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. TForm 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 such wiretap. "



| | - B0Z
ment in the original statute be eliminated. That statement is under- =~ = -
scored by the word 'notifies."  In numerous instances, defense attorneys -
have claimed to have "notified' the District Attorney; some times by word
of mouth, some times by telephone, and in almost no instances by mail.

What is requlred by the proposed change in Section 3 is that the defense:

attorney utilize the same mechanics for notification as the proDecutmg -
attorney is required to do by the provisions of the statute, i.e., certlfled
or reglstered mail.

If the defense attorney so notified the District Attorney at least 96 hours
prior to the date set for tridl 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 R

Clark County region, and must travel from court to court for the purpose’
of analytical testimony. With the number of subpoenas being issued, ias
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 modlfled
as suggested. :

NRS 50. 335 ' SRS
This section covers requested changes in the form of both affxdaVLts 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 Pubhc"';-ﬂ‘, ,,

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. e

The or1gma1 affidavit form of NRS 50. 335, according to the Pubhc De—'. .

fender's Office, left alot to be desired as to the information contained
therein for presentationina 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 various_cqurts of law in the = - '
State of Nevada. T : o

leham M. Wltte, Deputy Chl ef .
Technical Serv1ces DlVLSlOﬂ S

WMW /kj
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TO: Assistant Sheriff B. Jacka, Line Operations DATE: April 21, 1975
FROM: Deputy Chief William M. Witte, Technical Services Division

SUBJECT: AB 585 - Aiffidavit Testimony

NRS 50. 315 :

At the present time, NRS 50. 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 were analyzed and

1,122 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 n modlflcatlons requested of NRS 50. 325 would include the words
lor mdwidipal attorney" to conform with 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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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.

l. 1Is There A Need For This Legislation?

A suitable threshold question with respect to any
proposed legislation is, "is there 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

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

P.O. Box 1450/ 5241 Spring Mountain Road / Las Vegas, Nevada 89101/ 702/ 876-7237



804

April 24, 1975
Page Two

only a violation of "any of the provisions of
Chapters 704, 705, 706, 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.
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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%.

o
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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

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 ¢triminal defendant.

sp)
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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.

Véry truly yours,

e ta WS o

Charles H. McCrea
Executive Vice President
Southwest Gas Corporation
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Table A. Reports by United States Judges Pursuant to Ticl‘e 18, United States Code, Sec, 2519,
on Applications for Court Orders to Authorize the Interception of Wire or Oral Communications.
Calendar Year 1969

A
Rind
United States (PW} Phone wire . Total
District Court Assistant {M/E) 'Microphone/ original Knmber ? retual Period Authorized
and Reporting Attorney Offense Eavesdrop bate of Period [ device in Length of
Rumber Name of Judge General® Specified {0} Other Application Authorized* Extensions operation¥ JIntexcepts” Place
) 1 New York, !
N R Eastenn Bartels Wilson Narcotics, ,
! ] Conspiracy W 2-19-69 20 1 {(never used) 18 25 Residence
2 Ohio, Rorthern Kalbfleisch Wilson Forgery
{sccurities) . .
Conspiracy W 4-1-69 8 2 21 22 2 pars
3 Michigan,
Eastern Freeman Wilson Conspiracy, .
Narcotics W 5=8=69 30 none 26 . 30 Residence
4 New Jersey Whipple Wilson Transmission “
; of wagering
1 information,
Intexstate
i Gambling, . . .
Conspiracy PW . 6-3~69 10 1 4. 30 Bar
5 Oklahoma, .
Eastern Langley Walters Conspiracy
Intimidation of '
Officers, Juror, - .
I etc. W . 6-11-69 9 none . 8. 9 Residence
6 New York, . ) . .
Westexn Henderson Wilson Extortion, . p
Credit transactions . ' . -
Conspiracy . PW, M/E" C 6ell=6Y R 15 1 {at residence) 30 oy
Ca . - 17 M8 0 Social Club (Wire tap only)
- . Residence (Microphone & Wiretap)
7 Florida, . 5
Southern 5 Mehrtens Wilson Transmission of
i Wagerirg informa= : . y - . . .
tion, conspiracy W 6-17-69 7 none . 6 7 Rjrport Pay Phone .-
8 Nevada Foley, R.D. Wilson ransmission of - :
Wagering informa- . .
tion, conspiracy 3 . . )
. . PW T=3-69 Application denied o Apartment
1 9 District of c ’ . .
Columbia Jones Wilson Conspiracy to
violate narcotic : ’ . S
drug laws PW . 1-9-69 30 b 39 - 44 Apartment
10 HNew York. .
Western Curtin Wilson Transmission of :
. . Wagering infoi= ’ :
mation, Interstate
: Ganrling, Con= . . . -
spiracy W 9~25~69 15 none .. 18 . 15 Pay Phone in Bar
1} New York, ) Lo
. Southern Cannella Wilson Transmission of :
wagering inforw . .
mation, Inter- . . -
state Gambling, Cone . ' .
spiracy PW T-28~69 15 none none - 15 Apartment
12 District of .
Cotumbia Joneg wilson Ccuspiracy to "
violate the g . .
Narcotics Drug ;
Laws W . 8~1-69 30 none 18 N 30 Apartment
‘ 13 Ingdiana, . '
Northern Beamex « * Wilson Transmission of . - .
wagering infors X
nmation, Interstaie . .
Gambling, Cone . e
spiracy PW HBeGm69 15 Never ‘natalled ; Businesy Oftice
14 Illinois,
i Rorthern Camprell Wilson Transmission of
wagering infor-
mation, Intex=
state Gambling,
Censpivacy A 8-6-69 15 Never fnstalled Business .
15  Hew York, B
Southern Cooper Wileon Transmission of . * - -
Wagering Intor=
mation, Inter=
state Gambling,
Consplracy PW, M/E 8~1i=69 15 2 39 45 Apartment and Business

#Days unless otherwiss indicated.

%
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Table B. Reports by United States Department of Justice, Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec, 2519,
Concerning Court Authorized Intercepts of Wire or Oral Communications, :
Calendar Year 1969

United States 3
District Court Assistant Nature of Intercepts Number of Cost Number pf Number Motions to
and Reporting Attorney Average Incriminating Other Total Persong of Suppress Number of
Number Generall Type Frequency* Persons Intercepts Intercepts 1 Manpower Resources Cost Arresteg Trials Intercepts Persons Convicted
1 New York,
Eastern Wilson Phone call 10 100 181 18 i} $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 23,632.00 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 - - -
§ Oklahoma, .
Fastern Walters Phone call 47 113 375 none 3,700,00 300.00 4,000,00 none - - - -~
6 New York, :
Western Wilson Phone call
Oral 30 200 30 40 5,937.00 97.00 6,034.00 6 ' Pending - -
7 Florida, 1 .
Southexn Wilson Phone call 27 16 171 161 ] 5,211.00 295.00 5,506.00 none - Three motions made to suppress,
Two denied; one pending.
8 Nevada Wilson Application denied.
9 Washington,
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,
Western Wilson Phone call 28 50 425 340 4,761.00 275.00 5,036.00 7 Pending - - v
11 New York, :
Southern Wilson Installed, never used. 1,007.00 - 1,007.00 nane - - -
12 Washington,
b.c, Wilson Phone call Evexy 45 mins, 75 590 554 4,208.00 853,00 5,061,00 .Arrests made. io- -
13 Indiana,
Northern Wilson Intercept was never installed and order was vacated by the court,
i 14 Illinois,
: Northern Wilson Intercept was never installed and order was vacated by the court,
15 New York,
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 otherwise indicated, 8

8

5
2
3




817
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TABLE 2

Intercept Orders Issued by Judges during the )
Period January 1, 1971 to December 31, 1971
Number of Intercept Orders
¢
: N 3 g )3 f *Total Place or Facility Authorized ir Original Application
: sPELeel =] : | Avexage lengih (in days period in .
f ol B 1 B B Number |, actual ) ' Business Not
! Reporting ZlE | c8ss 5 of ex- Original use Resi~ | Apart- | Multi- and indicated
‘ Jurisdiction . - tensione| authorization Extension Days |Hours dence ment dnalling Business living Quarters and other
Totai..................-........ 816 | 10 814 14 7g2 228 22 24 14,582.5} 6 342 211 45 134 40 44
FEAeral.eucencscsessssaracacsass| 2851 1| 1] 381 56 16 13 3,600 | 1 116 80 12 35 30 12
Arizona
Cochise COuNntYeeowsnsosssnncse 1 - - - 1 - 30 - 26 - 1 - - - - -
Maricopa Countyeceesrscscsnene 3 -1 -1 -] 3 L 17 20 61 - 1 1 - - 1 -
Pimad Countya.eeess 2 - - - 2 1 30 30 56 - 2 - - - - -
Lolorado .
State Attorney General...eees. DS e 1 30 30 60 - - - - - 1 -
* (Denver County)
Arapahoe County.useessesscanss 2y -t = -1 2 - 30 - 14.5) - 2 - - - - -
: Denver COUNtY...oecacecssecsnes 51 -1 -1 1} 4 2 30 30 85 - 2 1 - - 1 1
: Jefferson Countyeeseeecessessne 1y -1t =]- - 30 - - - - - - - - 1
Plorida )
v Department of Law Enforcement, 7t =1 -] =17 - 28 - 127 - 6 1 - - - - .
: {Leon County) i »
; State Attorney General........ 411l -1 -1 4 - 30 - 67 - 3 - - 1 - -
! (Hillsborough County)
i Palm Beach Countyeeescoossines 4 1 =-1-]4 - 30 = 94 = 3 = = 1 = -
g Georgia
Clayton County.cessvecsessccace 1y =1 -1- L - 10 = 2 = = 1 = - - -
; " De Kalb County.... 61 ~-t=]1-16 - 10 - 19 - 2 4 - - - -
i Fulton CountYeseesscrosnrescace 51 -y-1-15 = 10 - 31 - 1 = - 2 - 2
i Kansas
: Sedgwick COMNtY.eeeesasecacane L A e e - 10 - 10 - 1 - - - - -
: Maryland
i Anne Arundel Countyeeeossssses | - 3y~ -1~ 3 = 17 - 10 - 1 1 = 1 - -
Baltimore COUNtY.csaessececess 16 B B R 1 18 9 184 = 14 1 - = - 1
Prince George's COUNtY.eseeeee 8l - =1~} 8 - 21 - 88 - 5 3 - - - -
1 Massachusetts §
State Attorney General.....ue. 34 -1 -131- - 15 - - - 1 - - 1 - 1 :
(Suffolk County)
Plymouth COUNtY.usseveasssanss 1f=-f-}-]1 - 15 - 15 - 1 - - - - -
SUEFOLK COUNtYeeessnanesnsrane 2=y -1-12 2 15 15 NI | - - 2 - - - -
Minnesota
Ramsey COUNtYeecsooasonnnnssns L I B - 11 - 3 - - 1 - - - -
Nevada
Waghoe COUNtY.eesesssvsncoases 1p-p-1-11? - 30 - 20 | - - - - - - 1

-
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Table 3
Major Offense for which. Court~Authorized Intercebts were Granted Pprsuant .
to Title 18, United States Code, Secticn 2518, January 1, 1971 to December 31, 1971 : -
: Major Offense
o
o
P S 1
> o L o i [
o~ & [ a i [T}
(3} N aQ = Y EE )
5 D N T R 2 k)
o bt o 60| g | o ~E|LE @
S 4 g @ & =) ulé|e€ LRI O
.o g W - - 4 <INt ) - go QE' & "
0 M g x a {0 P o) — g
. oy | e o |l |e ia ' o lorlaetis]e 5 ]
FNE O e | |ojR inlam|mlo o |dloel>|wel vaa| & i
gletele |dglAalalale len | D (3 joaialoily sl ot alsg
-~ [ o - -t 2 ¢ 3 -t [¢3 L] L] (O3 Q ol ¢ Qo 3+ o v i+ g -3 4 -
; . . sitgis |l |gls(ogla@ (g 6telsa|2ls |agjafs|d|4s(mg,y
Reporting BNl e G 815 g B IS a (85 512 125 8 13(5 187 127|518
; Jurisdiction Blidlm{a O | |x [ - TR G I B % |O |& & |8 )e|€ € z 12
TOtBliiiesacssisnscososcsconinsnie 8leti 2 |16 7 2 1 5 |570118 1 {31 5 1126 1 2 411117 3 1 1 2
Federdleciecssessssccscisssncine 285 (] - 2 - - - 3 251} - - - 2 2211 - -11 - 3 - - -
Arizona
Cochise Countye.eisvssscscndese - - - - - - -] - - 1 - P - - - - -
Maricopa County. eass =1 =t=~1=1=- - 2y -t = | - - 1{ - - -l =1 - - - |-
Pima COUNtYeiesaiacssnccscsase 2fl- 12 | = | -~ - - -1 ~-| - - g - -l= - - N T
Colorado
State Attorney General...icoss Hri-1-1-1- - -l=-1=-1- - -1 - - -f-1- - PR R
(Denver County)
Arapahoe CountY,.eeeeeescacces 2 | Il B A B - -l-1~-1 = - 2| - - =t - - N I
Denver COUNtY..cesescscscsnsecs sf=-f~-|~-§=1- - -] -] = - 3} - - -f=11 - =l - ]1 .
Jefferson CoUNtYeeesscsacssoos =t -1-1t-1- - -l -1 -] - - 1| - - I - - = - ta P
4 : Florida
: ' Department of Law Enforcement, M=t =1=-1~1- - T=F -1 - - -] - - . ES -l |-
i
4 (Leon County)
. State Attorney General..iceies di=t=-fl=j-1- - 4l -] 2| - B -] = = I 2 2 la |
! (#illsborough County) .
: : Palm Beach COUNtY.esesviosssse 4ffmt =l =1- - a2l =1} - = -1 = - PR IV = [ R ‘
: Georgia N
Clayton County.. =-j=-t=1=~-1= - =lr | ~-1~ - -] - - al-] - = == |-
! De Kalb County.. 6fl- 1=} =] & = b= -1~ “ 1]~ - 3f- ] - - 1 |~ |«
: Fulton COUNtY.esessseisoosssis sfp-1r1-1-1- - If=-p =1 - - 1| - -] 2]=]~ - O IS
Kansas
Sedgwick COUNEYeeivessscncscss =t =1=1=-9- - -{1i{-1- - R - -]}~ - a - l=
Maryland
: Anne Arundel County.eisssesansé -t ~-1=-}=-1- - st-| -} ~ - =1 - - < j= ] = - P I
: . ! Baltimore COUNtY..esscissisess woh-t=-1=1=1= -l -4 - - 1]~ - -1-1- - [ I S
' Prince George's COUNtY.isseess s~ |=-1-1=1= - sl=]=~1~- - 2] = - -l-1- = - |« 11
! Massachusetts
State Attorney Genmeral...isess sff-|=t1~-1-1= - 21| -1 = B sl - - -l-1« - -1 -
{suffolk County)
Plymouth Countyeeeesisicicsnses W=-t-t-1~1- - -] =1]- - -1 = - - f-1- = B :
SULEOLK COUNtYassannssossosess 2=t~ t=F=1I- - el - - 2}~ - ala |- - R R
Minnesota
Ramsey COUNtYeeesisisncicssnss =1 =-1-1-1= - -1 -1~ - - - ER E I - o]l e |
Revada s
Waghoe COuntY.ecsaisossesossscs =-1=-1-1-1- - “l<11]- - == - -] - - PR PP %
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Table 4

Summary of Interceptions of Wire or Oral Communications
January 1, 1971 to December 31, 1971

S e

821

Orders where| Average Number Per Order Where Installad
Reporting Number Intercepts Tersons incriminating
Jurisdiction Authorized Installed Involved Intercepts Intercepts
Total....-.t‘....o.......'t..l.. 816 792 40 643 390
Federal.ceeeasssvisacocoseonnese 285 281 53 916 648
Arizona .
- Cochise CoUNtY.vseeacsessnoses 1 1 6 11 1
Maricopa CountY.eeeessncecooss 3 3 ‘9 484 244
Pima COUNtYaceesecocassoacnees 2 2 i8 386 29
Colorado
State Attorney General........ 1 1 4 800 5
(Denver County)
Arapahoe COUNtY.eseeeeesseeens 2 2 - 34 124 54
Denver COUNtY.euueeveeensoones 5 4 44 664 250
Jefferson County..eeescesecess 1 - - - -
Florida
Department of Law Enforcement, 7 7 NI 497 189
(Leon County) )
State Attorney General........ 4 4 17 340 216
(Hillsborough County)
Palm Beach COUNtY..eeeceocosss 4 4 17 363 59
Seorgia .
Clayton County.sseeseeoosesses 1 1 5 4 3
De Kalb CoOUNtY.eeesoencocccans 6 6 2 30 28
Fulton County.eeeeecceeecanacas 5 5 3 43 NI
Kansas -
Sedgwick CountY.eesosessases » 1 1 10 17 -
Maryland
Anne Arundel COUNtY....eeeeess 3 3 25 485 463
Baltimore CoOUNtY.eeeeesececone 16 16 29 556 248
Prince George's COUNtY..eeoeeas 8 8 1 463 185
Massachusetts
State Attorney General...es... 3 - - - -
(Suffolk County)
Plymouth County.eeeecesscacses 1 1 76 809 168
SUFEOLK COUNtYeeesoooenoaosans 2 2 49 363 315
Minnesota
Ramsey CoUNtY.seeencesocascses 1 1 2, 4 -
Nevada _
Washoe COUNtY.ceesecoccsssanes 1 1 NI - -
-12-
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Average Cost Per Order Where Cost Was Reported

Table 5

January 1, 1971 to December 31, 1971

822

Authorized Intercepts

Orders Where

Washoe County.cesaceccacsssesd

~14~

Reporting Intercepts Cost Average Cost
Jurisdiction Installed Reported Per Order
TOtaAlueeaesoeonocsocanasconanenn 792 776 ¢4,599
Federal.eeeeoseceseasescsecnncesd 281 280 7,564
Arizona _
Cochise CountY.eeeeveooccosess 1 - -
Maricopa County.eeeceeeececseed .3 3 3,793
Pima CoOUuntY.ieeeacoscensccoaced 2 2 274
Colorado
State Attorney General....e..d 1 1 1,900
(Denver County)
Arapahoe CountY..eceseaseacssss 2 2 1,382
Denver CoUNty...ceeeveeacoecssd 4 4 15,863
Jefferson County.ceeeseeceoaed = - -
Florida
Department of Law Enforcement| 7 7 5,840
(Leon County)
State Attorney General.......d 4 4 1,000
{Hillsborough County) .
Palm Beach COUNtY..eoeeseossod 4 4 2,043
Georqgia .
Clayton County.ecesecoccocssed 1 - -
De Kalb County.eeeacesocccsaaed 6 ] 650
Fulton County.eceescecsceceacsea 5 5 1,375
Kansas 1' 1 857
Sedgwick CountY.ecesecececcessd
Maryland | 3 3 203
Anne Arundel CountV.cesacecesd 15 2 323
Baltimore County....ceeeeoecese.d 16 5 3’800
Prince George's COUNtY....oe . 8 !
Massachusetts 1 58
State Attorney General....... -
(Suffolk County) 3 1 12,520
Plymouth County..seceocaccacsed
2 2 1,585
Suffolk CountyY.eecscosccnoccssd
Minnesota 1 1 1,000
Ramsey Countyeceeececsocccscsed :
Nevada 1 1 1,140

L S i
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Table 6
Type of Surveillance Used Where Intercepts Installed
January 1, 1971 to December 31, 1971

Reporting
Jurisdiction

Orders where
Intercepts’
Installed

Phone
Wire

Microphone/
Favesdrop

Phene Wire and
. Microphone/

Eavesdrop

Not Indicated
and
Other

Number of Persons

Reported Arrested up
to December 31, 1971

TotAleveeaecorcosnsansrsavnnsasnee

Federal.cesaascsssnsssccocsssens
Arizona
Cochise County.iscaveeasscesane
Maricopa County.esees
Pima Countyeeneossccescancinea

Colorado

State Attorney General........
{Denver County)

Arapahoe COUNtY..eeeeesas

Jefferson CountYeiceiosesssones

Plorida
Department of Law Enforcement.
(Leon County)
State Attorney General........
(Hillsborough County)
Palm Beach County¥esescesassoces

Georgia
Clayton CountYeeeesosoesnccaces
De Kalb County..

Kansas
Sedgwick CountYesesesscsncsscns

Maryland .
Anne Arundel County.. T

Baltimore CountYseossos
Prince George's CountYesiseeee

ssene

Massachugetts
State Attorney General....-...
(Suffolk County)
Plymouth Countyeecesocsecccacss
Suffolk Countyeecesnas

Minnesota
Ramsey County,.sescassassescees

Nevada
Washoe County.seeeesasesncssce

792

753

17

12

10

¥

2,818

281

B b

270

oy Oy

LS ot

5

5

13

12

T

827

10
39

60
26

23

110
17

21
24

16

£es
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TABLE A - FEDERAL Reports by United States Judges on Applicatio[h for Court Orders to Authorize the Interception of Wire or Oral Communications,
Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec. 2519

Calendar Year 1971

Authorized length of
interception Actual
United States Date Number period
District Court Assistant | of of in
and reporting ttorney ) appli- Original exten~-{Total oper-
number ’ Judge Generall Offense specified Type? { cation period® } sions |length®lation* Place
i
157. Missouri, Eastern Regan Wilson Gambling, conspiracy W 4/22/71 15 - 15 15 Multiple dwelling
158. Missouri, Eastern Wangelin Wilson Gambling PW 5/14/71 15 - 15 15 Residence
159, Missouri, Western Becker Wilson Racketeering - col- PW 9/1/71 15 - 1s 15 Business
lection of unlawful
debts, conspiracy
160. Missouri, Eastern Regan Petersen Theft from an inter- PW 12/14/7} 15 - 15 9 Residence
state carrier, inter-
state transportation
of stolen property,
conspiracy
161. Nevada Foley Wilson Gambling, conspiracy PW 3/6/71 | * 15 - 15 15 Business
162, Nevada Foley Wilson Gambling, conspiracy PW 3/10/71 15 - 15 10 Business
163, Nevada . Foley Wilson Transmission of wager-| PW 9/28/71 15 1. 30 30 Residence
’ ing information,
X conspiracy
i
164, Nevada Foley Petersen Transmission of wager-| PW 10/19/71 15 - 15 14 Apartment
) ing information, :
conspiracy
H 165. Névada Foley Petersen Transmission of wager-| PW 11/4/71 15 - 15 15 Business-Residence
: ing information, ‘
: conspiracy
166. New Jersey Shaw Wiison ) [ Transmission of wager-| PW 12/4/70 20 1 30 30 Apartment
ing information,
gambling, conspiracy
167, New Jersey Shaw Wilson Gambling, conspiracy PW 12/14/70 20 - 20 15 Residence -
. 168, New Jersey Shaw Wilson Transmission of wager-} PW 1/20, ¥1 20 - 20 16 Residence
i ing information,
; gambling, conspiracy
; 169. New Jersey Shaw Wilson Transmission of wager-| PW 1/20/71 20 - 20 9 Residence
ing information, X
gambling, conspiracy

lThe 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.

2pype/wiretap: (PW), phone wire; (M/E), microphene-eavesdrop; (0), other.

3pays, unless otherwise indicated.

“As reported by prosecuting officials (in days unless otherwise indicated).
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TABLE B ~ FEDERAL

Reports by United States Department of Justice Concerning 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
United States Assistant inating to sup~
District Court and Attorney Average Inter~| inter- Other Persons press in-] Persons
reporting number Generall Type? frequency® Personsy cepts cepts Manpowerxr resources Total arrested} Trials | tercepts | convicted
157. Missouri, Eastern { Wilson PC 140 100 2,580 2,100 $16,074 $ 181 $16, 255 2 - 1 -
' denied
158, Missouri, Eastern | Wilson PC 137 138 2,057 1,025 19,198 199 19,397 - - - -
159. Missouri, Western | Wilson PC 26 302 390 34 5,928 123 6,051 - - - -
160. Missouri, Eastern | Petersen PC 10 15 93 31 4,142 38 4,180 - - - -
1l€l. Nevada Wilson pC 151 125 2,267 553 9,975 692 - 10,667 7 - - {indictment
dismissed)
162, Nevada Wilson PC 139 55 1,390 269 6,650 670 7,320 6 - - (indictment
dismissed)
163, Nevada Wilson PC 37 83 1,106 183 26,532 1,110 27,642 Related to number 164
164, Nevada Petersen PC 57 91 808 785 12,381 725 13,106 - - - - -
165. Nevada Petersen PC 32 65 486 295 13,266 392 13,658 - - - -
166, New Jersey Wilson PC 5 8 146 144 5,960 490 6,450 1 - - -
167. New Jersey Wilson PC 13 72 202 87 3,974 315 4,289 - - - -
168. New Jersey Wilson PC 12 28 185 ‘26 8,061 270 8,331 1 - - -
169, New Jersey Wilson PC 15 20 135 10 1,870 140 2,010 5 - - -
. @
&
%H

iThe Abtorney 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 General to authorize its filing.
2fhone call (pC). Other (0).

e oy
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Table A = STATE Reports by State Judges on Applications for Court Orders to Authorize the Interception of Wire or 03931 Communications
Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec., 2519

Calendar year 1971 . - ) . ) o ) .
Authorized length of
interception Actual
Date Number period
State, county : : of of in
and reporting : appli- Original Jexten=~ Total Joper= )
number Judge Applicant . Offense specified Type" cation period® | sions langth ation® ©  Place
Massachusetts, State Attorney General
1. Suffolk McLaughlin Quinn Iileqal electronic in-| PW 4/22/71 15 - 15 never Business
terception _ : installed
2, Suffolk McLaughlin Quinn Gaming ' M/E 11/9/71 15 ' - 15 never | Residence
i ‘ _ ’ installed .
3. Suffolk McLaughlin Quinn Gaming W 11/9/71 15 - 15 pever | Barn ‘
: . ‘ . installed B
§ Massachusetts, Plymouth County :
1. Plymouth McLaughlin Anderson Gaming ‘ PW 4/7/71 15 - 15 15 Residence
Massachusetts, Suffolk County ) ' .
i ' 1. Suffolk Rose ) Byrne Narcotics ) W 5/10/71 15 ' 2 45 | NI ‘ Apartment
> . : ;
Y ’ : : . .
' 2. Suffolk Goldbera . |Byrne Narcotics : PR 7/26/71 15 - 15 NI Apartment
i Minnesota, Ramsey County
: 1. Ramsey Gragf - |range1r Muz der M/E 7/6/71 | 11 - n 3. | apartment
Nevada, Washoe County
1. washoe Barrett Rose ‘ Kidnapping PW 9/20/71 ) 30 - 30 20 Hotel

lrype/wiretap: (PW), phone wire: (M/E), microphone-eavesdrop: (0), other.
: 2bays, urless otherwise indicated. :
® As reported by prosecuting officials (days unless otherwise indicated,)
NI - Not indicated
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TABLE B - STATE

Reports by State Prosecuting Officers Concerning Court Authorized Intercepts of Wire

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

Calendar Year 1971

or Oral Compunications

Nature of Intercepts Number of Cost Number of
Incrim-~ Motions
inating to  sup-
State, county and Average Inter-| inter- Other Persons press in=-] Persons
Yeporting numbex Prosecutor Type? frequency? Persons| cepts cepts Manpower resources Total .arrested} Trials |tercepts jconvicted
Massachusetts, State Attorney General
1. Suffolk Quinn PC Never inlstalled - - - - - - -
| .
2. Suffolk Quinn Oral Never in’stalled $ 18 $ 40 $ 58 - - - -
3. Suffolk Quinn PC Never inl_stalled - - - - - - -
Massachusetts, Plymouth County
1. Plymouth Anderson PC 10 per hr. 76 809 168 $10,120 $2,400 $12,520 21 - 79 -
lpending
T
Massachusetts, Suffolk County
1. Suffolk Byrne PC 10 53 392 350 NI $2,814 $2,814 16 3 - 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 °
1. Washoe Rose PC NI NI - - 9260 180 1,140 - - - -
2 indict-|
ments , but]
not as a.
result of
’ the inter-
ception)

lphone Call (PC), Other (O).
“?per dav unless otherwise indicated.

<
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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.




4 ' Table 2 : »

Intercept Orders Issued by Judges during the
_Petiod January 1, 1972 to December 31, 1972 (Conciuded).

Number of Intercept Orders
! %
! o o § k.
| RS g E Average length Total Place or Facility Authorizdd in Original Application
o ¢|laa = a3 {in days) . period
o El8ulouw o . in actyal Combination
£ §|22 184 2 Number use Business Not
Reporting 2 g128 125 H of ex- Original . " Resi- Aparte- Mutti- and indicated
Jurisdiction tensions authorization Extension Days Hours Qence ment dwelling Business Living Quarters®| and other
Minnegota
State Attorney General...... 2 - -~ - 2 - 10 - 18 - 1 ' 1 - - - -
Nebraska
DOUGlag. cusesussrrcrnacansas 4 - - - 4 - 30 - 51 - 3 - - 1 - -
Nevada
State Attorney General...... 1 - - - 1 - 30 - 19 - - - - - 1 -
HNew_Jersey
State Attorney General...... 68 - - 1 67 13 18 21 .0o8 - 39 14 4 6 - 5
{ Bergen. .. .. PEPPPIN 6 - - - 6 2 15 5 62.5 - 4 2 - - - - .
: Camden. 4 - - - 4 - 30 - 20 - 4 - - - - -
Essex.. 66 - - 3 63 6 17 11 567 - 22 23 16 E - -
i Hudson. 12 - - - 12 - 23 - 126 - - 5 6 1 - -
Mercer. 20 - - - 20 3 15 20 154 - 14 1. - 3 1
i Middlesex. 2 - - - 2 - 30 - 25 - 1 - - 1 - - "
: Morris... 8 - - 1 7 - 15 - 687 - 1 4 2 1 - - -
4 Ocean. . 4 - - - 4 - 26 - 38 - 1 1 - 1 - 1
Somerset. . 1 - - - | 1 - 30 - 20 - - 1 -~ - - -
B Union.. P 44 - - 3 41 5 23 18 488 - 27 4 7 4 - 2 .\
i 4
i ! New York
i Albany. 10 - - - 10 4 30 25 340 - 7 2 - 1 - -
H Bronx. 32 4 - - 32 11 30 27 L, 030 - 9 15 1 6 1 -
i Erie... 6 - - - [ 1 22 20 lo3 - 2 1 <1 - - 2
Kings.... 30 1 - - 30 20 30 30 76 - 2 17 2 5 - 4
4 12 - - - 12 1 26 30 227 - 10 ~ - 2 - -
; 3l -1 3 - - 1 23 30 - - 2 - - 1 - -
17 - - - 17 6 30 30 534 - 3 2 - 7 - -
72 4 - - 72 56 28 29 R,368 - 5 20 1 24 1 . 21
; 1 - - - 1 - 30 - 20 - - 1 - - -
£ 3 1 - - 3 3 30 30 153 - 2 - 1 - -
: 3| -] - - 3 - 30 - 45 - 1 1 - 1 -
: 1 -] - - 1 - 30, - 30 - 1 - - - - -
15 2 - - 15 13 30, 30 768 - 8 3 1 3 - -
. 4 - - - 4 1 30 30 141 - - 4 - - - -
Rockland. . 18 1 - - 18 6 30 30 426 - 13 3 - 2 - -
Saratoga... 1 - - - 1 25 6 NI - - - - 1 - 7 -
: Schenectady..... 23 1] - - 23 9 30 23 750 - 15 2 - 6 - -
» Suffolk... 13 - - - 13 4 a0 30 218 - 10 1 - 2 - -
Sullivan 9 - - - 9 3 30 30 294 - 7 1 - - - N 1 . N
. Ulster.... 2 - - - 2 1 30 a0 55 - 2 - - - - -
: Warren 1 - - - 1 - 30 ~ 30 - 1 - - - - -
Wayne...... . 2 - - - 2 - 30 - 42 - 2 - - - - -
M Westchester..... 16 - - - 16 7 30 28 538 - 4 8 1 2 - 1
: Oregon )
3 “ Union .. 1| -] - - 1 1 60 60 92 - 1 - - - - -
! .
Rhode_Island .
i State Attorney General....,.. 10 - - - 10 2 29 15 235 - 6 1 - 3 - -
E
i Wisconsin M
State Attorney General....... 4 - - - 4 - 3 - 5 - 1 - - - - 3

lpaged on the actual number of intercept devices installed as reported by the prosecuting official,

i ?A business and living quarters combination may refer to one location or more than one location as the prosecutor’s reports usually do not indicate the nunber of intercaptxon devices
actunlly installed.

'I'he number of daye in use 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 12, United States Code, Section 2518, January l, 1972 to December 31, 1972 - Concluded
% e
0
g 2.3
’ V"l; e @ : 3
3 g g p g4 .
[ - < O3
» by L] o o e c m -
: T3 E 213 SNERE g
o L) E o Q b D + H ot
© > I o o 2 3 — O g D 3 @ 2
© [l 281 5| 3% 2] 2 2900 298| R 3 A
o o oo A -] & £ P » @
- g o e Q 9 o — U o Wb 1 o ¢ HQ + Y [ 4
i © o £ o o o= - @ o o o9 o o [ [ n £ e o
Reporting ) @ =} o 34 50 % £ 0 o 8 & 8 5 g 9 ¢ 2 E
Jurisdictien & 2 & al & &’ S =° 3 3. £ 2 & | & 2 z
Minnesota
State Attorney General...... 2 - - - - - - - - 1 - i - - -
¥ebraska
DOMGlasS s, cutvonavonnvaronna 4 - - - - - 2 - - - - 2 - - - - -
Hevada
State Attorney General...... 1 - 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
New Jersey -
State Attorney General. . 68 - - - 1 - 38 2 - 1 - i8 8 - - - -
T - . 6 - - - - - 6 - - - - - - - - - -
4 - - - - - 4 - - - - - - - - - -
66 - - - - 1 49 - 1 - - 13 2 - - - -
12 - - - - - 11 - - - - 1 - - - - -
20 - 1 - - - 14 - 2 2 - 1 - - - - -
2 - - - - = - - - - - 2 - - - - -
MOrriSessreencnvesenannnnnnn 8 - - - - - 6 - - - - 2 - - - - -
OCeaN. e tniucsannsnnnnaannes 4 - - - - - 2 - - - 1 1 - - - - -
1 - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - -
44 - - - - - 32 - - - - 12 - - - - -
10 - - 3 - - 3 1 - - - 3 - - - - -
32 - - - - - 1 - - 1 - 30 - - - - -
[N ves 6 - - - - - 5 1 - - - - - - - -
KingS...... . 30 - - - - 1 11 1 4 - - 13 - - - - -
MONEO . tvnienrsenecasnncensa i2 1 - - - - 7 - - - - 4 - - - - -
MontgomerY.. . veeeesnnceccnns 3 - - - - - 2 - - - - 1 - - - - -
17 - - - - - 13 - - - - 3 1 - - - -
feeeaneans 72 - - - - - 11 16 10 2 - 33 - - - - -
cessenenna 1 - - - - - - - 1 e - - - - - - - -
Onondagaeseeesaserecnroccnen 3 - - - - - - - - - - 3 - - - - -
ONtarioeecessnsnnen 3 - - - - - 2 - 1 - - - - - - - -
. Orange. . 1 - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - -
QueenS.eevireeanesn 15 - - - - - 6 - 1 - - 2 - - - 6 -
Richmonde..ioavenns 4 - - - - - 4 - - - - - - - - - -
Rockland...u.eevanss 18 - -~ - - - 13 - - - - s - - - - -
Saratoga... ceaea 1 - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - -
Schenectady.c.eaaeseasoansas 23 - - - - - 20 - - - - 3 - - - - -
Suffolke.o.uans 13 - - - - - 11 - 2 - - - - - - - -
Sullivan....... 9 - - - - - 2 7 - - - - - - - - -
Ulster.eoroan.. 2 - - - - - - - - - - 2 - - - - -
Warren. ceteneionatane 1 - - - - 1 - - - - - - 1 - - - - -
Wayne.cene eraseacseecrvenen 2 - - - - - 2 - - - - - - - - - -
Westchester...ceoveuvennaens 16 - - - - - 9 - - - - 7 - - - - -
Oreqon
UNioN.sessaesusecesnsennsnse 1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - i -
Rhode Island . .
State Attorney General...... 10 - - - - - 9 - - - - 1 - - - - -
Wisconsin
State Attorney General,..... 4 - 3 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -

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

Summary of Interceptions of Wire or Oral Communications

January 1,

1972 to December°31l, 1972 - Concluded

831

Average Number Per Order Where Installed
Orders Where
Reporting Nunser Intercapts Persons Incriminating
Jurisdiction Authorized Installed Involved Intercepts Intercepts
Minnesota
State Attorney General...... 2 2 19 243 25
Nebraska
Douglas.eeeeeeranenanens cens 4 4 2 932 611
Nevada ‘
State Attorney General..... . 1 1 24 871 59
New Jersey
State Attorney General...... 68 67 39 297 115
Bergen.....o.eciencnoe. PR 6 6 270 135 95
CamdeN. .. ovvvevneaansn ceeenn 4 . 4 17 157 126
ESSEX.vivioseennnnavannan . 66 63 NI 182 104
HUdSOmM. o ot v ovnccecnncnecenn 12 12 NI 547 401
Y CEY ettt vrenvnnnnennonnes . 20 20 2 184 118
MiddleseX...ovneeeennnennn- . 2 S 2 14 353 69
Morris....oeieviceeinnnennne 8 7 24 130 43
Ocean.....coeeusu. ceesascaas 4 4 23 139 47
Somerset......... P 1 1 2 189 66%
UNioN.eoivenreecoscsoncennns 44 41 7 176 66
New York
Albany...veeev.. ceeeraeasans 10 10 3 847 222
BronXe...co0cvvecnes ceeesana 32 32 20 431 47
Erie.siieeiiineiiannens ceeen 6 6 30 768 366
KingS.veesooiresnnossns cevan 30 30 14 837 254
MONYOe.. cavvseeansnnnsaans . 12 12 31 321 101
Montgomery....o..eeeeeenenns 3 - - - -
Nassau...veeeeeiierensncanns 17 17 344 1,153 489
New YOrK.uw oo wieirausanosoens 72 72 . 31 603 203
Niagara..ieescocasnssasacasns 1 1 13 300 75
Onondaga.. e e eareassssanass 3 3 251 671 32
Ontario..cveeeeieeracansnaas 3 3 10 110 5
OXanNge. . vieereneseaancsoneas 1 1 1 1,350 1,200
Queens.. ...cvineiencanannaia 15 15 53 380 188
Richmond........ it eteanen 4 4 34 65 per day 49 per day
Rockland........... Caeesecss 18 18 NI NI NI
Baratoga.......ciiuian caeson 1 1 NI NI NI
Schenectady...-veeeevnrenenn 23 23 NI NI NI
Suffolk..ov veiieinsnnicenns 13 13 13 257 almost
100%
Sullivan............. PO 9 9 9 882 35
Ulster......ovvvenus PP 2 2 1 538 48
Warren........ teecevnorenen . 1 1 - - -
Wayne..... ceceesacassanensan 2 2 24 436 253
Westchester............00uu. 16 16 2 935 449
Oregon
Union...eeereseennnannenanas 1 1 1 368 22
Rhode Isiand
State Attorney General...... 10 10 42 1,347 1,094
Wisconsin
State Attorney General..... B 4 4 - - -

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

Table 5

Authorized Intercepts

Orders where

Reporting Intercepts Cost Average .Cost
Jurisdiction Installed reported Per Order
Minnesota
State Attorney General...... 2 2 3,028
Nebraska ;
Douglas......... Ceteeanacens 4 4 1,860
Nevada
State Attorney General...... 1 1 4,820
New Jersey
State Attorney General...... 67 67 4,151
Bergen.........c00n.. veneaan 6 6 982
CamdenN...eueunearennaron-nan . 4 4 1,249
ESSeX.uiianeennn eeeeseann . 63 63 2,322
Hudson....icoveeeeenn. 12 12 2,158
Mercer....ceeeneenn. eeeaeen 20 19 671
MiddleseX.....cveeeennnnnnnn 2 2 3,805
MOYTriS..vivsennesonsonancan . 7 7 4,169
OCeAN. e i v asvovsncenacannnann 4 4 2,309
Somerset.......... 1 1 450
L0145 X3 . D RN 41 41 1,030
New York
Albany...oeeecnerne.n PR 10 10 1,992
BronX........... ceseacesesas 32 32 10,364
Erie......... Cheiereeaann 6 6 1,834
KingsS.eeseeeeeaonan ceenenan . 20 30 11,451
Monroe.......... feeieaessass 12 12 3,132
Montgomery.. cv.oveeecneneeans - - -
Nassau.......... PR, ceeses 17 17 3,895
New York......ooveveinnnns .o 72 65 5,585
Niagaraes.vseeeesoencaanennn 1 1 3,100
Onondaga..... ceeeaans cesaeen 3 * 3 1,215
Ontario e . e e rveneenennnn - 3 ‘3 525
Orange....... e PP, . 1 1 100
Queens.......... eeeeas e 15 15 635
Richmond...... hesesanens e 4 4 6,764
Rockland....vcuveneennnenans 18 18 1,460
Saratoga........ i 1 - -
Schenectady................. 23 - -
Suffolk...ouieon.. cenean- e 13 13 1,630
Sullivan.....eeveceevean. P 9 7 4,971
Ulster..... e e P . 2. 2 1,284
Warren.....eeeeeeeeacusns .o 1 - -
Wayne.seeeeesneann eeeee 2 2 1,525
Westchester............ e 16 16 4,683
Oregon
UnioN..e.o.eveaneans e 1 1 22
Rhode Island
State Attorney General...... 10 10 5,969
Wisconsin
State Attorney General...... 4 4 254

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

-]l5~

e



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

Table 6

1972 ~ Concluded

[ T e

833

Orders where Phone Wire and Number of Persons
Reporting Intercepts Phone Microphone/ Microphone/ Not Indicated Reported Arrested up
Jurisdiction Installed wire Eavesdrop Eavesdrop and Other to Decerber 31, 1972
Minnesota
State Attorney General...... 2 2 - - - 9
Nebraska
 Douglas....vnviniionaniii.. 4 4 - - - 16
Nevada
State Attorney General...... 1 1 - - - 1
New Jersey .
TUBEEYE AfEotney Général...... 67 61 6 - - 125
BOIgeN. . vt vererreennsnnnnnan 6 6 - - - 26
Camden. . 4 4 - - 4 - 37
Essex.... 63 63 - - - 285
Hudson. .. 12 12 - - - 88
Mercer... 20 18 2 - - 70
Middlesex 2 2 - - - 19
MOTriS.couvuson 7 7 - - - 19
Ocean........ 4 -4 - - - 5
Somerset..... 1 1 - - - 9
Union.s.i.ieeicananainnnnnnns 41 40 - 1 - 151
New York
AlbANY..cseervrvacacannanunn 10 10 - - - 42
32 28 2 2 - 46
6 6 - - - 30
30 29 1 - - 162
Monroe......cecenanonnn 12 12 - - - 49
Montgomery... - - - - - -
17 17 - - - 149
72 53 6 8 5 157
1 1 - - - -
ONnondaga..cesssccrosanceanns 3 2 - 1 - 3
Ontarioe.esaicereneinennnaas 3 3 - - - 3
Orange...... S 1 e - - - 7
Queens... .. 15 ° 12 1 2 - 54
Richmond. 4 4 - - - 15
ROCKLANA. s et vnenvenmnnarnnn 18 18 - - - 61
8aratoga. . censrvarnncncans 1 1 - - - 1
Schenectady..couinesenennnannn 23 23 - - - 37
SUEFOLK.u.rrenrnrnrnnroannns 13 13 - - - 39
Sullivan... 9 9 - -t - 1
Ulster...cooveinienneconne 2 2 - - - -
Warren. . eeueseenrenenannna 1 1 - - - -
Wayne...... 2 2 - - - 33
Westchester............ 16 16 - - - 52
Oredqon
UnioN. seeeresrsnoncnnionanas 1 1 - - - 2
Rhode Island
State Attorney General...... 10 10 - - - 91
Wisconsin R
State Attorney General...... 4 1 3 - - -
NOTE: This table is based on reports from prosecuting officials.
_17_ -
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. TABELE B - FEDERAL Reports by United States Department of Justice Concerning Court Authorized Intercepts of Wire or Oral Communic.ticns
3 Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec. 2519

Calendar Year 1972

; Nature of Intercepts Number of - Cost . Number of
: Incrim= : Moticns
E United States inating to sup=
District Court and Attorney Average Inter-| inter- Other Pexsons Press in-{ Persons
reporting numbex General* Type? frequencys Personsy cepts cepts Manpower resources | Total a;rested Trials | tercepts | convicted
100. Michigan, Eastern Kleindienst PC 62 16 1,168 738 $21, 347 $ . 256 521,603 - - - -
101. Michigan, Eastern Kleindienst PC 58 74’ 1,172 826 10,491 224 10,715 - - - -
102. Michigan, Eastern Kleindienst PC 103 - 20 2,051 1,730 30,973 - 30,973 - - - -
103. Michigan, Western Mitchell PC. 70 18 1,344 243 8,939 240 9,179 - - - -
104. Minnesota Kleindienst PC 150 70 1,250 420 23,940 135 24,075 13 - - -
105. Missouri, Eastern Petersen PC 14 27 196 21 2,707 33 2,740 1 - - -
106. Missouri, Western Kleindienst PC 11 . 45 73 30 3,354 39 3,393 - - - - .
107. Missouri, Western Kleindienst PC . 1 4 5 3 1,013 44 ' 1,057 s - - - -
108. Nebraska Petersen PC 100 51 800 703 6,742 189 6,931 - - - -
, 109. Nevada Petersen PC 95 41 2,659 1,226 28,026 455 28,481 . - - - -
l: 110, Nevada Kleindienst PC 33 89 509 3 2,057 227 2,284 T2 - - -
111. Nevada Kleindienst PC 28 12 364 100 1,780 103 1,883 - - - -
112. Nevada Kleindienst PC 45 75 450 200 2,054 126 2,180 - - - -
113. Nevada Kleindienst PC 25 40 350 75 2,810 153 2,963 - - - -
114. New Jersey Mitchell PC ) 87 82 697 63 1,676 68 1,744 - - - -
115. New Jersey Mitchell PC 21 .64 203 32 4,635 170 4,805 - - - - .
116. New Jersey Mitchell . PC 24 73 143 8 2,542 182 2,724 - - - -
117. New Jersey Kleindienst PC 40 50 480 450 2,578 8l 2,659 - - - -
118. New Jersey Kleindienst PC, 72 20 656 209 3,768 90 3,858 - - - -
Oral

bes

The 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 General to authorize its filing.

“phone call (PC), Other (0).

Pper day unless otherwise indicated.
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Table A ~ STATE Reports by State Judges on Applications for Court Orders to Authorize the Interception of Wire or Oral Communications
Pursuant to Title 18, United States Code, Sec. 2519

_Calendar Year 1972

Authorized length of
interception Actual !
Date Number period
o~ State, county of of in
and reporting . appli- Original Jexten=~ Total, joper-
number Judge Applicant Offense specified |Typel } cation period® | sions | lengthjation® Place
Massachusetts, State Attorney General
i 1. Suffolk McLaughlin Quinn Gaming PW 9-6-72 15 - 15 8 Residence
1 2. Suffolk McLaughlin Quinn Gaming PW 9-6-72 15 - 15 8 Residence
3. Suffolk McLaughlin Quinn ’ Gaming PW 9-28-72 is - 15 7 Residence
4. suffolk McLaughlin Quinn -{ Ganing PW 10-6-72 15 - 15 15 Frivate club
Massachusetts, Plymouth County
1. Plymouth Taveira Littlefield Conspiracy to violate PW 6-26-72 15 - 15 NI Arartment
the gaming laws
Massachusetts, Suffolk County
1, Suffolk Lurie Byrne Gaming offenses Pw 4~24-72 15 - 15 9 Residence
2. Suffolk Lurie Byrne Gaming cffenses PW 5-10-72 15 - 15 1 12 Residence
% 3. Suffolk A Lurie Byrne Gaming offenses PW 5-10-72 15 - 15 iz Residence
Minnesota, State Attorney General
:
? ' 1. Ramsey Breunig Spannaus Frostitution PW 6-7-72 10 - 10 10 Apartment
i 2. Hennepin Danielson Spannaus Narcotics PW 11-13-72 10 - 10 8 Residence
é Nebraska, Douglas County
i 1. Douglas Murphy Knowles Gambling W 11-17-71 30 - 30 10 Business
3 : .
B . 2. Douglas Murphy Knowles Unlawful sale of Pw 2-7=72 30 - 30 8 Residence
: ' narcotics
3. Douglas Mﬁrphy Knowles Gambling PW 2-25-72 30 - 30 19 Residence
4. Douglas Murphy Knowles Unlawful sale and PW 5=-5-72 30 - 30 14 Residence
possession of nar-
cotics
Nevada, State Attorney General (Lyon County)
1. Lyon Batjer List Bribery of public PW 5-4~72 30 - 30 19 Business and living quarters
officials

irype/wiretap: (PW), phone wire; (M/E), microphone-eavesdrop; (0}, other.
“Days, unless otherwise indicated.
? As repurtéd by prosecuting officials (days unless otherwise indicated,}

s e



TABLE B ~ STATE

£

* .

Reports by State Prosecuting Officers Concerning Court Authorized Intercepts of Wire or Ural Communications

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-
State, county and Average Inter-| inter- Other Persons press in-} Persons
Teporting number Prosecutor 'I'ype1 frequency2 Persons{ cepts cepts Manpower resources Total arrested| Trials ltercepts jconvicted
Massachusetts, State Attorney General
1. suffolk Quinn PC 27 27 213 157 $1,440 $ 200 $1,640 - - - -
2. Suffolk Quinn PC 28 27 220 179 1,440 200 1,640 - - - -
3. Suffolk Quinn PC No intefcep:ions 1,098 275 1,373 - - - -
4. Suffolk Quinn pc’ 17 39 256 60 2,160 200 2,360 - - - -
Massachusetts, Plymouth County
1. Plymouth Littlefield pC 12 59 249 121 960 536 1,496 136 6 12 denied 26
Massachusetts, Suffolk County
}
1. suffolk Byrne PC 56 46+ 507 450 - 50 50 8 - 64 pending -
2. Suffolk Byrne PC 75.2 76+ 903 875 - 25 25 Related to 8 arrests and 64 motions noted
in number 1
1
5 3. Suffolk Byrne PC 109 55+ 1,310 1,290 - 25 25 Related to 8 arrests and 64 motions noted
3 . in number 1
1
Minnesota, State Attorney General
1. Ramsey Spannaus PC 1.5 per 25 441 28 3,520 500 4,020 [ - - 3
hour
2. Hennepin Spannaus PC 5.5 13 45 22 2,000 35 2,035 3 - 2 pending 1
Nebraska, Douglas County
1. Douglas Knowles PC NI 1 452 129 642 154 796 2 - - -
.
2. Douglas Knowles PC NI 1 322 133 1,421 150 1,571 - - - -
3. Douglas Knowles, PC NI 1 2,131 2,077 1,326 135 1,461 8 - - -
4. Douglas Knowles PC NI 4 822 105 3,080 531 3,611 6 - - 4
Nevada, State Attorney General {Lyon County)
1. Lyon List® PC 28 min. 24 871 59 4,300 320 4,820 1 - - -

lpPhone Call (PC), Other (O).
“per day unless otherwise indicated.
NI - Not indicated.
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Table C. 3Supplementary Report
Addltlonal Arrests, Trials, and Convictions Reported by the Department of Justice in 1972
as a Result of Intercepts Installed in Calendar Year 1971
(Report as of December 31, 1972)

Additional Activity During Calendar Year 1972
Reporting :
number Date ) Motions to Offense for
in 1971 of Persons suppress Persons which
. U. S. District Court report application Cost arrested Trials {intercepts convicted convicted
Nevada 163 9-28-71 - 8 - - 1 Transmission of
wagering information

Nevada 164 10-19-71 - “9 - - - -
. New Jersey - 189 9-15-71 - - 8 - - - -
’ New York, Eastern 208 12-8-70 - - 1 1 denied 3 Ganmbling
: New York, Eastern 210 1-28-71 - - 1 . ¢ 4 denied 12 Conspiracy .
‘ New York, Eastern 218 7-23-71 : - 2 - - - - '
; 1
n Ll .
: 2 New York, Eastern . 223 11-11-71 - 13 - 2 denied | . - -
1 1
j New York, Southern 239 ) 8-12~-71 . - 5 1 - 5 Transmission of
i B wagering information

New York, Western 241 3~3-71 - - 8 - 8 Conspiracy '

New York, Western 243 4-23~-71 - - 9 - .8 . Gambling, conspiracy

North Carolina, Western 244 7-9-71 - 6 - 4 granted 4 Gambling

Ohio, Northern 250 10-29-71 - - - - 2 Gambling

Oregon ’ - 257 12-13-71 $509 9 1 7 denied 8 Gambling, transmission

of wagering infor-
1 . mation
Pennsylvania, Eastern 260 4-6-71 - 10 - - - ] -
Pennsylvania, Eastern - 265 7-29-71 - o - : - 1 Gambling,. conspiracy

2E£8




. REPORT
‘ON APPLICATIONS FOR
ORDERS AUTHORIZING
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Table 2

Intercept Orders Issued by Judges Quring the
Period January 1. 1973 to December 31, 1973 {Concluded).

Number of Intercept Orders
y
%
g "
o 8.8 ol B Average length Total Place or Facility Authorized in Original Application
sl §18e .51 3 (in days) period
sl B18nlus s in actual Combination
£] gfjag gy a1 Number use’ Single . Business Not
Reporting 2] E18Z 25| = | of ex- original 5 family | Apart~ | Multi- and indicated
Jurisdiction tensions | authorization| Extension| Days®| Bours | dwelling| ment | dwelling{ Business { Living Quarters®| and other
Nebraska
1 -] - - 1 - 30 - 24 - - - - 1 - -
s| -] - - s - 27 - 82 - 2 1 1 1 - - -
- iy - - - 1 - 30 - 17 - 1 - - - - -
Lancaster..... 1 - - - 1 - 30 - 10 - 1 - - - - -
Barpy..-iaae. 1 - - - 1 - 30 - 20 - 1 - - - - -
Bevada -
State Attorney General. 3 - - - 3 - 30 - 87 - 1 - - 2 - -
Clark. PP 1 - - 1 - - 30 - - - - - - - - 1
New Hampshire
State Attérney General. . 4 - - - 'Y - 10 - 38 - 3 - - 1 - -
New_Jersey
State Attorney General. a7l 1] - -1 a7 16 22 25 1,286 - 26 10 k] 6 - 2
sy -l - - 8 1 .18 10 91 - 5 1 - 1 1 <
s -1 - - 4 1 30 15 94 - 3 1 - - - -
| - - 5 | 43 2 18 21 471 - 9 12 16 8 1 2
| -| - 1|1 1 24 7 153 - 8 2 1 1 - -
il -f - -lu - 28 - 180 - 3 3 - 3 - 2
1“{ -f - -] 14 2 30 30 33 - 5 3 1 3 2 -
20 - - - 2 - 15 - 25 - 2 - - - - -
2f -~ - - 2 - 30 - 43 - 1 1 - - - -
- - - 1 ~ 20 - 12 - 1 - - - - -
w| -| - - | 1w 1 30 30 91 - 5 5 - - - -
56| -~ - 2 ] sa s 27 16 821 - 27 13 10 2 1
New Mexico
Santa Fe........ 1 - 1 - - - 30 - - - 1 - - - - -
) Hew York
o State Attorney General
: {Special Prosecutor)........ 4] 1} - -~ 22 21 27 30 982 - 4 6 - 9 - 5
State Attorney General
(Orgenized Crime Task Force) 21 -f - - 2 - 10 - 60 - - 2 - ~ - -
) -t - 1o 1 30 30 279 - 7 1 - 2 - 2
27 - 2 | 25 15 28 24 784 - ) 16 3 2 - 1
2 - - - 2 - 30 - 3 - - 2 - = - -
af -1 - - 4 - 28 - 92 - 2 - - 1 - -1
ES9€X.ve.n0uns i -l - - 1 - 30 - 3 - - 1 - - - -
Kings vaves 72 1] 9 -1 63 99 30 30 ¥ - 11 33 4 14 - 10
Monroa. cevn md - - - 1 - 28 - 113 - 4 s t 1 - -
Wassau........ 20 2 - 1 19 3 30 27 527 - 9 s 1 4 - 1
2 New YOrKa..oa... 4a7i 2f - 2| a5 39 29 29 2,022 - 7 17 2 % - s
h Niagara.,.... 2 - - - 2 - 30 - 14 - 1 - - 1 - -
onondaga. 7 1f{ - - 7 1 30 30 141 - 3 k] - 1 - -
o Orange..... 3 - - - 2 - 30 - 31 - 1 - - 2 - -
QUeenS.a.ucvaean 2 2| - 1|l 11 28 30 1,035 - 5 16 4 3 - 1
Rensselaer...... il -7 - 1 - - 30 - - ~ - - 1 - - -
Rockland... o -1 - - | 10 - 30 - 152 - 8 1 - 1 - -
17 -1 7 - - 2 30 30 - - 12 - - 2 2
6| 21 - - 6 3 30 30 166 - 4 1 - 1 - -
10 - - - 10 1 30 30 317 - - - - -~ - 10
2 - - - 2 - 30 - 32 - - - - - - 2
Warren..... DY I - 1 - 30 - 7 - 1 - - - - -
Wayne.ao,oan 3 - - - 3 - 30 - 20 - 3 - - - - -
Westchester.. B - =~ 1} a7 13 29 30 547 - 7 - 2 - -
Rhode Ysland &
State Attorney General...... ) - - -1 10 1 27 30 238 - 1 a - 1 - -
- Wisconsin
State Attorney General...... 1 - - - 7 - 1 - 8.5 - 4 - - 2 - 1

lBased on the actual number of intercept devices installed as reported by the prosecuting official.

°A business and living quarters combination may refer to one location or more than one location as the prosecutor’s reports usually do not indicate the number of interception devices
actually installed.
The nunber of days in use was not specified in all reports.

NI - Not indicated.

ROTE: This information was taken from reports filed by judges and prosecuting officials. .
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Major Offense for which Court-Authorized Intercepts were Granted Pursuant

'

Table 3

840

A

to Title 18, United States Code, Section 2518, January 1, 1973 to December 31, 1973 - Concluded
n
g g 5
il 3 [
n E G 0@
0 o E] s L
- c o “ o o0
& 3 g 53 N Y9 a o b1
o Qe = o & (-3 v < 4
-] & =4 g R - I - .
g o 4 ] < X0 @ A og |6ud h ]
& > Y -3 o o - N D v R e & -
Aot Bl ool mE| Bl 23| Bl gl 2% S} BlidlEszdolp |
- ] @ ~ o o g - [ & @ w (] o PRIE - ) [ o -
Reporting sl &1 2 ®y £ £8] 2| 28| £ s&l gwl gl ssEg il | £ 18 %
jurisdiction e & B Z| &| S8 &| 8% g| 5%] §s| £| 4°FE 888 g 1¢ 13
Rebraska
Dodgesscscaass 1 - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
Douglas....... 5 - - - - - 1 - - - - 4 - - - -
Frontierieiacieencerecacaass 1 - - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - -
Lancaster...evcencsacnns 1 - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - -
SArPYerccensnce 1 - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
Neyada
State Attorney General..... 3 - 3 - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Clarke.ceaesaancnnnaes 3 - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - -
New Hampshire ;
State Attorney General..... 4 - - - - - 4 - - - - - - - -
New Jersey !
State Attorney General..... 47 - 5 - - - 22 2 - 5 9 - 1 - -
Bergen..... 8 - - - - 6 - - - - o2 - - - -
Camden.... 4 - - - 2 - 1 2 - - - 1 - - - -
EsseX..... 48 - - - - - 39 - - - 1 a8 - - - -
Rudson.. 12 - - - - - 8 - - - - 4 - - - -
Mercer.. 11 - - - - - 7 - - - 1 3 - - - -
Middlesex. 14 - - - - - 5 - - - 1 7 - 1 - -
Monnmouth. .. 2 - - - 2 - - - - - .- - - - - -
Morris.eieeasaa. 2 ~ - - - - - - - - - 1 - 1 - -
Oceanscsaas 1 - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - -
Somerset.seececscerenaacans 10 - - - - ~ 4 1 - - - 5 - - - -
UnioNieevcacecinoncarannanns 56 - - - - - 33 1 - - 2 16 - 4 - -~
+
New_Mexico
Santa F@.veuvavcosonsunannne 1 - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - -
New York
State Attorney General
{Special Prosecutor}....... 24 - 9 - - - - - - 8 - 7 - - - -
State Attorney General
(0rganized Crime Task Force) 2 - - - - - - - - - - 2 - - - -
AlbANYscracoarnnnereosnannn 12 - - - - - 11 - - 1 - - - - - -
Bronx. .. 27 - - - - - 5 2 - - - 20 - - - -
2 - - - - - - - - - - 2 - - - -
4 - - 2 - - 1 - - - - 1 - - - -
1 - - ~ - - - 1 - - - - - - - -
72 - - - - 1 52 2 - 2 - 13 2 - - -
Monroe..ecocenns 11 - - -~ - - 10 - - - - 1 - - - -
NassAlessesacan 20 - - - - - 10 [ - Y - 2 - 1 - -
New York a7 - - 1 1 1 4 1 - 7 3 14 1 14 - -
Niagara. 2 - - - - - 2 - - - - - - - - -
7 - - 1 - - 3 - - - 2 1 - - -
3 - - - - - 3 - - - - - - - - -
32 - - - - - 8 5 - 4 1 10 - 1 - 3
1 - - - - - 1 - - - - - - - -
Rocklan@....cveeeronanaorna 10 - - - = - 8 - - - - 2 - - - -
Schenectady.civevonneenanas 17 - - - - - 14 1 - - - 1 - - - -
Suffolk..... 6 - - - - - 5 1 - - - - - - - -
Sullivan 10 - - 1 - - 1 8 - - - - - - - -
Ulster.. 2 - - - - - - - - - - 2 - - - -
Warren.. 1 - - 1 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Wayne....... 3 - - - - - 2 - - - - 1 - - - -
Westchester.........ccuvuee 18 - - - - - 8 1 - - - 8 - 1 - -
Rhode Island
State Attorney General..... 10 - - - - - ? - - - - 1 - 2 - -
Wisconsin
State Attorney General..... 7 s - 5 -~ - - - 2 - - - - - - - -

NOTE:

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



Table é ‘ Eg‘iflﬂ

Summary of Interceptions of Wire or Oral Communications
January 1, 1973 to December 31, 1973 - Concluded

Average Number
Per Order Where Installed
Orders where
Reporting Number Intercepts Persons Incriminating
Jurisdiction Authorized Installed Involved Intercepts Intercepts
Nebraska
DOAGe . s vt reevnncacnacecones 1 1 1 472 12
Douglas, cveseeeeecnnvasocnes 5 5 1 367 135
Frontier.e.oeeueeiviecenanen. 1 1 2 68 31
Lancaster.ceseeeraeacasenans 1 1 24 105 58
SBYPY+esrersncrassccncnoancan 1 1 1 3,271 3,203
Nevada
State Attorney General...... 3 3 135 250 25
Clarkeseeieoneoroonncocnceas 1 - - - -
New Hampshire
State Attorney General...... 4 4 43 297 234
New Jersey
State Attorney General...... 47 47 39 502 191
Bergen...vcceenncaransecnssana 8 8 604 302 127
CaMAENe e easvesccnnassnnses 4 4 20 306 47
ESSeXecieerernaeecsssonnnnne 48 43 NI 326 166
b2 5Ta3- T 1 VA 12 11 381 392 316
MerCericeeeeaeecenensannnsns 11 11 1 321 8
MiddleseX..eesiveananeconsan 14 14 13 223 41
MonNmoOUth.. v erneennnenens 2 2 20 93 2
MOYYiS..voovusnnoaveoanasacas 2 2 92 417 207
OCeAN. e ieecnesescacncrasnaa 1 1 23 216 76
Somerset..ceecenccannsncssas 10 10 8 123 58
Union..eeeeeeiecosnncanncoana 56 54 13 234 68
New Mexico
Santa Fe . vivrnnernneneennns 1 - - = -
New York
State Attorney Geéneral
(Special Prosecutor)........ 24 24 59 852 254
State Attorney General
(Organized Crime Task Force) 2 2 20 757 500
AlDaANY.eeeeenvecrocnennsvens 12 11 2 590 470
BYONXeroeeoronoasasneaanannne 27 25 27, 740 413
DutchesSs.uueeeoennnuoacsnnas 2 2 2 NI NI
Eriec..cciieeeeencrecnccnans 4 4 8 237 46
ESSeXensoreaoncnvacnrunnnanns 1 1 2 26 2
KingSeeoeeevorransonnonosans 72 63 16 1,558 923
MONTOC.s . vonecessasannnnnnnn 11 11 5 402 295
NassaU...ceeeceecacvscancone 20 19 49 668 515
New YorkK.eieeeeooaeoconsonas 47 45 3 255 227
Niagara..sesseeoeencconnnean 2 2 9 Many Several
OnONAAga .. ceeeevvevcnrsnssas 7 7 81 372 177
OraNnge..eeeoceccsacsasananne 3 2 22 270 270
QUEENS. . vieieeeeecsasnsscsaas 32 31 350 1,029 266
ReNSSelaerle.eeceescacencaens 1 - - - -
Rockland....ceeeeevncacscnne 10 10 17 327 277
Schenectady® vveevenveceensean 17 - - - -
SUffolK...oveennnonnonnconan 6 6 20 201 201
SULLiVaN.u.eoeenviascananoas 10 10 6 597 53
UlSter...cveeeeeescenanannas 2 2 NT NI NI
Warren. .. eeeeeeooensnannceas 1 1 7 15 -
WaYNe.eseeeoneosenoannanacas 3 3 . 2 . 26 6
Westchester.ieeeuveenneonncas 18 17 40 924 - 365
Rhode Island
State Attorney General...... 10 ' 10 11 318 189
Wisconsin
State Attorney General...... 7 7 1 1 1

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.

*No prosecutorrs report.

-13-
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Average Cost Per Order ~
Jamuary 1, 1973 to December 31, 1973 - Concluded

Table 5

Authorized Intercepts

Orders where

Orders with

Reporting Intercepts cost Average Cost
Jurisdiction Installed reported Per Order
Nebraska
DOAZEeeseccreroencraconsacas 1 1 $ - 600
DOUZlaSeessecesnocaaccocanns 5 5 3,003
Frontierececescececcacnnseas 1 1 4,730
LanCaster. ceeeesoesacesaanes 1 1 500
SAIPYeeeccasosnsecaconsnnens 1 1 2,540
Nevada
State Attorney General...... 3 3 933
New Hampshire
State Attorney General...... 4 4 1,577
New Jersey
State Attorney General...... u7 47 7,141
BErgeN. seecencraccaconsevens 8 8 2,572
CamdeNl.eueseocscasssasocanasns 4 4 2,6ul
ESS@Xuvaevusossnsocsvoannenas 43 43 2,930
HUASON.neesneooonsconacenane 11 10 2,257
15153 o 13 11 11 2,194
MiddleseXeiresssseennnanaans 1y 14 8,556
MONMOUTHe ccinevevncevennnnnn s 2 2 34
MOPTiSeeseucasesvancnnncanns 2 2 21,505
OceaN.cieeseecencnsasssnnnns 1 1 3,634
SOMETrSet..cessecsnvacncneense 10 10 ©1,080
UNiofe.eeeecasasnoacascssanns 54 56 1,967
Rew Mexico
Santa FeX iieeieveenncennnns - - -
New York
State Attorney General
(Special Prosecutor)..ee.... 24 24 11,867
State Attorney General
(Organized Crime Task Force) 2 2 8,350
AlDany..oeeeveecscscanaocons 11 11 2,786
BrONMX.eeeaescesscananacoonee 25 25 9,921
DutcheSS, eeseoeeacvecvsonoans 2 - -
5 o T A U i 1,501
ES5€Xeesasveacssnaascnncoses 1 1 63
KiNgS.ueeeseeoooceocaoncsonns 63 63 7,170
MONTOE. s s veeesncnncocconannen 11 11 1,u81
NaSSaUeeeeeoeccacarsaonncanses 19 19 2,566
New YOrKeeoeseoooocononeanns us 45 4,723
NiBZar8.eeeeeceeccssancnnnen 2 1 1,260
ONONAAgA. e eueeveersanscannns 7 7. 1,476
OraNEE. v eereaccoencennnnons 2 2 © 100
QUEENS,.esascancsssoncsssnnes 31 31 888
Rockland..viecosocecacccaaas 10 10 1,388
Schenectady®.ceeaceceaoscees - - -
SUFfOlKeuaeerasncocconnsnenn 6 6 3,627
Sullivan..eceeceseessccnnans 10 10 1,533
Ulster.seeeesssssneccccncnns 2 2 3,218
Warren,..ueeesorcoonsassvancs 1 - =
WAYTIE. e veneereonsonnncsnnnns 3 3 680
WestoheSters e eeeeavassoanans 17 17 6,133
Rhode Island
State Attorney General...... 10 10 7,602
Wisconsin
State Attorney General...... 7 7 252

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

*No, prosecutor's report.

-15-
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Type of Surveillance Used, Arrests and Convictions Where Intercepts Installed
1973 to December 31,

January 1,

Table 6

1973 -~ Concluded

843

. Number of Persons Reported
Orders where Phone Wire and
Reporting Intercepts Phone Microphone/ Microphone/ Not Indicated Arrested Conviec ted
Jurisdiction Installed Wire Eavesdrop Eavesdrop and Other During 1973 During 1973
Nebraska
DOAGe.aesrannnannns 1 1 - - - 1 -
Douglas..eeveess 5 5 - - - 23 14
Frontier....ese.. 1 - 1 - - . 4 3
Lancaster. . 1 1 - - - 22 14
Sarpy 1 1 - - - 26 7
Nevada
State Attorney General...,.. 3 3 - - - 4 -
~New Hampshire
State Attorney General...... 4 4 - - - 16 15
New Jersey
State Attorney General...... 47 42 5 - - 125 1
Bergen...veeeeecencunee 8 8 - - - 13 -
4 a4 = - - 11 -
43 43 - - - 224 -
‘Hudson.... 11 11 - - o 91 -
! Mercer.......... 11 11 - - - - -
MiddleseX.s..... 14 14 - - - 133 -
Monmouth........ 2 2 - - - 1 -
MOrriSeecsnsvens 2 2 - - - 48 15
Ocean.... 1 1 - - - 1 -
Somerset. 10 1Q - - - 30 5
UNiOn..eareevrvaracans 54 53 1 - - = -
New Mexico
Santa Fe¥..ivevinensinennnna - - - - - - -
New York
State Attorney General
(Special Prosecutor).c...... 24 16 5 2 1 32 2
_State Attorney General
{Organized Crime Task Force) 2 2 - - - 31 18
Albany...ceeeeneeneans P 11 11 - - - 21 10
BIONK. eouoesounannnanas eees 25 25 - -~ - 56 7
Dutchess. . eveviasnveeinneas 2 2 - - - 2 -
Erie..... 4 4 - - 3 3
Essex... 1 1 - - - 1 -
KiNgS.ieuaeovoensoovansnonnns 63 59 3 1 - 28 &
11 1n - - - 14 -
19 17 2 - - 26 °
45 30 7 8 - 104 -
2 2 - - - 2 "2
Onondaga. 7 6 - L - 28 3
Orange. .caeevve.. 2 2 - - 8 8
Queens.....eeue... [ 31 26 - 5 - 55 7
Rockland..... . 10 10 - - - 30 19
Schenectady*. creaes - -~ - - - - =
Suffolk. 6 6 - - - 15 -
Sullivan....ceevnua. 10 10 - - - 2 -
Ulster...oeeeecensas 2 2 - - - 6 =
Warren.......... 1 1 - - - - -
WAYNE.esoransnan 3 3 - - - 7 4
Westchester...... 17 17 - - - 44 21
Rhode Island
State Attorney General...... 10 10 - - - - -
Wisconsin
State Attorney General...... 7 1 6 - - 6 6

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

*No prosecutor’s report.
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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 Number of
Reporting mentary of persons of suppress persons
Jurisdiction- reports Cost arrested trials intercepts convicted
Total.... 120 - 150 109 64 granted Y4l
151 denied 9 reversals
27 pending
Federal.. 38 - 141 34 40 granted 198
8 denied 9 reversals
2 pending
Arizona
State Attorney
General
(Maricopa) ... 1 - - - - y
Maryland » .
Baltimore Co.. 11 - - 30 5 granted 22
’ 1 denied
1 pending
Massachusetts
Plymouth...... 1 - - 13 24 pending 13
Nevada
Washoe ‘ 1 - - 1 1 granted -
New Jersey
State Attorney
General
Mercer)..... 26 - 2 12 18 denied 43
BergenNa.eveee.. 1 - - - 1 granted 7
1 denied
EssSeXeeeoernee o - - - - 8

-26~




TABLE A — STATE

e
S N

Reports by State Judges on Applications for Court ,Orders to Authorize the Interception of Wire or Oral Communications
Pursuant to Title 18; United States Code, Sec. 2519

Calendar Year 1973

Authorized length of
. i Actual
Date interception .
State, county Type! of Norh period -
d ; . - ype . umber : ace
- and reporting Judge Applicant Offense specified appli- Original o Total in
number cation eriod? exten: fength oper:
P N engt ation®
sions
Nevada, State Attorney General
1. Clark Compton List Bribery of judicial officer PW 1-24-73 30 - 30 30 Business
; .
' 2. Clark Compton List Bribery of judicial officer PW 1-25-73 30 - 30 29 Single family dwelling
3. Clark Compton List Bribery of judicial officer PW 1-26-73 30 - 30 28 Business
Nevada, Clark County
1. Clark Compton Woofter Sale of narcotics NI 11-16-73 30 - 30 ] Never |House trailer
‘installed

_95'_

See footnates at the end of TABLE A -- STATE

" NI - Not Indicated

ia
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Reports by State Prosecuting Officers Concerning Court Authorized Intercepts of Wire or Oral Communications

Calendar Year 1973

TABLE 8 ~ STATE
Pursuant to Title 18, United States Cade, Sec. 2519
Nature of Intercepts Number of Cost Number of
State, county and P Incrim- Motions
reporting number roseeutor ' Average Inter- inating Man Other Total Persons Triat to sup- Persons
Type frequency? Persons cepts inter- anpower resources ota arrested rals press in- convicted
cepts tercepts
Nevada, State Attorney General
1. Clark List PC 1.66 calls 37 50 2 $ 625 $ 75 $ 700 4 - - -
per 24 hours
2. Clark List PC 6.82 calls 98 198 31 625 75 700 Related Ho 4 arrests in No.
per 24 hours
3. Clark List PC 14.78 calls 223 414 31 ¢ '
per 24 hours 1,250 150 1,400 Related to 4 arrestis in No.
PC 3.10 calls 48 87 10
per 24 hours *
Nevada, Clark County
1. Clark Woofter NI Never installed

See footnotes at the enc’ of TABLE B — STATE

NI - Not Indicated

°
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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 1973
Reporting
number Date Motions: to Offense for
State, in 1971 of Persons Trials suppress Persons which
County report application Cost arrested completed| intercepts convicted convicted
Nevada
Washoe 1 9-20-71 - - 1 1 granted - -
New Jersey
State Attorney General 5 12-29-70 - - Related |to trial, motions and convictions in
(Mercer) Nos. 11 fand 12
State Attorney General 7 1-11-71 - - 1 - 1 Bookmaking and
lottery
State Attorney General 8 1-11-71. - - Related {to trial and]|conviction in No. 7
State Attorney General 9 1-11-71 - - 1 - 3 Conspiracy
6 " Lottery
State Attorney General 11 1-21-71 - = i 1 denied 3 Conspiracy
4 Bookmaking
2 Lottery
3 Disorderly conduct
State Attorney General 12 1-21-71 - - 1 denied
, Related |to trial and{convictions|!in No. 11
State Attorney General 13 1-21-71 - - T 1 - 1 Lottery, aiding
and abetting
State Attorney General 28 3-24-71 - - 1 1 denied 6 Conspiracy and
bookmaking
State Attorney General 34 4-7-71 - ~ 1 denied
Related {to trial and|convictions!in No. 28

Lbs
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