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LEGAL AIDES FOIL POLICE 

IM£ERIM EVALUATION HEPOIlT 

JULy 1, 1973 - DECEMBER 31, 1973 

[undod: March 26, 1973 

I. Problom 

~.,. 

.L.L. 

Failure to prosecuto many of the cases filed by the Dallas Poliee Department 
can be attributed to inadequate investigative efforts and deficient reporting of 
the results of those efforts. 

Examples of this problem may be seen by examining the no-bill rate and the 
dismissal rate. According to police records, of approximately 12,600 Dallas 
Police Department cases considered by the Dallas (jounty Grand Jury during 1971, ~~ 
3,657 (29%) "Tere no-billed. The Dallas County Court Disposition Report indicates 
that of the 4.,214 Part I Index offenses disposed of by felony courts in 1971, 
1,101 (18.l?~) were dismissed following indictment. The Legal Aides for Police 
Inlpact Project has been designed to increase t~e effectiveness of the Dallas 
Police Department in the prevention, de't.ection, i.nvestigation, and prosecution of 
slirangel'-to-stranger crj.mes by interfacing the police function more efficiently 
\vith other agencies in the criminal justicG system - specifically th0 Office of 
the Dist.rict Attorney - and to directly reduce such crimes by legal aid and advice 
to enforcement personnel. 

Project Implementation 

The grant period for the first year of operation of "Legal Aides for 
Police" was amended to begin March 26, 1973 rather than January 1, 1973. The 
roason for the later implementation date \vas that the grant 1vas dependent upon 
t.he creation of four ne\{ personnel posit.ions and the hiring of four Assistant 
City Attorneys for these positions as 1vell as being dependent upon procurement of 
f\u'n:L ture and equipment 1 and the availability of office space; none of these 
act:Lons could be taken \vi·thout receipt of the grant funding. Therofore, all01ving 
01113 JIJonth for " gear-up" activities (March 1, 1973-April 1, 1973) and because the 
first quarterly report submitted to the !)9.l1as Area Criminal Justice Council 
ltiLW for ·the period April-June, 1973, the project operational periods will bo as 
.fo:aO\Vf~ : 

Quarter 1: 
Quarter 2: 
Quarter 3: 

April 1, 1973-J1U1e 30, 1973 
July 1, 1973-Sept. 30, 1973 
Oct. 1, 1973-Dec. 31, 1973 

il~ 
r~ 
: i~A Dl.tt'inl,{ the period Octobor 1 throuGh Docember 31, 1973, grant atio,orneys 
! r~ l'uv.i.owxl l.o,2?6 prosectuion roports (the Dallas Polico Department fHos a formal : l'~ P"O;;('qution report with the District Attorney in eaoh folony and misdemeanor ',. 4.1] c::.wu), for logal sufficiency which rolatod to all typos of criminal offenses. 

I. "NIl. /'1./;111'''0 aro uood hora rathor than 1972 nell1'.s becauso at "ho time ef writin[: 
l • o.t'(,ho original gran·t (lat~ 1972), 1972 f:lr,uros had not, boon completoly compilod. 
I COI1Gu'luontly, tho project objectives wore sot from 1971 figures. 
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III. 7'rninin[f, 

A. Jnntruction by Grant AttornflYs: Grant Attorneys completed instruction 
to 2,500 Police Department employees (all sworn officers and non-sworn 
peroonnel) in all aspects of the new Texas Penal Code, Family Code, and 
Controlled Substance and Da~gerou~ Dru~ Acts during this repo:t~ng period. 
Nine thousand two hundred slXty-elght (9,268) manhours of tralnlng were 
given to police personnel in October, eight thousand nine hundred eighty
eight (8,988) manhours of training \.Jere given in November, and five 
thousand one hundred eighteen (5,118) manhours of training were given in 
December for a total of 23,374 manhours of training given during this 
reporting p(:lriod to sworn, non-sworn, and civilian police personnel. 
Training was completed as planned on December 27, 1973. Classes were 
taught six (6) days a week, eight (8) hours a day. Grant Attorneys 
taught a minimUL'TI of ten (10) of the 16 hours of instruction provided; 
non-grant attorneys usually taught six (6) hours of the 16 hours. 

B. Instruction Received by Grant Attorneys: During the period December 
3-7,1973,2 Grant Attorneys attended the Police Legal Officer Training 
Program given l:iy "the .-rn'E'ernational Association of Chiefs of Police in New 
Orleans, Louisiana. This program consisted of approximately 40 ~ours of 
training relating to aspects of police operations wherein legal assis~ance 
may be required .. The remaining two (2) Grant Attorneys will attend a 
similar course of instruction in early 1974. 

IV. Evaluation Analysis (reporting period: 3rd Quarter - Oct. 1, 1973 - Dec. 31, 1973)~~ 

Operational Periods: 
Quarter 1 - April 1, 1973 - June 30, 1973 
Quarter 2 - July 1, 1973 - September 30, 1973 
Quarter 3 - October 1, 1973 - December 31, .1973 

A. Project Objective I: Reduce the rate of "no bill" actions by the Dallas 
County Grand Jury in Part I Index Crimes - specifically, stranfi':er-to
stranger crimes - from the current rate (as of January 1, 1973) of 
approximately 30%;(' to a maximum of 20% wi thin three years; 2% the first 
year, 4% the second year, and 4% the third year. 

1. IncUctments: Grand Jury reports for the third quarter, Oc t,o bel' 
i, 1973, throueh Docomber 31, 1973, 8ho\.J that 2,125 cases filed by the 
D;;tlla.s 'Police Depar·tmont "lere dispos'ed of by 'the Grand J'tlry during this 
r(:lporting poriod; 1,L~0 of thonG cases were Part. I Index Crime Cases 
(Including Impact Cases). Of these 1,L~lO cases, 1,069 produced true 
bills which is equiva;Lent to a·true bill rate for a:J.l Part I Index Crimes 
of 75.82~; (1,069 ... 1,/,.10). The ove.rall true bill rate for the third 
quartor was 80.75% (1,716 + ~,125). 

:;'j'i,l) LIl:L)'d reportinG period is omphaf.l:i~wc1 in this into:dJn roport bocauDo an 
~:V1llllld,.iull rOp'ort. covur:LnLl' only thu ;2hd QuartoI' has already ooon submittod. 

" 
, . 

2. No Bills - Part I Index Cr:imoa: Du.l' int1 tho third quarter, n 
total of 341 Part I Indox Crime Gases (including Impact cases) v/ere 
rio billed by the Grand Jury; this constitutes a no bill rate of 
24.18% (3L~l + 1,410). The overall no bill rate was 19.25% (409 ... 2,125). 

3. Indictments and No Dills - Jlnpact Only: Examination of indictments 
for Impact offenses indicates that for the 706 cases hoard by tho Grand 
Jury during the third quarter, 558 of these were t.rue billed Wlich equals 
a true bill rate of 79.0% (558 ... 706); 148 of the total 706 cases \.Jere 
no billed Hhich equals a no bill rate of 21. 0% for the third quarter 
(148 + 706). The overall Impact true bill rate ,,;as 26.26% (558 + 2125) 
and the ovel'all Impact no bill rate was 6.96% (148 -to 2125). 

4. Uncontrollable No Bills: It was realized, soon after project 
implementation, t.hat many of the no bills were returned for reasons 
which Here beyond police control, i.e. defendant death. Consequently, 
primary emphasis was placed on no bills which were directly attributable 
to police error as these \.Jere considered to be more accurate measures 
of achievement regarding the overall reduction of no bills. For example, 
examination of the 341 no bills returned during the third quarter for 
all Part I Index Crimes (including Impact) revealed that. 185 of these 
no bills Here not attributable to police error; a breakdown of the 
185 cases, by reason and number, is presented in Table I. Hence, 
the actual poliGe-generated no.bill rate for Part I Index Crj~les 
(including Impact) was 11.06% fo~ the third quarter. The ov~rall 
police-generated no bill rate "Jas 7 .'34%, (341.-185;:156) (156 of- 1410= 
11.06%) (156 + 2125 = 7.34%) 

~.'ABLE I 

NO BILLS NOT ATTRIBUTABLE TO POLICE ERROR 

Affidavit of non-prosecution filed by complainant. 
Complaining witness did not appear • • • • • • • • . . 
Re-indictInent. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Restitution made .•.•. '; .. . ••••.••• 

· . . 94 
'.' ... 73 · .. 1 
• • . • • 2 
• • • •• 2 Defendant under physician's care ..•• 

Passed Polygraph . . . . .. . . • • • • • II • • • 1. 
Defendant no billed at request of police department. • 
Defendant deceased . . . . . . . • • • • . 

· . 
Complainant married defendant .•••••. . . . . 

7 
4 
1 

185 

In 'rnb18 II, a comparioon is llk'1de bet\.Jeen true bill and no bill stn.tistics 
t'Ol' all Part I Index Crime Gases durinG the 2nd aad 3rd quarters of proJoct 
l.J'porll kLon.' After careful oxrunination of the statistics presented in Table II, 
a sliGht, bll'li possibly significant inverse correlation appoars. in the Impact 
c:a t,.-:gury. Morc Impac'l:, cases \.Je:r:e heard durina the third 'than .~n tl.lO socond 
q uclrl,ol'; l:i.ko\.Jise, numerically, more cases \.Jore roturnod as truo b:Ll1o and morc. 
\0/01'0 roturned as no bills in tho 3rd than in tho 2nd qnartor. Yet porcunt,ago-HJ.GO 
tho Jl:d ,!uartor filJUl'es actually represont ll. decrease in tho proportion of Impact 
r.o bills from tho 2nd quart.er Impact n~ bill rate. Although the percentagEl docl'oase 

i 
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for Impact no bills is slight and although concluniol1G drawn from such small 
numbor's, i.e. <1,000 should be, at best, tenuous, tho decroased no bill rate 
for the Impact category should not be unequivocally dismissed as insignificant. 

TAm,T!~ JIi~ 

TEUl~ BILL-NO BItT,: 2nd nnd 3rd Quarter Comparison for all Part I Index Crimes 

Total No. of 
DPD Cases Disposed 

True Bills No Bills Total Cases of b:z: Grand Jury 
Part I Index 

(less JJU12D.ct 2 

2nd Quarter 581(6EL43%) 268(31.57%) 849 ---------
3rd Quarter 511(72.59%) 193(27.41%) 704 ---------
Im12D.ct 

2nd Quarter 466(78.00%) 121(22.00%) 597 ---------
3rd Quartel' 558(79.00%) 148(21.00%) 706 ---------
Part I Index 
(including Impact) 

2nd Quarter 
3rd Quarter 

1,047(72.41%) 
1,069(75.28%) 

399 (27.59%) 
341(24.18%) 

1,446 
1,410 

2,471 
2,125 

B. Project Objective II: To reduce the number of cases dismissed after 
indictment or the filing of a complaint-information in major misdemeanor 
cases, lH~ in stranger-to-stranger crimes, from approximately 18% to a 
luaximum of 12% in three years; 2% the first year, 2% the second.year, 
and 2% tho third year. 

1. During the third qua.rter, the "Cases Disposed of Report" prepared 
by the Clerk of Courts shows that 1,727 cases filed by the Dallas Police 
Dopartment were disposed. of; of this total, 1,260 cases resulted in guilty 
please, 12/+ ~-1ere trial convictior J and 343 'cases were dismissed. or 'tho 
i,oto.1 3~.3 dismissals for this quarter, 194 were Imp:!. ct and Part I disIllissa1s, 
hence the average dismissal' rate for Impact and'Part I categories alone 
dUJ.-ing tho third quarter was 11.23% (194 -+ 1,727). 

'" During the second quarter (July 1 through Soptomber 30, 1973),' the 
"Cases Disposed of Report" shows that 1,099 cases filed by the Dallas 
Police Department were disposed of; of this'tota1 777 cases resulted in 
guilty pleas, 105 were trial convictions; and 217 cases wore dismissed. Of 
the total 217 dismissals, 128 of these were Impa.ct and Part I dismisso.1s 
\-1hich equals an a vorage quarterly dismissal l'U to of 11. 65% (128 + 1,099). 

lq"tl'nl, qunrtnr sLn.t:lsti'Cs '(April 1, 1973-June 30,,1973), aro not available in '!ihis 
i q·u:li;,h\\m. 

:':; 'l'IIU pltt,,'ut t ) "(ltlIlipl/lj n'L-:ill formation in major lniudolllOanOl' Cf,WOS" nppntu'S in 0 b.lOt;t.i. vo 
/', i)t)Cllll::o 1ltHltH' '(.[10 old 'l'oX:~lG Ponal Code (p('io1' to .Tan,uury 1; 19'7/~), assllultfl woro 
c.lIl::n.i.L':i,Lld lW lIIaJ or lIliuLiomonnors. " 

'''''I'i-.~"" ... , 
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q 
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'l'ab10 IlI1f show:J a comparison of' 2nd a.nd 3rd quarter Impact and Part I dismisf~als. 

COMPARISON OF DISMISSALS - 2nd and 3rc1 QuartoI' 

- Percent of Poreont of 
Monthly Monthly 

Total Impact Total Part I Total , 
17 34.69% 25 51.02% 

.. 42 J'u1y ... 
August 9 12.16% 33 L.4.59% 42 
September .2..- 2'22~ ....2:L !J:1.~,2~ ~ 
QUARTER 2)., :31 97 128 

------- ----------- .... - --------- ------------ -----------------------
October 9 8.41% 49 45.79% 58 
November 12 13.95% 38 /+4.19% 50 
December _1_ 670l ~ 56.67% ~ • (0 

194 QUARTER 3 22 172 . 
. 

Table IV gives the reasons for Impact and Part I dismissals dUl'ing thl;) third 
(,p,tartur • 

m~,A.SONSIfOR DISHJSSAI,S - 3rd. Quarter 

P],r;)nd guilty to another offense. 
li .. lp.U.C.1,t.r:l f:i.JJ,ng . . . . . . • . . • 
n(; 13 t:i.'b·llt:lou nmde • • • • • • • 

. . . . 
• !II • 'I • • '0 • • 

• • • • • • /I • • • • 

: ~t : .. • .. :i.n('l:i.c·tJnelli.~.. II Q • .. '.' • • • ... •••• 

· .. · . . 
iq' ,"; (h \r:L t, of non-prosecution filed by complainant. . ... 

· .. 
D( 'l'lllldnrrb in ponitentiary on other (~onV':l.ct.iol1. '. . . . . 
t:01liplnin:Li1g '-1:i.tne~lS (out of 8ta te, uno.b1e to locate, failod to 

. appear, unab10 to 'testify). • • . 
I ):i mn:i.rmod at l'equOG t. of Dallas Po lice Da partment • • • 
'J.'l'.1n{t {If:3 Q. cIty case'. . . . .. . . . . ... ..... . . , 
Tnnnf f:i.cient l~vidol1ce. • • • • ., • 
~'fj, 't 'nl.~ nMtll.. • "" • • • • • • • (t • • 

'il:'lllli:;flIHI ut roqu.ost of DPS. 
J In d ' • .rILl' r I.ll rt. • • • • • ,. • • • . . . 

I j I I I !" J t.,:/":'" l't'll 111 • .. • • • • • • • 

. . 
· . . . . . . · . . . ... . . . " . • • ...... 

· · · • 

· · 
• · · • 

· · 

· · 
• 
• 

· 
• 

· ' .. ~, \,\ i'lji'\Vl\ pl·lrn~i l'11\~it) \~~i;H~ 

,j" ,~.\ ,'\1)1\/ il'l."1i 1'1) ,",:111 II" 

I • •• o. 

" .' • , •• t • t • , •• , ••• , •• 

IMPJ\C'l' 

], 

LI, 

6 

t' 
~ 

1 

/:-",.\' '1".'ll'l'./' (i'j1l.·11 J. 111 ',".',,1111') :iu, 
nV:1 i la",1l ,ill Uli:.\ \1"HIt\,d,I\,J1\. 
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In~1I.t11(J • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Ar· eidrt v J. t, .roY.- d.:t~.l1nis 8Ll1. • • • • • • • • , • • • • • • • I I. 

No l.h,!).' of cOJllpll.t1.ning \-,i tnerm cUd not want to prosecute.... • • . 
f\!lJt~ t~tf'l" I.:r •• _ ••• , It •••••••••••••••• 

',:'w·!,I:,tl"~ It- l'lVq II!'I'idrtvit atating that he gave defendant 
p,',l';:IiH::"iO!'l to L'll lp)' proporty ••••••••• 

Jw:l{{t: I;HVl) .1lwtJ:ucLed vUJ.'cU_u:~.. • ••• 
COml)laird!lg \,,;U,ller3s did not HI.mt to prosecute. 
TJllp l'0p':I)' uhf.l.q~e / ca s e reJ.'iled . . . . . (- . • . 

... 

... 
Ckth,i ~~c"L d Led fl'Olll narcotics not murder • • • .. •• • • 
MvL.i..on t.o SUPPl'f.Jf:JEI/evidonce granted ........... . 
Subutallcl;) proven not to be heroin. . 
Dad indictment . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Do!'(mdant conuni ttod suicide. . . . . . 

. . , . 
Husband said ma.ri,iuana \.,ras his and wife didn't know it was 

1n (;ho house 
Bad search 'warrant • 
Ho-f:D.ed ..... . . . . . . . 

.. . . . . . . .. . . . . . . 
OUf;l(:} I~} yoars old. •. ••. .• " . • . • 
Clw_nge hl J.a1.J'/no longer an offense • • • 

. . . . . 
]ikrl',toH to ~3'llpprC:I~3s granted • • • . . • • . • . . . 

IMPACT 

1 
1 

1 
2 

PAl ~l' 
-1~ 

II, 
1 

1. 

1 
1 
1 

2 

:~. AC)Jw:l'tmr:m-ts lw.ve befJYl ml:lde for those dismissals which cannot be attrj.1)uL~;d 
+.0 poJ.:i.ce ("~.t'X'o:r'; f~'1' t.he 1\;1/" Part I D:nd Irnpae-~ d:j.f~l1}:tssalf:l, 1 .. 2 are .cLb::eet').y 
n't'!;r.t lmtll, b.lo to po.Li.co Ol'rol'. UO neG '\,he n,c:t.tw .. L po 1:1 co -t~onol'n tue! d:Lf:HlU.G f.ll:.l.L l.'atcl 
f.'m' Ud.~! .t'uport.:t.lIG por:1.od 1,1I,W ::~. ItJ,~, 'J'IJ.lJ1u V I.'.:\. von tho illllilbors tmd tYPO!"3 uf.' 
pol1t.:o D1' rOl'E) for olJ.ch month 01.' Lbo t.hiJ.'u qYlar'l,or. 

TAnLI~ V 
DISMISSAT.,s AT'rRIBUl'ABLE TO POLICE r~RROR 

OCTOBER NOVEMBER 
...------r---~~ . .:-

Impact 
Duplicate filipg 
Insufficient evidence 
Notion to ~urprcss/ 

Illegal search 
.Juvenile offender 
State unable too prove 

prima facie case 
Duplicate indictment 
Wr'ong man 
At'fidavlt for 

dislllissal 
Bad search warrant 
Bad indictment 
no ··indictment 
Impropc)"r charge /refiled 
140t:l.on to rmpp1'0SS grant . 3d 
Lack of evidence 

QIJA/cn:II.LY 'J'(1'1'AL::. /,,2 

--
Ij. 

--
--
-,-
--
1 

-., 
----
-------
'--

'1' O'r AL 

Part. 
I 

4 
5 

--
--
1 
----
1 
--
--
--
------
::: 16 

Part 
Impact I 

l' 

2 

, --
:3 

5 
1 

1'01'A1'.. ::: l~ 

. DECEMBER 
Part 

Im-Dact I 

-'-

13 
'rCl'.L'Al~ -::; .L3 

. ,. • 

Durincr tho 2nd quarter (July 1, 1973-Soptembor 30, 1973) 28 of 128 Part I 
and Impact l1imnisuals were attributable to the police; this gives a police-
genorated dismissal rate during the 2nd reporting,pe~iod of 2:5~%., Table,VI 
dioplays a comparison of 2nd and 3rd quarter st1;'tlStlcs pertalnlng to pollce-
gonol'aLed dismiosals. 

'l'ABLE VI 

COMPARISON 'OF POLICE GENI~RATED DISMISSALS 

To'tal No. of Tota.J. No. Total No. of No. of Part I & 1 police 

DPD Cases of Part I & Impact Impact Dismissals , Genera ted 

Disposed of Dismissals Dismissals Attributable to Police Jismissal 
, 

2.55% 2nd Qtr. 1099 217 128 28 

3rd Qtr . 1727 343 194 42 2.43% 

EVALUATION SlJM1vlARY: 

project Objectives 

1. To reduce the rate of IIno bill" a.ctions by the Dallas County Grand Jury in 
Part I Index Crimes - specifically, stranger-to-stranger crimes - from the 
current rate of approximately 30% to a maximum of 20% within t.hree years: 
2% the first year, 4% the second year and 4% the third year. 

2. To reduce the number of cases dismissed after indictment or the filing of a 
complaint-information in maj or luisdemeanor cases, in stranger-to-stranger 
crimes, from approximately 18% to a miximum of 12% wi thin three years: 2% 
the first year, 2% the second year, and 2% the third year • 

Project objective #1 has been accomplished by the end of the third quarter even 
though it Has not expected to be achieved until the end of the fourth quarter of 
project operation. The over'all no bill rate for Part I Index Crimes (including 
Impact), was 24.18% by third quarter's end in comparison to the projected no bill 
reduction for year end \.,rhich Has to be reduced -to 28% from 30%. Impact crjllles 
spucifically were no billed at a rate of 21% for the third qt"\.arter. 

In consideration of project objective 112, the dismissal rate for the third 
'\ U~d.tor for all Part. I Index Crimes (including Impact) was 11. 23%, th:ls rate not 
only exceeds the decrease projected for the end of tho project's first year (16~b) 
lnrL niso excfOleds tho decrease projected for the Gnd of the projec't's third yoar 
(1~%). Ilnpac't crimes specifically were dismissed at a rate of 1.27%. 

A pI).int that should be emphasized which is crit;i.cal to any evaluation of 
t,:,': :lLleUI)GiJ or failure of this project j.s that. no~ all of the~'O b:iell'i 
tl.dd dimnir.sals cah bo reducod tln-ough projoct en'ort::;. Only ~lOoO no billa and 
eLi.timiD'oals ruturnod bocau::;o of polico errOl'a are controllablo; thereforo, acctl.rato 
o vul i.::rLion of this pro j eC'\j' s accomplislullon'bB sho1.1.1d bo mauo thrOUGh compar:Lnolw 
l'~' ... !..,l.!.c I)-j:ollOl':.ttnd no bill und _dismiosul ratos raUl(u' than upon comparisons at' 

Rat 
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ovorall no bill and dismissal rates. For fut.ure reporting poriods offorts 
are ~oing IDado by tho Polico Plarming and Research Division to codify a list 
of ClrCUlnstancEls which would clearly describe tho types of police errors made 
V1~1~~1 filin~ c~l.Ses. It is hoped that by this aC,tion, all cases leading to no 
bllls or dlsmlssals bacause of police errors will be identified which in turn 
Hill further enhance accurate reporting in regard to project objectiv~s. 

If, as set forth in the previous discussion, police-~enerated no bills and 
di81uif.lsals are understood to be the only IIcontrollable" no bills and dismissals, 
thon projoct objectives should be adjusted to address this specific area. ilLegal 
Aido·sll management persormel have made these re-adjustments in project objectives 
included in the second year grant application. 

'. 

.\ 

. . , • 

DAL'LAS AREA CRIlHNJ\L JUSTICE COUNCIL 
PROJECT EVALUATION REPORT 

For Month or !Jc.tohc1' , 1973 

LEGAL AIDES FOR POLICE - D~S POLICE DEPARTMENT, 

.ED W!:ATH, PROJECT DIREC'l'OR 

1. Nllmber of Impact cases reviewed: 

2. Number of Index offenses reviewed (less Impact cases): 

" 
J. Number of Part. II felony offenses reviewed: 

It. Number of major misdemeanors reviewed (less Impact CQses): 

Total cases reviewed by Legal Aides: 

5. Number of Impact Grand Jury Ref~rrals revie'wed: 

6. Number of Index Grand Jury Referrals reviewed (less Impact 
cases) : 

'1. NWllber of Part II felony Grand Jm'y Referrals. reviewed: 

13. Number of major misdemeonor Grand Jury Ref'err~ls reviewed 
(less Impact cases): ' 

Total number or Grand Jury Referrals reviewed by 
Legal Aides: 

'). Number of Impa.ct offenses returned for .addi tionnl 
invci:rt,igo. "tiion: 

J.' ). NUJI1her of Index offenses rc'~urned for additional 
;l nVQs'tign"\;ion (les8 Impact Cp.BCS): 

ll. 

J ;~. 

NtlHltlCl' of Pnrt II felony offenses returned for udell tiono.l 
:!,nv(lcrtieoi .ion : 

HUJll1)er of' major misdemco.nors returned for additional 
invcGtiao:~ion (lo£)s Impact cases): 

" . Total co.oes returned tor uddition.nl invcotigo.tion: 

.. 
\ 



'. j,~ 

" , . . 

13. Numbor of Impact orfensoo--Dupplemental case report reviewed: 

Nwnbcl' of Index offenscs--supplemen'cal case r~port 
reviewed (leas Impact cases): 

, "" 

11" 
~. Number of Part II felony offonses--supplomcntal caGe report' 

roviE?Wed: 

16. Nwnbcr of majo~ misdcmeanors--supplemental case report 
reviewed (less IIDpact-cases): 

Total supplemental oases reviewed by Legal Aides: . 

1'1. Number of Impact offenses reduced to misdemeanor or munioipal. 
t~ourJv charge: 

18. Number of Index offenses reduced to misdemeanor or· 
municipal court charge (less Impact cases): 

19. Number of Par'c II felony offenses reduced to misdemeanor 
01' municipal court charge: 

20, NUlnbm,' of major misdE!meanors reduced to misdemeanor or 
municipo.l court charge (less Impact cases): 

Total reduced to misdemeanor or municipal court charge: 

21. Htllnber of Impact offenses changed to Grand JUl'Y referrals: 

22. Ntllnbcr of Index offenses changed to Grand Jury. 
l'ofol'l'als (leos Impact cases): . 

, .. 

23. Nl.1rnbCl' of Part II felony offenses changed to Grand Jury 
)"of01'1'0.3.8 : 

. 
;:1/,. Nt1Inool' of major misdemeanors changed to Grand, Jury 

l·t~fcr);·o.lD (less Impac'c cases): 

').'oto.l ehanaed to Grand Jury referral: 

?:J. filll,Cuor of JJnpact offenscs--no case: 

;:'(" NUlIlum.' of Index offenses (less Impact car.:es) no cnne: 

;~'I • fluhlbcr of Pn.r't II felony offon808--no callO: 

~~U. NUfIlber of moJor'misdemeanol's (less Impact caees)· no caoo: 

'. TO'~al caoea l'wnol'wd out" no case: 

2 

. .. ~~ .. 

'l1IIS PROJECT 
MONTH TO DATE - , 

47 256 

20 205 

\ 

43 456 

, 66 170 -
176 1,087 

2 5 

1 7 - .. 
, 

0 ° 
0 5 

3 I 17 -----
8 I 23 -----_._---!---------
3 30 

2 4 

o 4 

___ ] ~.I_~_~ __ 61_, __ 

6 / 
.....-. .. _. ._----

'11 ,I 12 

~ ... -~.:.-~ J--Z-;)--
_~1_3_;'_ 

29 _ SR 

IR 

. '. 

,I 
'. . 

) • . .v·· ~ , . ' ... ,: 

29. Number of Impact offenses--no bills l'cviewed: 

30. Nwnbcl' of Index offenses (leas I.mpact cases )--no billa 
reviewed: 

Total numbe:r of no bills reviewed by Legal Aides: 

;1. Number of Impac,t offenses--dismissa1s reviewed: 

:32. Nurn'tDl' of Index offenses (less Impact caseD )--clismissala 
reviewed: 

Totnl number of dismissals reviewed by Legal Aides: 

33. Number of instructo,r manhours spent training: 

,3/t • Num1)er of law enforcement personnel onro1~ed in trainipg: 

Total number of trainee hours: 

NUTnbc11 of manhours spent in curriculum development: 
. . 

,36. N\.irnbel' of assistances given in connection with arrest 
'Vi£n'rru1ts I sCllrch warrants, and related affadllvi ts: 

" ", 
.. 

" , 

" 
'. 

• I I ~ 

" 

'1'1 lIS PROJECT 
MONTH 1'0 DATE . 

62 - ;)] 5 . 

:. , . "71' 549 -,- .. 
167 1,138 

, . 9 40 -
.. 49 146 -

107 292 - 220 h1's 
112 10 min 

. , 475 1 ~ 218 ___ 

, 9;268 -':.5,178 

1 32 - - - -
, 10 13 ---

" 
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LEGAL AIDES POR POLICE 

ANALYSIS SHEET 

INI1ICTMnNT MTE: Grand Jury Reports for October, 1973, reflect 
that 684 cases filed by tIle Dallas Police Department were dis
posed of by the Grand Jury during this month. In addition, 
9 Grand Jury Referrals were also disposed of during this period. 
A total of 517 filed cases produced indictments (75.6 percent) 
and 167 (24.4 percent) were no~billed. Pertinent' statistics 
arc as follows: 

TRUE BILLS NO-BILLS TOTAL 
I!', 

Impact 175 62 237 
Part I (less Impact) ,168 71 239 
Part II ' 174 34 208 --- ---

TOTALS 517 167 ' 684 

The ahove figures reflect that the overall indictment l-ate for 
Impact offenses was Zl~ percent and the no-bill rate was ,:~6. 2_ 
l)ercent. Additionally, the overall indictment rate for Part 1 
o£f(mses was 70.3 percent and 'the Part I no -bill rate was :~ 9.7 
percent. --

The Graml Jury Report for October 5, ln73, reflects ,that the 
following categol'ies of offenses (flleu cases only) by numher 
were no-billed: 

IMPACT 

Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 
1{obbery 
Burglary 
Murder 

.pART I 

'1'ho Et by Fa 1 s (l Pretext 
Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 
The f t 0 vel' $ 50 
Assault with Intent to Murder 
Breaking and Entering a Motor Vehicle .' 

TOTAL 

NO- BUILED 

l 
l 
5 
1 

8 

. , , .' .. 

, ~ 

'.,. 

Page 2 

PART I (continued) NO-BILLED 

Robbery 2 
Rape (attempted) 1 

TOTAL 12 

PART II 

Fondling 1 
Forg~:cy and Passing 3 

TOTAL 4 

GRAND TOTAL 24 
," 

~hellGr~nd Jury Re~ort for October 15, 1973, reflects that the 
"0 oWlng categorles of offenses (filed cases only) by number 
were no-billed: 

IMPAC1' 

Assault on-a Police Officer 
Burglary 
Robbery 
Assault to Murder 
Rape 

PART I 

Theft over $50 
Aggl'ClvClted J\ssault on a Juv<:'nile 
Negligent Homicide 
Assnillt with Intent to Murder 
Breaking and Entering a Motor Vehicle 
Breaking and TIntering a Coin 

Operated Machine 

PA1n' T I 

Destruction of Private Property 
Selling Dangcrous·D~ugs 
Carrying n Prohibited Weapon in 

u Tavern 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

NO-BILLliQ 

1 
8 
7 
1 
1 

----' 

18 

6 
1 
2 
4 
1 

-]-' 

15 

:5 
J 

2 

, ~ 
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PART II (continucd) 

Posscssion of Marijuana 

" 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

NO-BILLED 

4 

10 

43 

The Grand Jury Report for October 22, 1973, reflccts t~at the 
following categories of offenses (filed cases only) by number 
were no-billed: 

IMPACT 

Robbery 
Burglary 
Assault to Murder 
Murder 

PART I 

Aggravated Assault 
Rape 
Theft over $50' 
Assault with Int~nt to Murder 
Breaking and Entering a Motor Vehicle 
Murder 

PART II 

Possession of Dangerous Drugs 
nelivering Heroin 
Destruction of Private Property 
Possession of' LSD 
Possession of Marijuana 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

GHAND TOTAL 

NO-BILLED 

2 
16 

I 
I 

20 

1 
I 
6 
1 
1 
2 

12 

1 
1 
2 
1 
5 

10 

42 

The Grand Jury Report fO.r October 29, 1973, reflects that thD 
following categories df offenses (filed cases only)' by number 
were no-billed: 

' .. 

Page 4 

IMPACT 

Assault to Murder 
Attempt Burglary 
Rape 
Robbery 
Burglary 

PART I 

Theft by False Pretext 
Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 
Robbery 
Theft over $50 
Murder 

" 

~ssault with Intent to Murder 
Breaking and Entering a Motor Vehicle 
Theft by Conversion 

PART II 

Indecent Exposure 
Possession of Heroin 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

ExhibitiLg Obscene Material (Conspiracy) 
Fondling 
Embezzlement 
False Swearing Against a Police Officer 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL' 

NO-BILLED 

3 
1 
2 
3 
7 

16 

2 
3 
2 

14 
3 
6 
1 
1 

32 

2 
2 
1. 
1 
1 
3 

10 

58 

The overall October indictment rate of 75.6·porcent and the 
no-bill 1:nte of 24.4 percent require further adjustment to re
flect a true figure inasmuch as 66 of the no-bills reported nrc 
not attributable to police error. Research disclosos that these 
.66 ca.ses ,,,ere no- billed for the following reasons; 

". 

IMPACT PART I PAI< r II ---- -----
Affidavit of Non-Prosecution 

Piled by Complainant 12 16 1 
Compiaining Witness did not 

Appear 14 9 1 

-~~ ~-~-'~'-'.'--~----------------------------.-----"-'-"-"-'-'-------------",---" 

.( 
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IMPACT PART I PART II 

Re-Indictment 1 
Restitution MaJe 2 2 
Defendant Under Physician's 

Care (Hospital) 2 
Passed Polygraph 1 
Defendant No-Billed at 

Request of Dallas Police 
Department 2 2 

Case 5 Years Old 1 

TOTALS 29 32 5 

GRAND TOTAL, . 66 

Thus, the true overall Dall~s Police Department indictment rate· 
for October was 85.2 percent rather than 75.6 ~ercent, and the 
true no- bill rate was 14.8 percent rather than 24.4 l)ercent. 

l~ISMrSS~L ,RATE: The "Cases Disposed of Reportl! prepared by the 
Clerk ot Courts re,flects that 545 cases (fi led by the Da] las Po
lice Department) were disposed of in Octobel', J973. Of thes(), 
410 were guilty pleas, 28 were trial convictions, and 1.07 WOTe 
dismissals. Of the 107 dismissals, 9 wore identified as Impnct 
cases, 49 were of the Part I offense category, and 49 were of 
other categories of offenses (for a total 0 f 58 Impact antl 
Part I dismissals). The overall dismissal rate for felony 
offenses of all categories filed by the Dallas Police Departlnent 

· \<Jhich were disposed of in October, 1973, was 19.6 percent. 

Tho reasons for case dismissals were: 

Plead Guilty to Another Offense 
Duplicnte Filing. 
Restitution ivlade 

IMPACT 

Rc-Tndictment , 2 
~A£fjdavit of Non-Prosecution 

Piled by Complainant 2 
DCfendnnt Deceased 
Defend~Hlt in Penitent i ary 

on other Conviction 
Complaining Witness (out of 

state, unable to locate, 
failed to appear, or 
unable to testify) 

PART I PART 

], 

-4 5 
4 2 

12 :~ 

9 ::; 
1 

1 2 

3 

11 

, . 

' , 

. ',. 
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Dismissed at Request of DPD 
Tried as City Case 
Insufficient Evidence 
Motion to Surpress/ 

Illegal Search 
Juvenile Offender 
Bad Warrant 
Passed Polygraph 
State Unable to Prove Prima 

Pac,ie Case 
Defendant Already Convicted 

on Case of Same Facts 
from Another Indictment 

Duplicate Indictment 
Illegal Arrests, Evidence 

. not Admissable ' 
Received Stiff Sentence on 

Other Charges 
Dismissed at Request of DPS 
Wrong Man 
Insane 
Affidavit ~or Dismissal 

TOTALS 

GRAND TOTAL 

. . " 

IMPACT 

4 

1 

9 

PART I 

2 

5 

1 
2 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

49 

PART 

8 
1 
5 

5 
1 
4 
1 

2 

1 
1 

1 

1 
2 

49 

107 

II 

Only thirty-five (35) of the dismissals outlined above are prop
erly chargeable to police error. They are as follows: 

Duplicate Filing 
Insufficient Evidence 
Motion to Surrrcss/ 

111 eg nl S e.LI.Tch 
.Juvenile Off'ender 
State Unable to Prove Prima 

Facie Case . 
::Dupl i Cil t e Incl ic tmcn t 
Wrong Man 
Affidavit for Dismissal 

,TOTALS 

GRAND TOTi)L 

IMPACT 

4 

1 

5 

PAHT I 

4 
5 

1 

1 

11 

PART II 

5 
5 

S 
1 

2 
1 

19 

35 
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Thus, the true dismissal rate (i.e., dismissal due'to police 
erTor) for felony cases (of the lm~act and Part I category) 
filed by the Dallas Pol ice ])epartment disposed of il1 October 

,is 2.9 percent as compared to an overall dismissal rate (of 
.offenses of this of this category) of 6.21 percent for September, 
1973. --

REVIEW OF NO-BILLS: Emphasis with respect to the following 
categories of offenses because of the number of no-bills reported 
reflects substantial improvement over September, .1973. 

SEPTEMBER, 1973 OCTOBER, 1973 

Assault with a f~/ 

Prohibited Weapon 18 7 
Assault with intent 

to Murder 29 16 
Possession of Ivlarij uana 64 9 

, . 
TOTALS III 32 

As reported previously, the problem ill the marIJuana cases was 
that there was no probable cause for the search of the indivi
dual found in possession. In the prohibited weapon area and 
in the assault to murder area, inquiry disclosed a substantial 

'number of affidavits of non-prosecution as well as failures on 
the part of complainants to appear as a witness. :en addition, 
some assault to murder cases apparently weTe overcllargccl from 
the point of view of the relation::;hip of the parti(~s involved. 

, Legal advisors have consistently recommended fil ing ag[,rav(1ted 
assault, a major misdemeanor, rather than a felony in which 
even t chances of conviction are better as a substantinJ number 
of compLainants will not testify that he believes 'the defendant 
should be incarcerated in the penj tentinry for the!;e types of 
offenses. Positive and definitive nction h{lS been taken and 

" 

\,li 1.] continue to be taken (by way of legal assistance ~lnd 1'e
vim\') to ensure that if a narcotics search \<Jas illegal, a case 
is not filed with the District Attorney. 

lUWTnW OF DIS~IISSt\LS: Review :i.1H.1:icntes that a 5uhsttlnt'inl in-oh
"lelll u17CZI in Iloed otspecific .1 t t ell tion is th (l t of uupli ca t () 
f.ilings and duplicate indictments. No~ all O.r:.EiCOTS Gj,precint0 
when they file D. complaint and secure a warrant., they [Ire fil
ing a case. Current instrucb on j n the Penal Code provides il 

~00c1 fonuu to educate all concerned on this prohlem aroa. In 

~------------------~--~------------------~--~-------------------

. , • 
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ndd.i.t i.on, officers who arc responsible for duplicate filings 
arc heing contacted on a individual basis in order that all 
concerned understand this problem. 

INSTrWCTTON lW GRt\NT I\TTORNEYS: Nine thousand two hundred and 
sixty - eight (9,268) l1w.nhours of training \<Jere given to 5 tuden t 5 

(advanced and recruit) in October. One hundred twelve (112) 
hours of instruction were given in all aspects of the new Texas 
Penal Code, Family Code, and Controlled Substance and Dangerous 
Drug Act. (See report for August, 1973, for details of the cur
riculum taught.) Instruction will be completed on December 27, 
1973. (Classes are taught six (6) days a week.) Thereafter, 
legal instruction must be given, commencing in January, 1974, 
to members of the Dallas Police Reserves and to certain members 
of the Department selected to re~eive para-legal training. 1\ 
para-legal training curriculum will be developed prior to the 
first of the year. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOM~1ENDATIONS: 'Suff'icient progress has been 
made in the first seven (7) months of the grant period to per
mit identification of problem areas and to recommend positive 
comma.nd action. 

As indicated in the Sep~ember report, positive action has been 
and is being taken by grn.nt attorneys to assist offjce]'s in 
"making better cases." Basically, however, the rea1 prohlem 
is one of education and t.raining, experience, and supcl'vision. 
Better understanding of the law, the elements of an offense, 
anJ aCfirmative defenses will prepare officers to file a bet-
ter case. Education and supervision are not easy ta::;k::; and will 
requ i 1'e continual effort and cons itl era hIe time. P rog rmn clllph as i s 
by grant attorneys is and \<Jill be to continue to ,correct problem 
areas through instruction at the Police Ac:tdemy, roll-call 
training, training conferences with supervisors, and in the 
course of day-to-day contact with individual officers. 

.' 

_________ . ______________________ ..J w~"' .... "'''·''·,·.··~W!'<t,,·:_<_J·.'''~. 
" ! 
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DJUiliAB Alll~A CllJJ.fHlAT. LTtJ[3TICE COUNCIl, 
PHO;mCT EVAI,UA'UON H1~POllT 

j' 
.For Month of _Nmr.cmhC4 1973 

LWP.t AIDES li'On POLICE DALLAS. POLICE DEPAf{TllillNT, 

'l'HJ.S PROJECT 
.2vfO!~.!!LJ TO. J)A'l'E 

1. Number of Impact. cases reviewed: " 3 _. :~--~:;~-.. -
2. Number of Index offenses reviewed (less J.mpuct caces): ..... ---_. ---
J. N1.un'bcr ,of Purt, II felony offenses 'reviewed: :--.~_6_6 __ f-_!,:.d30 __ 

4. Humbcl' of ma.jor misdemeanors reviewed (leAs Impact cuses): 2,201 .. -. . 388 

Total cuses reviewed by II~gal Aides: 1,319 9,617 
----,----~---------

20 ~. N\.tmocr of Dnl)act Grand Jury Ref'erl'als reviewed: 1 ___ .--f-------_.-
6. NUJllt:1Cl.' of Index Grund Ju:ry Referrals :ceviewed (leso Impact . 

co.ncs ): 

7. N\HI10Cl' of PRrt II felony Grand J\1.:ry Referrals reviewed: 

tl. Nwnbcr of mCljOl' misdcrneonol' Grand Jury Referrals reviewed 
I ' 
1,1cGG Impact cases): _,--.o_-f. __ .9-__ _ 

Tot.al m:lmbel' of Gl'alld Jury Referrals reviewed by . , , 
J.0gnl A:Ldes: 8 87 

9~ Humbcl' of Impact offenses returned for additionul 
:tnvQOL:;'G~ltion: =-~~J~~2 -~ 

10. il\lfn'bc .... of Il1dex offenses returned for ac1di tional 
:lllveut.:i.ao.tio.n (less Impact cases): 8' 70 -.---+---

40 
11. Nur:t))(!l' of Part II felony off.enses returned i'oX' additional 

illvc:ntigntlon: ' //\ \' ", /, ".\ , ," --...... ---------l------< ' '. ..,........ ., , '. 
f ' ... " ~""\.~' .... , ~ J \ 

ll'm'r.'cr of ·mnjo1.' misdcmcnnors retu.rned for addiit;:tf)nnl~' .. \1':,"~) .,' :" J \ ' , 

:,iJ\\ren"tigO, tiQn (lenD Inlpcct, cuses): ' f ~.: I l~\~ '\;,~~.'I '\' \" '\' \ 2 28 

.

... , .' .. \\ ',\.~ j. .... ........... ~.~ ---....... --

" ~. '"v" ·:1" , ) 
.. i ;;,1 (. ',.'Y \'~') \ ~v I \ 

~~'o'Lol COOCD returned ~or nddi tiono..l inVefJtigll t>l-:vtl ~ , ~{':;-'" .jl, 18 190 

\

. '\ 'l,:, '~'':>-. _ .... _ _' __ _ 
.. ",~\~"" :, ",,," , .. t~ .t~l / J 

\ , , ",' .,'" " " \ j ,\~ ~~..... , j.. I 
\ , .... 11....... <}i:$ol 4v" /: ... : / 

, ,/ 

1 

1 ') .... 

" 

\ \ . 

j 

I 
I 

t • 

.' 

J ). Nllmber of Imp~lC'~ of.'fonsos--suppleJncntal cuse roport :N:viewed: 

Ihllllh01' of In(lcx offcnsEw--sullpl.emcntnl CUS(:: report 
reviewed (loas Dnpoct casos): 

J5. Numbor of Pci.l't II felony offenDc8--Gupplemc£l.tal cnsC:J report 
:rcv 1.\..! wed : ~. 

16. lhtl1bol' of roD-jor mi8demoanoTs-··su.pplerncnto.l case :I.'aport. 
reviHwed (los$ Impact cases): 

Total supplemental oases reviewed by'Loeo.l Aides: . 

......... 

J:l. Nwnocr of L'l1po.ct. 'offenses reduced to misdE'.meanor 01' municipal 
court charge: 

J.n. ~Num'ner of Index offenses x'educed to misdemeanor or' 
llluniciptll court charge (less Impact cases): 

19. Number oi' Part II feJ.ony offenses reduced to misdemc8.110r 
or municipal court charge: . 

20. NUinber of'majol' misdemeanors reduced to misdemeanor or 
lnunidpa1 court charge (less Impact cases): 

'l'otal reduced to misdemeanor or munic:i.pa1 court ch!ll'ge: 

Nl.unber of Impact offenses changed to Grand Ju't'y l'cfel'rals: 

'! , ... 22, Number of Index offenses changed to 01'o.nd Ju:ry 
:r~ferralo (less Impact cases): .' .;: .. ;;:~ 

?J. Number of.' Part II felony offenses changed to Grand Jury 
l'cfcr rills ~ 

;!,~, Number of mn,jor misdemeanors changed to Grund J\ll'Y 
:cc!fc:l.'ra1s (less Impact cases): 

Totul cha.need to Grand Ju'ry referral: 

::~. Numbor of rJnpa.ct offensco--no cuse: 

'")" ... I • 

~h'Hlbcr of Index offenses (less Impact cuses)' no ca.se: 

NUmtlCl' of ~art II felony offenocs--no cnse: 

" 

Nl)r.1bnl' of j~jor misderuco',)ora (leoo jJnpact casco) no caso: 

. ' 
2 , . 

'l'lII[~ 

MONTH 

19 

l'HO,mc'r 
1.'0 DATE 

224 

36 492 

J
_.--

76 246 
....... ...:......- -.------

... ~ ~,242 

:--/-
8 

7 
" 

1 31 
• - -- , 

0 4 .... 

4 

63 .... - . ~-I 
18 .. . 

2 14 

1 24 - ._----
2 37 

5 93 

.' 

"', 
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, 'l'UIS P110.Jl!:Cl' 
, , MONTH '1'0 DATE -------_.-

29. Number of Impac-t offenoeo--no bills reviewod: , 
42 357 r 

--........ - .... -i -------

;30. N\1Hl'bCl' of Index offenDes (lees Impact caseo)--no billD _ 
J.'cvie'Wcc1 : 

... , , , , ,67, , 616 
• 

1-1,265 . 127 'roto.l number of no billo revlevwc1 by Lego.l AideD: 

.-," hIlllil"Ol' of !injuuct offenses--dismissals reviewed: . .;..J.. h U 

_. --1-2-_-1~_=5_2_ 

Number. of L1dex offel'l,Ges (less Impact cases )--disinissals , . 38 
" . ......... 

T04~al nUJilber of dismissals reviewed by Legal Aides: . \ 

86 . , 

);3. Number of instructor manholirs sp(m~ training: 
...... :. 

. '.::":: :: .. 132 
'. 1. 

680 
;3~,. ,Number of law enforcement pel'sonnel eID"'olled in train~: 

• f'" ',\ I 

• 'tt .. '" 
Total number of trainee hours: " . , 8,988 

Number of manhoUl'S spent in curriculum developmen'tt 

Ntun'ber of assistances given in connect.ion VIi th arrest 
waJ.'rru1ts l 'search warronts l o..nd -related affadavits: 

. 0 

.tt ,",. 12 
" , 

,', . 
"'. -. . ' 

'. \' f, . , . . 
".' .... 
.' 

" . ,,' 

" 

' .. .~. .. • i .. 
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• (\ 't'· • ,I'. ,I •• 

" ' , ';';>::<' ," ',' 
• ' •• .-, '0 • ,.; :~., ~ •.••• ":', 

. . ~ . . .'. . ',' . 

" , .... 
" '.t'· 

,I , ...... 
. ;'., . 

, " . . ~ : 
,! , 

". -- '.. . 
I • " ' 

" . ' .. 
" , 
'0' .... , , 

.' ... , 
.". . I,t: • ,,' ,0' , ' · : ',,', . 

,t • I;'; I • 

:' 
- II .; ;.' 

1,1 .•• 
-- '. '. 
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378 

352.hrs. 

1,898 

26,064 hrs. 
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.f' 
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LEGAL AIDES FOR POLICE 

ANALYSIS SHEIlT 

INDICT~lnNT RATE--Grand Jury Reports for November, 1973, reflect 
that 670 cases filed by the Dallas Police Department were dis
posed of by the Grand Jury during this month. In addition, 32 
Grand Jury Referrals were also disposed of during this period. 
A total of 552 cases produced indictments (81 percent) and 127 
(1:.2. percent) were no billed. Pertinent statistics are as follows: 

Impact 
Part I (less Impact) 
Part II 

TOTALS 

TRUE BILLS 

172 
172 
208 

5~2 

NO BILLS 

42 
67 
18 

127 

TOTAL 

214 
239 
226 

679 

The gbove figures reflect that the overall indictment rate for 
Impact offenses was 74.5 percent and the no bill rate was 25.5 
percent. Additionally, the overall indictment 'rate for Part I 
offenses (less Impact) was 61.1 percent and the Part I no bill 
rate was 38.9 percent. - ' 

The Grand Jury Report for November 5, 1973, reflects that the 
following categories of offenses (filed cases only) by number 
were no billed. 

H1PACT 

Murdel" 
Robbery 
Burglary 
Rape 
Assault to Murder 
Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 

PART I 

Destruction of Private Property 
Murder 
Theft OVer $50 
Assault with intent to Murder 

TOTAL 

• . ~. -» ~." 

NO BILLED 

1 
3 

10 
1 
2 
3 

20 

2 
3 
5 
3 
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PART I (continued) 

Aggravated Assault on a Juvenile 
Rape 
Negligent Homicide 

PART II 

Possession of Marijuana 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

Page 2 

NO BILLED 

1 
3 
1 

18 

3 

3 

41 

The Grand Jury Report for November 12, 1973, reflects that the 
following categories of offenses (filed cases only) by number 
were no billed: 

IMPACT 

Attempt Armed Robbery 
. Attempt Burglary 

Burglary . 
Assault to Murder 
Robbery 

PART I 

TOTAL 

Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 
Rape 
Theft Over $50 
Murder 
Breaking and Entering a Motor Vehicle 
Robbery 

TOTAL 

PART II 

Sodomy 
Possession of Marijuana 
Carrying a Prohibited Weapon in a Tavern 
Passing Worthless Check 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

NO BILLED 

1 
4 
2 
1 
1 

9 

6 
3 

10 
2 
3 
1 

25 

1 
3 
1 
2 

7 

41 
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The Grand Jury Report for November 19 1973 reflects that the 
following categories of offenses (fil~d cas~s only) by number 
we:re no hilled: 

IMPACT 

Robbery 
Burglary 
Attempt Burglary 

PART I 

Attempt Rape 
Theft from Person 
Rape 
Theft Over $50 
Assault with intent to Murder 

. Negligent Homicide 
Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 
Embezzlement 

PART II 

Possession of Marijuana 
Indecent Exposure 
Forgery and Passing 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

NO BILLED 

3 
2 
1 

6 

2 
1 
2 
7 
2 
1 
1 
1 

17 

1 
1 
2 

4 

27 

The Grand Jury Report for November 26, 1973, refle~ts that the 
following categories of offenses (filed cases only) by number 
were no billed: 

IMPACT 

i1urder 
Robbery 
Burglary 
Attempt Burglary 

, . 

TOTAL 

NO BILLl1D 

1 
2 
2 
2 

7 

I( I 
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PART I 

Theft by False Pretext 
Rape 
Theft Over $50 
Assault with intent to Murder 
Negligent Homicide 
Theft t ' Conversion 
Breaki~g and Entering a Coin Operated Machine 

PART II 

Destruction of Private Property 
Possession of Marijuana 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

G~ND TOTAL 
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NO BILLED 

1 
1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
1 

9 

3 
1 

4 

20 

The overall November indictment rate ~f'81 percent, and the n~ 
bill rate of 19 percent require further adjustment to reflect 
a true figurelnasmuch a.s 73 of the no bills reported are not 
attributable to police error. Research discloses that these 
73 cases were no billed for the following reasons: 

Affidavit of Non~Prosecution 
Filed by Complainant 

Complaining Witness did not 
Appear 

Defendant Deceased 
Defendant No Billed at Request 

of Dallas Police Department 

" 

TOTALS 

GRAND TOTAL 

IMPACT 

10 

14 
3 

2 

29 

PART I 'PART II 

22 

13 
1 

1 

37 

5 

2 

7 

73 

Thus, the true ovorall Dallas Police Department indictment rate 
forNovember,."as 92.3 percent rather than 81 percent, and the 
true no bill rate was l:.1. percent rather dian lQ percent. 

l2I~§!JIS§~L RATE~ -The "Cases Disposed of Report" prepared by the 
C] eJ' k 01: Courts refl ec ts tha t 514 cas es (fil ed by the Da lIas 
Pol1,co Department) ,."erc disp~sed of ill Novemher, 1973. Of these, 

1 , 

1\ 

,~. .. ., 

,. , , 
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368 were guilty pleas, 60 were trial convictions, and 86 were 
dismissals. Of the 86 dismissals, 12 were identified as Impact 
cnses, 38 were of the Part I offense category, and 36 were of 
other categories of offenses (for a total of 48 Impact and 
P~I r t I disml 55 al s). The overa 11 d ismi ssal rate for felony 
offenses of all categories filed by the Dallas Police Department 
which were disposed of in November, 1973, was 16.76 percent. 

The reasons for case dismissals were: 

Plead Guilty to Another Offense 
Duplicate Filing 
Restitution Made 
Affidavit of Non-Prosecution 

Filed by Complainant 
Re-Indictment 
Defendant Deceased 
Defendant in Penit~ntiary 

on other Conviction 
Comp1aining'Witness (out of 

state, unable to locate, 
failed to appear, or 
unable to testify) 

Tried as City Case 
Insufficient Evidence 
Motion to Surpress/Illegal 

Search 
Bad Search 
Passed Polygraph 
State Unable to Prove Prima 

Facie Case 
Duplicate Iridictment 
Insane 
Mother of Complaining 

Witness did not want 
to Prosecute 

Not Guilt)' 
Complaining Witness gnve 

, Affidavit that stated 
he gave defendant per
mission to enter property 

Judge gave an Instructed 
Verdict. -

Com~laining Witness did ~ot 
want to Prosecute 

IMPACT 

1 

3 
2 

1 

1 
1 

1 

2 

PART I 

5 

6 
5 
5 

3 

2 

'1 . 
2 

3 

3 

1 

PART II 

1 
3 
2 

1 
3 
2 

2-

1 
2 

4 
2 
1 

1 
1 
2 
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IMPACT PART I PART II 

Improper Charge/Case Refi1ed 1 
Subject died from Narcotics 

and not Murder 1 
Motion to Surpress/Evidence 

Granted 2 
Substance proven not to 

be Heroin 1 
Bad Indictment 1 

Defendant Committed Suicide 1. 
Husband said Marijuana was his 

and his"wife didn't know 
it was in the house 1 

Re-Filed 1 
Bad Search Warrant 1 

TOTALS 12 38 36 

GRAND TOTAL 86 

Only thirty-four' (34) of the dismissals outlined above are properly 
chargeable to police error. They are as follows: 

IMPACT PART I PART II 

Improper Charge/Refiled 1 
Insufficient Evidence 1 
Duplicate Filing 3 
Motion to Surpress/Il1egal 

Search 6 
State Unable to Prove Prima 

Facie Case 1 3 3 
Duplicate Indictment 1 
Bad Search Warrant 

., 3 .1. 

Bad Indictment 1 
Re-Indictment 2 5 3 

T(}TALS 3 10 21. 

GRAND TOTAL 34 

Thus, the true dismissal rate (1. e., dismissal due to police 
error) for felony cases Cof tho Impact and Part I category) filed 
hy the Dnllas Police Department disposed of in November is 2.52 
percont as compared to an overall dismissal rate (of offenses 
o'F thi.s category) of 16.76 percent for November, 1973. This is 
~o bt\~'iI\ISe only 13 Impact and Part I" cases ,."ere dismissed because 
o r po] ice en' 0 r . 

. , 

.\ 
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}~J i V} E IV 0 F NOB ILL S - - 12 mph as ish a s con tin u e cl to b l' in g' abo uta 
reduction in the number of no bills 'reported as to the offenses 
oC (1) assault ,."ith a prohibited weapon, (2) assault' with intent 
to murder, and (3) possession of marijuana. Specific attention 
has been given to cases filed on for these offenses because an 
inordinate number of defendants charged witl1 such offenses have 
been no billed. Statistics for the past three (3) months re
~lect tlle following number of cases in these catagories were 
no billed: 

SEPTEMBER OCTOBER NOVEMBER 

Assault with a Prohibited 
Weapon 18 7 10 

Assault with intent to 
Murder 29 16 10 

Possession of Marijuana 64 " 9 8 

TOTALS 111 32 28 

Although substantial improvement ha~ be~n achieved, positive and 
definitive action will continue to be taken to try to reduce fur
ther the number of no bills in these catagories of offenses. As 
previously reported, many of the assault offenses are no billed 
by reason of an affidavit of non-prosecution being filed by the 
complainant while others are no billed simply because the defen
dant was overcharged in the first instance. In the marijuana 
area, illegal searches contributed to the majority of the no bills. 

REVIEW OPDISMISSALS--Review indicates a substantial reduction 
in the number of duplicate filings and duplicate indictments 
resulting in the dismissal of a case at the trial level. An 
intensive educational program was instituted to infornl all con
cerned of this problem area. One of the methods used to bring 
this J1Intter to the attention of officers has"been during current 
instruction in the new Penal Code. It is believed that all 
offj Ce1"S now appreciate that when they file on a complainant 
:lnd secure a warrant, they are filing a case, and that when a 
prosecution report is filed, their previous actions must be 
clearly indicated so as to preclude a duplicate filing with the 
District Attorney. 

INS1'RVCTION BY GRANT ATTORNEYS--Eight thousand nine hundred 
C;:igilty-eight (8,988) manhours of a~lvanced training were given to 
students in November. This training includes instruction in all 

"~,y."""., .. ,,,, '_ ..... \I~ ...... "."'~"""_l"t ...... ". ra 
----- ---~-
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aspects of the new Texas Penal Code, Family Code, and Controlled 
Substance and Dangerous Drug Acts. Classes were given eight (8) 
hours a day, six days a week throughout the month (except 
Thanksgiving Day). 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS--As indicated in the October Report 
sufficient progress has been made since the inception of this ' 
grant to permit identification of problem areas and to recommend 
positive command action. 

Positive action has been and is being taken by grant attorneys 
on a daily basis to assist officers in "making better cases." 
~n ad~ition, one of the best vehicles to assist grant attorneys 
1n t11l.s endeavor has been the opportunity to instruct all members 
of the Department in the new Texas Penal Code, Family Code, and 
Controlled Substance and Dangerous Drug Acts. This is so because 
the real problem is one of education, training, and experience 
and supervision. There is no question that better understanding 
of the law, the elements of an offense, and affirmative defenses 
p~epare o~ficers to file better cases. yrogram emphasis is and 
w111 contl~ue to'~e to correct problem areas through instruction 
at the Pol~ce Academr, at roll-call training~ at training con
ferences wIth superVIsors, and in the course of day-to-day con
tact with individual officers. 

--- --- -' 

.> . () ...... 

))ALT./IS Illt1!.:A CHJJJINltL ;nr:';1'lCE COUNCIL 
l)TIO:rECl' EVA1UA'1'Im~ W~l)OH! 

i .For Month of December, 1973 .. .,---
LEGAL AIDES FOil POLr CE - DALLAS. POLr CE DEPAR'l1vrENT, 

~:D lffi!l.'l'H, 'PHO,JECrr DrrtEC'l'OR 

" 

1. NumbcJ.~ of Impact cases reviewed: 

2. N\)mbcr of Index offenses l'evicwcd (less Impact CUBes): 

). NumbE!l' .of Part II felony offenses 'reviewed: 

4. Number of major misdemea.nors reviewed (less Impact cases): 

.'rotal cases reviewed by Lega).. Aides: 

5. Number of Lrnpact GraJld Juxy Referrals review'ed: 

6. NW1~bel' of Index Grand' Ju::ry Hefen'als reviewed (less Irnpac'~ 
cnses ): 

rl. 

B. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

lhTlloer of Part II felony Gra.."'ld Ju:ry Referrals reviewed: 
. 

liumber of major hlisderneE00r Grand Jury Referra.ls reviewed 
(leGs Imp8.c·~ cases): 

'rotal nwnbel' of Orand J\.U'y Referl'ala reviewed 'by 
It~gal Aides: 

Humber of Impc.ct offenses returned for addi ~dorw.1 

N\lH1be:c of Index offenses returned for ac1di tional 
in'/c[~ LjeCi Hon (less IllipUCt cuses): 

'fEIS 
. }l.ONTH 

380 

PROJECT 
TO DNl'1!: 

528 4,263 

~ 13~J_h465= 
415 2,616 

-----~--"'~ 

1,458 11,075 
--------~--------

1 21 

13 72 

2 10 

103 

.' 

. ., .. .............. . , .. ~. 
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1,~. Number of Impaot offonscs--G~:pplemcntul cuse l'cport ).'cviewed: 

Nwnbel' of Index offenses--suppl.crncntul case report 
reviewed (lODS Impo.ct eo.scs): . " 

NlUnbel' of Part, II felony offcnDes--supplcmento.l caoe, report 
1'0v:l,cwed: ". 

16. Number of major miodorneanol's--supplemental case report 
l~cvicwed (loGS Impo.ct cases): . 

Total lJupplementnl cnsea reviewed by'Legal Aides:, 

1'1. Number of Impact. 'offenses reduced to misdemeanor or municipal 
court charge: 

lG. 'Number of.' Index offenses reduced to mis~emeanor or', 
municipal cOU1~t charge (less Impact cases): 

19. 

20. 

Number of Part II felony offenses reduced to misdemeanor 
or municipal court charge: 

Number of major misdemeanors reduced to misdemeanor or 
w\.micipal court charge ('less Impact cases): ' 

',l.'otal reduced to misdemeanor or municipal court ch€U"ge: 

21. Nwuber of Dnpact offe:i.1ses changed to Grand Ju:ry referrals: 

22. 

2). 

}l\lJn'ocr of Index offenses changed to Grand Juxy '.: ." 
J.'01"e1'r0.10 (less Impact cases): 

N\lluber of Po.rt II felony offenses changed to Grand Jw:y 
l?cfcrl'nls; 

Number of major misdemeanors changed to Grand Jury 
l"ci'crrals (less Impact cases): 

'l'otnl changed to Grand Jury referral: 

(J.~;. Number of Irn})act offcnscs--110 case: 

~(,. Number of Index offenses (less Impact cases r no case: 

27. Nmnocr of Part II felony orfcnscs--no case: 
. . 

Number or major miDderneanora (less Impact cases) no caso: 

'I'otal caaCD "Wo.ohcd out" no caso: 

, ' 

, . 

" "., 

~1IIS pnO~mCT 
MON'J:H TO DATE 

--~~--~----------
60 340 

21 

29 521 

106 352 

216 1,458 

;~ 
8 -

0 7 

1 1 

0 7 

1 23 . 
0 24 -
5 36 -
1 5 -

, 
" 

0 4 -
6 69 

1 ,-

~_2_U~ 
5 19 

4 28 

7 
• 

18 III 
---------~-------, 

t" \ ,c , I, 1: •. ",,1 
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• 
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l·ev:i,cm(.~d : 

'J'otnl number of dismi6s'1l1s reviewed by Legal Aides: 

Humber of instructm," inal1houl's spent trail'ling: '"0 ',I.:,', • .... 
31.. . Number of In\'{ enfol'c(lment personnel enrolled in traini?g: , 

Total numb9l' of train98 hours: 

Number of mallhours spent in curriculum development: 

Nuw'bel' of !lssistances given in connection with arrest 
wa:rrants, search warrants, and related. affadavits: 

" , 
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LEGAL AIDES FOR POLICE 

ANALYSIS SHEET 

IND T CTHENT n.l\Tli - - Grand Jury Report s for December ~ 1973, reflect 
that 762 cascs'-filed by the Dallas Police Department were dis
posed of by the Grand Jury during this month. In addition, 9 
Grand Jury Referrals were also disposed of during this period. 
A total of 647 cases produced indictments (84.9 percent) and 
115 (15.1 percent) were no billed. Pertinent statistics are 
as follows: 

Impact 
Part I (less Impact) 
Part II 

TOTALS 

TRUE BILLS 

21.1 
171 
265 

647 

NO BILLS 

44 
55 
16 

115 

TOTAL 

255 
226 
281 

762 

The above figures reflect that the overall indictment rate for 
Impact offenses was 82.75 percent and the no bill rate was 17.25 
percent. Additionally, the overall indictment rate for Part-I-
offenses (less Impact) was 75.7 percent and the Part I no bill 
rate was 24.3 percent. --

The Grand Jury Report for December 3, 1973, reflects that the 
followjng categories of offenses (filed cases only) by number 
were no billed. 

IMPACT 

Robbery 
Burglary 
Assault to Murder 
Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 

PART I 

Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 
Assault to Murder 
Murder 
Theft Over $50.00 

TOTAL 

NO BILLED 

3 
9 
2 
1 

15 

2 
2 
1 
3 

. ,., '. 

PART I (continued) 

Breaking and Entering a Motor Vehicle 

TOTAL 

PART II 

Destruction of Private Property 
Carrying a Prohibited Weapon in a Tavern 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

NO 

I' 
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BILLBD 

1 

9 

3 
1 

4 

28 

The Grand Jury Report for December 10; 1973, reflects that the 
following categories of offenses (filed cases only) by number 
were no billed: 

IMPACT 

Assault to Murder 
Burglary 
Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 
Robbery 

PART I 

Theft OVer $50.00 
Assault to Murder 

PART II 

Destnlction of Private Property 
Jaywalking 
Forgery and Passing 
P~ssing Worthless Checks 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

NO BILLED 

2 
3 
1 
1 

7 

6 
2 

8 

1 
1 
1 
1 

4 

19 

The Grand Jury RepoTt for December 17, . .1973, reflects that the 
following categories of offenses (£il~d cases only) by number 
Wl~re no billed: 

",-

.\ 
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IMPACT 

Burglary 
Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 
Assault to Murder 

PART I 

Murder 
Theft OVer $50.00 
Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 
Rape 
Assault to Murder 
Robbery 
Aggravated Assault on a Juvenile 
Negligent Homicide 

PART II 

Forgery and Passing 
Fondling 
Bookmaking 
Possession of Methadone 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

NO 

Page 3 

BILLED 

2 
2 
2 

6 

4 
6 
4 
1 
4 
1 
1 
1 

22 

1 
1 
1 
1 

4 

32 

1~e Grand Jury Report for December 28, 1973, reflects that the 
following categories of offenses (filed cases only) by number 
\'lere no billed: 

HIPACT 

Assault to Murd~r 
Burglary 
Robbery 
Rape 

PART I 

Robbery 

TOTAL 

NO BILLED 

4 
5 
4 
3 

16 

4 

.. 
• I 

• <, 

'\ 

" 

PART I (continued) 

R~lpe 
Aggravated Assault on a Juvenile 
Theft Over $50.00 
Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 
Breaking and Entering a Motor Vehicle 
Assault to Murder 
Murder 

PART II 

Driving While Intoxicated 
Forgery and Passing 
Possession of Heroin 

TOTAL 

TOTAL 

GRAND 'tOTAL 

NO 

Page 4 

BILLED 

1 
1 
6 
I 
I 
1 
1 

16 

1 
2 
1 

4 

36 

The overall December indictment rate of 84.9 percent and the no 
bill rate of 15.1 percent require further adjustment to reflect 
a true figure inasmuch as 63 of the no bills reported are not 
attributable to police error. Research disclosed that these 63 
cases were no billed for the following reasons: 

IMPACT PART I PART II 

Affidavit of Non-Prosecution 
Filed by Complainant 15 19 2 

Complaining Witness Refused 
to Appear 11 12 3 

Complainant Married Defendant 1 --'-
TOTALS 26 32 5 

GR,AND TOTAL 63 

Thus, 'the true overall Dallas Police Department indictment rate 
for December was 93.18 percent rather than 84.9 percent, and the 
true no bill rate was 6.82 percent rather than lS.l percent. 

The !'Cases Disposed of'Rcl)Ort" prepared by the C'lerk of Courts 
reflects that 668 cases (fil~d by the Dallas Police Department) 

II 
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were disposed of in December, 1973. Of these, 428 were guilty 
pIcas, 36 were trial convictions, and 150 were d.ismissals. Of 
the ISO dismissals, 1 was identified as an Impact case, 85 were 
of tJl~ Part T offense category, and 64 were of other categories 
or offenses (for a total of 86 Impact and Part I dismissals). 
The overall dismissal rate for felony offenses of all categories 
f.iled by the Dallas Police Department which were disposed of in 
December, 1973, was 22.4 percent. 

The reasons for case dismissals were: 

Affidavit of Non-Prosecution 
Re-Indictment 
Complainant Refused to Appear 
Unable to Locate Complainant 
Complainant Out of State/Would 

o not Appear 
Passed Polygraph 
Case 4-1/2 years Old 
Serving Time on Other 

Offense 
Plead Guilty to Other Offense 
Found Not Guilty 
Lack of Evidence 
Made Restitution 
Dismissed at Request of DPD 
Change in Law/No Longer an 

Offense 
Duplicate Indictment 
Bad Search Warrant 
Motion to Surpress Granted 

TOTALS 

,GRAND TOTAL 

IMPACT 

'1 

1 

PART I 

26 
12 

3 
'19 

5 
2 

3 
1 
1 

13 

85 

PART II 

7 
3 

2 

1 
5 
1 

2 

18 
2 
4 

7 
2 
2 
8 

64 

ISO 

Only forty-three (43) of the dismissals outlined above are properly 
charge~ble to police "error .. They are as follows: 

Lack of Evidence 
Duplicate Indictme.nt' 
Bad Search Warrant 

IMPACT PART I 

13 

PART II 

18 
2 
2 

Motion to Surpress Granted 

TOTALS 

GRAND TOTAL 

IMPACT 

o 

PART I 

13 

Page 6 

PART II 

8 

30 

43 

Thus, the true dismissal rate (i.e., dismissal due to police 
error) for felony cases (of the Impact and Part I category) 
filed by the Dallas Police Department disposed of in December 
is 1.95 percent as compared to a dismissal rate (for offenses 
of this category) of 2.52 percent for November, 1973. This is 
so because only 13 Part I cases were dismissed because of police 
error. 

REVIEW OF NO BILLS--Despite empllasis to bring about reduction in 
the number of no bills reported as to the offenses of assault 
with a prohibited weapon and assault with intent to murder, thirty 
(30) cases in these categories were no billed (eleven (11) assault 
with a prohibited weapon and ninete~n (~9) assault with intent 
to murder cases). Although these statistics appear bad on their 
face, further analysis discloses that twenty (20) of these cases 
were no billed either because the complaining witness refused to 
appear or filed an affidavit of no-prosecution. 

O~tlined below are the category of offenses (assault with a pro
hibited weapon and assault to murder) which were no billed because 
the complaining witness did not appear or executed an affidavit 
of no-prosecution: 

Assault with a Prohibited Weapon 

Complaining Witness did or would 
not Appear 

Affidavit of Non-Prosecution Filed 
by Complainant 

Assault to Murder 

TOTAL 

GRAND TOTAL 

Complaining Witness did or would 
not Appear 

Affidavit of Non-Prosecution Filed 
by Complainant 

TOTAL 

GRANl1 TOTAL 

IMPACT 

2 

2 

" 

3 

S 

8 

PART I 

1 

4 

5 

7 

2 

:> -_._-
5 

13 

'I 

"' 
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Thus, only four (4) assault with a prohibited weapon cases and 
six (6) assault to murder cases can-be said to be possibly attri-
1111 CZi-hTe to po lice error. Viewed in this 1 ight, there was not an 
i lIO rll :i.nate number of "no bills" returned for these categories of 
offcllses. Nevertheless, emphasis will continue to reduce the 
number of "no bills" for these offenses. 

REVIEW OF DrSMTSSALS--The reason for the increase in the over-
'~ll dismissal rate for December was that the courts were clearing 
theil' docket at the end of the year. Moreover, thoses offenses no 
longer criminal under the new Penal Code were dismissed by reason 
of a change in the law. Pertinent statistics for the last three 
(3) months are as follows: 

Overall (Raw) 
Adjusted (Impact and 

Part I) 

OCTOBER 

19.6 

2.9 

NOVEMBER 

16.76 

2.52 

DECEMBER 

22.4-

1.95 

INSTRUCTION BY GRANT ATTORNEYS--Five thousand one hundred eighteen 
(5,118) manhours of training were given to students in December. 
Seventy-eight (78) hours of instroction were given in all aspects 
of the new Texas Penal Code, Family Code, and Controlled Substance 
and Dangerous Drug Acts. (See report for August, 1973, for the 
details of the curriculum taught.) Instruction was completed on 
pecember 27, 1973. The para-legal training scheduled to begin 
in January, 1974, has been indefinately postponed because of the 
reorganization of the Police Department due to changes in admin
istration and also the instruction on the new Penal Code. 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS--Experience has· demonstrated that 
n Pl'O'TC'ct such as this which assigns police attorneys to support 
enforcement porsonnel on a full-time basis without,other signi
ficant legal responsibility can make a meaningful contribution to 
th~ criminal justice system. This fact is amply demonstrated by 
the following statistics: 

OVerall (raw) 
[mpact Only 
Port I (Less Impact 
Adjusted (True) 

INDICTMENT RATE 

OCTOnER 

*TB **NB 

75.6 24.4 
73.8 26.2 
70.3 29.7 
85.2 14.8 

NOVEMBER 

TB NB 

81 19 
74.5 25.S' 
61.1 38.9 
92.3 7.7 

DECEMBER 

TB NB 

84.9 
82.75 
75.7 
93.18 

lS.l 
17.25 
24.3 
6.82 

, :~ Il!"notcs True Hi.l1 
:~ \~ j)~\l\O n.'~ No B 111. 

--.-------
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The challenge now is to endeavor to "hold the line'" and try to 
improve the system on a day~to-day basis. Grant attorneys are 
continually analyzing individual case files to sec "what went 
,,'Tong" if a case _ is no billed or dismissed. Corrective action 
'is thon taken insofar as is possible and the training program 
is modified to make personnel aware of prior mistakes. 

,Positive action has been and is being taken by grant attornoys 
to assist officers in "making better cases." Basically, however, 
the real problem is one of education and training, experience, 
and supervision. Better understanding of the law, the elements 
of an offense, and affirmative defenses will prepare officers to 
file a better case. Education and supervision arc not easy tasks 
and will require continual effort and considerable time. Program 
emphasis by grant attorneys is and will be to continue to correct 
problem areas through instruction at the Police Academy, roll-call 
training, training conferences with ~upervisors, and in the course 
of day-to-day contact with individual officers. 

'. 
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