Immigration Enforcement Data

According to data obta J.S. Distri rts for the pert eptember30;
to September 30, 2005, the Southern District of California had 398 protections for illegal reen
by an alien and 1041 prosecutions for “other” immigration offenses. The U.S. Courts data
includes all felony and class A misdemeanor cases. This is thé most recent data available from
the courts. "

The U.S. Courts website has historical data on prosecution cases commenced broken down by
district and by type of crime from 2000 to 2005. The chart below contains a line graph of the
trends in immigration prosecutions for SDCA, Arizona, and New Mexico. Since the fiscal year
ending in March 2001, Arizona and New Mexico have had an upward trend in their immigration
prosecutions. SDCA peaked in 2003-04 and has since had a precipitous decline. Comparing
SDCA's performance using 111 AUSAs and New Mexico’s higher case commencement numbers
using 59 AUSASs, it seems that SDCA should be doing much more. In fairness, there may be
differences in each district not reflected in a simple line graph that could account for the
disparity, but the data helps to focus attention on the problem. ’

Trends in Overall Inmigration Prosecutions by District
' (Felonies and Class A Misdemeanors) '
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Prosecution Guidelines ' _ :
The prosecution guidelines employed by SDCA may help explain why their immigration
- prosecutions have declined in the past two years. SDCA does not prosecute purely economic
migrants. SDCA directs its resources to bringing felony charges against the most egregious
violators, focusing on illegal aliens with substantial criminal histories such as violent/major
felons, recidivist felons, repeat immigration violators on supervised release, and alien smugglers

and guides. . 5 N
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By contrast, New Mexico.has a Jower threshold for accepting immigration cases for prosecution

New Mexico accepts illegal reentry cases even when the illegal alien has 1o prior criminal
record. New Mexico also takes in alien smuggling cases, focusing on cases where there is
evidence of a profit motive or where the health and safety of the persons transported was
jeopardized.

Analysis of Specific Immigration Offenses Being Prosecuted

The differences in prosecution guidelines are borne out by the case filing data from each district.
When the immigration prosecutions are broken down by specific offense, it is apparent why
SDCA is now lagging behind the other border districts in the nmnber of prosecu’uons

According to the data, SDCA is doing as well as any other district, except for SDTX, in alien
smuggling prosecutions under 8 U.S:C. 1324. In 2005, SDCA filed 484 alien smuggling cases
with 554 defendants, a number comparable to Arizona, which filed 380 alien smuggling cases
with 585 defendants. New Mexico had far fewer alien smugglmg cases in 2005 with 111 cases
ﬁled with 145 defendan’rs

- SDCA could be doing more alien smuggling cases with the fast track program it has in place. In
their supplementary materials requesting reauthorization of the fast track program, SDCA admits
its prosecution guidelines have resulted in fewer cases being filed: “[i]n 2004, we adjusted our
prosecution guidelines to, among other things, eliminate a large number of criminal alien cases
where the alien was a suspected foot guide without a serious criminal history. This change in the
prosecution guidelines resulted in a decrease of approximately 360 cases in 2005.”

SDCA filed far fewer illegal entry cases under 8 U.S.C. 1325 than Arizona and New Mexico. In
2005, Arizona filed 3409, New Mexico filed 1194, and SDCA filed 470 illegal entry cases.

SDCA is also lagging far behind other border districts in the number illegal reentry prosecutions
under 8 U.S.C. 1326. In 2005, Arizona filed 1491 illegal reentry cases, New Mexico filed 1607
illegal reentry cases, and SDCA filed 422 illegal reentry cases. SDCA filed almost half as many
illegal reentry cases in 2005 than it did in 2004.

Conclusions and Recommendations

It appears that SDCA is employing prosecution guidelines that are more restrictive than other
districts in immigration prosecutions. The most immediate fix would be to change the
prosecution guidelines so they are more in line with the guidelines employed by other border
districts. In particular, SDCA should place a greater emphasis on pursuing illegal reentry cases
and alien smuggling cases.

Any additional resources provided to the district to lower the vacancy rate should be done with a
" clear understanding that they will supplement current resources focused on criminal aliens. To _
the extent that Border Patrol is dissatisfied with the level of immigration prosecutions, Customs
and Border Protection or the Bureau of Immigration and Customs Enforcement should provide
SDCA with Special Assistant United States Attomneys to focus on immigration prosecutions and

4
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improve the manpower issues.

This analysis was based mostly on U.S Courts data, EOUSA data, as well as information self-
reported by the districts. Ihave received an EARS evaluation of SDCA, which contains much
" greater detail about the situation at that office, including the results of interviews of office
personnel. I'will prepare a supplement to this memorandum incorporating the findings and
recommendations of the evaluation team as they pertain to immigration enforcement efforts at
SDCA. ‘
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Mercer, William W

From: Sampson, Kyle

Sent; Wednesday, May 31, 2006 6:34 PM
To: Mercer, Bill (ODAG) ’
Subject: RE: immigration Enforcement

No. I have to leave in five.

————— Original Message-----

From: Mercer, Bill (ODAG)

Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 6:33 PM
To: Sampsen, Kyle

Subject: Re: Immigration Enforcement

Are you going to be upstairs for awhile?

From: Sampson, Kyle

To: Mercer, Bill (ODAG)

Sent: Wed May 31 18:26:58 2006
Subject: Immigration Enforcement '

Has ODAG ever called Carol Lam and woodshedded her re immigration enforcement? Has

anyone?

If the AG ordered 20 more prosecutors to S.D. Cal. to do immigration enforcement only,

where would we get them from (remember the premise:

Please advise.

AG has ordered it)?
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Mercer, William W

—Fromi——————————Mercer, Bil{ODAG)

Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 6:40 PM
To: Sampson, Kyle
Subject: Re: Immigration Enforcement

I don't believe so.
Not that I am aware of.

There are good reasons not to provide extensive resources to SD Ca. Othetr border

districts have done substantially more. It will send the message that if your people are
killing themselves, the additicnal resources will go to folks who haven't prioritized the

same enforcement priority.

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

----- Original Message-----

From: Sampson, Kyle

To: Mercer, Bill (ODAG)

Sent: Wed May 31 18:26:58 2006
Subject: Immigration Enforcement

Has ODAG ever called Carcl Lam and woodshedded her re immigration enforcement? Has
anyone? D . !

If the AG ordered 20 more prosecutors to S.D. Cal. to do immigration enforcement only,
where would we get them from (remember the premise: AG has ordered it)?

Please advise.
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Mercer, William W

"om: Sampson, Kyle
nt: Thursday, June 01, 2006 11:17 AM
To: Mercer, Bill (ODAG)
Subject: ) RE: Draft Analysis of Immigration Prosecutions in SDCA

This is helpful, but a comparison of S.D, Cal. and S.D. Tex. would be most helpful, as San
Diego and Houston likely are better comparables. In any event, I got some guidance from
the AG this morning and we need to talk. When is good?

----- Original Message----- . .
From: Mercer, Bill (ODAG) :

Sent: Thursday, June 01, 2006 9:32 AM

To: Sampson, Kyle

Subject: Fw: Draft Analysis of Immigration Prosecutions in SDCA

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

-----Original Message-----

From: Fridman, Daniel (ODAG)

To: Mercer, Bill (ODAG)

Sent: Thu Jun 01 09:29:59 2006 5

Subject: RE: Draft Analysis of Immigration Prosecutions in SDCA

Bill -

“~re is the most current versionm.
7

Pan

————— Original Message-----

From: Mercer, Bill (ODAG)

Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2006 7:19 PM

To: Fridman, Daniel (ODAG)

Subject: RE: Draft Analysis of Immigration Prosecutions in SDCA

If I can get either the older draft or the updated one first thing tomorrow, that would be
good.

----- Original Message-----

From: Fridman, Daniel (ODAG)

Sent :- Wednesday, May 31, 2006 7:16 PM

To: Mercer, Bill (ODAG)

Subject: Re: Draft Analysis of Immigration Prosecutions in SDCA

Bill -

That's not the most current draft. The one I gave you last friday for the DAG to take
with him was a revised version. Although that version had more detail about SDCAs fast
track program, revised prosecution numbers, and some of the findings of the EARS report,
I've since had a chance to go through EARS more completely and will revise the report one
final time. I can email you the most recent version tomorrow. I can have a final revised

version for you by friday.

----- Original Message-----
From: Mercer, Bill (ODAG)
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Mercer, Willlam W

“om: Sampson, Kyle
©ont: Thursday, June 01, 2006 5:25 PM
To: ' Mercer, Bill (ODAG) -

Cc: - Elston, Michael (ODAG)
Subject: San Diego Immigration Enforcement
Importance: High

Bill, this relates (certainly in the AG's mind) to the e-mail | just sent to Elston (cc to you) re our pressing need to, in the very
short-term, generate some deliverables on immigration enforcement, and in the long-term, insulate the Department from
criticism by improving our numbers. AG has given additional thought to the SD situation and now believes that we should
adopt @ plan - something like the following: .

Have a heart-to-heart with Lam about the urgent need to improve immigration enforcement in SD;

Work with her to develop a plan for addressing the problem - to include alteration of prosecution thresholds;
additional DOJ prosecutors; additional DHS SAUSA resources; etc.

Put her on a very short leash;

If she balks on any of the foregoing or otherwise does not perform in a measurable way by July 16 [my date], remove
her. :

AG then appoints new USA from outside the office.

This seems to me like the sort of thing for ODAG and EOUSA to execute. Can you think about how to do this right, tune
up my plan/list of bullets, and be prepared to (1) present such plan to the AG tomorrow or early next week for his approval
and (2) execute the plan next week? ' :
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To: Fridman, Daniel (ODAG)
Sent: Wed May 31 18:49:43 2006

Subject: Re: Draft Analysis of Immigration Prosecutlons in SDCA

n:  1s this your final draft?
Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld
~~~~~ Original Message-----

From: Fridman, Daniel (ODAG)
To: Mercer, Bill (ODAG)

-Sent: Mon May 22 08:59:44 2006

.

Subject: Draft Analysis of Immigration Prosecutions in SDCA

Bill -

Here is my first cut at an analysis of SDCA.
materials provided by EOUSA which I will follow up on today.

additional data I'd like to see.

Let me know if this is what you had in mind.

Dan

----- Original Message-----
From: dan_fridmaneyahoo.com
To: Fridman, Daniel (ODAG)

CC: dan_fridmaneyahoo.com
Sent: Mon May 22 07:12:29 2006

Subject: dan_fridmane@yahoo.com

Do You Yahoo!?

Tired of spam? Yahoo! Mail has the best spam protection around

http://mail.yahoo.com

I still have questions about the data and
There is also some
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TO: DAG

FROM:  PADAG
RE: Supplement to the Fridman Analysis on resources and productivity in the SD CA
DATE: June4,2006

While the approach to immigration cases and actual output in that area is instructive, there are
other factors for your consideration. .

I PSN/Firearms Cases. Attached are: (1) a summary from the PSN FY 05 Disfrict Revmw
Report, (2) a March, 2004 report from EOUSA to Kyle, and (3) a follow-up memo from
ODAG to Kyle on the results of conference calls between DAG Comey and USA Lam.

Cases filed under 18 U.S.C. -§8 922,924 hita 10 year low in SD CA in FY 2005 even after the
conversatlon between Jim and Carol. .

SDCA ﬁled 12 gun cases under those statutes in FY 2005. -SW-border peer districts charged
considerably more cases under those statutes in FY 2005: Arizona (268), New Mexico (164),
Western Texas (285), and Southern Texas (223). The other California districts also brought

. substantially more cases under those statutes in FY 2005:-CD California (131), ED California

) (126), ND California (102).

This is a long—standmg issue. PSN has not had an unpact on the number of federal firearms
prosecutions in SDCA. In fiscal years 2002-2005, the number of prosecutions brought in SDCA -
under 18 U.S.C. §§ 922, 924 total 71 and exceeded twenty cases in a single year only once (FY
2002). Numbers of cases brought under those statutes in SDCA in FYs 1994-1998 exceeded 24

each year. :

I Overall case production in 2005. It may be useful to compare SDCA to other SW border
districts. The Sentencing Commission has just réleased its report for fiscal year 2005.
This contains information about sentencmgs in felony and class A misdemeanors,

«.SD Texas:.6,414 defendants wer&sentenced there inFY 05. This is the largest number- for-any
district in the country in FY05.

Of those, 4,313 were sentenced for immigration offenses.
1,482 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses
99 were sentenced for frand offenses.

WD Texas: 5,839 defendants were sentenced there in FY 05.

Of those, 2,519 were sentenced for immigration offenses.
2,412 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses
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215 were sentenced for fraud offenses.

New Mexico: 2,575 defendants were sentenced there in FY 05,
Of those, 1,635 were seritenced for immigration offenses.
- 649 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses
- 24 were sentenced for fraud offenses.
Arlzona 4, 521 defendants were sentericed there i in FY 05.
Of those, 2,275 were sentenced for immigration offenses.
"947 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses
140 were sentenced for fraud offenses.
SD California: 2,536 defendants were sentenced there in FY 05. _ \
-Of those, 1,413 were sentenced for immigration offenses.
826 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses
153 were sentenced for fraud offenses. :

I Current AUSA resources in the SW border disﬁcts

As of early March the on-board full-time AUSA counts from the dlrect appropﬁation (excluding
ACE, health care fraud, and OCDETF) was as follows:

>Anzona 114

SDCal 111
.New Mexico 63
SD Texas 143
WD Texas 111
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Imnﬁg@tion/brugﬂjraud Cases

The Sentencing Commission has just released its report for fiscal year 2005. This contains
information about sentencings in felony and class A misdemednors.

Arizona: 4,521 defendants were sentenced there in FY 05.

"Of those, 2,275 were sentericed for immigration offenses.
) 947 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses
140 were sentenced for fraud offenses. v

‘New Mexico: 2,575 defendants were sentenced there in FY 05,
Of those, 1,635 were sentenced for immigration offenses.
649 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses
24 were sentenced for fraud offenses.
~ SD California: 2,536 defexidants were sentenced there in FY 05,
Of those, 1,413 were sentenced for immigration offenses.
826 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses

153 were sentenced for fraud offenses.

SD Texas: 6,414 defendants were sentenced there in FY 05. Thls is the largest number for any
district in the country in FYO05,

Of'those, 4,3 1-3 were sentenced for immigration offenses.
1,482 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses
99 were sentenced for fraud offenses.
WD Texas: 5,839 defendants were sentenced there in FY 05.
Of those, 2,519 were sentenced for immigration offenses.
2,412 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses
215 were sentenced for fraud offenses. .

. Firearms Cases

The Commission has also published sentencing data for defendants in firearms cases for the FY
02-05 period where the primary offense is a “firearms” offense. They report the following
information per district:

Arizona

2002 - - 100 defendants
2003 - - 145 defendants
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2004 - - 184 defendants

2005 --226 defendants
New Mexico

2002 - - 69 defendants
2003 - - 63 defendants
2004 - - 86 defendants
2005 - - 103 defendants

Southern District of California
2002 - - 18.defendants
2003.- - 19 defendants
2004 - - 12 defendants
2005 - - 10 defendants

Southern District of Téxas

2002 - - 192 defendants
2003 - - 153 defendants
2004 - - 161 defendants
2005 - - 227 defendants

- Western District of Texas
2002- - 131 defendants
2003 - - 133 defendants

2004 - - 213 defendants
'2005 - - 204 defendants
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Mercer, William W
4Emm.—MeLcer,_Bﬂl (ODAG)

Sent: ) Monday, June 05, 2006 3:25 AM
To: McNulty, Pauld -

Cc: Elston, Michael (ODAG)
Subject: 6/3-4

There are a few other items that came up over the weekend, I got to over the weekend,
and/or I forgot to report last week.

1. 3

(b) What, if anything, should be done in SDCa to address concerns about inadequate
immigration enforcement numbers. The range of options includes: replace Carol, replace
Carol only if she fails to make demonstrable improvements within 90 days (maybe shorter
like 45 days), add AUSAs -- maybe to the exclusion of any other SW border district in
order to have maximum impact -- immediately after Carol's successor is named or, if she is
retained, after the 90 day period whether she is retained or not, make request for DHS
.lawyers to.serve as SAUSAs. Most is your fax is related to this subject. I did a
separate memorandum to supplement what Dan Fridman provided to you before Memorial Day.

On resources, Steve Parent says 7 AUSAs and 4 support staff (which would reduce current
vacancy rates across the SW border ‘to the national average of 10 percent) would cost 1.6
million in FY 07. Of this amount, 4 AUSA and 2 support would go to SD Ca. He advised
over the weekend that they have the money to fund the 7/4 plan now. AG may ask whether
all 11 should go to SD Ca.

(el
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Mercer, William W

: iHODBAG)
Sent: Wednesday June 07, 2006 2:37 PM
To: ) TaWorJemey(OAG)
Subject: Fw: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

Interested in your thoughts.

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-----

From: Scott~Finan, Nancy

To: Voris, Natalie (USAEO); Seidel, Rebecca; Crews, John (USAEO); Smith, David L. (USAEOQ)
CC: Mercer, Bill (ODAG); Roland, Sarah E

Sent: Wed Jun 07 14:22:12 2006

Subject: RE: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

I have spoken with the staffer who advises that she is inquiring .as the Senator herself
has asked. The Senator has heard that our prosecution numbers are down. Is there someone
in EOUSA who can talk to the staffer and say that we prosecute all of the cases that need
prosecut:l.ng’> Thanks.

----- Original Message-----

From: Voris, Natalie (USAEO)

Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2006 2:05 PM

To: Scott-Finan, Nancy; Seidel, Rebecca; Crews, John (USAEO); Smith, David L. (USAEO)
Cc: Mercer, Bill (ODAG); Roland, Sarah E

Subject: RE: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

We definitely do not give out prosecution guidelines.

From: Crews, John (USAEO)

Sent: Tuesdday, June 06, 2006 1:22 PM

To: Seidel, Rebecca; Scott-Finan, Nancy; Voris, Natalie (USAEO); Smith,
David L. (USAEO)

Cc: Roland, Sarah E

Subject: RE: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

To my knowledge we decline to give out prosecution guidelines.
My assumption is that you are correct, that this is related to the real
report that Ms. Lam sent us, and the faux and redacted copy of that

report that Congressman Issa often quotes from.

JGC.

From: Seidel, Rebecca

Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2006 1:18 PM

To: Scott-Finan, Nancy; Voris, Natalie (USAEO), Smith, David L. (USAEO)
Cc: Roland, Sarah E; Crews, John (USAEO)

_Subject: RE: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

We don't generally give out prosecution guidelines - right? And this is
a set up related to that report that Issa got his hands on? And Carol
Lam responded to?
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From: Scott-Finan, Nancy
Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2006 1:12 PM

5 7 ie O); Smith, David L. (USAEO)
Cc: | Seidel, Rebecca; Roland, Sarah E
Subject: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

The good news  is that Senator Feinstein's staffer Renee has finally
called me for information instead of calling SD Ca directly. She would
like to know the prosecutive guidelines for 18 USC Secs. 1324 and 1326
for not only Southern District of California, but also El Paso, Yuma and
Tuscon. This may be something that you would want to have a conference
call with her--Kelly Shackelford has done great briefings in the past
about how no case that needs prosecution is not prosecuted. I am not
sure who would do this in Kelly's stead.
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Mercer, William W

n it W
Sent: Thursday, June 08, 2006 6:38 AM

To: Mercer, Bill (ODAG)
Subject: Re: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

Can you bring the numbers that you handed out once before to the morning mtg and we can -
- discuss? ' :

Sent .from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

-----Original Message-----

From: Mercer, Bill (ODAG)

To: Moschella, William

Sent: Thu Jun 08 05:48:41 2006

Subject: Fw: USA prosecutions - Se¢s. 1324 and 1326

Do you think that Taylor and I should give your staff an overview of what we. know about
the data and the practice? We don't want anyone to represent that "we are prosecuting all
that need to be prosecuted.". It Strikes me as a difficult argument given the numbers and
the anecdotes.

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

————— Original Message-----

From: Mercer, Bill (ODAG)

To: Scott-Finan, Nancy; Voris, Natalie (USAEO) ; Seidel, Rebecca; Crews, John (USAEO);
Smith, David L. (USAEO)

CC: Roland, Sarah E

Sent: Thu Jun 08 05:43:33 2006

Subject: Re: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

Where? SDCA, California as a whole, or nationally?

Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

----- Original Message-----

From: Scott-Finan, Nancy

To: Voris, Natalie (USAEO); Seidel, Rebecca; Crews, John (USAEO) ; Smith, David L. (USAEO)
CC: Mercer, Bill (ODAG); Roland, Sarah E

Sent: Wed Jun 07 16:01:15 2006

Subject: RE: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

Can we try to pull numbers for each of the two sections--can we show that prosecution
numbers are up?

————— Original Message-----

From: Scott-Finan, Nancy

Sent: Wednesday, June 07, 2006 2:22 PM

To: Voris, Natalie (USAEO); Seidel, Rebecca; Crews, John (USAEO); Smith, David L. (USAEQ)
Cc: Mercer, Bill (ODAG); Roland, Sarah E

Subject: RE: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

I have spoken with the staffer who advises that she is inquiring as the Senator herself
has asked. The Senator has heard that our prosecution numbers are down. Is there someone
in EQUSA who can talk to the staffer and say that we prosecute all of the cases that need

prosecuting? Thanks. . ASG000000267



----- Original Message-----
From: Voris, Natalie (USAEO)
Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2006 2:05 PM

To: Scott-Finan, Nancy; Seidel, Rebecca; Crews, John (USAEQ) ; Smith, David L. (USAEO)
Cc: Mercer, Bill (ODAG); Roland, Sarah E
Subject: RE: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

" We definitely do not give out prosecution guidelines.

From: Crews, John (USAEOQ)

Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2006 1:22 PM .

To: Seidel, Rebecca; Scott-Finan, Nancy; Voris, Natalie (USAEO); Smith,
" David L. (USAEO)

Ce: Roland, Sarah E

Subject: RE: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

To my knowledge we decline to givé out prosecution guidelines.
My assumption is that you are correct, that this is related to the real
report that Ms. Lam sent us, and the faux and redacted copy of that

réport that Congressman Issa often quotes from.

JGC

From: Seidel, Rebecca .

Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2006 1:18 PM

To: Scott-Finan, Nancy; Voris, Natalie (USAEO); Smith, David L. (USAEO)
Cc: Roland, Sarah E; Crews, John (USAEO)

Subject: RE: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

We don't generally give out prosecution guidelines - right? And this is
a set up related to that report that Issa got his hands on? And Carol
Lam responded to?

From: Scott-Finan, Nancy

Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2006 1:12 PM

To: Voris, Natalie (USAEO); Smith, David L. (USAEQ)
Cc: Seidel, Rebecca; Roland, Sarah E

Subject: USA prosecutions - Secs. 1324 and 1326

The good news is that Senator Feinstein's staffer Renee has finally
called me for information instead of calling SD Ca directly. She would
like to know the prosecutive guidelines for 18 USC Secs. 1324 and 1326
for not only Southern District of California, but also El Paso, Yuma and
Tuscon. This may be something that you would want to have a conference
call with her--Kelly Shackelford has done great briefings in the past
about how no case that needs prosecution is not prosecuted. I am not
sure who would do.this in Kelly's stead.
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Mercer, William W

=~om: Sampson, Kyle
Yot Wednesday, June 21, 2006 12:05 PM
To: - Mercer, Bill (ODAG)
Subject: FW: Sen. Feinstein lefter 6-20-06
Attachments: Sen. Feinstein letter 6-20-06.pdf
We need to talk about this.
From: Taylor, Jeffrey (OAG)
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2006 11:38 AM
To: Sampson, Kyle
Subject: FW: Sen. Feinstein letter 6-20-06
From: Chambers, Shane P
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2006 11:01 AM
To: Moschella, William; Mercer, Bill (ODAG); Taylor, Jeffrey (OAG)
Subject: Sen. Feinstein letter 6-20-06

!

Sen. Feinstein
letter 6-20-06....

_4ane P. Chambers
Office of Legislative Affairs
U.S. Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530
(phone) 202.616.5637
(fax) 202.305.2643
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DIANNE FEINSTEIN , COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS D
CALIFORNIA & CCOMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY
ON RULES AND ?

BELECT SOMMITTEE BN

Hnited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0504
http:/Aelnsteln.senate.gov

June 15, 2006

Honorable Alberto Gonzales
Department of Justice

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW
Washington, DC 20530

" Dear Attorney General Gonzales:

During our meeting last week you asked if I had any concerns
" regarding the U.S. Attomeys in California. 1 want to follow up on that point
and raise the issue of immigration related prosecutions in Southern
California.

It has come to my attention that despite high apprehensions rates by
Border Patrol agents along California’s border with Mexico, prosecutions by
the U.S. Attorney’s Office Southem District of California appear to lag
behind. A concern voiced by Border Patrol agents is that low Pproseécution
tates have a demoralizing effect on the men and women patrolling our
Nation's borders.

It is my understanding that the U.S. Attorney’s Office Southern -
District of California may have some of the most restrictive prosecutorial
guidelines nationwide for immigration cases, such that many Border Patrol
agents end up not referring their cases. While I appreciate the possibility
that this office could be overwhelmed with immigration related cases; I also
want to stress the importance of vigorously prosecuting these types of cases
so that California isn’t viewed as an easy entry point for alien smugglers
because there is no fear of prosecution if caught. I am concerned that lax
prosecution can endanger the lives of Border Patrol agents, particularly if
highly organized and violent smugglers move their operations to the area.

Therefore, I would appreciate responses to the following issues:

* Please provide me with an update, over a 5 year period of time, on the
numbers of immigration related cases accepted and prosecuted by the
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U.S. Attomey Southern District of California, particularly convictions
under sections 1324 (alien smuggling), 1325 (improper entry by an
alien), and 1326 (illegal re-entry after deportation) of the U.S. Code.

= What are your guidelines for the U.S. Attorney’s Office Southern
District of California? How do these guidelines differ from other
border sectors nationwide?

By way of example, based on numbers provided to my office by the
Bureau of Customs and Border Protection and the U.S. Sentencing
Commission, in FY05 Border Patrol agents apprehended 182,908 aliens
along the border between the U.S. and Mexico. Yet in 2005, the U.S.
Attorney’s office in Southem California convicted only 387 aliens for alien
smuggling and 262 aliens for illegal re-entry after deportation. When
looking at the rates of conviction from 2003 to 2005, the numbers of
convictions fall by nearly half,

So I am concerned about these low numbers and I would like to know
what steps can be taken to ensure that immigration violators are vigorously
prosecuted. I appreciate your timely address of this issue and I look forward
‘to working with you to ensure that our immigration laws are fully
implemented and enforced.
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.

Senator Dianne Feinstein

of California

331 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510
(202) 224-3841

TO: Yhgeram Mperewa
- FROM: S¢n Feistein —~MoNTSEREAT MTLLEr
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Tuly 5, 2006

MEMORANDUM

'>I‘O:> " Carol Lam ] R
" United States Attorney
" Southern District of California

FROM: William W. Mercer -

Principal Associate Deputy Attorney General.

' SUBIJECT: . Reconciliation of Sentencing Data for Immigr_atiox; and Firearms Offenses .

in the Southern District of California.

In the course of on-going discussions regarding resourcé allocation and DOJ priorities, I have -

- reviewed different data. The following summary is drawn from Sentencing Commniission data. It
is dependent upon information provided to the Commission by the judges in each district. So, if

- a particular district court underreports, these data understate the work of the federal prosecutors

. in that district. Can you advise whether these data underreport the work of your office?

 Immigration/Drug/Fraud Cases -

The Sentencing Commission has just released its report for fiscal year 2005. This contains
information about sentencings in felony and class A misdemeanors. - o

.Arizdna: 4,521 defendants were sentenced there in FY 05,
" .Of those, 2,275 were sentenced for immigration offenses. -
947 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses
140 were sentenced for fraud offenses. ’
‘New Mexico: 2,575 defendants were sentenced there in FY 05,
Of those, 1,635 were sentenced for immigration offenses.
649 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses
24 were sentenced for fraud offenses.

" SD California: 2,536 defendants were sentenced there in FY 05.

Of those, 1,413 were sentenced for immigpation offenses.
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826 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses .

153 were sentenced for fraud offenses.

" . SD Texas: 6, 414 defendants were sentenced there in FY 05. This is the Idrgesi number for any -
distnct in the country inFYO0s,

Of those, 4, 313 were sentenced for immigration offenses. ' - -
1,482 were sentenced for drug trafficking offenses )
99 were sentenced for fraud offenses. S g

'WD Texas: 5, 839 defendants were sentenced there inFY 05,

* Of those, 2,519 were sentenced for 1mm1grat10n offenses
2,412 were senteniced for drug trafficking offenses
2135 were sentenced for fraud offenses.

Firearms Cases S

The Comm.tssmn has also pubhshed sentencmg data for defendants in ﬁrearms cases for the FY
- 02-05 period where the ] primary offense is a “firearms” offense. They report the following -
mformauon per district:

Arlzona

2002 - - 100 defendants _ -
2003 -~ 145 defendants -~
2004 - - 184 defendants
2005 - - 226 defendants

New Mexico ‘

2002 -- 69 defendants
2003 - - 63 deféndants
2004 - - 86 defendants -
2005-- - 103 defendants

 Southern District of California - s

2002 - - - 18 defendants
2003 - - 19 defendants
2004 - - 12 defendants
2005 - - 10 defendants

‘ Southern District of Texas
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© 2002 -- 192 defendarits - =
- 2003 -- 153 defendants ~ . . - R S
2004 - - 161 defendants = - S S C o
12005 -- 227 defendants . : s : o

‘Western District of TFexas '
.2002 - - 131 defendants A
2003 - - 133 defendants .

2004 -- 213 defendants
2005 -- 204 defendants
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e 4 a2

"IL  Curent AUSA resources in the SW border districts

As of early March, the on-board full-time AUSA counts from the du-ect approprlauon (excludmg
ACE, health care fraud, and OCDETF) was as follows: )

* Arizona . 114 -
~ SDCal 111 .

" New Mexico 63 - L.
SD Texas. 143 :
‘WD Texas' 111
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based upon th of the charga only.

susc. 1324 3usc. 1328 suse. 1326n~
: Defendants fn,  Defendants Defendantstn  Defendants ) -Befgndants s Defendants
District CasesFled  CasesFlled  Comvicied™= | CasesFlled _ CasesFlled  Convicted™~ | CasesFlled  Casediled = Conviciod™~
" 49 "Nebraska 0 o 0 .3 3 o Ce a2 6
50 - Navada 4. 4 1 4 4 B K 187 162
61 NewHampstire 1 1 1 ] [ Te 1 10 ]
82 Newdlarssy. 3 3 & o [ 0 2 26 0
53 NewMesdca 1207 168 188 72 T a0 1304 1,308, 133
54 “NewYork, Esstem s .8 tog 5 13 1 108- 108 10
85" NewYork, Northem = = 7 7 8 T 8z 48 a.
58 NewYork Souhem 1 26 7 21 2. - Ry 116 »
7 NewVork, Westarn 10 15 7 k2 -8 5 - %_ .. 2% u .
58 North Caroiha, Easiom o N 0 o [} o 20 © 20 A
59 North Caroina, Middia .2 2 0- o . 1 1 » 3 u
" 60 MNorth Caroia, Westem 1- [ 1. 1 1 3 - 16 18 7.
61 Noh Dalota 1 1 -0 4 5 2 2 3 2
& NottemMaimaidends  -0— <0 3. o 0 s 0 0 "o -
63 Ohio, Nathem e 3 0 To - To- 0 18 20 25
64" Ohlo, Southem 0 8 -2 o o 0. -8 10 8
65 OMahoma; Easiom ] 0. o [] [} “o % 0. ]
. 6 Ouahoma, Northem ‘o ‘o . o 0 0 0. Y 4 5
6 Oushoma, Wedtem 2 2 2. ) o o - © © s
€8 - Oragon 3 3’ KR 203 205 , 188 258 258, x4
8 Pemnsyhvanis, Eastem o L] o ‘o ] 0 - 7 3 »
70 . Porinsytvanis, Middle 2 2 1 [ [ 1 2 12 1
71 Ponnsylvania, Western [} 0 0 X o 0 7 7 7
72 PueroRioo 7 1 1 [ o 2 59 8
73 ‘Rhodalsiand 2z’ [ 1 Kl 1 T o 14 14 3
74  South Carcine ] 6 - & “130 18 106 19 8. 9 -
75 SauthDakota o o K ] 0 10 R
76 Temnaswme, Eastam 3 5 ] 27- 2 6 & )
71 Tendésses, Midde 1. 1 o o 0 R 24 2% 7
78 Tennesse, Westem o o R 2 . B 0 u Y] u
79 Yams, Esstom 1 10 T8 2 6 & 58 58, 46
80 Texas Northem a7 o 2 2 16. 15 22 = 1
81 Texas, Soutem 604 a2 708 44 a8 a9 1960 1964 - e
‘82 Tems, Westem 219 u7 318 102 s 8 . 1450 1461 | 1300
8 Ukh 10 2 7 0 0 1 s 204 )
8 Vemont 1 2 2 4 s 5 =5 8 {
85 Virgin Islands 1- 4 1 134 140 122 8 8 7
8  Virginia, Eastem ’13- 20 13 4 10 3 36 2
87 ° Viginia, Westsm 2. 2 - 2 2 o 6 6 7
88 Washington, astem 2 2 s 2 T2 2T 136° 136 ‘2 T
89 MMM 3 8 3 3 3 18 15 15 8
80 WestVigina, Northem ) o 0 ° 0 0 1 1 1
91 WestVighia, Sohem - 1. 1 o 0 ° 0 2 2 1 .
92 Wisconsin, Eastom o o 0. k) 0 1 2 2% B
83 Wisconsin, Westem 1 2 T2 Rl 1 3 -9 9 R ~
84 Wyoming 0 1 ‘a 9 12 1 2% ‘2% 2 .
- Allands N 2,015 .2,878 2,569 . 3,131 3313 2950 11,432 11,523 10,631
“Caselaad data extracted fromthe I.h(edStzlssAmma)s Case Management System, )
=D susc. |324(EnngngmsndHammrgCefthleﬂs)wasbmugﬂasanydlargeagalnslaﬂelendﬂnﬁ
**Data includes any and al criminal cases/defendants where 8 U.S.C. 1325 (Emyomumsurmmpar T and C of Fads) wasb(wgﬂmany charge agdnst a defendanl.
~~Data anyand al criminal where 8 U.SC. 132 y of Departed ) g anychagsagsnaadefamanl.
= FY 2003 numbers are actual data thvough the erd of September 2003,
seDisplayed defendant ; 23Nowd5
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2 Mabama, Nedthem

3 Alabama, Southem

i1l

w0 .

-8 Caforia, Contral
Calfomia, Eastom *
10  Caffornia, Nothem .

497

11 Calfomia, Southem
12
13
1

15 District of Columbla

18 Forda, Midde
- 17 Flodda, Northem -

" 10

2

18 Plorida,

19 Georgla, Mddie

14

Georgia, Southem

2t

Hénols, Central
25 Minols, Northem
.27 inoks, Souttem .

43

28 lndana, Northem

29 Indana, Southem

Kl

lowa, Southem

5
"

Kentucky, Westem

35  Louisiana, Eastem

36 Louslana, Mdde

. 38 Mane

9 Uayend

40 Massachusets

14

17
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a

Michigan, Westem

Minnesata
44 " Mississippi, Nocthem
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suse f32ee N ! | susc e | BUSC. 136
-Defendarisin  Defendanis [ * . Defendantsin ' Defordants [ _ - Dhfendantsin Delendants
Distict - | CasssFiied Fiet  Co : i sFled  CusexFildd " Comidedsom
@ Nebrusia 2 2 1 () 0 [ @ 4 58
80 Nevada 5 4 6 8 s 6 : 8 w103 1 -
"6t NewHampshis, [ [ 1 ¢ 0 .0 14 14 1
82 Nowdessey 1 2 3 o 0o . o - RET m
£ NewMesios - e 166 105 7 » .58 1267 1267- 1107
54 NewYock, Eastem e 2 2 ‘3 3 2 » 7 8
55 . NewYork, Northiern 25 2 ] 2 2 88 C e - 84 ) 68
86 MewYork, Souther el 21 3 7 7 6 140 uo s -
-6 NewYork, Westm 7 10 10 - 0 T2 EY . 3 -
§8  Narth Caroina, Eastern 0 0 0 3 ' 1 2. 23 20
59 North Caroina, Middia 7 o 4 -1 4 o 55 55 o
60, North Carolia, Wastem E 3 1 1 1. 1. 27 28 2
61 North Daiota 11 1 6 16 16 16 3 k"]
62 Northem Marima istands = a 3 -7 2 - -0 o e,
63 Ono,Nathem 2 2 2 0 0 0 x4 a4 »
" 64 Olo, Southem _ ik “2 a’ 0 [} o - 15 15 10
6  OKahoma, Easiem o o [ ) [} o | o 0 'S .
& OMshama, Nodtham [ [ 0. 1 1 Lo 4 4 4
& Oldahoma, Westem 1 R [] ‘o N .0 2 2 3
6  Omgon .3 e 2 148 RV T 196 196 58
. 69 Ponnsylvania, Easiem [ 7 3 o1 1 6’ &4 48
70 Pennsyfvania Middle o [ -2 2 3 ce 26 28 21
e Pennsyivania, Westem - 6 -6 0 [ [} c0. 12 12 1
T2 Puerdo Rio 25 .46 15 -4 T4 2 89 80 69
73 Rhodelsiand T 1 o 0 o 0 13 13 3
74 SouhCeroe 2 2 4 -2 5 4 % 23. 18
75. SathDaola [] [ o -3 3 2’ 2 20 . 2
. 76 Tennesme, Eastem 2 3 ‘0 3 3 2 ' 4 4
. 77 Tonnessse, Midda 0 o’ o K 0 o 2% 26 2
78 Tennessme, Westom T 1 1 1 1 s 8 ' 12
79 TomsEssem 1 K 1 1 1 1 51 51 68
80 Texas, Northert - 25 4 35 20 k4 29 145 a7 162
81 . Teas, Southem 705 74 656 849 652 516 2443 - 1955
82 ; Texas, Westem . 240 350 262 153 159 128 1,598 918
83 U 4 I 2 2- 2 o 27° 156
84 “Vemont 1 U 10 6. 6 4 2 1
85 Vipinidands 7 7 2 185 185 4zl e 9 6
8 Viginia, Eastem Y 7 % . 5 ‘& 4 4 8
67 Virginia, Westerm 1 T 3 0 Lo 2 10 12 7 N
8  Washngion, Eastam 8 8 7 io 1 . 12 12 PTE
89 Washingion, Wastam 9 g 1 sy a8 .3 » 2 16
%0 MVuginh,Namem [} (] [ T o [} 0 3 4. []
91 West Virginia, Southern R 1 C 0 o o 3 3 4 -
92 Wsconsin, Easteri 1 2, 1 2 2 (B I H R
93 Wisconsin, Wastem o 0 2 0 ’ o 4] 10 <10 12 —
94 -Wyoming - 0 [ 0 - 5 [ 7 1.8 19 18 _
" AN Districts® 2451 " 3485 2361 3217 3,281 2,987 11,650 11689 T 914e
~Ciseload data exracted from the Uited Statas Atiomeys Case Managerent Systém.
*Data inciudes any and all crimin 8 U.5.C: 1324 (Bringing in and irg Ceitain Allens) was braugtt as any charge against a defendant
" wData anyand al criminal cases where 8 US.C. 1325 (Entry of Alien at improper . Mi i " of Facts) was brought as any chiarge agansta defendant.
~~~Datainciudes anyand all ririnal case: where 8 USC. 1326 (Reontry of Deported Aliens) charge aganst a deferdant. :
*==FY 2004 numbers are aciualdata through the end of September 2004, ’ ’ : :
++Displayed defentant cutcome information based upon the autcorme of the charge only. . 23-Nov0s
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63 Ot Natem . 4 5 8 0 ) [) 2 - 2 "3
64 Ohio, Sacthem ’ 1 - 1 1 o o0 o L- u 14 15
65. OMchoms,Essem ° . - 1 ' 1 0 - o o Y ‘a ,n
% OdatomaNohen .0 o ) 0 1) o o. 1
& . Okishoma, Westem a 0. 1 o o .0 [} 8 .
6 Ormgor - 1 1 1 7 R <100 1 174 &
- 89 PengtaniaEasem . 4 2 5 o 0. .1 48 48 st
70 . Pannsylvania, Middie 14 a1 § -2 2 2" 17 17 20
7t Pennsyivania, Westem 2 2 4 4 4 4 28 28 -
72 PusbRia . 1 18 26 1. 1, i 73 3 7
™ Riodaisiend 17 1 1 K .0 0 16 16 s
T4 SounCeraina 3 3 2 10 1 5 - 2 E 2
75 South Datata - ] -0 e 1 i 1 7 17 15
76 Tennessme, Eastam 1 ot 2 2 2 4| u 24 %
77 Tennesme, Widde ) 0 o 1 1 1 2 "2 %
78 Yemnassoe, Westom To - ° u 2" . o 10 10 6
79 Taxas, Easem 7. 10 “ 8 ) 7 61 B 51
B0 Texas,Nothem “30 L4 u 5 17 1 129 129 119
81 " Tems, Southom 833 1,150 956 728 726 798 2899 . . 2912 T 2g59
82 Teas, Westem " 386 45 421 179 182 149 | _ tes 198t aam
6 Ush 6 T7 7 1, 1 2 2. 230 203
84 " Vemont 0 a2 K 4 6 3 T .10 Ton
85 - . Virgin lslands, 8- «u 4 s 14 e 17 7 2
_ 8 -Virginia, Eastem e E) 8 ‘3 1 5 o 48 ..
‘87 Viginia, Wastim S0 ] 0 - 1. s o 4 [ L
88 ‘Washington, Eastem - ) .0 2 1 1 . o5 @5 %
2. . Wastington, Waslem 8 1 .8 7 7 i 20 20 ° i
90 West Viginia; Northem 2 2 2 0 0. 9 4 4. 3
91 West Viiginia, Southem [ o 1 .0 ° 1 i Y ~
92 Wsconsin, Eegiem 2 - 5 0 6 6 1 1 18 £ .
83 Wmm“hﬁam 0 o 0 .A 0 0 o 12 - 12 10 —
94 Wyoming K 1 o u 1 3 @ 20 11 _
- Al Districts 2,682 3770 2977 2,562 2657 - . 2703 11,998 12,051 . tuen
X CasmummmmmwedsumAmmyfc«eumagmst
~Datai and all riminal s where 8 US.C. 1324(Em\grlgmandﬁxmonrgfedainﬂmns)wasbmugnasanymargaagams(xdelu\dant
*~*Data ndudes .rwnrdalumwumsasldelendan'smre susc. 1325 (Ertry of Alien at improper , Mi and C anaus)wmbmugnasany d\g;gg against a defendant.
*~~Data ink anyand all criminal where 8 USC..1 of Departed Afiens): y charga against .
Y 2005 mmbe.rssm actual data lnough the end of September 2005 FYZOOSdaIadDS not Iﬂdudedam for the month Ofsaplﬂfmﬁrzﬂﬂﬁ for the Eastem Distiict of Louisiana due o Humricane Katrina.

"""(hsplayedddendam & op based upan th of the charge anly. L . © 23Nowas
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FY2065AHocaﬁonvs.Obﬁgaﬁoﬁ
USAO s WIth Shortfalls

11/4/2005

(7= 346)
Totak

'——__—__>

TOTAL DIRECT SHORTFALL.-

. CNJFORNIACENTRAL

E WASHINGTON WESTERN

. TOTAL OCDET F SHORTFALL

TOTAL HCF SHORTFALL -

TOTAL SHORTFALL

N:\jpelieﬁer\FYOG\FYOS Allacati

hortfalls (Direct, OCDETF, HCF)(Micheal Battle Meeting).xlsShortfalf

(227.6)
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. Umted States Attorneys
Southern Dlstrlct of California (SDCA) — History of Contractor Support

InFY 1995, SDCA received approval to hire contractors to a(}_di'ess border issues..
Initially, the district was able to absorb these costs through surplus payroll. As part
" of this agreement, for every new full-time permanent support:staff position
allocated, the district agreed to reduce the contract staff by the same amount. Over
the years, this agreement was not upheld and significant amounts of funding wére
provided to SDCA by EQUSA to pay for contractors because the payroll surplus
had dried up. Below is a chart ‘that shows the one times provnded to SDCA over the

past4years
_ Contractor Costs | Funds Provided by EOUSA
| Fy2002 ' ] 2,604,035 _  $2,220,808 | -
FY2003 o agmee| 2343700 o
FY 2004 ’ : 3 2762381 | 2385000 |
FY 2005 o 2479348 | 2,000,000

In April 2004, a letter from the Acting Chief Financial Officer, Theresa C. Bertucci

- Was sent to the USA outlining a plan to reduce SDCA’s contractor support. The )
district was supposed to take any and all actions necessary to reduce contractor
‘costs. by $450,000,in FY 2005. As reflected in the chart, the district reduced their

. one-time requests in FY 2005, but their number of suppart employees has not been
reduced proportionately. EOUSA contmues to give the d‘"stnct one-times in support

. of these contractors. .

Attached is a comparison of support staff to attoriieys in all of the extra large -
districts. With their current contractor staff, SDCA has the highest support to
attorney ratio of any of the extra large districts. The-average ratio is .96 support
staff for every attorney. SDCA’s ratio is 1.24 support staff for every attorney.

~ ASG000000286



AUSA to Support Staff Comparison-

Extra Large USAOs. —~ FY 2006
. Extra Large Co S Comparisori . - . Exceeds

.. - Districts . Attorney Support* .~ Supt:Atty Average
Arizopa T 119 117 . 098 . -0.02
California CD ) 259 212. '0.82 =

- CaliforniaND -~ 5 © 103 115 112 -0.16
California SD“" 114 141 1.24 - - -0.28°
DC . . 333 310 . 0.93°
FloridaMD . ) 101 101" " 1.00 -0.04
Florida SD o213 187 088 S
Hiinois ND 145 139 © 096 - 0.00
Massachusetts . . - 104 89 0.86
Michigan ED 5 98 113 - 115 -0.19
New Jersey 127 - 118 . 093
New York ED ’ 164 143 C 0.87
New YorkkSD | 204 - 224 ’ - 1.10 T-0.14
Pennsylvania ED 122 112 o 0.92

-Texas SD ) 141 129. = 0.91

* Texas WD . . 110 . 110 + 1.00 -0.04 -.

- Virginia ED - oo . 110 . 100 - 0.91 ‘ 5

- 2567 2460 .- 0.96 Average
’ Extra Large’

*Support ﬁgures include Paralegals and Support
Students are not included

*** Includes 40 contractors in support

it

[
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tmp.htm (6 k),

Bil1,

Here's the information for San piego. Compared to ra allocation-growth
has’ been .at a higher-percentage but FrEH growth has been lower. And the
contractor usage is a factor, ag You know from the recent EARS review
they had more contractors than any other extra large distriet and that .
"has been coming back in line so there are reductions there, Here's ‘the
Tecap in the same format as what T Sent you for Central District of
California. Let me know if you need anything else. : :

B 3 06
from 1.18 billion to $1.5

the usa appropriation hag grown Hy just over 33%
58 billion. ' '

From FY 2000 to py 2006 the budget .allocation for' the Southern District
of California (8DCA) has 'grom by 41.1 Percent from $17.6 milliqn to
. $25.1 million. . : . ' . :

 From Fy 2000 to FY 2006 the actual FTEs funded ‘has risen from 209 to 215
7 and. increase of 2.g bercent. .. o & :

“=¢ is important to:.note that Spca has also had significant numbers of
contractor Support staff jip order to help Process immigratio'n cases.
Beginning ip FY 2000, SDCA had 52 Support contractors on board. 1n py
2006, the number of contractor Support staff has fallen to 36. Thig

districts is .96 support to every AUSA. Without the contréct.orsT‘SDCA'_s ’
ratio drops to ..gg Support to every Ausa. - . : : :

.Hére are the detqils:-

.The usa

FY 2000
FY 2001
FY 2002
FY 2003
FY 2004
FY 2005
FY 2006

Percent

’ PR s
appropriation history:

- $1.18 billion .

- $1.26 billion (+7.3 percent)
= $1.35 billion (+7.1 percent)
~ $1.49 billion (+10.3 Percent)
= $1.51 billion (+#1.1 Percent)
- $1.53 billion (+1.1 Percent) -
- $1.58 billion (+3.5 Percent)

change from FY 2000 to gy 2006 + 33.9%

The Spca allocation history (includes reimbufsable funds ang fuziding
one-times for contractors) '

T 2000

2001

. 2002

7Y 2003

- $17.8 million

- $20.7 million (+16.6 Percent)
- $22.4 million (+8.4 percent)
- $§23.7 million (45.7 Percent)

Mercer, Bill (ODAG) : ) ‘
™ om: Parent, Steve {USAEQ) — f ﬂ_// M
] ol - Friday, March 31 , 2006 11:09 AM L : ﬁl! i
-5 “ Mercer, Bill (ODAG) - . .
. Subject; CA SD . . . ‘
‘ ‘Aﬁachments.‘ . tmp.htm
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)

" FY 2004 - $24 3 mllllon (+2 4 percent)
$25.2 million (+3.8 percent)
$25.1 million (-.5 percent)

" FY 2005 -
FY 2006 -

“

"recent change frem FY 2000 to EY 2006

wotal Actual FTE usage hlstory for SDCA from FY 2000 t& FY 2006

(IncludeS'relmbursable FTE, but not contractors)

" FY

FY

FY-

FY
FY
FY
FY

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004

2005
‘2006

©209.09

211.44
216.18
218.05
215.98
221.82
214.88

(+1.1 percent)
(+2.2 percent)

(+.9 percent) .
(-.9 percent)

(+2.7 percent)
(-3.1 percent)

:Total percent change of actual FTE usage in FY 2000 to projected

usage in FY 2006 is +2.8 percent.

ol
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Sl - - SRR o .\ﬁﬁ«i*« Waspec
. . : o FY 2006 District 75 of 1% DIRECT Award Availabllity. S .4@J>_\b mv{.bp‘l_wwv

Report containg PP 10 data'ending on 05/27/06
! H ow . cou
8A
Atocstins | Reduotion of Assistanceto - . : el gy INsedle
- (HonoF Grads / | Payroll Dollars| Pravent | One-Times retotCurrsntyiosiRiovideditcl
FY 2008 DIRECT" | CHIPs/ Gange!| for Rescinded Furlough & Providedto | FY 2006 Total DIRECT| .ﬂwu_ vu.««”_ J.M:._a: >_o :“<a
S0 Allocation with Cut 5 FTE Allow for Lit Diatrict: location ‘olectios % for Awards
0 Mum [C) 1G] AR - P L N
.8 3 i 99,150 ] : - L_|S__243,900 3,987,290 26,302
1] 5 . - i 7,919,180 52,437
s ) . - $ - R 4,223,557 28.078
8 74,250 - - 4,012,493 25,551
X 1 170,400 R $ . 50000 13,915,978 131,258 | § 22,384
M X s - |5 1e5000 4,568,936 30.810 e
s 691,175 | $. - - $__ 130,000 . 2,821,178 20,064 | § 82,778
XL Rz -40,383,82° 440,401 - ; S 500,000 |§ 500 | 41,294,521 278913 | § 693.071
L /529,84 T~ 312,800 B S § 11,842,543 75,330
X g 856,76 273,988 1§ (221,202 s 40000 20,048,555 122,620
X 19,8451% |8, 107,907 ; $_1733,000 |8 ; 21,386,030 127.568 | § 200,733
L 10,687,087 B K : T T 10,619,087 69,602
L ki) % 345,878 166,76 P s __ 100,000 9,602,640 66,334
S . . 276,027 — LA 3,276,027 21,154
X 0] i .. 60180730 [§  s2z.714 | A - . Is. 400000 61,103,444 418,345 5 130,983 |
X 17,119,282 J434476 | S mmlo.g.: N 17,204,241 | 116,775 | § 175,008
M 3 5315,995 74,250 - D 5,390,245 36,963
XL uw-w—.go 163,000 L $ 500,000 37,554,049 260,850
M 5,369,182 DR . E 5,369,192 37,558
L 12,294,403 -] - $ _avoo00 | - 12,604,403 §7,433 | 8 178,231
M i 4,613,582 74,250 S 90,000 4,777,832 31,099 [ § 29,334
s i 2,254,023 | §. -1 | $ $0,000 2,344,023 13,512
1] ) 961,816 1 - - : B E 961,316 32,298
18 e ,319,073 | - . $__ 194,000 | 4,510,073 25,938 |
M 128,26° - : $ 156,000} - 284,261 374601 § 81,704
X 3 24,103,681 618,830 S___ 185,000 24,907,442 167,050 | § 89,665
M 3 - 098,87 105,946 & (26,865) o 175,758 35,463
M 8,021,568 | ! ~ $ 75,000 - '$. 088,558 42,279
M 5,478,241 | -1 . s 25,200 5,503,441 37,150
) ~ 4,081,706 S1s (ages)| E 4,047,438 [1 28,128
s -_3,703,802 - B - 3,793,802 26,884
1] 7 713820208 - $__ 100,000 [$- 37,400 7,273,692 |5} 50,625 | 8. 29.233
M ] ] 6,417,436 5 $ 1000008 432,000 s 6,040,438 43,456
M i 650,202 - S.__15000 | 5,674,292 39324 | § 34,345
L ,860,199 15 101,554 ER S . 75000 9,038,753 61210
] £ o751 S - 745,558 90,076 B 3,835,634 24,260
M . 037,705 <] (112,73)] $.__ 20,000 i 5,944,832 41253
x B0 581,436 | §- - - i i $ {150,000} 4,411,438 26,774
L ] ] 11,720,518 192150 |'$ _ (129,586) —_|$__ 18,300 11,801,382 80,705
XL N 3 15,715,609 |$__ 249645 $_ 500,000 16,465,255 112,812 1 § 177,674
XL 15,714,323 173,400 $ 50,000 15,937,723 111,862 | § 123,726
M 6,195,975 - 3 0,000 8,335,975 A s 42,378
L 8,354,097 98,150 $ 300,000 |$ 40,000 9,203,247 63.133
s 595197 19 - - B A . 3,595,197 23,087
M ] ] 5563471 74,250 | § {47, E 15,590,083, 36,823
[ THE B0 1 7411,133 . 74,250 i 434h83 51,667
L e 3 i -9,263,926 72,923 S 950005  18.0000% _ - oa4dede 66,005 |'S 137,839 |
s 4 H 4180478 18" 75,000 | $ - ,255,479 28.214
M i | ABT,305 .- . $___15000 - 482,305 s 31,827
M f g - 6,568,960 | $ 145500 ,714,469 S 44,015
s i ¥ _ 4,073,204 - $ 300000] - 4373204 3 25,383 | § 110,233
XL 22579714 |8 268305 . . . ] 22,847,819 ) T § 158,717
i i ] 9,862,876 71,250 . S 470000 s 30,000 10434126 ISERYr 7 0028 3 73,668 | § 60,686
X 29,828,078 251,007} | . $_100,000]$ 970000 31,150,078 4RSS aiator] $ 185,065 | § 134,165
[New York Noithy M s8i0 42418 90,150 R $_ 89,900 . 8999474 } 20853 $ 47,483
[New York South X 435! i 44,490,507 24,900 R 44,515,497 2 7 CHIIETR 8 267.301 [ § 93,980,
[ s21t710|s . 90,150 S 503,802 R feai 3l s 59,049
5 2 R \
. . . . . "
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« Updatod wifh proposed District sp
* FY'2008 pafcantage cuts to distric

“ TOTAL DIRECT FTE:
. XLarge
Above 250 4.0%
Above216 | 3.8%"
3.5%

Above'170

Large
+Above 120
Abaove 100
Above 80°

3.0%
2.8%
2.5%

Medlum
Above 7
Above 60
Above 50

acific COLA and Funding for riew position ailocations
/ots Wware based on the total Direct FTE aliocations (see below):

ax
1.8% .
1.5%

Small
Aboyedt  10%
Below 41

0.5%

7848141 § 13,636,187
(19,350,835) § (1,149,510,

~—
' . . FY 2006 District .75 of 1% DIRECT Award Avallabll ty .. ' o~
g : Report contains PP 10 data ending on 05/27/06 .
- T ' i D
gia FY05 New W
it . EOUSA < ;
zﬂﬂi”..__- _Reduction of | Add? Payroll »l.um..o- t S o What May Need to, =
oz flfs . X (Honor Grads { | Payroli Dollars| Dollars for Prevent: | One-Times . - [ -75% of Current | be Provided to =
. | FY 2008 DIRECT " | CHIPs/ Gangs /| for Rassinded Furdough & | Providedto |FY 2008 Total DIRECT| ﬂw?_ v-.w._.c__ ﬂ_-\r:\_nwho dnﬁ. 5
Size Allocation with Cut FTE Allow for Lit Distriots. B Allocation L1 rojection % for Awards ]
— - 0 mu B O M N O C N IO D I F IR N ]
Notth Caroline Eastern - M 8,310,863 99,150 $_ 18887218 181,328 £,760,013 5 45,810
Nofth Carolina Middls, 8 - 658,839 71,250 18 117,000 3,847,088 {2 27.478
North Caroline Westerr” M 884,747 - $ 34500 . A 4,899,247 32,582
[Noifly Dakol s 4 B 432,246 - $__ 131,000 {$_ 136000)% 33,000 3,732,248 [iSHi 26,163
[Ohld Northim L g 11,801,843 256,085 S <18 140,000] 42,197,628 [ig 85760 1§ 14,606
Ohlo Ssutherm L 251,871 74,250 150,000 | © 8,478,121 58990 [§ 24,285
Oklahioma Exstern s i 606,738 - : 2,608,738 17,119
- {oKahoma Northern [3 550,679 74250 | 18 - 4,621,829 31,427
Oidahioms Western M 767,764 74,250 . B 8,342,014 44,411
Oregon ] L i - 8,503,844 [ 185899 1 . $ 110000 |$ 239,50 L. 9,037,243 62,844 | 102,927
[Pennsylvania;Eastem XU Al 20808432 170,400 DF$ ™ 20,778,532 142,042
? M . 5888,900 | § - ~_|$ 100,000 ,988,900 42489 'S 25,539
il ] 8,237,148 276,000 ,513,148 58,285
& ,377,089 91,750 468,839 [¥ 44,778
e i 811,237 D 811,237 23,829
Souths Carcilia : i 990,583 - - ] 980,583 61819 | § 27,184
8duth Dakot M 120,568 . ] 120,568 27,533
Ten M, | z 955,248 077 48 144195 s - 8,175,518 |5¢ 40,451
Tenne M z 886,330 174,000 | §~ (144,195 140,200 4,859,335 |15 31,822
[Tennsssae M | LR 947,319 ,250 130,022] B 5,892,047 40,186 [ § 33,963
[Toxas Eastel L i ,735,387 86,185 s - 7,821,582 {35 53,817
Texas Northdrn L 15,410,698 173,542 s - 200,000 1 107.775
Texus Southim X " 23456,308°|§ 74,260 2 163,611
Toxas Westem Xt § b 1823717 s~ 99,150 | [] -1$ 430073 1 126420 | § 284,604
Utah M . 6,818,732 -1$ __(55365) : . s 44,338 [ E
Vermont s 4 g 3,648.828 - . S 24,908
[Virgin Islaivds K3 : 3,648,356 17,500 §'s (150,000 $ 18,467
rginla Eastdm X b 18,08521; 443.282 $_ 1,193,000 10,891,494 130,495
{Virginia Westprs . s 4 4811,04 - $___78000 4,330,043 |5 32533 | 5 19.274
[Washliigton Eastern ] i 4,031,89: - ] 90,000 E 28019 [ § 10,775
[Washiingtan Western L J i 10,909,84; . 99,150 $ 1,712 -75,000 1 71,851
Wast Virginla|Nortfism s 3,294,147 - 220,000 7 . 22995 |5 3.525
[Waat Virginta Scuthern M 0 4744179 - - 4,744,979 350 32,686
[Wisgonsin Eaktern M 3 6,231,413 - - 6,231,413 42,452
[Wisgonsin Wstem s 3,426,221 . 3,426,221 k 23,187
omin s A 3 588,054 - - 3,598,084 A B T ] 24,014
TOTALS 1022235 910727 — 10.01% § 508,004,738 585479 $ 5058,360 § - 7,087,300 27,012,650 10,8941 S X5 27356167 6,208,334 § 3,110,443
Fodtnotes: . ’ : o



fmmigration Cases: Defendents Disposed of in Magistrate Court arid gzict Couwt .  Pagelofl

S i

i
e Ny Immigration Cases
Defendents Disposed of in Magistrate Court and District Court
o Eiscal U.S. Courts* Dept. of Justice**
Distrct | oar | Wagistrate | Dietict | qoqa | MegEI® | RS | T
United States  [2003 16231 15296] 31,527 - -3,052] 17,136] 20,188 '
T * {2004 26,581 15,762 42,343 16,723] 16,465 33,188]
. | southwest Border Federal Judicial Districts o S _
[Arizona - 2003 27400 2,503 5,243 co178h 0 2,541 2,719
' C oos 4649 2398] 70470 . - 268f  2,085) 2,353} -
fca,s. —  [2003 .- 3 1,920] 1,932 © - 128] " 2,488] 2,616 '
e - 2004 3l 2022 2,025 - . 139] 2,585 - 2,724|
. {NMexico , {2003 | ~37] 1,422] 1,459 231 1,636] 1867
(7 i |2004 Ty I 75l 1368] 1443
e £ 12003 8,626] 2.886] 11,512 454] " 3,037) 3,491
2004 : 16,176] 3,035 -19,211f - 13,905 3231 17,136
2003 4207 . 1,755) 5982 - 1,483 1,768 3,251}
2004 |- - 5261 1,815 7,076 1,829 1,405] 3,234|

Office of U.S. Court figures are based upon its published counts [sec Tables D-9and M2 at
. httpy/fww ourts.gov/judbys2004/contents.html and http:/) www.uscourts.gov/judbus2003/contents.html] for
- defendantecharged with offenses under the “immigration laws." Magistrate figures include only petty offenses and
* exclude ClassA ‘misdemeanors as immigration offenses did not comprise a large enough category to be broken out

,"t'ffe' "AQUSC magistrate figures may represent an slight undercount of the actual volume of

-

separately. Thus, the
immigrationefendants handled. ) e .

X

- ; i . :

. ** Department f Justice (Executive Office for United States Attorney) figures are based upon internal files obtained by .°
TRAC after coutt litigation under the Freedom of Information Act. Historically, reporting systems for magistrate cases
have not been as well maintained, and reporting of petty offenses in particular appear less reljable and complete than
court recording systems. This is reflected in the lower reported counts above. Counts here reflect prosecutions ’

completed r__écixlﬁng from DHS-Immigration referrgls for criminal prosecution.

. Transactional Records Access Clearinghouse, Syracuse University
: Copyright 2005 )
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- William Mercer and Michael Elston
Re: Immigration/Drug/Fraud Cases
July 10, 2006 - , : .
Page 4 ) R

Increased Border Corruption Cases

‘One of the office’s goals has been to prosecute reactive border cases more efficiently and more
intelligently. By prioritizing the immigration cases we prosecute, we have freed up sufficient AUSA time
to pursue a Department priority that directly impacts our efforts to reduce alien smuggling -~ border
corruption. In the past 12 months, SDCA has investigated and prosecuted seven corrupt Border Patrol
agents and CBP officers who were working with alien smuggling organizations to Smuggle illegal aliens
into the country, either by releasing apprehended aliens into the United States or waving load cars through
the inspection lanes at the Ports of Entry. Two additional Border Patrol agents who are under investigation
suddenly resigned from the Border Patrol and have disappeared. Four of the corrupt Border Patrol agents.
and CBP officers were the subject of Title I wiretap investigations; all required extensive financial”
investigation to prove the bribery and substantiate forfeiture counts, These are extremely labor-intensive

. and time-consuming investigations for the AUSAs, yet they each add bu?_a single immigration sentencing
statistic - alien smuggling conspiracy -- to our records. Addressing corruption by border inspectors is
especially important in our district, because San Ysidro is the busjest land-based Port of Entryin the United
States. : : i

SDCA has reduced the number of “lower end” immigration cases it accepts in favor of seeking
higher sentences for more serious offenders. In the past two years, our immigration trials have doubled in
number, as have our appeals. SDCA has also devoted substantial AUSA time to investigating and
prosecuting border corruption, which creates a serious threat to both national security and immigration
policy. For all'the reasons set forth above, it would be incorrect to assume that SDCA is less effective in

_ border prosecutions than our colleagues elsewhere on the Southwest Border. To the-contrary, we have
worked hard to ensure that the immigration defendants we convict stay in custody for meaningful periods
of time. With additional resources, we could certainly do more. :

- Firearms Cases

SDCA hasbeen an active propenent of Proj ect Safe Neighborhoods, holding regular PSN meetings
and being deeply involved in the grant administration aspects of the program. The USAO SDCA has
partniered witli The San Diego District Attorney’s Office, San Diego Sheriff’s Office, the San Diego Police

Department, and the Children’s Initiative in funding various projects to eliminate illegal firearmis.

y For example, we negotiated with Customs and Border Protection for the videotaping
of post-arrest statements in reactive border cases, which increased the nimber of early dispositions,
reduced motion practice time, and improved the rate of convictions at trial. We have recently
reached an agreement with ICE for similar videotaping of past-arrest statements inreactive narcotics
cases at the border.

ASG0O00000301



" * William Mercer and Michael Elston
- Re: Immigration/Drug/Fraud Cases
July 10, 2006 _ e
" Pages g s

The numbers of prosecutions for illegal firearms in SDCA remains low for now.¥ Several reasons
exist for the Jow numbers, First, illegal firearms are simply not an overwhelming problem in the Southiern
District of California. Second, the Southern District of California is comprised of only twe counties, with
San Diego County (population 3.6 million) being by far the more heavily populated county (Imperial
County has fewer than 60,000 people). Thus, firearms prosecutions aré handled consistently and-
competently by a single District Attomey in San Diego County. Compare the number of counties in each
of the other Southwest Border districts: S ;

Number of Counties

D.AZ: 15 counties . : :

D.NM: 33 counties 5 =

SDTX: 43 counties : R
~ WDTX: 68 counties

SDCA: 2 counties

. A large number of counties within a single district leads to lack of consistency in enforcement,
increasing the need for a federal presence in eliminating illegal firearms. Such inconsistency does not exist
in SDCA. |

Third, California has effective and onerous state firearms statutes, including substantial sentencing
enhancements for use of a firearm during the commission of a felony. California’s “Three Strikes” law,
and its tough anti-gang laws and gang injuaction statutes, also provide state prosecutors with good tools

- o obtain very high sentences in cases involving illegal firearms. We have approached the San Diego Chief
of Police and the San Diego County Sheriff on numerous occasions to inquire whether they could benefit
from federal prosecution of illegal firearms. We have good relationships with these agencies, and theyhave
repeatedly told us that the San Diego District Attorney’s Office provides.them with good service in the
prosecution of illegal firearms cases. - : -

There _i_sgm question that illegal immigration will always be one of the top priorities in this district,
and it is a priority that is uniquely federal in nature. If we prosecute firearms cases that could be prosecuted
equally effectively by the state, we will have to prosecute fewer immigration cases. (The USAQ in SDCA
did notreceive any AUSA positions in 2001 for the prosecution of firearms cases). Nonetheless, the office
has made serious efforts to increase the number of illegal firearms cases in the district. A protocol was _
established with the San Diego County District Attorney’s Office in 2003, whereby cases involving illegal
firearms would be referred to the USAO if the potential federal sentence wouldexceed the state sentence .
by 24 months. Very few cases were referred pursuant to that protocol. - S

¥y The numbers of firearms cases actually filed are somewhat higher than the numbers
of cases reflected in the Sentencing Commission report as having been sentenced. Some cases have
not yet resolved, and some difficult “lie and buy” cases resulted in acquittals at trial.
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o William Mercer and Michael Elston

Re: 'Immigration/Drug/Fraud Cases
TJuly 10, 2006 o : e
Page 6 :

We have recently revised the protocol and relaxed the standards for referrals of cases, and have gone to
each police and sheriff substation to discuss the protocol with the gun desk at each substation. We expect
- that with this change, additional cases will be generated in the 'coming year. S

Narcotics and Fraud Cases

While we are attempting to increase our numbers of illegal firearms cases, we have not shied away
from prosecuting extremely sophisticated and difficult federal prosecutions.” Our Narcotics Enforcement
Section ranks #1 in the country for use of Title III surveillance in narcotics cases. In FY05 we indicted 79
OCDETF cases -- more than any of the other 11 districts in the Southwest region except for SDTX, which
indicted 83. In 2005, we tried and convicted two sitting San Diego City-Councilmen after a 3-month trial; -
investigated and convicted Congressman Randall “Duke” Cunnin gham forbribery; spent 11 months in trial
against a major hospital chain in a Medicare anti-kickback case, resulting in the corporation’s agreement
to sell the hospital and pay $21 million to resolve civil claims; indicted and closed down the Mexican
manufacturers of more than 80% of the illegal steroids sold in the United States (“Operation Gear
Grinder”); prosecuted and tried several cases involving violations of the Arms Export Control Act; and
indicted several trustees and members of the San Diego City Employees Retirement System, who had
brought San Diego to the edge of financial ruin. - :

This office never stands still, and it does not rest. Based upon our projections for FY 2006, if our
current trend continues; our overall criminal caseload is expected to increase by approximately 30 percent.
With additional attorney resources, we could increase the numbers of prosecutions along the border with
Mexico while continuing to seek higher sentences. S

i
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Mercer, William W

From: Meyer, Joan E (ODAG) -
Sent: Saturday, September 16, 2006 10:25 AM

Fo: Mercer, William W

Subject: Re: DP/BOP

We had one case after you left where AZ got the seek letter and never filed the notice!
Then before trial they asked for rehearing with-the AG. Wouldn't take no for an answer.
When I told Charleton he needed to file the notice when he got the seek letter, he
professed not to know that. ???? OAG wasn't too happy. = B

----- Original Message-----
From: Mercer, William W

To: Meyer, Joan E (ODAG)

Sent: Sat Sep 16 10:07:54 2006
Subject: DP/BOP

Joan: I will forwafd a page from the AG Awards program booklet from Tuesday. I thought
of our conversations w/Harley because one of the winners got an award based upon actions
in conjunction with a homicide in a BOP institution in Arizona (dast year, I believe).
I'm willing to bet lunch that if they charge it, AZ will say it should be a no seek.

P
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Mercer, William W

From: Gunn, Currie (SMO)

S
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2006 1:32 PM

: ; W -
Subject: Pls call Mr. Paul Charlton at your convenience (his cell).
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Mercer, William W

From: Mercer, William W ; ' .

Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2006 1:58 PM
To: T Sampson, Kyle
Subject: Re: Heads up

I have what I assume is my first call. Before I respond, do you have a status report?

----- Original Message-----
From: Sampson, Kyle :
To: Mercer, William W ' -

Sent: Tue Dec 05 22:50:48 2006 .

Subject: Heads up - _ . ..

Administration has determined to ask some underperforming USAs to move on (you'll remember
‘I beat back a much broader ~- like across the board -- plan that WHCO was pushing after
2004). Calls will go out on Thursday. Wanted you to know in case you get some calls from
the field and so you can help manage the chatter that may result. See the attached for- .
the details. ’ : o

" <<USA replacement plan.docs> ) S

it
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Mercer, William W

. . —
From: Shaw, Aloma A
; = 07,2006 4:37 PM
To: . Mercer, William W
Subject: Phone Call
Dan Bogden
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Mercer, William W

From: _ Mercer, William W -

Sent: Tuesday, December 12, 2006 10:29 PM
To: Mercer, William W -
Subject: Fw: Pls call Mr. Paul Charlton at your convenience; -

----- Original Message-----
From: Gunn, Currie (SMO) -
To: Mercer, William W

Sent: Thu Dec 07 13:31:32 2006

Subject: Pls call Mr. Paul Charlton at your convenience

Pl
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Mercer, William W

From:
Sent:

Davis, Deborah J
Wednesday, December 13, 2006 10:41 AM

To:
Subject:

Mercer, William W

Please Phone Paul Charlton (USA Arizona)!. . , _ ‘

Deborak J. Davis
Staff Assistant
U.S.Department of Justice
Phone: (202) 514-1773 Fax; (202) 514-0238

P
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Way Forward Page 1 of |

Mercer, William W

From:  Mercer, William W

Sent:  Wednesday, December 13, 2006 3:53 PM
To: Charlton, Paul (USAAZ)
Subject: RE: Way Forward

will do - - backed up until 6ish (eastern) =

From: Charlton, Paul (USAAZ) [maillto:Paul.Charlton@usdoj.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2006 3:09 PM

To: Mercer, William W

Subject: Way Forward

Bill,

When you get a chance please call me on my celi ;

Like to talk to you about my next
opportunity.

Paul

(i
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