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• 1,765 Sworn Officers
• 484 Non-sworn Staff
• 777,827 Jurisdiction Population
• 448 Square Miles plus 438 Square Miles of Lakes 
• 4 Patrol Service Areas

– 13 Patrol Divisions
– 39 Response Areas

• 2009 Statistics
– 977,590 911 Calls Received
– 371,389 Citizen Service Calls
– 44,307 Total Index Crimes

• 5,618 Violent
• 38,689 Property

– 29,659 Arrests
– 120,264 Citations

CMPD Background 



Criminal Justice Environment
• CJ System

– Understaffed, underfunded, and overloaded
– Case resolution is 6 months – 2+ years.
– Dismissals or pleas to lesser offenses
– Probation in lieu of incarceration

• Repeat Offenders
– 22% arrested 2+ times in a year
– 7.5% arrested 5+ times in 2 years (2,138)
– No structure or accountability

• Impact
– Increased victimization and fear
– Judicial backlogs
– Additional officer/detective workload

Challenges



Electronic Monitoring

• Program Goals
– Leverage technology to reduce recidivism
– Prevent crime and reduce fear
– Retain in jail or change behavior in community

• Methodology (levels of control)
– Structure and supervision as deterrent
– Leverage conditions of release
– Identify / arrest re-offenders

• Staff
– Sergeant and five Officers



Applied Technologies

• Global Positioning System (GPS)
– 24/7 tracking of whereabouts

• Inclusion / exclusion zones
• Tamper / water resistant
• Web-based monitoring application

– Nightly transfer of data to CMPD

• CMPD crime-correlation process
– Compares crime/GPS coordinates to reported crime
– Creates investigative leads 



EMP Protocols

• Offender prioritization  
– A-list and B-list priority offenders
– Other division-elevated offenders  
– All robbery offenders 

• Conditions applied post-arrest / pre-trial
– Judicial official
– Curfew
– Territorial restriction
– Domestic violence restriction



Process

• Data transfer
– Vendor data posted / pulled from FTP site
– Pulled into RMS

• Geo-coded data comparison ~ scripted / daily ~
– Offender & crime data 

• Date, time and location
• Buffers established

– Match generates investigative lead
• Alerts in PDF format
• Emails sent to EM Unit, Patrol, and Investigative Units
• “Hits” attach to records management  reports
• Appropriate unit follow-up – EMU assistance

Crime Correlation



Response to Alerts

• Data review
– Distances scrutinized with type of crime
– Offender history, MO, known associates

• OmniLink FocalPoint review
– GIS and Satellite based 

• Places at scene or in vicinity
• Perpetrator or accessory

• County GIS parcel review
• Case development and interview
• Warrants signed and served

Crime Correlation



Crime Correlation

Automated records comparison



Crime Correlation

Verification of automated report



Electronic Monitoring

County land parcel verification



Electronic Monitoring

Track of Auto Theft Suspect



Crime Correlation

Auto Theft Scene



Crime Correlation

Track of Auto Theft Suspect



Program Evaluation

• 2009 Facts
– 727 offenders monitored
– 265 active peak
– 637 in-custody with EM release conditions
– 49 days ~ average monitoring length
– 40% burglary; 33% robbery

• Evaluation components
– Compliance with release conditions
– Recidivism while monitored
– Exclusion as crime suspect
– Testimonials

Electronic Monitoring



Evaluation Results

• Data
–   84% (n611) fully complied with release conditions
–   10% (n74) violated release condition
–     5% (n41) connected to 41 crimes
– 104** instances crime exclusion 
– 68 crimes solved by crime correlation 

• Testimonials
– Judges
– Families
– Defendants

• UNC–Charlotte outcome evaluation proposal

Electronic Monitoring



Electronic Monitoring

Legal Issues

• Law allows police monitoring of defendants 
– Judicial order
– While under state supervised release
– Limitations on information use:

• Officers can inspect monitor anytime
• Cannot be used to access protected areas
• Whereabouts checks for cause
• Protracted active checks limited



Future

• Local development
– Engage Probation/Parole

• Accept police priority offenders
• Monitor for probationary length 

• Replication
– Regionally and Statewide

• Agencies in Mecklenburg and surrounding counties
• Statewide in urban centers

– Other police agencies
• Serve as replication resource
• Savannah and New Orleans

Electronic Monitoring
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