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C O M M U N I T Y P R O S E C U T I O N

While the traditional concept of a
“community” has envisioned a
group of people sharing one or

more common characteristics and interact-
ing in the physical world, technological
advances have led to the formation of
new types of communities each day. In-
creasingly, people are experiencing online
contact with others across the Internet as
qualitatively similar to their interactions
within physical environments. The concept
of the Internet-based community is being
referred to as a “virtual community.”

As the use of the Internet rises, more
people are identifying themselves as
members of virtual communities. Al-
though some researchers reject the exis-
tence of virtual communities, researchers
supporting the concept cite considerable
parallels between virtual and physical
communities.2

One thing upon which researchers do
agree, however, is the definition of a com-
munity. Stated concisely: “All communities
are built around a common interest or
passion.”3 This simple description is the

essence of nearly all definitions of a com-
munity. Additional definitions include the
idea of voluntary involvement for the pur-
poses of social interaction, collective expe-
rience, and an evolving nature.4

Proponents of the existence of virtual
communities point to these definitions.
Sociologist, Barry Wellman, claims that vir-
tual communities share identical charac-
teristics of being “intermittent,
specialized and varying in strength” like
physical communities.5 In addition, he
claims that in most Western nations the
physical community no longer exists, and
that the Internet can fill the void by help-
ing people achieve a communal identity
unavailable in their geographic neighbor-
hoods.6 Others add that those who feel
abandoned by their current lifestyles can
derive a sense of community online. This
applies to homebound persons or those
who do not fit into the mainstream.7

One unique aspect of a virtual commu-
nity is its ability to maintain a communal
feeling among its members even as rela-
tionships fluctuate between the online
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and the physical. In some cases, physical communities
move to the Internet to include more members, and, in
others, virtual communities eventually meet up at physi-
cal locations. Arguably, virtual communities only in-
crease a sense of connection by promoting continued
discussion among members who are unable to be physi-
cally close. This sense of physical contact has dramati-
cally increased with the ability to chat via webcam,
which captures facial expressions and sound.8

Besides filling a void for their members, virtual com-
munities offer advantages and opportunities to out-
siders, such as businesses. One such benefit is in the area
of marketing. Realizing that online communities exist,
businesses design advertisements around common com-
munal bonds and target sites that members visit fre-
quently. For example, a business seeking to reach
mothers might target ads to sites visited by that demo-
graphic. Additionally, a business might create a page or
discussion forum allowing users of its goods and services
to talk. This can allow expression of positive feedback,
potentially creating new customers.

The current trend of virtual communities is the quick,
easy and spontaneous dispersal of information as it oc-
curs. One virtual community well-known for this is Twit-
ter. Members of the Twitter community can easily send
quick updates called “tweets” whether they are on a
computer or their phone. These updates are limited to a
couple of sentences per tweet. In addition, members can
sign up to be notified when specified other individuals
tweet. Two well-known police forces, Boston and Balti-
more, use Twitter as a law-enforcement tool. This is an
example of how a physical community is connected on-
line to create a virtual community. Each department
tweets if a serious crime occurs. This allows members of
Twitter’s virtual community to be aware if something se-
rious is occurring or if they should avoid a certain area
in the city.9

It should be noted that using virtual communities in
connection with law enforcement is a fairly new ap-
proach that comes with criticism. Some claim that this
strategy is a waste of money that could be spent else-
where. Others claim that information could be given
over tweets that would jeopardize suspects’ rights. Still
others claim that police could invade citizens’ privacy by
searching tweets for information to be used in investi-
gations and prosecutions. Alternately, supporters
counter that Twitter is a public service and that tweets
are public information devoid of any reasonable expec-
tation of privacy.10

There are other general criticisms of virtual communi-

ties. One relates the ease with which people to create
fictitious names and identities online. Some assert that
such false information stops true personal relationships
from forming. In addition, some researchers claim that
fictitious online personae create what are only imagined
communities, because there is no way to determine
truth from fantasy. In addition, within virtual communi-
ties, problems may arise in holding members account-
able for starting conflict with others.11

Overall, the majority of researchers acknowledge the
existence of virtual communities. Only recently have
businesses and police forces come to realize how advan-
tageous these communities can be to their efforts. Trial
and error is the only method with which to determine
how best to benefit from the tools that lay within vir-
tual communities.

1 Research and writing assistance provided by Alicia Coleman, NDAA
Legal Intern.

2 Net Surfers Don’t Ride Alone: Virtual Communities as Communities

Introduction to Civil Gang
Injunctions Monograph

NDAA’s National Center for Community Prose-
cution is pleased to announce the publication
of its newest monograph, Civil Gang Injunc-
tions: A Guide for Prosecutors.

As gang crime continues to escalate across
the country, prosecutors, members of law en-
forcement, community leaders, and allied pro-
fessionals continually seek innovative methods
to reduce the spread of gang-related criminal
activity. One method, pioneered by the Los An-
geles City Attorney’s Office, is the use of gang
injunctions. While this use of civil injunction law
is certainly an expansion of the traditional
purview of prosecutors, existing law in most ju-
risdictions should provide the necessary frame-
work to enable prosecutors to pursue gang
injunctions. And while doing so takes time and
effort, the far-reaching preventative aspects of
injunctions are worth the additional work re-
quired to obtain them. This publication intro-
duces prosecutors and law enforcement
agencies to the specific steps necessary to put
into place this innovative and effective process. 
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Addressing Prisoner Reentry
A Collaborative Response

Kate Krontiris 
Coordinator for the Upper Manhattan Reentry Task Force at the Harlem Community Justice Center

and
Christopher Watler 

Project Director at the Harlem Community Justice Center

The size of our nation’s prison population has sky-
rocketed in recent decades, such that an unprece-
dented 1 in 100 Americans was behind bars in

2008. Just as the rate of incarceration has grown, so too
has the number of people reentering society after con-
finement. Each year, over 650,000 men and women re-
turn from state and federal prisons to communities
around the country.1 The challenges to local communi-
ties posed by such massive reentry have prompted the
development of local problem-solving collaborations. 

This article explores the work of one such collabora-
tion to address prisoner reentry. (While the initiative de-
scribed here is coordinated by staff at the community
court, it could just as easily be chaired by a local prose-
cutor’s office.) We answer the questions: Who should be
involved? And: How does a local collaboration identify
the particular challenges confronting reentrants in their
community? We hope our experience will serve as a
model for other jurisdictions seeking to address the
reentry challenge.

This past year, the Center for Court Innovation, in
partnership with the New York City Mayor’s Office of
the Criminal Justice Coordinator, convened the Upper
Manhattan Reentry Task Force (“Task Force”), based at
the Harlem Community Justice Center. Our collaboration

of state and city government agencies includes the Man-
hattan District Attorney’s Office, New York State Divi-
sion of Parole, New York State Department of
Corrections, New York City Police Department, local
service providers, and academic partners. Our Task Force
engaged in a comprehensive needs assessment process,
conducting individual interviews and focus groups with
key stakeholders, making site visits to model reentry
programs, reviewing current literature on reentry, and
collecting and analyzing current data on crime and
reentry in Upper Manhattan. 

One might ask why a needs assessment is useful when
so much is already known about reentry and how to as-
sist reentrants. The most important reason why we en-
gaged in a needs assessment was to have a solid
baseline of information from which to identify key
problems and propose solutions. 

The Task Force’s needs assessment process resulted in
a comprehensive study, collecting and publicizing crime
and reentry data, that will help community and agency
stakeholders make the case for more effective reentry
policies and programs. In addition to the challenges of
poverty, illiteracy, and unemployment, Upper Manhat-
tan communities were home to almost 50% of all vio-
lent adult felony arrests in the borough in 2006 and

by Barry Wellman and Milena Gulia 1999.
3 Internet Communities: Forget surfers. A new class of Netizen is set-

tling right in. by Robert Hof, Seanna Browder, and Peter Elstrom
1997.

4 Determinants of Success for Online Communities: An Empirical
Study by Hsiu-Fen Lin and Gwo-Guang Lee 2006; Net Surfers Don’t
Ride Alone: Virtual Communities as Communities by Barry Wellman
and Milena Gulia 1999.

5 Id.
6 Id.

7 Communities: Virtual vs. Real by Amitai Etzioni and Oren Etzioni
1997

8 Virtual Online Communities: A Study of Internet Based Community
Interactions by Adrian M. Budiman 2008; The Real Key to Communi-
ties: Connecting On and Offline by Steve Rubel 2007

9 See, http://thecrimereport.org/2009/07/06twitterthis/
10 Id.
11 Virtual Online Communities: A Study of Internet Based Community

Interactions by Adrian M. Budiman 2008
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more than 50% of all juvenile felony arrests in the same
year—even though this area contained only 36% of
Manhattan’s population. Additionally, the 28th precinct,
serving Central Harlem, had the highest rate of prior
felony convictions within the arrest population for the
same year—43%, compared to 25% for the rest of Man-
hattan.2

Perhaps most striking is the picture the report paints
of individuals returning to Upper Manhattan on parole:
these individuals typically have a deeper involvement in
and longer history with the criminal justice system than
parolees in other areas of Manhattan. On average, over
2,200 formerly incarcerated persons on parole—or
roughly half the total for all of Manhattan—are as-
signed to the bureaus serving Upper Manhattan neigh-
borhoods each year.3 Compared to parolees in the rest
of Manhattan, parolees in Upper Manhattan are:

• older; 
• less likely to have a drug and alcohol history; 
• more likely to be unemployed; 
• less involved in support programming, especially drug

and alcohol programs, and significantly less likely to
be engaged in mental health programs; 

• slightly more violent in terms of original conviction of-
fense; 

• more likely to have been returned previously on their
sentence; and 

• typically out longer than parolees in the rest of Man-
hattan.4

Another key reason to conduct a formal needs assess-
ment was to engage community stakeholders. From the
ivory towers of academic and government institutions,
the reentry challenge is often reduced to a set of re-
search briefs and policy recommendations produced ab-
sent community participation. However, in
neighborhoods like Harlem or Washington Heights,
reentry has a human face. It is the mother, brother, son,
or father who leaves prison without a job or the connec-
tions to find one, needing a place to stay, confronted
with old friends and old addictions. It is also the com-
munity struggling under burdens of poverty and lack of
opportunity for residents, despite the good intentions
of government-led efforts. On reentry matters, commu-
nities now want greater transparency, better outcomes,
involvement as partners and to have their voices heard. 

In assessing reentry in Upper Manhattan, we engaged
community stakeholders at every stage in the process,
involving them in focus groups and stakeholder inter-

views, soliciting their feedback on developing recom-
mendations, asking for their help in brokering commu-
nity education activities, and making sure that they had
a seat at the table on the Task Force itself. This type of
engagement complements the data and perspectives of
justice agency partners and lays a foundation of trust
and confidence for the work ahead.

Formed to propose recommendations for how to ad-
dress the myriad implications of reentry, the Task Force
will begin implementing ideas from the strategic plan
that resulted from the needs assessment. In the next
year, we will work to develop a collaborative, place-
based strategy for supervising high-risk parolees that in-
creases public safety by reducing recidivism; start an
effort to increase employment outcomes for reentrants;
and engage in a public education and outreach cam-
paign that informs the community and lessens the
stigma faced by reentrants adjusting to life on the out-
side. We are also working to implement a “Community
Reentry Scorecard” that will track key reentry indicators
of safety, support, and services for a select group of
high-risk persons on parole. Scorecard indicators will in-
clude: technical violations, convictions for new crimes
committed by persons on parole, the number of
parolees accessing drug or mental health treatment
services, and the number of parolees entering the shel-
ter system from prison. An annual reentry scorecard re-
port to the community, documenting successes and
challenges, will result.

In an effort to promote transparency, we are also
publicizing Task Force activities on “Rethinking Reen-
try,” a new blog that tracks our progress and serves as a
clearinghouse for activities in the field (http://rethink-
ingreentry.blogspot.com). We invite you to visit and to
share your thoughts on our work.

1 Bureau of Justice Statistics Reentry Trends in the United States (see:
http://www.ojp.usdoj.gov/bjs/reentry/reentry.htm#highlights )

2 New York City Criminal Justice Agency, Borough Wide and Selected
Precinct Data for CJA Computed Criminal Conviction History in
Cases of Prosecuted Arrests of Defendants Held for Arraignment in
Manhattan Criminal Courts: Calendar Years 2004, 2005, 2006. Data
obtained through the Mayor’s Office of the Criminal Justice Coordi-
nator.

3 Data from Parole for years 2003-2007 covering the Parole Bureaus II,
III, and IV. These bureaus cover all NYPD Manhattan North Precincts,
including some located outside of the neighborhoods that are the
subject of this report. However, we suspect that the vast majority of
parolees live in Greater Harlem, Inwood and Washington Heights.
This figure does not include sex offenders on parole and certain
parolees with special mental health designations, both classes of
cases are monitored by a city-wide parole bureau.

4 Snap shot of parolees under supervision for all Manhattan Parol Bu-
reaus as of March 28, 2008. 
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The prosecution of prostitution-related offenses was
historically one-sided, as prosecutors were tradi-
tionally accustomed to bringing cases against

women who prostituted themselves, but rarely against
their male customers, colloquially known as “johns.”2 In
the 1990s, many law enforcement agencies and prosecu-
tors began having success in reducing prostitution by ex-
panding their focus to include johns and by targeting
those who profited through prostitution, commonly
known as “pimps.” While moderately successful, these
efforts still left a continuing market for, and problem of,
prostitution. 

In light of a perceived gender bias in the enforcement
of prostitution and other laws, the Florida Supreme
Court created the Supreme Court Gender Bias Study
Commission to examine gender disparities in the crimi-
nal justice system. The commission found that prostitu-
tion is not a victimless crime [and] legalization is not the
appropriate way to confront or minimize the gender
bias caused by the legal system’s current response to the
problem.”3 The commission made multiple recommen-
dations including the establishment of a task force com-
posed of law enforcement, the legal community, health
officials, social workers, and others to examine prostitu-
tion-related problems affecting the larger community.4

The commission recognized that law enforcement’s ap-
proach towards prostitution was neither getting prosti-
tutes off the streets nor curbing the demand for
prostitutes through active pursuit of their customers.
The Florida legislature has since revised some laws and
many other jurisdictions have come to the same conclu-
sion as the commission did and have begun changing
their approaches to prosecuting prostitution.5 One such
change was the institutionalization of programs for pa-
trons of prostitution through the creation of “johns
schools.”

The Origin of Johns School Programs

The City of San Francisco, California, has been at the

forefront of the johns school approach for over a
decade. The San Francisco First Offender Prostitution
Program (FOPP) existed since 1995 and is one of the first
programs of its kind. FOPP is an umbrella community
prosecution partnership between the San Francisco Dis-
trict Attorney, San Francisco Police Department, and
local organization SAGE (Standing Against Global Ex-
ploitation). Although FOPP offers a variety of programs
and services, its most talked about is its “Johns School.”

Johns School is an eight-hour seminar that first-time
male offenders arrested for solicitation may attend in
lieu of prosecution. The program consists of panels on
the community impact of prostitution, with presenta-
tions from members of the legal community, public
health educators, and even former prostitutes. The pro-
gram is designed to reduce recidivism through educa-
tion on the nature of the sex industry, including the
economics of pimping and the abuse and recruitment of
young girls. In San Diego, the city attorney who runs the
Prostitution Impact Panel, similar to the Johns School,
says the program is successful because “like any inter-
vention-type process, . . . it exposes the offender partici-
pant to viewpoints outside their own.”6

The San Francisco First Offender Prostitution Program
has been duplicated in 12 other cities and has spawned
numerous other adaptations and programs over the
past decade, including a johns school in Washington,
D.C. and San Diego’s Prostitution Impact Panel (PIP). PIP
is part of the Neighborhood Prosecution Unit in San
Diego and has educated almost 450 johns in just the
past five years. The D.C. program was in effect for four
to five years and counseled around 72 johns at each of
its monthly seminars during that time.7

Are John Schools Effective as Part of a Community Pros-
ecution Effort Against Prostitution?

In 2008, Abt Associates, Inc.8 published its findings from
an evaluation funded by the National Institute of Justice
on the First Offender Prostitution Program. The evalua-

“Johns Schools”
A Community Prosecution Approach to Prostitution

By Brent Berkley1

Director, National Center for Community Prosecution
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tion looked at the effectiveness, return on investment,
and transferability of one aspect of the FOPP program,
the Johns School. To study the effectiveness of the Johns
School program on recidivism rates for male offenders,
criminal justice statistics from ten years prior to and ten
years following the implementation of the program
were analyzed.9 Researchers found that, in San Fran-
cisco, recidivism dropped greatly in 1995, the year the
program began, and those lower rates continued over
the next ten years. The study also found similar results
in San Diego following the implementation of PIP,
where recidivism rates dropped to less than half the
level as before the program began. There were no other
identifiable systemic changes in the years prior to the
San Francisco and San Diego programs that would ex-
plain the decrease in these cities’ recidivism rates.10 Like-
wise, in Washington, D.C., Honorable Rafael Diaz, the
Superior Court judge who has been on the prostitution
calendar for the past year and a half says he “can almost
count on one hand” the number of defendants return-
ing to his courtroom after participating in the johns
school program.11

Johns schools may help reduce recidivism among male
offenders seeking out prostitutes, but the San Francisco
program, like many others, is part of a larger commu-
nity prosecution program designed to combat a neigh-
borhood’s prostitution problem from all angles. The
First Offender Prostitution Program works closely with
SAGE and includes the Johns School as well as the Early
Intervention Prostitution Program (EIPP). EIPP is de-
signed to work with the other half of prostitution ar-
rests and is targeted towards young girls and women
who want to avoid incarceration. Instead of being sen-
tenced to jail time, young women sentenced through
EIPP may be required by the courts to attend counseling
or treatment at SAGE facilities in order to help them get
off the streets and out of the commercial sex industry.
Although the D.C. john school is currently not operat-
ing, that city has developed other diversion programs,
such as “Project Power” which is similar to EIPP in that it
is treatment centered and aimed at getting female pros-
titutes off the streets and out of the sex industry.12

Through the two operating branches of FOPP, the San
Francisco District Attorney, Police Department and com-
munity are decreasing the demand for prostitution
through suspect education, while also helping girls and
women leave the sex industry, the two main goals of
most prostitution diversion programs.

What Resources Are Necessary to Duplicate a 
First Offender Program?

The main costs incurred by the Johns School branch of
San Francisco’s FOPP program (outside the regular en-
forcement of prostitution laws, in which law enforce-
ment should be engaging regardless of program
implementation) arise from conducting the actual Johns
School classes, which occur only six times a year in San
Francisco and bi-monthly in San Diego. To attend the
Johns School in San Francisco, offenders pay fees that
fully cover the costs of the classes and most processing
costs for arrests of attendees.13 The program also pays
for all administrative costs incurred by participating de-
partments. In addition to providing monetary support
for running the class, fees have funded one-third of the
San Francisco Police Department’s reverse sting opera-
tions to arrest suspects and have contributed almost one
million dollars to SAGE in support of survivor programs
(for those who have exited the sex industry) and other
programs for girls and women involved in prostitution.14

Likewise, when the Washington, D.C. program was in ef-
fect, its fees went towards funding a diversion/treat-
ment program for women in prostitution.15

In addition to revenue used to fund program services,
a jurisdiction must have a steady stream of eligible par-
ticipants. Law enforcement must make a commitment to
enforcing prostitution laws against customers soliciting
prostitution, in order to produce subjects for treatment
and education. Also, a statute or local ordinance must
be in place that authorizes a program as a suitable di-
version or sentencing method.16 A commitment must
also be made by the community at large, the legal com-
munity, and the public health community to ensure that
knowledgeable educators will be available at every ses-
sion to present the john school curriculum.

The FOPP program in San Francisco has found great
success in partnering with SAGE, a local community or-
ganization offering services and “survivor centered”
programs aimed at stopping commercial sexual exploita-
tion.17 SAGE’s focus on education, awareness, wellness,
empowerment, safety, and support produces programs
that provide counseling for abuse and trauma, disease
testing, legal advocacy from area law students, and
other resources to help victims of exploitation leave
prostitution.18 By partnering closely with a local group
that had knowledge of the prostitution industry and
community within the city, the San Francisco District At-
torney and Police Department had access to large
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amounts of information and training that helped FOPP
become successful.

These resources helped the SFDA and SFPD develop
the Johns School curriculum, which consists of facts on
the law and prostitution on the streets, health risks of
prostitution, the risks and effects of prostitution on
women’s lives (including stories of former prostitutes
told by themselves), pimping dynamics, the impact pros-
titution has on the neighborhood and the role of local
prostitution in the global exploitation of women, and a
presentation on intimacy given by a representative from
Sex Addicts Anonymous.19 The San Diego PIP program
has also been successful due to its partnership with local
social service and health providers and concerned com-
munity members.20

Many jurisdictions across the country have imple-
mented johns schools adapted from the San Francisco
model. The programs are not all identical, however, as
some consist of multiple sessions, include group and/or
individual therapy, and are not voluntary but ordered as
a condition of sentencing.21 Other demand-reducing
techniques that jurisdictions have implemented include
seizing automobiles used in solicitation, issuing geo-
graphic restraining orders to both prostitutes and cus-
tomers, and using “shaming” techniques by publishing
the names and/or photos of johns or sending home
“Dear John” letters.22 The District of Columbia Superior
Court now has deferred prosecution and deferred sen-
tencing options available for offenders arrested for their
first solicitation charge since the john school program is
currently suspended.23 In all models and adaptations,
the educational aspect of the johns school has proven to
have the potential to reduce recidivism in offenders
who have solicited prostitutes.

What Improvements Can be Made to Past Program
Models to Benefit the Implementation of New
Programs?

Abt Associates, Inc. has developed a number of sugges-
tions in the study of the FOPP program that may help
other programs become even more effective.24 First, the
study suggests expanding programs to nearby communi-
ties. A number of programs are already in place around
the country, serving more than one city or stretching
over an entire county. By increasing the area programs
serve, more potential participants are involved and
more resources may be devoted to the curriculum and
educational services. The study also suggests refining

the curriculum and providing aftercare or access and re-
ferrals to other community services. Providing partici-
pants with suggestions on alternatives to seeking out
prostitutes or information on addictive behaviors and
referrals to other local organizations such as Sex Addicts
Anonymous may help with relapse prevention and reha-
bilitation.25 If no aftercare is available, programs should
at least provide the participants with printed informa-
tion they take with them upon completion of the
course. Evaluators also suggest consideration of broad-
ening the audience for FOPP programs and including re-
peat offenders. The report states that there is no reason
why the program would not be beneficial or appropri-
ate for a wider range of offenders.26 In the same vein,
the evaluation also suggests launching a broader public
awareness campaign on the effects of solicitation, in
order to reach men other than those who have been ar-
rested. Finally, the study recommends implementing on-
going data collection to monitor the performance and
help with future evaluation of FOPP programs.

The First Offender Prostitution Program and similar
programs across the country are community prosecution
efforts that are successfully combating prostitution in
local neighborhoods through offender education. While
programs come in various forms, they need not be iden-
tical to be successful. Many local jurisdictions have
adapted the FOPP program to meet their particular
needs. Early intervention and education, for both cus-
tomers and victims of sexual exploitation, coupled with
community support, is a recipe for decreased recidivism
among male offenders seeking prostitution and a de-
crease in the commercial sex industry in general.
“Johns” in particular are one class of offenders that can
be greatly impacted by a one-day seminar like a johns
school. As Kristin Beattie, the deputy city attorney in
charge of San Diego’s Prostitution Impact Panel, puts it,
“the alternative viewpoints provided during a PIP ses-
sion (those of community members, former prostitutes,
former johns, health providers, social service providers
and police officers), illustrate the ripple effects of a
crime like prostitution. These alternative perspectives on
the effects of prostitution serve to impact the offender’s
future choices.”27

Diversion programs and services implemented under
community prosecution prostitution offender programs,
including johns schools, can significantly decrease prosti-
tution by decreasing the demand for prostitution and
helping women leave the commercial sex industry. 
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Staff Changes

Brent Berkley
We are pleased to announce that, in April 2009,
Brent Berkley was promoted to director of the Na-
tional Center for Community Prosecution (NCCP). In
his new position, Mr. Berkley oversees NCCP’s work
providing training, resources and technical assistance
to prosecutors, law enforcement and allied profes-
sionals nationwide in the areas of community prose-
cution, gun violence, gang prosecution and
homeland security. As director, Mr. Berkley will still
be available to respond to requests for assistance,
present live training, coordinate and plan confer-
ences and meetings, conduct legislative action work,
and write and edit on a variety of topics. Mr. Berkley
joined the National District Attorneys Association in
2008 as a senior attorney for the Community Prose-
cution, Gun Violence Prosecution and Homeland Se-
curity programs. 

Prior to joining NDAA, Mr. Berkley served as the
Domestic Violence/Traffic Safety Resource Prosecutor

for the Utah Prosecution Council (UPC), where he
provided technical assistance, public relations ex-
pertise, continuing legal education and legislative
efforts on behalf of Utah’s prosecution and law en-
forcement communities. While Mr. Berkley’s primary
focus was traffic and domestic violence, he worked
on all manner of prosecution and law enforcement
issues. In addition, he taught for UPC and other Utah
entities, the states of Idaho and New Mexico, the
National Association of Prosecutor Coordinators, and
the National Traffic Law Center at NDAA. Mr.
Berkley was also heavily involved in the Utah legisla-
tive process and many community and law enforce-
ment coordinating committees and working groups. 

Mr. Berkley served for almost eight years as a
prosecutor in Fillmore, Utah, the last three of which
he served as chief deputy county attorney. There, he
prosecuted a wide variety of crimes from traffic and
domestic violence offenses to drug cases, child
abuse, sexual offenses, murder and capital murder.
He was also cross-designated as a special assistant
United States attorney for the District of Utah where
he prosecuted federal firearms cases under the Proj-



ect Safe Neighborhoods initiative. Prior to that, Mr.
Berkley started his career as a prosecutor in the
cities of Ogden, Roy and Riverdale, Utah.

Mr. Berkeley graduated summa cum laude from
Weber State University, with a degree in history and
political science, and he holds a J.D. from the Uni-
versity of Utah. He has practiced in the private sec-
tor in a variety of civil and criminal areas and has
written and edited extensively in NDAA publications
read by prosecutors nationwide. 

Whitney Tymas

We are pleased to announce that, in July 2009,
Whitney Tymas joined us as a senior attorney in the
Community Prosecution and Project Safe Neighbor-
hoods Gun Violence Prosecution programs. Ms.
Tymas assists the directors of both programs in pro-
viding training, resources and technical assistance to
prosecutors, law enforcement and allied profession-
als nationwide in the areas of community prosecu-
tion and gun and gang violence prosecution. In
addition, Ms. Tymas responds to requests for assis-
tance and participates in live training, the coordina-
tion and planning of conferences and meetings, and
writing and editing publications.  

Ms. Tymas has practiced criminal law for upwards
of 20 years, starting in 1990 as a public defender
and founding member of the Neighborhood De-
fender Service of Harlem, in New York City. This
pilot project of the internationally renowned Vera
Institute of Justice opened its doors with a mission
of developing innovative methods of delivering
community-based criminal defense services to indi-
gent residents of Central Harlem. There, Ms. Tymas
practiced criminal law at the trial level in criminal
courts throughout Manhattan and the Bronx. She
handled a wide variety of cases, from misdemeanors
to murder, at this 24-hour community-based law of-
fice that also connected clients to drug treatment,
mental health and family counseling, and employ-
ment assistance. Subsequently, Ms. Tymas worked at
the Legal Aid Society, Criminal Appeals Bureau, and
at the Office of the Appellate Defender. In both po-
sitions, she represented clients on a range of crimi-
nal issues in cases before New York State’s appellate
courts. Additionally, at the Office of the Appellate

Defender, Ms. Tymas was responsible for training
and supervising pro bono attorneys from major law
firms who, under the direction of her organization,
represented criminal defendants on appeal.

Ms. Tymas moved to Virginia and, in 1998, began
her career as a prosecutor. There, she served as an
assistant commonwealth’s attorney in the office of
the Commonwealth’s Attorney for the City of Rich-
mond, a jurisdiction known at the time for its high
rate of violent crime. She prosecuted all manner of
cases, including traffic, drugs, sexual and other as-
sault, DUI-related homicide and murder. She re-
sponded to many homicide scenes, offering early
assistance to the police. She worked with federal,
state and local partners, including the United States
Attorney’s office, on the delivery to prosecutors and
law enforcement of a national hate crimes curricu-
lum; and she served with local law enforcement and
community partners on the Board of Richmond
Weed and Seed. Ms. Tymas worked for approxi-
mately eight years as a prosecutor in Richmond, in
her last year serving as chief deputy. In this capacity,
Ms. Tymas also oversaw the office’s appellate prac-
tice and its participation in the Richmond Drug
Court program.

Ms. Tymas graduated from Columbia University,
Barnard College, with a B.A. in Sociology. She re-
ceived her J.D. in 1990 from New York University
School of Law, where she was honored to have been
selected as a Root-Tilden-Snow Scholar. She has
practiced in the private sector in a variety of areas
including criminal and civil rights law and has
taught criminal law and procedure at Virginia Union
University.

LaWan Hight

We are proud to report that Ms. Hight continues in
her role as program coordinator. Ms. Hight has, for
years, represented NDAA with the utmost profes-
sionalism, courtesy and efficiency, coordinating the
many initiatives of the Community Prosecution Pro-
gram, and responding to the needs of prosecutors
and allied law enforcement professionals nation-
wide.
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