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ABSTRACT 

KALA~1AZOO COUNTY, CAREER CRHIINAL GRANT 
FINAL EVALUATION REPORT 

October 18, 1976 

With fe'w' exceptions, the proj ect o,b j ecti ves as designed in the firs t 
year grant remained unchanged, (see next page) hmv:ever, :there was a 
change in the emphasis in tl'lO of the programs, the Case Status 
Program ~nd tJi~ Evalu,ation Program. In the Ca?"e Status, area it was, 
anticipated'that an automated sys~em lvould be availaole 'in 'time to 
accomplish the goals of maximizing attorney productivity and pro­
ducing exception reports. Though full automation was not av~ilable, 
these goals Ivere met be implementing the Manual Promis System as 
revised by the National Legal Data Center! The evaluation goals per 
se w~re not altered, liowever, there was a change in the overall 
LEAA evaluation plan. Because the National Contract Evaluator 'vas 
not selected until late in the year, the ability to meet objective 
E-l 'vas somelvliat hampered. Ho'wever, we did l<Tork in conjunction ,.,i th 
the National Legal Data Center to determine 'vhat data elements 
'~ould Be collected in order to keep tlie Kalamazoo Project in com­
pliance ,'lith National Standards. We have since learned, that the 
Mi tre Corporation lias been a,rarded the Contract for National Eval-, 
uation and we have rec0ived a letter from them indicating that they 
have recommended Kalamazoo as one of four National Evaluation Sites. 
Our understanding ,dth them is that this evaluation will require the 
collection of data in addition to that that we are now keeping but 
that such collection is included in their contract award. Beyond 
these sligJit modifications, the project oBjectives remain firm. 

ACHI.EVEMENT 

Follm.,ing the same outline as the listed project objectives, we 'will 
note project achievements., In the "People" area of the'project 
goals, the oDjective for selection for hiring of project staff 
(Hi thin 30 days) Ivas met, as noted by the Notice of Sub gran t Im­
plementation. The objective for selection of a Project Contractor 
for Data Systems was not met. As noted above, the goal for an 
automated ,system was changed and, consequently, there was no ne~d 
in this project year for a Data Systems Contractor. As noted in , 
earlier progress reports, a Steering Committee, the Career Criminal 
Advisory Board was established, in conformance with this particular 
objective. 

The ITldentification Program" obj ectives ,-rere all fully met. Earlier 
progress reports and our second year grant application fully 
document the process that was used to develop the Identification 
and Intake Scoring System. As has been noted previously, we are 
most proud of this system in that it is as objective and uniform as 
any of the identification and priority systems that we have seen. 



I. PROJECT OBJECTIVE: 
.-

As noted in the Charles R. 1'7ork r:1emo, -"Preliminary program 
development of the viol~nt and car~er criminal initiative:" 

THIS PROGRAH HAS ONE SINGLEHINDED A7H: 

To shmv the 't'lay "le' can bring the', care.er criminal s",iftly 
to justice [and -thus reduce the 'violent crime rate]. 

\' 

' .. 1:'0 accomplish this-major project objective, in Kalamazoo, we 
determined that the project should be broken down in to five 
sub-programs.. The combined success of these programs should 
determine the overall success of the project. 

A. PEOPLE: 
\ I 

Develop a comprehensive program for procurement, 
training and operation of project,personnel. 

1. Select and hire the legal and administrative 
personnel ('t'li thin 30 days). 

2. Select project contractor for data systems 
(,·,i thin 30 days).. ,. ' '_ 

3. Establish a steering" cormnittee ~Tith a broad 
representation of criminal Justice and Cornmunit­
members .. 

B.. IDEnTIFICATION PROGRAI-i: 

Develop an objeGtive, evenhanded, selection process 
that \,lill identify the career criminal, prior to 
the preliminary examination proceedings, from the 
balance of cases that are accepted into the system. 

, , 

1. Select 'and test the Iden-tifica'tion model 
to be used for case priority rankings 
(\"i thin 30 days) .. 

2. Develop procedures to provide criminal 
history data, prior to the Preliminary 
Examination phase. 

3. Insure ,-that all cases are s'creened on an 
objective uniforn basis. 

4. Provide police feedback on the results of 
their warrant requests. 



C.. CASE ST1\.TUS PROGRA.H: 

Develop Clnd implement a case status Clnd tracking 
system that \'lill provide identifica-tion and follm·;-up 
to insure that the priority cases move through the 
sys ten, in accordance \·,i th the goals for processing 
times. . 

1.' Haxirnize attorney productivity through 
assumption of paperwork,! and related non-
legal tasks. . 

2.. Provide proj ect personn~l \·;i th support 
data and exception reports that \'7ill indicate 
cases in need of prompt action. 

D. . CASE PROCESSING PROGRAN: 

Develop and implement personnel and procedures to 
insure that priority cases-are adequately prepared 
and matched to prosecutorial resources (personnel) 
that are qualified to deal ''lith the conp1exities ' 
and seriousness of the priority cases and defendants. 

1. Reduce processing time on target cases to 
90 days or less .. 

2.. Increase conviction rates'on target crimes • 
. a. Document the reason$'for the use of 

Nolle Prosequi on target cases .. 
3. Increase the p~ison sentences given to 

career criminals.. . 
4.. Reduce the number of appeal reversals on 

target cases. 

E. EVALUATION PROGRl\.11: 

Develop and implement (enhance) the present records 
and statistical systems to insure that appropriate 
data is collected and presented in a fashion to 
objectively measure the performance of the other 

. three operating programs (aboVE-:;),' and the overall 
project'goal. 

1. Deternine , ,'lith proj ect evaluator, data 
elements to be recorded and determine specific 
objective and subjective measpres for program. 
and personnel performance. 

2. Develop and inplenent collection pr.ocedurcs 
before Phase I 'operation (60 days). 



The "Case Status Program" lias mentioned above~ The goals for r:l.axi-, 
~izing attorney productivity and for providing necessary statistical 
data were met, although in a manual form. Copies of the various 
reports and procedures have been included in previous progress re­
ports and the second year grant application. 

The "Case Processing Pr.ogram" is the heart of the Career Criminal 
Project. These objectives delt with the main purpose of Career 
Criminal and are as follows: 

1. Reduce processing time on target cases to"90 days or 
less. 

2. Incr'ease oonviction rates" on target crimes. 

3. Increase prison sentences given to career criminals. 

4. Reduce the number of appeal reversals on target 
cases. 

In addition to these Case Processing Goals, our Subgrant Contract 
specify a target of 140 Career Criminal cases: to be processed eluring 
the grant year. This figure represented an estimated 14% of Ollr 
felony case load and 'vas consistent ,dth our 0\V'~1. internal objectives 
to identify the uppermost, in seriousness, 15% of Ollr felony case 
load. " 

Because the Case Processing Program is the focal point of Gareer 
Criminal, the results ,of this program will be the main topic o:E 
this final evaluation report. Prior to revieiring them, however, the 
obj actives for the EV,aluation Program, and their achievement level, 
should be noted. 

Working ''lith the National Legal Data Center "tre 1'1"ere able to deter"" 
mine those data elements that Kalamazoo, as well as the other 
Career Criminal jurisdictions, ","ere to gather. We have been collectin 
this data as of the first case t4at was deSignated for Career 
Criminal Prosecution. It is supplied monthly to the National Legal 
Data Center. It is our understanding that they have been compiling 
this data and entering it into a computer system that "\lTill, in the 
near future, produce Statistical and Evaluation Reports for us. 
To date, we have not seen these reports but we have seen prototypes 
of them and they should prove most helpful in making a timely analysis 
of the program during the second year. 

Before turning to our analysis of the statistical data presentecl here; 
some c~utions should be made with regard to the conclusions drawn 
from this data. The Mitre Corporation has contracted to do the 
National Evaluation work. It is our understanding that their e'\,ral­
uation plan will be to go to the closed case file and pull cases 
which were disposed of prior to the start of the Career Criminal 
Program. These cases will then be scored using the same Intake and 
Scoring System we use on active cases. In this way, a Career Criminal 
"Con trol Group" ,vill be selected out of a prior years case load in 
order to compare,the results of similar type cases before and after 



Career Criminal. The data presented here does not utilize such a 
comparis'on and, consequently, caution is urged in interpreting these 
results. 

EVALUATION 

The tables on the folimving page give a break dmID of the Program 
Intake Data, Court Dispos·ition Data, Sentence Data and Pending Cases 
and Time Analys-is-. This- data is broken dm'ffi by quarters, indicating 
the gr01fth and trends of the Career Criminal Program in Kalamazoo for 
itts first year of operation. Due to the off quarter start-up' date, 
there is s-ome overlap in thes-e quarters- bet,veen the first and second 
project year: ·Fourth qU'arter data isabulated through the end' of 
September, 19.76. The reason for this _.roj ect year overlap is that a 
significant portion of the start-up of the project "Ivas involved in 
systems development and our first case Ivas' not accepted for pros­
ecution until late October, 1975. As- the table reflects, we were 
successful in our objective to identify the uppermost 15% of our felo 
case loa\.: l'lith 126 cases (14.5%) being accepted into the Career 
Criminal Program. This acceptance rate was also roughly equivalent 
to the targeted ,case load of 140 cases per year. Follmfing these 
tables· there is another listing showing the profile of ,Career Crimina 
Defendants accepted into tIie Program. There are no major surprises 
in this profile, ho,~ever, there is one item that should be mentioned 
and that involves the racial mix of defendan'ts. As the profile sheet 
shm'fs 52% of Career Criminal Defendants- 't'fere black. This compares to' 
a 1975 Part I Arrest Rate for blacks of 32%. While this initially 
gave us some concern, it is important to recognize that these stat­
istics l'fere compiled for a relatively f~~'f number of defendants. 
Early in th.e pro gram (April, 1976) there Ivas a maj or drug raid in 
the county 1'lhieh res'ul ted in the arrest of over 40 persons. A signi­
ficant number of these individuals''lere accepted for Career Criminal 

. Prosecution and a disproportionate number were black. If this one 
major raid is excluded, the proportion of black defendants in the 
program is more in line '\Vi th the norm. 

Since a substantial amount of information has previously been sub­
mitted regarding the Intake and Scoring System for identification 
of CareetCrimin~ls, little mQre needs to be said here. As it 
relates to final evalua'tion it is important to stress the impact 
that this dimension of Career Criminal has had on the Prosecutor's 
Office. Though the system that was developed for Kalamazoo was 
simple, we are very proud of the fact that it is objective in 
nature, perhaps more so than any of the other programs. The emphasis 
on setting such case priorities at the screening level has had a 
major impact on the entire prosecution operation. We are now ~ystem­
atically aware of our most important cases at the beginning of the 
process. In the past, our failure to do this accounted for many of 
OUT "Career Criminals" being able to "beat the system". It is also 
important to note that this particular dimension of Career Criminal, 
once developed and implemented, can benefit the Prosecutors office 
without incurring major pick-Up costs once grant funds have expired. 



INTAKE DATA 

CASES REFERRED CASES ACCEPTED, FELONY WARR.A.l\l'T S 
ISSUED 'TO CAREER 'C1\nvf~NAL , TN CAREER 'CRIMINAL 

1st Qtr. 
2nd Qtr. 
3rd Qtr. 
4th Qtr. 

TOTAL 

190 
204 
227 
247 

868 

38 
62 
85 
41 

226 

. :COURT 'DISPOSITION DATA 

CONVIC 
NOLLIED 'DISNISSED ' AQUITTED BY 'TRIAL 

1st Qtr. 1 
. 2nd Qtr. 6 
3rd Qtr. 3 
4th Qtr. 7 

TOTAL 17 

NUMBER 
. 'SENTENCED 

1st Qtr. 
2nd Qtr. 
3rd Qtr. 
4th Qtr. 

1st Qtr. 
2nd .QtT. 
3rd Qtr. 
4th Qtr. 

1 
11 

4 
lQ 

PENDING 
, 'CASES 

9.3 
36.6 
63.0 
77.33 

1 
1 
l) 

--
2 

2 0 
1 5 

--. 
3 5 

. SENTENCE DATA 

AVERAGE 
, '(SENTENCE' (Ma s) 

40 ·mos' /3.3 yrs 
39.3 mas /3.3 yrs 
91.5 mas /7.63 yrs 
39.1 mas /3.26, yrs 

AVEItl\GE 
'DISPOSITION TIME 

20.4 days 
87.33 days 
75.8 days 

149.27 days 

. 'PLEA 

5 
8 
4 

14 

26 
31 
48 
21 

126 

--
,31 

. 'TOTAL 

6 
15 
10 
27 

58 

AVERAGE ' 
. 'LEGAL MAX 

40 



CAREER CRIMINAL ADVISORY BOARD 
DEFENDANT PROFILE 
October 13, 1976 

The Average Career Criminal Defendant: 

94% were Male 

52% Black 

48% White 

70% were under 30 years of age 

77% had present status in system 

34% met 2 criteria 

14% met 3 or more criteria 

1.46 Felony Convictions 

3.50 Felony Arrests 

2.33 Misdemeanor Convictions 

Total Scored 138.40 

Threshold Criteria Analysis 

Bail (7) 23% 

Two Felony Convictions (1) 19% 

On Parole (3) 14% 

On Probation (4) 13% 

Five Felony Arrests (2) 12% 

Total Percentage 81% 



Moving on to the Case Processing Program, I would direct the readers 
attention back to the tables which begin 1vith the Intake Data. At 
the bottom of this page is an analysis of Pending Cases and Dispos­
ition Time. As can be seen by a review" of this data, we were able 
to consistently achieve our objective of processing cases in 90 days 
or less up through the third quarter. This I·ras principally due to 
the fact that most cas~s disposed of during that time frame involved 
pleas to the charge. During the fourth quarter, a substantia.l 
number of cases began reaching trial and the disposition time in­
creased as a result of this. It was evident that Ive had been unable 
to thread these cases through the Circuit Court process and meet our 
speedy processing goals. This was one of the factors that lead to 
the development of the proposal to implement an experimental Criminal 
Court in conjunction with our second year project. In the first 18 
court days of the second year proj ect, 43 Career Criminal cases Ivere 
disposed of (see attachment entitled Career Criminal Dispositions)~ 
This disposition rate consumed more than hal£ of the Career Criminal 
Case Backlog and it is anticipated that the speedy processing objec­
ti ves" will be able to be maintained during the second funding year, 

The same; problem that hampered speedy case processing in the first 
year also hampered the number of total case dispositions that l'lere 
achieved during that year. As the tables indicate, court dispos--
i tion data for the f.irst year of the ~;rant totale:d 58 cases. This 
Iras only 40% of the LEAA target of 140 cases. Again, we were con­
fronted with the problem of being unable to move the Career Criminal 
cases through the maze of the Circuit Court backlog. Wittout a major 
adjustment in the capacity of the courts, the only alternative Ive 
had for increasing case dispositions was to strike better (in favor 
of the defendant) plea negotiation agreements. To do S0 would have 
contradicted one of the main stays of the program and that is to 
secure high quality felony convictions ( and longer sentences) on 
Career Criminal Defendants. 

We held the line on program plea negotiation policies and made the 
determination that the anSlver to the problem ,vas through increasing 
court productivity. We have already made mention of the experi­
mental Circuit Court that is operating in conjunction with the second 
year project. This will affect total case dispositions in the same 
manner that it does processing times and 1ve do not anticipate a 
probiem ''lith the number of dispositions during the second year pro­
ject. In 18 court days, Ire disposed of almost as' many cases"as Ive 
'Irere able to secure disposi tion on during the entire first year of 
the project. 

Before proceeding onto an analysis of the Career Criminal Convic­
tion and Sentencing Performance we need to make a statistical note. 
The comparisons th1t we have available to make in these areas in­
volve comparing the Career Criminal case performance to the General 
Office Felony Case Perfonnance. As has been noted ,vi th other 
Career Criminal Programs, this is statistically incorrect in that 
the level of seriousness of these two case loads differs substan­
tially. To really determine the difference that a Career Criminal 
Program makes it is imperative tTlat a Control Group be selected, 
as noted earlier in the report. 



· The comparison of Career Criminal Performance to that of the General 
Office does reflect to some degree on the value of the program. Thes 
performance comparisons are most favorable. In comparing dispositio 
data between the normal felony case load and Career Criminal it can 
be seen that the Career Criminal Case Conviction Rate is 14% higher 
than that for General Office Felonys. The General Office Conviction 
Rate (excluding Nolles) has been 74% through the third quarter of 
1976. The Case Conviction Rate for the Career Criminal Program 
(al~lo excluding nolles) was 88%. There are important differences 

\I}"i thin these statistics in that a substantial percentage of the 
regular felony cas e convicti ons are to reduce'd Felonys or Misdem­
eanors. Convictions in Career Criminal are nearly all to the orig~ 
inal felony charge. Another important difference is that while the 
Career Criminal case conviction rate is 88%, the' Defendant Convictio 
Rate 'vas 96%. Unfortunately, we do not have a. Defendant Conviction· 
Rate for the' General OffiL0 Case Load to compare at the present . 
time. H01vever, even lvl thout comparative data the 96 % Defendant Con­
viction Rate for the Career Criminal Unit stands well on it's own. 

As \'le look at Sentencing the same comparison problems and need for a 
Control Group, applies. However, to get some feel for the variance 
in sentence practices we did do a comparison to shOll}" the difference 
bet,,,een Career Criminal Sentences and those' for the normal Office. 
Felony Processing on four selected crimes ~ Armed Roobe.ry, Breaking 
and Entering, Larceny and Delivery of a Controlled Substance. The 
results of this comparison (see attached sheet entitled Career 
Criminal Sentence Comparis(ln) snoT'fed that Career Criminal cases 
averaged 89% higher~ This is almost triple the' average rate, 1vhich 
can reasonably be expected given the segregation of the most serious 
defendants into the Career Crlminal Program. It is only logical 
that sentences' on these individuals would be longer than those im­
posed on defendants·who did not qualify for Career Criminal desig­
nation. 

When assessing the overall impact of this first year proj ect) 1lfe are 
a little bit reticent to generalize because of the limited volumes 
invol ved and the lack of a Control Group. Career Criminal ''las a 
ma}or development effort and took substantial start-up time to 
properly implement all of the sub-programs. Because of this fact 
and the time required from the start-up date to the time cases 
begin being disposed, it is our position that the end of the first 
year project cannot provide an indepth evaluation, but only an 
indicator of the quality of program developmen-t and mangement. 

While Kalamazoo has experienced a decrease in the crime growth rate, 
it would be overly generouJ for us to take credit for such a 
decrease as a result of our limited Career Criminal outcomes. IVe 
did, however, experience a situation during the year which gives 
credence to the original Career Criminal hypothesis regarding the 
program t s cl'ime reduction poten tinl. In April, a large drug raid 
resulted in over 41 aTrests. Many of these individuals fit the 
Career Criminal profile. It was most interesting to note that in 
the follmdng month, while most of these persons 1'lere still in 
pre-trial custody, the Armed Robbery rate fell significantly. This 



was not a seasonal decline nor a part of other trends in the Armed 
Robbery rate for the year. The attached chart entitled Reported 
Robbery!s~ City of Kalamazoo, shows a comparison of the 1975 and 
1976 Armed Robbery rates and the occuranc~ of the drug arrests and 
the resulting decline in these rates. 'We feel that it is' most sig­
nificant that this rate could be impacted upon so heavily with only 
41 arrests. It is h.op"e to the Career qriminal hypothesis that if 
the "disproportionately few·1I Career Criminals Here systematically 
dealt with over an extended period of time, the crime rate would in 
fact decrease. Only time and consistent program delivery will 
anS1ve r tJi.a t • 

Many of the most significant Career Criminal'impacts are just be­
ginning to surface in the Kalamazoo Program (second year of oper­
ation). As has' been noted in this report" we have already seen 
significant changes in court productivity and the s1viftness with 
which cases are now beginning to move. This is producing s,veeping 
changes in the attitudes and strate,Q;ies that both prosecution and 
defense are employing ld th regard to case dispositions.' This has 
been a most positive factor and, if it can qe maintained, will sig­
nificantly improve criminal justice in Kalamazoo. These changes 
are Being monitored and in conjunction ,vith National 'and 'Local 
Evaluation Con tracts, we lvill have the capability for much more 
specific analysis' of program achievements and va:_ues during the 
second project year. ~ 



~AREER CRIMINAL DISPOSITIONS 
Sept. 15, 1976 - Oct. 11. 1976 

(18 Court Days) 

Jury Trials 

FO'\lnd Guilty 

Found Not Guilty 

Hung Jury (Mis-Trial) 

8 

1 

1 

Cases Disposed by Jury Trial 10 

Pleas to Charge 13 

Cases Disposed by Trial & Plea' 23 .. , . ~ 

Nol'J.es as Result of Pleas & Con- . - 20 
victior~s 

.Total Cases D'isposed 43 

NOTE: Average days per Jury Trial= 1.80 days 

, 
;', 



l 

CAREER CRIMINAL PRQGRAM 
SENTENCE C01IPARI~ON 

Regular Career Crim. % of 
Sentence Sentence Increase 

Armed Robbery 5.3 yrs. ~ 1'9.9 yrs. 84.4% 
Breaking & Entering 2.6 yrs. 3.6 yrs. 37.8% 
Larceny 1.8 yrs. 3.3 yrs. 87.9% 
Del. of a Controlled SUb. 1.7 yrs. 5.0 _ yrs. 191.3% 

OVERALL AVERAGE 2.9 yrs. 5.5 yrs. 89.9% 

This analysis covers 12 dispositions in the Career Criminal program 

between October 22, 1975 and August 31; 1976.' -The Trial Division 

sample 'consists- of· a 28 case sample from the same t-ime period. -All 

cases were hard time only. 
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