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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Career Criminal program is an LEAA effort which provides
resources to local jurisdictions to improve the prosecution of serious
The national-level evaluation ofs this program is
planned to focus on four individual sites.  An in-depth, analytical -
case study will be conducted in each of the selected sites which will
include an assessment of the activities implemented in ‘that site, ‘an
investigation of changes in criminal justice system performance
associated with those changes, and an _examination of crime levels in
the implementing jurisdiction. ThiS\puper presents a desgription of
the process of selection of the case study si?es and recommends to the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justine four sites
to be included in the national—level evaluation of the program.

Site selection was based upon a set of considerations derived from
the requirements of MITRE's national-level evaluation design. Eleven

candidate programs were assessed in terms of these considerations to

determine their amenability to impact evaluation. A first-round program
review was based upon available program documentation. Sites which
appeared promising after this initial screening were further examinea
using information gathered during site visits to these candidate
programs. Based on these site visit assessments, four sites were. )
identified as offering the best opportunities for the conpduct of the
national-level evaluation as planned. These sites (Columbus, Ohio;
Kalamazpo, Michigan; New Orleans, Louisiana; and San Diego, California)
are recommended for inclusion in the national—level evaluation of the

Career Criminal program.
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. 1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 The Career Criminal Program

 The Career Criminal program (CCP) was developed by the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) in 1974 to aid local
jurisdictions in their fight against crime through the improved R ed

prosecution of serious, repeat offenders. The program provides o
funds to local prosecutors to identify defendants who appear to
have established a consistent serious pattern of criminal .behavior
and who are assumed to be responsible for a sizable amount of
crlminal activity. Once identified, these career criminal defendants
are -to bevgiven special prosecutorial attpntion to insure that their
cases receive the priority that the nature of thelr criminal history
would indicate is appropriate. This increased attention by the
prosecutor is expected to result in more severe Jjuddcial penalties;
“for career criminals than would have been the case had they been .

routinely handled by the prosecution.

Since the initiation of the program, grant awards have been made
to elghteen local jurisdictions, and at this time eleven of the
awarded programs have been regularly processing career criminal cases
for six months or more. These eleven programs (listed in Table 1)
form the pool of potential sites“for the national-level evaluation
"(NLE)., The programs in the remaining seven sites are still involved
in some phase of the start-up process and are not expectéd to be
‘fully operational for a sufficient length of time during the period
covered by the national-level evaluation to allow for an adequate
assessment of the program impact in these places, For this reason,
these seven programs have not been considered as candidates for the

national-level evaluation. These seven sites are:
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;‘ e St, Louis, Missouri ) ¥
lé'w" e Rhode Island “ ;
g e Dade County, Florida ?
e Albuquerque, New Mexico ‘
: - e Memphis, Tennessee %
ii@ P e Louisville, Kentucky “;
‘} ® Clark*Gouhty (Las Vegas), Nevada ’ : %
o While all the local Career Criminal programs share the common
goal of crime }eduction through the identification of serious, repeat i
offenders, therevare significant differeﬁcee among‘these programs
“in ‘terms oﬁ§?he,population of offendgts'which is targeted in'eachv
“9lace and in terms of the type of prosecutorial'treatment_the &
career criminal cases receive under the local program. The Career ‘ '
s Cfiminai program has been structured at the federal level so as to ) f'
s V’hpermit the participating prosecutorial agencies the flexibility to i
“design programs which speak to the needs of their local jurisdictions i
in terms both of the local crﬁne_problem priorities and of the ‘f .
organization and operations of the agency. ) %~ .
° This has meant there is substantial variatioﬁ among the localc %
jurisdictions in what is considered to be a "career criminal." éfa
Programs. generally base'their,se;ection of career criminal cases ?U; p
‘on the criminal history of the defendant, the nature of thé o o
durrent offense or some combination o%.the‘tWo.' Selection in some
ihstandes is‘fdirly routine and'is“baséd oh.objective»information~
regularly exaﬂlned by the prosecutor s office.' In other Sitéé o b
the process, while still. objective, is more complex requiring a 7 e ‘.
more compregen51ve case evaluation: before a case 1s finally selected I e
for spec1al treatment. In other programs selection is made on a o ;\ Qa
“case by case basis -and rests: 1argely on the subJective judgement of geﬂgt
“an experienced prosecutor.;c ‘~”L v 'h N X %lef
‘ | R | i §ig
“ . - Lo RE
: S g g e
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E Local design of program/activities has also resulted in a ; : focusing resources on the prosecution of the subset of serious repeat i
% - certain amount of variation in the type of 'special prosecutorial “ U - ’ & . Offanders can be shown to result in more severe prosecutorial outcomes g
! treatment which career criminal cases receive under the program. The . | ) e ~ for the career criminal cases treated and a reduction in city-wide
5 most common program strategy is the provision of continuous, individual : L L crime for,those offenses attributable to the selected target population. ;
: attorneyy case representation for career criminalfcaSes. Some sites, 0 i ’ \ ' é
- however, had maintained continuous case representation routinely before R L B ‘ : The three-part approach to be employed in this evaluation is §
. the program and have concentrated instead on providing for lower , ’ shown in Figure 1. The analyses planned for the three evaluation areas: ﬁ
: caseloads and more investigative,support for the attorneys handling P ) . I Program Activities Assessment é
3; cafeer criminal cases. In two programs (Dallas and Houston) the : . » B II System Performance Assessment ﬁ
; ! regular trial attorneys handle career crlminal cases which have been S L B B . III Crime Level Assessment . 3
; {evaluated and prepared by a special career cirminal unlt. There is , e : are presented in detail in the Nationa ~Level Evaluation of the ' f
i' variation among programs in the point at which career criminal cases Career Criminal Program - Concept and Plan.l The evaluation plan b
f are identified and the extent ‘of the court process which is covered ) will‘be.outlined here to provide a context for the considerations ; ]
o ) i N . : )
i by the program as well as in the number of attorneys employed by,the ( empléyed in the selection of sites to be 1ncluded as case studies in
: program and the volume of career criminal cases handlediby those ; R f the evaluation. '
attorneys. The brief descriptions of the candidate‘sites included in , : o v , o
P o P : g " ‘ . . R i “ - .1 : o
. Sections 3.0 and 4.0 below provide basic information on the program . C IR R | 3 The first stage of the evaluation, the Program Activ1t1es
activities being operated in each of the candidate program sites. S L S B SN Assessment is designed to provide a detailed, functional description
| ST o | : g i ' £ th treatment as d d and applied i h of th
‘ ’ v PR A O LR RUE - AR ‘ - of the program treatmen as developed an applied in each o e ‘
!  In sum, the Career Criminal program has furnished local prosecutors T PR , local jurisdictions. The analysis conducted in this part of the %
E? with resources of varying amounts to provide priority prosecution of C"k'byi‘h 15 L evaluation will consist of an extensive examination and description p
y e SEESREE PES , i , ; RIS : ) ;
| cases involving individuals who appear to be responsible for ‘a high - ) : i of. criminal justice case processing (from arrest to sentencing) ‘in ;
'§ ) . level of criminal activity within the 1ocal jurisdiction. While there each city before the implementation of the CCP and during program 2
N  is variation among local programs in the type of defendant given special operations. These beforewduring analyses are designed to facilitate ;
?f,ﬁff ; ' attention and in the type of prosecutorial attention provided under - ) . a " the identification of the specific,changes in case processing which :
lji . the program, all programs are directed towards the improved prosecution :have been implemented by the program. These analyses will be repre- 5
V of the career. criminal and the reduction of crime through these pro—‘ 'sénted by caseflow diagrams indicating the process of case handling
’*?; ' : secutorial 1mprovements. ' _ ‘ and the points of- program impact in this procesé. A simplified e ®
; é, 7 N . : . WD"_ o ; g ‘ - :%3:‘;' diagrammatic example of this analysis is ~shown in Figure 2. '
L , 1.2 The National—Level Evaluation Desi ', S PR .;i"éﬁ':f' B k o ’ : : - &Y
' The national—level evaluation of the Career Criminal program - . - . S : 1 e S T R e R R REN O " 3
: o a SR g ‘Chelimsky, Eleanor, Judith S. Dahmann and Joseph H. Sasfy, _
D ; is de51gned to examine, through four analytical case studies, whether e kL " "THe National Level Evaluation of the Career Criminal Program -
o o . i‘ : e i y Concept and Plan", The MITRE Corporation, WP—11808 May 1976
. SN > ¥ . e e L TR o - B
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This assessment is not only designed to provide for the clear

IS RE SR S S

identification of prograﬁ activities, it is aiso intended to allow the

gpecification of those criminal justice’performance measures likely

description of program activities and operations indicates that more

experiencé&)prosecutors are now being assigned to career criminal cases

to be affected by thes® program activities.

For instance, if the

going to trial, it would be reasohable to examine trial conviction

ratés in relation to this change in operations. Thebflow diagrams

mentioned above thus facilitate the development of relevant performance

measures by providing a framework for a more detailed narrative delinea--

tion of this treatment. (See Figure 3 for an example of this process.)

In this way the assessment of program aétivities, the first stage of

the evaluation, is ecritical 1if performance changes assessedbin the

second stage are to be reasonably attributed to the Career Criminal

program.

The second stage of the e;gluation involves the analysis of

changes in the various specified measures of criminal justice pef—

formance and the attempt to link these changes to activities and

operations engendered by the Career Criminal program. Although there

are three general categories of performance measures of direct concern--
conviction rates, incarceration rates, and length of'séntences-—thére
are many more specific measures which fall within and outside théée,
categories. These other measures, such as.ﬁpleafto-charge" rates or
"negotiated plea" rates are essential if the‘specific“impacts of the

program are to be elaborated..

Although the‘prOgram;is‘designed to affect these pérformance

it Will be necéssary to collect data on the same measures for other

measures for-only one group of offendets,~the career criminal group,

éroups‘fdr comparison purposes. Data will‘be'qollectedjfor four

groups: . (1) designated‘career criminals during the tfeatment year;,
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2 — oo “ ‘ *THESE CAREER CRIMINAL, PROFILES ARE NOT PERFORMANCE MEASURES, PROPERLY
o = , , SPEAKING, ‘BUT WILL BE DERIVED AS A RESULT OF THE SCREENING PROCESS, :
. MUCH AS THE PERFORMANCE MEASURES ARE DERIVED; THEY FIGURE HERE BECAUSE
OF THEIR IMPORTANCE IN THE ONGOING ASSESSMENT.
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FIGURE 3
EXAMPLE OF SPECIFICATION OF ANTICIPATED PERFORMANCE
EFFECTS IN TERMS OF CCP INTERVENTIONS
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.for by values derived from performance measures.

el

(2) non-career criminals during the treatment year; (3) criminals

from a baseline ;ear who theoretically would have been designated

career criminals; and (4) criminals from a baseline year who would

not have been designated career criminals., Thus; it will be possible

to assess whether performance has changed with resPect to the career
criminal because of tlie program, as measured in terms of conviction
and incarceratilon rates, length of sentence, and in terms of more

detailed measurement breakouts for each CCP city. Additionally; the

analysis of performance measures with respeCt to the two groups of
non-career criminals will allow the examination of possible indirect

effects of the Career Criminal program on the prosecution of the
non~career” criminal group.

-In addition to providing the primary basis for the evaluation
of the effects of the Career Criminal program, the analysis of
performance measures will provide the data necessary for the examina-

tion of potential programmatic effects on crime levels, the “Last stage

of the evaluation. 1In this stage, a quantitative model developed by

Shinnar2 will be employed to derive estimates of "saved" crimes due

to the incapacitation of career criminals. In the evaluation these

estimates will be based on changes in criminal justice system per-

. formance measures and will be used in conjunction'with actual crime

levels and expected crime levels (defived from crime determination
models which make no use of(performance measures) to detevmine whether
differences,between actual and expected crime rates can be accounted

In this way, it“may
be possible to link changes in crime rates to changes in system per—:

- formance brought about by the Career Criminal program.‘

Shinnar, Shlomo and Reuel Shinnar,'The Effects of the Criminal Justice

System on the Control of Crime: A Quantitative Approach " Law and
Society Review, Vol. 9, #4 (Summer 1975).

Avi-Itzhak Benjamin and Reuel Shinnar, "Quantitative Models in Crime.

Control," Journal of Criminal Justice, Vol. 1, pages 185-217,
L : : 10 : g

(1973).
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In summary, then, the naélonal—level evaluation is designed to
provide an intensive description of the nature of the Career Criminal
program and the changes in criminal justice system operations it has
brought about. Second it seeks to link these changes in operations
to anticipated changes in the performance of the system with respect
to the career criminal. I ally, the evaluation attempts to link
changes in system performance to changes in actual crime rates. The
«basis for the evaluation are {ntensive analyses of program activities,

system performance, and crime levels in four gelected cities which | %

" have implemented the Career Criminal program.
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The purpose of site selection‘for the‘national-level evaluation '

of the Career Criminal program is to identify those four programs ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘i E e s A : PREPARATION OF o . f

? : from among the eleven candidate program sites (see Table 1, page 2) - . S i ; ' ﬁiﬂ. ,V/;‘ PLANNED PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS ‘ o g

which appear to offer the most;promising context for assessing Q}’- : "’&._ ol L. N ' ‘ ~ ‘ ; ; 5
the impact of the Career Criminal program activities on prosecutorial' ' R ' o ) - '
performdnce and on.crime. The four selected programs will be the foci 0 ‘: L | ‘ , ‘ cB

of four case studies to be conducted aCcording té the design presented ' ' . ‘ S . DEVELOPMENT OF
) s i o  EVALUABILITY CONSIDERATIONS

il

&
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above in Section %.2. Lo ‘ v B k , S Q

a2l

i ) o

4 four stage procedure (see'Figure 4) was followed in conducting

Q

the site selection task. First, . drawing upon grant applications and @

E other program documeritation, including Status Reports prepared by the ? el B - : N 3 s
‘ s s : _ © IIT. ‘ PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT - C
local jurisdictionms, for the National Legal Data Center (LEAA's o » Lo . ‘ 7 ; ' |

national-level data collectol for the program), descriptions of the - , e o E P S ‘ . ' C ' ' L

eleven candidate Career Criminal programs were prepared Depending

&
:

Y

on the nature of the program data available in the status reports, . SR O

much of the 1nformation included in these initial program descriptions L "r‘; ' s , - FIV. s » SITE VISITS ‘ »

R : reflected the initial plans for programs. rather tnan the programs .as’ ‘ T S , ' : o . . ] e

implemented. These Program descriptions3 servedxas the initial data S SRR ‘ o o , - o DR o ' » | R L

. . m . e . Dok : L .
i base for the site selection,process.t ‘ ?‘ y : e , O S Lo , e : " u

S L LT e B . R e L LR ' RECOMMENDATIONS
| ~ | e LA T .. SITE FOR SELECTION | SR B

fa

Stage two,ﬁthe development of eValuabilit& considerations, was

begun concurrently with the preparation of the city program descriptions.‘ L }ﬁf ~l”_ a B o slgw"j : ~ oo v.. o .

K CO N FEESE R R i : S o SRS e S i ;
i - . Because the goal of the site selection process is to°insure that the , e ‘ﬁ) B TR I . , o : o ' ’ o 0

programs selected as case study sites are amenable to evaluation in

5 the manner prescribed, site selection con51derat10ns focus . on those o e o ST S R ks L e

~ program ‘and site. characterlstlcs whlch play a critical role in the o , R
| : ofp o ¢

' e » T . ' : HGURE4 L R L SR P
3Init1al Career Criminal Program Descriptions, The MITRE Corporation,” = . SN THE FOUR STAGE SITE SELECTION PROCESS et . o b e
. We-L1766, August 1976, - T Do et e ] o e e
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execution of the evaluation methodology. These evaluability consid-
erations which are described ih the following section, provided the
basis for the subsequent steps in the site selection process.

Third, a preliminary assessment was made of the eleven candidate
sites using the information presented in the initial program descriptions
and evaluating that information in terms/of the designated evaluability
This preliminary as cabment served to identify those

sites which appeared to pose; certain difficulties for the conduct of

considerations.

the national-level evaluation as well as those sites which appeared to

be viable candidates for the case study analyses. Finally,fcompleting

the four-stage process, the set of promisirg sites 1dent1f1ed on the
basis of the preliminary assessment were . then visited by a MITRE team
in order to verify the available program information and to gather : ’
additional datd necessary to assess the amenability of these sites to
the planned impact evaluation. The screening process is described in

more detail below in Section 2.3.,

This document is ‘devoted to the description of the site selection

process which includes not only the four _stage process discussed above,
but also tha/presentationwof end-process site assessments and recommenda—
: tions for site selection. The remainder of this sectlion describes- the
evaluability considerations central to ‘the selection process and the

?

assessment procedures employed in applying those considerations. B

, /
. t
2 2 Evaluability Considerations 5

The site selection process; designed to identify those programs

which are most amenable to the conduct of .the national—level )
evalpation, is based upon a set of considerations derived from
the proposed evaluation design. The specific factors considered
,.in ‘the site selection process are associated with those agency

,or program features which‘play atcrucial role_in the_implementationl'
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~or 1ater, to replicate those results,

~these activities will serve to confound the evaluation analyses.

‘activities or treatment.

il
{

of the evaluation design. - Figure 5 presents the ninetevaluabilityv

considerations employed in site selection as they relate to various:

‘stages in theievaluation plan.

As discussed earlier, the first stage of the planned evaluation

* 18 the Progranm Activities Assessment which focuses its attention on

the development of functional descriptions of the case handling process
before and during the program. A comparison of the before and during
case flow descriptions is planned to allow for the identification of
those changes in case processingnwhich have been instituted by the

‘ As such, the first purpose 'of this stage of the evaluation-is
If this is to be accomplished,'
it is'necessary that the localkimplementing agencies have a precise

definition of the inputs té the system which'are involved. in the program.

program,

the definition of the program treatment.

.‘Without a Clear S Apecification of ‘the Treatment (Consideration #1) being

-rapplied by the program: it would not be possible ‘to attribute any observed

changes to the. -program, to assess those changes as results of the program,
‘Hence, clearly specified program
treatment (which would be exemplified by the creation of a new unit to,

conduct new tasks or old tasks using new procedures) is necessary for

lthe conduct»of the evaluation.

Further, it is important that this program treatment be applied
in a relatively uniform fashion ‘through the time of program operations.
Changes in program activities or problems encountered in implementing

Hence

'AConsideration i#2 refers to the §ystematic Application of Program Treatment.~

&

The first stage of the evaluation has an additional purpose in

chatﬁit provides a framewark for the identification of changes in

:: prosecutorial performance which can reasonably be linked to the program

This linkage between program activities and

et b 5b. i
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% )’ ) the system 'performance‘ measures is again’ critical for the attribution of
'l  outcome effects or results to.program activities. Because ‘the system
’ ‘} . ) o L S o ’ performance analyses are to be based on cdmparison of career criminal ,
X 3 ‘ EVALUABTLITY CONSIDERATYIONS . cases with non-career criminal cases during a baseline and a treatment ’
: L period, it is essential that the.program treatment inputs also be differ-
&I i #,]f: »(;EEEiRTM:;gCIFICAT’ION OF : | - entiated on this basis, 'That ‘1s, the arxalysis rests on the assumption
I. PROGRAM ACTIVITIES ASSESSMENT ’ ; e & ‘that the program activities result in a different handling of career
I “ #2: O§ST£§¥ZEEN$PPLICATIQN criminal cases during the treat:ment year than either non—CC cases during
& : ' o the ‘program or would-be v ‘career criminal cases prior to the programg
" ’,,;’#3:: D'Il?FERENG.ES 'RE?RESENTED “As such, the processing Differences Represented by Program Treatment
\\; 'LII?KAGE(:& . BY TREATMENT EEE e o has’ been included as the evaluability Consideration #3.
i | #4: EXTENT AND COVERAGE OF ; | o | S L
i = ‘f'TmAmmT ' ~ Further, if the analysis of system performance measures is to be
' } o . ; e L ‘meaningful, it is necessary that the magnitude of the treatmen-t be
, o , ) . | #5: LOCAL CASE RECORDS R 0 o 'A,vsufficient, to reasonably expect that changes in"system 'performance will
" 4 . ‘ — " #6: SELECTION CRITERIA ARE | be observed., While too little is known about any of the ‘specific program
II. SYSTEM PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT  |e===<{  OPERATIONALIZED AND . activities involved in the CCP to ‘assess a priori whether or not they are
‘ ‘ s — , REPLICABLE T , : f/ sufficient to produce the expected results (indeed that is the ‘purpose
, #73 SYSTEMATIC APPLICATION O ' \\\\ o of this evaluation), it 1s reasonable to assume that the Extent and »
o OF PROGRAM TREATMENT o P , Coverage of the Program Treatment (Consideration #4) are related to the
« : — . o o ,' LT ~ likelihood that the anticipated results will be observed. ‘This says that
g LT, CRD&E LEVELASSESSMENT ‘e{fB:f ggFmLﬁgziogoQNgEgéREER a program which provides special attention to target .cases earlieran'd at
i ' ' R : : & \ D - more points in the case handling process and which handles a 1arger volume
i Cof cases is more likely to produce the anticipated results.
o o Ll #9‘°’L'0CAL -SITUATION ; ‘ The analyses planned for stage two, ’_S_ystem Performance Assessment,
S ' GIENERAL* 1 e : . ‘(‘«? : are. based upon a comparison of cases prior-to and during the- Career ;
j 'Criminal program with both the baseline and treatment year case samples s
5 i . : ) ) fincluding career_ criminal and non-careerpcriminal casles.r It is,therefore'
S o S oy : L | 3 |
% , e FIGURE5 o | 4"l&"ould-be"‘‘career: criminal cases are those_'cases whicihmould hav_e -
: NATIONAL LEVEL EVALUATION APPROACH AND EVALUABILITY S e e . been categorized as CC cases had the clas‘sif_ficati_on“ ex_isted prior '
i E T CONSIDERATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE APPROACH j SRS g 5 ‘t° the program.‘ L e e Lt ey
I g ,' prmae gl 17
; : - - - = '

el

R TR




J\8

critical to the evaluation that the Local Case Records (Consideration #5)

be sufficiently comprehensive and accessible to- allow for the construc—

tion of the necessary data base.

The analyses of system performance will require that the baseline
sample of cases be - partitioned into "would-be",career criminals and
non-career criminals on a basis comparable to that employed by the program
selection procedures. In order for this to be possible it is necessary

that the program career criminal Selection Criteria are Operationalized

and Replicable (Consideration #6)., Unless the implementing agency has

criminal population.v
. to the victim would be impossible to replicate with earlier cases. In

established objective criteria for the selection of career criminal cases

which are based upon information routinely available in case files, it

“will not be possible to accurstely identify a comparable baseline career

For example, a criterion involv1ng the amount of loss

addition, it is desirable that the programs maintain a Systematic Appli—
A single change in

cation of the Selection Criteria (Consideration #7).
selection criteria can be handled in the evaluation by the construction

of two baseline groups or the restriction of the analysis to one of the.
two career criminal populations, however, continuous shifts in selection
procedures restrict the probability of constructing appropriate comparison
samples and limit the ability of the evaluation ‘te meaningfully address

questions of crime 1evel changes.

Crime level changes are the focus of the final stage of the national- -

level evaluation. The ultimate Career Criminal program‘goal‘is the reduc-

" tion of crime through the improved prosecution of the group of serilous

repeat offenders who are assumed to be responsible for a sizable propor- ”f

tion of crime. While predictors of this type of offender are not well

nestablished, career criminal selection criteria should represent an

adequate Reflection of the Career Criminal Concept (Consideration #8),

that 1s, these criteria should focus on - ‘the criminal offender (prior

criminal activity, personal characteristics) rather than on the nature'

or circumstances surrounding the current criminal event or the victim. o
| | 18 TR e
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‘assessments are relative.

The final evaluability coansideration is a general one which relates
to the'Local Situation (Consideration #9) and its prospects for offering
a promising -context for the national-level evaluation. Because of the
design planned for the evaluation, prior and current stability in local
policy and organization is highly desirable. Further it is important
that the local agency personnel are willing to participate in the
evaluation, - Because-of the time and effort involved in participating
in a national-level evaluation it is essential that the local agency
be receptive to the national evaluation and its needs.

Assessing candidate sites in terms of these” criteria involved =
varying degrees of subjective judgement and, necessarily, allcprogram
It was not expected that any program would
be found to be fully appropriate in all areas addressed by the evalu-
ability considerations, Rather the considerations were expected to
serve as guides to the identification of those programs which offered

the best opportunities for the acquisition of the evaluation information

sought by the case studies.

2.3 Screening Process ' =

The assessment of the eleven potential sites based on the evalu-
ability considerations described above was conducted in a two-step
screening ‘Process, Figure 6 displays this process. First, using
documented information on the various candidate programs, a preliminary
On the basis of

sites were screened out due to particular obstacles

assessment of program evaluability was conducted.
this assessment, sik
to the conduct of ‘the evaluation associated with their programs.
Five program locations then remained in the pool of potential sites.
Visits were made to each of the five potential locations, making

rpossible more detailed assessments of .the evaluability considerations.

On the basis of information acquired during the site visits, four of

the five programs have been identified as recommended sites.

-19
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I R The preliminary assessment was conducted based upon information
éé ‘ ’,ﬁ! ” ) avallable from sourcetdocumente including projeot grant applications
? SCREEHEB_QUT IN PRELIMINARY (}i‘ » and progress reports. Other information employed in this first step
% o 2 * ‘ é§§§§§§§§! of the screening process was provided by the National Legal Data
i l' o - ‘ ' ' BOSTON, MA Center, LEAA's data collector for the national Career Criminal
; ; , STEP I: | . S 4¥.'gg¥§g§&,T§I S . b ‘ & ° program. Materials provided by this source include coples
: ' . PRELTMINARY ' R - HOUSTON, TX , S Ofae ‘ of monthly status reports prepared by the local jurisdictions-and a
k - ASSESSMENT . INDIANAPOLIS, IN o . 0 Do ool L ’ ’ »
NEW YORK, NY , Co , i . pilation of the selection criteria being employed by the eleven
o : ‘ ’ candidate sites. (The source documentation compiled on each program
: , o o k , ? o - :1' o is listed in Appendix II.) 1In addition, MITRE representatives attended
’ -POOL OF POTENTIAL ;lTES o | ‘ .‘ ) : ’ i 5 i / B a regional meeting of Career Criminal program directors at which local
' : i : ' : ' : - jurisdiction presentations were made by the directors of the Career
, ;22232236;031 | R : ) , o o | ‘} Criminal programe in Boston, New York, Houston, Dallas and New Orle%ns.
,§ NEW QRLEANS, LA ﬁ o ‘ PR , i~ D This meeting provided the oppottunity for the verification and updating
% g:;Tngggg CégY"UT o : 1 v ‘ fi E - of program information. After reviewing the available documentation on
§~ T ‘ ' » - S ‘ : . , T ;> the eleven sites, these sites were divided into two groups, those which
é N ' - ) T | SCREENED OUT IN SITE VISIT. | ‘ : appeared to pose more serious evaluatlon problems and’those'which appeared
STEP II: ' ' - é§§§§§§§§? ; ‘ o ¢ , : . ;gg to be promising as potential evaluation sites. '
SIIE V;;ﬁs ‘ — ; = SALT LAKE CITY uT ‘ , , o . — ; - e '
i "‘ASSESS ! . i The set of promising sites was then visited by a team of MITRE
p ;‘ . representatives. The purposes of these site pisits were three-fold. First,
. : DR o : v | o : 0 R §§ | the Qisits provided the opportunity to verify the operational status l
RECOﬁMENDED SITES : , R L ‘ , . : : S of the program and its components, to the extent possible during a
COLUMBUS; OH : : P R o o R S ’ . short initial field visit. Second, the visiting procedure allowed
tv;' ggaéggiggﬁs?ILA’ B ‘ - ZRNT Sl o ' | - - o ‘ ,for‘a more detailed ageessment of the local record system. Because
,i SAN DIEGO, CA ‘ , : = ‘1\ Lo T R el R ‘ Q;" of the rather extensive data base required for the program evaluation
ki : 0 S SEREEREEN | . S analyses, the availability of data is of critical importance. A
: A portion of every site visit was spent examining the record-keeping
. system and the case jacket materials routinely maintained by the local
: e ‘ prosecutor in an effort to assess the feaeibiliry and logistics of
: . Ef ‘ ',developing ‘the necessary data base in each place. Finally, the site
,E = . : S o . FIGlJREES S 'i#: S e N visits enabled the MITRE team to evaluate the level of cooperation
Lo e T SITESCREENINGPROCESS 2 R i - & ' |
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o
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which could be expected from each of the local agencies, should they be
selected as a case study site, Based on the 'information gathered
dur{ng the site visits, the evaluahility of these programs was assessed
and four sites were identified as offering the best situations for the
conduct of the national-level evaluation case studies.’

In thé/followihg Section (4.0). the preliminary program assessments
sre presented for those six sites screened out in the first step of
the screening process. Section 5.0 pfesents the site visit assessments

fér the remaining filve program sites. a
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3.0 PRELIMINARY PROGRAM ASSESSMENTS
3.1 Suffolk County (Boston) Career Criminal Program

3.1.1 Career Criminal Target Population

Persons to be processed as career criminals in the Suffolk County

program are selected from a large pool of felon& cases., Selection is

>based on the current offense and the offendér's prior record. The

seriousness of both the current offense and prior offense(s) are taken
into considerét@on. A prior record of conviction is not required, however,
4f the offender is on ball or in default for a crime of violence or if the
current-offenge 18 sufficiently aggravated. The strength of the evidence

in the present case is also considered in the selection decision.

The project began operation”in September, 1975. As of June 1,
1976,? 228 cases had been selected for career criminal processing.
These cases involved 165 persons that were prosecuted as major
violators. A breakdown of offenses for 68 CCVcases accepted as of
December 5, 19756 indicates a total of 248 offenses, comprised of 103
armed robberies, 48 assaults, 13 breaking-and enterings, 19 unlawful

possession of firearms, 18 rapes and 47 other offenses.

3

3.1.2 (Career Criminal Program’Activities , ,

The Suffolk County District Attorney's officevemploys 44 prosecuting
attorneys. Criminal cases are routinely handled by a series of aﬁtorneys
during the lower court procesSing steps, with no special screening or
assignment, Oncé an indictment is returned'and the defendant is
arraigned in Superior Court, an-d%sistant'district attorney is respoh-
sible for the prosecution of the case throughythe appellate proéess} o

5Reported at the June 16 meeting.

, 6Career‘Criminal program Status Report,‘prepared by the Suffolk County

District Attorney's office for the National Legal Data Center, 12/5/75. -
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The Career Criminal program in Suffolk County, designated the

Major Violators Project, is a separate Division within the District
Attorney's Office, staffed by twelve attorneys. The(piviaion is
comprised of a CC Screening Unit and a- Trial Unit. The CC Screening
Unit is staffed by the Senior Screening Counsel, 4 Screéning Counsels
and 3 paralegal investigators. The Trial Unit is staffed by the \
Senior Trial Counsel, 5 Trial Counsels, 2 legal assistants and 2
paralegal invesfigatots. Both Units are supervised by the Project

Q

Director, who also carries a limited number of cases for trial.

Career criminal cases are identified by the CC Scfeening Unit
which operates on an 18 hour-a-day basis at Boston Police Headquarters.
Potentiai Sasespare referred by arresting or other police officers or
are identified by examination of daily police arrest summaries. These
cases (including witness interviews) are reviewed and a final selec-
tion is made, based on a point system which rates the defendant's

record and the current offense,

Once a case is selected, it is referred to the CC Trial Sectlon.
The Senior Trial Counsel rev1ews the case and a551gns it to a trial
counsel and a legil assistant. The presentment of the case to the
grand jury (by the assigned ADA) marks a case's formal selection as
a Major Violators case. The trial assistant district attorney (ADA)
is responsible for the case's prosecutioh from this point through
final disposition of a caée‘and through appeal. It was planned that
CG cases would receiVe priority scheduling at the Superior, Court
which would allow for more éxpeditious pro:esSing of these cases;
however, the lack of adequate judicial manpoWer has meant that CC
cases ‘have fallen below antlclpated levels in terms of speed of

proce551ng o
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73.1.3 Evaluability Considerations

e Considerationt1:~ Clear Specification of Treatment

p
The- activities of’ the Major Violators‘Project, a separaé; Division
of the Distriet Attorney's Office, are directed toward the improved )
prosecution of career criminal cases.) These activities include the
initial dinterview of police and civilian witnesses, the provision of
assistance in the investigation of the case, increased preparation/ and the
assignment of one attorney (vertical or continuous representation) plus a
legal assistant to each case following the return of an indictment.
The project objectives‘ére to speed up the disposition of the case by
expediting each stage in the case handiing process, to improve the
conviction rate for CC cases and to influence the sentencing of career
criminals to more consistently reflect the seriousness of the crime and

‘the danger presented by the offender.

e Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Program Treatment

No major changes have been ‘iade in program activities since the
Major Violators Project became operational in September, 1975. One
implementation problem was reported in the May Status Report, however.7
Because of the lack of an adequate number of triél Judges in the Superior
Court, the project 3621 of disposing of cases within an average of 90
calendar days was not met. The Chief) Justice of the Superior Court
agreed to the MVU'S request to have a trial session assigned exclusively
to Major Violators cases during the month of May. This problem has
apparently not yet been solved since the averége number of days from
arrest to disposition was reported as 108,85 in the June Status Report )
which covered the time period.5/5/76 to 6/5/76 :

o Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatmen%
The primary difference between career criminal and routine case

processing 15 that career criminal cases are processed by a separate
C , ; i I

'status Report, 4/5/76 to 5/5/76.
: 25

T D W R A L S DU SN SO SRS S IO S

PR



Division, the Major Vioiators Project. Potential CCﬂcases,?i.e.,

those invblvingstarget crimes, are identified and selected by the
Screening Unit and prosecuted by the Trial Unit which together comprise
the Major Violators Project. (In routine criminal processing, there 1is
no systematic screening.) Attorneys in the Trlal Unit have smaller
caseloads than non-project attorneys and ‘are aided by legal a551stants.‘
Other differences are an intensified 1nvest1gat10n, the request for
increased bail and priority scheduling in the Superlor Court “Further,
career criminal cases are processed in a more eypedltious manner than “
are routine cases.

(4*‘;,
S

¢ Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment

Regarding the extent of program treatment,‘career criminal cases

receive special con51derat10n from the point of 1dent1f1cat10n by the

Screening Unit as a potential career criminal cnse, through the’ appelate
process, v BN ‘?,, o ‘? '
, /

In terms of program coverage, only a small proportlon of potentlal
cases are selected for prosecution by the Major Violators Unit. An
average of 30 to 35 cases per day are 1n1t1a11y 1dent1f1ed but, because
of manpower 11m1tat10ns only one or two of these are eeleeted for career
criminal proce551ng. ‘;

I N . . &

o

o Consideration 5: LoZal -Case Records

. In. the monthly Statds Reports prepared by the District Attorney s
Offlce for the Natlonal Legal Data Center, the follow1ng sfatlstlcs v
are reported the disp051t10n of‘career cr1m1na1 cases (guilty pleas,
jury trlal convictlons, etc. ), the average number of days frem arre:”

to dlspos1t10n, ‘and the sentences recelved (the numher of offenders

‘1ncarcerated at each correctional institution w1th the average 1ength

“of sentence and the’ number of offenders sentenced to probat;on) No

statistics are 1nc1uded for“non- career cr1m1nal casequ-‘ Y
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‘,51m11ar crime.

10 points from the follow1ng categories:

As part of the local evaluation of the Boston CC pro;ec £, a 0
sample of 200 cases handled by the Suffolk County Dlstrict Attorney's
Office during the period September 1, 1974 to June 20, 1975 is to be

constructed.8 The proce551ng of these cases is to be compared with

. ‘the processing of career criminal cases. The information sources to

be utilized 1nc1ude p011ce reports, grand Jury minutes, and interviews
with a551stant dlStTlCt attorneys and pollce officers. It may be
difficult to determine the eriminal history for the of fenders selgcted,
‘however, since.as of April, 1975, the criminal justice system in Boston -
lacked the capability for accurately reflecting a defendant's criminal
record.g o i | T , . - A

A Prosecution Case and Resource Managenent System:was mentioned
in the grant application, but as of June 1976,‘the computer system had
not been set up. R

ISTEPN

o Consideration 6:
Repllcable , )
In Boston, career crlmlnals are, selected from the pool of adults

" Selection Criteria are Operationalized and

/\
who are. charged with a felony offense that is sufficiently aggravated or who

are on bail or in default for a crime of violence and from the pool of juven-

'iles who ‘have a eerious record for violent crime and a present offense for a

Selectlon for cc pron5351ng 1s based on a minimum of

1 to 5 points ‘based on prior 5

record, 1 to 5 polnts if a victim was involved in the current offense
(based on the victim's age and the seriousness of injuries sustained),

1 to.5 points on the nature of the current offense with anﬁadditional

8,

‘ Statement of WOrk (Attachment C) to Request for Proposal prepared by‘
the Suffolk County District Attorney's Office, relating to an = . S

\evalnation of;the MaJoer1olators (Career Criminal) Project.

?Grant‘Application.forfCareer‘Criminal,Program, page 48. AR
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.the evidence..

‘of the selection procedures with a set of baseline cases.

point if a firearm was inyolved and 1to4 points on the strength of
v This p01nt system is used as a gu1de for the selection
of CcC cases and the final decision is a subJective one. .
=
These selection criteria pose several problems for the repllcation
Most-

important, based on the subjective Judgement of project attorneys,

’ only.l or 2 cases are selected out of 30 to 35 which qualify each day.

o whereas only up to 5 poxnts are based on the prior- record

In addition, some cases are selected based on the existence of a
pending case, 1nformation which is rarely available in past case f11es
Also, dinjury to the victim and the strength of the evidence play a
role ‘in case selectionr These are .considerations which cannot
be reasonably‘replicated based on case file information. '

A

e Consideration 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria

The selectlon cr1ter1a have been modified since the beginning of
the program. First the p01nt system used to rate cases is now used
as a-guide rather than as formal criteria. Second, Juveniles are now
included in the selection pooi Although Juvenlles were originally
spec1f1ed in the selection criteria, they were not 1nc1uded during
the first monthsfof project operatlon.
has been made which permits. their prosecution under the program.
F1na11y, the welghts given for prior offenses (number and serlousness)
have been changed

o Consideration 8: Reflection of Career Cr1m1na1 Concept s

The career cr1m1na1 selectlon criteria 1n the Boston program

focus primarily on the current offense 1n the sense that the p01nt

system includes up to 15 p01nts based on the current offense (type of
offense, 1nJury to v1ct1m, use of’ firearm and strength of eV1dence)

Persons,

may be selected based on the current offense, however, only if it is

f

However, as change 1n procedures

e
£ e]

;:) : .

o

£y

w

Pbrogram evaluatlon site,

2

sufficiently aggravated. : Thus, the concept underlying the career

. criminal program is partially reflected in the Boston program; however,
the selection criteria, which include a wide range of offenses and
51tuat10ns, are so numerous and varied that characteristic group
offenders would not be expected to be selected.

(

® Consideration 9: Local Situation

There are two problems which may - inhibit the performance of the national- 47

level evaluation in Boston. First, there was no systematic screening

of criminal cases in the Suffolk County Office prior to the inception

of the Career Criminal program. Secondly, mo criminal history 1nforma-

tion for cases processed by the program is included in the Status

Reports for the National Legal Data Center. . The Office is apparently
still having difficulty obtaining FBI rap sheets, although criminal

history is to be collected as part of the local evaluation.

3.1.4 General. Assessment - ’

The preliminary assessment rev1ew of the 1nformat10n available

~on the Boston Career Criminal program has identified several problems

which militate against the 1nc1u51on of Boston as a Career Criminal

The most serious ot these involves the
cr1ter1a and methods utlllzed in selectlng the Boston career criminal
population. The Boston criteria permit the selection of individuals

as career cr1m1nals solely on the ba51s of the- current offense, and

,japplicatfen of the cr1ter1a 1nvolves a certain amount of subjettive

judgement on the part or 'the CC case screener. More problematic for

O

the evaluation,‘however, is the fact that, of the approx1mately 30
'to 35 cases whlrh are 1dent1f1ed as career criminal cases each day,
- the program is able to prov1de spec1a1 treatment for only one or two

Vcases. There JS no systematic method for selecting the cases treated,

,‘vthus making the selection of a comparable baseline ‘treatment group a
“ldlfIlcult matter ‘ ‘
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Other evaluatlon problems encountered in the ‘Boston assessment
1nc1ude the dlfficultles the program personnel have had in obtaining
criminal history 1nformat1on on: defendants ‘Because the -evaluation
depends. on obtalning crlminal hlstory information not only for the CC
defendants prosecuted by the program but also for a sample ofvtreatment

year non-career criminal cases and similar samples of baseline cases,

‘ the current problems in acce551ng ‘this 1nformat10n indicate further

problems for the evaluation.
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3.2 Dallas County Career Criminal Program

3.2.1° Career Criminal Program Target Populahion

The Dallas County Career Criminal program is designed to focus v
prosecutorial resources on defendants who are currently charged with the
commissian of a serious, violent crime or who are classified as serious,
repeat offenders. ‘Ag such, career criminal selection in Dallas considers :

both current and past criminal activity, however, the program selection

- procedures allow for the inclusion of a case in the program if the nature

of .the current offense 18 sufficiently aggravated, past criminal history

- of the defendant notwithstanding. In general, the selection,criteria in

Dallas are used as a guide for the identification of the pool of potential

career cases; selection of cases‘from thisipool to be handled under the,

program is done on a case-specific basis to allow for flexibility.

The program began operating in November 1975. By March 15, 1976,
327,Cases had been referred to the progrsm as potentialAcareer criminal
cases.lo 0f ‘these; 104,were accapted by the unit which; during the four
months‘of~operation, indicted 101 cases and disposed of 50 cases. .
| 3,2,2' Career Criminal Program Activities : : V

The,Dallas County Prosecutor's'Office maintains a gtaff of 78 attorneys,

- 32 of whom are assigned to the prosecution of felony cases. These felony

attorneys are divided into three-man trial teams, each of which~ prepare

and try the felony;cases assigned to one of the county's nine District courts.

‘A regular felony case “in Dallas, once referred to .the District Attorney,

18 screened by the Police Complaints Section which assesses the &rosecuta—
rbility of the case. If accepted the case is directly assigned to one :
of the District Courts and one of the ‘three trial attorneys assigned to

that court assumes the responsibility of all further case processing,
from that point continuously through to disposition.« ‘

- 10

“status Report;’prepared~for the National'Legal Data‘Center, Marcn’lsg 1976.
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In contrast to routine handling of criminal cases, the processing of

career criminal cases involves a special unit, the Career Criminal Bureau

(CCB), (made up of a director, four attorneys, an investigator and

3 paraprofessionals) which was created under the Career Criminal program
Cases are
identified as potentially ‘involving a career criminal, either by the

for the evaluation and preparation of career criminal cases.

Police Department or the Police Complaints Division of the Prosecutor's
Office and are referred to the CCB for final selection. :

Two of the four CCB attorneys support the screening division, select

CC cases, prepare enhanced indictments and affidavits;wand conduct

examining trials when sufficient regular manpower is not available,

The project paraprofessionals gather the information‘necessaryvfor prepara-
y tion of enhanced indictments and track CC cases through processing (cme is

assigned to each trio of District Court ~prosecution teams). The special
attention career criminals receive here allows them to be identified as
enhanced offenders and processéd as such before they are assigned to one
of the nine District Courty, eliminating reindictment procedures (normally

required to prosecute persons as enhanced offenders) The grand jury

’ o generally hears a career criminal case one or two days after arrest, which

)
i8]

is faster than for routine processing.

The project investigator gathers infornstiou and evidenceifor cc
cases from the initial filing stage to trial dispositirn. More
resources are avallable for: investigation of career criminal cases
than for routine processing, allowing for 1nten51f1ed 1nvest1gat10n of

these selected cases.

Career criminal cases are most frequently assigned (by the Project e
Director) to the senior ADA of one of the trial teams. (assigned to each
District Court), although in some instances an assistant prosecutor or

a project attorney tries the case. These cases receive priority scheduling.

32 rk,f,: ~“j o
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| appellate proceedings are handled by project attorneys.

.inceptign"and there have been no implementation difficulties.

@

" One of the goals of the project is to reduce plea bargaining.
Attorneys must'checkfwith the’Divisicn Chief Attorney (project director)
regarding plea bargaining for those persons to be tried as habitual .
criminals. Theinroject has also placed an emphasis on obtaining increased

sentences.

The CCB appellate attorney is responsible for appellate assignments
He also drafts unusual indictments and gives advice in the
Individual case

of CC cases.
trial of CC cases (as does the Project Director).
tracking by the paraprofessionals continues through the appellate stage

in order to provide the appellate attorney with up-to-date progress

reports. As‘part of their monitoring function, the paraprofessionals
notify the unit chief if problems arise regarding a case's progress.

Also, the Parole Board is reqnired‘to notify the CCB of hearinés for
career criminal offenders. The project considers challenging each case.

As of June 1976, over 20 cases had been challenged. v ‘ o

3.2.3 Evaluability Considerations: Dallas

e Consideration 1: Cﬂear Specification of Treatment

The program'aﬁtivities are specifically directed toward achieving
the goals of the program through special cdareer criminal processaing.,
These activities primarily involve the increased investigation and enhanced
case preparation performed byithe Career Criminal Bureau staff. In
addition, CC case progress is monitored during the trial stage and any
’ These elements

are directed towards increasing the likelihood of conviction and oEtaining
longer sentences for career criminals than would normally be expected.

. & -Consideration 2:‘»Systematic Application of Program Treatment
No basic changes have been made in program activities since project

Although

the court docket is’averloadedcand projectcstaff,would like to have a

33
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visiting judge when case processing time exceeds 90 days, as of June 1976,

the mean processing time for CC cases waQJngdays (the project goal is
to keep the processing time under760‘days). ‘

. Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatment

. % Career criminals receive increased attention primarily during the

pretrial phase (investigation, case preparation), which eliminates reindict—

ment procedures normally required in order to try an individual as an

" enhanced offender. In CC cases the grand jury hears the case one or two days

after arrest which is faster than for normal processing. All pretrial
steps are handled by project attorneys; however, the cases are tried by

regular attorneys. (Their progress is monitored by the project para-

professionals.) This procedure is different than processing of non~-career

criminal cases, In which vertical representation is followed.

Other processing differences are:

(1) Plea bargaining for persons to be prosecuted as habitual
criminals 1s more tightly regulated; .

(2) The project policy emphasizes obtaining increased sentences;

(3) The Career Criminal Division appellate attorney is responsible
for appellate assignments of career criminal cases.,

..®  Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment

‘Regarding the extent of program treatment, career criminal cadses
receiveiincreased attention primarily during the pretrial stage. Once
cases are selected, enhanced indictments and affidavits are prepared.

Additional infermation necessary to support the enhanced indictment is

gathered _and intensified investigation occurs. The case is dimmediately .
assigned to one of the District Courts, eliminating reindictment procedures.

.Career criminal cases are tried by regular;'not project, attorneys

(one of the three members of the team at the District Court to

34

R e gt s b ISR RIS

&

i)

s

N

)

>}W

O

i

iy

which the case was assigned). Case progress is monitored by a pgnject
paraprofessional during the trial phase and the case is again handled by

a project attorney for any appellate proceedings. Also, the Parole Board

notifies the CCB of any hearings for CC offenders, which may be challenged

by the project. Thus, the project is either directly or indirectly
involved in case processing from indictment preparation through appeal,
with the major emphasis on pretrial case preparation.

Regarding the coverage of the program treatment, during the first
eight ‘months (through June 1976), there have been 163 cases in the

program. These cases represent less than 10 percent of the total
criminal caseload.

° Consideration 5t Local Case Records

The Dallas County DA's’ Office has no statistics prior to the

Career Criminal Project implementation (10/1/75) that show the number of
cases which could have been indicted as enhanced offenders, but were not.
In the past, the offender had to be reindicted in order to be tried as an
enhanced offender. (This procedure has been changed for career criminal
cases;) The process of reindictment required the assignment of a new
case number, and dismissal of the old indictment, making it difficult

to trace an individual case throughout the entire prosecution.

@ Consilderation 6:

Selection Criteria are Operationalized
.o and Replicable ‘

The selection criteria for career criminals are specified in
general terms and sclection is case specific involving subjective

judgements. - For example, one category of eligible persons are those

4 o .
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"chsrged with a capital offense or habitual (third felony) offemnse
under such circumstances as to indicate such persons should be prosecuted

under this project.”" Such subjectivity in the career criminal selection

process would make it difficult to replicate the process in order to

identify a set of baseline cases.

An additional problem with the selection criteria is that two
categories of eligible persons are selected on the basis of pending w
cases: (1) persons with two or more Index Part I cases currently |
open and pending and (2) persons charged with an Index Part I crime
while released on bond for a felony offense. These case selection
criteria would be very difficult to replicate with baseline cases

and it is not known how many CC cases are selected on this basis.
e Consideration 7: SYstematic Application of Selection Criteria
There has been no change in the selection criteria since project
inception. The crjferia were designed to allow for flexibility,
therefore it is difficult to determine if these criteria are being
systematically applied. Since selection is case—specific,’this~outcome
appears unlikely, As of March 15, 1976, 327 gases had been identified
as potentiai career criminal cases and referred to the Career Criminal

Bureau.ll Project attorneys selected only 104 of these cases, less than

one-third, for career criminal processing.

e Consideration 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept
| The career criminal gselection criteria focus both on tne nature of the

- current offense and the previou- record. As mentioned earlier, some persons
% may be selected based solely on the characteristics of the current offense
("persons charged with a capital offense under such circumstances as

to indicate such persons should be prosecuted under this,project").

1lgt atus Report for National Legal,Data,Center, March 15, 1976,
36 '
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" crime, based upon measurable indicators of past criminal activity.

. reduce pretrial &nd trial delay, reduce the occurrence of plea bargaining).

~are essentially being processed by the routine case handling system. As

Persons may also be selected on .the basis of pending cases or because
they are on bail or parole in another case.
criteria reflect certain aspects of the concept underlying the Career
Criminal program, they represent only a partial attempt to isolate a

particular group of criminals who commit a disproportionate amount of

The narrative of April 15, 1976 Status Report indicates, however,
that all cases which have been disposed of by the unit involve third time

offenders. The end result, therefore, may be that those persons selected

do in fact have a eriminal history.l2

. Consideration 9:

Local Situation - !
The local situation in the Dallas Office appears to offer a coopera-

tive context for the conduct of the national evaluation. The local

evaluation of the Career Criminal program is to be performed by a team

of three experienced prosecutors, from Houston, Fort Worth, and San Antonio.

How the evaluation is to be accomplished is not described within the grant

application, however, and only performance measures are specified (e.g., i

Y

3.2.4 General Aseessment

The Career Criminal program in Dallas (like the Houston Program, see
pages 48-55 below) is of interest because, unlike most of the CCP’s, the
treatment administered to career criminal cases in Dallas does not focus
upon vertical or conti;uous case representation. Rather, in this (and the

Houston) case, more attention is devoted to the preparation of cases which

such, the approach used in the Dallas and Houston programs offers

* ‘ ; ; . :
Status Report for the Nation@l Legal Data Center, April 15, 1976.
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wer criminal cases to the Major | ’ ’ | © 3.3 Wayne County (Detroit) Career Criminal Progrem
an alternative treatment of car tion approach enployed in 7 )] 3.3.1 Career Criminal Target Population
cu : | ~
Violator's Unit/continuous case pro:% evaluability problems discugsed O The Career Crimina*\program in the Wayne County Prosecutor's
most of the other CCFPs. However, t ef thi 2s a case study site. . Office (Detroit) 1s directed toward the improved prosecution of
8 N
rlier preclude the recommendation © P persons committing serious felonies, who have either a record of
countered in the Dallas 5 | i} . previous criminal activities or cases pending in the couris, The tar-
en . : ,
The most important of the problema Lectio The case selection : geted crimes are homicide, robbery (both armed and unarmed), assault
gselec TR« . o
. assessment involves career criminal casit ia as guidelines for the £ . (including criminal sexual conduct), and burglary (including breaking and
' er
procedures in Dallas employ a set of crs lection of cases from .this , entering) of both dwellings and businesses. Persons who are charged
. ele o = . !
identification of potential CC cases - 1al sttention is ccnducted o ; O with thesg crimes may”be selected for career criminal processing on
pool which will receive special prosei&d {sion depends upon the judge- 7 ' the basis of having two prior felony convictions or two felonies
1 a ec : ) .
on a case-specific basis and the fin X Looticn. Replication i ) pending.
torney making the selec ) ) \
ment of the screening at ently it
ossible and consequ y , : :
this procedure for the evaluation 18 noi pb line group of "sould-be" : o ‘ v ¥ We have no information on the types, or even the number of cases,
ase L _
i1g not feasible to construct a comparable o group of major that have been selected for career criminal processing since the
‘ a compa ‘
career’criminal cases prior to the program, _ Detroit program began operation in July 1975.13 The anticipated num-
importance in the evaluation design. ber of career criminals to be processed during the first year of
o O project operation was 550,
3.3.2 Careeerriminal Program Activities -
The Criminal Division of the Wayne County Prosecutor's Office is
: , o v 1O organized into separate’departments for handling criminal cases in
B . o ‘ [ | © v two courts. Ninety percent of the criminal cases handled by the
,é C « , ’ ‘ = ' o office are tried in the Recorder's Court, which has jurisdiction over
,2 ‘ a3 5 cases originating within the city limits of Detroit. Cases originating
§ , o , , ° ' _ ‘ 0 8 R - O , within Wayné County but outside of the Detroit citf“limits are tried
% % o ' | o s . s in the Wayne County Circuit Court. The twos<zriminal departmen;s
B S
'ﬁ e T . B ol @ 131n the Career Criminal Program Status Reports, (dated 1/16/76 and
? ‘ , K : SR o S s : 5/6/76) prepared by the Wayne County Prosecutor's Office for the
; . - , » . h National Legal Data Center, only the total number of jindictments
3' R 5 B LT S ' ' : S o , and/or informations filed are given, i.e., for both CC and non—CC
i ‘ , cases combined. - v
ve
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in the Prosecutor 8 Office are further subdivided' each criminal case

. (for either court) is handled by several attorneys. : ”

The Wayne County Career Criminal programoinvolves three compo-~
nents. The first, the Major“Violators Unit (MVD), has responsibility

K : - . for case preparation and prosecution of career criminals in both the’

Recorder s Court anc the Circuit Court. There are 11 attorneys, in-
o ' '4 cluding the Project Director, assigned to the MVU Which handles career
N ( \\
orimttq,fcases through all stages of case processing. The Major

- : Violators Unit is supported by two additional components, each a

part of the career criminal program in Detroit. .The Recorder s .Court

Probation Component provides additional resources for presentence

investigations of career criminals. This component is also intended to

rovide better measures of dangerousness to assist An identifying offenders.

(Other proposed tasks of this unit have a correctional rather than a prose—

cutorial orientation ). The third componenr, the Wavne County Circuit

Court Component, assigns a court executive- to facilitate coordination

o ith the Prosecutor 8. office and to provide additional resources for

court reporters, probation ‘officer’ interviews at bail and presentence
investigations for career criminals trled in the Wayne County Circuit
Court, The goal of this component is to maintain expeditious processing
times for CC cases by properly coordinating and utilizing the resources

i

of the County Court.’

.l Career criminal cases mayrbe identified at several points in the

AR

)

of a- warrant by therwarrant prosecutor, or 1ater in the processing system

"by a regular attorney handling the case.’ Once a potential cc. case is

ke AR SR

positiozn rotates among the Mvu staff) then determines if the suspect

~and the crime meet the CC selection criteria. If the case is accepted

BESR s AE

:"

the MVU. Director assigns it to a MVU attorney who is responsible for

P

Y

o processing system. during arrest by the police, at the issuance, 7

® identified it is referred to the MVU and the Unit s’Intake Attorney (thiB

O

©

O

4€§.

Y

the conduct of the case through all stages of the court process. A
secondary attorney is also notified of the case at its inception and
is kept up—to—date on its progress 8o that he can assist in case
preparation (i.e., in interrogation of the defendant) or take over
the case should the primary attorney be absent for any reason.

:A prewarrant inveatigation is conducted by the police, with

\.

the agsigned MVU attorney acting in an advisory capacity. The MVU :\

\

attorney (or the officer in charge) informs the arraigning magistrate

.of the intention to prosecute the defendant as am habitual criminal

~ and requests‘an appropriate bond.

rr‘he MVU attorney takes two actions, not regularly performed by
attorneys handling criminal cases, during the. remaining processing
steps. First, he makas a written sentence recommendation to =
the judge which is placed on the record at the sentencing hearing.
Second, aftergsentencing, he writes a letter to the parole board
ekpressing‘his opinion about the dangerOusness of the defendant at k
the time of sentsncing.v In'addition one of the MVU’attgrneys isv’
responsible for. "esponding to appeals. kThe project also notifies
victims and complainants of the disposition of CC cases., °

12

o R S,

3. 3 3= Evaiuability Considerations

B

L Consideration Lz Clear Specification of Treatment

The primary mechanism that *has been created as part of the Career
Criminal program in the Wayne County Prosecutor s Office is the
Major Violators Unit (MVU). The‘MVﬁ is a special unit deaigned to

select and prosecute career criminal cases. The assigned MVU attorney :

D

ehandles case preparation and all processing steps (vertical represen-vg
k'tation) for CcC cases.f The intention is to obtain high conviction

Y rates and longer prison terms for career criminals.‘ These persons are

@ G
e

3

o

Vgt



e YA T A

1
¥
P
i
;

Although the project reported that the average ‘time from arrest to

QF

also routinely processed as habitual offenders as part of the MVU's

'activities (this is a major innovation for the Wayne County Office). = Cﬁ,

The Detroit program contains two other components designed to

support the Major Violators Unit. " The Wayne County Circuit Court

' Component , which assigns a court executive to facilitate coordination : O

withithe Prosecutor's office snd to supply additional resources for

court reporters, as well as providing probation officer interviews at

bail and presentence invegtigstions for CC cases, is directed toward

the project's goals (more "effective" prosecution of CC’cases). The " Cos N
Recorder's Court Probation Department Component, on the.other hand,

is only partially dirécted toward the project's goals. Additional

resources are furnished for presentence investigations for CC defendants,

but other activities have a currectional rather than a prosecutorial : o

orientation (e.g., ‘one task is to provide parole and prison personnel

with comprehensive reports for morefaccurate classification of inmates),

e Consideration 2:

A change in court docketing procedures in the Recorder's Courts
appears to have impeded the progress of the- Detroit program. As
reported under the special problems section of the January Status Report: g

‘The Recorder's Court for the City of Detrolt haa ' , Oy
,reoently announced a change in its docketing - ~
procedure with the intention cof reducing the jail
population for those awaiting trial. Since 9) percent
of [CC] cases are in Recorder's Court, and 90 percent
ofthe defendants are in jail in lieu of bond, [MVU]

will be hard pressed in the next several months to try g

most of its cases. Rather than reassign cases from one S
'attorney to another within ﬁKVU] to avold conflicts in E
trial“dates, we have established a policy of requesting
adjournments where necessary. ' This will enable PROB

to continue its policy of allowing one attorney to

‘handle avcase from start to finish, o :"" Ea T*CQ :f o

trial iS‘not expected to increase to any greac degree, this outcome

i
o

§ystematichpplication-of Treatment =~ =« O

SR L

o

~ attorney handling the cases) has been added. Another minor change,

,program since CC cases have not been reported separately in the

g

appears unavoideble. The actual consequences of the change in docketing
procedure were discussed in the only additional Status Report (May) g
submitted to the National Legal Data Center.

,/,

i

f Only one change hes been made to the program treatment since the :

began,operation in July 1975. The procedure of
giving the judge a written sentence recommendation (from the MVU

‘Wayne County program

one which does not affect the program treatment, has also been made. ' %
Victims and complainants are notified of the dispoaition of CC cases )
(January Status Report). ) . : g
o . Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatment
The processing differences for career criminals in the Detroit
program are as follows. First, there is vertical representation, with 5
the two attorneys assigned to each case handling all the processing steps.

One attorney acts as an assistant and may stand in for the primary

attorney, if<necessary. In routine criminal processing, different 5*;"'

attorneys are\assigned to various processing steps. Other differences
include intensified preparation of the case, closer coordination with
the police, and provision of sentencing recommendations to the judge.

Also, the habitual offender statutes are utilized to obtain 1onger
sentences. - . o e : : B E

e Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment

Career criminal cases are intended to receive special attention 5 i
throughout the prosecution of the“osse. This involves vertical repre—
sentation from the prewarrant stage through appeal, increased case

preparation and the presentation of written sentencing recommendations.

&

“We have no specific information regarding the coverage of the
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‘Status Reports which the Detroit program has prepared for the
National Legal Data Center,(1/16/76nand 5/6/76).

e. Consilderation 5: Local Case Records

According to the grant application, the Prosecutor's office keeps
extensive statistics on criminal cases incluging figures on the number

of cases disposed of at each stage of: prosecution.;wFor the local -

program evaluation, a data base of a sample of cases involving dangerous

offenders processed prior to the inception of the project is to be '

created as well as a. sample of dangerous offenders processed at the same =

time but not by the project. From these samples, the following' estimates

will be made:
number of cases dismissed and 1ength of time from arrest to each stage

o

the expected frequency of failure to appear in court,

- of prosecution for each of the three processing groups (processing prior
to the program,“processing by the program,’and processing_atcthe same time

as the program'but,notxby the program).

e Considération 6: Selection Criteria are Operationalized and

Replicable , , _ :
The selection criteria for career criminal cases’ in the Detroit

program are clearly specified. a career criminal is a person that

. has two or more prior. felony convictions or has two or more felony
‘cases pending. Target crimes are homicide, robbery assaults and .
Qburglaries. Given the size and severity of the crime problem in -
yDetroit, it appears that these criteria would identify a larger

pool of o‘fenders than the Detroit Career Criminal program is. prepared ?

to handle (550 cases per year) No further selection criteria have
been presented for the Detroit program." B ‘

: : S gr~'*~' . .

Another problem with the Detroit program selecrion criteria is

that some cases are selected for cC processing on the basis of pending"

”,cases. The selection process would be difficult to replicate and we

: do ‘not know how many CC cases fall into this category.f '

Ll
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x deliver suhpoenas (instead of three) and there has been inadequate

‘,i transportation for prisoners and inadequate security. - This lack of

4;

T
e Consideration 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria
We have no iInformation regarding the systematic application of
the - selection criteria since there have been no statistics on CC cases
referred or selected as part of the Status Reports (1/16/76 and
' 5/6/76). If cases are selected based on subjective judgements,

consistency in the process appears unlikely.‘

e Consideration 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept

The Detroit program only partially reflects the concept underlying
the Career Criminal Program since some persons with no record of prior

criminal convictions “can be selected for CC processing on the basis of
pending cases.

e Consideration 9: Local Situation

The Wayne County Prosecutor 8 office has not been able to meet
the data requirements of the National Legal Data Center. We would

~ expect the local situation, therefore, to be unfavorable for a more

extensive data collection effort as part of the national-level evaluation.
An additional problem, which makes court processing difficult and

has inhibited the operation of the Career Criminal program In Detroit,

1is the lack of a full complement of police officers to .serve at the

l Recorder s Court. This has been one of the outcomes of the continuing

: struggle of criminal justice and other agencies for a larger share of

the - limited fiscal resources of the City of Detroit. The effect has

- been a cutback in the number of officers available to the Recorder s
o Court from 85 to 71.'

Consequently, only one officer is available to

X

;‘security is particularly damaging for the career crhminal cases.

Judges are hesitant to handle these cases, This situation has not,c S

&
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' (the Recorder's Court and the Circuit Court)
feasible for the evaluation to examine the impact of the program in

~1security problems for CC cases.

as yet been resolved, and may interfere with both the implementation

and: evaluation of the Career Criminal program.

ni)//,

3.3.4 General Assessment
The Wayne County Career Criminal program poses a number of
problems for the implementation of the Career ‘Criminal program's

national—level evaluation.

The program itself covers two relatively complex court’systemsi
it would only be

one of the two, due to the duplication of effort necessary to address
both. Since 90 percent of the career criminal caseload is handled by
the Recorder's Court, it appears to be the more likely candidate of the

two.

However, the Recorde;/P“Court has been tho setting of several
implementation difficultiess.) A shift in the Recorder s Court docketing

system has meant some disruption in the continuous representation of

. career crﬁminal cases processed in that court (a major component of
‘program treatment) and is expected to have an impact on: the prosecutorial

”'outcomes for that set’ of cases (especially the number of continuances

and processing times) OThe Recorder 8 Court has also faced problems due
to ‘the cutbacks in funding which have constrained the entire Detroit '

lycriminal justice system. These have recently resulted in a reduction

"in the number of police officers assigned to the court, this has posed

S

‘ The selection criteria for the Detroit program also pose problems..;
"“’First the pending case . criterion is one which makes baseline replicaticn"'

B,

-

';5Detroit Free Press (June 27 through July 7 1976)
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difficult. . Second, the program targets the handling of only 550 cases

during the first year, ‘2 number which it appears is somewhat lower than

:that which would normally be identified by the criteria established
(see page 44),

. It seems poasible that, like New York and Boston,

‘Detroit screeners may select a subset of qualified cases on a case-

specific basis, again a procedure difficult to replicate. Detroit has

‘provided no information in their monthly status reports to the National

Legal Data Center on the number of cases accepted by the program, this
in itself is an indicator of potential data problems.

;o
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3.4 Harris County (Houston) Career Criminal Program
3.4.1 Career Criminal Target Population
The Career Criminal program in Harris County, Texas is directed

,primarnly towards persons committing serious felonies and stranger—to-

strang\xjcrimes of violence.  Both. current and past offenses are considered

in the selection of career criminal cases. If the current offense is =
it may be the sole. basis for the selection of a

Finally the strength of .

sufficiently aggravated,
defendant for prosecution as a career criminal.

the case or the likelihood of conviction are also considered in the

selection decision

Since project inception in July 1975 a variety of cases has
been selected for career criminal processing. As of January 15, 1976, 277
defendants had been referred to the Career Criminal program; 199 of these:
had been accepted,15 The following is the breakdown by type of offense
{some defendants were charged with combinations of felonies, therefore
offense figures do not sum to the total number of persons accepted 1nto the
program): robbery, 102; assaultive offenses, 8; burglary ‘and theft 91;
auto theft, 8; narcotic offenses, 17; rape and sexual abuse; 12;
forgery, 1; and kidnapping, 1. '

y

3.4, 2 Career Criminal Prog*am Activities
The Harris County District Attorney's office employs 120 Assistant :

District At\orneys with 67 attorneys assigned to felony criminal ‘cases.

All felony dases referred to the. Prosecutor are screened by a Central Intake
.Unit which reviews the substance of a case and makes the decision whether
to proceed wﬁth,prosecution.' Once a case has' been indicted by a

Grand Jury, it is assigned to one of the twelve District Courts

VRN

"lSHarris Count\ District Attorney 8" Office Career Criminal Project,~

Six MOnth OpYrational Report, July 15,. 1975 to January 15, 1976

o3
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: trial—teams in the District Courtsﬁfor trial.

“the arraignment.‘

EachxDistrict Court is
served by a three—man trial team which handles case preparation and

which handle the County' 8 Felony cases.

trial proceedings for the prosecution, reflectingﬁ the general office

policy of vertical case representation.

@

Career criminal cases may be identified at four alternative points

in the case handling process: by police at booking, by the screening

attorney at the Central Intake Unit, by paralegals during preliminary

hearing case preparation or by attorneys during the preliminary hearing.

~ Once a career criminal case is identified it is referred to the Career
Criminal Division (CCD), 3 new unit of the Prosecutor's office created
under the Career Criminal program. This unit, which is staffed on a
rotating basis by three prosecutors from the‘regular prosecutorial staff,
handles cage preparation for all career criminal cases including case
representation in all processing steps prior to trial. ' If the case

warrants, the career criminal prosecutor will become involved in the case

immediately after arrest, interviewing witnesses and attending lineups.

The prosecutor 1s also available/to represent the state in recommending

and maintaining high bail at the examining trial (preliminary hearing) -
and before the grand jury.

- Career criminal cases are assigned\to the regular.prosecutorial

While the regular District

-Court attorneys do not: prepare the career criminal cages, they handle all
‘trial actions including pleas taken at this stage in processing.

Immediately after the case is filed and assigned to a District Court,

’ ‘the Career Criminal Division (CCD) prosecutor informs the Chief Prosecutor
~of that court.

~ The CCD prosecutor will keep the Chief Prosecutor informed,
of . the progress of the case as it proceeds from ‘the examining trial to

After the case is- turned over to the Chief Prosecutor

[ WG SUNBI -  ELPLE
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quality of cases accepted by the CCD.

to ‘these cases.

for trial, the CCD prosecutor monitors the case and provides follow-up
investigation when required. Most CC cases are tried by the Chief

Prosecutor, who gives priority to these cases.

To -support the Career Criminal Division (CCD), a Police Liaison
The officers
in this Unit, supported by the CC program, work to identify cases eligible

Unit has been created in the Houston Police Department.

for the program early in the case handling process and to increase the
Specific procedures and forms that
have been developed to handle potential CC cases ensure the collection
and exchange of all necessary information between the police and the
District Attorney's offices i '

3.4,3 Evaluability Considerations
e Consideration 1l:

4

Clear Specification of Treatment ERE 4

The activities of the two major program mechanisms in the Houston ;/

/
ccP (the Career Criminal Division in the Distrlct Attorney 5 offlce d/

" and the Police Liaison Unlt in the Police Department) are both directed

towards the improved preparation of CC cases. The primary purpose of ‘the
CCD is the evaluation and preparation of CC cases by attorneys who are-

freed from heavy caseloads and trial responsibilities. The CCD further

vgives attention to case representation during pretrial proceedings and

 case monitoring once the cas: is handed over to the regular trial teams.

The Police Liaison Unit aids in case preparation through the early identi-

* fication of ce cases and defendants and increased investigative attention

" on the program objectives of increased convictionsnand larger sentences for:é

career criminals., : : e R

. Consideration 23 Systematic Application of Program Treatment -

- No major changes have been made in. program activities since the
inception’of the program.

A8 such the activities of both of these units are focused'

However, implementation difficulties have been i

O

-

1o

W

o

o

~increasing as the program has continued.

¢CCD‘assignments.

‘Prosecutor of one of these teams tries the case.

encountered in the area of case processing. Time delays have been
experienced both between indictment and arraignment (in some District
Courts) and from indictment to trial and these delays have.been

Two annex courts are expected
to begin ogeration in the near future which may alleviate some of the
'problem and it is hoped that CC cases will receive a priority setting
in these courts. However, unless this problem is solved, processing
time may continue to be a problem. | :

o Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatment

The primary difference between career criminal and routine case

“processing is that the pretrial phase is handled by the Career Criminal

Division (CCD). (In routine criminal processing, cases are assigned

directly to the attorney who will try the case.)~ Although the‘CCD is

staffed by'regular attorneys (on:a rotating basis), these attorneys are
able to give‘increased‘attentiongto case preparation because of lower
caseloads and;because they have nc trial responsibilities during their
Career criminal cases are tried in the same fashion
as other criminal cases, that is, by teams of 3 prosecutors assigned

to each of the 12 District Courts., For most CC cases, the Chief

=1 The CCD attorney

‘«originally assigned to prepare the case moniters it through trial and

‘Jsentencing.

Career Criminal cases were also intended to receive

priority scheduling, although this. has not yet been accomplished.

'Potential career criminal cases also receive increased ‘attention from
”*the police via the Police Liaison Unit.

' ‘coordination between the police snd prosecutor is greaCer for cases

According to project personnel,

selected for CC processing than for other ‘cases; special procedures and

"‘forms have been developed for the handling of CC cases by the police

"in an attempt to identify more career cri-inals early in the case

"vhandling process. Ke ». v : o

@
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° Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment

Regarding the extent ‘of program treatment, career criminal

cases recelve special consideration primarily during the pretrial
phase. This special consideration may begin immediately after arrest,
when potential CC cases are identified by the police, either by the
Once a case is selected,
' The CCD

arresting officer or the Police Liaison Unit.
a ccD attorney interviews witnesses and attends line-ups.

attorney attends all pretrial proceedings, re commends high bail, and

coordinates with the Police Liaison Unit to prepare the case. After

the case is turned over to the Chief Prosecutor of one of the prosecution

teams for the 12 District Courts, the CCD attorney monitors the case,

providing follow-up investigation when required.

In terms of program coverage, during the six months since project
inception (i.e., between July 15, 1975 and January 15, 1976) 330
defendants have been accepted into the Career Criminal program.
However, statistics are available for all criminal or felony cases for
a comparable period of time.

‘e Consideration S: _Local Case Records
- In the Status Reports prepared by the District Attorney s office

for the National Legal Data Center, statistilcs are presented for both
CC and non- CC cases, Although much more information is included for

CC cases, e.g., reason. referred (individual), reason accepted (aggregate),

types of offenses (aggregate), processing times (individual and aggregate)

and outcomes (individual and aggregate), only aggregate statistics are’

included for non-CC cases.

e

v

£ The grant application preaente some information on the number

and types. of cases filed and dispoaed during 1975,4in total and by court.

A central data system for case proceasing information is proposed. It

18 to be a comprehensive, multi—agency information system for Harris

¥4
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County and will reflect the procedural flow of cases through the system
and provide data concerning cases and the persons involved (defendants,
victims, lawyers, bondsmen). Also, the system will be coordinated with
other cities in the state and will be available prior to charging at
Central Intake of the District Attorney's office to provide access to

We have no further
information regarding the operational status of this proposed system

RS much of the information needed for case evaluation.

or the completeness of local case records prior to the implementation of
.the Career Criminal program.
i

o Consideration 6:
Replicable

In Houston, career criminals are persons with a past conviction for

Selection Criteria are'Qperationalized and

Ty “ a felony or the propensity for violence or who are charged with a crime
particularly aggravated or who are also on B wnd for certain offenses.
These selection criteria pose several problems for the replication of the
| selection procedures with a set of baseline cases. First, some cases are
i?r, selected based on the existence of a pending case information which is

rarely available in past case files. Secondly, some cases are selected
based on a subjective evaluation of the characteristics of the current
offense (e.g., gubstantial injury to the vietim for A rape or sexusal

)f?' abuge case, large sum involved for first degree robbery) One final

/
@;ﬁ problem exists in that the quality of the cage plays a role in case

selection. These considerations cannot Be reasonably replicated
. based on case file information.

| 1 | o ;¢Q
Systematic Application of Selection Criteria  °

There has been no change *in the selection criteria since the.

beginning of thelprogram. As of January 15, 1976, 277 defendants had -
been referred to the Career Criminal program, 199 of these had been
accepted.-

‘—«(

'] Considenhtion ]

However, the reasons for case rejecticn are not known making
it difficult to determine 1f the selec¢tion criteria have been syste-»

matically applied.
s 53 " o
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e Consideration 8:
’ The Harris County career criminal selection criteria focus primarily
on -the offender and his history, although the characteristics of the

current offense may be-the sole basis of selectionwfor career criminal

Reflection of‘Career Criminal Concept

processing. Because the options permitted by the selection criteria
are so numerous, including a wide range of offenses and situations, a
characteristic group of 1nd1v1dualsemay not be selected. ~The Six Month
Operational Report, however, indicates that most offenders are selected N

for robbery (102) or burglary and theft (91).

Local Situation

. Consideration 93
Because of the manner in which the local case records are organized,
it has been difficult for Houston to meet the data requirements of the

‘National Legal Data Center. We«would expect the local situation,

“/“ &

therefore, to be unfavorable for a more extensive data collection effor

as part of the national- -level evaluation.
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~ inclusion of the program as a-case study site.

‘Data Center.

H.above) the Houston Career Criminal program, like Dallas,

divert program resources from the prlmary task of career cr1m1nal case

3.4.4 General Assessment

As discussed in the Dallas general assessment (see section 3 2.4
‘1s interesting
because the approach’ employed in handling career criminal cases is

well 1ntegrated into the routine case handling system and, _as such,
offers an alternative to the major violator unit approach to 1mprOV1ng
prosecutorlal performance. In Houston, ‘however, as in Dallas, the
evaluability problems 1dent1f1ed 1n the assessment militate against the
Like Dallas, the
problems encountered for Houston revolve around the selection of career
criminal cases. The criteria established for case selection involve
subjectlve assessments of case characteristics and in certain circum-
stances cases are 1nc1uded in the program based on inside 1nformat10n
prov1ded by the police department. This type of selection process

does not lend itself to replication w1th baseline cases .and would

“preclude the 1mp1ementat10n of. the national level evaluation de51gn.'. b

the Houston program has experienced proce551ng delays
Whlch have 1mpeded the progress of the program.

In addition,

Slnce the evaluatlon

“seeks sites which have fully 1mp1emented their program activities in

order to examine the impact, of those activities, these implementation
difficulties further indicate the 1nadv1sab111ty qf the 'selection of

,k

Houston as a case sfudy s1te. S5

. Finally, it appears that the Houston pProgram has encountered some
difficulty in meeting the data requests made by the Natlonal Legal wo N

From conversatlons with Houston Program personnel, these

‘problems have left the Houston program with a less than positive

attitude toward particlpatlon in any endeavor which would further‘

L

preparation.\

55

e e BT

e et s

e

i

&

N
Q%

\\“e.



st et

3
<
%

3.5 Marion County (Indianapolis) Career Criminal Program

3. 5 1 Career Criminal larget Population _ a
The Career Criminal program in Marion County, Indiana 1is directed
Both current

primarily toward persons committing gerious felonies.
and past offenses are considered in the selection of career criminal
cases. If the current offense “is sufficiently aggravated and the
person is either on probation or has cases pending, he may be selected
for career criminal processing solely on those bases.,

The Marion County frogram began operation in October 1975. As
of May 1, 1976, 154 cases had’been gelected for career criminal

These cases represented 243 counts (the number of defen-
16

processing.

dants is not:given). At that time, the largest proportion of cases

'involved robbery, with other target crimes including aggravated assault,

burglary and drug offenses.

3.5.2 Career Criminal Program Activities
The Marion County Prosecutor 8 office employs approximate%’f 50

deputies with six of these working ‘ona part-time buseis.

' organized according to the court system, i.e., lower court proceedings

-are handled by the Municipal Court Division and felony trials are

handled by trial teams, one: aseigned to each criminal court. There

are also specialty teaml working 4n all of the courts.h T : 2

The Career Criminal program 18 one of the specialty teams in ;
It is composed of three components, with

the Marion County office. ,
The Case Intake Screening,

the project director overaeeing all three.

o

1(ilareer Criminal Program Status Report, prepared by the Marion Ccunty
Prosecutor 3 Office for the National Legal Data Ceater, 5/14/76. |
k& S )
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Evaluation and Selection (CaISES) component adds two project deputies
The Major -
Violators Unit (MVU), staffed hy the trial supervisor, eight trial

deputies‘and,S investigators, prosecutes those cases selected by

to the two already involved in felony case screening.

the CaISES component. The Target Profile Refinement Uait (TaPRU) ,

“‘ staffed by a psychologist and a social worker, suprorts the other two.

;*\ s

to the Major Violators Unit.

components by refining the profile of the career criminal and monitoring

the progreas of CCs after sentencing.

by four paralegals who ‘gather criminal history and treatment history

data, assist in witness coordination, and perform other support functions.

3

Career criminal cases are identified and Selebted by the
CalSES. component. = All four deputies identify poténtial CCs as they
appear in both the municipal and criminal courts.
of CC cases is made after a thorough examination of both the case and-
the accused; ' This selection is based on a point system. '

Persons selected to be processed as career criminals are referred
The MVU deputies visit defendants in
jail and coordinate- with the police regarding the investigation of
CC‘cases.

They also attend all court. hearings, which generallv

include arraignment, a bond reduction hearing, one to three»pre
trial hearings, the trial and one to'three post-trial hearings.
CC cases are tracked beyond conviction or entry of guilty

plea to include probation and parole revocation hearings, post-

conviction proceedings and proceedings in other jurisdictions. :

The three project investigators aid the trial deputies in case

preparation. They also’ function as a liaison between the project and

,local law enforcement agencies and agsist the four project paralegals
k[fin witness coordination. ‘ e

57 Q\é

- All three components are assisted

The final selection
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The TaPRU participated in the development of the point system utilized
for CC selection (December 1975 Status Report). - £0 me
the progress of CCs after sentencing, this unit is responsible for ex- ,
ploring sentencing alternatives and: coord;tnat'ix;g Vith correctional facili-
ties. The TaPRU has also atudied thg‘j;;y‘selggtiop proéesg with g view
toward changes the voir dire techniques _}used by deputies,

3;5;3 ‘Evaluability Considerations °

° ConsideraGidn 1: Ciear,Specificat;on of'?rea;ment‘

The activities of the threeﬁcomponenta of’the Indignapolis
Careér Criminal program (called the Careers—in-Crime In;ercePtion’
Program) are directed toward the_idedtification, prosecutipn and

follow-up of career criminals. The scope of this program is some-

- what broader than most CC prpgxams.‘ The Case Intake, Screening,

Evaluation and Selection Compoment iden:ifiesvpotentigl'QCa and
o : ' : tors
seleéts‘those cases to be included in the program. -The Major Violato

Unit prosecutes these céées, providing increased attention and 2gndling
‘ t . f & ‘units. I"activi-
" by one unit within the office rather than by Several units. gyU ‘

ties are directed toward the prqject objectiﬁes Of;p:ov4ding spegdier

trials, producing Stigfer«sentencgs for CCs and reduging’the |
,"loophoiés“ through~which,the most expefienced~crimipals age thought

gystem -

7
o

Thé Ta:get Profile Réfinementj%nit does not directly affect

cc pfoéessing, but praVides féédback on the success of CCs after

sentencing as well as refinement of the profile of the CC. -

S

‘17Aécording to the 2/10)76_St3tus}Repoft; jury bullétipg érg‘bgipg‘ .

" ‘prepared. -

=

In addition to monitoring g}

@

EE

. to sit as spécial3judge8;‘

':"198taﬁus‘ﬁep8rts; 4/2/76‘aﬁd'5/14/76v

U

e Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Program Treatment

There have been no major changes in pProgram activities since the
inception of the program.

However, implementation difficultieé

have been encountered in the area of case‘prééggggpg. The
-~ four divisions of }he'Marion County Criminal Co;;z/funCtion as four
Separate modes, with little communication among them, and prosectitors
are assigned ‘using several different systems. With individual calendars
and inadequéte notice procedures, the»result is that project attorneys
are not always‘in.attendahce at CC court ﬁroceedings (May 1976 Status
Report). The MVU has begun'pfeparation of a weekly calendar of
Unit activity intended to bring together the beét information
available concerning cases scheduled at the criminal court. Areas
in which overlap may be expecﬁéd can now at least be detected. The
advent of PROMIS is expected to eliminate these~éifficulties'(nd
aﬁticipated‘date has been given, however), 18 R

~ An ‘additional difficulty has been the use of s}%cial judges,
ratherﬁthan'regdlar Criminal Court judges.  Under/local laﬁ,

criminal court judgeskmay name panels of local attorneys to sit in
While panel :
-members are SOmetimes\sitting judges 1in otﬁeggggurts, dftéq;théy
are simply private attorneys in civil or &egénse\practicé.
Instanceéthave;been'repotted in whichﬂa‘VerdiCt oﬁ»not~guilty'has
,been handed down over stro;g eVidence._l9

their stead upon a motion for a Chahge in'judge.

: ‘ The project plans to
challenge this 10cal'practice of special judges, generally, and

specifically,lthe practicefof;permittingﬁptacticing defense‘attorneys

lBStatQSQRéports; 4/7/76'aﬁd 5/14/76;‘
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o Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatment

The primary difference between career criminal and routine case

‘processing is that CC cases ane prosecuted by a special unit, the

leajor Violators Unit. As such, all court processing steps of CC cases

~are handled by MVU attorneys rather than by several sections (Municipal

, v O
Court,’Felony Screening, Criminal Court, etc. ) of the Prosecutor's
Office. Extra resources (3 investigators, 4 paralegals) are available

for the 1nvestigation and preparation of CC cases.,

'K Consideration 4 Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment

Regarding the extent of program treatment, career criminal cases
receive specialaconsideration from. the pretrial through the post—

trial stages. Once a caseeis,identified_and selected by the CaISES

vcomponent,‘all processing steps are»handledfbyrtheyMajor Yiolators

Unit, through one to three posttrial hearings, including probation

: \ _ : d
and parole revocationqhearings, other postconviction proceedings an

proceedings in other jurisdictions. "In»addition,lcareer criminals are

monitored by‘the project to determine their success in various sentencing

alternatives.
In’terms of program coverage’ approximately 20 percent of target
felony cases (burglary, robbery, aggravated assault and drug offenses)
.are: prosecuted as career criminals As of May l 1976 154 out of
784 target felony cases were processed by ‘the Major Violators Unit e
(out of a total of 1, 333 felony cases from 9/15/75 through 4/30/76).

‘u01 Consideration 5 Local Case Records

The number of cases and counts handled by the ccp is reported in
the Status Reports prepared by the Prosecutor's Office for the National

: Legal Data ‘Center. Also given are the number of cases and counts for

o )

zostafus,Report,'5/14/7d.‘,’ B LR
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target felonies and for all felonies, as well as™the dispositions,

the average length of sentences and the average number of days from

arrest to disposition and from arrest to sentencing for CC and for

non-CC cases.

For cases not prosecuted, the reasons are given (e.g.,

pleaded guilty to another charge, insufficient evidence, etce).

The grant application presents only caseload statistics based
on County Criminal Court records. In one of the Status. Reports

(4/7/76), the existing files in the Prosecutor’ 8 office are described .
‘as a "grossly. neglected case~

file and manual record-keeping system

originated...12 or 15 ye4rs ago." The data and record system is
being redesigned, but we have no information on the status except

that PROMIS has not yet been implemented. Given the status of the.

filing system,
available.

'_o Consideration 6:

it appears that

<

adequate baseline data may not be

Selection Criteria areaOperationalized and

Replicable
In Indianapolis, career criminals were originally defined as

persons with two prior felony convictions or one prior and 2 pending

or no prior and 3 pending or 5 prior misdemeanors or probation

' violations for targeted offenses. This definition was changed,

however, to include persons with no record or with pending cases,

point system ig used to rate both the defendant s record and the

current offense.

pending cases,

w

information which is rarely available in past case

files, Secondly, Some cases are selected based partially on an
: evaluation of the current offense, as. follows. up to «five points,
“ for possession of a weapon at the time of the offenss or up to ten

‘:points where the defendant allegedly used a weapon in commission of -

'Tf6l .
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These selection criteria pose several problems for

i

the replication of the selection procedures with a set of baseline cases.

; First, some cases are selected based partially on the existence of
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the crime, or up to i5 points where serious physical injury occurred

during the ccmmissio‘ of the crime (30 points are required for
selection). The last| of these criteria (serious physical injury)
has not been operatiochally defined and thus one-half of the required
points may be based‘oi a-gubjective evaluation of injuries sustained

in the current offeﬁse.
7 it

® Consideraélon 7: - Systematic Applicafion‘of Selection Criteria

“One problem in the Marion County program has been identification
of the career criminal at the earliest stage of prosecution. The
record analysis conducted at Felony Screening is typlcally within

hours after arrest and often does mnot take into consideration activity

from other jurisdictions or crimes committed under other ,aliases.21

We do.not know if this problem has been solved. © s

[+

Another problem is‘that thedselection criteria were‘changed
during the third month of‘project operation (Decemher 1975) because
the case flow was inadequate. Refinement'of the criteria by the
TaPRU was planned as part of the Career Criminal program, but the

change was a major one, allowing for selection of persons for CC

' processing based on the current offense only.22
; e e "

e ﬁConsideration 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept

) The selection criteria only partially reflect the careew

gcriminal concept in that persons may be selected for career criminal

- processing on the basis of pending cases or,on the basis of a misdemeanor

record' Also, there is a heavy emphasis on the characteristics of the
current offense. R ' ' N ~ e
21 e LS | . X

- “7Status Report, 12/15/75. 7

“Status Report, 12/15/75.
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; Consideration 9: Local Situation

According to the April 1976° Status Report, "the establishment

of the Career Criminal program has imposed a new set of burdens upon
the pre-existing office structure, a system already overtaxed as a
result of extensive office change." During the previous 18 months,

the following changes occurred: part—time deputies were replaced

with fewer full time deputies, a witness coordination section was
developed and a PROMIS development grant was obtained. Because of
these changes, modification of support staff, improvement of physical
arrangements and adjustment of management systems have been necessary.
The Career Criminal program has further taxed the capacity of the
underlying administrative arrangements to support office trial work,
1ncluding the need for additional and more timely information, the
necessity»of maintaining schedules in all the criminal courts, and the

requirement of more elaborate reporting.

The statistics contained in the Status Report for the National

. Legal Data Center are incomplete (e.g., the types of cases selected

" for CC processing are not described)

We would expect, therefore,

that the local situation would be unfavorable “for a more extensive data

| Vcollection effort as part of the national-level evaluation.

<
9

3 5.4 - General Assessment

The preliminary assessment of the Indianapelis program’ “has identi—
fied a number of problem areas which indicate that this program would
be a poor choice as an evaluation site. The problems,include difficul-
‘ties in\program.implementation, replicability problems with selection ‘
criteria poorly maintained casefile records, and non-program related
changes which have occurred in the office during the baseldne and 5

treatment time periods.'

@
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Program implementation progress in Indlanapolis has been hampered
by scheduling difficulties. Because the several courts servtd by the
MVU-maintain separate calendaring systems, problems with overlapping
court commitments have arisen, as have difficulties in informing . v
attorneys of . scheduling changes, JIn addition, the problems encountered
with special judges in MVU cases may make an examination of judicial.
outcomes in this jurisdiction a poor test of the impact of program

activities.

The selection' criteria employed by the program pose several diffi—
culties for the evaluation. First, selection of a case for career
criminal processing depends in part on the existence of cases pending ;

agalnst the’defendant;‘data necessary to replicate this criterion

" would not be expected to be available for baseline cases, making

replication of the Indianapolis program selection procedures difficult
Also, early in the.program, cases currently being handled by the prosecu-
tor were shifted to the MVU for case processing. The inclusion of these
cases, which fall into the baseline time period in the treatment. group,

‘would confound baseline/treatment year comparisons in the evaluation.

The Indianapolis materials suggest that the casefiles maintained

“by the prosecutor s office have been poorly maintained and a new case

file and record system is being developed. The lack of adequate files

“'would again pose major difficulties for baseline .data collection tasks.
‘ﬂ Finally, the improvements in the office records systems constitute just

~ one of numerous changes which are currently underway or have occurred

s
U

~in the Indianapolis office during the past few years. This disruption

in office operation would serve to confound the results of the analyses

“of the impact of the CCP. :

6

@
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3.6 New York County Career Criminal Program

3.6,1 vCareer Criminal Tarxget Population

The cases selected for special processing by the New.York County

Career Criminal?program involve individuals who have been ‘Involved in

‘crime for some time but whose criminal activity has not been sufficiently

aggravated to warrant special prosecutorial attention. A Major Felony
Unit (MFU) is currently in ‘operation in the New York County District k
Attorney’s~office.which.focuses its attention on perpetrators of serious
felonies, without regard to their prior criminal history. The Career
Criminal Bureau complements the activities of»the MFU by targeting

offenders with serious criminal histories without consideration for

the seriousness of the current offense.

Most persons selected as career criminals are charged with robbery,
burglary, and/or assault, Factors considered in making final case selec-
tion are: the number and character of previous arrests and conyictions,
thevtime interval between previous arrests and/or convictions and the

current charge, the age of the defendant particular problems of the

- defendant (e.g., alcoholism, narcotics addiction psychiatric history),

and the performance of the defendant on-prior non-custodial sentences.

) Unlike some other CC programs, no special consideration is given to
~ the likelihood of conviction, '

3 6 2 Career Criminal Program Activities-

The Career Criminal Bureau iséyhe major implementing unit of the
gram which, using its staff of 10

assistant district attorneys, ‘provides vertical representation for

New York.County Career Criminal pr

career criminal cases from the point of identification through to final

case;disposition.',This is a significant change in case processing from

' the normal sitUation in~which,case.prosecution,éould be handled by at

least'four separate bureaus (Early Case ASSessment-Bureau, Criminal Court

Bureau.’lndictment Bureau and Supreme Court Bureau) and any number of

: assistsnt district attorneys assigned to the caee at the various -

i

‘processing stages. ER s R
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Career criminal case identification in New York normally occurs
at the Early Case’ Assessment Emreau (ECAB) which routinely reviews cases
received by the District Attorney's Office., In some situations, a case
may be identified as early as arrest or as late as the Criminal Court :
arraignment however, it 1s typically the ECAB which identifies cases 0
durlng régular case review. A suspect s record. is “evaluated at the ECAB
and if criteria for selection are satisfied,,the case 1s referred to the
Career Criminal Bureau (CCB) for final evaluation and assignment to a CCB
assistant., ' | o

The CCB:attorney assigned to the’case attends‘bail hearings, presents
the case to the grand jury (on a priority basis) and,attends the pre-
liminary hearing, if it occurs. An~attempt 1s made to insure earlye
preparation of the case and, if poshible,ﬂto by-pass the lower court pro-
ceedings. Once a case is- bound-over to the Supreme Court it is heard
on a priority basis with continuous representation by the CCB. attorney

originally assigned ‘the case. ‘The case preparation procedures followed

. by the CCB attorney are more comprehensive than is possible for the

routine case, including interviews with police officers and victims.
There?is'a special'plea negotiation policy for CC cases, allowing ~
for acceptance of a plea to only theé most serious felony charged of the

next most serious;' In addition; at the'sentencing hearingfthe CCB assistant

- offers a specific recommendation for the heaviest sentence warranted in

contrast to the normal office policy of not making any specific recommen—
b

3 9. 3 Evaluability Considerations. New York

Ciear Specification of Program Treatment
_The Career Criminal Bureau (CCB), a special division of the g
District Attorney 8. Office, has been created for the Career Criminal

. Consideration 1:

A CCB attorney handles each case selected for career criminal

processing from its inception to its conclusion (vertical representation)

B
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 This .special handling by one attorney, along with increased case

(information.

Q.} Q

preparation and priority scheduling, is intended tc¢ expedite the
prosecution of career criminals and increase the coanviction rate. In
addition, higher ball is requested for CC cases based on increased
Other aspects of CCB processing are special

limitations on plea negotiations and the offering of specific
sentencing recommendations, which is not routinely done. The

latter elements are directed toward obtaining increased sentences for
career criminals, although because of the type ('run of the mill") of
cases processed by the CCB, the sentences would not be expected to be
as long as for offenders processed by CC programs in the other cities.

5 Y ER

B Consideration 2: XSystematic Application of Program Treatment

There have beer’ no major changes in program actilvities since the
progect began operations in November, 1975, The in-~depth interviews of
police officers and victims by CCB_attorneys were:incorporated into
program activities after the Career Criminal program became operational.
This input is a relatively minor one, however, considering the other\
program activities.. ‘

A

¢ Consideration 3: ° Differences Represented by Program Treatment

There are majofiprocessing differences for career criminals in _

contrast to regular cases. First, there 1s vertical case representation

(normally, several attorneys handle a case) Secondyf CP attorneys

,vconduct in—depth‘interviews with.police officers and victims %Hich is

specific sentencing recommendation is made).

not a part of routine case preparation. . Thixd, lower court proceedings

are by-passed whenever possible,°‘0ther differences include higher bail
recommendations during*arraignment plea acceptance on‘ only the top

felony or the next most serious felony charge, and recommendations at

'vthe sentence hearing for heavigst sentence warranted (normally no
= . - : N
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';"é Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment

= Il
Career criminal cages receive additional attention throughout the

R

i prosecution of the case. Case identification generally occurs at the

o p01nt at which a case enters the prosecutor 8 office. Special attention
begins at that point with greater case preparation, priority scheduling,
sincreased. bail requests united pleaunegotiations (to the top felony or

k the nemt most serious felony charged), and specific sentencing recommen—
dations.

Thewcoverage of the New York program, however, is small. During
the first seVen months ‘of the program (through May 31 1976), only 135°
This is a small o

percentage considering that the office handles over 100,000 prosecutions

o

. cases were handled by tha Career Criminal Bureau.

per year. The size and complexity of the New York criminal justice system

(and the crime problem) nake it unlikely that the impact of the unit could
" be identified. «

P

® Consideration 5.

e

Local Case Records

Lo

Arrangemen*s have been made with 'the New York State Department of
_ , Criminal Justice Services for a -special computer-based- analysis of the
‘5) o prior ‘eriminal records of persons arrested in Manhat tan in 1974 for the
o This data

apparently will be sufiicient to sample a cohort of cases processed by

target crimes of robhery, burglary and ‘felonlous assault.

‘ the court prior to the initiation of the Career Criminal program and to
“{ ‘ subsequently reconstruct the performance of the court with respect to

~_these sampie haselineicases. (Tbis is planned as part of the 1ocal

S =

el evaluation )

i

Y

L Lo 'o Consideration 6: Selection Criteria are Cperationalized and Lo
.7 Re plicable i fi . : . o ‘ ﬁ :

“Thr procedures used to eelect cases for the New York program are
well specified

which is based on a point: uystem for case selection which considers the

: An objective case evaluation form has been developed

&
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b number and type (felony or misdemeanor) of previous arrests and convictions. R
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: offender -who. had been committed to institutions in the past.
. the New York program reflectg the concept underlying the Career Criminal

N

a

Persons can also be con81dered for career criminal processing if the
manner in which the current offense hls been committed indicates. that

the perpetrator was an experienced ﬁophisticated criminal.{‘

Because ‘of the types of cases sﬂlécted, the pool of'eligible

defendants_ is much larger (4, 500 based on the 1974 repeat offender
: arrests) than the number of cases (500) expected to be processed as

part of the Career Criminal program. Thus, only 10 percent of the
eligible cases are selected, based on the ‘'discretionary decision of the
progect attorneys.

Also, possible client,overlap between the

~Career Crimidal program and the Major Felonnyureau may make it even

more difficult to replicate the selection ‘process -in . order to obtain »

a set of baseline cases. - : ®

] 'Gonsideration 7: <§ystématic Application of Selection Criteria

There has been no change in the selection criteria since the

‘ %
New York project began. Because only 10 percent of the eligible cases

are selected, subjective

judgements play a major role in case

gelection.

o
o

Reflection of Career Criminal Concept

s

selection criteria of the New York program

focus entirely on the offender and his record rather than on the

[ ~Consideration‘d.

The careerCCriminal

circumstances surrounding the current offense, with’ the exception of

those cases selected because the manner . An which a crime has been’

BRRFA A

committed indicates that it is the work.of an experienced, sophisticated

criminal. For almost all cases selected the dﬂrendant is a repeat

Thus,

4 A Lo L £

Consequently, replication of the case selection pro-
cedures will be difficult.
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) Consideration 9:

Loc¢al Situation

The local situation appears to-offer a cooperative context for Lhe
national-level evaluation. The evaluation of the New York program,'
toﬂbe}harried out by a legal paraprofessional, will compare cases ‘handled
by the Career Criminal program with two samples of similar cases {one
processed in 1974 and one processed in the normal manner during the grant
" period) and with all cases processed by the DA's Ofrice during the grant
period. Only performance measures (e.g8., conviction ‘rates, medium. time
between events) are specified within ‘the grgnt application.

The complexity and size of the court system in New York uity may |
make it difficult to track career criminal and/or other cases. We have
no specilfic information at this time on ‘the ability of the local evaluator
to trackrcases through the court system, o

«

y Lo §] e Tl

3.6.4 General Assessment

(3 “

The New York County Career Criminal program is targeting a’ some@hat ’
d\fferent career criminal population than the other 16cal programs. k
Most CCP's seak to. identify and prosecute perpetrators of serious
offenses who gxhibit extensive criminal histories.’ New York currently
. has an operating program to provide prosecutorial attention to serious,

major felons and hasxthus been able to utilize the" Career Criminal |
program toﬁimprove the prosecution of repeat offenders committing less
<-serious felonies. The program philosophy is that these lower level
w'criminals, although often cumulating a- great deal of criminal activity,
are generally given the least amount of prosecutorial attention. - :
Despite the fact that the New York program offers interesting pro-w
grammatic evaluation possibilities, the’ evaluability assessment suggests

that the program is an unfavorable choice as a case. study site.

] In general the size and complexity ‘of thecNew York County courtO
system and the 1arge volume of cases handled by the system makes this
. i . : :

R
'

R
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program a‘less desirable candidate. The likelihood that the evaluation

would be -able to detect the impact of the program, which is handling
a very small proportion of the total pProsecutorial caseload is very low
The complexity of system and case volumes would make evaluatlon data

collection tasks both cumbersome and expensive. Finally, the volume

- of crime experienced in New York is sufficiently large that any reduc-—
tions due to the ccp are unlikely to be observable.,

The New York program also poses Some Specific evaluation problems.
One possible mode of entry into the program is based on an assessment of
the manner in which the current offense is committed
that the crime was committed by a knowledgeable or expe

the case may be handled by the Career Criminal program
that the defendant may

justice system.

If it appears
rienced offender,

despite the fact
have had no prior contact with the criminal

This type of criterion poses definite problems for the

P Sele
’

1
;- 8 the fact that the Career Criminal program accepts only 10 percent of

)the c
ases which qualify as career criminal cases and these treatment

.ca
ses are selected on the basis of the subjective judgement of the
# case screener., : o
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: g = é 52 ‘ & at indictment) for all further processing. Inathis situation the o 1 . g
i‘ 4,0 ‘SITE VISIT ASSESSMENTS" S , ; 3 ‘7 ’ 'iﬁ) kpd Career Criminal case 1is identified earlier and tried sooner than it . ;
; ; 4.1 Franklin County (Columbus) Ohio Career Criminal ProgLam " c ; : @3;‘.': ' : y : would be routinely. It is handled only by the County Prosecutor rather §
,fé A ’ " 4, l.l Career Criminal Target Population P | igii ) ' than by both the Court and the City\Attorneys.r Further, the case o i N
rgf ~ ‘ The Habitual Criminal Division (HCD) of the Prosecutor's office,. % e will havefcontinuous prosecution by a more experienced atﬁorney with o
f ) Franklin County, Ohio, directs itself towards the prOSecution of the | 2 : s a lower caseload than is the case in the regular trial division. The
?f ' ‘ suSpect vho is currently charged with a felony and who has a record 53%‘ | Project Director estimated that about“half of the cases the Habitual
‘; R of two or more felony convictions or one felony conviction for a ~iolent % / j‘ ‘Criminal Bureau handles are ﬁrocessed in this manner,
ié | A crime. To this end, the division prosecutes all cases that meet the ? o s O » : ” ’ | ; y :
5 ‘ criteria, regardless of the likelihood of conviction. S : | “y‘y . @C} o The remainder of the cases are identified after they are bound | i
% ‘ : ‘ E &S ‘ O S ’ over from the lower court (about six weeks after arrest) either at. thefilw P ;
; The project began operations on July 21, 1975, and through - ‘ - e EPRr ;,.ﬂ k ‘ point of receipt, at the time the\EBI rap sheets ‘are receide, or; whtniﬁk %
: May 1976 had identified 213 suspects as career criminal (cc). Of : . 2 f‘ SR they are assigned to a regular trial attorney.= These cases do not %
these, 205 were accepted into the division for prosecution.ﬂ These ., ‘D‘ it~ﬁ Ef?“ ‘ have the advantage of more timely prosecutior or of increased time for f
;; - cases included the crimes of armed robbery, felonious assault, rape, i ~i§;7 ‘t‘_%‘ ? . case preparation. They do, however, benefit (after the bindover) from ' 2
| murder, burglary and aggravated burglary. L, ;° | | - continuous prosecution by more experienced,‘less overworked attorneys. | B i
. 4.1.2 Career Criminal Program Activities o _g%ﬁ e ® 4,1.3 Evaluability Considerations § !
% ; ‘ The Franklin County Prosecuting Attorney 8 office (with 44 attorneys) gﬁf‘, ' e (Consideration 1: Clear Specification of Treatment E
prosecutes all felony cases which are referred to the office _from the oo The activities of the HCD have been clearly specified and .opera-. ,
i thirty-three separate police agencies located within the County. E B tionalized. Early case identification ia used whenever possible to ~ ;
| Among these thirty-three, the 1argest ‘police entities are the Columbus : 2 R h allow the prosecuting attomey to gather the best evidence possible. | J
Police Department, the Franklin County Sheriff 8 Office and the Ohio :ﬁji }; Vertical representation and lightened caseloads encourage tough g f
: State Highway Patrol.,‘ ' : ‘; i 1o ; aprosecution throughout the adversary proceedings. The size of the g
'f : ; i 7 , g L L S ?’ s ”'ng fdivision allows the prOJect director to maintain high esprit de corps v
‘% dgj; o " e Special‘handling of career criminal caseS'is~re1atively clearecut.v » 5 Zi ‘?C3,5>i ~in the unit an informed management position, and allows for a swift B e g'y%:
‘il'fg . Entrance to the program can occur in several ways, In the first instance,.y~ 53?1 ég ‘W‘ _ ,reaction to unexpected ‘or crisis situations as. they occur. o ,,‘? ' dfxy /'ﬁt’ki
i o Ca defendant can be identified as a career criminalibetween arrest and ‘fv; : ' ;, ‘ g . , | ”f'%g;;; G i - ;‘;;9;Q}7f;
charging, based on 1ocal records. In: this situation a direct~indictment s 1o . Consideration 2: Systematic Applicationrof Program Treatment Lm0 i;iv~}~”'7
', can be sought by the Prosecuting Attorney, by—passing the preliminary k L tﬁ, ;:;fﬁs; ‘ , No major changes have been made in program activities since the | : ) ‘ffg
‘”:hearing and lower court processing (and City Attorney handling) of the t'\’“ }g ' §EE'~.vy:Pr08ram began operating. The effort defined in the grant proposal o : ‘ﬁrf
| tase.‘ Once the defendant is: indicted Before the grand jury his cQse o . - ‘Zf";directed at the "Professional Criminal" was never: instituted”’ Potential i:fjr
u% “;?% s assigned to a Habitual Lriminal Division attorney (who may be present NN : l, ey :»;‘, “qtif o yﬁ“~i. ;’r O - i ﬂ{{fi
i f’%‘ji gf RSN o o ,QV‘;' : 72 g f‘, S eg'“v~ ' y f;’ii’ ;f;”";l{‘ ’j 73 SOt ;" TR O ft f;
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‘ judges from outside the county on a temporary basis. I X

- backlog problems have been successfully avoided through the use of

5

‘@ Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatment

The HCD makes more use of the direct indictment (50 percent) than

?’doeswthe‘regular criminal divisiOn’(lOMpercent);"This allows_the HCD !

to expedite theirLCases‘and‘reduceqthe length of time fromiindictment,h
'toftrial.“Further, only one proseCutorial agency involved in these
direct indictmént cases by beginning case preparation early in the

process, the HCD’prosecutor has-more'time to“talk‘with witnesses and

b

51

B

° Consideration 5: “Local Case Records

. An automated data management system for the courts has recently
been implemented. However, this system does not contain much of the

internal prosecutorial information necessary to the evaluation nor

~does it cover the full set'of cases to be included in the evaluative

‘ ProsecutingvAtggrney's

in manual files within

those cases'bgund over

analysis. ‘Most of the necessary information on cases handled by the

of fice is maintained on a case-by-case basis
the office. This set of cases includes all

from the lowér court, and %asically~constitutes

A e e S0

R e T N

s

victims and he can work more closely with the police agencies involved ~'the'pool from which potent 15l cases are selected. Additiomally, a

 card file by type of disposition with the date of indictment is o o
maintained,

vi‘ -7 tobuild a stronger case.,

: , : R .
‘, The small size (6 attorneys) of the program, light caseloads and

the concept of vertical representation give. the attorney more time Neither the HCD nor the Prosecutor's office are réquired to issue

to spend with each case, starting with prosecution at the Grand Jury summary reports on any aspect of their operation. However, all , oy

o - through disposition. A The HCD cases usually receive priority from the information necessary to complete the national—level evaluation appears 'fj

i  Assignment Commissioner's office when scheduling casesofor trial. to be contained in the case jackets. ' : “

& & f
e Consideration 4' Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment o e Consideration 6% Selection Criteria are Operationalized'and ' ?
' The ‘HCD begins dealing with the suspect very early ir. the process splicable ) NI
T dw 1 ? A
o : o _f.from a direct indictment OT, later from the point of bindover from , d The Franklin County Prosecutor 5 office hes develope STy -clear ' S
< ‘ : E ; - l '] ¢ li d ~ . s ) !
Ty - ;the Grand - Jury. One HCD prosecutor is responsible for handling the g an SpeCific criteria for case. selection The criteria are.appliec ' b
R - B N t f£1 d .
w : case through to disposition andvif necessary through the appeals process.' ‘ B ;”on 2 regular basis ko all cases seen by the Prosecn or's office an ‘
P o . . : e : oo those cases meeting the criteria are forwarded to the HCD. "For those
, Q§ o e f irst
y The Prosecutor 8 office has iesued 2367 indictments/bills of infor-‘ 5 vcases where a Tap sheet is not readily available 8% the Hime of firs .
' Leb f th
: mation during the period/7/21/75 through 6/1/76. A total of 213 cases i screening, the. Regular Trial Attorneys check to see i the cases ey »
' : L : t h HCD. g
were identified as’ possible CC cases of which 205 were accepted by the ,ff]: pare handling fit the criteria and if so, transfer the. case to t e ‘ “
S - i . Victim characteristics,‘violence and other specifics pertaining 7 - St L
- 5 e f»i to the immediate offense are not part of the selection criteria. PR 'Q,_T‘ lif'vpjiig'
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4.2 Kalamazoo County Career Criminal Program
4,2,1 Career Criminal Target Population
& " The Career Criminal program in Kalamazoo targets for special
kprocessing those individuals who are presently charged with a serious
felony or delivery of narcotics and who have two or more felony con~
Specifically, robbery

victions and/or five or more felony arrests.
and robbery—related homicide are to be emphasized and the severity
of offense, the violence of crime, and known defendant propensities

are also weighed heavily in the eelectioa of career -criminal cases.

| . é%:
Apprpximately 60 cases have,been'accepted~(out of 127 ggreened)
over the five month period, January, 1976 through May 1976. The
; £ breakdown by type of offense for career criminal cases reflects a o
B concentration of drug—related offenses, 31; followed by a smaller )
number of cases involving breaking and entering, 12; attempted ,
robbery, 8; assault, 5; larceny, 3; and bribery, L. ‘ )
4, 2 2 Career Criminal Program Activities W o
'_The normal felony case processing in Kalamazoo begins with the ﬁ\ B
preparation of a warrant by the Prosecutor's office. Arraignment is R
‘held in the District Court having jurisdiction ovér the particular crime @
cOmmitted, at which,time‘deciaiona regarding bail, thé’aesignment of an Gy
attOrney, and thefdecision to’waiye the preliminary hearing are made. ¥
The preliminary hearing ia‘COnducted:for the purpose of establishing
probable cause; the caae bound over to the Circuit Court if so k o
: determined. At the Circuit Court arraignment the defendant enters 33
¢ .a plea, if the plea is not guilty, pretrial motions are filed during -
p ) ‘ Va 20 -day period. Finally. if a defendant is found guilty, a pre- o B
! “sentence investigation is completed after the trial® and prior to | l @ﬁf
sentencing. e T e e e B
, o ;1 o ) — R S ‘ &
| f ;3' %23Kalamaioo MonthlyﬁStatiatical/Reports}for,Januarnyay, 1976. i&fv
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The Career Criminal program involves two CCP attorneys prosecuting
approxumately 150 career criminal cases a year. Cases meeting ‘the
threshold screening criteria are identified during routine case screening
in the Prosecutor's Office. Those cases potentially involving career
criminals are passed to'a-legal intern assigned to the‘CCwaho, using
an opjective set of selection criterla, rates the case and its defendant.
Those cases 1dentified as eligible for the program are then assigned to
one of the two CCP attorheys for all further case processing through
to case disposition with the stipulation that the—only plea acceptable .
to the, case is to the offense as. charged. CCP attorneys carry approxi—
‘mately the same caseload as the regular trial attorneys; however,
while the particular cases handled by :‘the regular attorneys change
‘neekly, the CLP attorneys carry the same set of cases rrom District
Court arraignment through to disposition.

4,2.3 Evaluability Considerationsi Kalamazoo . ' 5

e Consideration 'l: Clear Specification of Treatment

The focug of the Kalamazoo Career ‘Criminal program activity
rests with the Major Offense Bureau (M.0.B.) made up of two attcrneys
and support staff who are responsible for preparation and trial of career
criminal cases. An already existing screening unit in/the prosecutor's
office serves the Career Criminal program in the selection capacity

with the addition of a priority ranking system to rate each CC case.

In addition, two support systems have beeu created to assist the
CCP in the improved prosecution offaé cases. " The' first, the case
status’ ﬁrogram was created to develop an information system (PROMIS) : o
to insure that the M.0. B. has the necessary data to manage its caseload

and to move cases awiftly through the system. The second the evaluation

program was- designed to provide the M.0.B. with feedback on. the performance

»

of the identification and case. processing components, in order to assess

- the program 8 ability to auccessfully prosecute more CC 85 for “longer
sentences. S e ’ ‘ :
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.v Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Program Treatment

B

No major changes have been made in programlactivities since the
k’inception of the program (August 20, 1975). However, potential

problems include several changes which were made in the‘processing

system during the first year of CCP operation (Oct. 75 - Oct., 76)

In January 1975 systematic mass case screening was introduced into the

o

prosecutor's office for the first time .and the number of judges was )
increased from three to four. These,chanQES fall within what.would s T

" otherwise be designated as the baseline period and would make it neces-

Rt i g T
i S .

ae

sary to limit the evaluation -to the ten-month period January-October

; q@rml&

1976 (with the baseline period January—October 1975). Thistwould reduce

Ty (e
R

the number of CC cases available for examination. - Also, this summer

(1976) several of the more senior assistant prosecutors left the ' %

prosecutor's office. During the spring, problems were encountered

e

with the defense counsel which 1s handled on a contract basis with

several legal firms. Due to a civil rights action one of the two firms , ﬁ

handling indigent cases was prohibited from continuing to represent
_these cases, which were divided among eight firms. This change could
be expected to have an effectwon case defense. : o %

o Consideration 3: Differences Represented by begram Treatment

" The major processing differences represented by the M.0.B. are

the use of experienced prosecutors; continuity of case preparation and

prosecution, expedited case processing, and adequate case preparation
time made possible by two full-time experienced attorneys ccncentrating

exclusively on CC cases. "

4

. N i : o 5
. ‘Consideration 4:  Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment

. The Career Criminal program prpsecutes approximately 150 career

criminal cases a year which is approximately 15 percent of the felony

A

b

o R

caseload handled by the,prosecutor;skoffice. The CC program has’ four

,activityvcomponents which together encompass all’ processing stagesiﬁn

] =

Ll

~-this would make the criteria replication proCedure'in Kalamazoo more

4 the outset of the cee, rap sheets have been submitted by the arresting :
: jurisdiction by the time of case screening in approximately 80 percent "y o : .é ' N o
4 of the cases. . ! '

fl‘that up to abolit 50 pércent of all cases closed Jprior to CCP will have ; SR v

§ be acquired for the remainder of the cases in the baseline sample.

the prosecution of the career criminal. The identification program | : e s
screens individuals eligible for the CCP and refers them to, the
M.0.B.

before the warrant stagé, any deficiencies are noted at screering so §

.
§

Most of the preliminary investigation is gathered ‘by the. police ‘;
that police can complete the task and there are no 8pecial investigatory

resources linked to the program. The case processing program (M.0.B.,)

follows the case prosecuticn from initial bond recommendations to

T,

sentence recommerdations with the, case status;program providing the

necessary schedules and reports to alert the M.0.B. of any problems

and to easebthe processing flow. The evaluation program assesses the

entire program activity in order to determine impact on the criminal

justice system and on crime rates and patterns.

® Consideration 5: Local Case Records

The application of most of the career criminal selection criteria

to a set of baseline cases would be: possible based on a careful reading ! " S : ’ o

of the police incident report. Because of the time involved, however,

=}

N

costly than in other programs. This could perhaps be mediated through

the use of a small case sample. e

i

o
X :

The‘remainder of the criteria-cen be agssessed for baseline cases ,
using information available on the defendant' 8 rap sheet, some of which i _— | " S

will have to be obtained from the State Bureau of, Investigation. Since

Prior to the program, however, rap sheets were submitted | , e L R SR ; | ) -
at this point only about 20 percent 'of the time. | \ ' '

[¢] 0

Tt is estimated ' ‘“ R | o e
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rap sheets included in their case jackets. Rap sheets would need to i S ‘;5. PR : ST | ‘ ‘
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the hardware to implement PROMIS, a case status program designed to
provide all of the necessary operational data. The statistical monthly
report presently made available to the National Legal Data Center
includes screening, disposition and sentencing data as well as a break-

down of individual charges against the defendants.

@ Consideration 6: Selection Criteria are Operationalized and
Replicable
While the Kalamazoo Career Criminal program has established

objective selection criteria in the form of a written case ranking
scheme which is based on defendant characteristics and criminal
history, selection is also based on the character of the current
criminal offense including victim injury and property value as well

as cases pending. These considerations are objectively stated in the
selection criteria but do not strictly fall within the confines of the
career criminal concept. Most of the criteria are, however, accessible

from local files.

¢ Consideration 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria

There has been no change in the selection criteria since the
beginning of the program. The M.O0.B., folldwing the case ranking
system, have been prosecuting approximately 15 percent of the felony
caseload, the same percentage estimated in the grant application

derived from an analysis of recidivism data.

¢ Consideracion 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept

The case rating scheme used in the selection of career criminal
cases does not focus exclusively on the defendant and his criminal
record, but develops two separate scores based on crime information
and defendant's information. The current charge is included in the
total crime score and is compatible with the career criminal objective
of prosecuting felony offenders, but the other crime features such as

type of victim, victim injury, weapon, economic value of property and
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multiple offenses, may be considered outside the career criminal

concept. The total defendant score incorporates such defendant
characteristics as number of felony convictions, misdemeanor convictions,
felony arrests, current criminal status (bail, probation, etc.) and

cases pending which heavily weigh defendant history although one charac-

teristic, drug involvement, reflects defendant personal propensities.

The Kalamazoo operational definition stressed robbery and robbery-
related offenses, but a breakdown of the actual caseload reflects a
large number of narcotics—related offenses although the numbers are
too small to identify them as a charactéristic group of individuals.
This grouping would not be expected from the selection criteria.

¢ Consideration 9: Local Situation

At the present time, the local situation in Kalamazoo offers a
cooperative context for the conduct of the evaluation; however a
change of personnel is énticipated in the fall. The current Prose-
cuting Attorney, Donald Burge, is running for Probate Judge. The first
assistant in the prosecutor's office will be running for the position
of Prosecuting Attorney. A member of the prosecutor's staff for six
years, he 1s expected to maintain present office operation and policy
if elected.

4.2.4 General Assessment

While there are a number of difficulties posed by the Kalamazoo
program, it appears that with certain adjustments in the evaluation
design and added data collection efforts the evaluation could feasibly
be implemented in Kalamazoo.

Several of the problems pertain to changes which have occurred
in the Prosecuting Attorney's office either during the program operating
period or the baseline period. One of these, the initiation of case
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screening during the year prior to the program can be adjusted for by
limiting the evaluation period to nine months and thus including that
portion of the baseline year which was covered by case screening. The
other changes are fairly specific and can be examined by the evaluation

in much the same way as the program interventions.

Certain data problems were also encountered in Kalamazoo. These
will mean additional data collection to what is expected with other
programs (acquisition of rap sheetg from State Bureau of Investigation
and case gampling in the Lower Court records); however, it appears
that the necessary data exists. It is just not as accessible as in

other places.

85



4.3 New Orleans Career Criminal Program

4.3.1 Career Criminal Target Population

The New Orleans Career Criminal program selects defendants for
special treatment solely on the basis of their prior criminal history.
All felony or misdemeanor cases which meet the District Attorney's
routine case screening requirements are considered candidates for
career criminal processing and are selected as such if the defendant
has a record of five or more felony arrests or two or more felony
convictions. These had originally been envisioned as threshold criteria
with a more detailed point system to be employed to select cases for
treatment from this pool. The Career Criminal program has been able
to prosecute all cases meeting these threshold criteria, making the

planned point system unnecessary.
The CCB had disposed of approximately 700 cases as of June 1976.
This caseload constitutes a sizable portion of the 6,000 criminal

cases handled by the office yearly.

4.3.2 Career Criminal Program Activities

The Career Criminal program in New Orleans has provided for the
improved prosecution of career criminal cases by the creation of a
special unit in the (50 prosecutor) District Attorney's Office - the
Career Criminal Bureau (CCB). The CCB, staffed by 13 attorneys

including a director, has full responsibility for handling CC cases.

Once a case is identified as possibly involving a career criminal
defendant it is turned over to the CCB for case evaluation. If accepted
by the CCB, the case is assigned to one of the Bureau's attorneys who
is responsible for all further pfocessing of the case through to
disposition. This single attorney, continuous prosecution is distinct
from the multiple division, multiple attorney handling of routine

criminal cases. Career criminal attorneys have significantly lower
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caseloads than thely regular trial counterparts and receive more
paralegal and investigative staff support than is routinely available.
. Further, attorneys assigned to the CCB are among the most experienced
in the department. Judicial support of the program has resulted in
priority docketing for career cirminal cases.

Most (90 percent) career criminal cases are identified at the
point of case screening in the District Attorney's office. An
alternative point for CC case identification is police booking,
The arresting officer, alerted to the fact that a defendant was a
career criminal by the local rap sheet, may comtact an on-call, CCB
attorney (available 24 hours a day) and inform him of the arrest of
a potential CC defendant, providing him with an early opportunity to
interview witnesses and interrogate the defendant. Only about 10 percent

of the career criminal cases have been identified in this manner.

Sentencing under the Louilsiana habitual offender statute, which
provides for increases in minimum and maximum sentences for convicted
defendants based on their criminal records, is applied for by the
District Attorney 1n all criminal cases where applicable, Because of
the seriousness of thelr prior criminal activity CC defendants are

more affected by these statutes than are non-career criminals.

4,3.3 Evaluability Considerations

® Consideration 1: Clear Specification of Program Treatment

The New Orleans Career Criminal program treatment consists
essentially of vertical career criminal case representation by more
experienced attorneys with more support assistance and lower caseloads
than is the routine. These program activities are anticipated to
result in better and more rapid preparation and hence improved processing
times for the cases treated, leading to more severe judicial outcomes
for career criminal cases. As such, the Career Criminal program
activities are well specified and are directed towards the program

objectives.
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e Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Treatment

No changes have been made in program activities since the program's
inception and no major implementation difficulties have been encountered

to date.

o Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatment

Differences in prosecutorial handling between career criminal (CC)
and non-career criminal cases begin at the point a case is identified
as potentially involving a career criminal defendant. Potential career
criminal cases are screened by the CCB rather than the regular screening
unit and if the case is accepted by the CCB it remains the responsibility
of the Bureau rather than being assigned to the Trial Section which
would routinely handle the case, The CCB attorney assigned the case
follows essentially the same process in handling the case as occurs
in the Trial Section. However, the CCB attorney maintains continuous
responsibility for all steps in the case flow process (rather than
separate steps being handled by separate attorneys) and is given more
support and more time to devote to the case than is available in the
Trial Section. Priority is given by the CCB to rapid case preparation
of CC cases and career criminal cases are given priority docketing in

the courts.

e Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment

Career criminal treatment in New Orleans is not as extensive as
had been anticipated since most career criminal cases are being
identified during prosecutorial screening rather than at the point of
police booking. However, as operating, the CCB handles CC cases for
the duration of prosecutorial involvement and the unit expects to
attend parole board hearings once CC defendants are being considered

for parole.
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The CCB prosecuted over 700 cases during the first year of
operation, a larger caseload than any of the other CCP's in the
program. These 700 cases constitute the totality of cases meeting
the CC screening criteria and compose, in addition a substantial
portion of the general office felony caseload of approximately 3,000
criminal cases and a good proportion as well of the total general
office caseload of about 6,000,

® Consideration 5: Local Case Records

Information necessary to conduct the system performance assessment
appears to be available within the New Orleans District Attorney's
central records system. Data collection is expected to be manual and
based on the reading of case jacket information. A PROMIS-type
computerized data management system (DARTS) is currently operating;
however, the system only contains data on cases processed by the office
during the past two months. While it is planned that earlier case
data will eventually be entered into the system, it is unlikely that
this will be done within the time-frezme of the national-level evaluation.

A central log of cases referred to the Disgtrict Attorney's office
ig maintéined which offers a good inventory source for case sampling.
All cases referred to the DA (CC and non~CC) are screened and screening
action forms are retained for all cases, both those accepted and
rejected, as are defendant rap sheets. These will provide the basic
information necessary for the replication of the New Orleans selection

procedures.

@ Consideration 6: Egslection Criteria are Operationalized and
Replicable
The selection criteria employed by the New Orleans CCB for the

identification of CC cases, based on prior arrest and convictions, are
simple and easily replicable based on information routinely maintained

in case files.
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e Consideration 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria

According to project perscnnel, the CCB is handling all cases
which involve defendants whose criminal records satisfy the program
entry requirements. No formal examination of the efficiency of the
program selection procedures has been conducted. Both the CCB personnel
and the screening personnel, however, independently estimated that
they are screening out about 45 percent of the cases referred to them
based on the general office screening requirements, suggesting that
consistent screening procedures are being followed by both units and
that there are no systematic differences between CC and non-CC cases

in terms of the characteristics of the current offense.

e Consideration 8: Reflection of the Career Criminal Concept

By basing case selection solely on the prior criminal history of
the defendant without regard to the nature of the current offense the
New Orleans career criminal definition falls well within the confines

of the career criminal concept.

® (Consideration 9: Local Situation

The local situation appears to lend itseif to the evaluation as
designed. No major changes have occurred in the prosecutor's office
organization or policies during what would constitute the baseline or
comparison period, case screening has been in effect for a sufficient
length of time that case acceptance/rejection procedures have been
regularized and can be assumed to be comparable during both treatment
and baseline years, and no major judicial turnover has taken place in
the past two years. Thus the office appears to offer a stable
environment for the conduct of an evaluation based upon a baseline-
treatment year comparison of case processing and prosecutorial perform-

ance.
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4,3.4 General Assessment

Based on the information gathered during the site visit to
New Orleans, it appears that thils program poses no major problems' to
the evaluation. The CC selection criteria are specific, objective
and all based upon information which is routinely maintained in
case files. The record-keeping system in the District Attorney's
office appears to be cumplete in terms of the data needs of the eval-
uation. A central screening system In the office assesses the prose-
cutability of all cases referred to the District Attorney, including
both career criminal and non-career criminals, using a uniform method.
A screening action form is completed and retained for every case
referred to the office, including the forty-five percent rejected
by the District Attorney. These forms provide a consistent set of

data items available for all cases entering the prosecutorial system.
Further, the New Orleans program is processing a large volume
of cases and should thus provide a substantial basis for the system

nerformance analysis.,

Finally, the District Attorney's office offers a well-organized,

stable environment for the conduct of the case study.
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4.4 San Diego City/County Career Criminal Program

4.4,1 Career Criminal Target Population

The Career Criminal program in San Diego deals exclusively with
robbery and robbery-related cases. Current case characteristics, past
criminal history and the suspect's status in the criminal justice
system are considered for case selection into the Career Criminal
program. If the current offense is sufficiently aggravated, it may
become the sole basis for selection. The project director has dis-
cretionary license to increase or decrease the suspect's score by 5

points (out of a total 12 necessary).

The project became operational on September 3, 1975. As of
March 31, 1976, 128 cases have been accepted into the program repre-
senting 176 defendants. All of these cases are robbery-related

felonies,

4.4.2 Career Criminal Program Activities

Processing of career criminal cases in San Diego represerts a
clear departure from routine felony case processing by the prosecutor.
The San Diego District Attorney's Office (116 attorneys) is organized
by functional stage of criminal case processing (complaints, Municipal -
Court, Superior Court, etc.) and criminal cases are handled by various
divisions of the office on an assemblyline basis. A Major Violator
Unit (MVU) was created under the Career Criminal program and handles
all phases of case processing within the unit with an attempt at
maintaining single attorney representation throughout the entire
process. MVU efforts are directed towards the personal representation
of career criminal cases, with the MVU attorneys devoting the same
type of attention to a case and the people involved (victims and

witnesses) that a defendant would expect from private counsel.
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The Major Violator Unit is made up of six of the office’s more
experienced attorneys (average experience is about 8 years) who, once
they receive a case from the police department, the Complaints Unit of the
Prosecutor's office or one of the Branch offices of the Prosecutor's
office, assume full responsibility for case processing to disposition,
including all pretrial activities. 1In addition to the fact that the
MVU attorney who will eventually try a case, receives it initially
and handles it to the point of trial, efforts are made by the MVU to
utilize charge enhancement provisions of the law as well as to make

every effort to incur as severe a penalty for the defendant as possible.

The program further differs from the regular prosecution by asking
for and getting higher bail at the bail hearing. This is to reduce the
opportunity for the career criminal to commit another crime while out
on bail. In addition, the Unit generally asks for consecutive rather
than concurrent sentences on multiple charges and usually gets them.
The probation officer who is going to handle the presentencing report
is contacted personally by the project director and his report

reflects the seriousness of the crime.

4.4.3 Evaluability Considerations

o Consideration 1: Clear Specification of Treatment

The MVU was created as a separate department in the District
Attorney's Office and is directed at the improvement of case prosecu-
tion with higher conviction rates. The program is clearly specified,
with operating responsibilities delineated, operational steps clearly
defined and consistent case handling practiced by each prosecuting

attorney.

e Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Program Treatment

No changes have occurred in program treatment since project
inception. The project has maintained the same prosecutors over the

period covered by program operations.
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e Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatment

In San Diego the differences in prosecutorial handling between

career criminal and non-career criminal cases are numerous, While
non-career criminal or routine felony cases are handled by a number

of separate divisions in the District Attorney's Offices and by a
number of ADA's within each division, CC cases, once accepted by the
MVU, are handled by a single attorney throughout all stages of the
processing system., The MVU attorneys, in addition to holding the
responsibility for continuous case processing, are provided more time
and case preparation support than is available for routiné cases. In
addition MVU attorneys have the time to bring in the assigned probation
officer prior to his preparation of the presentence report to encourage

the recommendation of longer and consecutive sentences for the CC.

e Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment

Once a case is received by the Complaints Department, all robbery
or robbery related cases are screened to see if the suspect qualifies
as a career criminal, If he does, the case is then forwarded to the
MVU. The project director immediately assigns the case to one of the
project staff and case preparation and prosecution begin. The project
ADA then deals with every phase of the trial procedure. He appears at
every hearing, does all trial work, handles appeals and sentencing.
Because of the unique selection criteria of the San Diego program, the
program does not deal with a cross section of crime but is focused on
robbery. The program prosecuted a sizable number (176) of suspects
arrested for robbery and robbery-related crimes, however, it is
unknown at this time what percentage of the total caseload, that

represents.

o Consideration 5: Local Case Records

The majority of the data necessary for the national-level

analysis appears to be available in San Diego. It does seem that some
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logistical difficulties may arise due to the fact that about three
months ago the office records system was changed from a punch card to
a (CRT) computer system. This means that case sampling will have to
be conducted over two separate record keeping systems., In addition
there is currently no direct way to access robbery cases as opposed
to cases involving non-robbery charges., Because the evaluation will
be focused on robbery, some listing of robbery cases both during and
prise to the program will need to be developed for sampling purposes.
It appears that it may bz possible to generate such a listing using
the automated record system which is expected to be backdated to

include the evaluation baseline period.

® Consideration 6: Selection Criteria are Operationalized and

Replicable
The selection criteria utilized by the San Diego MVU are clearly

operationalized and they are applied by the Complaints Department
whenever a complaint is received concerning robbery. All cases
identified as CC have been diverted to the MVU. The criteria include
items relating to past criminal history, present crime, victim injury
and weapon use and the status of the criminal at the time of the

offense.

The criteria have undergone one change since project inception.
After the first 30 cases had been selected, the criteria were modified

to give more weight to victim injury and weapon use,

A review of sample police reports shows that they are usually
complete enough to include most data necessary to identify a CC.
However, the extent of victim injury is a dimension of CC definition
that may pose some problems in replication from the data files. A
second possible problem centers about the degree of import of the

project director's discretionary five points for CC definition.

95



However, local project personnel indicate that those five points are

infrequently used to determine the status of a case.

e Consideration 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria

It appears that the CC selection criteria are being systematically
applied. A study conducted by the MVU examined a sample of 100
randomly selected non-career criminal robbery cases (i.e., cases not
selected by the MVU). Of the 100 cases analyzed, only one was found
to satisfy the CC selection criteria indicating that the selection

procedures are operating efficiently.

e Consideration 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept

The San Diego career criminal population differs from other CCP
in that it consists only of robbery offenders. Selection with this
target group is currently based upon a number of factors including
both characteristics of the current offense (victim injury, weapon
use) and the defendant's prior criminal record. The fact that a case
can be included solely on the basis of current offense characteristics
placed it somewhat outside of the sphere of the CC concept as narrowly
defined, This represents a shift from the earlier set of selection
conditions which focused more heavily on the defendant's criminal

history for selection as a career criminal.

@ Consideration 9: Local Situation

The San Diego District Attorney's Office was extremely helpful,
providing answers to all questions during the on-site visit. The
offi;e has an active research capability and an obvious interest in
the project's value. The attorneys are all civil service and there-
fore not threatened by the results of the evaluation. The office has
received a one-year extension of the grant. For these reasons, it
would seem that the San Diego program would be a receptive site for

the national-level evaluation.
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4,4,4 General Assessment

The San Diego program appears to offer a sultable context for
the national-level evaluation of the Career Criminal program., While
the criteria used to select the San Diego CC target group include
factors which do not strictly fall within the narrow concept of the
Career Criminal program, the program's robbery focus makes it unique
among CCP's. The fact that all career criminals are currently charged
with robbery or a robbery-related offense makes it likely that if the
assumptions underlying the program are true and the San Diego MVU is
successful at improving the prosecution of these CC cases, an impact

on robbery is likely to be observed.

The selection process for career criminal cases is systematic
and objective. Case screening forms which indicate the basis on
which a case had been selected for treatment are maintained in all
career criminal case files and would allow for an analysis of the
role of certaln factors, such as victim Injury or weapon use, in the
gselection of cases for treatment. Cases which have been included
(or excluded) based on the discretion of the project director can
be identified as such and can be examined independently. It is not
expected that a substantial number of these are iIncluded among thé

selected caseload,

The San Diego District Attorney's case record system appears to
include all the data items necessary for the evaluation analysis.
There may be more logistical difficulties in data collection in
San Diego than elsewhere, however, because of the robbery focus of
thevprogram which will necessarily be reflected in the composition
of the comparison groups of robbery cases during the program (non-
career criminal) and prior to the program (CC and non-CC). Also,
sampling will have to be conducted across two record keeping systems

since a change was made during the treatment year.
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4,5 Salt Lake City Career Criminal Program

4.5.1 Career Criminal Target Population

The Career Criminal program in Salt Lake City is directed towards
those individuals who frequently commit crimes of homicide, forcible

sex offenses, aggravated assault, robbery and burglary. The six selec~-
tion criteria focus chiefly on prior arrests and convictions, although
2 or more open cases for serious crimes may constitute eligibility to
the CC program. No individual serious felonies are emphasized over

the others and features characterizing the current offense are not

considered in the screening process.

Approximately 300 Career Criminal cases are handled per year by
the program.24 The Salt Lake statistical reports prepared for the
National Legal Data Center provide no breakdown by crime type for the

processed cases.

4.5.2 Career Criminal Program Activities
In 1973 the Salt Lake Prosecutor's office adopted a unified

prosecution cancept with a vertical or continuous processing of all
felony and misdemeanor cases from arraignment to final disposition.
Further modification in procedure occurred January 1975 when the

County Attorney initiated a new case screening procedure within the office.
Two prosecutors are assigned on a revolving basis to cover the screening
function of the office. The normal processing flow for criminal cases
begins with screening to determine case status. Facts of the case

are reviewed regarding physical evidence, witness testimony, severity

of offense, etc. A complaint and warrant are prepared by the prosecutor
who screens the case, the officer presents the complaint to a city

court judge who swears the officer on oath, sets the balil and issues

the complaint and warrant. If the defendant is already in custody, he

24
Trip Report on Career Criminal Program Site Selection - Salt Lake,
July 28, 1976.
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will be arraigned the next morning in City Court. A prosecutor attends
the arraignment and records the preliminary hearing date. The original
screener is then assigned to that case. After the preliminary hearing
is held in the City Court and after the defendant is bound over for
trial in the District Court, arraignment is set for the following
Friday. A trial date is set after arraignment and two days before

the trial the defense counsel, prosecutor and judge hold a pretrial
conference. If the defendant is convicted, a presentence report 1§
requested and sentencing is held 2 or 3 weceks later. Both career

criminal and non~career criminal cases follow this process.

The Salt Lake City Career Criminal program consists of a unit
of three prosecutors who screen, prepare and prosecute the career
criminal cases, The CCP treatment in Salt Lake involves increased
attention to case preparation through significantly lower caseloads
for career criminal attorneys and greater representation of career
criminal cases in the early stages of processing (bail hearing) in

an effort to maintain the defendant in custody prior to trial.

In addition, the CCP has a policy of accepting no pleas except
on the highest count of a multiple charge. After sentencing in a
career criminal case the prosecuting attorney enters a written
statement into the record relating the seriousness of the defendant's
offenses. This statutory right of the County Attorney
to communicate the State's interest is not. otherwise routinely

exercised.

Career criminal cases are handled countinuously from screening
through to disposition by the same CCP attorney. Although continuous
representation is the policy for all criminal cases in Salt Lake,
the Salt Lake people feel that this policy is realized more fre-

quently amorig CCP attorneys because of theilr ‘lower caseloads.
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4.5.3 Evaluability Considerations
e Consideration 1: Clear Specification of Treatment

The Salt Lake CC program promotes the improved prosecution of CC
cases principally by reducing caseloads and by assigning a screening
clerk and investigator to handle only CC cases. Tasks performed by
the prosecutors after conviction receive particular emphasis. For CC
cases, a letter is sent to the Board of Pardons recommending the
maximum sentence be served and attorneys are requesting the appearance
of a representative at all parole hearings involving career criminals,
While both of these past conviction actions are also designated part
of the normal processing for all criminal cases, they are not routinely

performed.

e Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Program Treatment

No major changes have been made in program activities since the
inception of the program (July, 1975), other than the addition of one
new attorney to the staff as of November 1, 1975. 1In order to reduce
the number of continuances granted by the courts in the early part of
the program the prosecutors have entered more vigorous objections to

continuances at all stages.

Difficulties in obtalning arrest and conviction records hampered
the implementation of the Salt Lake CC program, but this problem was
alleviated with the installation of a computer terminal connected to
the Utah Bureau of Identification.

e Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatment

‘The major processing differences for CC cases 1s that they are
handled by the Major Violators Prosecution Unit (MVPU), which is composed
of experienced attorneys transferred from within the County Attorney's

office. CC cases receive iIncreased attention by the prosecuting attorney,
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as large caseloads did not allow for adequate preparation of cases
prior to the project. In addition, the investigation is assisted
by a project investigator on the MVPU staff.

Processing differences after conviction are more pronounced. Prior
to the initiation of the Career Criminal program, it had not been the
practice of the prosecuting attorney to make specific recommendations
to the Board of Pardons as to the minimum and maximum time to be served
by individuals committed to the Utah State Prison even though this pro-
cedure was required by statute. Since the initiation of the Career
Criminal program, letters have been written for each career criminal
defendant incarcerated, recommending a maximum sentence. Parocle

hearings are attended by a representative from the MVPU.

@ Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment

The Career Criminal program intervenes throughout the criminal
justice processing beginning with screening in the prosecutor's office
and continuing through to parole hearings for CC offenders, Daily contact
is maintained with police through an already existing career criminal
unit of the police department established to coordinate iInvestigations
and case development. Before trial, the CC program is active in making
bail recommendations, approving continuances, and preparing presentence
reports. Post trial interventions include sentence reommendations to

the judge and Board of Pardons, and appearances at parole hearings.
The MVPU prepares and prosecutes approximately 300 CC cases per
year which constitute about 15 percent of the total filings made by

the County Attorney's office.

@ Consideration 5: Local Case Records

The Salt Lake program poses data problems for the national-level
evaluation, both in data organization and data availability. No central
log of cases handled by the county attorney's office was maintained
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prior to the first of the year (1976), which poses logistical problems
for case sampling. Rap sheets were not routinely maintained prior to

the program and because of the lack of uniformity in the rap sheets

used to assess acceptability for special prosecution under the program,
it would be difficult to recomstitute the necessary baseline criminal
history information. In addition, prior to January 1976 no records

were maintained on cases rejected by the county attorney. This means
that there 1s no information on the acceptance rates for the prosecutor
and nothing on the nature of cases accepted/rejected prior to the program.
This 1is particularly a problem in Salt Lake because in January 1975 a
new County Attorney took office and implemented new screening procedures
which may have had an impact on the number and type of cases accepted by
the DA, Whether or not changes of this nature have occurred and the
effect of these changes on the overall system performance (as discermnible
from the impact of changes implemented as part of the CCP) could not be

examined without information on rejected cases.

Minimal data is provided in the grant application supporting
project need, and statistical reports to the National Legal Data Center
shed little light on program activities other than indicating number
of career criminal filings out of total cases filed monthly.

A computer terminal connected with the Utah Bureau of Identification
has been installed to obtain arrest and conviction records but PROMIS,
which is to handle the data collection system, is still to be implemented.

® Conslderation 6: Selection Criteria are Operationalized and

Replicable
Salt Lake has established objective written criteria for the

selection of career criminal cases. Five of the six criteria used are

arrests and convictions, while the sixth involves pending or open
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cases, There appears to be no systematic way for the screeners to
identify cases meeting this criterion. Cases have been accepted based
on this pending case criterion; however, these cases constitute only a

small portion of the total career criminal caseload.

® Consideration 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria

In May 1976 the CC program added a sixth selection criterion to
its original five, thus posing another problem in utilizing Salt Lake
for the national-level evaluation case studies. The last criterion,
including as CC's those defendants who were committed to a penal
institution and released on parole in the last five years, accounts for

a substantlal number of cases now coming into the program.

The anticipated workload, as stated in the Salt Lake grant appli-
cation, was expected to be only 12 percent of the felony cases prosecuted
by the County Attorney's office or not more than 200 CC prosecutions
by the MVPU per year. The number of cases being handled by the MVPU
is actually around 300 cases per year, approximately 15 percent of the
total felonies made by the County Attorney's office., This increase is
perhaps due to the additional criteriom.

e Consideration 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept

The six criteria used in the selection of career criminal
cases fall within the career criminal concept of prosecuting
felony offenders, as they focus exclusively on prior arrests and
convictions and open cases for serious crimes., All of the serious
felonies (homicide, rape, assault, robbery and burglary) are targeted

without focusing on a particular cogent group of individuals.

® Consideration 9: Local Situation

Salt Lake offers a favorable local environment with good coopera-

tion between the various agenciles in the criminal justice system which
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interface with the career criminal program. Regularly scheduled
meetings involving key personnel from these agencies are to be held

throughout the program duration.25

4.5.4 General Assessment

The Salt Lake City program poses several major problems to the
conduct of the national-level evaluation as designed. These problems
focus on: (1) the selection criteria used by the Salt Lake program
and their replication with baseline cases and (2) the local case

records system.,

First, one of the six criteria used by the Salt Lake City program -
to select their target population involves pending cases. Although
this criterion does not appear to be systematically applied, it has
been used to include cases in the program, and it would not be possible
to identify those cases among a baseline sample which met this criter-
ion. Second, about halfway into the program an additional criterion
was added to the original five. Finally, there does not appear to be
a consistent practice determining which information sources (rapsheets)
are used to assess acceptability for prosecution under the program,
making it difficult to reconstruct comparable baseline criminal history

information.

Acquiring the data items necessary for the national-level evalua-
tion also appears to be a problem in Salt Lake. No central record or
log of cases referred to or accepted by the Prosecuting Attorney has
been maintained prior to January 1976. Such a listing would need

to be constructed before any sampling could be done. Also, prior

2
5Description of Salt Lake City Career Criminal Program, pages 20-22.
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to January 1976, no records were maintained on rejected cases which
means that there is no existing information on the number and types
of cases accepted and rejected by the Prosecutor's office. While this
would pose problems in any case, it is particularly a problem in this
situation because a new Prosecuting Attorney took office in Salt Lake
County in January 1975 and implemented new case sScreening procedures
soon thereafter. This change may have had an impact on the perfor-
mance of the office during one portion of the haseline year, which
would confound the evaluative analysis results., However, without
information on cases rejected before and after, the initiation of the
new screening procedures, this cannot be assessed, making the attri-
bution of system performance changes to the activities of the CCP a

difficult matter.
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5.0 SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In the preceding sections of this document the process of selec-
ting sites for the national-level evaluation of the Career Criminal
program has been described and the assessments of the eleven candidate
programs have been presented. As aiready discussed, site selection
was based on an assessment of the evaluability of the candidate programs.
A design was prepared for the conduct of the national-level evaluation
case studies and the sites selected for inclusion in the evaluation are
to be the foci of these case studies. Thus, it is clearly important
that the selected site programs be amenable to the conduct of the

evaluation as planned.

A set. of nine evaluability considerations, based on program or
agency characteristics which play a critical role in the implementation
of the national-level evaluation design, were developed and used as
the framework for the selection process. It was recognized from the
outset that 1t is unlikely that any one of the Career Criminal programs
would fit the needs of the evaluation in their entirety. For this reason
it was felt that the site selection process should serve to identify any
major obstacles in the candidate sites which would preclude the imple-
mentation of some part of the evaluation plan or hamper the ability of
the evaluation to address the central concerns of the program. Sites
were sought which would allow for the implementation of the basic
evaluation design with minor adjustments for site specific program or

agency features.

The selection process itself was conducted using a two-stage
screening procedure. At the first screening point, the preliminary
assessment stage, the eleven candidate programs were assessed based
on-available program documentation either prepared by the local juris-
dictions and/or by the National Legal Data Center. The results of this

assessment were used to divide the candidate programs into two groups:
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(1) those which presented immediately obvious obstacles to the conduct
of the national-level evaluation and (2) those which appeared to be
viable sites for the evaluation case studies. This second group of
programs was then visited by MITRE and a more in-depth assessment of

thelir evaluability was conducted based on the on-site information.

Six sites were screened out at the preliminary assessment stage
(Boston, Dallas, Detroit, Houston, Indianapolis, and New York) based
upon potential difficulties for the implementation of the evaluation
which were identified by the review of the available program documenta-
tion. The majority of the problems encountered for this set of programs
rest with the criteria and procedures employed by the local programs to
select cases for special treatment under the CCP. In several programs
(Houston and Dallasg) case selection is basad on the subjective judgement
of the screening attorney, making the replication of these procedures
with a set of baseline cases (a critical feature of the evaluation
design) a difficult matter. Other problems encountered in this regard
were the inclusion of pending cases as a criterion for entry into the
program (Boston, Detroit, Indianapolis) and the use of largely objectilve,
replicable criteria for the identification of a pool of potential cases
and subjectively selecting cases for treatment from this pool (Boston,
New York and possibly Detroit)., Two of the jurisdictions (Detroit and
Indianapolis) are experiencing sufficient changes in their case processing
systems independent of the CCP (either currently or during the baseline
time period) to make it infeasible to expect to be able to isolate the
impact of the CCP from the effect of the other system changes, For
these reasons these six programs were screened out at the initial

screéning stage of the site selection process.
The remaining five programs (Columbus, Kalamazoo, New Orleans, Salt
Lake City, and San Diego) were further investigated through visits

made to the local sites:. The same set of evaluability considerations
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was utilized in this second stage of the screening procedure; however,
greater emphasis was placed on assessing the feasibility of implementing
the design with the data available locally.

While some problems for the evaluation were identified in almost
all of the sites visited, the most serious difficulties were encountered
with the Salt Lake City program. The problems the evaluation would face
in Salt Lake involve both replication of the selection criteria and the
avallability of data resources for the assessment of program impact and
would preclude the implementation of the evaluation as designed. The
problems identified in the remaining four sites are relatively minor and
can for the most part be mediated through adjustments in the sample size
and the treatment and baseline time periods or through additional data
collection, On this basis the four sites:

Columbus, Ohio
Kalamazoo, Michigan

New Orleans, Louisiana
¢ San Diego, California
are recommended as case study sites for the national-level evaluation

of the Career Criminal program.
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APPENDIX I

STATUS INFORMATION FOR ELEVEN CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAMS
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The tables on the following pages have been prepared in order
to present a general picture of the implementation progress made by
the Career Criminal programs, as reflected in thelr processing
of career criminal cases. The data presented on these
tables was extracted from monthly status reports prepared by the
local jurisdictions for the National Legal Data Center, the data
collector for the national Career Criminal Program for LEAA. Up-to-
date status reports have been provided to MITRE by the National Legal
Data Center for use in the selection of sites for the national-level

evaluation.

The data included in the status reports, and hence on the tables,
is as the cities have supplied it. No attempt has been made at this
point to validate the data items or assure conformity among the
categories of data as provided by the various jurisdictions. The
information has been included to give a gross overview of the amount
of activity the various local- programs are reporting and a rough

indicator of the reporting capabilities of the various sites.
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BOSTON CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES
DATE IMPLEMENTED:  7/1/75
REPORTING 71/1s 1/5/76 2/5/16 3/5/76 415176 5/5/76 711175
PERIODS TO TO T0 TO T0 T0 ™
ACTIVITY DATA 1/5/76 2{5/16 3/5/76 415078 5/5/76 615176 6/5/76
INDICTMENTS (TOTAL) - 79 107 23 57 37 -
TOTAL DEFENDANTS - 19 28 11 27 16 -
CAREER CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS - 18 23 10 27 10 —
TOTAL DEFENDANTS SCREENED 943, 297, 236, 255¢ 229, 234, 2194,
TOTAL CASES ACCEPTED 96 39 41 10 23 12 220
TOTAL CASES REJECTED -— - - - - - -
DISPOSITIONS .
PLEA OF GUILTY 18 9 17 3 4 5 47
CONVICTION BY
JURY 8 3 5 4 5 7 35
COURT k| k1 0 0 0 1 6
ACQUITTALS 0 1 0 0 1 0 2
DISMISSALS - - -— - — — -—
NOLLES - - — - — — -
TOTAL DEFENDANTS 29 16 22 7 10 13 a0
SENTENCES
NUMBER DEFENDANTS SENTENCED - - 21 7 9 13 88
NUMBER DEPENDANTS INCARCERATED — - 20 7 9 13 86
AVERAGE ‘LENGTH OF SENTENCE (YRS.)
INDETERMINATE {MINIMUM SENTENCE | 11.33 10.88 B, 71 20,0 12,22 5 13
- HMAXIMUR SENTENCE | 16.5 15.15 11,57 26.2 18,78 21 18
DETERMINATE .- - 9.3 7.2 - 10 _—
AVERAGE LENCTH OF TINE FROM
ARREST TO INDICTMENT - -~ - — - -— —
ARREST TO DISPOSITION 77.5 86.69 88.82 82,57 102 108.85 90
ARREST TO SENTENCE - — - — — — -
(IN CALENDAR DAYS)

1
TOTALS FOR CUMULATIVE TIME PERIODS ARE TAKEN DIRECTLY FROM ACTIVITY REPORTS AND IT IS

RECOGNIZED THAT CHANGES IN OPERATIONAL PROGEDURES. MAY ACCOUNT POR DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE

ADJUSTED CUMULATIVE FIGURES GIVEN HERE AND THE ACTUAL SUMMATION OF INTERIM VALUES.

250 CAREER CRIMINAL (CC)

314 cc

419 cc

37 ¢cc

623 cc

78 cc

8150 cc

m
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COLUMBUS CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 7/21/76
REPORTING 7/21/75
PERTODS 0 DECEMBER JANUARY | FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY
ACTIVITY DATA 11/31/75 1975 1976 1976 1976 1976 1976
INDICTMENTS/INFORMAT IONS JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV
TOTAL 285 165 150 339 252 224 174 177 226 261 114
CAREER CRIMINAL 28 7 17 21 26 28 16 22 13 7 6
TOTAL DEFERDANTS SCREENED 101 28 23 27 22 12 —
CASES ACCEPTED 95 26 23 27 22 12 -
CASES REJECTED 6 2 0 0 0 0 -
DISPOSITIONS
PLEA OF GUILTY 45 3 13 9 16 8 -
CONVICTION
JURY 18 1 6 2 8 1 —
COURT 3 0 1 0 2 — —
ACQUITTALS e _ - —— - - -
DISMISSALS _— - — - - - 1
NOLLES - - - 1 2 2 0
TOTAL (DEFENDANTS) 67 6 21 13 29 10 -
SENTENCES
NUMBER SENTENCED — -— — — _— - —
NUMBER INCARCERATED — - - - - —— -
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE (YRS)
MINIMUM 3 3.3 2.8 2.1 2.7 2.75 -
MAXIMUM 14.5 13.75 12.6 8.9 10.7 11.7 -
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM
ARREST TO INDICTMEKRT - - - _ _ - -
ARREST TO DISPOSITION 3.8 3.2 4.1 3.4 4.3 4 -
ARREST TO SENTENCE - — -— - - -— -
(IN MONTHS) )




gl

DALLAS CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

DATE IMPLEMENTED:

10/1/75

ACTIVITY DATA

REPORTING
PERIODS

10/1/75
TO
3/15/76

3/15/76
TO
4/15/76

5/15/7¢6
TO
6/30/76

INDICTMENTS
TOTAL
CAREER CRIMINAL

5,794
101

511
11

1661
32

TOTAL CASES SCREENED
ACCEPTED
REJECTED

327
104
223

DISPOSITIONS
PLEA OF GUILTY
- CONVICTIOR BY
JURY
COURT
ACQUITTALS
DISMISSALS
NOLLES
TOTAL

DEF. CASES
11 14

N
~N T

42 50

SENTENCES
NUMBER SENTENCED

NUMBER INCARCERATED

AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE

AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME
ARREST TO INDICTMENT
ARREST TO DISPOSITION
ARREST TO SENTENCE

55.46 yrs.

50.0 da.
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DETROIT CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

DATE IMPLEMENTED: .7/28/75
REPORTING
PERIODS NOVEMBER DECEMBER FEBRUARY MARCH
ACTIVITY DATA 1975 1975 1976 1976
INDICTMENTS/INFORMATIONS
TQTAL 1282 1341 1039

CAREER . CRIMINAL

1469

TOTAL CASES SCREENED
ACCEPTED
REJECTED

DISPOSITIONS
PLEA OF GUILTY
CONVICTION

JURY

COURT
ACQUITTALS
DISMISSALS
NOLLES
TOTAL

SENTENCES

NUMBER SENTENCED

NUMBER INCARCERATED

AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE

AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM
ARREST TO INDICTMENT
ARREST TO DISPOSITION
ARREST TO SENTENCE




HOUSTON CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACIIVITIES

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 7/15/75

REPORTING SIX MONTH REPORT JANUARY FEBRUARY
PERIODS JULY 15, 1975~JANUARY 15, 1976 1976 1976

ACTIVITY DATA

TOTAL CASES FILED - 3,208 3,066
MISDEMEANOR CASES - 1,999 2,024
FELONY CASES - 1,209 1,042

TOTAL NUMBER CASES INDICTED - 1,178 886

TOTAL SCREENED (DEFENDANTS) 277 -_ —
ACCEPTED 199 —_ -
REJECTED - - —

Sl

DISPOSITIONS
PLEA OF GUILTY _— -— —
CONVICTION -— . _— —

JURY —_— : _ —
COURT — —_ -
ACQUITTALS — _— —
DISMISSALS — - —
NOLLES - _ —
TOTAL DEFENDANTS DISPOSED 39 _— _

SENTERCES
LIFE SENTENCES
PROBAT ION
REDUCED TO MISDEMEANOR
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE 27.
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM
FILING TO INDICTMENT 9.1 days - -
INDICTMENT TO ARRAIGNMENT 17 days - -
FILING TO JURY TRIAL SETTING 121.8 days - -
INDICTMENT TO JURY TRIAL
SETTING 119 days - -

N
|
'
1
1

yrs. - -
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INDIANAPOLIS CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

DATE TMPLEMENTED: 9/15/75
REPORTING 9/lié75 JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL
PERIODS 1976 1976 1976 1976
ACTIVITY DATA 1/7/76
FILINGS (FELONY CASES)
TOTAL 745 150 153 149 136
TARGET FELONIES 396 60 72 85 71
TOTAL CGASES SCREENED 396 60 72 85 71
ACCEPTED 68 16 26 31 13
REJECTED - - - —-— —
DISPOSITIONS (CASES)
PLEA OF GUILTY 3 2 3 5 1
CONVICTION BY
JURY 8 8 6 3 7
COURT 2 0 0 2 0
NOT GUILTY 0 1 1 1 0
DISMISSALS - _ —_ _ —
NOLLES 2 1 1 1 1
TOTAL - - - - -—
SENTENCES
NUMBER SENTENCED - - - - _
NUMBER INCARCERATED - - - —_ -
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE (YRS.)
INDETERMINATE [MINIMUM SENTENCE 1.5 1.6 3.6 1.5 7.3
MAXIMUM SENTENCE 5 8 15.4 6.3 15.0
DETERMINATE 17.5 17.8 18.6 15.6 27.1
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM (DAYS)
ARREST TO INDICTMENT : 1 1
ARREST TO DISPOSITION 112.7 79 65 63.8 122
ARREST TO SENTENCE 114 100 86 88.9 142

1ARREST TO CONVICTION.
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KALAMAZOO CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 10/28/75
R e JANUARY | FEBRUARY | MARcH APRIL MAY
1976 1976 1976 1976 1976
ACTIVITY DATA
INDICTMENTS
TOTAL - - — - —
CAREER CRIMINAL - — - - -
TOTAL CASES SCREENED 29 13 21 46 18
ACCEPTED 12 8 8 21 14
REJECTED 17 5 13 25 A
DISPOSITIONS
PLEA OF GUILTY 6 4 2 1 1
CONVICTION
JURY ) 0 0 0 0
COURT 0 0 0 0 0
ACQUITTALS 0 0 0 2 0
DISMISSALS 0 1 0 0 0
NOLLES 0 3 2 3 0
TOTAL 6 8 4 6 1
SENTZNCES
NUMBER SENTENCED 1 5 1 2 1
NUMBER INCARCERATED —_— - - _— -
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE 3 yrg 29 mos{36-180 mos.)150-264 mo% 6 mos.
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM
ARREST TO INDICTMENT — — - - _
ARREST TO DISPOSITION 39.33 days §61.375 days| 116 days | 96.66 daysi 40 days
ARREST 'TO SENTENCE 53 days 73.20 days 66 days |150.5 days | 68 days




all

NEW ORLEANS CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 5/1/75
REPORTING PERTOD AUGUST DECEMBER | JANUARY MARCH MAY JUNE
1975 1975 1976 1976 1976 1976
ACTIVITY DATA
CASES DEF.|CASES DEF.| CASES DEF.|CASES DEF. [ASES DEF. [CASES DEF.
INDICTMENTS
TOTAL S — e o
CAREER CRIMINAL - — U N T EEUUVUE R R
TOTAL CASES SCREENED
ACCEPTED 55 74 23 33 27 28 | 54 68 91 105 54 66
REJECTED 1 34 51 23 29 16 21 | 42 62 42 60 46 66
CASES REFERRED TO DA SCREENING 6 6 s 5 2__ .5 5 8 8 14 5 5
DISPOSITIONS
PLEA OF GUILTY 34 39 13 14 21 25 30 32 40 50 | 47 55
CONVICTION
JURY 4 5 10 12 13 19 15 19 7 8 6 6
COURT 2 3 5 6 1 1 1 2 3 2 4 4
ACQUITTALS 3 3 2 2 3 5 4 5 2 2 6 6
DISMISSALS
NOLLES 2 3 5 9 7 9 11 13 0 2 5 10
TOTAL
SENTENCES
NUMBER SENTENCED 27 28 | 122 27| 40 45 45 52 | 42 51 | 73 79
NUMBER INCARCERATED 21 21 18 22 33 38 43 45 26 32 63 46
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM
ARREST TO INDICTMENT
AVERAGE DISPOSAL TIME 38 days 63 days 88 days 61 days 50 days 46 days

(1st CONTACT TO DISPOSITION)
ARREST TO SENTENCE

lWITH RECOMMENDATION TO REFUSE DUE TO INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE.

NOTE: ALL INTERIM MONTHS BETWEEN AUGUST, 1975 AND JUNE, 1976 ARE NOT INCLUDED.)
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NEW YORK CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

DATE IMPLEMENTED:  11/1/75

REPQRTING PERIOD
NOVEMBER DECEMEER 11/1/75 2/ 1/75
1975 1975 10 10
ACTIVITY DiTA 1/31/76 3/31/76
INDICTMERTS
TOTAL 265 302 - -
CAREER CRIMINAL
TOTAL CASES SCREENED - — 79 62
NUMBER CASES ACCEPTED — _— 33 51
NUMBER DEF. ACCEPTED — — 38 61
DISPOSITIONS
PLEA OF GUILTY — — 10 26
CONVICTION
JURY — — 1] 2
COURT — — 0 -
ACQUITTALS — — 0 0
DISMISSALS — - 0 0
NOLLES — — - -
TOTAL
SENTENCES
NUMBER SENTENCED —— —— 4 17
NUMBER INCARCERATED — —— 4 16
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE ,
INDETERMINATE = | - — 2.2-6.5 yx. | 1.6-5.1 yr.
DETERMINATE - — 19r. 1z,
AVERAGE, LENGTH OF TIME FROM
ABREST OT INDICTMENT 4.7-8.6 da. -
INDICTMENT TO DISPOSITION - — | 10.0-26.6 da. | 28.8-50.2 da.
DISPOSITION TO SENTENCE —— — 21.8~49.0 da, V17.1~44.5 da. ,
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SALT LAKE CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 7/8/75
REPORTING PERIODS 7/1/75 TO 1/31/76 FEBRUARY MARCH
1976 1976
ACTIVITY DATA JUL. AUG. SEP. OCT. NOV. DEC. JAN.
FELONY CASES FILED
TOTAL 142 295 252 251 165 263 233 135 242
CAREER CRIMINAL 24 13 20 8 8 10 13 8 17

TOTAL CASES SCREENED
ACCEPTED
REJECTED

DISPOSITIONS
PLEA OF GUILTY PLED
CONVICTION OR

JURY FOUND 41
COURT GUILTY
ACQUITTALS
DISMISSALS
NOLLES -
TOTAL _—

~ o

SENTENCES
NUMBER SENTENCED 38
NUMBER INCARCERATED 29

STATE PRISON 24
COUNTY JAIL 5
PROBATION 8
STATE HOSPITAL 1
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SAN DIEGO CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES

Date Implemented: 7/8/75
REPORTING 7/1/75 10/1/75 1/1/76
PERIODS TO TO TO
9/30/75 12/31/75 3/31/76

ACTIVITY DATA CASES DEF. |CASES DEF. |CASES DEF J
INDICTMENTS

TOTAL - - —_— - - —

CRIMINAL - - - - - -
TOTAL CASES SCREENED

PROCESSED 26 37 40 51 62 78

REJECTED - - - - - 3
DISPOSITIONS

PLEA OF GUILTY 7 9 8 14 25 35

CONVICTION

JURY 1 2 4 3 9 11
COURT 1 1 2 3 1 1

ACQUITTALS - _— — 1 - 0

DISMISSALS 1 1 - - - -

PENDING 15 22 21 25 25 29

DEFENDANT NOT APPREHENDED 1 2 5 5 2 2

SENTENCES

NUMBER SENTENCED

NUMBER INCARCERATED

AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE

AVERACE LENGTH OF TIME FROM
ARREST TO INDICTMENT
ARREST TO DISPOSITION
ARREST TO SENTENCE




APPENDIX 1I

SOURCE DOCUMENTS
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APPENDIX II

BOSTON (SUFFOLK COUNTY)

l.

2.

Grant Application, Suffolk County Major Violators Project,
Suffolk County (District Attorney), 0049-01-DF-75.

Monthly Report Narrative for the Suffolk County Digtrict Attorney,
December 5, 1975, including Monthly Narrative Supplemental
Information (on Suffolk County Major Violators Project).

Monthly Narrative Supplemental Information, Suffolk County Major
Violators Project, January 5, 1976.

Monthly Narrative Supplemental Information, Suffolk County Major
Violators Project, February 12, 1976.

Monthly Narrative Supplemental Information, Suffolk County Major
Violators Project, covering period 2/5/76 to 3/5/76.

Monthly Narrative Supplemental Information, Suffolk County Major
Violators Project, April 7, 1976.

Monthly Narrative Supplemental Information, Suffolk County Major
Violators Project, covering period 4/5/76 to 5/5/76.

Monthly Report Covering Period 5/5/76 to 6/5/76, Suffolk County
Major Violators Project.

Statement of Work from Request for Proposal for Evaluation of
Boston Major Violators Project, July 28, 1976.

DALLAS (DALLAS COUNTY)

l.

2.

Grant Application, Dallas District Attorney's Career Criminal
Program, Dallas County, DS-76-D02-0003.

Initial Report, Career Criminal Division, Dallas County District
Attorney's Office, March 15, 1976.

Monthly Report, Career Crimingl Division, Dallas County District
Attorney's Office, April 15, 1976, '

Monthly Report, Career Criminal Division, Dallas County District
Attorney's Office, May 15, 1976.
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DETROIT (WAYNE GOUNTY)

l.

7'

Grant Application, Major Violators Unit, Wayne County Prosecutor;
Recorder's Court and Circuit Court.

Career Criminal Program Monthly Narrative Report (data for
November and December, 1975), January 16, 1976.

Career Criminal Program Monthly Narrative Report (data for February
and March), May 6, 1976.

'"Mayor Wants More Volunteer Policemen,'" Detroit Free Press,
June 27, 1976.

"Police Sick of Layoffs Protest with Outbreak of Blue Flu,"
Detroit Free Press, July 1, 1976.

"Tannian Fines 22 Policemen; Blue Flu Ends," Detroit Free Press,
July 3, 1976,

"Judges Slow Down Ower Police Cuts,' Detroit Free Press, July 7, 1976.

HOUSTON (HARRIS COUNTY)

l.

2.

Grant Application, Career Criminal Program, District Attorney,
Harris County Courthouse.

Progress Report on the Harris County Career Criminal Project,
October 6, 1975.

Monthly Status Report for Harris County District Attorney's
Office (includes Career Criminal Job Description Report and
Sections of 1975 Annual Report), January 1, 1976,

Six Month Report on the Harris County Career Criminal Project,
February 3, 1976.

INDIANAPOLIS (MARION COUNTY)

Grant Application, Greater Indianapolis Marion County Careers in
Crime Interception Project, Marion County Prosecuting Attorney.

Monthly Report - November 1975, Careers in Crime Interception Project.

Monthly Report - December 1975, Careers in Crime Interception Project.
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INDIANAPOLIS (MARION COUNTY) Concluded
4, Monthly Report -~ January 1976, Careers in Crime Interception Project.

5. Monthly Report - February 1976, Careers in Crime Interception Project.
6., Monthly Report - March 1976, Careers in Crime Interception Project.

7. Monthly Report - May 1976, Careers in Crime Interception Project.

NEW YORK (NEW YORK COUKNTY)

1. Grant Application, Career Criminal Program, District Attorney,
New York County, 0291-99-DF-75.

2. Supplemental Information (Monthly Report), Career Criminal
Program, New York County District Attorney's Office, December 16,
1976.

3. Supplemental Information (Statistics), Career Criminal Program,
New York County District Attorney's Office, January 9, 1976,

4, Quarterly Report, Career Criminal Program, New York County District
Attorney's Office, covering period 11/1/75 to 1/31/76.

5. Supplemental Narrative and Statistics, Career Criminal Program,
New York County District Attorney's Office, 2/1/76 to 3/31/76.

6. Career Criminal Case Processing Procedure, New York County,
New York; Prepared by Arnold Beck, National Legal Data Center,

COLUMBUS (FRANKLIN COUNTY)

1. Grant Application, A Program for the Prosecution of the Professional
Habitual Criminal, Prosecuting Attorney, Franklin County.

2. Monthly Report - December 1975, Franklin County Habitual Criminal
Unit,

3. Monthly Report - January 1976, Franklin County Habitual Criminal
Unit. ;

4, Monthly Report - February 1976, Franklin County Habitual Criminal
Unit, :

5. Monthly Report - March 1976, Franklin County Habitual Criminal Unit.

6., Monthly Report - April 1976, Franklin County Habitual Criminal Unit.
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COLUMBUS (FRANKLIN COUNTY) Concluded
7. Monthly Report - May 1976, Franklin County Habitual Criminal Unit.

KALAMAZOO

1. Grant Application, Career Criminal Program, Prosecuting Attorney,
Kalamazoo, Michigan,

2. Narrative Report - January 1976, Career Criminal Program.

3. Narrative and Statistical Report - February 1976, Career Criminal
Program.

4, Statistical Report - March 1976, Career Criminal Program.
5. Statistical Report - April 1976, Carceer Criminal Program.

6.  Statistical Report -~ May 1976, Career Criminal Program,

NEW ORLEANS

1. Grant Application, District Attorney's Career Criminal Bureau,
City of New Orleans.

2, Activity Report, August 1975, District Attorney's Career Criminal
Bureau.

3. Activity Report, December 1975, District Attorney's Career Criminal
Bureau.

4. Activity Report, January 1976, District Attorney's Career Criminal
Bureau.

5. Activity Report, March 1976, Digtrict Attorney's Career Criminal
Bureau,

6. Activity Report, May 1976, District Attorney's Career Criminal
Bureau.

7. Activity Report, June 1976, District Attorney's Career Criminal
Bureau.
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SAN DIEGO (SAN DIEGO COUNTY)

1,

2,

3.

4,

Grant Application, Career Criminal Program, San Diego County Digtrict
Attorney's Office, 75-DE-09-0041.

Description of Career Criminal Program Personnel and Relevant
California Criminal Procedures and Laws, Letter from Project
Director to National Legal Data Center, December 15, 1975,

Career Criminal Program Quarterly Progress Report, July -1, 1975
through September 30, 1975.

Career Criminal Programx Quarterly Progrese Report, October 1, 1975
through December 31, 1975.

Career Criminal Program Quarterly Progress Report, January 1, 1976
through March 31, 1976.

SALT LAKE CITY (SALT LAKE COUNTY)

ll

Grant Application, Salt Lake County Career Criminal Program,
Salt Lake County Attorney.

Narrative Report and Statistics, Career Criminal Unit, July 1, 1975
through January 31, 1976.

Monthly Report - February 1976, Career Criminal Unit.
Monthly Report = March 1976, Career Criminal Unit,

First Quarterly Report to Salt Lake County Law Enforcement Agencies,
Salt Lake County Attorney Career Criminal Prosecution Unit,

_November, 1975.
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