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Dl5CRETJOHARY GRANT 
PROGRESS REPORT 

GRANTEE LEAA GRANT NO. DATE OF REPORT kF,PORT NO. 

NATIONAL LEGAL DATA CENTER, INC. 76 TA-99-003C 1/30/78 Final 

IMPLEMENTING SUBGRANTEE TYPE OF REPORT 

[XJ REGULAR o SPECIA L RE~UEST 

o FINAL REP,ORT 

SHORT TITLE OF PROJECT GRANT AMOUNT 

Clearinqhotise for Career Criminal:ProQram $396.353 
REPORT IS SUBMITTED FOR THE PERIOD 1011/77 THROUGH 1::>/31/.]7 :. 
SIGNATURE OF PROJECT DIRECTOR TYPED NAME 6 TITLE OF PROJECT DIRECTOR 

Philip Cohen~ Executive Director 
COMMENCE REPORT HERE (Add contInuatIon paAee .. s required.) 

NATURE OF THE PROJECT 

~The National Legal Data Center, Ih~., serves as the 
··c1earinghoiJse,for the 'exchange of information on LEAA's 

Career Crim~na1 PrQgram and on related legal issues and 
problems. The Center is responsible for' collecting project 
data from each of the LEAA Career Criminal funded projects, 
analyzing this information and making'it available for .' 
evaluation and replication purposes~ All of the LEAA funded 
Career Criminal Project operations are reviewed and assessed 
by the Center on a continuing basis from which they are 
developing model guidelines. 

The National Leg~l Data Center provides.~arious types of 
technical assistance in conjunction with the' clearinghouSe 
functio.n: direct assistance to the twenty-one (21) active' . 
Caree~Crimina1 Projects, .di,rect assistance to the four or 
five n~-federa1 cost rep1'ication sites to be developed duri~g 
F Y 77 and the coordination ·of technical 'assistance to a mi.n ... 

. imum of 25 jurisd~ctioris.in~e~ested in developi~g'Care~r 
Criminal-type op~rations usi~g local funds.' 

Information relative to the Center~s activities duting 
the r~porti~g period of October 1, 1977 thrbugh ·January j1, 
1978, is contained on the following pages of this document. 

RECEIVED BY GRANTEE STATE PLANNING AGENCY (Olllel .. l) DATE 

l.EA ... FOR'" 4587/1 (REV. 10-75) REPLACES EDITION OF 1-73 WHICH IS OBSOLETE. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

The following summary is designed to extract the hJgh
lights of our activities and data this past quarter. 

On-Site Visits 

This past quarter NLDC staff members, in cooperation 
with the Westinghouse Corporat~~n, made eleven {ll) on-site 
assessment trips to jurisdiction~ interested in the Compre
hensive Career Criminal Program. 

Total Number of Jurisdictions 

No new DF sites were funded durirg this quarter, however, 
the number of non-OF sites rose by three (3) as follows: 

Annapolis, Maryland 
Rockville, Maryland 

Vancouver, Washirgton (scheduled date for imple

mentation - Ja~uary 1, 1978) 
This now brings the total of locally fund~d pr~grams to 13. 

Da ta Reports 
V", :--: 

During this quarter, 203 reports wer~ generated. (See 
Results section, Goals c and d) 

Da ta Tra i ni!!.9. 

Due to travel curtailment we prbvided.Data Trainirg to 
only one jurisdiction: Ventura County, California; . 

Technical Assistance Visits 

We rec~ived 17 requests for TA during this period which; 
in our judgement, would require on-site visits. 

-2-
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (Cont.) 

Comment 

Our goals and objectives are being reached and inquiries 
continue to be answered. Other activities included: 

1. The preparation of a supplemental application; 
2. Assessment visit to NLDC by Tal Day of LEAA; and 
3. Completion of an article on CCP for the National 

College of District Attorneys. 

Although curtailment in staff due to a.lack of funds hampered 
our activities this last quarter, our level of service was main
tained .. With .regard to Tal Day's assesslnent:vis'it, it would 
appear that no respon~e from NLDC is expected since it appears 
we will not be privy to its sUbstance. We would of course 
welcome an opportunity to comment on the report.' 

-3-
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Executive Director . 
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DATA AND PERFORMANCE ANALYSES 

1. Potential Crim~ ~ate Impact of Career Criminal Programs 

During the Fi~st Quarter of 1977 

_---'-----1-1-'--'--______ , ________ _ 

All Ci,ties 
:' 

TABLE 1. 

FIRST QUARTER 1977 VS. FIRST 

QUARTER 1976 CRIME RATES 

!tobbery 
-7 % 

Borglary 
-5 % 

1 7 C C'P Cit i e s * -10.11% -6.12% 

*Excludes only Kalamazoo and Manhattan 

Tota 1 Index 
-7 % 

-9.14% 

Table I, (derived from preliminary FBI UCRdata) contrasts 

crime rate statistics for the first three quarters of 1977 with 

the first three quarters of 1976. The all-cities columns repre

sent the rates for cities of 25,000 and above. The CCP cities 

~olumns include all of the OF-funded Career Criminal sites except 

Kalamazoo and Manhattan. Kalamazoo data is not presented as that 

city is too small to be in the preliminary UCR reports and Man-
, 

hattan is not presented since its data is but a sub-section of 

the larger New York City information presented in the preliminary 

UCR's. 

A review of Table I clearly shows that in each of the stated' 

crime categories the reductiDn in crime rates in the Career Crim

inal cities was significantly higher than the reductions respectively 

experienced by U.S. cities generally. 

Specifically, the crime rate reductions in the 17 Career 

Criminal cities EXCEEDED the national average decreases by: 

-4- , 
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44% in Robberi es 

22% in Burglaries 

31% in ALL Index Crimes 

In further considering Table I , it should be remembered that 

the rates for "U.S. cities generally" includes the (even lower) 

rates of the 17 Career Criminal cities and thus, if their (even 

lower) rates could be separated out, then the decrease for the 

main g'roup would have been less, resulting in an even, greate}~ 

gap between the two groups (in favor of the Career Criminal cities). 

- 5-
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The following table provides a breakdown of each of the 

CCP sites and compares crime rates in the first three quarters 

of 1976 with the first three quarters of 1977. Three sjtes have 

experienced an increase in the overall crime rate. The are 

Houston, New Orleans and San Diego. The rise in th~ crime rate 

in Houston, however, has been caused by an increase in population. 

Actually the crime rate per 100,000 individuals is down. Data 

from New Orleans has not been received since Ju1y-1977, therefore 

no explanation is offered. 
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CRIME RATE 

CCP VS. ALL CITIES 

FIRST 9 MONTHS 1976 VS. FIRST 9 MONTHS 1977 

ROBBS BURGS OVERALL 
'1976 1977 1976 1977 1976 1977 

Albuquerque 657 552 6078 4954 21,936 18,111 

Boston 4652 '3999 12842 10693 57,959 48,341 

Columbus 1475 1214 9408 9474 35,538 32,515 
. 

Dallas 2262 2564 16826 18117 69,702 64,339 

Detroit 15997 11693 34660 26429 118,449 93,071 

, Indianapolis 1688 1538 7926 6269 29,917 2:'1,304 

Louisville 1277 981 5869 4416 17,982 15,245 

Houston 4100 4534 22323 24607 78,098 86,773 

Memphis 1783 1893 12193 12171 37,907 33,790 

, Miami 1713 1802 8509 7349 28,093 25,087 

Las Vegas 985 962 6418 6592 21,687 '20,240 

New Orleans 1953 2467 6580 6534 28,998 29,906 

Portland 1340 1269 8970 8351 30,441 27,650 

Rhode Island 347 341 2568 2688 10,428 9,347 

St. Louis 4013 3479 12783 11313 48,266 41,376 

Salt Lake 351 371 3493 3758 13,656 13,064 

San Diego 1559 1827 11644 13468 47,248 48,309 

TOTALS 46152 41486 188740 177183 696,125 632,468 

CCP -10.11% -6.12% -9.14% 

National Avg. -7% -5% -7% 

Difference 44% Better 22% Better 31% Better 

-7-



I 
I 
I 
I: 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 
r 
L 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

.[ 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Covet' Page . 

Preface . .. . . 
Data Analysis 

Table of Contents . . . . . . .. .. . .. .. . .. . . . 
A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

Reporting Party 

Due Date 

.. . . .. . .. . .. . .. .. .. 

1 

2 

4 

8 

9 

Execution 

Reporting Requirements . 

D-l Goals 

D-2 Problem Statement 

D-3 Hypothesis 

D..; 4' I n d i cat 0 r s 

. D-5 Resul ts . . .. . . . . . . . . 
Special Condition Compliance 

Timetable Results . . . . . . . .. . .. . .. . .. 

D-6 Problems . .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. 

E. Dissemination 

-8-

· . . 10 

· . . 11 

. . 12 

. 13 

• • • • 1 4 

• • • 1 5 

• • • 1 6 

• 17 

· . . 55 

· . . 57 

• • . 62 

· . . 67 

1\ 

I 
I 

I 
I 
f 
I 
l 
~ 

i 
t 
~; 
l' 

) 

---~,~.--------~~-----------------------
.-----

\~ 
1:~I 1 -.: 

I 
-;, 

~ 
~T c 

I~ 
u~ i-", i 
; l ! .. 
~ 
iort~ 
i 
\ ., 
v"'#~"" I~, ~ 
I ,Ii 

~ , 
ll~rlj 
i ~ 

'=::iIJ 

lfln 
I 171, 
;~I y 
I v I . ~ 
l, 

l~. 
r:1 Ii 
!"'il I, 
1 1 
i 

liT ~ t 

g ~ 
~ 

I 

:qij 
i ~ 
! 
) 
IFS'1T'". 

;'11 I; 
::: 1 ; 

:'tl " I .-
1 
~." 

!--/II ;~\ II 
""'1 F l:il·, 

~n "~.: ~ 
I"1l.J 
I 

I 

'r F-' r: 
.~. I' 
1~li II .. 

'r '~~ Ii 
if Ii &I-
1 

L1f, t,. II _. Jj 
'iO 

i (~ ) 
S"; ~ 

r
Jh 

)"lC 

Ln 
:~1 n 
17r 
I, 

A. REPORTING PARTY 

National Legal Data Center, Inc. 
, . 

100 East Thousand Oaks Blvd. Suite 172 
Thousand Oaks, California 91360 

805) 497-3786 

Project Director:;' Philip 'Cohen 
Projects Coor~inator: Ronald W. Sabo 
Information Systems Coordinato~: Larry G. David . . 
Prosecution Specialist: A1 Wa1kling 
Technical Assistance Specialist: Rivers Trussell 
Executive Secretary: 
Secretary: 
Secretary/Receptionist: 
Data Specialist: 
Data tntry.Technician: 

Barbara Andersen 
Marilyn Aikin 
Linda Bodenhamer 

Theresa Mund1 
Ken Myer 

Submitted to the United States Department of Justice, Law 
Enforcement Assistance ~dministration, Courts Section, 633 
Tndiana Ave., Washington, D.C.· 2053.1 Report .Period: July 1, 
1977 through September 30, 1977. 
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B. DUE DATE 

This report which covers the reporting period of October 1, 

1977 through December 31, 1977, is due at the Law Enforcement 

Assistance Administration on January 31, 1978. 
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C. FORM AND EXECUTION 

Three (3) copies of this report are being submitted in 

accordance with Guideline Manual M 4500.1E, dated September 27, 

1976. The person signing the report is Mr. Philip Cohen, Exec

utive Director of the National legal Data Center. 
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D. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

This report is designed in accordance with Guideline 
Harwal'l1 4500.1E, Appendix 19, and provides 'information' \'/hich . . 
will permit determination of the extent the project is con
tribu~ing to the overall goals and objectives of L.E.A.A~, . . 
and the progress of N~L.D.C. in meeting the goals and .object-

, . 
'. ·ives set-forth in approved application NO.76 TA~99-0030. The 

six major categories of this report are: 

1. Statement of project goals/objectives and special 
conditions. 

2. Statement of problem. 
3. Statement of hypothesis and working assumptions. 
4. Statement of indicators and measures. 
5. Statement .of results achieved. 
6. Statement of problems. 

-12-
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For Statement of Goals, see Fourth Quarterly Report 

Volume I, page 14. 
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For Statement of Problem, see Fourth Quarterly Report 

Volume I, page 19. 
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For Statement of Hypothesis, see Fourth Quarterly Report 

Volume I, page 20. 
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For Statement of Indicators and Measures, see Fourth 

Quarterly Report Volume I, page 22. 
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~ D-5 RESULTS 

T his sec t ; 0 n "of the rep 0 l" t u t ;'1 ; z est h 0 s e i n d i IC a to r sse t 

forth in section D-4 as they relate to the attainment of each 
of the goals outlined in s~ction D-1. The result of each is 

related directly to the stated g~a1. " 
" . 

." 
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GOAL a 

The attainment of this goal is directly related to all 

other goals set forth in section D-1 of this report. It is 

believed that NLDC provided the Career Criminal Prpgram 

with excellent service duri~g this reporting period. The 

major thrust of activities duri~g this quarter continued to 

be directed toward the provision of technical assistance to 

DF and non-DF jurisdictions. Othe~ activities included: 

1. The preparation of continuation application; 

2. The preparation for, and follow thro~gh of, an 

on-site assessment trip to NLDC by Tal Day of 

LEAA; 

3. The establishment of agreements with Westinghouse 

Corporation to conduct several on-site assessment 

visits to selected jurisdictions; (see addendum 1 

for profile questionnaire) 

4. The completion of assessment visits to 11 locations; 

5. The preparation of reports regarding assessment visits; 

6. The completion of "lhe Career Criminal Overview" for 

publication by the National Co1l~ge of District Attor

neys. (see addendum 2) 

Problems and questions inherent in a prpgram of such wide- . 

spread operation continue to predictably occur and are discussed 

in the Problem section of this report. 

In summation, based on the requirements of approved grant 

No.76-TA-99-0030, the National Legal Data Center did provide 
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direction and coordination for the entire project during this 

reporting period and also noted some areas in which expansion 

could occur with no conflict of interest. 
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GOAL b: DATA ACTIVITIES 

Data was received from 19 jurisdictions this quarter. 

The month-by-month totals are summarized in the table below: 

Closed CDFs Data 
CDFs loaded into Records 

Month Received Data Base Generated 

Oct. 304 337 6219 

Nov. 227 476 8986 

Dec. 411 199 4015 

With the entry of 1012 closed forms, the data base grew 

during this quarter from 6182 data forms on October 1,1977, to 

7194 case data forms at the end of December, 1977, for a 16% 

increase. 

DATA CLEANING 

Approximately 77 hours were needed to perform data clean

ing. Examples of areas in which cleaning was required follows: 

1) Three hours were used to confirm findi~gs on performance 

summaries for the following jurisdictions: Kalamazoo, Las V~gas, 

Miami, New York, Salt Lake, Saint Louis County. 

2 ) All J uri's die t ion s : Inc 0 n sis ten c i e sin J u d g e s • names were 

corrected for Tal Day. 

3) Trial Officials' names - Boston, New York, for Tal Day.' 

4) New Orleans: Misdemeanor statute numbers corrected. 

Wrong numbers given on Case Data Form. 

5) Portland, Oregon: Defendant I.D. numb~rs 3nd Case numbers 

corrected. 

6) Charges - Some frauds were entered as forgery. COl'l"ections 
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GOAL b: DATA ACTIVITIES (Cont.) 

made. 

7) San Diego: Entire Case Data Forms check~d for inconsist

enties and corrections made. 

had 

Case 

8) Because of new Green Case Da ta Form, the 

to be made for All Jurisdictions: 

Dis(!osition Tt(!es - 19 and 20 changed to 

Data Form. 

Dis(!osition Reasons 'J Made to conform 
Special Sentence Ty(!es Data Form. 

9) Work was begun on cleaning the following: 

following changes 

conf6rm to Green 
, .-

to Green Case 

Release Status - to conform to Green Case Data Form. 
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GOAL c: STATISTICAL SUMMARY REPORT 

The Clearinghouse provided jurisdictions with three (3) 

separate Performance Summaries in accordance with the policy, 

establishing their use during the prior quarter. Also, 

several jurisdictions received the eight-page Statistical Sum

mary Report along with their Performance Summary. During this 

quarter, NLDC at the request of LEAA, initiated the development 

of procedures to terminate the receipt of Case Data Forms and 

begin collection of data on a quarterly basis from each par-

ticipating jurisdiction. 

NLDC also produced a number of special reports. The fol-

lowing table summarizes the generation of reports for this 

quarter: 
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STATISTICAL SUMMARIES 

JURIS. 

AQ 

BM 

CO 

OM 

DT 

HT 

II 

IJ 

KM 

LK 

LV 

MF 

MT 

MW 

NY 

PO 

RI 

SB 

SD 

SL 

01/01/00-
12/31/99 

Sl 2 

S3 3 

S4 

VC 

Sub Total 5 

~ll Juris. 2 

TOTAL 7 

MONTHLY 

3 

3 

3 

2 

1 

3 

2 

1 

2 

3 

2 

3 

3 

1 

3 

3 

2 

2 

3 

2 

3 

50 

5 

55 

PROGRAM 
TO-DATE 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

3 

2 

1 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

1 

58 

5 

63 

DS3 SPECIAL REPORTS 

PERFORM. 
SUMMARY 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

·3 

2 

1 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

I· 2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

1 

58 

3 

61 

SP. RPTS. 
REQ. 

1 

3 

1 

3 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 7 

2 

TOTAL 

9 

9 

10 

8 

5 

9 

9 

4 

11 

10 

8 

9 

9 

7 

9 

11 

6 

7 

2 

9 

10 

12 

2 

1 

186 

17 
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COLUMBUS -

INDIANAPOLIS -

INDIAN·APOLIS 
JUVENILE 

KALAMAZOO -

LOUISVILLE -

PORTLAND -

GOAL d: SPECIAL REPORTS 

Gun Analysis at time of offense for time 

period of July, 1976 through August 31, 1977, 

and July, 1976 through October 5, 1977. 

a) Case numbers listed for verification 

October 7, 1977. 

b) Verification run of all defendants (con-

sisted of - 1.0. number, case number, DOB, 

Disposition Type, Disposition and Sentence 

Dates) - October 12, 1977. 

c) Verification run - November 28, 1977. 

Same as lei above for Indianapolis Adult. 

a) Internal list made of Agency and Units 

for A1 Wa1kling to clean - October 21, .1977. 

b) Re-verification (2) - November 8, 1977 

and November 28, 1977. 

Copies of eight-page Statistical Reports for 

Columbus, Kalamazoo, Memphis, New Orleans, 

San Diego, from start up to June 30, 1977 -

October 4, 1977. 

a) Verification run (consisted of - 1.0. 

number, case number, DOB, charge, statute, 

trial name and code) - October 6, 1977. 

b) 1.0. numbers, case numbers with total 

criteria scores; number of cases that fall 

under total scores; prior arrests, felony 

and misdemeanor conviction statistics. 

-24-
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SANTA BARBARA -

SA~ DIEGO -

VENTURA -

ALL JURIS. -

AL WALKLING -

ST. LOUIS 

GOAL d: SPECIAL REPORTS (Cont.) 

Eight-page Statistical Summary for time period 

of start up through November 30, 1977 -

December 9, 1977. 

a) Case numbers request - October 18, 1977. 

b) Sorted list of All defendants by: Time 

since Release from incarceration - with a 

count of Time since Release; without a count 

of Time since Release. 

NLDC on-site demo - miscellaneous statistics -

October 26, 1977. 

a). Printout by Jurisdiction: The minimum and 

maximum sentence, arid the dispositions arid 

arnest dates - November 23, 1977. 

SPECIAL REPORTS 

OTHER THAN JURISDICTIONS 

Statistics on -

1. Prior arrests, felony and misdemeanor 

convictions. 

2. Number of pending cases. 

3. Defendant status analysis. 

4. Numbel" of defenda n ts po s s es sing wea pons 

at time of offense. Used for article for 

National College of District Attorneys -

October 7, 1977. 

CRIME COMMISSION - a) Sl and S3 Performance Summary and eight-

-25-
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GOAL d: SPECIAL REPORTS (Cant.) 

ST. LOUIS d t 
CRIME COMMISSION page Statistical Summary for year-to- a e 

CHARLES HOLLIS -

TAL DAY -

and August-1977 -

October 18, 1977. 

b) S3 and $4 Performance Summary and eight

page Statistical Summary for year-to-date 

(00-07-31-77) -

October 20, 1977. 

Number of Misdemeanor cases handled by 

New Orleans -

November 17, 1977. 

a) List of earliest and latest Case Data 

Forms received and disposition dates -

November 8, 1977. 

b) Number of Case Data Forms handled per 

judge for Boston and New York; 

Number of defendants with multiple cases: 

a. 2nd quarter of 1977 

b. 4th ql:arter of 1976 

c. No time period 

Statistics on p~nding cases 

Work load per prosecutor 

Number of Case Data Forms in data base 

per jurisdiction. 

-26-
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GOAL e: HABITUAL OFFENDER DATA 

No request for additional information regardi~g Habitual 
Offenders was received this quarter. 

GOAL f: TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE . 

The Technical Assistance Program developed by NLDC was 
hampered 'during this reporting period by an L.E.A.A.' impose~ 
travel curtailment. Also, due to the proliferation of vaca
ti~~s taken by local project personnel throughout the nation, 
a reduction in requests for assistance was experienced. 

As a result of an L.E.A.A. sponsored conference in Harpe~'s 
Ferry, West Virginia during September, a new Technical Assistance , 
follow-up procedure is being implemented utilizing the methods 
established by the American University. 

The following table summarizes ,Technical Assistance 
activities from October 14, 1976 to ·D~cember 31, 1977. 
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a==: r: r't _ r' ~ 

,..'ro.(r.I~."" r.I;t .. lWJf"J •• .... .>111:.11. '·"'·_tl~~"", ~~I' 1 ... ~IHIf. • 

} r ] iJ, '-] Ju ~~ 

~'d ' . c:;2 1:J 

......... - ,,--...... ~ 

" 

1st'of 8 
" 

, 

h' . . '. 
IP - OPERATIONAL CCP UNIT 

NON .... OF, SITES 

JURISDICTION TIN!=: 0:: J CTIVITY BY OU., DATA COLLEC ION PROGRAMMATIC 
, . at at.. !.~ e 9 • TA 

I LOCATION, 1st 2nd 3rd 4th ,:"Sth On-site ,NLDC Te'e Ma i1 Ones ite NLOC Conf. Spec. Tele Pack. Foll • 

,. Warren. & Youngstown IV IV 
Ohio COP) X ,x ,'. IV - 1 IV 

V V 

'? Vancouver, IV 
,Washington (OP) X X V IV-' IV IV . .. V V 

IV III 111-6 I 
,3. f-:ew Haven ~V-' III III III 

Connecticut COP) X X X IV' IV III-, IV IV 
" V V v 

II II-III 
4. Charlestown, X X III-' III III II IV 

South Carolina X V 

5. Char' otte, II III II-III 
. North Carol ina (OP) X X X X III-l 11-3 IV IV V 

6. San Antonio, 1-1 III-' III III III 
Texas (O?) X X X X III-l IV IVv - --

7. Nashvi 1 1 e,,' Tennessee X 
. 111-2 III III 

" 

. 
8. A.G. of New Jersey X . III·2 III III . 

I 
N 
00 

I I 

j 



JURISDICTION 

LOCATI9N 

9. Hi1o. Hawaii 

, O. ,Los Angel es. 
California 

11.Lebanon, Ohio 
(OP) 

12. Jersey City, N.J. 
Judiciary 

13. San Mateo, Calif. 

14. St. Paul, Minn. 

15. A.G. of Kent'ucky 

16. Belleville. Ill. 

I 
N 
\.0 
I 

. 

r 
, , 

NON,. OF 

TIMJ: OF J cn V ITY BY OU" DATA 

1st 2nd 3t:d, 4th ;-5th'~ , On-site 

X X X 

X , 

X X 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 

. 

X X X 

I '. 

" 

- -~ .. ----~----...-------

'j 

- .. 
SITES 2nd ,of 8 

COLLEC ION PROGRAMI1ATTC 

at at Reg. "fA 
,NLDC Tele Hai, On-s He NLDC Conf. Spec. Te1e Pack. rol1. 

II-' II 
III II III 

i 

II-1 II II III 
III , 

. 
" 

Ill-' II II 
III II III 

II 
III-' It-2 ' II III 

III III 
IV III IV 

II II II 
• 

II II II 

II II 
III II III 

IV IV 

" . ·t 

" .. 

.' 
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\ 
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JURISDICTION 

I.OCATION 

17. America Fal's, 
Idaho 

lS. Little Rock, Ark 

. 

19. Anchorage, A1aska 

20. Honolulu, Hawaii 

2'. C~ica90, II.L. (oP) 

22. Pueb10, Co'orado 

23. Tucson, Arizona (OP) 

24. Dayton, Ohio 

I 
W 
~ 

. 

- ---r - '- . [ r r t i 

.. NON. OF SITES 
'I 0'. • 

TIME OF JlCTIVITY BY OU. DATA COLLEC' ION 
at 

1st 2nd 3~d 4th _5th. : On-site ·NLOC Tele Mai' 

X 

X . 

X X 

X X X 

X X X 

X X . X X X 

X X 

. 
X 

. ' 

--. ".......w,.. ... ~ ,."..,~.~;u u:~,r.,.:.~ :.~ ..... ~'-:.$ 
-"-

! J 
-~ rr-- 1i U -i r--] II • 

3rd of 8 

PROGRA'MMATlC .. 
at Reg. TA 

On-site NLDC Conf. Spec. Tel e Pac~. Foll • 

111 III 

111 III 

III I I I 
IV III IV 

I 
IV II II II .. IV IV 

II II 

Ill-' III It I II III 
IV IV 

III 1 11 

III-' IV-' IV 111 I II IV . 
V V v 

v IV IV IV v 

II II 

. 
t, , ., 

, .. 

, . 

-" 
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JURISDICTION 

LOCATION 
. 

, 

5. Rockville, Md. 

2 6. St. Joseph, Micih. 
. (OP) 

7. Los Angeles City. 
. Attorney 

2 

2 8. Pros. Atty Assoc. of 
Mich. - Coord. 12 
S.B. Sites (OP) 

2 9. Cleveland, Ohio 
. . COp) 

3 O. Topeka, Kansas COp) 

3 1. Seattle, Wash. (OP) 

,3 2. Santa F.e, N. Mexico. 
COP) 

, 
. w 

-I -r -( 

TIME OF 1 CTIVITY BY au ,. 

1st 2nd 3~d 4th ·5th. 

X 

X X X x 

X X 

X X 

X 

X 

X X X X X 

. 
X X 

" 

N~N-. OF, SITES 4th of 8 

DATA COLLECTION PROGRM~IATI C 
at at Reg. TA 

On~site NLDC Tele Ma 11 On-s ite NLOC Conf. Spec. Tele Pack. Fo l' • 

III III III 

III III 
III-' IV III IV 

v v 

IV-, III-1 III III III 
IV IV 

III-1 III IV III 
IV-1 IV (10) IV 

, , . 

IV IV IV 

IV-l IV IV 

I-, It II,III I • I I t 
IV II I I I t IV. 

I II-1 v 
v 

II II 
III-1 II I-1 III-1 III-2 III II I I I 

' .. . , 
, 



----- ~- -. -- - - -

JURISDICTION 

LOCATION . ... 

13." Akron, Ohio (OP) 

!4. C~nton, Ohio (OPt 

15. Eugene, Oregon 

16. Ok' ahoma City, Okla. 

17. \Htchita, Kan. (OP) 

13. Ventura, CA (OP) 

19. Santa Barbara,'CA (OP 

O. Sacramento, CA (OP} 

i~ Includes prograrrrnatic 

I 
(.oJ 

N . 

TIMJ, OF lCTIVITY BY QU._ 

1st 2nd 3t:d 4th 5th 

X X X x 

X X X 

X X 

X X X 

X X 

X X ·X X X 

X X X . X X 

. 
X X X 

. 

--ro 

. I . ( 

NON •. OF. SITES 

DATA COLLEC 
at 

On-site ·NLDC 

\ 

I Iu, III-1 
III-1* v . 

III-' 
II-1 11-1 

II-l* 

- --~ '.~---~---.--------
-~-~ - -- --- -

5th of 8 

ION P ROG RMIf~ATI C 
at Reg. TA 

Tele Ma 11· On-s He NLDC Conf. Spec. Tele Pack, Fan. 
I I. III II 
IV II III 

III-' III-, ·v v IV 
V 

II II 
III-' II-l III III 

IV II IV 

III III IV III-' IV-, IV III 
V 

II rr-III III II-' IV II IV 

II: 
II II IV 
IV 

I II III .1 II III I II III I I I 
III-' IV I III IV IV 1-1 II-, 

V II-2 V IV V 

III I I I I 
IV . 1-2 III IV I II II-' III 

V V IV V 

.. 
1-1 I II I 

IV I II 
IV . 

'0 • . , 

. . 
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JURISDICTION 

LOCATION , 

41. Kenosha, Wise. COP) 

42. West Palm Beach,' 
Florida (OP) 

.~ 

43. Ba Himore, ~'aryl and 
' (OP) 

44. E1 Paso, Texas (OP) 

45. 'San Juan, P.R. 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

50. 

, 
w 
w 

Napa, CA 

Reno, NEV. , 

Pros. Atty.Assn. 
Washington site 

Austin, TX 

Hartford, Conn. 

. ( 

TIME OF ACTIVITY BY QU. 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th . , 

X 

X X 

X 

X X 

x 

x 

• x 
. 

x 

x x . 
x x 

-------- ----- .. ~------~--~-------------------------------------------------------------------

,'- --. .. ..... '11.' 

NON-, DF, SITts 6th of 8 

DATA COLLEC JON PRDG RAMI1A T1 C 
at at Reg. TA 

On-site ·NLDC Te1e Mail On-s He NLDC Conf. Spec. Tele Pac k. Foll. 

III-' . 

I I II-' , II-' II I II 

II·' I II 

II 
1-1 1. IV 

IV IV IV 

V V V 

, V V V , 

. , 

V , V V 

IV, V IV tv, V 
I " , . ., 

IV, V IV, V IV IV, V 
, , • . 
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JURISOICTION 

LOCATION 

MILWAUKEE; WISC. 

FO~T WORTH,' TX 

BAKERSFIELD, 

BOISE, IDAHO 

STOCKTON, 

, 
w 
~ , 

CA 

. 

CA 

TIMe: OFflCTIVITY BY au" 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 

X .X X X 

X X X X 

X 

"X 

X 

. 

f . r . I [ 

Non- OF SIT~S 

DATA COLLEC ION 
at 

'On-site NLDC Tele Hail 
: 

-

, 

V 

'" 

w......u"..-., 
_ ........ .. :.-..........-1,;1 u""",u....,,, .....,:t,,.. ...... ,.~_ ....... l 

f 1 r -1'; 
iT ~I ;r-~] :r--T J'<==rJ ~~ ...... ="." 

~ .. .. "'" 6 D x::J 

7th of 8 

PROGRAr1MATrC 

at Reg. ' TA 
On-site NLDC Conf'. Spec. Te1e Pack. Fol1. 

II ,. II II, III 
IV, IV IV, V 

II- II 
II V III 'III 

IV, V IV, V , 
V . V V V 

V . V V V 
, 

·V V V V 

. " 

I " . . ., 



JURISDICTICN 

LOCATIOn 
~~Tr 

11 FOR'T WORTH, TX 

ATTY • GEN. OF NV 

JACKSONVILLE, FLA 

LAKE COUNTY, IL 

PRINCETON, NJ 

ST. CLAIR CNTY, IL 

I 
W 
c.n 

I 

TIME 

1st 

NON-OF SITES 

OF ACTIVITY BY QU. DATA COllECTION 

at 
2nd 3rd 4th 5th On-s HE NlDC Tele 

X X 

. 

X X 
. 

X X X 

X X 

X X X 

. 

" 

, 
,_ ..... w ... ~ .·~v~ ..... 1J .. ;t. .. _ ~ n!.~ ·~·r':.·1 r:, .• ,.....:~;"....: 

·1 E- » T~ '"] :: =-1j 

8th of 8 

PROGRAN~!ATIC 

at Reg. . 
TA 

Man On-sitE tilDe ConT. Spec. Tele Pack. Foll. 
. 

X 
I, II, 

I II, IV, \ 

-
I, II, 

X I I ' III, IV, 

I I 
II III I I I .. IV IV 

III III I I I 
IV IV 

I I 
III 

lIt II IV 

. , 
'. 

; 

. ' .. Of 

, 
.' 



JURISOICTION 

LOCATION 

~LBUQUCRQUE. 1m 

BOSTON. MA 

BATON ROUGE 

CLEARWATER. F.LA 

COLU1~BUS. OH 

DALLAS. TX 

DETROIT. M'I 

HOUSTON. TX 

I 
W 

. . 

TIME OFJlCTIVITY BY ~QU. 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 

x x x .X X 

. 
X X X X X 

.. X X 

X X 

X X X X X 

X X .X x X 

X x x X X 

. 
X X X X X 

" 

-~,,~. -------~~.------------- -------------------------------------

1 .. 1 1 }) 
~~ .W,.. .. ""'." s.41!I..~)tW 'J:' .. I~' ~\'f~':"~' J<:.,t .. .,...f..~ r 1!~~-1f :rb ~~~ :.;-~-~ ~- §~ ~J ,er1 ~ t::.:l Q 

OF SITES 1st of 4 

DATA COLLEC ION PROGRAMMATIC 
at at Reg. TA 

On-site NLDC Tele Ma i1 On-site NLOC Conf. Spec. Tele Pack. Fa" • 
1 - 1 I I 
II - 2 II • 2 II II 

II • , III-' 'I - IV. , III - 4 IV - , IV - 1 III III 
5J.. IVv - 2 IV V IV V 

I I 
I • 2 II - , II - 1 II II 

Ill-' I - IV III - 4 III- 1 IV - 1 , III III 
IV - 2 IV IV 

. IV IV 
IV - 1 IV - 1 

l -
IV - 2 

V V IV - , IV - , 
V 

V 
I V - 2 II - , II - , Ill-' ALL II - 2 I II - 1 ALL ALL III - 4 III- , IV - 1 I 
IV - 2 

II - 1 II - , 
III-' ALL III - 3 I II- 1 IV -' 1 ALL ALL IV - 1 

I - 3 III ,- 3 
Ill-' ALL II - 1 III- 1 IV - 1 ALL ALL III - 2 

IV - , 
III-1 ALL' III - , III - , III - , ALL ALL 

IV - 2 . 

'. , 
'f 

, 
" 

_ M! __ 
""- ~ -""'- -~- -. 



JURISDICTION 

LOCATION 

INOIANAPOLIS~ IN 

KALANAZOO, MI 

LAS VEGAS, NV 

LOUISVILLE, KY 

NE!~PHIS, TN 

NIAMI, FLA 

NEW ORLEANS, LA 

MANHATIAN, NY 

I 
W 
"-J 

TIm 

1st 

X 

X 

X 

X 

I 

X 

. . 
X 

OF ~ CTIV ITY BY OU. 

2nd ~rd 4th 5th 
. 
X X X X 

X . X X X .. 

X X X /X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

.. 
X 'X X 

X X X X 
. 

X X X X 

. 

.( 

OF SITES 

DATA COLLEC ION 
at 

On-s He NLOC Te1e 

II - , III - 1 ALL 

II - 1 I I I -., ALL 

II - 1 II - 1 ALL 

.. 
I'II _ , 

~II - , ALL 
I 

II. - , ALL 

II - 1 . ALL 

II - , ALL 

I . 

r 

PROGRAI~MATI r. 
J at Reg. 

Man On-site! NLOC Conf. Spec. 

V III - , IV - , 

II - 1 
III - 2 III - , 
IV - 1 

IV - , IV - 1 IV - 1 

IV - , 
IV - , III - , II - , 
V .. 

V-l II - , IV - 1 

II . - 1 
III - 1 II - , . III - 1 III - 1 

V III - 1 
II - , IV - 1 

III - 1 III - , 

II - 1 IV - 1 
III - , 

I 

; 

.' 

, 

fi !ljj' j'O"bj 

2nd of 4 

TA 
Tele Pack. Foil • 

ALL IV - , 

II - 1 
ALL IV - 1 111 - , 

II -, 
V 

II -, 
ALL I II - 1 

IVV - , 

II - 1 
I II - 1 ALL IV - , 
V 

V 

II -.' III - 1 
V 

ALL I I - , 
I II - 2 
IV V 

II - , 
III - 1 
V 

V 

-, 
I 



.' 

JURISDICTION 

LOCATION 

PORTLAND, OR 

PORTSMOUTH, VA 

-
RHODE ISLAND 

SALT LAKE, UT . 

SAN DIEGO, CA 

SAN FRANCISCO. CA 

.. 

ST. LOUIS (CITY) 

ST. LOUIS (COUNTY) 

I 
W 
co 

r 

Tnls:' 

1st 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

. 

OF fl Ci"IVITY BY oli. 

2nd '31"d 4th 5th 

X X X X 

X X X 

X X X X 

. 
X X X 

X X X X 

v X X '1\ 

x x x X 
. 

X x x X 

-
OF SITES 

DATA COLLEC ION 
at 

On-:site NLDC Te1e Ma 11 

II .. 1 1-' II - , I IV -: 1 ALL V 

* IV - 1 IV 

* III .. 1 II .. , 
II -" ALL IV - 1 

III,,:, 1 ALL 

I - 1 I.-II 1=1 
II - 1 III .. 1 ALL IV - 6 

Y 

IV - 3 
V 

III -,,* III 
III - , IV . IV - , 

V 

III - '* IV .. , 
III - , ALL 

I I 

" 

.' 

i' 

k~-':"} , ....... """ 1~~11~ ' • ..L40~ ~'~,\r.;.\,'iI r~..:J:':':';'~ :'U .. idl.,'IJ 
..,.,...-"-=.-,... 

~=---
~"::":;:.~ =-.... =- ~ ~ ~ l.; I<i k ca b = b t::::l' ~ 

31"d of 4 

P ROG RArI,MA Tl C 
at Reg. TA 

On-site NLDC ConT. Spec. Te1e Pack. Fe" . 

I - 1 V I . - 1 ALL ~LL 
II - 1 

II .. 1 IV • 3 IV IV .. 1 IV .. 2 
V V V 

II 
III .. 1 IV - , III V 

III III 
IV - , I - 1 IV IV .. V 

IV .. 1 III III 
IV IV 

V 

I .. , IV - , III - , v - , III 
IV - 2 IV 
V V V V 

I 
II .. , I .. , II 

IV V 

II 
II - , IV .. , IV III V 

IV 

,. 
.' 

... 



" 

JURISDICTION 

LOCATION 

ST. LOUIS CRIME COMM. 

MINNEAPOLIS, MINN 

.. 

, 

. 

Includes Programmatic 

I 
W 

, 1.0 

--,- - -- .~~-

OF SITES 

TIM~ OFICTIVITY BY.OU", DATA COLLEC 
at 

1st 2nd 3rd 4th ,5th 'On-s ; te NLDC 

III - ,"" 
X ·X X ,X X IV - 1 

X X X X 

. 

- _~ .. o-------.---~--------~-~---~ 

.:..-~ ..... --x • ... ",.~t .......... 1 • .:/ 1.1_ .......... 1 .. ' .~ 
,rh ......... _ .. .~.,..f " .... 

Tt n lj 
_~-::;. -=ns ~.::.~ , 

U ~ '" b e> 6 , • 

4th of 4 

rON PROGRAMMATIC 
at Reg. TA 

Tele Ma 11 On-site NLDC Conf. Spec, Tele Pack. Foll. 

II - 1 IV IV 
V 

II II 
III II III 
IV V IV V 

. 

. 

. 
1 

I I ' .. . . 
, 

, . 
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GOAL f: STATUS REPORT 

The status of technical assistance requests is provided 
tn the following table. NLDC will change this format ~uring . 
the next quarter to provide information not only on the status 
of the technical assistance program, but also, include juris
dictional reaction to each specific recommendation or suggestion 
made during on-site visits, or via mail and telephone. 

.' . 

,. 
I. 

I 

' . . , 

·1 

I . I 
i 

!; .. 
" 

.... ",. ;, •• v,' .... 'L. ,', • L.o i.,O;. > I' !ECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUESTS h / 11 
I ~ & /:j ~& ~ ~ 
\ I.;'.:.: REQUEST RECEIVED "W ~ • /§ ::;~ ~ . ~ 'j' ~ IS) ~ §. I'i.y .(jJ ~ Q;= • 

I : §J ~ ~ ~(;i. ~ ~ ~ 

I 
BY ;~ 1'9 '~ C,j.~ • t:: ~. ~ Q;= 

JURISDICTION c? -" ~ ~I.... <J S'~ ~. 
1 ;r ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ $' 
\ 

lL:' § ~ ~ 1,""~' ~ ~ ~ ~ _~ ~ I. ~...-:.;,:::~ ~ ~~ I'l::-

I f[" cfi ref ~ t;~ .$ $g g: 
1 !, ]-~--------------------~~--~~--~--~ .. ~---~~--~--~--
I' ~ ,f SAN FRANCISCO, CA (OF) X X X X X --l---!-......-f+---

I ~J .. .... .. _ .. 

1\ H~ 
DALLAS, TX (DF) X 

Uf '~-------------------------F--~-~r---~---4----+---~--~~--~------U~ -

PORTSMOUTH, VA (DF) X 

HOUSTON, TX (OF) X 
rTf l. /II: I----------------------f--..:....;---l---f--=-· -+---+----+---.1----1----

J

l
.::' ;; 

NEW ORLEANS, LA (OF) X 

II ~t 1. ~ BATON ROUGE, LA (OF) X 

X 

!, ~', ---------------------~~--·~---r~.-;----4~-~ .. :~-~--~----~-----
j . j \ 'CLEARWATER, FLA (DF.) AT NLDC 

\ i ;,. NEW HAVEN, CONN (58) , 

\, n~ g--------------------------r.---;~'--_1----1_--_4--~-~-~~--~----

X 

1 Ui, MILWAUKEE, WISC. . X, . . . 

I 
1 
I 

I 
I 
J 

~ 
l, 
r 
I 

1; 
j~ ft TOPEKA, KAN (SB) X 

SANTA BARBARA, CA X 

x VENTURA, CA AT NLDC i·
' 

, I 

.!' 
• If". J X X X X 

~.1~·-----__ --------------~r----r.--~~--~-~·-~-~~--~-~··7.~.~--4-~--.~-~.--.-----.-.,--.-

j.~--SA-C-R~AM-E-NT-O-,-C_A-------------r-~x--T-!--~---T--~r---T-~4-~~--~~ __ ___ 

p: ST. LOUIS (CITY) MO (OF) X I . . 
_______________________ -+_~~~--~r_--_r---+---4--=.-~---+~.--~------

11 INDIANAPOLIS, IN x 

I ~ MENPHIS, TENN I I ___________________ --h·---r---r--~-··-···-+--~~-~,·~·~~I-----
_111. 

X 



DATA ORIENTED. I TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUESTS 

" $ I 
[ 

~ & tJ l::'~ ~ 9:'j A-::; 'N 'G ::;~ ~ . ff ! RE~UEST RECEIVED ~ g ~ ~ (:j .(jJ ~ q,: ( 
BY ~ ~ Q... ~ ~ I ~ '> ~ I if r5f .~ G.~ .• t; ~~ ~ I 

[
JURISDICTION ~ .,_ "..; ~ /..... ,f:..j.~ S ~. I 

~~ ~ ~ ~. ~J....' J..... J.....~~ ~ I 
~ ~ !.v .,:~ 1::~ ~ ~~ l~ l 

l ~ §2 ~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ =- I I 

(i ' ~ '~'!f ~/3:t 0'.(;; .§ § & ~ I 
,J -..J ,?:'r. • ~..'" -...... i::t. (;S: • I 
I~-~~' ------~--____ ~ ______ ~ ____ yv~--r-~~--~~--;L---1L---~--~~-----! 

X . r! RHODE ISLAND . (DF) 
«. II 

~'.l--~'-OSTON' MA (DF) X . . .. .. II 
~ _________________ ~~~~~~~--4-~-+--~~--+---~---J~--~~----!ll 

r ;---~------------~----~~~--r---;----r---4----~--~--~--~~-----: i 
MINNEAPOLIS, MINN X 

L~ ____ PO_R_T_LA_N_O_,_O_R __________ -;~~r-__ ;-__ -r~.-; ____ ~ __ ~ __ ~ __ ~~---~I , 

r 

r 

-------------, ---------/:-. --I_-+.-----jI--+---I----f----1.,----f---.-. -. _. : 
I 

; 
i 

,I 
1 !: 

!:, ----. ---f-: . ....----t----l------l-.. -+--. -J----f..:----.k-. ~~i'l 
fL I 

; f 

[~~~·--------------------+---+~-+--~---+~-.+-~~'·--4---~-----~1 

11: I 

·t!: I II t .'.' I' t~ £ --. - ... • .. _ .. - : 

\ \1 
! f 1( _____________ · ________ · ____ -+~·~·~~--~--4---~+----·~--~---4~--~------~1 
; . it 

I -( _...._. II 
I r.,---------~--------------~~----T----+---+----~---~----I----~----~----i I • .. I ~ 

// ~ I 
~ -42-' \ 
"<. ____ ...,--_______ --+--. --:-t--:----t---+-.--l----I----11-- -i---~.-----. 

PROGRA!·1!·iATIC I _TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUESTS 

REQUEST RECEIVED 
BY 

JURISDICTION 

CHARLOTTE, Ne (58) 

RALEIGH, NC (SB) 

BATON ROUGE, LA (DF) 

X 

X 

X I~. 
~~~~---C-L-EA-R-W-AT-E-R-,-F-lA---(D-F-)----~·F~-X--+---~---~--~---+---~~--~--+------

1-----------~-------r~1_~-~--~--4--~--~--+.---~----, 
iF TUCSON, AR (58) X 
~~~--.----~--~.~.~----~.~.7_--~~.----r_"--~-~--~-~-~----~-~--~~----
if i 
~: -

WARREN/YOUNGSTOWN, OH (58) 

ST. CLAIR COUNTY, ILL 

X X 

X 

X X X X. X 

i1 
~ 
j' --------~---------------~~---+---r_--~-_1--.--+_--_+---+_--~------

.~ SAN FRANCISCO, CA X X X X X X 
H ~~ . [i :~. . I i~I~·----~--------------------r.----I---~---4----+---~----~~~---~~-----

, X 
i 

Prosecuting Atty'~ Assoc. .' l 
of Michigan (PAAM) X "! •. 

PORTSMOUTH, VA (DF) X X X X X 
1~3 p ~ ------:--------------I-----t----t----+----l~.,--+---+:---..f-:.-. --1--... -.--

~~ AUSTIN, TX X .; 
! tlf-------.,-o-.--------t----t-----I----+---I---I-----lf----+--J--.:---

VANCOUVER, WA X X X 'X , 
1:-~~--------~------~-t~-t-~·~-b .. ~.~ .. ~.~.=-... ~ .. = .. ~.-~ .. --+.~.-~-.~ .. ~ .. +~~.~ .. ~~-~--~.-----
.,1 t 

: 

lr~~.-----SA-N--AN-T-O_NI-O-,-T-X--__ ----__ -r-~X-+~--I~--~--4---~---+----k---+---__ _ 
,leo( . 
-"" 

T' -----,----------+----+----:-If---+-~+---+-:---:--+-:----.-:.. -k.,----+--
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TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUESTS 

Prior Present 
10/15/76-09/30/77 07/01/77-09/30/77 

R.equests Received 47 0 

Number of Requests 
47 0 Accepted for Service 

Assignments Completed 29 2 

Active Assignments 
1. Pending Schedule . 17 17 

.. 

2. Site Work Scheduled ° 1 

3. Site Work in Progress 0 ° 
4. Site Work Completed 

0 0 R(~port Not Yet Rcvd. 

", 

5. Site Work Completed 
0 2 . Report Completed 

6. Report Ma il ed with 2 Questionnaire 0 

7'. Questionnaire Returned 0 2 
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In an effort to provide LEAA with information on the 

extent of the need in this area, the following 'list indicates 

those jurisdictions which have requested training or deemed 

(by NLDC) to be in need of same. 

NLDC deems it appropriate to provide training without a 

formal request if: 

1) The individual holding the position of Dat~ Collector 

changes; or 

2) The jurisdiction receives an initial DF grant. 

PENDING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUESTS 

Discretionary 

Portsmouth, VA** 

Dallas, TX 

Houston, TX 

New Orleans, LA 

Manhattan, NY 

Baton Rouge, LA 

Clearwater, FLA 

State Block 

Charlotte, NC 

Raleigh, NC 

New Haven, CONN 

Milwaukee, WISC 

* Tucson, AR 

Topeka, KAN 

PAAM 

* Problem Jurisdiction 
** Site work completed 

-45:' 

Data Training 

Data Training 

Data Training 

Data Flow Problem 

Data Flow Problem 

Start up and Data Traini~g 

Start up and Data Training 

Program Developmeht 

Program Development 

Data Training 

Data Training 

Program Problems 

Data Training 

State TA Program Development 
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PENDING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE REQUESTS 

Local or State 

Santa Barbara, CA 

st. Clair County 
(Belleville) ILL 

San Mateo, CA 

Pittsburgh, PA 
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Data Training 

Program Design 

Program Design 

Program Design 

(Cont.) 'I 
'7 . Ul ). I: . .. 

CCP - ICAP 

WESTINGHOUSE-INSTITUTE OF NATIONAL AFFAIRS 

During this quarter, NLDC was requested by LEAA and Westing

house to assist in the assessment of 18 jurisdictions. This 

task required that NLDC personnel make on-site visits to each 

of the selected sites. The process for selecting the sites to 

visit followed guidelines developed hy the three participants. 

Westinghouse supplied NLDC with a list of 22 jurisdictions. The 

chief prosecutor in each jurisdiction was contacted and asked 

about his commitment to the CCP-ICAP concepts and if an on-site 

~is1t would be acceptable to him. Four jurisdictions rejected 

the offer, 18 accepted. 

NLDC notified LEAA and Westinghouse of the acceptances. All 

those indicating interest were approved for ~ visit by LEAA. 

Following this approval, a matrix (attached) was developed by 

LEAA indicating the personnel to conduct the visit, the date, and 

the place. This matrix was subsequently approved by LEAA. 

Concurrent with this process, Westinghouse and NLDC developed a 

questionnaire to be used in assessing each site. A copy is 

attached. 

The following two tables indicate the month and staff member 

visiting each jurisdiction and the status of each report. 
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November, 1977 

December, 1977 

January, 1978 
(scheduled) 

ASSESSMENT TRIPS 

Newburgh, New York 

Springfield, Missouri 

Kansas City, Missouri 

Lawrence, Kansas 

Fort Worth, Texas 

Austin, Texas 

Stockton, California 

Portlland, Maine 

Quincy, Massachusetts 

Elizabeth, ~ew Jersey 

Atlantic City, New Jersey 
,'( .. 

Colorado Spri ngs, coto 
Pueblo, Colorado 

San Francisco, CA 

Memphis, Tennessee 

Clearwater, Florida 

Ba ton Rouge, LA 

Ventura, CA 
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Al Walkling 

Philip Cohen 

Philip Cohen 

Philip Cohen 

Ron Sabo 

Ron Sabo 

Ron Sabo 

Al Walkli~g 

Al Walkli~g 

Al Walkii~g 

Al Halkling 

;Philip Cohen 

Philip Cohen 

Al Walkling 

Ron Sabo 

Ron Sabo 

Ron Sabo 

Ron Sabo 

1 
II 

II 

I 

I 
r 

u 

11 
!I 
I ~ 

l 
1\ 
, .j 

\" 
\ [ ASSESSMENT TRIPS (STATUS REPORT) 

\'1i~-------.--------
I til Da te Da te Si te Work Date Report 
\ ~.~ Location (site) Scheduled Completed Completed 

li ____________ --__________________________________________________________ ___ 

:- i 
i 

I I I 

f : I : , , 
I I 

i· 
Ii 
i 

Springfield, MO 

Kansas City, MO 

Lawrence, KAN 

Colorado Spr., COLO 

Pueblo, COLO 

San Francisco, CA 

Fort Worth, TX 

Austin, TX 

Stockton, CA 

Memphis, TN 

Clearwater, FLA 

Baton Rouge, LA 

Port·1and, ME 

Dedham, MA 

Elizabeth, NJ 

Atlantic City, JN 

P . Ventura, CA 
U 

I 
I 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 

11/29/77 
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12/12/77 

12/13/77 

12/14/77 

12/08/77 

12/09/77 

12/15/77 

cancelled by LEAA 

12/01/77 

12/02/77 

12/12/77 

12/14/77 
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GOAL f-i: LEGAL ISSUES 

A.) Attacks on Career Criminal 'Program 

During this reporting period, no new l~gal attack 

was filed against any Career Criminal Program .. Summaries of 

the four completed attacks are contained in the Third Quarterly 

Report. (April-June, 1977) 

B.) Legislation 

During this quarter, the CodeS Committee of the Assembly 

of the State of New York b~gan considering the possibility of 

introduci~g CCP-type l~gislation durl~g the next session. NLDC 

became involved at the Committee's request and has supplied CCP 

information, telephonic consultations and a copy of the recently 

passed California CCP law. 

GOAL f-ii: NEWSLETTER 

NLDC prepares on a quarterly basis, a newsletter entitled 

liThe Verdict". It is designed as a user information sheet and 

contains articles on Center activities, pr~gram statu$.~ media 

clips, and news items o~ interest to Career Criminal Pro~ram 

personnel. A copy of Volume 2, Number 3, can be found as adden~ 

dum ,3. 

Reaction to this publication from the user group has been 

most favorable. The format and content of the newsletter has 

been changed to provide more news items and information on 

Center activities and services. Also, a new column has been 

added, which provides reviews of recently published books and 

articles which are of interest to prosecutors. 
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GOAL f-iii: RESPONSE TO TELEPHONE REQUESTS 

Utilizing the two WATTS lines provided,'NLDC has the capa

bility to respond to requests for information in a timely manner. 

Telephone requests continue at a high rate. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PACKAGE AND MATERIALS 

NLDC has developed a Technical Assistance Pack~ge which 

contains ge~er~l ~iof~rmation concerni~g the desJgn, implementa~ 

tion, and operation of CCPs. 

The Package includes copies of the following: 

1) Major Offense Bureau Manual 

2) N L DC C C P G u ide 1 i n e s Boo k 1 e t (" How,.. to -. do,.. ; t " ) 

3) CCP Information Sheet 

4) Copies of liThe Verdict" 

5) Habitual Offender Statutes and Selected Firearms 

Use Enhancement Laws 

6) Review of Current Statistical Data 

7) NLDC Office Information Questionnaire 

8) CCP ~Informaticin SWeet 

. '9) Lega 1 ,B~c kg round Na teri a 1 s 

This Package of materials is sent to most any jurisdiction 

tWat requests it, however, it is intended for use by prospect

ive jurisdictions. Also, the Clearinghouse provides other TA 

materials to users. A list of mailings follow: 

. Tim M. Morrison 
Chief Deputy Prosecutor 
Bloomington, Indiana 

~ . \ 
'/ 

Mailings 

Bail Study 
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Mailings (Cont.) 

Eric SerVaas CCP Information 
5644 N. De1asare Street 
Indianapolis, IN 46220 

Charles M. Hollis III 
LEAA 

Mr. William Allen 
PAAM-Michigan 

Ms. Janet Bode 
1920 Laguna 
San Francisco, CA 

Mrs. Johnson 
716 N. 73rd 
Sea ttl e, t~ A 

Dr. Marvin Lavin 
RAND Corp. 
Santa Monica, CA 

Mr. William Moore 
Portsmouth," VA 

CCP Performance Summary 

CCP Slide Presentation 

CCP Information 

CCP Information 

CCP Mailing Labels 

CCP Slide Presentation 
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GOAL f-iv: DATA TRAINING AND SUPPORT 

Data collection training was provided to Ventura County 

during this quarter. For a full report see addendum 4. 
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GOAL g: EVALUATION PRODUCT 

In reference to this goal, the evaluation design and pro

posal developed by NLDC and ABT Associates, has, as of the date 

of this report, been neither approved nor denied. However, if 

the 90-day funding rule established by LEAA is in effect, the 

funding of the proposal should be forthcoming. 

GOAL h-i: 

Deleted by Grant Adjustment. (See Volume II, Addendum I 

of Quarterly Report III.) 

GOAL j: PROGRAM REPLICATION 

NO-COST 

During this reporting period, no new jurisdiction esta

blished a locally funded project. However, NLDC began consult

ation with personnel in Vancouver, Washington, who have indicated 

that they are desirous of implementing a program. Targeted 

start-up date - February 1, 1978. 

STATE BLOCK 

The number of state block programs increased with the ad

dition of Santa Ana (Orange County) California. 
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS COMPLIANCE 

k-SCl 

NlDC is in full compliance with this condition. 

k-SC2 

No individual possessing a handicap has presented either 
his/her person or application to NLDC during this reporting 
period. However, NLJC does not expressly or impliedly dis
criminate against such persons. 

k-SC3 
NLDC is in full compliance with this special condition. 

k-SC4 
NlDC is if".! full compliance with this special condition. 

k-SC5 
NLDC is in full compliance with thi s' special condition. 

k-SC6 

A grant adjustment to clarify this condition has been sub~ 
mitted. (See .~ddendum II Quarterly report ill). 

k-SC7 

. During discussions with our Project Monitor in February, 
1977,·it was agreed that conflicti~g schedules warranted the 
waiver of the thirty-day written notice, but that telephonic 
approval would be obtained prior to on-site visits. Written 
notice, when practical, is given to the jurisdiction. 

k-SCB 

Summaries of the activities of technical assistance trips 
during this quarter can be found &t Goal f~v of this r.eport. 
Copies of each of the technical assistance visit reports are 
routinely transmitted to our Project Monitor. (Page 59). 
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SPECIAL CONDITIONS COMPLIANCE (Cont.) 

K-SC9 & 10 
NLDC is in full compliance with each of these Special 

Conditions. 

k-SCll 
NLDC is in full compliance with this Special Co·n·dit.io~··. :A 

total of ten (lO) jurisdictions have begun non-federally funded 

progr.ams. A list follows: 

1. Akron, Ohio 
2. Canton, Ohio 
3. Chicago, Illinois 
4. West Palm Beach, Florida 
5. Fort Worth, Texas 
6. Denver, Colorado 
7. Seattle, Washington 
8. Sacr~mento, California 
9. Santa Barbara, California 

10. Ventura, California 

k-SC12 
NLDC is in full compliance with this Special Condition. 

An evaluation design is pending action at L.E.A.A. 

r 
.1' 

-5.6-

, 1 

TIMETABLE RESULTS 

Quarter One 

PT 1 - Negotiations with ATF did not begin due to ATF per
sonnel changes and proposed revisions t6 gun laws. A grant 

'adjustment has been submitted to delete this item. 
PT,2 - Postpolrled until 2nd Quarter. 
PT 3 - A regional conference was held in San Diego, Cali

fornia on November 15 - 16, 1976. 
PT 4 See k-SC12. 
PT 5 See PT 3 above. 
PT. 6 Volum€! 1 No.5 of liThe Verdict" was prepared and 

mailed during first quarter. 
PT,7 - The preparation of monthly'statistical reports 
were nO~'completed dufing first quarter d~~ to backlog of 
data and time required to tes.t computer programs. This 

timetable is now operational. 
P T 8 - T e c h n i cal ass i s tan c e was r end ere d d uri n g fir s t· 
quarter. See first quarter report. 
PT 9 - NLDC did attend the NOAA annual meeting (held in 

Aug u st , 1 97 6 ) • 
PT 10': A second non-federally funded plogram was begun 

in Sacramento, California. The first pilot program is now 

operational in Ventura, California. 

guarter Two 
PT 1 Completed during second quarter. System is current 
with only minor technical problems existing. 
PT 2 - The computerized program for the MITRE ev~luation 
is complete and being provided. (See also k-SC12). 
PT 3 - Deleted with approval of pending. gl~ant adjustment. 
PT 4 - A regional conference was held in Miami, Florida, in 
February, 1977. A full report is contained in the addendum 

to the Second Quarterly Report. 
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TIMETABLE RESULTS (Cont.) 

PT 5 Volume 2, Number 1, of liThe Verdict ll was published 
and mailed. 
PT 6 - Deleted with approval of grant adjustment. 
PT 7 - The' issuance of the monthly statistica1 report 
was initiated in February, 1977. 
PT 8 - NLOC did not attend a scheduled meeting with a 
state prosecution organization since it was postponed. 
However, such a confere~ce is stheduled for Ohio in May, 
1977. 
PT 9 -
in this 
PT 10 -

quarter 

On-going technical ~ssistance is reported earlier 
report. 
A non-federally. funded proBram was begun in this 

Akron, Ohio. 

PT-l 

PT-2 

PT-3 

PT-4 

PT-5 

PT-6 

PT-7 

PT-8 

THIRD QUARTER 

Completed during second quarter. 

Deleted by grant adjustment. (See addendum 1- III-Quarterly 
Report). 

Reg ion a 1 Con f e I~ e n c e h e 1 din B 0 S ton, Mas sac h use t t s . J u n e 
23-24, 1977. 

Volume 2, No.2 of liThe Verdict ll published in June-.1977'. 
-. 

I 

Technical assistaDce was re~dered during this quarter 

Monthly repol"'ts were issued as required,. 

No national conference planned due to budget reduct~on.· 

NLOC attended the Califorriia District Attorneys Association 
Conference. 

-59-.. 



I L: 
:ll 

I[ 
t . i (. 
,II 

PT-9 

THIRD QUARTER (Cont.) 

Cook County (Chicago), Illinois and Seattle, Washington 
implemented with NLDC assistance. 
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5TH PERIOD 

PROJECTED TIMETABLE RESULTS 

1. Deleted by Grant Adjustment; see Quarterly Report III, 

Volume II, Addendum one (1), dated 7/30/77. 

2. Deleted as above. 

3. NLDC did issue monthly statistical and special reports 

during this quarter. (See Section d-5, Results, Goals c 

and d.) 

4. The Northwest Regional Career Criminal Program Workshop 

was held this quarter in Portland, Oregon, on October 6 -

7, 1977. 

5. NLDC did publish a newsletter during this quarter, Volume 2 

No.3. 

6. For on-going Technical Assistance activity, see Section d-5, 

Results, Goal f. 

7. Deleted as in (1) above. 

8. NLDC did not attend a state prosecutors conference for 

program replication due to LEAA imposed ~ravel restrictions. 

However, close contact was developed with the Prosecuting 

Attorneys Association of Michigan (PAAM) and CCP information 

was provided to Mr. Bill Allen, Program Director, to aide 

him in establishing a state wide career criminal assistance 

program. 
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D-6: PROBLEMS AND ADMINISTRATIVE ACTIVITIES 

Administrative: 

No administrative difficulties arose during the quarter. 

No personnel changes occurred. A no-cost grant extension was 

filed and approved on 9/28/77. 

Problems: 

This section explains the various problems which occurred 

during the reporting period. As can be seen, very few caused 

major reactions .. Each statement is related to its correspond-

ing goal. 

GOAL-a: 

No problems. 
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GOAL b: DATA SCREENING ACTIVITIES 

TELEPHONE LIST-OCTOBER/DECEMBER 

Numerous human errors continue to occur. The following 

is a list of telephone calls necessitated to clear up problem

atic data collection forms: 

NM1E NUMBER OF CALLS JURISDICTION 

David Barrett 2 New York 

Lynn Bracy 6 Milwaukee 

t·1argaret Casey 5 New York 

Art Connolly 8 Miami 

Kay Hardacre 4 Columbus 

Rita Kane 2 Boston 

Roberta Gates 7 Albuquerque 

Mike Keasler 4 Dallas 

Bi 11 Evans 8 Houston 

Robert Hathaway. 4 Detroit 

Debra Kohl 4 Rhode Island 

Mike McHugh 7 Indianapolis 

Barb Mejur 4 Kalamazoo 

Rosalie LeBlanc 4 Portland 

Don Richardson 6 St. Louis 2 & 

Larry Shepard 4 St. Louis 3 

Kevin Smith 1 St. Louis 1 

Gay Wil son 2 Santa Barbara 

Kay Wellman 3 Memphis 

Tad Corbet 2 Las Vegas 
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GOAL c: PROBLEMS 

Due to changes in our continuation application, we do 

not anticipate a problem in this area in the future. 

GOAL d: No problems. 

GOAL e: No problems. 

GOAL f: Problems (re: travel): 

The overall technical assistance effort of NLDC was 

hampered during this reporting period due to an LEAA imposed 

travel curtailment. Therefore, jurisdictions requesting or 

in need of NLDC technical assistance could not be served. Dis-

cussions in this regard continue with our Project Monitor. 

GOAL g: No problems. 

GOAL h: Deletion requested, see addendum 1, Third Quarterly 

Report. 

GOAL i : ,'Del e t i on r e que s ted , see add end u m 1 ~ T h i r d Qua r t e r 1 y 

Report. 

GOAL j: 

. , 

Although travel restrictions may reduce number of 

anticipated operative programs for the rema1ni~g grant perl od t 

N L DC wi 11 rea d h (1 r sur pas s the' r e qui red n u m b e r 0 f f Q u r (4). 

k-SCl throu'g'h '1<-'SC5: No probl ems. 

k-SC6: See addendum 1, Third Quarterly Report for requested 

clarification. 

k-SC7: See a~dendum 1, Third Quarterly Report, for requested 

clarification. 

k-SCB through k-SC12: No problems. 
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PT -1 : 

PT-2: 

PT-3: 

PT -4:, 

PT-5: 

PT-6: 

PT-7: 

PT-8: 

PT-9: 

TIMETABLE - FOURTH, 

No problem. 

.. 
No problem. 

.No problem. 

No ,problem. 

No problem. ,See section D-5, goal f-vi of this report. 

No problem. 

Not planned due to budget reduction. 

No problem. 

No problem. 
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5TH PERIOD 

1. Deleted by Grant Adjustment; 

Volume' II, addendum 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Deleted as above. 

No problems. 

Rescheduled due to 

5. No problems. 

6. No problems. 

1 , dated 

schedule 

7. Deleted as one (1) above. 

see Third 

7/30/77. 

conflict. 

Quarterly 

8. LEAA travel restrictions caused non-compliance. 

Report~ 

All t i meta b 1 e req u i remen ts were comp 1 eted as of December .31 ~ 

1977. 
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E. DISSEMINATION 

Three (3) copies of this report are bei~g presented 

to the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 633 

Indiana Avenue, Washi~gton, D.C. One copy is also mailed 

to the California Office of Criminal Justice Planning, 

Sacramento, California 95823. 
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[. PROSEClffORIAL TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE ASSESS~lENT FORH 

[ I. GENERAL INFORMATION 

[ OFFICE 

OFFICE 

ADDRESS 
_._-,------------------

[ 
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MAILING 

ADDRESS 

-OFFICE 
HEAD 

1st ASSiST. 
ATI'ORNEY. 

OTHERS INTER
VIEWED 

~ECE:::IVED 

LDV 17 l~/I 

(NAME) (TELEPHONE) 

(TITLE.) 

(NM-tE) (TELEPHONE) 

(TITLE) 

(NAME) (TELEPHONE) 

(TITLE) 

(NM-ffi) (TELEPHONE) 

(TITLE) 

(NAME) . (TELEPHONE) 

(TITLE) 
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'1 

JURISDICfrON 

POPULATION OF 
JURISDICTION 

AREA OF 
JURISDICfION 

-,-

(NAME) (TELEPHONE) 

(TITLE) 

(NAl'-lE) . : (TELEPHONE) 

(TITLE) 

(COUNTY, CITY, PARISH, JUDICIAL DISTRICT) 

If jurisdiction is not coincident with the county, city, 
etc., describe the counties, cities, etc., comprising 
the jurisdiction. 

PROSECUTION RESPONSIBILITIES CHARGED TO THE OFFICE (DOES THE OFFICE HAVE 
SOLE RESPONSIBILITY FOR FELONY PROSECUTIONS IN YOUR JURISDICTION INCLUD
ING APPEALS FROM CONVICTION?) 

---~'-----------,---------------------------------------------------

----~,------------------------------------------------------------.. 

1-2 

.. ~ I r i 
[\ ,\ l~ 

! I! ! 
\ .. L 

\ ~ 
\' U. 

q \, ~; l i ~ 
i • 

, 

I l I r 
I' Ii: 

I 
',:" Ii· !; I ~ :' 

Ii I T . u . 

l')n, 
M 
Ii 

··U 
_ I' 

11 
t: ar 
L \ill 
f 

.! ' ,. I 

-----------------~-- .-

'1 

CASE LOAD 
(1976 Actual or FELONY 
1977 Year End est. 

, TOTAL CASES 

UCR DATA TOTAL PART I CRIMES ___ ------

" 
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II. ORGfu~IZATION AND STAFFING r. 

o OBTAIN A COpy OF THE ~10ST RECENT ORGANIZATION CHART. IF Nor 
AVAILABLE, SKETCH OR FULLY DESCRIBE AND ATTACH. 

,PROSECUTOR 

PROSECUTOR IS ELECTED 

DATES OF CURRENT TERM 

DATE HE FIRST TOOK OFFICE 

( ) APPOINTED () 

IS THE POSITION A FULL-TIME POSITION WITHIN THE JURISDICTION? 

YES ( ) NO () 

ASSISTANTS 

TOfAL NilltBER OF . ASS I STP.NT PROSECllTORS (INCLUDING 1st ASSISTANT) __ _ 

TOTAL NUHBER FULL-TIME CRH-IINAL PROSECUTORS 

TOTAL NUMBER PART-TH!E CRIMINAL PROSECUTORS 

SUPPORT STAFF 

TOTAL NUMBER or CRIMINAL INVESTIGATORS: 
PART OF THE OFFICE 

, ON LOAN FROM A LAW ENFORCEMEKT AGENCY 

TOTAL NUMBER OF LEGAL INTERNS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF PARALEGALS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF ADMINISTRATIVE, SECRETARIAL AND 

CLERICAL STAFF 

OTHERS (INCLUDE SPECIAL OR G~l FUNDED PERSONNEL) 

DESCRIBE 1~E DIVISIONS, SECTIONS, AND STAFFING OF THE OFFICE (REFER TO 
ORGANIZATION CHART). SPECIFICALLY INDICATE ANY SPECIALIZED DUTIES/ 
ASSIGNl-JENT OF THE CRUUNAL. PROSECUTORS. 

11-1 
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PROSEClITORS AVERAGE EXPERIENCE WITH THE OFFICE IN NUMBERS OF YEARS !I 
1) 
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IS T~lli PAY/CLASSIFICATION STRUCTURE ADEQUATE? it 

i 
'i 

'. 

ARE ASSISTAl\1T PROSECUTORS PART OF A CIVIL SERVICE SYSTEM? YES ( ) NO ( ) 

........ 

DOES THE OFFICE HAVE AN AFFlJU.IATIVE ACTION' PLAN? YES t ) NO ( ) 
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III. RESOURCES 

FROM WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING SOURCES IS THE .PROSECUTOR'S BUDGET DERIVED? 

STATE ( ) 
COUNTY/CITY () 

SELF-GENERATED () 

PRIVATE FOUNDATION( ) 

FEDERAL FUNDS () 

OTHER ( ) 

WHAT IS THE PROCESS FOR APPROVAL OF THE BUDGET. (INDICATE FUNDING 
PROBLEMS, IF ANY) 

DOES THE PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE HANDLE THE PAYME~~ AND ACCOUNTS FOR 

SALARIES AND SERVICES? YES () NO () 

ADEQUACX OF FACILITIES AND OTHER RESOURCES (I.E., CONTIGUOUS OFFICES, 

ROQ~ FOR EXPANSION, PROXIMITY TO COURTHOUSE, JAIL, ETC., ACCESS TO·AN 

ADEQUATE LAW LIBRARY). 
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TOTAL ANNUAL BUDGET 

GRANT FUNDS 

e ATTACH LIST OF GRANT FUNDED PROGRAMS (LAST FIVE YEARS). INDICATE 
ON THE LIST SUCCESS OF PROGRAM (AS DEMONSTRATED BY ASSUMPTION OF 
COST) 

o ATTACH A SPECIAL PROGRAMS INFORMATION SHEET FOR CURRENT GRANT 
PROGRAMS 

ARE PLANS CURRENTLY UNDERWAY TO ESTABLISH my NEW PROGRAMS (GRANT OR 
OTHER)? 

", 
WHAT LOCAL El\~ITY ADMINISTERS FEDERAL GRANTS? 

-,.''''''> , ----------------------------
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. ' Attachment 

SPECIAL PROGRAMS 

TITLE: 
PURPOSE: 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION: 

HOW FUNDED: 

IN YOUR OPINION, IS THIS PROGRAM SUCCESSFUL? YES ( ) NO () 

IF FUNDED WITH FEDERAL OR OTHER OUTSIDE "SEED" t-IONEY, WHAT ARE THE CHANCES 

THE PROGRAM WILL BE LATER PICKED UP BY YOUR LOCAL Al\U/OR STATE FUNDING 

AUTHORITIES? 

HAS ANY EVALUATION OF Ti-IE PROGRAM BEEN UNDERTAKEN? YES () NO () 

IF YES, PLEASE PROVIDE GENERAL REVIEW OF EVALUATION. 
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IV • OFFICE AD~IINISTRATION AND MANAGEHENT 

HOW ARE POLICIES AND PROCEDURAL DECISIONS FORMULATED AND DISSEMINATED 
TO THE STAFF (STAFF MEETINGS, ME~IOS, ETC.)? 

, 0" 

IS THERE A POLICIES AND PROCEDURES MANUAL? (INDICATE FREQUENCY OF USE 
AND REVISION). 
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V. CASE PROCESS FLOW 

OBTAIN AND A'ITACH A COpy OF A CASE FLOW CHART. IF Nar AVAILABLE, 

DESCRIBE OR SKETCH THE PROCESS, AND A'ITACH. 

DESCRIBE HOW CASES ARE ASSIGNED IN THE OFFICE. (DOES THE OFFICE 

OPERATE IN A VERTICAL OR HORIZONTAL STRUCTURE) 

TIME IN DAYS FROM ARREST TO COMMENCEt\lENT OF TRIAL FOR FELONY CASES. 

FOR ANY SPECIAL UNITeS). 

- ,--

UNIT TIME _____ -,-__ _ 

AVERAGE CASELOAD PER FELONY PROSECUTOR PER YEAR 
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VI. LEGAL CASE PROCESSING ISSUES 

. . 
l 

WHO CAN INITIATE THE FILING OF ,A CRIMINAL CASE? 

a. Only the office of the Prosecutor ( ) 
b. Both the Office of the Prosecutor and the Police ( ) 
c. Other: (Specify) _ ( ) 

l'/HAT ARE THE METHODS FOR CHARGING IN THE FELONY COURT? 

a. 
b. 
c. 

Grand Jury indictment only 
Prosecutorial information only 
Both of the above 

( ) 
( ) 
( . ) 

DOES YOUR JURISDICTION HAVE A 'SPEEDY TRIAL STATUTE OR COURT RULE? 

YES () NO () 

IF YES, BRIEFLY DESCRIBE: 

c)ES THE JURISDICTION'S STATE HAVE A SECOND OR HABITUAL OFFENDER STATUTE? 

.':';::. () NO () 

"" Y': BRIEFLY DESCRIBE, OR ATTACH A COPY: 

.,', .' , ...... i :"TE~"T IS IT UTILIZED? . ,~~. "-
~6'>~' \, ........... - . 

'I ...... _.~~._ .0_.:;.: .... "' .. _;o ___ ~ _______________________ _ 

,.r" 

", 

,' .... 

-::iArE l'/HAT OFFICIALeS) HAS THE AUTHORITY TO 
\/.1'.' : .... ~TS? 
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IN THE JURISDICTION'S STATE IS THE APPROVAL OF THE PROSECUTOR OR AN 

ASSISTANT PROSECUTOR REQUIRED PRIOR TO THE APPLICATION FOR A SEARCH 

WARRANT MADE TO AN AUTHORIZED ISSUING OFFICIAL? YES ( ) NO ( ) 

IF NO, DOES THE PROSECUTOR EXPECT APPLICATIONS FOR SEARCH l~ARRANTS 

TO 11E SUBMITIED TO THE PROSECUTOR 'OR AN ASSISTANT PROSECUTOR PRIOR 

TO SUBMISSION TO AN AUTHORIZED ISSUING OFFICIAL? YES ()" NO () 

DOES THE PROSECUTOR OR AN ASSISTANT PROSECUTOR ASSIST IN THE PREPARA

TION OF APPLICATIONS FOR ~EARCH WARRANTS? 

n. Usually docs ( ) 
b. Usually does not () 
c. Other ( ) 

WHAT IS THE INVOLVEMENT OF THE PROSECUTOR IN THE iSSUAl\CE OF AN 

ARREST WARRANT? 
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VII. SCREENING 

AT WHAT STAGE ARE INCmlING CASES FIRST SCREENED BY THE. PROSECUTOR'S 

STAFF? 

IS THERE A SPECIALLY DESIGNATED STAFF INCLUDING ASSISTA~l PROSECUTOR'S 
RESPONSIBLE FOR SCREENING CRIMINAL CO~!PLAnITS? (IS THERE A HEAD OF 
THE SCREENING STAFF? WHAT IS HIS AUTIIORITY?) 

'ARE LAW ENFORCH!ENT OFFICERS EXPECTED OR REQUIRED TO SUBMIT THE DE

FENDANTS PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD AT THE TIME THE COMPLAINT/REQUEST IS 

SCREENED? YES () NO () 

IF YES, l\~T TYPE AND/OR SCOURCES ARE EXPECTED OR REQUIRED? 

WHEN DO THE ASSISTANT PROSECUTORS SCREENING REVEIW THE DEFEl\TDANTS 

CRIMINAL RECORD IN RELATION TO THE CRIMINAL CHARGE (LE. J PROSECUTION 

V. NO PROSECUTION DECISION). 

Before ( ) 
Contemporaneously ( ) 
After ( ) 

WHEN DO THE ASSISTANT PROSECUTORS SCREENING REVIEW THE DEFENDANTS 

CRIMINAL RECORD IN RELATION TO l\BAT OFFENSE(S) TO CHARGE (I.E., DEGREE 

OF FELONY, FELONY OR MISDEMEANOR, ETC.) 

Before ( ) 
Contemporaneously (. ) 
After ( ) 
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HOW FREQUENTI~Y WHEN SCREENING DO ASSISTANT PROSECUTORS INTERVIEW A 

LAW ENFORCE~iENT OFFICER (S) OR THE VICTIM/WITNESS? (USUALLY, SELDOM, 

ONLY FOR SPECIFIC CASE TYPES, NEVER). 

WHAT ARE ASSISTANT PROSECUTORS EXPECTED TO SCREEN FOR: '(CHECK ALL 

THAT APPLY). 

Probable Cause.to Charge ( ) 
Prove a prima facia case in Court ( ) 
Convictability, i.e., not only make 

prima facia case but meet burden of proof( ) 

IS THERE A FORMAL PROCEDURE OR PROCEDURES FOR REVIEW WITHIN THE 

PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE OF DECISIONS MUCH LAI\, ENFORCE~-1ENT DOES NOT 

AGREE WITH? YES () NO (). 

IF YES, DESCRIBE: 

IF PROSECUTION IS DENIED ENTIRELY OR ONLY PROCEEDS FROM SCREENING ON 

LESS THAN REQUESTED CHARGE IS THE REQUESTING LAlq ENFORCEMENI AGENCY 

ALWAYS ADVISED OF THE MAJOR REASONS WHY? FORMALIZED? '~lIO IS PRO-

VIDED THE INFO~~TION? (ARRESTING OFFICER, INVESTIGATOR, CO~~D-

ING OFFICER) 
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IS THERE A SYSTEM IN THE PROSECUTOR I S OFFICE TO PREVENt LAW ENFORCE-

MENT OFFICERS FROM pROSECUTOR SHOPPING? (E,G., SELECTING THE ASSISTMtT 

PROSECUTOR THEY BELIEVE WILL GIVE THEM THE DECISION TI,lEY WANT, RE

SUBMITTING TO DIFFERENT ASSISTANT PROSECUTORS UNTIL THEY GET THE 

DECISION ·THEY WANT, ETC.) YES () NO () 

IF YES, DESCRIBE: 

. 

" 
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VIII. CASE HANAGEMENT INFOru.1ATION SYSTElI1S 

BRIEFLY DESCRIBE HOW CASES ARE FILED, CONTROLLED, SCHEDULED, IN

DEXED, AND STORED. (IF AUTOI-iATION SUPPORTS THE PROCESS, INDICATE 

WHAT INFOru.fATION IS PRODUCED FOR THE OFFICE. IF THE SYSTE~l IS 

J.fANUAL, EXPLAIN CROSS REFERENCING PROCEDURE AND RETRIEVAL. PROCESS) 0 

DOES THE PROSECUTORS OFFICE UTILIZE A SPECIALLY DESIGNED CASE FOLDER? 

DESCRIBE ATTORNEY/CASE SCHEDULIKG PROCESS (DOES A TICKLER OR FLAGGING 

SYSTEM EXIST? DE$CRIBEo) 
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INDICATE OPBRATIONAL STATISTICS HAINTAINED BY THE OFFICE 

... AITACH SmR-fARYSHEETS WHERE AVAILABLE 

--------------------------------------------------

IS THERE AUTmtATION IN ANY OF THE FOLLOWING ORGAI'HZATIONS? INDICATE 

THE AVAILABILITY OF THE SYSTEMS TO THE PROSECUTOR • 

a. Police YES ( ) NO 
Availability 

b. Courts YES ( ) 1\0 

Availability 
Co Corrections Yes ( ) NO 

Availability 
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IX. BAIL 

WHEN IS BAIL INITIALLY SET? 

DOES THE PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE USUALLY MAKE REcmfMENDATIONS ON 

BAIL SETTINGS? YES (). NO C) 

IF YES # ARE THE REC01-IMENDATIONS: 

~l. Usually accepted ( ) 
b. Usually rcj ected ( ) 
c. Other: (please specify) () 
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X. INVESTIGATION 

IF THE PROSECUTOR DESIRES ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATION RESOURCES, HOW 

ARE THEY PROVIDED AND BY l'lHO~f? (INDICATE THE ROLE AND AUTHORITY OF 

ANY INVESTIGATORS ATTACHED TO THE. OFFICE) 

-----------------------------.- .'--

-----------------------------------------------~""~, --~'-------

ARE PROSECUTORS AVAILABLE ON A 24-HOUR BASIS TO ASSIST THE I~VESTIGATORS 
AND/OR POLICE? YES () NO () 
IF YES, SPECIFY THE PROCEDURE. 

DO THE PROSECUTORS ACTIVELY PARTICIPATE IN THE INVESTIGATIGN PROCESS, 

I. E. # VISITIKG THE CRIME SCENE, ETC.? YES () NO () 

IF YES, DESCRIBE PARTICIPATION, 
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XI PLEA BARGAINING 

DOES THE PROSECUTOR CURRENTLY HAVE A FORMAL PLEA BARGAINING POLICY? 

YES () NO () 

IF YES, DESCRIBE: 

XI-l 
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XII. SENTENCING 

WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING APPLY TO THE OCCURRENCE OF PRE-SENTENCE 

INVESTIGATIONS? 

a. Mandatory 
h. Optional 
C. Not used 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

WHEN USED, Ho\'1 MANY DAYS ARE USUALLY REQUIRED FOR CQ\JPLETION? ___ _ 

ON SE~~ENCING, YOUR OFFICE: 

a. Always or usually makes 
recommendations ( ) 

b. Never or rarely makes 
reconunendations ( ) 

c. Other: (Specify) ( ) 

YOUR OFFICE'S SEl'-.'TENCE RECO~IMENDATIONS ARE: 

a. ~sually accepted 
b. Usually rejected 
c. Other: (Specify) 

WHO SETS SENTENCES? 

a. Only judge 
b.' Only jury 
c. Judge or jury option 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

( ) 
( l 
{ ) 

ARE MOST OF YOUR FELONY SEl\7ENCING PROVISIONS: 

a. Determinate ( ) 
b. Minimum/Maximum (i. e. , 3 - 5) ( ) 
c. Indeterminate ·(i.e., 1 to 

life) ( ) 
d. Other: Specify ( ) 
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XIII. PROBATION/PAROLE 

DOES THE PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE RECEIVE NOTICE FROM THE STATE 

AUTHORITY ON HEARINGS FOR PRISONERS FROH YOUR JURISDICTION~ 

YES () NO () 

PAROLE 

IF YES, DESCRIBE TIlE POLICIES ON RESPONDING THERETO: 

IF YOU RESPOND, WHAT IMPACT lIAS THIS HAD O~ THE PAROLE OF CO!WICTED 

PRIsO!'mRS? ...... 

\*10 APPOINTS OR CO~~ROLS PROBATION ~FFICERS IN YOUR JURISDICTION? 

a. Court ( ) 
·b. Independent agency () 
c. Other: Specify) () 

DO PROBATION OFFICER'S REPORTS: 

a. 
b. 
c. 

Regularly include Prosecutors recoIT~en~ations 
Rarely include Prosecutors recOJmnendat10ns 
Other: (Specify) . . . .. . ..... 

WHO HAS AUTHORITY TO FILE PROBATION VIOLATION CITATIONS? 

A. Prosecutor 
b. Probation Officer 
c. Either Prosecutor or Probation Officer 
d. Other: (Specify) 

.. ........ 
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XIV. LAW ENFORCEr>fENT 

HOW MANY LAW ENFORCE~IENT AGENCIES EXIST IN Y(ltJlt JURISDICTION? 

DOES TIffi PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE PROVIDE ANY TIU, I N I NG TO LAW ENFORCEMENT 
AGENCIES? YES () NO () 

lF YES, BRIEFLY DESCRIBE. INDICATE AUDIENCn (I.Eo, PATROL, I?ntESTIGA
TIONS) FORUM (ROOKIES I TRAINING, IN-SERVICE 'l'I~i\ tNIf\G, MORNING ROLL 
CALL)'AND TOPIC. 

---"~'-------------------
----------------------------~--------~~=--,~,.-------------------
------------------:-----------..."...-~-. -----------
---------------------" .. ~-~-,----------

DOES THE PROSECUTORS OFFICE PROVIDE LAW ENFOI'C\;~IENT AGEt\CIES WITH 

INFORMATION ON THE PROCESSING AND DISPOSITION OF CASES IN WHICH THEY 
ARE I~'VOLVED? YES () NO () 

---------------------------------------,--- . --------------
...... ~.l" ________ _ 

--------.---------------------------~~~----------------
DOES !\NY LAW ENFORCE~lENT AGEKCY ASSIGN PERS(\~~l:t. TO \'IORK WITH THE 
PROSECUTORS OFFICE? YES () NO ( ) 

IF YES I EXPLAIN: (HOW MANY, FOR lill'IAT PURPOS t\ lJTC.) 

-------------------------------~---
~-----------------------------------------.-,-,-.--.. -,-.-.-,-,-,-.,-,-,-,~.~~-'------------------

"' " ...... . -----------------------------------~~~--------------------. ... " .. 
---------------------.----==---~--~ ---------------
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XV. JUDICIARY 

ORGANIZATION AND NUMBERS OF JUDGES SITTING IN THE FELONY COURT. 

DESCRIBE THE DOCKETING SYSTEM OF THE COURT (INDICATE ANY SCHEDULING 

PROBLEMS THIS SYTEM CREATES FOR THE PROSECUTOR). 

,----------------------~-----------------------------------

HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE GENERAL ATTITUDE OF THE COURT TOWARD 

SENTENCING OF COI'-i'VICTED INDIVIDUALS. 

a. Hard line 
b. Moderate 
c. Lenient 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

DOES THE COURT HAVE AN ADEQUATE APPEALS/TRANSCRIPT PRE,PARATION SYSTEM? 

XES (,) NO () 
IF NO, DESCRIBE THE PROBLEM: 

HOW WOULD YOU DESCRIBE THE GENERAL ATTITUDE OF T~E COURTS TOWARD THE 

SETTING OF BAIL? 

a. Hard line 
b. Moderate 
c. Lenient 

( ) 
( ) 
( ) 

DO YOUR COURTS HAVE ANY STANDARD BAIL SETTING PRACTICES? YES ( ) NO () 

IF YES, DESCRIBE: 
. . . 
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XVI. CORRECTIONS 

INDICATE THE POPULATION STATUS OF LOCAL AND STATE CORRECTIONAL 

FACILITIES. (MAXIMUM, MEDIUM, AND MINIMUM SECURITY FACILITIES) 

IS THERE CUnRENTLY ANY COURT OnDER ISSUED TO YOUR LOCAL OR STATE 

CORRECTIONS DEPARTME~1'? YES () NO () 

---------------------~-------------------------------------
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This overview was prepared by the National Legal Data 

Center, Inc., at the request of the National College of District 

Attorneys. Its preparation was supported in part by Grant Number 

76-TA-99-0030, awarded by the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
.. 

tration, United States Department of Justice and in part by the 

Natinal College of District Attorneys. Points of view or opinions 

stated in this overview are those of the National Legal Data 

Center, Inc., and do not necessarily represent the official position 

of the United Stat~s Department of Justice or the National College 

of District Attorneys. 
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I. THE PROBLEM AND APPROACH 

The Career Criminal Program is based upon the theorem 

that a relatively small group of offenders commit a dispropor

tionately large number of serious offenses. rherefor~ to reduce the' 

occurrence of serious crimes while at ~he same time making more 

effective use of the limited resources of the criminal justice 

system, repeat offenders should be id~ntified quickly, prosecuted 

without unnecessary.delays and "incapacitated" for substantial 

periods by incarceration. 

Available studies do indicate t~at a substantial, indeed 

an inordinate, amount of serious crime in America is committed by 

a relatively small number of "career crinlinals" . 

For example, o~ the 23,178 defendants convicted in the 

U.S~ District Courts during 1970, 12,722 or 61.9% had prior crim~ 

inal records. Source Book on Criminal Statistics, 1973, p 322. 

A full one-third of the prisoners in federal penal insti

tutions had been committed to penal .insitutions three or more times 

previously. Kas~embaum, Prison Treatment and Parole Survival, 

1971, P 296.' 

A longitudinal study of felony cases handled by ~he United 

States Attorney's Office of the District of Columbia over a period 

of several ~ears indicated that only 7% of the defendants accounted 

for fully 25% of the criminal cases handled in the office during 

that time span. ... 
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These ~tudies are reinforced br ~ata at the National 

Legal Data Center l from various Career Criminal Projects which 

indicates that, the 6,519 defendants !ldisposed-of" before,September 

1, 1977 by reporting Projects had an ~verage of 11 non-juvenile 

arrests, an average of 3 prior non-juvenile misdemeanor convictions 

and an average of 3 prior non-juvenile felony convic~ions. 

The studies and data are confirmed by a recent Rand study 

(dated August 1977) entitled, "Criminal Careers of Habitual Felons", 

which at page 115 concluded: 

"According to their .own statements, this 

sample of offenders had committed many serious 

crimes ... of the ~ine offense types considered. 

The. average number was 20 per offender per year 

of street time." (emphasis added) 

The Rand study goes on to conclude that: 

"The level of criminal activity was not 

constant but declined ~ith age ... Previous 

studies of criminal behavior, based on official 

records, have found that participation in crime 

declines with age. A unique contribution of 

this study is the finding that the level of crim

inal activity diminishes even among those who re-

main active in crime. 

1. The National Legal Data center~.Inch·' iSffundtehde bcYaraeegrr~~~m_ 
from L.E.A.A. as the National Cl~arlng o~se or 
inal Program. It provided technlcal asslstance and.automated 11 
data services to State Block and loca~ly fu~ded ProJects as we 
as to Projects funded with L.E.A.A. Dlscretlonary Funds. 
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Though the level declined, there was a certain 

steadiness about the sample's crime." 

An even more striking conclusion of the Rand study is found on 

page 116: 

"Most (offenders) believed that their resumption 

of crime (after incarceration) could not have been 

deterred. For those who believed it could have been 

deterred, certainty of apprehensfon would have been 

the most influential factor." 

This conclusion gives credence to the theory espoused 

over 200 years ago by Cesare Beccaria in his essay, Of Crimes 

and Punishments, that the swift and certain apprehension and 

punishment of the guilty will have significant deterrent effect 

on crime rates and perpetrator attitudes. 

While the Rand study contains a number frf qualifiers 

beca~se of the siz~ of ~he group, the method of its selection, 

etc., its conclusions are consistent and confirm the opinions 

. of many current membe~s of the cri~inal justice community and 

in particular persons connected with Career Criminal Programs~ 

With this empirical background and ,experience in mind 

a conclusion of the Rand study under "policy I~plications" (at 

page 120) seems inescapable: 

"The continuing criminal activity of this ~~mple 

in the face of frequent arrests, convictions, and in

carcerations is an indication of the inability of 

previous rehabilitation, deterrence, and prevention 
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efforts to curtail their criminal behavior. The pri

mary alternative for counteracting such offenders is 

a greater reliance on incapacitation. Incapacitation 

policies are intended to assure the conviction and pro

longed i~carceration of serious habitual 'offenders, 

once arrested. The rationale is obvious: Offenders 

cannot commit crimes against the community while in 

prison, ~nd they are not likely to be able to make up 

for lost time after release if the probability of 

reincar~eration is high." 

The criminal justice system however has significant 

problems in apprehending and convicting "career criminals: much 

less assuring that the "probability of reincarceration is high~ 

and doing either in a timely manner. Urban prosecutor's offices 

-. are beseiged by burgeoning caseloads, hamstrung by reluctant 

and uncooperative witnesses, and unable to routinely assigri 

experienced prosecutors to the ~ost serious cases. As a resuJt, 

they were forced to routine)y dismiss cases or to plea bar~ain 

them down to minor offenses. 

"Career Criminals" know how to effectively manipulate 

this situation and the results therefrom were predictably dis-

appointing. As Professor van den Haag noted in his recent work, 

"Punishing Criminals", the proportion of offenses which result 

, t about one percent of the total number in prison sentences rests a 

of actual crimes commltted. 

f th l'ncarcerated did not rise The percentage 0 ose 

markedly even for career criminals. 
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For example, a study of all adult males convicted of 

felonies in the State of Wisconsin for the time span 1954 through 

1959, disclosed that 63% of those who had previously been con-

victed of another felony were still granted probation; moreover 

a full 41% of those who had 2 or more prior felony convictions 

were still granted probation for the subsequent offense. "Proba

tion vs. Imprisonment for Similar Types of Offenders, "Journal of 

Research in Crime and Delinguency, July 1965, p 2. 

In los Angeles County, only 6% of those convicted of 

burglary, who had a serious prior record, were sent to prison; 

only 12% of those convicted of burglary who had already served a 

prior prison term were sent back. The Prosecution of Adult Felony 

Defendants in los Angeles County: a Policy Prosp~ctive, Repor~ 

No. R-1l27-DOJ, P 109. 

Thus the Career Criminal Program was conceived as a 

means of focusing on"the habitual criminal offender so as to 

stop the apparently existing system of "revolving door criminal 

justice." 
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II. BACKGROUND OF THE CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM 

The Career Criminal Program is the result of an init

iative announced by the President of the United States in an 

address to the International Association of Chiefs of Police on. 

September 24, 1974, in Washington, D.C. 2 The President restated 

his support of the .Career Criminal Concept in a message to Congress 

and illustrated the nature of the problem presented by career crim

inals in noting that, "in one t'ityover 60 rapes, more than 200 

burglaries, and 14 murders, were committed by only 10 persons in 

less than 12 months. But unfortunately, this example is not 

unique." 

Th~ President directed the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration to undertake a program which would concentrate 

·prosecutorial resources upon those individuals who habitually 

commit such serious crimes as murder, rape, aggravated assault, 

armed r~bbery and burglary, Thus, the Career Criminal Program 

came into being. 

r ! 
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2The concept of an lEAA funded Career Criminal Program began in I 
August of 1974, when Mr. Charles R. Work, the then Deputy Director 
for Administration of lEAA, addressed a memo to the Attorney General I' 

of the United States, the Honorable William S. Saxbe, in which ; 
attention was drawn to the unacceptably high level of criminal 
activity in the nation. Mr. Work's memo proposed the implementation I 
of a Career Criminal Impact Program to combat repeat criminal act- .' 
ivity whereby the focus of the program would be public prosecutors, 
assisted by a ~entralized clearinghouse to collect, pool and monitor f.'.':', 
data, and to render all forms of technical assistance. ' 

Within. days of receiving this memo, Attorney General Saxbe convened ; 
a meetl~g of senior Justice Department officials, district attorneys,J i 
an~ Natlonal legal Data Center representatives, to explore the issues' 
ralsed by Mr. Work. The address by President Ford on September 24, 
1974, followed .shortly after this meeting. - 11 
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Pursuant to this Presidential initiative, the law Enforce-
. -

ment Assistance Administration, in 1975, init~ally awarded Discre

tionary Funds to eleven (11) Career Criminal Projects in major 

population areas. The site of the first Project to be funded was 

New Orleans, louisiana in May of 1975. Following in chronological 

order- of funding were: Detroit, Michigan; Boston, f4assachusetts; 

San Diego, California; Houston, Texas; Salt lake City, Utah; Columbus, 

Ohio; Kalamazoo, Michigan; Indianapolis, Indiana; Dallas, Texas; and 

Manhattan, New York. 

Subsequently, Career Criminal Projects were funded at 

Rhode Island (Statewide); Louisville, Kentucky; Albuquerque, New 

Mexico; St. Louis, Missouri; Memphis, Tennessee; las Vegas, Nevada; 

Portland, Oregon; San Francisco, California; Portsmouth, Virginia; 

Minneapolis, MinneSota; Baton Rouge, louisiana; and Clearwater, 

- Florida. Discretionary Funds Awards to a few additional Projects 

are also expected in conjunction with other lEAA programs .. 

As an integral part of-the Career Criminal Program, LEAA 

also funded the National legal Data Center, Inc. (NlDC), as the 

national clearinghouse for the Program to provide coordination, 

monitoring and technical assistance services for lEAA and the 

Career Criminal Projects. One of the services of the clearinghouse 

is to provide assistance in the design, development, implementation 

and op~ration of Career Criminal Projects. Another service is a 

co~puterized information system which contains a basic profi~e of 

eich defendant and information about each defendant's experience 

with the criminal justice system for all "career criminals" prose

cuted by reporting Projects. All informatio~ is handled without 

names or other individual identifiers in conformity with lEAA 

- 7 -
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Privacy Guidelines. This data base is used to provide monthly 

performance reports and management information to reporting 

Projects and LEAA, and as the source of comprehensive statistics 

and information for project evaluations. It has also proven to be 

a fruitful source of information for researchers into habitual 

criminality and numerous related areas as there was no similar 

data base in existence. 

Since LEAA Discretionary Funds are only "salt" or "seed" 

monies for the development of innovative programs and successful 

pro g ram s . are rep 1 i cat e d wit h 0 u t the d i ·r e c t sup po r t 0 f Dis C j" e t ion -

ary Funds to such projects, LEAA funds the clearinghouse to pro

vide its services to non-Discretionary Funded Projects as well as 

those receiving the awards of LEAA Discreti6nary Funds. 

Thus, through some foresight by LEAA, when the init1al 

indicators proved that the Career Criminal Program could, and did 

in fact work, the clearinghouse was able to begin and assist in 

replication even ·before any of the comprehensive, detailed and 

time-consuming formal evaluations of the initial projects were 

completed. 

The sites of Career Criminal Projects operating without 

LEAA Discretionary Funds are too numerous to list in·this subchapter. 

Some of these projects are operating without any additional funds 

by a prioritization of existing personnel and resources. 

The first Career Criminal Project using only local 

resources was developed with the assistance of the NLDC in the 

Ventura County District Attorney's Office at Ventura, California. 
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It began operations in the summer of 1976, and was followed by 

similarly supported Projects in Fort Worth, Texas; West Palm Beach, 

Florida; Santa Barbara, California; Akron, Ohio; Canton, Ohio; and 

Sacramento, California. Additional locally funded Projects are 

in operation or under development. 

Statistics on the Career Criminal Program nationwide 

along with additional information provided by the LEAA clearing

house have been used by prosecutors to secure additional funding 

for Career Criminal Projects from a variety or combination of 

sources, e.g., local funds (Le., County, City, etc.), State Block 

Funds awarded by a State Planning Agency (SPA)~ and most recently 

from state general revenue funds (in California). 

Several states have made awards of LEAA State Block funds 

to support Career Criminal and/or Major Offender Projects through 

their State Planning Agencies. Michigan and Ohio have made awards 

to the largest numbers of Prosecutor's Offices to support Career 

Criminal Projects. The SPA in Ohio has made awards on a one-by-

one basis, while the SPA in Michigan has used a unique approach. It 

simultaneously made awards to nine new Career Criminal Projects. 

The Michigan approach is also unique in that the SPA also funded a 

special project within the Prosecuting Attorneys Association of 

Michigan (PAAM) to provide specialized support to the Michigan 

projects. 

The PAAM Project is designed in part to provide support 

to Michigan projects by rendering assistance in dealing with 

matters unique to Michigan and other matters specifically under 

Michigan Law and Procedure. It has prepared a'special manual deal

ing with Michigan'i Habitual Offender Statute and plans a manual' 
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specifically for Career Criminal Project Prosecutors in Michigan. 

The PAAM Project has made extensive use of the technology and 

expertise developed by the LEAA Discretionary Funded Projects at 

Detroit and Kalamazoo, as well as that of other Discretionary 

Funded Projects and the NLDC. 

California was the first state to appropria~e state 

general revenue funds to support a series of Projects throughout 

the state. On September 15, 1977, the California Legislature (a 

body not normally noted for its "hard 'line" attituge in the crirn

inal justice area) passed the "Cali.fornia Career Criminal Pros

ecution Program,,3 which appropriated 3 million dollars annually 

to fund career criminal units in District Attorneys' Offices. 

The vote on passage of the bill (SB 683) was by no means a narrow 

margin. The Assembly approved by a vote of 68-2 and the Senate 

vote was 39-0. Governor Brown signed the bill on September 29, 

1977. 

~Thus, the Career Criminal Program has proven that the 

concept of using LEAA Discretionary Funds to support pilot or 

experimental projects which~ if successful, will be continued and 

replicated without the direct support of Discretionary Funds, can 

and does work. 

3 In summary, the legislation authorized the SPA to establish a 
funding procedure based upon applica~ions.submitted by D!stri~t 
Attorneys desiring to establish a unl~ WhlCh meets certaln gUl~e: 
lines requiring "vertical representatlon", ~educed cas~load, ll~lted 
plea bargaining, etc. The bill also establ1shed certaln se1ectlon 
cri teri a,s. 

It appears that the California Legislature passed the bill in light 
of the successes of the LEAA funded San Diego Project and locally 
supported projects established at Ventura, Sacramento and Santa 
Barbara, with the assistance of the NLDC. The sta~e Senate also 
invited members of the clearinghouse staff to testlfy on the 
achievements nationally 'of Career Criminal Projects. 
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III. ELEMENTS OF THE PROGRAM 

The design and operation of a prosecutoria1 Career Criminal 

Project must accommodate the substantive and procedural law of the 

jurisdiction within which the Project will operate. It must also 

reflect the major crime and criminal justice system problems as 

perceived by the prosecutor from pre-existing cases and other 

sources of data and information. While many prosecutors have con

su1tedwith local police ageniies to gain their insight'and per

ceptions and to develop cooperation and a special support, a number 

of prosecutors have established a citizen~ advisory board for their 

projects. 4 This group is generally composed of members represent

ing a broad variety of interests in the community which makes it 

clear that the board is not dominated by law enforcement. All mem

.bers, including representatives of the judiciary and law enforce

ment, serve in their capacity as citizens to advise and comm~nt to 

the prosec~tor on such things as target crimes, selection criteria, 

o~erations and most significantly, policy decisions affecting the 

project. While such groups have their largest impact during project 

development, they frequently continue to meet periodically to review 

statistics and information about the project, watching for abuses 

of prosecutorial discretion, the effective priority utilization of 

resources and recommending changes in policy, procedures, etc~ when 

needed. Such groups have also proven he1pf~1 by providing broad 

4 - The first "Career Criminal Program Citizens Advisory Board" was 
established by the then Kalamazoo County Prosecutor, Do~a1d A. Burge, 
for the Project at Kalamazoo, Michigan. The Board conslsted of an 
inordinately large number of members but created an extremely broad, 
base. It advised the prosecutor in a num~e~ of a\e~s and was ~art
icu'lar1y helpful in' the formation bf speclflc pol1cles conCQrnlng 
the proj ec t. . 
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based support and awareness in the community of the problem and the 

approach and an ~nderstanding of the problems of achieving the ulti

mate goal of reducing serious crimes in the jurisdiction. 

While there is no "standard" form~t or operational set-up for 

a Career Criminal Project there are several concepts or elements 

which are necessary ingredients for a successful proj~ct and are 

common to vi,rtually all now existing Career Criminal Projects. When 

designing, developing and implementing a Career Criminal Program, 

"Intervention Point" Ana1ysis 5 is usua~lY used to ~ea1 with these 

ingredients. An alternative method 'is to deal with the ingredients 

in an "operation" content consolidated conceptually. The latter 

of these two methods is used in this overview. 

EARLY IDENTIFICATION, SCREENING AND SELECTION 

Cases are selected for priority prosecution by a Career Crim

inal Project by the uniform application of a predetermined and 

announced selection criteria. There is no uniform criteri~ or type 

of criteria. The selection criteria for each project are developed 

individually. Thus, the criteria reflects the policies and prior

ities of the jurisdiction's prosecutor and the resources available 

5 - Intervention.Point Analysis has proven a very effective method 
for actual plannlng and the transfer of specific techniques, proced
ures, structures, etc. It has been supplemented by a "five stage" 
ana1y~is of th~ criminal justice system supported by a special flow 
chartlng technlque developed by NLDC to combine Intervention Point 

,an~ Operational Analysis and facilitate the use of Intervention 
POlnt Analysis ~hroughout the criminal process. 
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to the project. 6 

While the'focus of the Pro~ram is on violent and/or serious 

offenses, the selection criteria consider the criminal as well as the 

offense(s) by utilizing the defendants prior criminal record. Some 

criteria also employ other types of information about the defendant 

and the defendant's known criminal activity to determine whether 

priority prosecution is merited. Some of the more offender based 

criter~a permit the acceptanc~ of the d~fendants who may not have 

a significant or lengthy record of prior convictions because of 

their ability or luck at avoiding apprehension or "beating the 

"system" when apprehended in the past. The use of this type of 

approach, however, requires quality, reliable information from' addi

tional and/or speci~l police or investigative res6urces to make the 

determination that the defendant is in fact a "Career Criminal". 

Selection criterial fall within three major classifications: 

(1) weighted point systems, (2) specific crime classifications, or 

(3) non-crime specific criminal record criteria. (A number of 

sele~tion criteria contain a specific exclusion of all but stranger 

against stranger offenses while others conside~ the relationship 

between the defendant and victim in the scoring system.) 

Selection criteria are sometimes ~eveloped to assure the in

clusion of' all defendants who can be charged ~nder status enhance

ment laws (e.g. second or habitual offender statutes) where 

6 - Career Criminal Projects range in staff from one~ha1f an attor
ney to seventeen (17) attorneys with a full complement.of support-
ing personnel. 
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such laws are available! These criteria may mirror the enhance-

ment statute prerequisites as the entire criteria or include the 

prerequsite along with other factors which permits the acceptance 

of defendants who could not be so charged. In either approach the 

maximum effective utilization of sentence enhancement laws is gen

erally considered in the selection criteria as well as in opera~ing 

policies. 

'Screening occurs at the earliest possible time and is conductedI~ 
in accordance with a formalized ·procedure by an experienced assistant 

prosecutor. The importance of thorough and competent screening can-

not be overstressed because it serves as the prosecutor's control 

on the quality of intake and sets priorities to a certain degree 

for the utilization 'of the resources of each component of the system' I 
that may follow from the exercise of prosecutorial discretion. 

The project's selection criteria are applied at or befo~e 

(through police) screening to achieve the earliest possible identi-

fication of defendants meeting the criteria. Many projects ,attempt 

this early identification by familiarizing law enforcement· officers 

with the selectinn criteria. Where the criteria is complex or has 

scoring which must be done by the project, a preliminary or thtes-.. 
hold criteria is given to law enforcement. The officer can use this 

criteria when prioritizing police resources and in a number of 

projects may "present" a qualifying case directly to an assistant, 

in the pr~ject. Where,officers are encouraged to go directly to 
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to assure that all eligible defendants are considered at prosecutoria.! 
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screening. The selection criteria or threshold criteria also 

allow the officer to Rnow when, (even beforp "prespnting" a case) 

thp proje~t should bp conta~terl. Snme nroiects have at least one 

attorney on ~a1l to the police agencies 24 hours a day. 

Early identification'of Career Criminal defendants has two 

primary purposes: 1) to permit a project attorney to prepare for 

and make a substantial presentation from the first bail setting 

hearing forward, and 2) interrsify inve~tigatory efforts using the 

police and/or investigators on loan to the project from local police 

agencies or which are part of the prosecutor's staff. The investi-

gation not only cures curable flaws but assures a more solid case 

and appropriate chargi~g (i.e., not under-charging) of "career 

c rim ina 1 s , I' 

A police department!s crime analysis unit and committed 

special invest)gat;ve support can be valuable tools for a career 

criminal project. 

A man ~ gem en tin for mat ion s y s t ems u c has PRO tU S (P R 0 sec u tor s 

Man~gement Information ~stems) is also an important and valuable 

tool as it enables the prosecutor to single out cases for inten

sive preparation, priority scheduling and assignment of the most 

experienced prosecutors. 

PRIORITY PROCESSING & VERTICAL REPRESENTATION 

Virtually all Career Criminal pro~ects attempt to expediate 

the processing of cases against "career criminals" at as many 

points a~ possible with a variety of techniqlles. Pr'ojects have 

found that they can, by constitutionally permissible procedures, 

15 
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file an indictment or other accusatory pleading directly with 

the general jurisdiction felony court thereby eliminating pre

liminary proceedings in the lower level courts. This one pro

cedu~e alone can eliminate anywhere from weeks to months of case 

processing time. Priority processing also may involve a priority 

docketing of all court events in "Career Crimin~l" cases. It may 

also involve a similar priority for Grand Jury time. The import

ance of the prosecutor's control of court dockets either by law, 

practice or default, should be obvious~ In some jurisdictions, 

special courts have been either designated or added to hear cases 

against "Career Criminals" to assure priority dispositions. 

Vertical representation, where the same assistant prosecu

tor prepares for and handles all events concerning a case through 

its conclusion, is used by virtually every OF project. Vertical 

prosecution eliminates many of the inherent problems of horizontal 

representation where several different assistant prosecutors may 

handle a case at different stages or events or even on different 

days of the same event, with each assistant having little time to 

prepare and little knowledge of the facts much less the "luxury" 

of meeti~g or interviewing witnesses or the investigating officer(s). 

Vertical· representation begins not later.' than a preliminary or 

Grand Jury hearing and usually begins even earlier, e.g. at the 

initial filing stages, from the point where a project attorney is 

contacted by police during the course of an investigation, etc. 

To assure that full prosecutorial efforts are available in 

career criminal cases, project attorneys are assigned a substant~ally 
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lighter caseload than the main office attorneys~ While the actual II 
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level varies from project to project because of a multitude of 

factors it is generally not greater than one-half the case load 

level of felony assistants in the main office. This lower case 

load level permits a project to assume that every case can and will 

go to trial if necessary. The attorneys have time to prepare for 

each court event and when needed coordinate furthering investiga

tion. The attorneys also have the time to interview witnesses and 

pay attention to numerous details rath~r than leaving them to 

chance. All of this is to assure that the best reasonably possible 

case is presented for the People. 

The additional time is also needed to utilize to the maximum 

feasible extent, sentence enhancement laws such as second or habit

ual offender statutes, dangerous offender statutes, firearms use 

enhancement statutes, etc. Additional time also permits the 

project a ttorneys to prepare for and present a vi gorous. case for the 

violation of probation or parole and incarceration when defendants 

enjoyed such a status while committing additional crimes. If this 

occurs before disposition of the current charge(s) it assures that 

t~e defendants will be inc~pacitated pending the current adjudication 

and imposition of an additional sentence. 

PLEA BARGAINING 

Career Criminal Projects take a "no bargain" or at the 

least a very "limited" plea bargainingl policy with respect to both 

charges and sentences. This policy is formalized and announ~ed tci 

the extent possible consistent with the exercise of prosecutorial 

discretion along with procedures for "the approval of any reduction. 

Thes_e procedlJ res requ i re th.e spec i f':j c approval of severa 1 people in 

- 17 ". 



the office - not uncommonly the prosecutor or the chief assistant. 

"Administrative" type of plea bargains are entirely eliminated as 

the reasons (overworked prosecutors, court backlogs, etc.) are not 

applicable to Career Criminal cases. Where "quid pro quo" bargains 

are allowed they are scrutinized very carefully and that-which the 

proseuctor gets from the bargain must be very substantial before 

such a bargain is considered. Plea bargains of "necessity" are more 

commonly recognized - but only as a last resort. Some projects have 

taken the position that as long as a prima facie case can be shown 

they would rather take a case against a "career criminal" to trial 

and lose entirely than engage in bargaining. 

The only type of "bargain" which is relatively common is 

[ 1 

~ : 
p 

L 
L 
Li 

analo~ous to "kicking a dead horse" because there is no substaritial [" 

-purpose tD be served by the prosecution of an additional charge or 

charges. This occurs when further prosecution would not increase 

t~e defendant's sentence exposure as any additional sentences would 

be concurrent and no greater- and/or there is, from a 1 egal or 

practical viewpoint, no potential for consecutive or enhanced 

sentences. 

POST CONVICTION - -

When a "Career Criminal" is found guilty the project or a 

project ~ttorney will request the most appropriate sentence based 

upon the present charge(s), the defendant's criminal history, and 

other information about the defendant which may be properly con

sidered. Where permitted an assistant prosecutor will make'the 

recommendation with the court which sets forth the factua'l basis 

for the recommendation and then appearing in person at the sentencing. -
i ~ . , I _ L 
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Where a direct recommendation is not permitted, a recommendation 

can be made through the agency preparing the pre-sentence report. 

In either case the project acts to assure that the investigators 

preparing a pre-sentence report for the court has the benefit of 

all of the appropriate information available to the prosecutor's 

office. 

It is not uncommon for projects to encourage th~ victim(~) 

to appear with the prosecutor at the sentence hearing and where 

permitted and appropriate to testiy. Victims may also be encouraged 

to write to the court with their recommendation through the agency 

preparing the pre-sentence report in addition to or in lieu of 

appearing at the sentence hearing. 

Most career criminal projects track convicted "career crimi-

nals " after t' d sen enclng an commitment. They immediately request 

notification from correctional auth~rities whenever a "career crimi

nal" is to be considered for parole whether or not state law re

quires such notification and may also file a written statement of 

facts and appropriate recommendation~ even before parole is con

sidered. When notice of a par~le hearing is given the project will 

act to assure that the parole authorities are fully informed about 

the defendant's criminal history, the nature of the crime(s) which 

resulted in the confinement, and other appropriate infor~ati~n about 

the defendants. Where permitted, a project attorney may appear at 

the hearing and encourage the victim(s) to appear and if permitted 

testify or at the least to write the parole authorities concerning 

tbe defendants consideration for parole. 
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Thus, a career crimina) project continues its involvement 

with cases 'beyond guilt adjudication wnere prosecutors customarily 

stop. The cost effectiveness of such post-conviction uses of 

prosecutoria] resources is illustrated by one project's estimate' 

that it takes an average of approximately forty (40) hours to con

vict a defendant and have the defendant sent to prison but takes 

an average of not more than six (6) hours to keep the defendant 

r i ( 

I ) 

fJ .f 5 

there. This saves the ~rosecutor an average of at least thirty-four I 
(34) hours compared to reconvicting ,the defendant for crimes committed" 

while on parole and resentencing to prison and saves the time of law I. 

enforcement agencies and the courts and their related personnel and 

overhead cost~. 

It also benefits the community by preventing the criminal 

activities of these defendants which the Rand study (supra) con

cluded averaged twenty (20) serious crimes a year! 

, 
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IV. LEGAL ISSUES 

The concept of special handling within the system, i.e. 

being brought to trial as soon as possible consistent with due 

process, prosecution by expe~ienced and competent trial attorneys, 

etc. has been challenged but without success. The courts appar

ently have not been very impressed by the argument that a defen

dant has a right to a "customary" prosecution, i.e. by less than 

fully prepared prosecutors who may not have much experience and 

are stJll ~eveloping competen~e as cri~inal trial attorneys. The 

defense attorney objecting to their clients receiving the most 

speedy trial consistent with due process faces an interesting 

dilemma as in the past it was usually the same attorneys who were 

objecting when they didn't receive such speedy trials. Unless 

the attorney can articulate and show-to the court fundamental 

,-reasons for not going to trial so soon, the defense is left with 

the argument (either express or implied) that the defendant has a 

right to set back and wait for t~e quality of the prosecut10n~s: 

case to deteriorate with age in the hope 'of increasing the chances 

of acquittal. 

The limited or no plea bargaining policies of Projects and 

their charging of defendants under habitual offender statutes and 

other sentence enhancement statutes have also been challenged. 

Most Courts ha~e held such matters to be within the "wide 

discretion" df the prosecutor. 7 

.. ' 
7 - Commonwealth v. C6yne, 363 N.i. ~d (1977), at 258 and "The 
decision to negotiate with a defendant about the terms of a 
guilty plea rests solely in the prosecutor's discretion. See 
Newman v. United States, 127 U.S. App.D.D. 263, 382 F.2d 479, 
480-482 (1967) id' 
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A few Courts however have taken a look at the criteria and 

method used by prosecutors to select defendants for special 

treatment to assure that insidious "selective enforcement" vio

lative of due process and equal protection did not occur. A case 

on point is State v .. Nixo~, 10 Wash.App 355, 517 p.2d 212 (1973). 

The Courts opinion in Nixon j after describing in detail the formal 

~riteria and procedure used by the King County Prosecutor's Office 

to determine which ~efe~dants would be charged as habitual crim

inals, commented "Parenthetically, we find. present here no laxity 

in enforcement but rather an objective approach consistent with 

pragmatic and due process values. 

This type of judicial review of the exercise of prosecutori~l 

discretion illustrates one of the advantages of using an objective 

type of criteria to select "Career Criminals". 

Career Criminal Projects have dealt with a number of issues 

raised under second or habitual offender, dangerous offender, and 

other enhancement statutes. These ouestions turn on statutory . 
construction, procedures, etc. and the "courts have almost univer

sally iejected various and s~ndry constitutional challenges to 
. . 8 " 

general habitual offender statutes. Dangerous Offender statutes 

however, have been found to have problems of va~ueness in deter-' 

mining exactly what is meant by terms such as "dangerous offender", 

mentally disturbed offender" or a "professional criminal". 

8 ~ ~State Habitual or Dangerous Offender and Selected Firearms 
use Enhancement Law ll

, Ronald W. Sabo, NLDC Projects Coordinator, 
1975, at P?ge 5 
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Many of the habitual offender statutes have been relatively 

unused by prosecutors in recent times. Primarily, this appears 

to have been prompted chiefly by the complex and restrictive nature 

of many such statutes coupled with an awesome case load which has 

made prosecutors hard pressed to stand firm for trial on the main 

charged felony, let alone any "optional extra" enhancement 

allegations or charges. Therefore a brief summary of the NLDC 

publication, "Siate Habitual or Dangerous Offender Statutes and 

Selected Firearms Use Laws" follows to provide a condensed des

cription and background of such laws. 

The habitual offender, from a legalistic standpoint, is the 

designation diven a distinct group of persons, who becaus~ of their 

past involvement in crime (almost universally measured by c~n

victions) can be incarcerated for terms which exce~d the normal 

punishment for a specific offense. Such IIhabitual offenders", 

once adjudged in a court of law as such, are subsequently sen

tenced for their "habitual offender ll status, rather than for any 

single specific offense committed. 

The special 'dangerous offender is the de~ignation given a 

distinct group of persons under more modern statutes which do 

not use prior convictions as the sine qua non for the enhance-

ment of the normal punishment for a specific offense. Special 

dangerous offender statutes normally require a psychological 

finding that the individual is "dangerous" or "mentally dJsturbed li 

or rely upon proof that the individual is a "professional criminal" 

without specific reliance uporu prior convictions. 
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Other statutes enhance the normal punishment for a specific 

offense through the use of a distinct allegation that the indiv-
. 

idual used a firearm in the commission of the offense. 

The majority of habitual offender statutes did not exist 

u n tilt h e ear 1 y 1 9.0 0 's w hen the c r, i mer' ate beg ant 0 r i sea n d r e -

peat offender behavior was becoming more and more appare~t. The 

law subsequently stepped in to increase the deterrent effect of 

penal sanctions. The general underlying philosophy supporting 

the re~idivism statutes is that deterrence can only be secured 

by increasing the punishment as the offenders increase their 

violations of the law. Though the penalties involved ,have 

changed, i~creasing the punishment for recidivists is still the 

dominant method used to control the habitual offender's behavior. 9 

The Gladstone 'Committee Report of 1895" which is gener-

'ally recognized as a landmark in the history of progressive 

penology, first suggested that a system of ten sentences for 

r~peat offenders be created. Th~ committee theorized that pun

ishipg offenders for a particular offense was almost useless; 

they considered the offender's real offense to be the willful 

persistence in the deliberately acquired habit of crime. The 

committee's recommendations for the trea~ment of habitual off-' 

enders were institutionalized in the Prevention of Crime Act of 

1908, which authorized courts to sentence offenders to periods 

of preventive detention. The wide scale momentum to impleme~t 

9 - The following historical discussion of habitual offender 
statutes is condensed from Brown, "The Treatment of the Recid
ivist in the Unh;ed States", 23 Canadian L. Rev. (1954) 
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such laws and the effectiveness of penal treatment. Recid

ivism was becoming a problem and the law stepped in to increase 

the detterent effect of penal sanctions. Loss of liberty was 

envisioned primarily as a deterrent but it was recognized that 

should it fail to serve that purpose, it would still protect 

society by iso1a~ing the offender for lengthy periods. 

Dl!ring the 1920's most states in the Union enacte.d 

"specifi,.c" rec,'d,'v,'sm statutes. Th 1 ese aws provided for increased 

punishment if the crime for which the person was convicted was 

the same as the one for which he had previously been convicted.' 

For example, upon conviction for a second burglary offense, the 

offender 'wou1d be sentenced to life imprisonment. However, if 

the offender's successive convictions were for different crime 

types, notwithstanding the number of convictions, no additional 

penalty would be incurred. 

As time passed, most states rep1 aced their "spec'ific" 

statutes ~ith "general" recidivism or habitual offender statutes, 

which provided for increased punishment for a repetition of crimes 

generally, whether or not the earlier offense was the same as the 

latter one. Cur~ently, virtually every state has attempted to 

deal with the repeat offender by enacting some type of law 

specifically designed to deal with this designated group of 

individuals. 10 . 

10 - The absence,of a general habitual, dangerous offender or 
enhancement law',n a few states in no doubt explained by the 
general sentencing law which mandates consecutive sentencing. 
(e.g. Alabama and Mississippi). . 
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Recently, many observers of the criminal jusiice system 

have noted that "general" recidivism statutes are faulty in 

terms of both theoretical reasoning and practical application. ll 

Most importantly, the legal criteria for implementing general 

habitual offender statutes are based solely upon the number of 

prior convictions and criminal justice resear~;l has shown that 

such criteria are no'longer suitable for distinguishing first 

offenders from the habitual offender. We can no longer be certain 

that a first conviction represents the defendant's first crime. 

It may mark only the defendant's fitst experience of bad luck 

in a career dedicated to crime. Thus, as Rubin has suggested, 

such laws may well be ineffective since they ser~e to isolate 

from society only a group of unfortunate inadequates. 

In response to such criticisms, the federal government and 

some states have enacted "special dangerous offender statutes" 

which allow for enhanced punishment based upon psychological, 

sociological or other demographic factors in the defendant's 

history unrelated to the existence of former prior felony con-

victions. 

Since Careet Criminal Projects focus upon recidivists and 

have additional resources and time they have the oppo'rtunity to 

test the current efficicacy of habitual and other enhancement 

statutes by charging them when the facts warrant an~ then pro

ceeding to trial on them, if required. 

11 - S. Rubin, The La\,l of Criminal Correction, ,2nd Ed., 451-64 
(West Pub. 1973) 
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v. NATIONAL PROGRAH RESULli 

Although a formal evaluation of the national Career 

Criminal Program has yet to be completed, preliminary in{ormation 

i n d 'j cat est hat the pro g ram i sac hie v i n g its, goa.1 s 0 f s pee din g u p 

the prosecution of repeat offenders and incarcerating more of 

them for the crimes which they have committed. 

Statistics based upon analysis of 5,340 defendants who were 

convicted on 8,250 charges disclosed that the aggregate conviction 

rate was 94.4%. 

Even more importantly the data'disc10ses that prosecutors 

are not watering down charges in attempts to obtain guilty pleas 

to lessef offenses in order to achieve a high conviction rate. 

Specifically; 89.3% of the convictions obtained in all the career 

criminal jurisdictions were to the most serious felony as orig

inally charged. To understand the significance of this figure 

it should be compared, for example, with Los Angeles County, 

which oveiall in the year 1974 only convicted 29% of its defen

dants on the highest felony as originally charged. Los Angeles 

County is not singled out because it might be unique among urban 

prosecutors' offices, rather it is cited to show the norm with 

which Career Criminal Project figures can be contrasted. 

Again, a figure which is more important than the conviction 

rate is the incarceration rate achieved by Career Criminal Projects, 

.i.e., the percentage of those defendants convicted who were sent-, 

enced to serve prison terms. At this point the reader should 

initially remember the data presented in Section I of this paper 
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wherein it was noted for example, that in the whole State of 

Wisconsin, an incarceration rate of only 59% was achieved with 

convicted felony defendants who had two or more prior felony con

victions. Remember also as set forth in that section that in Los 

Angeles County in )974 only 12% of the burglars with prior 

felony convictions were incarcerated in state prison. Latest 

figures show the aggregate average of the Career Criminal Pro

jects reporting to the clearinghouse is a 92% incarceration rate 

on convi cted defendants'. 

The latest available data also demonstrates that the con

victed career criminal defendant continues to reflect a prior 

criminal record of 10.5 arrests pet defendant and 5.5 convictions 

per defendant. 

As yet another "success indicator", NLDC re~ently ran a 

'computerized analysis in one major midwestern city~ comparing 

Career Criminal Project dispositions with "whole office" dis

positional data (from PROMIS which included Project data) during 

the ~ame time period. The Career Criminal Project obtained 

guilty verdicts at a rate 517% higher than the whole office, re

duced the dismissal rate to a level 59% lower than the whole 

office, and reduced a defendant's chances of acquittal at trial 

from 1 to 3 in the whole office to 1 in 16. 

A trend is also developing which may imply that the above 

present statistics are perhaps having an impact upon crime rates. 

The study recently conducted by the National Lega~ Data Center, 

analyzed the robbery,'burglary and total index crime rates in 

seventeen DF career criminal jurisdictions. 
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The crimes of robbery and burglary were selected because 

they constituted the main charges against 65% of the convicted 

defendants in the seventeen jurisdictions. When the robbery 

rates for the first three months of 1977 were contrasted for the 

first three months of 1976, and then compared with the national 

average for cities of over 25,000 population, jurisdictions with 

Career Criminal Projects as a group achieved a reduction in 

their robbery rate which was 54% higher (i.e., 12.35%) than the 

national average reduction (which was ~%). In burglary the re

duction was 30% highe\ (i.e. 9.1%) than the national average 

reduction (which was 7%). For all index crimes the reduction 

was 37% higher (i.e., 12.35%) than the national average reduction 

(which was 9%). , 

Based upon data such as the above and after on-site visits 

to several career criminal jurisdictions, the Wall Street 

Journal of August 19, 1976, stated that the program "is holding 

out some hope that crime can be reduced." After in-depth obser

vation of the New Orleans Career Criminal Unit, the National 

Observer of May 22, 1976, concluded that the Career Criminal Unit 

.was "the most effective and innovative program" responsible for 

the drastic drop in serious crime achieved in New Orleans. New 

York Magazine on September 27, 1976, in an article written by an 

author who was the victim of a burglary which was handled by the 

N.Y. Career Criminal Unit, stated that his experience with the 

Unit reassured him that the New York City Criminal Justice System' 

could work and work swiftly at times. 
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u.s. News and World Report of November 22, 1976, 

stated that the program "is starting to show important results." 

The Reader's Digest lead article for June, 1977; refer

red to the career criminal program as "a simple but revolutionary 

shiftll which is producing "spectacular" crime reductions "on the 

street." 
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VI. FUTURE DIRECTIONS 

Evaluations of existing Career Criminal Projects in

dicate that they have been quite successful in providing swift 

and sure justice for appreheoded "Career Criminals". The eval

uations generally ,conclude' that the projects should continue 

their intensified efforts while attempting to make j~sti'ce even 

swifter and surer for the "Career Criminal". 

The research supported and encour~ged by L.E.A.A. is be

ginning to produce conclusions which are already shaping the 

future directions of existing Career Criminal Projects and have 

lead to the development of new L.E.A.A. Programs and new inter

facing and/or levels of cooperation between Programs. Probably 

the most significant of these studies to prosecutors is the Rand 

study entitled, "Cr'iminal Careers of Habitual Felons" quoted 

'earlier in this overview. This study contains another finding 

which is described in the conclusions section (at page 118)'as 

follows: 

"Despite the diversity in this sample, two broad types 

the intensive and the intermittent - emerged from the data . 

. The intensive type, consisting of about one-third of the 

sample, was more continuously engaged in crime, more com-

mitted to a criminal lifestyle, and more careful about 

avoiding arrest than the intermittent type, consisting of 

two-thirds of the sample. Most strikinq, the average in-

tensive offender ~ommitted about ten times as many crimes 

as the intermittent offender, yet was five times less likely 
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to be arrested for anyone crime. Once arrested, the in

tensive offender was also less likely to be convicted and 

incarcerated. 

Other differences that cross-tabulation revealed were 

that the intensives were more self directed early in their 

careers, obtained significantly more money per crime, and 

were more likely to have spent the money on drugs and alco

hol than were intermittents. Respondents involved with 

alcohol alone were far more likely to be intermittents than 

intensives." 

The final portion of the Rand study under "Conclusions, 

Policy Imp1ic,ations" is set forth in total below as it sUl11marizes 

,the conclusions and suggests specific directions: 

liThe continuing criminal activity of this sample in the 

face of frequent arrests, convictions, and incarcerations 

'is an indication of the inability of previous rehabili-

tation, deterrence and prevention efforts to curtail their 

criminal behavior. The primary alternative for counter-

,acting such offenders is a greater reliance on incapacitation. 

Incapacitation policies are intended to assure the ~onviction 

and prolonged incarceration of serious habitual offenders, 

on c ear res ted . The rat ion' ale i sob v i 0 us: 0 f fen d e r s can not 

commit crimes against the community while in prison, and 

they are not likely to be able to make up for lost time after 

release if the probability of reincarceration is high. But 

an incapacitation policy is both unfair ,and highly costly 

if an undu~ number of ~nappropriate off~nders are given long 

prison terms. Thus~ the effectiveness of ' this approach rests 
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largely on the ability of the criminal justice system to 

distinguish among offenders and identify those most deser

ving of lengthy imprisonment. 

Although the length and seriousness of a defendant's 

pr~or record give an indication of his propensity toward 

future serious crime, the predictive value of this infor

mation by itself is weak. That is partly because of the 

poor correlation bet~een offenders' actual behavior and 

t~eir ~rrest records. A'meager a~rest record may disguise 

a dangerous crimina1~ even though a long arrest record 

usually signifies extensive criminal activity. Our data 

emphasize that arrest records do not suffice in distinguish

ing among the more serious and the less serious habitua1 

o·ffenders. Wh,en we compa red the rap sheets of the i ntens i ves 

as a whole with those of the intermittents as a whole, no 

significant differences emerged between the types - not 

only in arrests but also in convictions and incarcerations. 

Yet, by their intervie~ responses, we kn~w that the inten-

'sives, less than one7thitd'of the.s~mple,'had committ~d a 

disproportionately large number of the offenses reported. 

It is thus crucial to identify the intensive offenders by 

some means in addition to their criminal records. And if 

an objective of sentencing is to prevent future crime by 

incapacitating high-risk offenders, our data suggest that 

it is counterproductive to concentrate on older habitual 

offenders. The gre~test effect in crimes prev~nted would 

come from imprisoning the younger, more active offenders, 
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since individual offense rates appear to decline sub

stantially with age. 

What might the additional means of identification be? 

One would be to make better use of the crime-clearance in

formation police obtain in following up an arrest. With a 

suspect in custody, policy investigators are often able to 

"~lear",or solve, previous crimes by linking them to the 

suspect through confession, similarity of MO, fingerprint 

matches, and the like. A majority of the intensives in our 

sample reported that their arrests led to the clearance of 

some of their other crimes. In one extreme case, twenty 

robberies were cleared by the arrest of one offender. 

In current practice, much of this information is ig

nored except to close police files. WHen the police trans

fer' charges to the prosecutor's office for the filing of a 

formal complaint, they include only the counts' on which 

. there is enough evidence to establish legal guilt. And 

after finding such evidence on one or two counts, the 

police tend to discontinue investigating the other cleared 

crimes. That is because they expect any charges beyond the 

strongest one or two to be dropped in return for a guilty 

plea. Even if they are not dropped, multiple convictions 

often do not increase the sentence. A more systematic 

attempt to investigate and legally prove additional counts 

would undoubtedly help distinguish the intensives among 

habitual offenders. 
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Another source of information to help identify the most 

serious offenders is the suspect's record of juvenile arrests 

and institutional commitments. Juvenile records ar~ considered 

sensitive information, and their use is highly restricted by 

law. However, given their potentioal value in identifying 

the more serious habitual offenders, it appears ~hat they 

should be made more accessible to prosecutors and used in 

sentencing decisions. 

The preliminary evidence from this study suggests th~t 

incapacitation, by imprisonmen~, may be the most direct 

alternative for reducing the societal toll at the hands of 

habitual offenders, provided that the most serious of them 

can be identified before their criminality has declined. 

If crime is to be reduced through incapacitation policies, 

the following procedural changes should be considered: 

* 

* 

Police and presenten~e investigators should provide 
prosecutors and judges with more thorough information 
including multiple crime-clearance and juvenile 
offense data - to help identify the intensive offen
ders for whom incapacitation may be justified. 
Extended prison sentences should be imposed on 
offenders whose prior record and current charges 
reflect serious and sustained criminal activity. 
These sentences should be imposed at the earliest 
time such offenders have been identified with 
reasonable confidence." 

While some' projects have considered the possibility of 

identifying the intensive type of offenders they have experienced 
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~ the problems suggested by Rand. These projects are attempting to 

develop procedures to assure that the information the police have 

does get to the prosecutor before sentencing and that the infor

mation can be and is used by the Court when sentencing. 

L.E.A.A. has developed experimental programs which inter

face special policy projects with Career Criminal Projects in 

'the same jurisdiction. One of the goals of the police project 

is better quality police work and therefore better quality 

cases (increased probability of charging and conviction on the 

top charge without plea bargaining by necessity). A second goal 

is the earlier identification and the apprehension of offenders, 

etc. through the concept of "Crime Analysis". This concept also 

lends itself to the early identification of "Career Criminals" 

and the development of information about the defendant and the 

defendant's criminal activities. The interfacing is intended to 

develop those areas of information which can directly enhance the 

effectiveness of the Career Criminal Project and get that infor

mation to the project in a timely manner. 

Another experimental activity is the formation of special 

juvenile compone~ts within Career Criminal Projects. This type 

of approach recognizes that statistics indicate juvenile 

offenders commit over 60% of all Part I Crimes committed and, 

unless drastic measures are taken by the criminal justice system, 

these juvenile offenders are" rapidly on their way to becoming 

"Career Criminals". These special juvenile components operate 

L 
1 ~ 

I : , 

r 
11 • tr 

,.l~\_~.r;:_similarly to the non-juvenile components by selecting for priority ~_ 

prosecution those juveniles who qualify under a specially developed [ 

selection criteria (e.g., Seattle). 

- 36 - I 
I 

r 

IT f. U l: 

r: ' 
)1 , 

~ ,. , 

Thus, because of the inherent flexibility of the Career 

Criminal Program concept it does not remain static but continues 

to be refined and can be applied to new areas while continuing to 

increase the rational prioritization of the resources of the 

criminal justice system. 

As projects approach their second anniversary of operation 

Prosecutors must reassess the need for and utilization of re-

sources by their Career Criminal Projects. Some smaller juris

dictions have found that the number of, defendants qual ifying as 

"Career Criminals" has declined as the project operated because 

defendants handled by the projects have received lengthy periods 

of incarceration and are no longer coming back through the "re

volving door". The prosecutor must then determine whether to 

mod~fy the selection criteria, reduce the resources utilized by 

.. the project, or el iminate the project entirely and, transfer its 

functions to the main office. 

The Rand study itself contains a cautionary statement re

garding the studys' conclusions as "proposals for changes i~ 

current criminal justice policy" because of its preliminary nature. 

This caution is well stated as studies in progress are reaching 

some slightly different conclusions, however, there are also a 

number of consistent conclusions. Some specific consistent con

clusions are that a small group of defendants commit an inordin

ate amount of serious crimes, that this group of criminals is 

virtually undeterred ~y the present system, and that the only 

presently viable option to protect our society from these defen

dants appears to be incapacitation through incarceratin. Also 

consistent are the conclusions 'that a lengthy criminal record 

"usually signifies extensive crimirial activity" and that a meager 
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record "may disguise a dangerous criminal" and that the crim-

inal activity of "career criminals" will usually continue if 

they are not incapacitated. 

As more is learned about "Career Criminality" some adjust

ments may be required to increase the overall effectiveness of 

the Program along wit~ some apparently significant changes in 

the criminal justice system. The prosecutor, as the chief law 

enforcement officer of a jurisdiction, must set the example and 

lead the way to a more effective utilization of the limited re

sources of the entire criminal justice system. 
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VII. CONCLUSIONS 

The Career Criminal Program was conceived and developed 

as a pragmatic and a rational means to reduce the occurrence Qf. 

serious crimes by focusing the resources of the criminal justice 

system on those persons who are responsible for an inQrdinate 

amount of serious crimes - the "career criminal". The concept 

is simply to prioritize the limited resources of the system to 

maximize (or at least drastically increase) the systems effectiveness 

in controlling serious crime. 

The emphasis is on the public prosecutor, the chief law 

enforcement officer of a jurisdiction, because the exercise of 

prosecutorial' discretion establishes or least substantially im

pacts the priorities' of each component of the system and becasue 

the prosecutor is the only offi~ial in the criminal justice system 

that is involved at'each stage of a defendants experience with the 

system. 

A prosecutorial Career Criminal Project selects "Career 

Criminals" for priority prosecution by uniformly applying an 

established selection criteria then acts to assure that these 

defendants received swift and sure justice, and then, through con

tinued post-~onviction involvement, acts to assure appropriate 

periods of confinement. 

Recently one assistant prosecutor, after discussing the 

Career Criminal ?rogram with the NLDC staff reached a conclusion 

which was stated as a question: "You mean we are actually going 

to start enforcing the law - at least against some of the really 

bad defenqants? 
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Determinate Sentencing Conference 
Career Criminal Program Workshop 
National College of District Attorneys 
Technical Assistance Visit 
Technical Assistance Visit 
Technical Assistance Visit 
(by Columbus, Akron, Canton, Ohio) 
Career Criminal Program Workshop 

SENATOR MATHIAS ADDRESSES 
BOSTON CONFERENCE 

Senator Charles McC. Mathias, Jr., 
(Rl Maryland, addressed the Northeast 
Regional Career Criminal Program 
Conference held at the Park Plaza 
Hotel in Boston, Massachusetts, on 
July 23-24, 1977, via a special 
telephonic communication device 
from the floor of the Senate. 

Senator Math ias expressed the be
lief that the trend of shifting "respon
sibility for criminal behavior from 
individuals to the society as a whole," 
which was prevalent during the 1960's 
is changing in Congress to one of a 
"Get Tough" policy. He stated the 
new direction includes the following 
three major components: 

1) A reform in the way criminals 
are sentenced; 

2) A new determination to trans
form prisons from colleges of crime 
into modern facilities that will permit 
Judges and Prosecutors to follow 
rational policies in charging and 
sentencing criminals; and 

3) A new focus on repeat offenders 
who exploit their familiarity with the 
criminal Justice system to avoid jail. 

To help bring to realization the 
above, the Senator stated that he 
introduced Senate Bill 28, ent.itled 

Rivers Trussell, T~chnical Assistance Speciali.st 

NO.3 

ACTIVITIES 

Berkeley, CA 
Boston, MA 

Houston, TX 
Seattle, WA 

San Francisco, CA 
Warren and Youngstown, OH 

Portland, OR 

"The Repeat Offenders Prosecution 
and Prison Improvements Act of 
1977." Components of the bill call 
for: 1) The Federal Bureau of Prisons 
to build (5) regional prisons on federal 
property. 75% of the new space would 
be made available on a contracted, per 
diem basis, for housing prisoners from 
local and state prisons and 2) A 
specific program under L.E.A.A. with 
its own appropriation to protect 
Career Criminal Programs from being 
lost in the annual competition for 
L.E.A.A. funds. 

Praising the Career Criminal Pro
gram, the Senator stated "Perhaps the 
most important aspect of S.B. 28 is 
that it is not a one-shot demonstration 
project ... I specifically included ... a 
provision for continued annual fund
ing of the Career Criminal Program." 

Interested persons can obtain more 
information about S.B. 28 by contact
ing Mr. Mike Klipper at Senator 
Mathias's office. 

AUTHOR OF PUNISHING 
CRIMINALS PARTICIPATES IN 

BOSTON WORKSHOP 
The well-known psychoanalyst and 

noted social critic Ernest van den 
Haag, addressed the Boston Career 
Criminal Program Workshop on June 
22, 1977. Dr. van den Haag, using his 

Ronald W. Sabo, Projects Coordinator 
Albert M. Walkling, Prosecution Specialist 

JUNE-SEPTEMBER, 1977 

June 2, 1977 
June 22-23, 1977 

July 11, 197'7 
July 30,1977 

September 8-9, 1977 
October 3, 1977 

October 6-7, 1977 
recently published book entitled Pun
ishing Criminals as a resource, com
mented upon two distinct areas of 
criminal justice (i.e., deterrence .and 
juvenile justice). 

I n the area of deterrence, Professor 
van den Haag stated that deterrence 
can only .be effective in combatting 
crime if the state exhibits to potential 
criminals, strict imposition of heavy 
sentences. In other words, if the state 
wishes to deter potential offenders, 
then it must demonstrate the imposi
tion of heavy penalties alre!ldy being 
served by those who are presently 
incarcerated. Via this method, Profes
sor van den Haag theorizes that 
possible criminals will begin to weigh 
the costs of anti-sodal conduct and 
realize the necessity to conduct a law 
abiding life style. 

His second area of ,concern involved 
juveniles and mol'e specifically, 
juvenile drug users and pushers. He 
commented that stwere penalties 
should be imposed on first offenders 
in this category in an effort to deter 
other would-be juvenile delinquencies. 

In summ!ltion, the Professor advo
cated mandatory stric:ter sentencing 
laws, and the consistenlt use thereof by 
the judiciary. 

I * This newsletter is published by the National Legal Data Center supported by Grant #76·TA-99-030 awarded by the Law En'forcement 
Assistance Administration. Points of view or opinions stated in this publication are those of the National Legal Data Center or its c.ontributors 
thereto, and do not necessarily represent the official position of the United States Department of Justice. 
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DATA AND PERFORMANCE 
ANALYSES 

Potential Crime Rate Impact of 
Career Criminal Programs During the 
First Quarter of 1977. 

TABLE I 
FIRST QUARTER 1977 VS. FIRST 

QUARTER 1976 CRIME RATE~ 
Robbery Burglary Total 

Index 

All Cities -8% -7% -9% 
17CCP Cities* -12.35% -9.10% -12.35% 

*Excludes only Kalamazoo and Manhattan 

Table I, (derived from preliminary 
FB I UCR data) contrasts crime rate 
statistics for the first quarter of 1977 

with the first quarter of 1976. The 
all-cities columns represent the rates 
for cities of 25,000 and above. The 
CCP cities columns include all of the 
D F-funded Career Criminal sites ex
cept Kalamazoo and Manhattan. Kala
mazoo data is not presented as that 
city is too small to be in the 
preliminary UCR reports and Manhat
tan is not presented since its data is 
but a sUb-section of the larger New 
York City information presented in 
the preliminary UCR's. 

A (eview of Table I clearly shows 
that in each of the stated crime 
categories the reduction in crime ratr:s 
in the Career Criminal cities was 
significantly higher than the rsduc
tions respectively experienced by US 
cities generally. 

Specifically, the crimEl rate reduc
tions in the 17 Career Criminal cities 
EXCEEDED the national average de
creases by: 

54% in Robberies 
30% in Burglaries 
37% in All I ndex Crimes 

In further considering Table I it 
should be remembered that the rates 
for "U.S. cities generally" includes the 
(even lower) rates of the 17 Career 
Criminal cities and thus, if their (even 
lower) rates could be separated out, 
then the decrease for the main group 
would have been less, resulting in an 
even greater gap between the two 
groups (in favor of the Career Criminal 
cities). 

16 

12 

8 

4 

PERCENT OF DECREASE IN ROBBERIES 

TABLE II 
ROBBERY DECREASES - CCP CITIES VS. ALL U.S. CITIES 

FIRST SIX 
MONTHS -

1976 

14% 

9% 

FIRST NINE 
MONTHS-

1976 

15.6% 

CCP CITIES 

ALL YEAR 

1976 

FIRST THREE 
MONTHS -

1977 

8% 

OALL U.S. CITIES 

Table II is a longitudinal chart demonstrating potential impact on robbery rates in 
the '.'first generation" Career Criminal cities (here again, Kalamazoo and Manhattan are 
no~ I.ncluded for the reasons above stated, thus the "first generation" statistics include 
9 cities). 

It should also be remembered that the 1976 figures presented in Table II are not 
separat~ and distinct quarterly statistics, but rather are "rolling total figures" for 
respe~tlvely ~he first six months, the first nine months and all twelve months of 1976. 

It IS here Important to note that as each of the time frame points displayed in Table 
I i the "first generation" Career Crim inal cities have been consistently recording 
r?~bery rate decreas~s. substantially in excess of the decreases experienced by U.S. 
cities generally. Spe~lflcaIlY, the "low point" of Career Criminal cities' performance 
occ.urred for the entire 12 months of 1976 when their robbery reduction exceeded the 
n~~lo~al average by "only" 49%. Conversely, the "high point" of Career Criminal 
cities performance occurred during the first quarter of 1977 when their performance 
exceeded cities generally by 75%. 

I n summary, alt~ough the respective gap (in favor of the Career Criminal cities) did 
fluctuat~, at no pOint was the Career Criminal cities' decrease less than approximately 
half agam as large as that experienced by cities generally. 

- ----~ '.~--------~~---r----------------------------------------------------------------~--------------~~ 

.... 
-I 
I l , I 

~~ I 
j l 

.1. 1 

J 

" . \ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM 
PR':VIOUS CRIMINAL RECORD ANALYSIS BY PROJECT 

JULY 1977 

Percentage of Total Defendants with: 

PROJECT Local Non-local No Previous 
(B~ Common Name! Record 1 Record Only" Record 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 100.Q% 0.0% 0.0% 

Boston, Massachusetts 93.1% 5.2% 1.7% 

Columbus, Ohio 92.6% 6.9% 0.5% 

Dallas, Texas 96.3% 3.0% 0.7% 

Detroit, Michigan 91.8% 5,2% 3.0% 
Houston, Texas 88.0% 6.7% 5.3% 

Indianapolis, Indiana 94.9% 3.3% 1.8% 
Kalamazoo, Michigan 36.5% 3.5% 0.0% 
Louisville, Kentucky 97.1% 2.9% 0.0% 
Las Vegas, Nevada 88.2% 11.8% 0.0% 
Miami, Florida 91.4% 6.3% 2.3% 
Memphis, Tennessee 96.3% 2.8% 0.9% 
New Orleans, Louisiana 95.1% 1.0% 3.9% 
New York, New York 98.0% 2.0% 0.0% 
Portland, Oregon 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Rhode Island (Statewide) 87.2% 5.8% 7.0% 
San Diego, California 75.8% 17.0% 7.2% 
Salt Lake Cit'!, Utah 96.8% 3,2% 0.0% 
St. Louis, Missouri - City 98.9% 0.0% i .1~{' 
St. Louis, Missouri.- County 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% ---
ALL PROJECTS 93.5% 4.2% 2.3% 

1 Defendants with only a Local Record or both a local and Non-local Record 

When the first L.E.A.A. Funded 
Career Criminal Projects began in 1975 
there was considerable concern that 
"Career Criminals" might be highly 
transient and thus that there would be 
a problem in identifying them (i.e., 
their criminal records and other 
background information would be in a 
number of different jurisdictions). It 
soon became apparent to these pro
jects that this was not generally true 
and that the vast majority of defen
dants screened by the projects were 
known to local law enforcement 
agencies because of their local criminal 
records, reliable information about, or 
evidence of, their criminal activities, or 
both. 

The above table indicates the 
percentages of "Career Criminals" that 
had a local record, i.e., in the county 
or parish where the offense(s) oc
curred; those defendants with only a 
non-local record, i.e., in a county, 
parish or state other than where the 
offense(s) occurred; and those defen
dants without a locatable record who 
qualified because of the evidence that 
they were "Career Criminals". 

The table confirms project feed
back that the overwhelming majority 
of career criminals did possess local 
records and that only small percen
tages of defendants selected had only a 
non-local prior record. 



------ ---

CENTER DATA ACTIVITIES 

Data was received from 22 jurisdictions this quarter. The month-by-month totals 
are summarized in the table below: 

Data Entry Activities 

Closed CDFs CDFs loaded into Data Records 
Month Received Data Base Generated 

April 399 358 6157 
May 490 399 6850 
June 484 * 8143 

TOTALS 1373 757 21150 Records 

With the entry of 757 closed forms, the data base grew during this quarter from 4142 case data 
forms on April 1, to 4899 case data forms at the end of June, for an 18% increase. 

A concerted effort was undertaken during this quarter to enter all case data forms received, and 
produce the monthly statistical report within any given month. This task was almost achieved and 
is expected to be completed during the next quarter. The present definition of "current" requires 
data to be entered within 30 days of receipt. This situation is the result of 1) forms arriving at the 
Center after the 15th of the month; and 2) excessive up-dating necessitated by a large number of 
corrections to old data. 

During this quarter, the Center significantly enhanced its capabilities toward the achievement of 
its goal of providing monthly performance reports relevant to each jurisdiction and to L.E.A.A. 
Specifically, " new reporting format was developed based upon experience and input from the DF 
jurisdictions as to the type of reports they desired. 

This new format is the result of a National Survey and we believe (and jurisdiction response 
confirms), that it meets the three commonly suggested areas of revision: 

First, the format speaks in terms meaningful to attorneyladministrators in that it conveys 
"total crime convictions," "defendant conviction rate," and "defendant top felony conviction 
rate," etc. 

Second, each month's shipment contains a meaningful "benchmark" to that particular 
jurisdiction against which that month's performance can be measured. That is, each month the 
jurisdiction receives a performance summary for that month and a comparable summary showing 
program performance from program start-up to the next prior month. With each shipment, the 
"program start-up to next prior month" summary is up-dated, thus providing a "rolling b .. lance" of 
prior performance reports. 

Third, the performance summary includes conviction data on all major crimp, au linst persons 
and property, and provides key defendant history data such as prior arrests, priL·, convictions, 
release status, etc. 

We are now developing and in tile near future will also implement, a new programming system 
which will allow fully automated preparation of these perhrmance summary reports (in addition 
to our more detailed eight-page reports). 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 

Career Criminal Program Technical 
Assistance provided by the Law 
Enfc~cement Assistance Administra
tion through the National Legal Data 
Center is designed to provide a variety 
of no-cost services to Career Criminal 
Program prosecutorial offices. Exam
ples of assistance available are: 

2) Newsletter 
This newsletter is published by 
NLDC as a "user information 
sheet." If you have any relevant 
information for dissemination in 
"The Verdi~t," please contact 
Rivers Trussell at the Center. 

4) Technical Assistance Package 
New or prospective jurisdictions 
receive a Technical Assistance 
Package which contains informa
tion about the design, develop
ment, implementation, and oper
ation of a Career Criminal 
Program. Recipients have found 
that this package of materials is 
most helpful and well utilized. 
Over a hundred of these were 
distributed to prospective juris
dictions during the first half of 
1977. 

1) Legal Assistance 
Assistance in dealing with pro
gram legal attacks, status offend
er, and other enhancement laws. 
Specialized information is avail
able in such areas as: the right of 
the people to a speedy trial, 
enhancement laws, and the con
cept of selecting and prosecuting 
defendants as Career Criminals. 
We will also research any legal 
issue presented in any Career 
Criminal case. 

3) Response to Telephone Requests 
The Center receives a large 
nu mber of telephone requests 
each week. I n an effort to satisfy 
these request:, we have devel
oped procedur s to prQvide the 
requested infC1:mation in the 
shortest time period possible. We 
will respond to questions con
cerning everything from program 
administration to legal attacks. 
The telephone number is (805) 
497-3786, and we welcome your 
call. 

5) Data Training 
In an effort to insure the highest 
quality of data, we provide data 
orientation and specialized data 
collection training to new proj
ect or replacement data collec
tors either on-site or at the 
Center. 
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6) Data Services 
The extensive special data re
trieval capabilities of our auto
mated information system pro
vides user prosecutors with valu
able and significant information. 
I n addition, descri ptive statistics 
concerning Career Criminals 
prosecuted by their project (and 

the National program) are avail
able. Through this flexible pro
gram we have supported numer
ous innovative and imaginative 
requests received from jurisdic
tions as well as providing routine 
information retrieval and analy
sis. 

7) On-Site Visits 
On-Site visits provide the best 
opportunity for providing con
sultation on all facets of the 
Program. 

Jurisdictions are provided speci
fic responses to problems. Rec
ommendations and suggestions 
are tailored to the needs of their 
project. 

During the first half of 1977, 
Center staff visited 28 separate 
jurisdictions which in part, con
tributed to the creation of at 
least 10 non-federally funded 
programs. 

If you have any questions 
concerning any of the services 
offered by the Center, please call 
R ilters Trussell, Technical Assis
tance Specialist. 

NEW DISCRETIONARY 
FUNDED CCPS 

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 
Sept. 1977 

Portsmouth, Virginia 
Aug. 1977 

San Francisco, California 
Aug. 1977 

Clearwater, Florida 
Sept. 1977 

CALIFORNIA STATE REVENUE 
FUNDING FOR CCP 

Governor Jerry Brown signed into 
law SB683 which provides funding for 
Career Criminal Programs throughout 
the State of California. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

The bill (SB 683) authorizes the 
SPA to establish a funding procedure 
based upon applications submitted by 
District Attorneys who desire to estab
lish CCPunits. 

Such applications must meet guide
lines requiring "vertical representa
tion," reduced caseloads, limited plea 
bargaining, etc. 

The bill also includes "selection 
criteria" requirements, establishing as 
career criminals persons who are: (a) 
charged with robbery, burglary, arson, 
sale of hard narcotics, grand theft or 
grand theft auto AND who, (b) have 
once previously been convicted of any 
such crimes within 10 years OR 'have 
previously twice been convicted within 
10 years (exclusive of time in prison) 
of other felonies. DAs are also given 
the option of targeting only one of the 
main (part (a)) crimes and of selecting 
individuals with no prior convictions 
but who are currently charged with 
any three main (part (a)) crimes 
(arising out of separate transactions). 

BACKGROUND 

The Califoi[lia Legislature passed 
the bill in light of the successes 
achieved by the San Diego DF career 
criminal unit and the locally funded 
units established with N LDC technical 
assistance in Ventura, Sacramento and 
Santa Barbara. 

N LDC staff assisted in the develop
ment of this legislation by providing 
information and testifying before the 
State Senate Crime Committee on the 
achievem'ents nationally of CCPs. 

rJORTHWEST REGIONAL 
WORKSHOP 

The Northwest Regional Workshop 
was held in Portland, Oregon on 
October 6-7, 1977 and was hosted by 
the Honorable Harl Haas, District 
Attorney of Multnomah County. 

Progress reports were presented by 
John Ray (Portland), Mel Harmon 
(Las Vegas), Doug Henson (Albuqu~r
que), Andre La Borde (San Francisco), 
and Dave Yocum (Salt Lake City). 
N LDC staff presented the latest 
statistical trends and T.A. procedures 
and LEAA Career Criminal Program 
Manager Bud Hollis discussed the 
revised Career Crimi,nal Program con
cept. 

Speakers included Lee Brown, Di
rector, Department of Justice Services; 
Dr. Peter Greenwood of the Rand 
Corp.; Circuit Judge John Beatty, 
Multnomah County, Oregon. 

YOUR ATTENTION IS DRAWN 

The Rand Corporation has recently 
published a final report entitled 
Criminal Careers of Habitual Felons. 
The report is the result of a study 
focussing on the criminal careers of 
forty-nine (49) inmates of a medium
security prison in San Luis Obsipo, 
California. 

Major findings of the report include 
information on the extent and pat
terns of criminality, arrest rates, 
conviction rates, prosecutorial treat
ment, prison experience, post-release 
experience, criminal sophistication, 
motivation for crime, employment 
performance, and violence. 

The report, which was conducted 
under the direction of Joan Petersilia, 
Peter Greenwood, and Marvin Lavin, 
contains information of interest to all 
those involved in the criminal justice 
system. 

If you are interested in receiving a 
copy of the report, you may contact 
Dr. Peter Greenwood of the Rand 
Corporation, 1700 Main Street, Santa 
Monica, CA 90406; Telephone Num
ber (213) 393-0411. Each copy costs 
$7.00. 

The Criminal Personality - Volume 
I - A Profile for Change. This book, 
written by Samuel Yochelson, Ph.D., 
M.D. and Stanton E. Samenow, Ph.D. 
prel;ents a detailed portrait of criminal 

behavior patterns and follows fifteen 
years of research, intensive therap /, 
and follow-up studies. The authors 
conclude that every thinking process 
of the criminal must be eliminated by 
choice and will, if the criminal 
behavioral pattern is to be eliminated. 

Copies of this publication are 
available through Jason Aronson, Inc., 
59 Fourth Avenue, New York, NY 
10003, at a cost of $25.00 each. 



L.w .nd Order Theme , 
Row\"oMe'lic Tr.nquilily 

~o.shington ,5tJr-l~clU.s 

1st of kind 

MEDIA CLIPS 
Courier - Journal 

Louisville, Kentuck y 

20B-'/ear Sentence Recommended for 
Felon 

William S. Cole, 27, of the 1000 block of 
South Floyd Street, has been found guilty 
of being a persistent felony offender by a 
Jefferson Circuit Court jury, which recom
mended that he be sentenced to 206 years 
in prison. 

Cole was tried on the charge ThursdilY 
after another jury last April found him 
guilty of charges stemming from the 
kidnaping and rape of a 22-year-old 
Okolona woman last August. 

Cole, and another man, Frank Bryan, 50, 
of the 900 block of Ash Street, were found 
guilty of kidnaping the woman and taking 
her to River Road and Harrods Creek, where 
she was sexually abused. 

The jury at that time recommended to 
Judge Ber.jamin Shobe that Cole be 

sentenred to a total of 45 years on charges 
of kidnaping, oiding and assisting in rape, 
first-degree sodomy and first-degree wanton 
endangerment. Sentences totaling 40 years 
were recommended for Bryan on charges of 
kidnapi'1g, first-degree rape and sodomy. 

I n finding Cole guilty of being a repeat 
offender, the jury Thursday recommended 
to Shobe that the punishment suggested by 
the April jury be increased. The jury 
recommended that Cole be given 62-year 
sentences for kidnaping, aiding in the rape 
and sodomy and a 20-year sentence on the 
wanton-endangerment charge. 

Cole was convicted and sentenced on a 
charge of auto la .. ceny in 1968 in Wayne 
County, Ohio, and ')n charges of receiving 
stolen property and .lntering and breaking in 
Franklin County, Kentucky, in 1972. 

Shobe sentenced Bryan Thursday to 
serve 20 years on the kidnaping charge. The 
other two charges, for which Bryan was 
sentenced to 10 years each, are to run 
concurrently. 

No date has been set for Cole's 
sentencing. 

Seattle Times - 7/3/77 

The Times' Opinion and Comment: 

Prosecutor Zeroes in on Repeat 
Offenders 

Expanding on earlier efforts to stiffen 
the handling of lawbreakers committing 
"high impact" crimes (murder, assaUlt, 
armed robbery, etc.), King County Prosecu
tor Christopher T. Bayley is about to 
borrow a leaf from a law-enforcement book 
that has produced useful results in several 
other parts of the nation. 

"Undi:!r a newly announced "career
criminal program," Bayley's office intends 
to place far heavier emphasis on repeat 
offenses by both adults and juveniles. 

While chronic lawbreakers represent a 
relatively small percentage of the offender 
population, they are responsible for a 
disproportionately high number of all 
crimes. 

Development of a system to identify 
career criminals and then to seek their 
incarceration grew out of a Justice Depart
ment Conference three years ago, shortly 
after President Ford had deplored in a 
speech the commission of "a great majority 
of crime by a very significant minority." 

Bayley happened to be at that confer
ence, out of which came the establishment 
of the federally assisted National Legal Data 
Center. 

Philip Cohen, the center's executive 
director, has been in Seattle to assist Bayley 
in setting up a program in which a "point 
system" (points to be "earned" accClrding to 
the number and seriousness of offenses) will 
determine whether an offender is to be 
classified as a career criminal. 

Once that classification is applied to a 
defendant facing a new charge, Bayley's 
staff will allow no room for maneuver 
through such devices as plea bargaining and 
trial continuances, and will seek incarcera
tion in all but the most exceptional 
situations. 

Setting the King County project apart 
from similar approaches in nearly a score of 
other United States communitiEL (Portland 
is the nearest example geographically) is the 
plan to include juveniles in the career
criminal process. 

"This makes sense," Bayley says, "be
cause people under 18 are responsible for 
about 45 per cent of all serious crime." 

By reallocating his available manpower, 
Bayley hopes the new project can be 
accomplished without resort to federal 
grantsmanship (although the eventual hiring 
of additional deputy prosecutors may 
compel requests to the County Council for a 
budget i'1crease this year!. 

The Legislature's recent enactment of a 
stronger Washington State code providing 
for closer scrutiny of juvenile lawbreakers is 
expected to undergird the prosecutor's 
project, in which offenses committed by 
youths under 18 will "carryover" into adult 
records. 

Harsher punishment for so-called career 
{!riminais obviously will add to pressures on 
the state's overburdened prison system. But 
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the potential for curbing crime by what 
G'lrald Ford called "a very significant 
minllrity" surely will deserve a favorable 
citizen response. 

The ultimate test will be the number of 
crimes committed. 

"If I could get just 200 guys off my 
streets and keep them off," a metropolitan 
police chief once said in discussing recidi
vism, "I could cut thecrime rate in half I" 

The Oregonian - 3/17/77 

Former Drug Counselor Draws 
Maximum Term 

James Babe Wilson, former state drug 
counselor, was sentenced to the maximum 
1 0 years in prison Wednesday for possession 
of heroin and smuggling the drug into 
Rocky Butte Jail last NovembGr, 

As a courtroom full of supporters 
listened, Wilson, 35, told Multnomch 
County Circuit Judge James Ellis he was an 
"innocent man," and that the case against 
him "stems from me doing my job." 

Wilson was a counselor at Alpha House, a 
resident drug treatment center in Portland 
operated under the Mental Health Division. 
It was part of his job to screen inmates at 
Rocky Butte for possible entry into the 
program as a condition of probation. 

Wilson, who contended he was framed, 
told Ellis that the county narcotics officers 
who arrested him Nov. 29 at the jail did not 
believe heroin addicts could kick the habit, 
"and I feel this case is built around that." 

Wilson, a former addict with four drug 
related convictions in the past, said, "I'm 
devoting my life to helping addicts. Now 
I'm being convicted and sentenced for doing 
just that." 

Ellis, however, disagreed. 
"From the evidence I heard, you got 

caught cold smuggling drugs into the jail," 
he said. He noted that Wilson had many 
"devoted friends and admirers." 

"They're all convinced· you're a very 
effective drug counselor and I suspect that's 
true. I'm also ·convinced," he continued, 
"That you supply other people with heroin 
I don't know why." 

Ellis also said he had checked some of 
the statements Wilson made to officials who 
prepared the presentence report, and found 
them to be inaccurate. 

The correct information, he said, con
flicts with "the image Mr. 'Nilsoll 'Nould like 
to convey to the community." 

John Ray, chief of the district attorney's 
Career Criminal Unit, had recommended a 
1 O-year sentence. 

Des Connall, Wilson's attorney, said he 
would file a notice of appeal. 

Holliday Chavengvan, a member of the 
Babe Wilson Defense Committee, said the 
group was organizing benefits and gathering 
donations to pay for the appeal. 

Detroit News - 6/10/77 

Called 'most dangerous man alive,' 
he's guilty again 

A Roseville man described by law 
officials as "the most dangerous man alive" 
was convicted yesterday of attempting to 
murder a man outside a Detroit bar In 1975. 

Arthur L. BUrgess, 38, already serving 
three life sentences for murder and at
tempted murder and awaiting another trial 
in a triple slaying, was convicted in 
Recorder's Court of assault with intent to 
commit murder in the wounding or Richard 
L. Meatte, 38, in the vestibule of the 
Candlestick Lounge, 12841 East McNichols, 
on June 12, 1975. 

Burgess, who has been released on parole 
three times by state authorities, was 
convicted despite Meatte's denial during the 
trial that Burgess was the man who shot him 
six times that night. 

Two other witnesses identified Burgess as 
the shooter. 

Meatte, who is presently serving a 
1 0-15·year sentence in Jackson State Prison 
after being convicted of manslaughter earlier 
this year, testified that his life had been 
threatened several times after his conviction. 

Assistant Wayne County Prosecutor Sam 
Damren speculated that Meatte may have 
refused to identify Burgess because both 
men will be in the prison together. 

Burgess has been described by police and 
the Macomb County prosecutor as "the 
most dangerous man alive." 

Burgess was sentenced last April in 
Macomb Circuit Court to three life terms 
for the murder of Theresa Martell, 26, of 
Harrison Township, and the attempted 
murder of her boy friend, Claude R. 
Johnson, 39. 

He is facing trial for a 1974 triple murder 
in Dearborn. In that case, he is charged with 
killing Leslie Kinsman, 35, and Victor 
Gabriel Bossio, 32, both of Dearborn; and 
James Ketelaar, 35, of Taylor. 

Burgess was sentenced in July, 1961, in 
Recorder's Court to 12%-25 years for 
second·degree murder in the killing of a man 
during a holdup. 

He was paroled in October, 1966, but 
sent back to prison in February, 1968, for a 
parole violation. He was paroled a second 
time in December, 1969, but was returned 
to Jackson in November, 1972, for another 
parole violation. He was paroled again in 
1973. 

Burgess will be sentenced June 16 on the 
attempted murder charge by Judge Thomas 
L. Poindexter. 

The Memphis Press Scimitar - 7/30/77 

Parole Board's Problems 

A few days ago, two Tennessee convicts, 
free on parole, pleaded guilty in a Nashville 
court to rape charges. Both were sentenced 

to 10-year terms to be added to their 
original sentences. 

One of the men pleaded gUilty to raping 
a Nashville woman in February of 1976 just 
two months after he was released on parole 
while serving a 10-to-20-year sentence for 
murder. While in prison, he was involved in 
another homicide for which he was tried, 
but not convicted. 

The other man, Clayton Dawson, of 
Memphis, admitted to charges that he raped 
a Nashville college !lirl last January nine 
months after receiving a parole from a 
sentence he was serving as a result of his 
conviction on charges that he raped a 
Memphis woman and her 16-year-old 
daughter, a crime for which he originally 
received the death penalty. The sentence 
was commuted to 99 years by the late Gov. 
Frank Clement. Gov. Ray Blanton then 
commuted the sentence to time served, with 
20 years' probation. He acted on the 
recommendation of the state's Board of 
Probation and Paroles. 

It is not surprising that citizens are asking 
why these two criminals were found worthy 
of release on parole. Also, citizens may be 
wondering if the prisoners received adequate 
supervision during their period of freedom. 

The parole board itself has felt the shock. 
Said the body's chariman, Mrs. Marie 
Ragghianti: "God knows I feel bad about 
this. Maybe t the board needs to re-evaluate 
a lot of its prior actions. Maybe we need to 
put the brakes on." 

Mrs. Ragghianti's concerns are well 
expressed. The fact that Memphis police had 
tied Dawson to at least 12 other rape cases, 
in addition to the two Instances for which 
he was convicted, might have reached the 
board's attention if its investigative proce
dures had been better than they are. 

Although Correction Commissioner C. 
Murray Henderson stoutly defends Tennes
see's parole system, there have been other 
cases where prisoners on parole have turned 
into repeaters. 

This prompted Don D. Strother, of the 
Shelby County attorney general's office, to 
call for prisons "with no frills" for the 
incarc;;,;::tion of repeater types. "There are 
certain people," he said, "who should be 
locked up and kept from society." 

Of course, prisoners - especially first 
offenders - should receive the state's full 
support when they merit a chance at 
rehabilitation. But we must agree with 
Strother, some prisoners aren't worth the 
time and money rehabilitation costs. 

Commissioner Henderson points to 
Tennessee's parole record - 37.4 per cent of 
parolees ate returned to prison against the 
national rate of 65 per cent, which means 
that the state's system is not wholly bad. 

Henderson believes that the parole board 
membership should be increased from three 
to five members. The proposal should be 
considered. 

But overshadowing the penal system in 
Tennessee is the shortage of pri~on space. 
Only this week, it was announced that the 
prison system again had reached its capacity 
and that county jails were being asked to 
hold back on sending their inmates to the 
state system. 

The shortage of prison space underscores 
the necessity for moving ahead with the 



state's program of regional prisons. 
Completion date for the program as it 

now stands is still 18 months away. 
Meanwhile, the work of the Probation 

and Paroles Board is not going to get any 
easier. 

Akron Boacon Journal- 7/5/11 

Quick ... Career Criminal Program 
'gets them off streets' 

By JIM DETTLING 
Beacon Journal Staff Writer 

Akronite Robert Fredrick Hall has a 
criminal record longer than both your arms. 

Hall, 34, began compiling his rap sheet in 
1954 when he was 11 years old. He has 
served time in the penitentiary on three 
different occasions for such offenses as 
felonious assault and forgery. In 1971 he 
was sentenced to one to 20 years for the 
rape of an l1-yuar-old boy. 

Hall W35 out of prison for less than a year 
~-~hen he and a women accomplice were 
arrested last November for aggravated 
robbery. 

BOTH MADE bond, but Hall failed to 
appear for his arraignment and bench 
warrant for his arrest was issued by the 
court Jan. 16. 

His female companion, with whom he 
had been living since his release from prison, 
was arrested again while her case was 
pending. She was sentenced to 30 days in 
the county jail for shoplifting. 

While she was serving her jail time, Hall 
allegedly raper her six-year-old daughter. 

He was arrested April 6 on the new rape 
charge as well as the old charge of 
aggravated robbery. 

With h is past record and the seriousness 
of the new charges, bond would have been 
high for Hall, but it is possible he could have 
postea the money and been back on the 
streets for the three to four months it 
usually takes to dispose of a crimina! case in 
Summit County. 

Instead, Hall was picked up by Summit 
County's new Career Criminal Program, 
operating out of County Prosecutor Stephan 
Gabalac's office. 

HALL'S case was accelerated and in less 
than a month he was on his way back to 
prison to begin serving a 14-to-50 year 
sentence. 

"Statistics show that a person identified 
as a career criminal is responsible for an 
average of 20 crimes" year," said Assist::;nt 
County Prosecutor Frederic Zuch, who 
handles prosecutions under the Career 
Criminal Program. 

Assisting Zuch as investigator is former 
Akron police office Ed Duval, who retired 
in January after 30 years on the force, the 
last 24 as a detective. 

"These people have been on probation, 
they have been on parole, in short they have 
had the advantage of all the rehabilitative 
steps the system has to offer," said Zuch. 

"We feel that if they are not rehabilitated 
by the time we get them, they are a lost 
cause. Our purpose is no longer to try and 
force them to be decent citizens, but to get 
them the hell off the streets for as long as 
we can," he added. 

The program has succeeded admirably in 
its goal. 

SO FAR this year, 18 cases have been 
handled through the program, which began 
Jan. 24. Sixteen have resulted in convic
tions, but more importantly, the average 
minimum sentence for those identified as 
career criminals has increased from 3.26 
years in 1976 to 8.25 years. 

The 1976 figures were compiled using 
the case histories of those who would have 
met tile program's criteria had it been in 
operation last year. 

Another figure that Zuch points to with 
pride is the time from arrest to disposition 
of the case. That time has been cut from an 
average of 93 days in 1976 to 29 days in 
1977. 

"We are getting them off the streets 
faster and they are going down for longer 
periods of incarceration," said Zuch. 

Word is beginning to filter down to the 
county's hardcore criminal element about 

NATIONAL LEGAL DATA CENTER, INC. 
100 Eosl Housand Oaks Boulevard 

SUite 172 
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the new program. 
"The police tell me that now when they 

bring a guy in to be booked, the first thing 
he asks is whether the is going to be picked 
up by the career criminal program. 

"They don't like it and I COUldn't be 
happier," added the 32-year-old Zuch, who 
spent five years as an Akron policeman 
before earning his law degree at the 
University of Akron in 1973. 

THE TARGET offenses for the program 
are aggravated robbery, robbery, aggravated 
burglary, burglary, rape and felonious sexual 
penetration. 

Backgrounds of those charged with the 
six target crimes are then checked to see if 
they have been convicted of two seperate 
felonies in the past or have been convicted 
of any major crime of violence. If they meet 
the criteria, they come to the attention of 
the Career Criminal Program. 

High bonds are usually requested and 
granted for those falling under the program. 
Plea bargaining is also restricted. 

"Our position is that they have to pl~ad 
gUilty to the major crime with which they 
are charged. If they don't, we tell the court 
we are ready to proceed with trial at the 
earliest possible date. 

"The judges have accepted this well and 
have been very roceptive to scheduling the 
cases as quickly as possible. 

"We also work closely with the Akron 
Police Department and they have been 
extremely cooperative and helpful in assis
ting our office on trial preparation for the 
career criminal cases," said Zuch. 

The Summit County program is one of 
only two in Ohio. The other is in Franklin 
County (Columbus) and has been in 
operation for two years. 

AT PRESENT, the program is funded 
entirelV through the prosecutor's budget 
and receives no federal aid. This will change 
in November when, thanks to the program's 
success, it wi II receive a $30,000 grant from 
the Federal Law Enforcement Assistance 
Agency. 

"We plan to use the money to expand 
the program by adding another prosecutor 
and a full-time secretary. Since we feel that 
swift justice is the best, this should make 
our program even more effective in altering 
the upward trend of crimes of violence in 
Summit County," added Zuch. 
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Ronald W. Sabo 
Projects Coordinator 

Information Systems Coordinator 

DATE: October 10,1977 
TO: File 
FROM: Rivers Trussell 
RE: Career Criminal Program Workshop 

Portland, Oregon - October 6-7, 1977 

8:00 - 9:00 - Registration: 

This activity began on schedule with the assistance of 
Mr. Larry David of NLDC and Mrs. Rosalie LeBlanc of the 
Portland unit. Name tag~ were provided to each attendee. 
The registration fee was $20.00. 

9:00 - 9:15 - Welcoming Comments: 

District Attorney Harl Haas of Mul:iinomah County (Portland) 
Oregon welcomed the participants to the workshop and made 
several suggestions relative to ~ites to see. He also 
announced an innovative technique re: letters to individ
uals who have been granted parole and if re-arrested would 
be prosecuted by his CCP. 

9:15 - 9:45 - Career Criminal Ptogram HIghlights: 

Mr. Philip Cohen, Director of NLDC made a short verbal 
statement relative to the growth of the program and high 
success rate of each project after which, he presented a 
short slide presentation concerning CCP development, im
plementation, and success. 

9:45 - 10:00 - Break 

10:00 - 12:00 - Progress Reports 

(See attachments for full reports). All of these reports 
included an overview of the staff structure, statistical 
reports, and problems. Most reports also included as 
examples, reports on specific cases which demonstrated 
CCP case processing. The following individuals made 
reports. 
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1) Mr. John Ray - Portland, Oregon 
2) Mr. Melvin Harmon, Las Vegas, Nevad~ 
3). Mr. Doug Henson - Albuquerque, New Mexico 
4) Mr. Andre LaBorde - San Francisco, California 
5) Mr. David Yocom - Salt Lake City, Utah 

12:00 - 1:30 - lunch 

Speaker: Judge John Beatty 
Judge Beatty informed the group about the new sentencing 
laws of Oreqon and the effect they had had on the criminal 
justice system. 

1 :30 - 2:00 - Statistical Analysis: 

Mr. Ron Sabo of NLDC began the afternoon session with an 
analysis of the statistical data developed. (For full 
report see attachment .). 

2:00 - 2:30 - Data Issues: 

Mr. larry David of NLDC conducted an tnformation session 
1n which he raised the problem of the impact of late forms 
on the reporting system. He informed the group the 84% 
of the forms were received in a timely fashion while 24% 
were consistently late. A.discussion followed, but no 
solution, other than a very aggressive approach by the 
data collector to obtain the necessary information. 

2:30 - 3:20"- Break 

3:20 - 5:00 - Roundtable Discussion 

Mr. Philip Cohen introduced Mr. Ron Clark and Mr. Dave 
Boerne of Seattle, who explained their innovative extension 
of CCP concepts and principles· into the juvenile justice 
system. A question and answer followed. 

FRIDAY - October 7, 1977 

9:30 - 10:00 -Criminal Careers of Habitual Felons 

Mr: Philip Cohen began the day's activities by introducing 
Dr. Peter Greenwood of the Rand Corporation of Santa Monica 
who informed the group of the major findings Qf the above 
referenced stydy. A lively discussion followed concerning 
the various types of career criminals. 

10:00 - 12:00 - Roundtable 

Following Dr. Greenwood, Mr. Cohen returned the group to 
the discussion of specific topics and issues of the CCP. 
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12:00 - 1:30 - Lunch 

1 : 30 3:30 

The group was favored at lunch with a speech by Dr. Lee 
Brown, Director of the Department of Justice Services. 

Roundtable Discussion, Continued 

3:30 - 5:00 - On-Site Visit 

Following the completion of the roundtable, several 
me m b e r s oft h e g r a u pat ten d e dan 0 pen h 0 use a t the::: 
Portland CCP Unit, following which the workshop was 
adjourned. 
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