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,i This document presents a de scrIpt: ion 'Iof t.he process of site 
selectiOn for the nat1onal-l~vel 'evaluation of' the Career Cr:l.minal 
program, an LF..AA ~ffort which"prov,ides()reso~i'ceso for ,the improved 
prosecution of" seriousxepeat:offenders.. Eleven' candidate." sites are 
assessed in terms of the~req,uirep1ents of MITRE's evaluation plan to 
determine their amenability to impact' eV.aluation. 'Based on these 
assessm~"lts, four sites are recOIllllended fot' incl,usi~ in the 
national-level evaluation. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMNARY 

The Career Criminal progra~, is an LEAA effort Which provides 
resources to local jurisdictions to :lm.prove the prosecution of serious 

('I repeat offenders. The national-level evaluation of" this program is (j 
planned to focus on four individual sites. An in~depth, analytical 
case studv will be conducted in each of the selected sites whIch will 
include a~ assessment of the ac.tivities implemented in rthat site, an 
investigation of changes in criminal justice system performance 
associated with those changes, andqn,_ examination of crime levels in 
the :lm.plementing jurisdtction. Thi~~~aper presents a de~cription of 
the process of selection of the case study sf,~~s and rec/:~ends to the 
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Cr:tndnal Justice four sites 
to be included in the national-level evaluat:ibn of the pr'ogram. 

{/ (i \\ 

Site selection was bq,sed upon a set of considerations derived from 
the requirements of MITRE's national-level evaluation design. Eleven 
candidate programs were ass~essed in terms of' these considerations to 
determine their r:Fmenability to impact evaluation. A first-round program 
review was baseaupon available program documentation. Sites wh~ch 
appeared promising after this init'ial scr,eenmg) were further e;Kamined 
us:ing :informati(;u gathered during site visits to th~se candidate 
programs. Based on these s:f,te visit assessment;,p, fciur sites were 
identified as offer:ing the best opportunities for the conduct of the , u 
national-level ev~luation as planned. These sites (Columbus, Ohio; 
Kalama,,\w;>o, Michigan; Netv Orleans, Louisiana; and San Diego, California) 
are re'c_ended for inclusion in the national':"level evaluation of the 
Career Criminal program. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 ~Career Criminal Program 

The Career Criminal program (CCP) was developed by the Law 

Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) in 1974 to aid local 

jurisdictions in their fight against crime through the improv~d 

prosecution of serious, repeat offenders. The prlDgram prov,ides 0 

funds tb local prose~utor~ to identify defendants who appear to' 

have established a consistent serious pattern of criminal behavior 

and who are assumed to be responsible for a sizable amount of 
" criminal activity. Once identified, these career criminal defendants 

are ~·to bedgiven special prostacutorial att.ention to insure that their 
« 

cas,es receive th~ priority that the nature of their criminal history 

would. indicate is, appropriate. This increased attention by the 

prosecutor ~s expected to result in more severe judicial penalties 

C for career criminals than w()uld have been the case had they been 

routinely handled by the prosecution. 

Since the initiation of the program, grant awards have been made 

to eighteen local jurisdictions, ,and at this time eleven of the 

awarded programs ~e been regularly processing career criminal cases 

for six months or more. These eleven programs (listed in Table 1) 

form the pool of potential sites for the national-level evaluation' 

, (NLE). The programs in the remaining seven sites are still involved 

in some phase of the start-up process and are not expect~d to be 

fully operational for a sufficient length of time during the period 
.~? 

covered by the national-level evaluation to allow for an adequate 

assessment of the program impact in these. places. For this reason, 

these seven programs have not been considered as candidates for the 

national-level evaluation. These seven sites ar~: 
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TABLE I 
o 17 

CANDIDATE CAREER CRnUNAL PROGRAMS 
d.J 

" 

:0.-_, OPERATIONAL 
""" NAME FUNDING DATE " 

° LOCATION 0 

~ 

'- ;/ 

BPSTON SUFFOLK COUNTY MAJOR VIOLATORS $4l}B,963 JULY 1975~ 
Q , ~ , PROJECT lc ~~ 

COLUMBUS PROGRAM FOR THE PROSECUTION OF THE $239°,416 JULY 1975 
PROFESSIONAL HABITUAL CRIMINAL " 

/J 
~;~ 

DALLAS DA'S CAREER CRIHINAL PROJECT $289,1921 NOVEMBER 1975 
'1 {} 

.l'< '" 

DETROIT PROSECUTOR'S REPEAT WENDERS $576,q~0 JULY 1975 
(0 "-BUREAU (MAJOR VIOLATORS UN,IT) Q 'i;:, \1 .~.\ 

() 

HOUSTON CAREER OFFENDER PROGRAM ,- $321,000 " JULY 1975 
c J) 

N 

" \' 
INDIA..lilAPOLI S CAREERS IN CRIME INTERCEPTION /J $315,000 Sri}?TEMBER 1975 

PROJECT " " 

KALAMAZOO CAREER CRIMINAL PROG~ $78,548 OCTOBER 197~ 
" 

NEW ORLEANS DA' S CAREER CRIMINAL BUREAU $411,489 MAY 1975 
Jl 

" 0 

NEW YORK CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM $555,~~68 NOVEMBER 1975' 
1_, ~,v,r 1\ 

" SALT LARE SALT LAKE COUNTY CAREER CRIMINAL $202,000 ' JUT"Y 1975 

,. '.' 

,~ 
PROQJW1 '.) 

(~ 

~ ~ i":'l 

SAN DIEGO CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM $247,118 JULY 1975 

lCONTINUATION GRANT PERIOD, 9/1/76-8/31/77 

" 

" " f 

Q 

o 

" 

(i':':::" 

IF ATTORNEYS 
PARTICIPATING 

" 

\ 

" 

q, 

12 

6 

5 

11. 

4 
~~-. 

8
Q 

2 

13 

10 

4 0 

'0 

6 

, 

,:' I 

" 

c 

o 

~' ... -

" 

o. 

j)"' () 

--

10 
,~. 

n 
~: 

.... ". 
'-"'. 

0, _. 

, 
J( 

, "' , , ~' 

" I) 

"1 

Jj' 

o 

o 

" 



o 

o 

r r5 
... ··· 
• ~\< 

.; 

(; 

o 
" 

":-',.'} 

!~: 
, ",' 

'" 

G 

o 

l'l 

o 

G -;; .;:. I~ 
\\ ," 

;, 
(,,' ') 

c· 

,'<:I-, 

'1 ') 

.. ~ .. 
" 

I) ,- o 

, o· 

(J 

------c.-~------- .. ----------------~~------------~ 
>;i 

('] 

o 

Q 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
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St. Louis, Missouri 

Rhode Island 

Dade County, Florida 

AI~uquerque, New Mexico 

Memphis, Tennessee 

Louisville, Kentucky 
" Clark County (Las Vegas), Nevada 

While all the local Career Criminal programs share the common 

goal of crime,reduction through the iaentificati~n of serious, repeat 
;, 

offenders, there are significant differences among thes~ programs 

.' in terms of(;~the population of offend~rs which is targeted in' each 

place and in terms of the type of prosecutorialtreatment the 

career criminal cases receive under the local program. The Career 

Criminal program has been structured at the federal level so as to 
<~ 

permit the participating prosecutorial' agencies the. flexibility to 

. design programs which speak to the ne~ds of ,their local jurisdictions 

in terms both of the local crime problem priorities and of the 

organization and operations of the agency. 

This has meant there is substantial variation among the local 

jurisdictions in what is considered to be a "career criminal." 

Programs generally base' their sel,.ection of career criminal cases 

on the criminal history of the 'cdefendant, Jhe nature of the 
" ~urrent offense or some combination of the two. Selection in some 

instan¢'es is fairly routine and is based on objective information 

regularly exalr.d.ned by' the. prosecutor's office. In other sit;s 

the process, while st:i.ll objective, is more complex requiring a 
(I" ~') 

" 

more comprZjensive case evaluation before a cas,~ is finally selected 

for special treatment. In other programs, selection is made on a 
(\ 0 

'case by case basis and rests largely on the subjective judgement of 

an experienced prosecutor. 
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Local ~esi~n of PIOgr~activities has also resulted in a 

certain amount of variation in the type of special prosecutorial 
a:" ' 

treatment which career criminal cases receive under the program. The 

most common program strategy is the provision of continuous, individual 

attorney, case representation for career criminal cases. Some s.ites, 

however, had maintained continuous case representation routinely before 

the program and have concentrated instead on providing for lower 

cas.',eloads and more investigative,. support for the attorneys handling 

ca~l~er criminai cases. In two progr.:ms (Dallas and Houston) the 
I, 

regular trial attorneys handle career criminal cases which have been 
Ii 

eV8lluated and prepared by a special career cirminal unit. There .is 

variation among programs in the point at which c'areer crim~al cases 

are identified and the extent of the co~rt process which is covered 

by the program as well as in the number of attorneys employed by the 

program and the volume of career criminal .cases handled by those 

attorneys. The brief descriptions of the candidate sites included in 

Sections 3.0 and 4.0 below provide basic infonnat~on on the program 

activities being operated in ,each of the candidate program sites. 

In sum, the Career Criminal program has furnished local prosecutors 

with resources of varying amOtmts to. provide priority prosecution of 

cases involving individuals whO apvearto be responsible f,or "a high 

level of criminal activity within the .10ca1 jurisdiht:ion. While there 
.' 

is variation among" local programs in tHe ty:pe of defendant given special 

attention and in the type" of prosecutorial attention provided tmder 

the program, all programs are
o 

directed towards the improved prosecution 

of the career criminal and the reduction of crime through "these pro­

secutoria1 improvements. 

1.2 The National-Level Evaluation Design 
~) . 

The naticma1-1eve1 evaluation of the Cal:eer Criminal program 
f,. 

is designed to examine, through four analytical case studies ,whether 
o 

4 

'0 

o 

o 

o 

() 

o 

o 
\ 
\. 
0:-; 

(I 

.. ri) 

I 
'j 

o 

focusing resources on the prosecution of the subset of ser'ious repeat 

offenders can be shown to result in more severe prosecutoria1 outcomes 

for the career criminal cases treated and a reduction in city-wide 
" c'rime for those offenses attributable to the selected target papulation. 

\I / 

The three-part 

shown in Figure 1. 

approach to be employed in this evaluation is 

The analyses planned for the three evaluation areas: 

I Program Activities Assessment 

II System Performance Assessment 

III Crime Level Assessment 

are presented in detail in the Nationa]~Leve1 Evaluation of the 
..... \ 1 

Career Grim:inal Program - Concept and Plan. The evaluation plan 

wi11.be outlined here to provide a con text for the considerations 

emp1&yed in the selection of sites to be included as case studies in 

the evaluation. 

\:) 

The first stage of the evaluation, the Program Activities 

Assessment is designed to provide a detailed, functional description 

of the program treatment as developed and applied in each of the 

local jurisdictions. The analysis conducted in this part of the 

evaluation will consist of an extensive examination and description 

of criminal justice case processing (from arrest to sentencing):in 

each city before the implementation of the CCP and dut;)ing program 

operations. These before~during analyses are designed to facilitate 

" the identification of the specific changes in case processing wh:(.ch 

have been implemented by the program. These analyses will be repre­

semted by caseflow diagrams indicatin,g the process of case handling 
o 

and the points of program impact in this process. A simplified 
'" 

diagrammatic example of vthis analysis is shown in Figure 2. 
-,. ., 

I 

() 

Chelimsky, Eleanor, Judith S. Dahmann and Joseph H. Sasfy, 
"THe ~ational Level Evaluation of the Career Criminal. Program 
Concept and Plan"" The MITRE Cor'poration, WP-lI80B, May1976. 
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This assessment is not only designed to provide for the clear 

identification of program activities, it is also intended to allow the 

specification of those criminal justice performance measures likely 

to be affected by the~~ program activities. For instance, if the 

description of program activities and operations indicates that more 

experienced prosecutors are now being assigned to career criminal cases 

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

rates in relation to this change in operations. The flow diagrams 

mentioned' above thus facilitate the development of relevant performance 

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

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

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

the evaluation, is critical if performance changes assessed in the 

second stage are to be reasonably attributed to the Career Criminal 

program. 

The second stage of the eV<).luation involves the analysis of 

changes in the various specified measures of criminal justice per­

formance and the attempt to link these changes to activities and 

operations engendered by the Career Criminal program. Although there 

are three general categories of performance measures" of direct concern-­

conviction rates, incarceration rates, and length of sentences--there 

are many more specific measures which fall within and outside these 

categories. These other measures, such as "plea-to-charge" rates or 

"negotiated plea" rates are essential if the specific impacts of the 

program are to be elaborated. 

Although the program is designed to affect these performance 

measures for only one group of offenders, the career criminal gro!,lp, 

it will be necessary to collect data on the ~ame measures for other 

groups for comparison purposes. Data will be collected for four 

groups: .(1) designated career criminals during the treatment year; 
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INTERVENTIONS 

TREATMENT YEAR 
PROCESSING STEPS 

D 

PERFORMA~E 
MEASURES~ 

* 

II 

CASE 
SCREENING 

PI 
~-,CAREER 
',. CRIMINAL 

PROFILES* 

12 
ASSIGNMENT OF 
EXPERIENCED 
PROSECUTORS TO 
TRIAL CASES 

P2 
TRIAL 

o 

I " 4 
COURTS 
PERSONNEL' 

P4 
TIME 

CONVICTION. FRDM 
RATE S4 TO S5 

THESE CAREER CRIMIN/..:L PROFILES ARE NOT PERFOR..~NCE MEASURES, PROPERLY 
SPEAKING, BUT WILl;.. BE DERIVED AS A RESULT OF THE SCREENING PROCESS, 
MUCH AS THE PERFbfufANCE MEASURES ARE DERIVED; THEY FIGURE HERE BECAUSE 

,r:'r'·','· 

OF THEIR IMPORTANS$ IN THE ONGOING ASSESSMENT. 

I] 

D 

FIGURE 3 
EXAMPLE OF SPECIFICATION OF ANTICIPATED PERFORMANCE 

EFFECTS IN TERMS OF CCP INTERVENTIONS 
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(2) non-career criminals during the treatment year; (3) criminals 
G 

from a baseline year who theoretically would have been designated 

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

not have been designated career criminals. Thuc~' it will be possible 

to assess whether performance has changed with r~~~ect to. the career 

criminal because of th'e program, as measured in terms of conviction 

and incarceration rates, length of sentence, and in terms of more 

detailed measurement breakouts for each CCP city. Additionally, the 

analysis of performance measures with respect to the two groups of 

non-career cr:!minals will allow the examination of possible indirect 

effects' of the Career Criminal program on the prosecution of the 

non-career" crimil1.al group. 

In addition to providing the primary basis for the evaluation 

of the effects of the Career Criminal program, the analysis of 

performance measures will provide the data necessary for the examina­

tion of potential programm~tic effects on crime levels, the 9.ast stage 

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

Shinnar
2 

will be emploYlad to derive estimates of "saved" crimes due 

to the incapacitation of. career criminals. In the evaluation these 

estimates will be b,fised on. changes in criminal justice system per­

formance measures and w~ll be used in conjunction with actual crime 

levels and expected crime levels (derived from crime determination 

models which make no us~ of'performance measures) to dete~mine whether 

differences between actual and expected crime rates can be accounted 

,for by values derivedofrom performance measures. In this way, it may 

be possible to link changes in crime rates to changes in system per- . 

formance brought about by the Career Criminal program. 

2 0 

Shinnar., Shlo,mo and Reuel Shinnar, "The Effects of the Criminal Justice 
System on the Control of Crime: A Quantitative Approach," Law and 
Society Review, Vol. 9,114 (Summer 197~). 

Avi-Itzhak Benjamin and Reuel Sh:fnnar, "Quantitative Models in Crime 
Control," Journal of Crim:lnal Justice, Vol. l~ pages 185-217, (1973). 
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In summary, then, the naiional-level evaluation is designed to 

provide an intensive description of the n~ture of the Career Criminal 

program and the changes in criminal justice system operations it has 
/) 

brought about. Second, it seeks to link these changes in operations 

to anticipated changes·:1..."1 the perf,ormance of the system with respect 

to the 9aree,r cr:l.m:tna~. ~\inally, the .. evaluation attempts to link 

changes in system perform~lce to changes :In actual crime rates. The 

"basis for the evaluation are intensive analyses of program activities, 

system 'performance , and crime levels in four selected 

have implemented the Career Criminal program. 
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2.0 SITE SELECTION 

2.1 Overview 

The pUl:'pose of site selection for the national-level evaluation 

of the Career Criminal program is to identify those four programs 

from among the eleven candidate program sites (see Table 1, page 2) 

which appear to offer the most promising context for assessing 

the impact of the Career Criminal program activities on prosecutorial 

performance and on .. crime. The four selected programs will be the foci 
'0 

of four case studies to be conducted ~ccording to the des±gn presented 

above in Section ~.2. () 

~ four stage procedure (see Figur~ 4) was followed in conducting 

the .site selection task. Firs~._drawing upon grant applications ana 

other program documeri'tatijn, including Status Reports prepared by the 

local jurisdictions, for th\National l,egal Data Center (LEM r s 

uational-level data cOllecto\ for the program), descriptions of the 

eleven candidate Career crimi\al programs were prepared. Depending 
\ (; 

on the nature of the program dat\a available in the status reports, 
J 

much of the iJ:1.formation included in thes~ init;ial program descriptions 

reflected the initial plans for programs rather than the programs as 

implemented. These program descriptions3 served ,;as the initial data 
~ yW 

base for the site selection process. \.J; 

\ 

Stage two, the development of evaluability considerations, was 

begun cot'lcurreIH:ly with the pr~pa~atlon 6f the cityprqgram descriptions. 

Because the goal of the site selection process is to"insure that the 
,0' 

programs selected as case studrsites are amenable to evaluation in 

the manner presc;ribed, site selection considerationsf'bcus.on those 
') 0 

program and site characteristics which playa critical role in the 

". 

3Initial Career Criminal Pio.&~,am Descriptions, The MITRE Corporation,' 
WP-11766,' August 1976. " 0 
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execution of the evaluat.ion methodology. These'evaluahility consid-
, .' I 

erations which are described itl the following section, provided the 

basi's for the subsequent steps in the site selection process,. 

G 

Third, a preliminary assessment was made of the eleven candidate 

sites using the information presented in the initial program descriptions 

and evaluating that information in terms ~of the designated evaluahility 
r 

\\" J . . considerations. This preliminary assessment served to identify those 

sites which appeared to' pose.jcertain difficulties fo~ the conduct of 

the national-level evaluatiOn as w!=ll as those sites which appeared to 

pe viable candidates for the case study analyses~ Finally, completing 

the four-stage process, the set of promi~ing sites identified on the 

basis of the preliminary assessment were then visited by a MITRE team 

in order to verify the available program information and to gather 

additional data' necessary to assess the a~enability of these sites to 

the planned impact evaluation. The screening process is described in 

more detail below in Section 2.3. 

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

process which includes not, only the four stage prd'cess discussed above, . .\ .; ~ <~J 

but also tho presentation of end-process site assessments anq recommenda-

o 

o 

o 

tions £:2r.: site selection. "The remainder o.f this section describes the 0 
evaluability considerations central to the selection process and the 

:.,::t 

assessment procedures employed in applying those considerations. 

( 
2.2 Evaluahility Considerations 

The. site selection process, designed to identify "tho'se programs 

which a:r.e most amenable to the conduct of ,the national-level 

ev:al~af.ion, .is based l.lPon a set of considerations derived froO:" 

the proposedevaluati9F ~esign. The specific factors considered 
, '1( . 0 

in the site selec~ion'pr6cess are associated with those agency 
" 

ot' program features which playa cruciat, role ~ the imp,1ementatiOi} 
o 
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of the evaluation desi~. Figure 5 presents the nineevaluahilit'y 

considera tions employed in site selec tion as they relate to various 

stages :In the evaluation plan. 

As discussed earlier, the first stage of the planned evaluation 

is the Program Activities Assessment which focuses its attention on . . ~ 
the development of functional descriptions of the case handling process 

before and during the progr.am. A ccmparison of the before and during 

case flow descriptions is planned to allow for the identification of 

th(jse~hanges in case processing ~~hich have been instituted, by the 

program. As such, the firF.\t purpose '.of this stage of the evaluation is 

the definition of the program treatment. If this Is to be accomplished, 

it is necessary that the local imp~ementing agencies have a precise 

definition of (the inputs to the system which are involved in the program. 

Without a Clear Speci'£ication of the Treatment (Consideration 111) being 

applied by the program it would not .be possible to attribute any obs~r::;;ed 
o 

changes to the~p~ogram, to assess those changes as results of the program, 

or later, to ~eplicate those results. Hence, cle~rly speCified program 

treatment (wl1'ich would be exemplified by the creation of a new unit to 

conduct new tasks or old tasks using new pro~edures) is necessary for 

the conduct·l\of the evaluation. 

Further, it is importcm,t that this program treatment be applied 

ina relatively tmiform £:ashion through the time of program oper~,tions. 

Cha.nges in program activities ~rproblems encotmtered in implementing 

these activities will serve to confotmd the evaluation analyses. Hence 

Consideration 112 refers to the Systematic Application of Program Treatment .• 

The first stage of the evaluation has an additional purpose in 

that~J!t provides a framework for the identification of o changes in 

prosecutorial performance which canreasfonably be linked to the program. 

activities or treatment. This linkage between program a'l::tivities and 
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the system performance measures is agam critical for the attribution of 

outcome effects or results to . program activities. Because the system 

performance analyses are to be based on comparison of career criminal 

cases with non-career criminal cases during a, baseline and a treatment 

period, it is essential that thE;h,program treatment inputs also be differ­

erttiated on this basis. That is, the analysis rests on the assumption 

that the program activities result in a different handling of career 

criminal cases during the treatment year than either non-CC cases during 
4 n (~ t';' 

the 'program or "would-be" career crim:fnal cases prior to the progr~~ 

As such, the process:fng"Differences Represented by Program Treatment 

has been included as the evaluability Consideration 113. 

Further, if the analysis of system performance measures is to 6e 

meaningful, it is necessary that 'the magnit~~eof the treatment be 

sufficient to reasonably expect that changes in system performance will 

be observed. While tdo little is ,known about any of the specific program 

activities involved in the CCP to0assess a priori whether or not they are 

"" sufficient to produce the expected results (indeed that is the purpose 

"of this evaluation) t it is reasonable to assume that the Extent and 
. c; • . 

Coverage of the Prosram Treatment (Consideration 114) are related to the 

likelihood that the anticipated,results will be observed. This says that 

a program which provides special attention to target cases earlier and at 

more points in the case handling process and which handles a larger volume 

of cases is more likely to produce the anticip~tedresults. 

,~ 

The analyses planned fo~ stage two, System Performance A~sessment, 
\, -

are b~sed upon a comparis~ of ca~es prio~~to and during the Career 
',) 

Crim:fnal pr.ogram with both the basel:fne and tt:'ecatment year case samples 

including career crim:fnaland non-career crim:fnal cases. It is therefore 

o 

4"Would-be" career crim:fnal cases are those cases which would have 
be~n categorized as CC cases hadtheclassificatiori existed prior 

. to the program • 
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critical to the evaluation that the Local Case Records (Considera:ion 115) 

be sufficiently comprehensive and accessible to' allow for the construc­

tion of the necessary data base. 

The analyses of system performance will require that the baseline 

CJ sample of cases bepart~tioned into "would-be" career criminals and 

non-career criminals on aQbasis comparable to that employed by the program 

selection procedures. In order for this to be possible it is. necessary 

tliat the program career criminal Selection· Criteria are Operationalized 

and Replicable (Consideration 116). Unless tbe implementing agency has 

established objective criteria for the selection of· career criminal cases 

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

will not be possible to accur'ately id,entify a comparable baseline career 

criminal population. For ex~le, a criterion involving the amount of loss 
\) 

to the victim would be impossible toreplicatewi,th ear~lier casesa In 

addition, it is desirable that the programs maintain a Systematic Appli­

cation of the Selection Criteria (Consideration 117). A single .change in 

selection criteria can be handled ~ the evaluation by the construction 

of two baseline groups or the restriction of the analysis to one of the 

two career criminal populations, however, continuo~s shifts in selection 

procedures r'e~ttic't the probability of constructing appropriate corfarison 

samples an,~ limit the ability of the evalu~tion\c meaningfully aJar-ess 

ques~ions~f crime level changes. 

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

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

tion of crime through the improved prosecution of the group of serious 

repeat offenders who are assumed to be responsible for a s~zable propor­

tion of crime. yJhile predictors of th;f.s type of offender are not well 
{: 

established" career criminal selection criteria sh9Uld represent .an 

adequate Reflection of the Career Criminal Concept (Consideration 118), 

that is, these criteria $hould focus on the criminaloffenqer. (prior 

criminalactivity,pe~sonalcharacteristics) .rather than on the nature 

or circumstances surrotmding the current criminal event or the victim. 
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The final evaluability consideration is a general one which relates 

to the Local Situation (Consideration 09) and its prospects for offe~ing 
a promising context for the national-level evaluation. Because of the 

" 
design planned for the evaluation, prior and current stability in local 

policy and organization is highly desirable. Further it is important 

that the local agency personnel ar~ willing to participate in the 

evaluation. Because -'of the time and effort involved in participating 

in a national-level evaluation it is essential that the local agency 

be receptive to the national evaluation and its needs. 

Assessing candidate sites in terms of these' cr:1,teria involved 
('\ ~ 

varying degrees of subjective judgement and, necessarily, allcprogram 

assessments are relative. ..It was not expected that any program w()uld 

be fotmd to be fully appropriate in all areas addressed by the evalu­

ability considerations. Rather the considerations were expected to 

serve as guides to the identification of those programs which offered 

the best opporttmitiea for the acquisition of the evaluation information 

sought by the case studies. 

2.3 ScreeningProcess ;:::) 

The assessment of the eleven potential sites based on the evalu­

ability considerations described above was conducted in a two-step 

screening process. Figure 6 displays' this process. First, using 
" 

documented information on.the various candidate programs, a preliminary 

assessment of program evaluability was conducted. On the basis of 

this assessment, six sites were screened out due to particular obstacles 

to the conduct of the evaluation associated with their programs. 

Five program locations then remained in the pool of potential sites~ 
';::-"( 

Visits were made to each of the five potential locations, making 

possible more detailed assessments of .. the eva1uability considerations. 

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

the five programs have been identified as recommend.ed sites. 
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The preliminary assessment was conducted based upon information 

available from source documents including project grant applidations 

and progress reports. Other information employed in this first step 

of the screening process was provided by the National Legal Data 

Center, LEAA's data collector for the national Career Criminal 

program. Materials provided by this source include copies 

of monthly status reports prepared by the local jurisdictions~and a 

compilation of the selection cri~eria being ~~ployed by the eleven 

candidate sites. (The source documentation compiled, on each' program 

is listed in Appenqix II.) In addition, MITRE representatives attended 

a regional meeting of Career Criminal program directors at which local 

jurisdiction presentations were made by the directors of the Career 

Criminal programs in Boston, New York, Houston, Dallas and New Orleans. 
(; 

This meeting provided the opportunity for the verification and updating 

of program information. After reviewing the available documentation on 

the eleven sites, these sites were divided into two groups, those which 

appeared to pose more serious evaluation problems and those which appeared 

to be promising,as potential evaluation sites. 

First, 

The set of promising sites was then visited by a team of MITRE 

representatives. The purposes of these site visits were three-fold. 

the visits provided the opportunity to verify ~he operational status 

of the program and its components, to the extent possible during a 

short initial field visit. Second, the visiting procedure allowed 

I, ,~ 

for a more detailed assessment of the local record system. Because 

of the rather extensive data base required for the program evaluation 

ailalyses, the availability of data is of critical;f.mportance. A 
~ 

portion of every site visit was spent examining the record-keeping 

system and the case jacket materials routinely maintained by the "local 

prosecutor in an effort to assess the feasibility and £ogistics of 

deveioping the necessary data base in each place. Finally, the site 

visits enabled the MITRE team to evaluate the level of cooperation 
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which could be' expected from each of the local agencies, should they be 

selected as a case study site. Based on the "information gathered 

during the site visits, the evaluability of these programs was assessed 

and four sites were identified as offering the best situations for the 

conduct of the national-level evaluation case studies. 

In the following Section (4.0). the preliminary program assessments 

are presented for those six sites screened out in the first step of 

the screening process. Section 5.0 presents the site visit assessments 

for the remaining five program sites. 
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3.0 PRELIMINARY PROGRAM ASSESSMENTS 

3.1 Suffolk County (Borston) Career Criminal Program 

3.1.1 Career Criminal Target Population 

Persons to be processed as career criminals in the Suffolk County 

program are selected from a large pool of felony cases. Selection is 

"based on the current offense and the offend~=t 's prior record. The 

seriousness of both the current offense and prior offense(s) are taken 
t! _, 0 

into considerat~ion. A prior record of conviction is not required, however, 

'1£ the offender is on bailor in default for a crime of violence or if the 

current-offense is sufficiently aggravated. The strength of the evidence 

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

The proj ect began operation
l
) in September, 1975. As of June 1, 

1976,~ 228 cases had been selected for career criminal processing. 

These cases involved 165 persons that were prosecuted as major 

violators. A breakdown of offenses for 68 CC cases accepted as of 

December 5, 19756 indicates a total of 248 offenses, comprised of 103 

arme& robberies, 48."assaults, 13 breaking'~and enterings, 19 unlawful 

possession of firearms, 18 rapes and 47 other offenses • 

3.1.2 Career Criminal ProgramOActivities 

The Suffolk Countypistrict Attorney's office employs 44 prosecuting 

attorneys. Criminal cases are routinely handled by a series of attorneys 

during the lower court processing steps, with no special screening or 

assignment. Once an indictment is returned and the defendant is 

arraigned in Superior Court, an~fssistant district attorney is respon­

sible for the prosecution of the case through the appellate proc'ess. 

5Reported at the June 16 meeting. 

6Career Criminal pro'gram Status Report, prepared by the Suffolk County 
District Attorney's office for the National Legal Data Center, 12/5/75. <7 
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The Career Criminal program in ,Suffolk County, designated the 

Maj or Violators Proj ect, is a sep'arate Division within the District 

Attorney's Office, staffed by twelve attorneys. The Division is 
o 

comprised p£ a CC Screening Unit and a~ Trial Unit. The CC ScreC!!ning 

Unit is staffed by the Senior Screening Counsel, 4 Screening Counsels 

and 3 paralegal investigators. The Trial Unit is staffed by the 

Senior Trial Counsel, 5 Trial Cotnlse1s, 2 legal assist.ents and 2 

paralegal investigators. Both Units are supervised by the Project 

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

Career criminal cases are identified by the CC SCl;eening Unit 

which operates on an 18 hour-a-day basis at Boston Police Headquarters. 
" Potential cases" are referred by arresting or other police officers or 

are identified by examination of daily police arrest summaries. These 

cases (including witness interviews) are reviewed and a final selec­

tion is made, based on a point system which rates the defendant's 

record and the current offense. 

Once a case is selected, it is referred to the CC Trial Section. 

The Senior Trial Counsel reviews the case and assigns it to a trial 
,,,: 

counsel and a ~eg1;ll assistant. The presentment of the case to the 
'.' 

grand jury (by the assigned ADA) marks a casefs formal selection as 

a Major Violators case. The trial assistant district attorney (ADA) 

is responsible for the case's prosecution from this point through 

final disposition of a cas'e' and through appeal. It was planned that 

CC cases would receive priority scheduling at the Superior Court 

~hich would allow for more expeditious processing of these cases; 

however, the lack of adequate judicial manpower has meant that CC 

cases have fallen below anticipated levels in terms of speed of 

processing. 
o 

o 
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3.1.3 Eva1uabi1iJ:Y Considerations 

• Consideration 1: Clear Specification of Treatment 
o 

The activities of the Major Violators Project, a separate Division 

of the District Attorney's Office, are directed toward the improved 
o 

prosecution of career criminal cases. These activities include the 

.~ \ 

initial interview of police and ci~i1ian witnesses, the provisioJ;l of 

assistance in the investigation of the case, increased preparation? and the 

assignment of one attorney (~ertica1 or continuous representation) plus a 

legal assistant to each case following the return of ~n indictment. 

The project objectives "are to speed up the disposition of the case by 

expediting each stage in the case handling process, to improve the 

conviction rate for CC cases and to influence the sentencing of career 

criminals to more consistently reflect the seriousness of the crime and 

,the danger presented by the offender. 

• Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Program Treatment 

No major changes have been1made in program activities since the 

Major Violators Project became operational ,in September, "1975. One 

implementation problem was reported in the May Status Report, however.7 

Because of the lack of an adequate number of trial judges in the Superior 

Court, the project gC:~~ of disposing of cases within an average of 90 ' 

calendar 4ays was not met. The ChieDIJustice of the Superior Court 

agreed to the MVU's request to have a trial session assigned exclusively 

to M#l.jor Violators cases during the month of May. This problem has 

apparently not yet been solved since the average number of ~ays from 

arrest to disposition was reported as 108.85 in the ~une Status Report 

which covered the time period 5/5/76 to 6/5/76. 

• Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatment 

The primary difference between career criminal and routine ~ase 
pr\~~essing is, that ca~eer criminal c~ses are processed by a separate 

(I 

7.S · 'I t~tus Report, 4~5/76 to 5/5/76. 
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Division, the Major Violators Project. Pot.ential CC" cases, i.e., 

those involving,target crimes, are identified and selected by the 

Screening Unit and prosecuted by the Trial Unit which together comprise 

the Major Violators Proj ecto (In routinecr:f.niinal processing, there is, 

no systematic screening.) Attorneys in the T~ial Unit have ,smaller 
'.;. /':' ~'. 

caseloads than non-project attorneys and 'are ~ided by legal' assistants. 

Other differences are an intensified investigat,ion, the request for . - ;... 

increased bail and priority scheduling in the Superior Co~~t.Further, 

career criminal cases are processed in a more expeditious manner than 

are routine cases. 

.. Consideration 4: Extent and Coverag«: of Program Treatment 

Regarding the e;xtent of program treatment) career crimin~l cases 

receive special consideration from the poi'nt of identification by the 
~I ? 

Screening Unit as a potential career criminal c~se, through the ~Rpelate 

process. 

j 

In term,s of progral)i' cover.age, only' a small proportion of potential 
,: .. 0, / 

cases are selected for prosecution by"' the Major Violators Unit. An 
" average,,9f 30 to 35 cases per day are in~tial1y identified but, bec~use 

of manpower limitations, only one or two of these are seletted for career 

criminal ,processing. 

._" (r' 

• Consideration 5:' Local ',Case Re'cords 

In, the ,monthly Statfrs Reports prepared by the District Attorn~y's 
I; , 

Office for the National Legal Data Ceriter, the following statistics, 

are reported:') the disposition of ""car e.er criminal cases (guilty plea's, 

jury trial convict~ons, etc.), the ,average num~.,er of ~ays from arre!,~ 

to 4isposiFion, and the sentences rce~eived (tbe number "of offenders 
, '. "" 11' 

incarce:rated at 'each'correctional ins,titution with 'tij'eaverage length 
I: l' " l\ 

of sentence and the:,nurnber of offenders sentenced toptqbat'ion). No 
" - ., • ~, 'j • • (~.>- .") 

statistics are included for'''non-career criminal cases. ,', 
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As part of the local evaluation of the Boston CC project; a 

sample of 200 cases handled by the Suffolk County District Attorney's 

Office during the period Sept~mber 1, t974 to June 20, 1975 is to be 

constructed.S The processi~g of these cases is to be compared with 

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

be utilized include police reports, grand jury min4.tes~ and interviews 
• ~) Q '~! 

with assistant district attorneys and police officers. It may be 
l\ .' 

,riifficul tj:'o determine the criminal history for the offenders seJ~ctedt 

however, since as of Apr.il, 1975, the criminal justice system in Boston 

lacked "the capability for accurately reflecting a defendant's criminal 9 ' 
record. )j 

!I 

A Prosecution Case and Resource Management System was mentioned 

in the grant application, but as of June 1976, the computer system had 

not been set up. 

• Consideration 6: ' Selection Criteria are Operationalized and 
Replicable 

In Boston, career criminals are. selected ;fl-om the pool of adults 
. r/"'" '" 

who are,charged with a felony offense that is suffic1ently aggravatea or who 

are on bailor in default for a'crime of violence and from the pool of juven­

iles whg have ,a serious record for violent crime and a present offense fora 

similar cr'ime. S~lection for CC pror.essing i~ based on a minimum of 
)'\ 

10 points from the 'following catego~ies: 1 to 5 points based on prior o 

record, I to 5 points if a victim was involved. in the current offense 

(based on the victiIIJ' s age and the seriousness of injuries sustained), 

1 to 5 points on the riatureof the current offense with an additional 

8Statement of Work (Attachment CJ to Request for Propos~IJ prepared by 
the Suffolk CountY"District Attorney's Office, relating to an <0 

evalua.tion of the Major Violator.s (Career Criminal) Proj ect. 

9 Gr~nt APPlicatI'on for Career Criminal Program, page 48. 
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point if a firearm was involved, "and 1 to 4 points on the strength of 

the evidence. This point system :i.s used as a guide 'for the selection 
\' () 

of CC cases and the final decision is a subjective one. I, '(I 

These selection criteria pose several problems for the replication 

'of the selection l'rocedures with a set of baseline cases. Most 

important, based on the subjective judgement of project attorneys, 

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

In addition, some cases are selected based on the existence of a 
~J " 

pending case, information which is rarely available in past case files. 

Also, ,injury to the vJctim and the strength of the evidence playa 

role in case selection. These are~onsiderations which cannot 

be reasonably replicated based on case file information. 

• Consideration 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria 

The selec::tion criteria have been modified since the beginning of 

the program. First, the point system used to rate cases is now used 

as a guide rather than as formal criteria. Second, juveniles are now 

included in the selection pool. Although juveniles were originally 

specified in the selection criteria, they were not included during 

the first months~nfproject operation. However, a,change in procedures 

has been made which permits their prosecution under the program. 
~; 

Finally, the weights given for prior offenses (number and seriousness) 

have been changea. 

, 
• Consideration 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept 

The career criminal selection criteria in the Boston program 

focus primarily on the current offense in the sense that the point 

system includes up to 15 points based:: on the current offense (type~ of 

offense, injury to victim, use of firearm and strength of evidence) 

whereas only up to 5 points are based on the prior record. Persons 

maybe selec,ted based on the current offense, however, only if it is 
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sufficiently aggravated. Thus, the concept underlying the career 

criminal program is partially reflected in the Boston program; however, 

the s,election criteria, which include a wide range of offenses and 

situations, are so numerous and varied that characteristic group 

offenders" would not be expected to be selected. 

• Consideration 9: Local Situation 

There are two problems which may inhibit the performance of the national- Ji 
level evaluation in Boston. First, there w.as (J no systematic screening 
of criminal cases in the Suffolk County Office prior to the inception 

of the Career Criminal dJrogram, Secondly, no criminal history informa­

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

Reports for the National Legal Data Center .. The Off.lce is apparently 

still having diff~culty obtaining FBI rap sheets, although criminal 

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

3.1.4 General Assessment 

The preliminary assessment review of the information available 

on the Boston Career Criminal progral!l has identified several problems 

which militate against the inclusion of Boston as a Career Criminal 
\~ program evaluation site. The most serious of these involves the 

criteriaoand methods utilized in selecti~g the Boston career criminal 

population. The Boston criteria petmit the selec-tion of individuals 

as career criminals solely on the basis of the current offense, and. 

applicat l16n of the criteria invol~es a certain amount of subj e\;tive 

judgement on the part ol~)the CC case screener. More problematic for 

the evaluation, ,however, is the fact that, of the approximately 30 

t03S cases whi~~h are ident'ified as career criminal cases each day, 

.the program isJkble to provide special treatment for only one or two 

cases. ~ererno systematic method for selecting the cases treated, 

thus ma~lng t~/e selection of a comparable, baseline treatment group a 
difricult mat~er. 
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Otller evalu~tion problems encountered in the Boston assessment 

include the difficulties the program personnel have had in obtaining 

crimina~ history information on defendants. Because the evaluation 

depends, on obtaining criminal history information not only for the CC 

defendants prosecJlted by "the program but also for a sample of treatment 

y~ar non-career criminal cases and similar samples of baseline cases, 

the current problems in accessing this information indicate £urther 
o 

problems for the evaluation. 
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3 .. 2 Dallas County Career Criminal Program 

3.2.1 Career Criminal Program Target Populat,ioo " 

The, Dallas County Career Criminal program is designed to focus " 

prosecutorial resources on defendants who are currently charged witb the 

c~ission of a serious, violent cr!me or who are classified as serious, 

repeat offenders. As such, career criminal selection in Dallas considers 
;;,:/ 

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

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

ofGthe current offense is sufficiently aggravated,past criminal history 

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

Dallas are used as a guide for the identificatioo of the pool of potential 
"\! 

career cases; selection of cases from this pool to be handled under the 

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

The program began operating in November 1975. By March 15, 1976, 

327. cases had been referred to the program as potential'career criminal 
10 cases. Of thes~i 104 were accepted by the unit which, during the four 

months of operation, indicted 101 cases and ciisposed of 50 cases. 

3.2 .• 2 Career Criminal Program Activities 

The Dallas County Pr,osecutor'a Office maintains a staff of 78 attorneys, 

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

attorneys are divided into three-man. trial teams, each of which "'prepare 

and try the felony cases assigned to" one of the county's nine District 'qourts. 
(/ 

A regular felony case in Dallas. once referred to the Distrtct Attorney, 

is screened by the Police Complaints Sectioo which assesses the ~rosecuta­
bility of the case. If accepted, ,the case is directly assigned to one 

. 0 

of the District Courts and oneot the ,three trial attorneys assigned to 

that court assumes theresp~sibility of all further case processing, 

from that point cootinuously through to disposition. 

10 . 
Status Report. prepared for the National Legal Data Center, March 15, 1976. 

31 
{\ 

o 

1,1 

( 
I 



f, 

ft 
[1 

In ccntrast to routine handling of criminal cases, the pr.ocessing of 

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

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

3 paraprofessionals) which was created under the Career Criminal program 

for the evaluation and preparation of career criminal cases. Cases are 

identified as potentially involvin8 a career criminal, either by the 

Police Department or the. Police Complaints Divisim of the Prosecutor's 

Office and are referred to the CCB for final se.lection. 

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

CC cases, prepare enhanced indictments and affidavits,,, and conduct 

examining trials when sufficient regul~r manpower is not available. 

The project paraprofessionals gather the information necessary for prepara­

tion of enhanced indictments and track CC cases through processing (one is 

a~signed to each trio of District Court prosecution teams). The special 

attention career criminals receive here allows them tobe identified as 

enhanced offenders and processed as such befor~ they are assigned to one 

of the nine Dis trict Courtw, eliminating reindictment procedures (normally 

required to prosecute persons as enhanced offenders). The grand jury 

generally hears a career criminal case one or two days after arrest, which 
is faster than for routine processing. 

The project investigator gathers infor&ation and evidence for CC 

cases fran the 0 initial filing stage to trial dispositim. More 

resources are available for investigation of career criminal cases 

than for routine processing, allowing for intensified inVestigation of 

these selected cases. 

Career criminal cases are most frequently assigned (by the Project 

Directo'r) to the senior ADA of me of the trial teams. (assigned to each 

District Court) 8 although in some instances an assistant prosecutor or 

a proj ect attorney tries the case. These cases receive priority scheduling. 
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One of the goals of the project is to reduce plea bargaining. 

Attorneys must check with the DiVision Chief Attorney (proj ect director) 

regarding plea b;rgaining for those persons to be tried as habitual 

criminals. The project has also placed an emphasis on obtaining ,increased 

sentences. 

The CCB appellate attorney is responsible for appellate assignments 

of CC cases. He also drafts unusu,al indictments and gives advice in the 

trial of CC cases (as does the Project Director). Individual case 

tracking by the paraprofessimals ccntinues through the appellate stage 

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

reports. As part of their monitoring function. the paraprofessionals 

noti,fy the unit chief if problems arise regarding a case's pro~ress. 

Also, the Parole Board is required to notify the CCBof hearings for. 

career criminal offenders. The project considers challenging each case. 

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

3.2.3 Evaluability Considerations: Dallas 

• Conaideratim 1: C&ear Specification of Treatment 

Theprog;ram aCCtivities are specific:ally directed tOW'ard achieving 

the goals of the program through special career criminal processing. 

Thes.e activities primarily involve the increased :f.qvestigation and enhanced 

case preparation performed by the Career Criminal Bureau staff. In 

addition. CC case progress is monitored during the trial stage and any 

appellate proceedings are handled by project attorneys. These elements 

are directed tCMards increasing the likelihood of conviction and obtaining 

longer sentences for career criminals than would, normally be expected. 

• Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Program. Treatment 

No basic changes have been made in program., activities since project 

inceptipn and there have been no implementation difficulties. Although 

the court docket is overloaded and project staff would like to have a 
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Visiting judge when case proqessing time exceeds 90 days, as of June 1976, 

the mean processing time for CC cases wa~, 6? days (the p:oj ect goal is 

to keep the processing time under 60 days). 

• Consideration 3: Differences Reeresented by Program Treatment 

(j\ Career criminals receive increased attention primarily during the 

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

ment procedures normally required in oI;'der to try an individual as an 

enhanced offender. In CC cases the grand jury hea~s the case one or two days 

o 

after arrest which is faster than for normal processing. All pretrial 0 
steps are handled by project attorneys; however, the cases are tried by 

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

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

criminal cases, ;'in which vertical representation is followed. 0 

Other processing differences are: 

(1) Plea bargaining for persons to be prosecuted as habitual 

criminals is more tightly regulated; 

(2) The project policy emphasizes obtaining increased sentences; 

(3) The Career Criminal Division appellate attorney is responsible 

for appellate assignments of career criminal cases. 

• Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment 

'Regarding the extent of program treatment, career criminal cases 

receive increased attention primarily during the pretrial stage. Once 

cases are selected, enhanced indictments and affidavits are prepared. 

Additional information necessary to support the enhanced indictment is 

gathered, ,and intensified investigation occurs. The case is immediately 

assigned to one of the District Courts, eliminating reindictment procedures. 

Career criminal cases are tried by regular,' not proj ect'j attorneys 

{one of the three members of the team at the District Court to 
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which the case was assigned). Case progress is monitored by a p~Qject 

paraprofessional during the trial phase and the case is again handledby 

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

notifies theGCB of.any hearings for CC offenders, wh1ch may be challenged 

by the proj ect. Thus, the project is either directly or indirectly 

involved in case processing from indic,tment preparation through appeal, 

with the major emphasis on pretrial case preparation. 
fJ 

,Regarding the coverage of the program treatment, during the first 

e,ight'months (through June 1976) t there have been 163' cases in the 

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

• Consideration 5: Local Case Records 

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

Career Criminal Project implementation (10/1/75) that show the number of 

cases which could have been indicted as enhanced offenders, but were not. 

In the past, the offender had to be reindicted in order to be tried as an 

enhanced offender. (This procedure has been changed for career criminal 

cases:) The process of reindictment required the assignment of a new 

case ~umbert and dismissal of the old indictment, making it difficult 

to trace an individual case throughout the entire prosecution. 

• Consideration 6: Selection Criteria are Operationalized 
and Reelicable 

The selection criteria for career criminals are specified in 

generaltet1lls apd selection is ca'se specific involving subj ective 

judgements. For exampl~t one categ~ry of elig~ble persons are those 
(j 
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"charged with a capital of,fense or habitual (third felony) offense 

under such circums~ances as to indicate such persons" should be prosecuted 

under this proj ect. " Such subj ectivity in the career criminal selection 

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

identify a set of baseline cases. 

An additional problem with the selection criteria is that two 

categories of eligible persons are selected on the basis of pending 

cases: (1) persons with two or more Index Part I cases currently 

open and pending and (2) persons charged with an Index Part I crime 

while released on bond for a felony offense. These case selection 

criteria would be very difficult to replicate with baseline caaes 

and it is not known how many CC cases are selected on this basis. 

• Consideration 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria 

There has been no change in the selection criteria since proj ect 

inception. The crj-leria were designed to allow for flexibility, 

therefore it is difficult to determine if these criteria are being 

systematically applied. Since selection is case-specific, this outcome 

appears unlikely. As of March 15, 1976, 327 cases had been' identified 
~0 

as potential career criminal cases and referred to the Career Criminal 

Bureau. 11 Project attorneys selected only 104 af these cases, less than 

one-~hird, for career criminal processing. 

,. Consideration 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept 

The career criminal selection criteri~ focus both on the nature of the 
-

current offense and the previou8 record. As mentioned earlier, some persons 

may be selected based solely on the characteristics of the current offense 

("persons charged with a capital offense under such circumstances as 

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

llStatus Report for National Legal Data Center, March 15, 1976. 
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Persons may also be selected on the basis of pending cases or because 

they are on bailor parole in another case. Thus, while the selection 

criteria reflect certain aspects of the concept underlying the Career 

Criminal program, they represent only a partial attempt to isolate a 

particular group of criminals who commit a disproportionate amount of 

II crime, based upon measurable indicators of past criminal activity. 

The narrative of April 15, 1976 Status Report indicates, however, 

that all cases which have been disposed of by the unit involve third time 

offenders. The end result, therefore, may be that those persons selected 
do in fact have a criminal history. 12 

• Consideration 9: Local Situation 

The local situation in the Dallas Office appears to 

tive context for the conduct of the national eva1u,ation. 
offer a coopera­

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

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

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

app1icatiaa, however, and only performance measures are specified (e.g., 

reduce pretrial and trial delay, reduce the occurrence of plea bargaining). 
!) 

3.2.4 General Assessment' 

The Career Criminal program in Dallas (like the Houston Program, see 

pages 48-55 below) is of in,terest because, unlike most of the CCP' s, the 

treatment administered to career criminal cases in Dallas does not focus 
' ~, 

upon vertical or contllluoUS case representation. Rather, in this (and the 

Houston) case, more at~entiori i~, devoted to the preparation of cases which 

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

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

* Status Report for the Nation~l Legal Data Center, April 15, 1976. 
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3.3 Wayne County (Detroit) Career Criminal Program 

3.3.1 Career Criminal Target Population 

The Career crimina~program in the Wayne Count~ Prosecutor's 

Office (Detroit) is directed toward the improved prosecution of 

persons committing serious felonies, who have either a record of 

previous criminal ac tivities or cases pending in the coul;'~t:s. The tar­

geted crimes are homicide, robbery (both armed and unarmed), assault 

(including criminal sexual conduct), and burglary (including breaking and 

entering) of both dwellings and businesses. Persons who ate charged 

with these crimes may be selected for career criminal processi~\g on 

the basis of having two prior felony convictions or two felonies 

pending. 

We have no information on the types, or even the number of cas'es, 

that have been selected for career criminal processing since the 

Detroit program began operation in July 1975. 13 The anticipated num­

ber of career criminals to be processed during the first year of 

project operation was 550. 

3.3.2 Career Criminal Program Activities 

The Criminal Division of the Wayne County Prosecutor's Office is 

organized into separate"departments for handling criminal cases in 
,./,.) 

two courts. Ninety percent of the crimina~. cases handled by the 

office are tried in the Recorder's Court, which has jurisdic~tion over 

cases originating within the city limits of Detroit. Cases originating 
II within Wa}~e County but outside of the Detroit city limits are tried 

in the WaYI1e County Circuit Court. The, twoe:;,riminal departmen.:s 

13 In the Career Criminal Program Status Reports, (dated 1/16/76 and 
5/6/76) prepa,red by the Wayne County Prosecutor's Office for the 
National Legal Data Center, only the total nut:lber of ,:l.ndictments 
and/or in'formations filed are given, i.e., for both CC and non-CC 
cases combined. 
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in the Prosecutor" s Office are further subdivided; each criminal case 
i.1 

(for. either court) ols handled by several attorneys. 

The Wayne County Career Criminal program involves three compo­

nents. The first, the MeJor Violators Unit (MVU), has responsibility 

for case preparation and prosecution of career criminals in both the 

Recorder's Court ana the Circuit Court. There are II attorneys, in­

cluding the Project Pirector,assigned to the MVU which handles career 
,. ~. (".,~" " 

orim:.i;,;;.wJ: '~ases through all stages of case processing. The Major 
~/ 

~ Violators Unit is supported by two additional components, each a 
'" ') 

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

Probation Component provides additional resburces for presentence 

,inv,estigations of career criminals. This component i}? also intended to 
,~ ., 

provide better measures of dSnserousness' to assist In identifying offenders. 

(Other pr?posedtasks of this unit have. a correctional r~~her than a prose­

cutorial of:ien.tation.), The third component, the WaYxJ.e County Circuit 

CO,urt component,assigns a court executive to faci~itatecoordination 
wit?F~ePr~'secutorr s,' office and to provide additional resources for 

court reporters ,probation'officer'interViews at bail, and presenten.ce 
" Q ' -' r;::;. 

investigations for career crimina'1s tried "in the Wayne County Cireuit 

\~\ Court. The goal, of this component'is to maintcUn expeditio~ 'processing 

times, for CC case~ by properly coordinating and utilizing the r~sources 
of the County Court.' " 

K\ 

Career criminal cases mayPbe identified at s~veral points in the 
'0 

processing system: during arr,est'by the police , at the issuance ,/ 
"c. '"' 

of a ,warrant by the., warrant ,prosecutor, or later in th,~ processin,g system 

by a regular 'attorney handling the case. () Once a poten:tial CC dr~e is 

'0 identified, it is referred to the MVU and the Unft!sCI~take Attorney (this 

posi.tion rotat~~ among, the MVU staff) then deterwines ,if Fhe suspect 

and the crime m~e,p the CC selection criteria. If the case is ';ccepted, 

theMVU Director assigns. ;(~ to a MVU attorney::who is respons,;ible""ofor 
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the conduct of the case through all stages of tpe court proce~s. A 

secondary attorney is also notified of the case at its inception and 
I If I 

is kept up-to-date on its prog:ress ~o that he can assist in case 

preparation (i.e., in interrogation of the def~ndant) or take over 

the case should the primary attorney be absent for any reason., 

,') 

A prewarrant investigation is conducted by the police, with 

the assigned MVU attorney, acting in 811 aciviaory capacity. The MVU 

attorney (or the.officar in charge) informs the arraigning ~agistrate 

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

and requests an appropriate bond. 
I! 

The MVU attorney takes two actions, not regularly performed by 
L ,." 

attorneys handling crimi.rlal cases, during ,the remaining processing 

steps. First, he makes a written sentence recommendation to <::7 
o 

the judge which is placed on. the. record at the sentencing hearing. 

Second, after sentencing, he writes a letter to the parole board 

expressing his opinion about the dangerousness of the defenda'nt at 

the time of sentencing. In addition , one of the MVU attO'rneys is 
" responsible for ~eap01\ditlg to app,eals. The Pfoj ect also notifies 

victims and complainants of the dispos~t:l.on of ·;CC cases. 
.r"~"~!j' . 

3.3.3 ': Evalu''8b11ity Considerations 
-') 

• CbnsidetaUon 1·: Clear Specification 0.£ Treatment 
,:~~ 

The primary mechanism that "has been created as part, of t,:he Career 
I). "3> T ~ ~', 

Criminal program in the Wayne County Pros .. ecutor' s Office is 'the 

Major Violators Unit (MVU). The \~;, is a, special un,it designed to 
..s' 

select: and" pros.ecute career criminal cases. The assigned MVU attorney 

handles c[lse preparation and aLl, p'rocessing steps (ver~ical represen-
" .i. "f) 

tatiot~)·. for CC cases. T~,e'iintentionie to o1:)tain high conviction 

~. rat~_s and longer pr~~on terms. for career criminals. \J. "", These persons are 

41 o 

.-,",--~ . .,.-.~,~",., .;:.-... ~, .. ~~ ...:....,.-".--~-.--.. ~.-
" 

t!i 

1 
) 

'f 
1 

(I 

o 

o . 



1/ 

also routinel; processed as habitual offenders as part of the MVU's 

activities (this is a major innovation for the Wayne County Office). 

" " The Detroit program contains two other components designed to 

support the Major Violators Unit. The Wayn,e County Circuit Court 

o 

o 

C t which assigns a court executivet;o facilitate cooJ;'dination I) omponen t" ,", 

with the Prosecutor's office and to supply additional resources for 

court reporters, &s weil as providing probation officer interviews at 

bail and presentence inveftigations fot' CC cases, is directed toward _' 

the project's goals (more "effective"prosecution of CC cases). The' 0 
Recorder's Court Probation Department Component, on the~other hand, 

is enly partially dir~cted toWard the project's goals. Additional, 

resources are furnished for presentence investigations for CC defendants, 

but other activities have acor:recticnal rather than a prosecutor1al 0 
orientation (e. g., Looe otask is to provide parole and prison personnel 

with comprehensive reports ,for more. accurate classification of :inmates). 

• Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Treatment 

A chan~e in court docketing procedures in the Recorder's Courts 

appears to have impeded the progress of .the'Detroit program. As 

reported under the special problems section of tlle January Status Report: 

The Recorder's Court for the City of Detroit ~as 
recently announced a change in its docketing 
procedure with the inte~tion cfreducing the jail ':\ 
population for those awaiting trial. Since 90 percent, 
of [C~J case,s are in Recorder's Court, and 90"perc~nt 
of,tlle defendanti:J are in jail in lieu of bend, [MVU] 
will be hard pressed in the next several months to try 
most of its cases. R~ther than reassign cases ,from one,_, "'.' 
attorney to another within [MVU] to avoid conFlicts in ' j) 

trialc;'?dates, we have established a policy of requesting 
adjournments where neces~ary~ This wiLl enable PROB 
to continue its policy of allowing one attorney to 
handle aocase fran start to finish. 

u 

Although the project:,,!.~ported that the average t:l.n\e from arrest to " 

triaI is not expecteud toe increase to any great degree, this outcome 

o 
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app~ars unavoidable. The actual, censequences of the change in docketing 

prd~edure were discussed in the only additional Status Report (May) 

submitted to the National Legal Data Center. 

Only one change g~"s been made to the program treatment since the 
, /'/' \1 .' 

Wayne County progrclii began ;;operation in July 1975. The procedure of 

giving the judge a written sentence recommendation (from the MVU 

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

one which does not affect the program treatment, has also been made. 

Victims and complainants are notified of the dispositiOtt~ of CC cases 
(January Status Report). 

II 
'I 

• ConsideratiOn 3: Differences"Represented by Program Treatment 

The processing differences for career criminals in the netroit 
~\ . 

p~ogram are{:,as foll~s. First, there is vertical representation, with 

the two attorney:s assigned to each case handling. all the processing steps. 

!Ale attorn~y acts as' an assistant and may stand in for the primary 
., 

attorney, if (~ecessary. In routine criminal proceSSing, different 
D 

attorneys arf~assigned to va~ious processing steps. Other differences 

include intens1)'fied preparation of the case, closer coordination with 

the police, and provisi.on of. sentencing recommendations to the judge. 

Also, the habitual offender statutes are uti.lized to obtain longer 
sentences. 

.:;'1 I 

• Consideration. 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment 

Career criminal cases are intended to receive special attentiOn 

throughout the prosecution of the "case. This involves,. vertical repre-

sentation from the prewarrant stage through appeal, increased case 

preparation and the presentation of written sentencing recommendations. 

" We have no specific information ,;,regarding the coverage of the 
,~ program since cq .caseshave not been repor,ted separately in the 
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Status Reports which the D~troit program has prepared for the 

National Legal Data Center (1/16/76 and 5/6/76). 

• Consideration 5: Local Case Records 

According to the grant application, the Prosecutor's office keeps 

extensive statistics on criminal cases inclu~ing figures on the number 

of cases disposed of at each stage of prosecqtion. For the local 

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

offenders processed prior to the inception of the proj ect is to be 

created as well as a,samp1e of dangerous offenders processed at the same 

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

will be made: the expected frequency of failure to appear in court, 

number of cases dismissed and length of time from arrest to each stage 
'rt ~ 

of prosecuUon for each of the three processing groups (processing prior 

to the program,,, processing by the program, and processing at C)the same time 

as the program but not by the program). 

• Consideration 6: SelectiOn Criteria are Operationalized and 
Replicable 

The selection criteria for career criminal cases ,in the Detroit 
,i' 

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

has two or more prior felony convictions or has two or more felony 

cases pending. Target crimes are homicide, robbery as.saults and 

burglaries. Given the size and severity of the crime problem in 

Detroit,it appears that'thel3e criteria would identify a larger 

pool of offenders than the Detroit Career Criminal prouamisprepared 

to handle (550 case,s per year). No further selection criteria have 

been presented for the Detroit prog?;am. 

o 

.. Another problem with the Detroit program selection criteria is 

that some .cases are selected for CC processing on the basis of pending 

cases. The selection process would be difficult to replicate anc'"we 

do not know, how manyCC cases f~llinto thts .category. 
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• Consideration 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria 

We have no information regarding the syst~atic application of 

the "se~ec tion criter ia sinee there have been no statistics on CC cases 

referred or selected as part of the Status Reports (1/16/76 and 

5/6/76). If cases are selected based on subjective judgements, 

consistency ~ the process appears unlikely. 

• Consideration 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept 

The Detroit program only partially reflects the concept underlying 

the Career Criminal program since some persons with no record of prior 

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

• Consideration 9: Local Situation 

The Wayne County Prosecutor's office has not b~,en able to meet 

the data requirements of the National Legal Data Center. We would 

expect the local Situation, "therefore, to be unfavorable for a more 

extensive data collection effort as part of the national-level evaluation. 

~ additional problem, which makes c.ourt processing difficult and 

has inhibited the operation of the Career Criminal program in DetrOit, 

is the lack of a full complement of ,police officers to "serve at the 
Recorder's Court. °This has been 

struggle of criminal justice and 
one of the outcomes, of" the continUing 

other agencies for a larger share of 

the limited fiscalresource~ of the City of Detroit. The effeet has 

been a cut hack inth7,numb~r of Officers available to the ~corder' s 
Court from 85 to 71.. Con tl 1 . sequenoy, on y one officer is available to 

deliver sub
4
Poenas (instead of thre'e) and there has been ~adequa~e 

transPQrtation for prisoners and inadequate se.curity. This lack of 

security is particularly damaging for the career cr:1minalcases. 

Judges are hesitant to handle these cases. ." This situation ehas not, 
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as yet been resolved, and may interfere with both the implementation 
, - ' 14' 

and. evaluation of the Career Criminal program. 

3.3.4 General Assessment 

The wayne County Career Criminal program poses a number of 

problems for the implementation of the Career 'Cr:lminal program's 

national-level evaluation. 

The program"'itself covers two relatively complex cou~..lsystems 

(the Recorder's Court and the Circuit Court). It would only be 

feasible for the evaluation to examin~ the impact of the program in 

one of the two, due to the duplication of effort necessary to address 

both. Since 90 percent of the career criminal caseload is handled by 

the Recorder's Court, it appears to be the more likely candidate of the 

two. 

However, the Recorde~·.;~~ourt has been tho,., setting of several 

implementation difficulties"1'J~ A slhift in the Recorder's Court docketing 
~. 0 . f system has meant some disruption in theocootinuous representation 0 

career criminal cases processed in that court (a major component of 

progr~ treatment) and is expected ~ohave an impact on the prosecutorial 

outcomes for that set of Cases (especially the number of con tinuances 

and(;~rocessing times). 0 The Rec~rder' s Court has also faced problems due 

to the cutbacks in funding which have constrained the entire Detroit 

criminal justice system. These have recently resultea in. a reduction 

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

security prob'lemsfor CCcases. 

(' The selection criteria fortlte Detroit program also pose problems. 

First, the pending case criterion is one which makes baseline replication 

l~DetroitFree Press (June 27 through July 7,1976). 
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difficult. Second, the program targets the handling of only 550 cases 

during the first y~r, a number which it appears is somewhat lower than 
\! 

that which would normally be identified by the criteria established 

(see page 44). It seems possible that, like New York and Boston, 

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

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

provided no informatioo in their monthly status reports to the National 

Legal Data Center on the number of cases accepted by the program; this 

in itself is an indicator of poteptial data problems. 
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3.4 Harris County (Houston) Career Criminal Program 

3.4.1 Career Criminal target Population 

The Career Criminal program in Harr is County, TeXas,., is directed 

committing serious felonies and stranger-to-

Both current and past offenses are considered 
primar:Uy towards persons , r,t 
stran~~j crimes of violence. 
in the selection of career criminal cases. If the cu~rent offense is 

sufficiently aggravated, it may be the sole basis for the selection oS a 

defendant for", prosecuti,?n as a career criminal. Finally the strens.th of 

the case or the likelihOod of convicticn are also ccns;i.dered in the 

selectfon decision 

Since project inception in July 1975, a v~riety of cases has 

been selected for career criminal processing. As of January lS, 1976, 277 

defendants \i:ad been referred to the Career Criminal program; 199 of these 

had been accepted. lS The following is the breakdown by type of offense 

(some defendants were charged with combinations of felonies, therefor~ 

offense figures do not sum to the total number of persons accepted into the 

program): robbery, 102; assaultive offenses, 8; burglary and theft, 91; 

auto theft, 8; narcotic offenses, 17; rape and sexual abuse~. 12; 

forgery, 1; and kidnapping, 1. 

3.4.2'\ Career Criminal ProW-Jam Activities 

The Ha1rris County District Attorney's office employs 120 Assistant 

District At~orneys with 67 attorneys assi~ed t6 f~lony criminal cases. 

All felony jlases' referred to the prosecu~~r are screened h~.' a Central Intake 

Unit which Jeviews the substance of a case and makes the. decision whether 

to proceed J~th prosecution. Once a case has been indicted by a 

Grand Jury, \t is assigned to one of the twelve District c?~rts 

lSHarris count~ District Attorney's Office Career Criminal Project, 
Six MOnth Op'rational Report, July 15, 1975 to January 15, 1976 •. 
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which handle the County's felony cases. Each District Court is , \ 

served by a "three-man trial team which handles case preparatiOn and 

trial proceedings for the prosecution, reflecting(( the general office 

policy of vertical case representation. 

Career criminal cases may be identified at foul.' alternative points 

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

attorney at the Central Intake Unit, by paralegals during "preliminary 

hearing case preparation or by attorneys during the preliminary hearing. 

Once a career criminal case is identified it is referred to the Career 
:::\ 

Criminal Division (CCD), a new unit of the Prosecutor's office created 

under the Career Criminal program. This unit, which is staffed, on a 

rotat:lng basis by three prosecutors from the regular pr.0secutorial staff. 

handles c~,e preparation for all career criminal cases including case 
, " 

representation in all p~Qcessing steps prior to trial. If the case 
,,-, 

warrants, the career cr:lminal prosecutor will become involved in the case 

immediately after arrest, interViewing witnesses and attending lineups. 

The prosecutoT is alsoavaila~e;to represent the state j~ recommending 
::::::::;:-J , I.' 

and mainta:lning high bail, at the examining tr~al (preliminary hearing) 

and before the grand jury. 

Career criminal cases are assigned~o the regular prosecutorial 

trial-teams in the District CourtsOfor trial. While the regular District 
CJ 

Court attorneys do not prepare the career criminal cases, they handle all 

trial actions including pleas taken .at. this stage in processing. 

Iuunediately after tlle case is filed and assigned to a District Court,. 

the Career Criminal Division (CCD) prosecutor" informs' the 9hie£ Prosecut.or 

of that court. The CCD prosecutor will keep the Chief Prosecutor informed 

of the progress of the case as it proceeds from the examining trial to 
" 

the arraignment. After the case is. turned"over to the Chief Prosecutor .. 

49 

I 
~ 

I 
I 

\\ \ 

" . 

'~ 

I 
" 
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for trial, the CCD prosecutor monitors the case and provides follow-up 

investigation when required. MOst CC cases are tried by the Chief 

Prosecutor, who gives priority to these cases. 

To support the Career Criminal Division (CCD), a Police Liaison 

Unit has been created in the Houston Police Department. The officers 

in this Unit, supported by the CC program, work to identify cases eligible 

for the program early in the case handling process and to increase the 

quality of cases accepted by the CCD. Specific procedures and,forms that 

have been developed to handle potential CC cases ensure the collection 

and exchange of all necessary information betwe.en the pOlic'e and the 

District At torney's office. 

3.4.3 Evaluability Considerations, 

• Consideration 1: Clear Specification of Treatment 
;/ 

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

CCP (the Career Criminal Division in the District Attorney's office ./ 
" J/J 

and the Police Liaiscn Unit in the Police Department) are both direcr/ed 

i ! 

towards the improved preparation of CC cases. T~, primary purpose of the 

CCD is the evaluation and preparation of CC cases by attorneys who are 

freed from heavy caseloads and trial responsibilities. The CCD further 

gives attention to case representation during pretrial proceedings and 

case monitoring once the c~# is handed over to the regular trial teams. 

The Police Liaison Unit aids :In case preparation through the earlyident1-

, fication of CC cases and defendants and ,in.creasedinvestigative attention 

to these cases. As such, the activities of both of these units are focused 

on the program ()bj ectivesof increased convict ion So and larger sentences for 

career criminals. 0 

\) " ~ 

• Consideration 2: Systematic Applicaticn of Pro~ram TreaPment 

No major changes h~ve been made in program activities since the 

inception "of the program. However, :implementation difficulties have been 
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encountered in the area of case processing. T:ime delays have been 

experienced both between indictment and arraignment (in some District 

Cou~ts) and from indictment to trial and these delays have, been 

(\ 

, increasing as the program has continued. Two annex courts are expected 

to" begin ob~dition in the near future which may alleviate some of the 
ti /' 

problem and i't is hop~d that CC cases will receive a priority setting 

in these courts. However, unless this problem is solved, processing 

time may continue to be a problem. 

• Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatment 

The primary 'difference between career cr:iminal and routine case 

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

Division (CCD). (In routine cr:iminal processing,'cases are assigned 

directly to the sJ:torney who wUl try the case.)' Although the CCD is 

staffed by regular attorneys (onoa rotating basis), these attorneys are 

able to give increased attention "to case preparation because of lower 

caseloads and because they have no trial responsibilities during their 

,PCD assignments. Career criminal cases are tried in the same fashion 

as other criminal cases, that is, by teams of 3 prose~uto~s assigned 

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

Prosecutor of one of these teams tries the case. The CCD attorney 

originally assigned to prepare the case m~itcrs it through trial and 

sentencing. Career Cr:iminal cases were also intended to receive 

p'riority scheduling, a~,though this has not yet been ac~omplished. 

Potential career criminal cnsesalso receive increased attention from 

the police via the Police Liaison Unit. According to project personnel, 

coordination between the police and prosecutor is greater for caSes 

selected forCC processing than for other cases; special procedures and 

forms have been developed for the handling of CC cases by the polic;e 

in an attempt to identify more career ct'::I.ainals early in the case 

h,~dlingprocess • o 
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• Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatmen! 

Regarding the extent of program treatment, career criminal 
,) 

cases receive special consideration primarily during the pretrial 

phase. This special consideration may begin immediately after arrest, 

when potential CC cases are identified by the police, either by the 

arresting officer or the Police Liaison Unit. Once a case is selected, 

a CCD attorney intervi~ws witnesses and attends line-ups. The CCD 

attorney attends all pretrial proceedings, recommends high bail, and 

coord:lnates with the Po1i.ce Lia:l.,son Unit to prepare the case. After 
,,' 

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

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

provid:lng follow-up investigation when required. 
(; 

In terms of program coverag~. during the six months sin~e project 

inceptibn (1. e., between ,July 15, 1975 and January 15, 1976) 330 

defendants have been accepted ~nto the Career Criminal program. 

However, statistics are available for all criminal or felony cases for 

a comparable period of time. 

• Consideration 5: Local Case Records 

,". In the Status Reports prepared by the District Attorney's office 

for the National Legal Data Center, statistics are presented for both 

CC and non-CC cases. Although much more information is included for 

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

types of offenses (aggregate), processing times (individual and aggregate) 
6 ~ 

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

included for non-CC cases. 

The grant application presents some information on, the onumber 

and types of cases filed and disposed during 1975, in total and by court. 
" 

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

is to be a canprehensive. multi-agency information system, for Harris 
q 
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County and will reflect the procedural flaw of cases through the system 

and provide data concerning cases and the persons involved (defendants, 

vic~ims, lawyers, oondsmen). Also, the system will be coordinated with 

other cities in the state and will be available prior to charging at 

Central Intake of the District'Attorney's office to provide access to 

much of the inf9rmation needed for case evaluation. We have no further 

information regarding the operational status of this proposed system 

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

• Consideration 6: Selection Crit~ria are Operationalized and 
Replicable 

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

a felony or the propensity for violence or who are charged with a crime 

particularly aggravated or who are also on t~pd for certain offenses. 

These selection criteria pose several problems for the replication of the 

selection procedures with a set of baseline cases. First ,some cas'es are 

s,elected based on the existence of a pending case information which is 

rarely available in past case files. Secondly, some cases are selec,ted 

based on a subjective evaluation of the characteristics of the current 

offense (e.g., substantia]" injut-y to the victim for ,B rape or sexual 

abuse case, large sum involved for first degree robbery). One final 

problem exists in tha't the quality of the case plays a role in case 

selection. These considerations C;;l,nnot be reasonably replicated 
based on case file information. 

~)' 

~I fiil]! I p V 
• Consider,ation 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria 

. Ii'· . .. 
There has bc~en no change (lin the selection, criteria sinc~ the 

\1 ' 

beginning of the illprogram. As of January 15, 1976, 277 defendants had 

been ref«:rredto ithe Gareer Criminal program, 199 of these had been 

ac cep ted. However, the reasons for cas e rej ec tian are not known, making 

it difficult to determine if the selection criteria have been syste-
., 

matica11~ applied. 
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• Consideration 8: Reflection of Career Criminal ConceEt 

The Harris COlh"'lty career criminal selection criteria foc'l!s primarily 
(j 

on the offender and his history, although the characteristics of the 

current offense may be'the sole b~sis of selection" for career criminal 

processing. Because'the options permitted by the ~electio~ criteria 

are so numerous, including a wide range of ·-offenses and ,situations, a 

characteristic group of individuals ,:may not be selected. The Six Month' 

Operation.al Report, however, indicates thatmost offenders are selectefl 
'::: " 

for robbery (102) or bur'glary and theft (91) • 

• Consideration 9: Local Situation 

Because of the manner in which the local. case record~ are organized, 

it has been difficult for Houston to meet the" datarequir"ements of the 

National Legal nata Center. We"l.would expect the local situation, 
i-\.:; 

therefore, to be unfavorable for a mo~e extensive data collection effort 

as part of the· national-level evaluation. 
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3.4.4 General Assessment 

As discussed in the Dallas general assessment (see section 3.2.4 

above) the Houston Career Criminal program, like Dallas, is interesting 

because the approach' employed in handling career criminal cases is 

well int~grated into the routine case handling system and, ,as such, 

offers an alternative to the major violator unit approach to improving 

prosecutorial performance. In Houston, however, as in Dallas, the 

evaluability problems identified in the assessment militate "g~iRst the 

inclusion of the program as a 'case study site. Like Dallas, the 

problems encountered for Houston revolve around t.he selection' of career 

criminal cases. The criteria established for case selection involve 

subj ective assessments of case charact.eristics and in ~~ertain circum­

stances cas~s are included in the program based~:m insid'\. information 

provided by. the police department. This type of selection prq,cess 

does not lend itself to replication with baseline cases"and would 
\\ 

preclude the implementation of. the national-level evaluation design. 

I~ addition. the Houston program has exp@r.ienced processing delays 
1,~ 

which have impeded the progress of the program. Since the evaluation 

seeks s;ites which have fully implemented their program activities in ' 

order to examine the ~mpact6 of those activities. these implementation 

difficulties further indicate the inadvisability qf the sele.ction of 
-', I'; 

Houston as a case s~udy site. 

o Finally. it appears that the Houston program has encountered sqme 

diff,icul ty in meeting the data requests made by the National Legal "0 

Data Center. From conversations with Houston program,personnel. these 

problems have left the Houston program with a le",ss than positive 

attitude toward participation in any endeavor which would further c; 

divert program resources from the l,lrimary task of career criminal case 
preparation., 
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Marion County (Indianapolis) Career Criminal Program 3.5 _-
Career Crimina'l Target Population G (') 

3.5.1 
The Career Criminal program in Marion County, Indiana is directed 

primarily toward persons committing serious feJ.onies. Both current 

and past offenses are considered in the selection of career criminal 

cases. If ~he current offenseois sufficiently aggravated, and the 

person is either on prooatl.on or has cases pending, he may be: selected 

for career criminal processing solely on those bases. 

The Marion County Progr~ began operation in October 1975. As 

o 

of May 1, 1976, 154 cases had'been selected for career criminal 

processing. These cases represented 243 counts (the number of defen­

dants is not' given) .16 At that tlme, the largest proportion' of cases 

involved robbery, with other target crimes including aggravated assault, 

burglary and drug offenses. 

3.5.2 Career Criminal Program Activities 
, < j. 

o The Marj.on County Pr~secutor' s office employs \~pprOXimatel~[JfO 
deputies with six of these working' on a p,art-tiroe D~·sis. The or;,Iice is 

organized according to the court system. i •. e., lower court pr<;!ceedings 

are handled by th,e Municipal Court Division and f~lony trials are 
"('~ 

handled by trial teams. one assigned to each 'criminal court. There 

ar'e also specialty team. working in all of 'the courts. 

The Career Criminal progr~ is one of the specialty teams .in 

the Marion cOunty offi~e. It ilf canposed of three components, with 

\) 

'0' 

o 

r! -, 

() 

o 

o 

the project di~ector oversee~g all three. The Case Intake, Screening, 

lEhareer Criminal Program Status Report I prepa.!edby the Marion Comty 
Prosecutor's Office for the Nattronal Legal Data C~ter, 5/1~/76. 
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Evaluation and Selection (CaISES) component adds two project deputies 

to the two already involved in felony case screening. 

Violators Unit (MVU), staffed by the trial supervisor, 
(;] 

The Major 

eight trial 

deputies and 3 investigators, prosecutes those cases selected by 

the CaISES component. TI>~:::, .Target' Profile Refinement U~iit (TaPRU), 
~ ., f ' 

staffed by a psychologist and a socia]. worker, sUPr>6rts the other qyo, 

components by refining the profile of the career criminal and monitoring 

the progress of CCs after sentencing. All three components are assisted 

by four paralegals who gather criminal history· .and, treatment history 

data, assist in witness coordination, and p,erform other support functions. 
-;:, ,j 

Career criminal casesar~identified anQselected by the 

CaISES component. All four deputies identify potential CCs as they 

appear in both the municipal and criminal courts. The final selection 

of CC Cases is made after a thorough examination of both the case and 

the accused. This selection is based on a point system. 
o 

Persons selected to be processed as career criminals are referred 

to the Major Violators Unit. TheMVU depu~ies visit defenda~ts. in 

jail ahd coordinate witl{ the police regardi,ng the investigation of 

CC cases. They also attend all court hearings;, which gen~rallY 
include arraignment, a bond reduction hearing, one to three pre-

trial hearings, the trial and one to three post-trial hearings. 

CC cases are tracked beyond conv~c;.tion o~" entry of guilty 
, " .~ 

plea to include probation and parol-~ 'revocation hearings, post­

convict.ion proceedings and proceedings in other jurisdictions. 

T • 
The three project inve8tigator~ aid the trial deputies in case 

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

local law enforcemen~agencies. and assist the four p;roject paralegals 

in witness coordination~ 

(] 
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The TaPRU participated in the development of the point system utilized 

for CC selection (D'ecember 197 5 Stat~s Report). In addition to monitoring 

the progress of CCs after sentencing, this unit is responsible for ex­

ploring sentencing alternatives and coordinat~g with correctional facili­

ties. The TaPRU has also studied the jury selection process with a view 

toward changes the voir dire tecl'lliques17 used by deputies. 

3.5.3 Evaluability Considerations 

• Consideration 1: Clear Specificat~on of Treatment 

The activities of the three components of the Indianapolis 

Career Criminal program (called the Careers-in-Crime Interce~tion 

Program) are directed toward the identification, prosecution and 

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

what broader than most CC programs. The Case Intake, Screen:f.ns., 

Evaluation and Selection Compment identifies, potential ecs and 
. ~; d"- h am The Major Violators selects those cases to be include .. u t e progr •. !!::::.L':::":'..;..;=.;=-__ 

. Unit prosecutes these cases, providing increased at~ention and ~ndling 

by one unit within the office rather than by /tleveral unita:,. :;ru activi­

ties are directed toward the proj ect objectives of providing speedier 

, sen'tences for C, 'Cs and reducing the system '" trials, producing stif,fer 

"loopholE7sil through which the most experienced criminals are thought 

to slip. 

The Target Profile Refinement bnit does not directly affect 

CCprocessing, but provides feedback" on the success of CCs after 

in 11 'as refinement of the profile of the CC. sentenc g as we ..., 

l7According to the 2/10/76 Status Report, jury bulletins are being 
prepared. 
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• Consideration 2: SYstematic Application of Program Treatment 

There have been no major changes in program activities since the 

inception of the program. However, implementation difficulties 

have been encountered in the area of case prui::~sing. The 
.:. '-'",-:::::<:/ 

four divisions of the Marion County Criminal Court function as four 

separate modes, with little communication among them, and prosecutors 

are assigned~using several different systems. With individual calendars 

and inadequate notice procedures, the result is that project attorneys 

are not always in attendance at CC court proceedings (May 1976 Status 

Report). The MVU has begun preparation of a weekly calendar of 

Unit activity intended to bring together the best information 

available concerning cases scheduled at the criminal court. Areas 

in which overlap may be expected can now at least be detected. The 
11 advent of PROMIS is expected to eliminate these difficulties (no 

anticipated date has been given, however). 18 " 

, I 
An additional difficulty has been the use of fecial judges, 

rather than regular Criminal Court judges. Underf'local law, 

criminal court judges may name panels of local attorneys to sit in 

their stead upon a motion for a change in judge. While panel 

members are sometimes Sitting j udgesin othe+,-'O-C!,~urts, often, they 
:' // '\\ \, 

are simply private attorneys in civil or defense'practice. 

\\ Instances have. been reported in which a verdict OLI not guilty has 

been handed down over str~g eVidence. 19 The project plans to 

challenge this local practice of special judges, generally, and 

specifically ,the practice 'of permitting practicj,ng defense attorneys 
to sit as special judges. 

l8Status) Reports, 4/7176 and 5/14/76. 

19 + 

Status Reports, 4/7/76 and 5/14/76. 
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• Cansideratian 3: Differences Represented by Pragram Treatment 

The primary difference between career criminal and rautine case 
~,(:'.' 

pracessing is that CC cases ate prasecuted by a special unit, the 

Majar Vialatars Unit. As such,all caurt pracessing steps af CC cases 

are handled by MVU attarneys rather than by several sectians (Municipal 

Caurt, Felany Screening, Criminal Cau~t, etc.) af the Prasecutor's 

Office. Extra resaurces (3 inv~stigatars, 4 paralegals) are available 

far the investigatian and preparatian af CC cases. 

.' Cansideratian 4: Extent and Caverage af Pragram Treatment 

Regarding the extent af pragram treatment, career criminal cases 

receive s0pecial cansideratian fram the pretrial, through the post-

trial stages. Once a case is identified and selected by the CaISES 

campanent,all pracessing steps are handled by th~.Majar Vialatars 

Unit, thraugh ane to. three posttrial hearings, including Prabation 

and parale revacatian "he,arings, other pastcanviction praceedings and 

praceedings in ather jurisdictians. In additian, career criminals are 

manitared by the praject to. determine their success in variaus sentencing 

alternatives. 

In terms af prag:ram coverage, appraximately 20 percent af target c 
} - ~ . 

felany cases (burglary, rabbery, aggravated assault and drug affenses) 

are prasecuted as career criminals. As af May 1, 1976, 154autaf 
\r\ 

784 target felany cases were pracessed by the Majar Vialatars Unit 

(aut af a tatal af 1,333 f;lany cases, fram9/l5/75 thraugh 4/30/76) .20 

". Cansideratian 5: Lacal Case Recards 
':1 

The number af cases and counts handled by the CCP is reported :in 

the Status Reparts prepared by the Prasecutor's Office far the Natianal 

Legal Data Center. Also. given are thecnumber af cases and caunts far 

20 " 1) 

Status Repart, 5/14/76. 
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target felonies and far all felanies, as well as"'the dispasitians, 

the average length af sentences and the average number af days fram 

arrest to. dispasition and from arrest to. sentencing far CC and far 

non-CC cases. Far cases not prasecuted, the reasons are given ( 
e. g. '" 

pleaded guilty to. anather charge, insufficient evidence, etc). 

The grant applicatian presents anly caselaad statistics based 

on Caunty Criminal Caurt recards. In ane af the Status Reparts 

(4/7 /76), the existing files in the Prasecutar's affice are described 
" 1 as a grass y neglected case-file and manual recard-keeping system 

ariginated ••• 12 or 15 ye~rs ago.. " The data and recard system is 

being redesigned, but we have no. infarmation on the status except 

that ,PROMIS has nat yet been implemented. Given the status af the 

filing system, it appears that adequate baseline data may nat be 
available. 

• Cansideratian 6: Selection Criteria are Operatiana1ized and 
Replicable 

In Indianapalis, career criminals wereariginallydefined as 

persans with twC) priar f,elony convictians a~' one priar and 2 pending 

ar no. priar and 3 pending ar 5 priarmisdemeanors or prabati~ 

vialatians far targeted affenses. This definition was changed, 

however J to. include persons with no. recard ar with pending cases. A 

paint system is used to. rate bath the defendant' s record and the 
current affense. These s l' ti i i e ec on ,cr tar a pase several prab1ems far 

G 

the replicatian af the selectian pracedures with a set af base1in " ' e cases. 
First, some cases are selected based partially on the existence af 

p~ding cases, infarmation which is rarely available in past case 

files. Secondly, some cases are selected based partially on an 

evaluation af the current affense, as follows: up to. ",five paints 
far passession af a weapon at the t,ime af the offense_' ar up to. ten 
pOints where the defendant allegedly used a weapon in cOmmis'sian af 
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the crime, or up to \5 points where serious physical injury occurred 

during the canmissio~, of the crime (30 points are required for 

selection). The lasd\ of these criteria 6(serious physical injury) 

has not been operati1~allY defin~d and thus one-half of the required 

points may be basedpo1 aosubjective evaluation of injuries sustained 

in the current off~~sJ. 
r ! 

• consideratlon 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria 

One problem in the Marion County program has been identification 

of thec£areer criminal at the earl~est stage of prosecution. The 

record analysis conducted at Felony Screening is typically within 

hours fifter arrest and often does not take into consideration activity 

from other jurisdictions or crimes connnitted under o'ther aliases. 21 

We do" not know if this problem has been solved. 

Another problem is that the selection criteria were"changed 

during the third month of project operation (Dece~ber 1975) because 

the case flow was inadequate. RefinE!ment of the criteria by the 

TaPRU was planned as part of the Career Criminal program, but the 

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

processt;l..ng ba'sed on the current offense only. 22 
o 

• "Consideration 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept 

The selection criteria" only partially reflect the careei' 

criminal concept in that persons may be selected for career criminal 

processing on the basis of pending cases or"on the basis of a misdemeanor 

record. Also, there is a heavy emphasis on the characteristics of the 

current offense. 
(} 

21 Staotus Report, l2/15/7.'{J. 
() . 

22 Status Report, 12/15/75. 
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• Consideration 9: Local Situation 

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

of the Career Criminal program has imposed a new set of burdens upon 

the pre-existing office structure, a system already overtaxed as a 

result of extensive office change." During the previous 18 months, 
" 

the following changes occurred: part-time deputies were replaced 
~.~-"", 

with fewer full time deputies, a witness coordination section was 
co 

developed and a PROMIS development grant was obtained. Because of 

these changes, modification of support staff, improvement of physical 

arrangements and adjustment of management systems have been necessary. 

The Career Criminal progr,am has further taxed the capacity of the 

underlying administrative arrangements to support office "triC1l work, 

including the n,~ed for additional and more timely information, the 

necessity of maintaining schedules in all the criminal, courts, and the 

requirement of more elaborate reporting. 

r..,:-. 

The statistics contained in the Status Report for the National 

'0 Legal Ilata Center are incomplete (e. g., the types of cases selected 
() ~) 

for CC processing are not described). We would expect, therefore, 
~ v 0 

that the local situation would be unfavorable for a more extensive data 
;;;\ ::;-

collection effort as part of the national-level evaluation. 

fied 
ri'" 

be a, 

ties 

3.5.4 General Assessment 

Th,e 'preliminary a~,sessment of the ~ndianaPQlis program' has identi­

a number of problem areas which indicate that this Program would 

p~or choice as an evaluation site. The problems include difficul­

in program implementation, replicability problems with selection 

criteria, poorly maintained casefile records, and non-program related 

changes which have occurr.ed in the office during the bas~¥ne and () 

treatment time periods. 
() 

'" 
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Program implementation progress in Ill,t'Zianapolis has been hampered 
(? 

by scheduling difficulties. Because the several courts served by the 

MVV/n1a.intain separate calendaring systems, problems wi'th overlapping 

court commitments have arisen,as have difficulties in informing 0 

attorneys of scheduling changes~ >In: addition, the problems encountered 
" with special judges in MVlJ cases may make an examination of judicial 

outcomes in this jurisdiction a poor test of the impact of program 

activities. 

The selectioti\ criteria employed by the program pose several diffi­

culties for the evaluation. First, selection of a case for career 

criminal processing depends in part on the existence of cases pending 
c 

against the defendant; data necessary to replicate this criterion 

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

replication of the Indianapoli~program selection procedures difficult. 

Also, early in the 'cprogram, cases currently being handled by the prosecu­

tor were shifted to the MVU for case processing. The inclusion of these 

cases, which f~ll into the baseline time period, in the treatment group, 

would confound baseline/treatment year comparisons in the evaluation. 

The Indianapolis materials suggest that the casefiles maintained 

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

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

would again pose major difficulties ,for baseline~,data:' collection tasks. 

Finally, the improvements :in the office records systems constitutej,Ust 

one of 'numerous ,changes which a!f:e currently underway or have occurred 

in the Indianapolis office d~ring the past few years. This disruption 

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

of the impact of the CCP. 
o a 
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3.6 New Xork County Career 'Criminal Program 
• ," ....... 1 ••••••••• 1 ., ' 

3.6,1 Career Criminal 'Target Population 

The cases selected for special processing by the Ne~.York County 
» Career Criininalprogram involve individuals who have beeninvolv.ed in 

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

aggravated to warrant special prosecutorial attention. A Major Felony 

Unit~ (MFU) is ctirrently i£toperation in the New York County District 

Attorney,'s office which. focuses its attention on perpetrators of serious 

felonies, without regard to their prior criminal history. The Career 

Criminal Bureau complements the activities of the MFU by targeting ,\ 
offenders with serious criminal histories without consideration for 

the seriousness of the current offense. 

Most persons selected as career criminals are charged with robbery, 

burglary, and/or assault. Factors considered in making final case selec-
[l 

tion are: the number and character of previdus arrests and convictions, 

the time interval between previous arrests and/or convictions and the 

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

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

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

Unlike some other CC programs, no special consideration is g1Vet"'l-. to 

the likelihood of convict'100.. 

New 

3.6.2 Career Criminal l?rogram Activities 
, <,,7 

The Career Criminal "Bureau I,is Jrhe major impleme~"ting unit 

York County Career Cri1ninal pr!gram which, using :its staff 

of the 

of 10 

assistant district attorneysF'provides vertical representation for 

car~er criminal cases from the point of identification through to final 

case disposition. This is a signi.ficant change in case processing from 

the: normal situati.on in which. case prosecut~on would be handled by at 

leas't four separate bureaus (Early Case Assessment Bureau, Criminal Court 

Bureau, Indictment: Bureau and Supreme Court Bureau) and anyn\,llllher of 

assistant dis,trict attorneys assigned to the case at the various 

proceSSing stages. 
65 

"" 

I 

r 
f 
i, 

i 
~ 
I 

1 
I 
; 
I 
r 
! 
n 
¥ 

~ t 
i , 
1 
! 
1 

I 
1 
I 

I 

t , 
I 

! 
! 

(I 

() 

~;::-. 

. 

Gl ; 

o 



-

i , , 

f1 

''() . 

Career criminal case identification in Ne~York normally occurs 
{l 

at the Early Case li Assessment :a,r,~reau (ECAB) which routinely reviews cases 
'. 

received by the District Attorney's Office. In some situations, a case 

may be identified as early as arrest or as late as the Criminal Court 

arraignment;' however, it is typically the ECAB which identifies cases 
, 

dU5ing regular case review. A suspect's record is~eva1uated at the ECAB 

and if critetia for selection are satisfied, ,the case is referred to the 

Career Criminal Bureau (CCB) for final evaluation and assignD;lent to a CCB 

assistant. 

The CCB attorney as~igned t9 the case attends bail hearings, presents 
o 

the cas,~ to the grand jury (on a priority basb) and attends the pre-

liminary hear~ng, if it occurs. An attempt is made to insure ~~rly, 
preparation of the case and, if pos'iiible," to by-pass the lower court pro­

ceedings. Once a case is bound-over to the Supreme Court it is heard 
", 

on a priority basis with continuous ,,-representation by theCCB attorney 

originally assigned 'the case. The case preparation procedures followed 
<::J 

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

routine case, including interviews with police officers and victims. 
Q 

Theri, is a special plea negotiation policy for CC cases; allowing c? 

for acceptance of a plea to only the most serious felony c~rged of the 

next most serious. In addition, at the sentencing hearing the CCB assistant 

offers a specif~c recot;tmendation for the heaviest sentence warranted, in 

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

dations at this pOint in the procBss. 
I!;~ 

3.9.3 EvaluabilityConsiderations: New York 

• CQnsideration"l: Clear Specification of Program Treatment 

The Career Criminal Bureau (CCB), a special division of the 

District Attorney I s Office, h.as been created for the Career Criminal 
. ';;y!:. . 

program. A CCB attorney handles e(;lch case selected for ca~eer criminal 
t::" , .. 

processing from its inception toit~ conclusion (vertical representation). 
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This special handling by one attorney, along with increased case 

preparation and priority scheduling, is intended· to expedite the 

prosecution of career criminals and increase the conviction rate. 
) 

addition, higher bail is requested for CC cases based on increased 

information. Other aspects of CCB processing are special 

limitations on plea negotiations and the offering of specific 

sentencing recommendations, which is not routinely done. The 

Q 

In 

latter elements are directed toward obtaining increased sentences for 

career criminals, although because of the type ("run of the mill ") of 

cases processed by the CCB, the sentences would not be expected to be 

as long as for offenders processed by CC prog~ams in the Qther cities., 
'1j 

?~3 Consideration 2: Systematic Agp1ication of Rrogram Treatment 

There have beer: no major changes in" program activities sinc~~ the 
, c: 

,!) 

proj,ect began operations in November, 1975. The in-depth interviews of 

police officers and victims by CCB
G 

attorneys were, incorporated into 

program activities, after the, Career Criminal program b~.came operational. 

T2is inp,ut is a relatively minor one, however, considering the other 

program activities. 
(,­

, )} 
.Considera,tion, 3: ' Differences Represented by Program Treatment 

There are major processing differences for career criminals in 
~ 

contrast ,to regular cas~s. First, there is vertical case repres~ntation 
I-J \) 

(normally, several attorneys handle a case). Secoridf\f.CP a'ttorneys 
, & ,I C d-' 

conduct in-depth. interviews with. police officers and 'victims, '?.rrlich is 

not a Part of routine case prepar~~ion. Third, lower court proceedings 

are by-pas~~d whenever possible. 0 Other differences include hiOgher bEdl 

recomme~dations during 'arraignment, plea acceptance onC'on~y the top 

fe18nyor the next most sertous felony charge, and recommendations at . :' 

the sentence hearing for heaviest sentence warranted ,(normally no 
G . <!'1' ~ 

specific sentencing reco~endation is m.a~~). 

,,0 
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'i "tJ Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment 
II 

C'areer criminal caees, receive add.itional atitention throughout the 
': » ,~~} 

prosecution of the case. Cilse identification generally occurs at the 
\\ 

point at which a case enters t'he prosecutor's office. Special attention 

hegins at that pc;>!nt with greater c case preparation, priority" sc~edu:iI,lg, 
,increased. bail requests, united pleaof1egotiat:i,ons (to the top felony or ,. 

'.; 

the n~.xt most serious felony charged), ang " specific sentencing recommen-
c; 

dations. 

c' 

; The?~coveriigeof the Wew York e,rogram, however J is small. During 
, ',.':- ,. -, :t~ ~" '\;' .. -:=;' 

the first se;l1en months "of the program (throJlgh May 31, 1976), only 135" 
, ,,'1 (J " " 

cases t"er~ handled by the Career Criminal Bureau. This is a small 
''-:;' 

per~en~age consideri~g that the office handles over 100 ;;,000 prosecutions 

pe',it' year. The size .and compl~ity of the New york criminal justice system 

(and th'B cride R~Qbl.!lD) -make ,,it unlikely that the impact of th~ unit could 
n 

be 'identified • . "{' 

• ~Consider!tion 5'; Loc.al Case Records, 

Arrangemerl't,B ha';£~ 'bee~'made with 'the New Yo~k State Department of 

Crimi~ctlJustice Services for ~special computer-based'analysis of the 

"p;ior'crfmihal records ,of persona arr,ested in Manhattan in .J974 for the 

target crlmes of 'robbery', burglary and felonious assault. This data 
"'I. ; i; , ' il '\J 

appar:'~.ntl~T ~ll be suffi.cient to sample Jl cohort of cases processed by 0 

t4e court :prior to the initiation of die .Career Criminal program and' to 
(,,(' 

subsequently reconstruct the performance of the court with respect to 

., , these s.amplle baBelinel;,c~I;~~B. (This is planned as part of the local 
, , "," , 0 
evalua,tion Ii ) '. ", ,; 

" , " \\ \) ? 

• ,Conl3ideration 6': 
)te.p~Licable 

1.1 
Selecti,ofi Criteria 'are Operatiorialized and 

" Ii 
'I' 

True ~.rci,cedures used"tolltelect cases for :the New York program 'are 

well sP'~(~if:Led. Anobjeclt::tve case evaluation form has'" p~en developed 
I • 

which isbas\~d on a point IJystem for case selection which considers the 

'nwnber .. and type (felony .01!' misdemeanor) of .previous arrests and c(mvictions. 
;1 
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Persons c'an also be considered for career criminal' processing i,f 

manner in which the current offense h11s been committed indicates 

the perpetrator was an e&peri~nced, fphiStiCated crimi~a1." 

Because of the types of cases s~lected, the pool of eligible 

defendants,is much. larger (4,500 based on the 197# repeat offender 

arrests) than the number of cases (500) expected to oe'processed as 
:]) 

"part of the Career Criminal program. Thus, on+y 10 percent of the 
') 

eligible cases are selected, based on the discretionary decision of the 

project attprneys. Consequently, replication of the case selection pro­

cedures will be difficult. Also, possible client6verlap between the J '. 
Career Crimirfal program and the .Major Felony Bureau 1!?:flY make it even 

more difficult to replic,ate the selection"process in order to obtain 

a set of baseline cases. 

oj 

• Gons~ation 7: SIstema,tic Application of Selection Criteria 

Tbere has been no change in the selection criteria since the 
'\ 

New York project began. Because only 10 percent of the eJigible cases 

are selected, subjective judgements play .a major role in case, 

selection. 

• Consideration 8: Reflec·tion of Career Criminal Concept: 
\..,;~,-:r ,:-~ 

The career criminal selection crit~riaof the New York program 
o " 

focus elltirely on the 'offender and his record .rather than on the, c 

.' circumstances·surround.iJig the current offense, with" the ~ception of , ' 

those cases selected because the" ma,nner·,in 'which a crime .has beeIf' 
G \:- .-, 

committedindic~tea that i~ is the w~kof an e,xpe;fienced, s9phistic~ted 

criminal. Fo.r ,.almost all,caaes'~~lected,., the dliendant.is a t'ep~ft 
0.·. .,.' 

offender who had beenc.ommitted to institutions in the past. Thus, 

the ~ew York program r~fle,q'£k °the concept underlying the Career Criminal 

'program. 

I? 
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• Consideration 9: Local Situation 
(j 

The local situation appears to~offer a cooperative context for the 
. ~ 

national-level evaluation. The evaluation of the New York program, 

):0 'A~eJbarJ;':ied, out by a. legal paraprofessional, will conlpar,e cases handled 

by trre Career Criminal program with two samples of similar cases60ne 
~ 0 

processed in 1974 and one processed in the normal manner during the grant 
.~; ,~ 

period) and with allEas~s proces~ed by the DA'sOf'llice,during the grant 

period. 

between 

Only performance ~asures (e.g., conviction rates, 
" 

events) are specified 'within ,the gr1pt application. 

" 

medium time 

The contplexity and size of the court. system in New York 'City may 

make it difficult to track ca-reereiiminal and/or o.ther cases. We have 

no specific information at this time on the ability of the local evaluator 

to track~cases thro~gh the court system. 

\' 

3.6·.4 ",:,General Assessment" 

The New York COtmty Cat:eerCriminal progrClm"Jis 

di,)fferent career criminal population than the other 

ta~ge t:tn~,a "some~a t , . 

Iilcal programB. 

Most CCP's se~k to. identify ana prosecute perpetrators of serious 

offenses who l~xhibit extensive c.riminal histories. New' York cur~ently 
\ ' . .:: '" \\ ')) . ., v 

has an operating program to provid~ prosecut~,rial attention to serious, 

major felons,and ha~"th~s been able to utilize the Career Criminal;? 
" . ' .. .. "J 

,progralllto ;improve" the pt:osec:utionofrepeat offenders commit, t ing less 
c i!' D ."'[j e 

--serious felonies. The progr'Sm philosophy 'is "that these lower level 

griminafs, Cllthougb. ~ often c~ulating a great deal of criminal activity ~' 
o .. 

are generally given the least amount hf p~osecutoiial atten~:ton. 
Despite thafact tbft the New York program. offers int::ere~ting p-rq­

grammatic evalu.ation possibilities, 'the "evaluabt~ityassessment sug~ests' 

th~t,\~:the. PJ'ogramis. art unfavorable choice as .8. ~~se stud¥ site." " 

I) ." ,'0 

In general, t~ siz~ a,pd complex,ity of the 'le?York Oo~ty;ourt 

sys t~ ~~d ti~ large volume of ,caseslumdled by the sys tem, make~ tnis 
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prog~am a less desirable candidate. The likelihood that the evaluation 

would be able to detect the impact of the program, which is handling 

a very small proportion of the total prosecutorial caseload, is very low • 
The complexity of syst~m and ~a8e volumes would 

collection tasks both cumbersome and expensive. 
make ev~luation data 

Finally, the volume 
{)f crime experienced in New York is sufficiently 1 arge that any reduc-
tions due to the CCP 1 . , are un ikely to be observable. 

The New York pr g 1 . 
a ram a so poses some specific evaluation problems. 

One possible mode of entry into 

the manner in which the current 
the program is based ~'on an assessment of 

offense is,couupitted. If it appears 
that the crime was committed by a knowledgeable or expel:'ienced offender, 

the cas,; may be han~:lled by the Gareer Criminal program despitE! the fact 
that, the defendal:}t may have had no prior . 

. " contact with the criminal 
justice system. Thi t f 

s . ype 0 cri~erion poses definite probl~s for 'the 
selection of baseline career criminal ca~es. ,~ d 

More problematic, however, 
is the fact that the Ca C i i 

. t . reer r m nal program accepts only 10 per~ent of 
he cases which., qualify as career crimirlal c'ases and these treatment 

cases are selected on the hasis of the bj 5' au ective judgement of the 
1(. case screener. 
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4.0 SITE VISIT ASSESSMENTS,' 

'4.1 Franklin Countr (Columbus) Ohio Career Criminal Program 
'::' 

4.1.1 Career Criminal Target Population 

The Habitual Criminal Division (HCD) of t1;te Prosecutor's office. 

Franklin County, Ohio, directs itself towards the prosecution of the 

suspect who is currently c~arged with a felony and who has a record 

of two or more felony convictions or one felony cOIiviction for a "Violent 

crime. To this ~d,the division prosecutes all <~ases that meet the 

cr~teria, regardless of the likelihood of convicti,. 

The project began operations on July 21, 1975, and through 
, " 

May 1976, had identified 213 suspects as career criminal (CC). Of 

these, 205 were accepted into the division for prosecu'tion. These 

cases included the crimes of armed robbery t felonious ,"as~sault-J rap~, 
,f' 

murder, burglary and aggravated burglary. 

4.1. 2 Career Criminal Program Activities 

The Franklin County Prosecuting Attorney's office (with 44 attorneys) 

prosecutes all felony cases which are referred to the office".irom the 

thirty-three separate police agencies located within the CO,unty. 

~mong these thirty~thr~, the largest police e~titie'a are the Golumbus 

Police Department,the Franklin County Sheriff' e Office and the Ohio 

State Highway Patrd1. 

Special handling of care~r criminal cases is relatively clear-cut. 

Entrance to the program can occur in several ~ays. In the first ins,Fance, 

a defendant can be identified, as ,a career criminaJ,. between arrest and 

charging, based on local records. in this situation a dire,ct'~ indictment 
iT) "Q ' 

can be sought by the Prosecut,ingAt,torney, by-passing the preliminary 

{learirigand ,lower, cour~J process~g (~d Cii"YAt'torn;y h~d1ing) of the 

:ase. Once the defendant is indicted Before the, grand jury his c~se 

is assigIled to a Habitual CriminalDivis'ion attorney (who may be present 
, l>:: 
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at indictment) for all further processing. Inothis situation the 

Career Criminal case is identified earlier and tried sooner than it 

would be routinely. It is handled only by the County Prosecutor rather 

than by both the Court and the City Attorneys. Further, the case 

will haver continuous prosecution by a more experienced at£orney w"ith 

a lower caseload than is the case in the regular trial division. The v 
Proj~ct Director estimated tha~ about"half of the cases the Habitual 

Cr:iminal Bureau handles are proce,ssed in this manner. 

The remainder of the cases are identified after they are bound 

over from the lower court (about six weeks after arrest) either cC!t,,",t~' 

point of receipt, at the t:ime the,\FBI rap sheets are received,'" or~~en 
\---' - ~ :", 

they are assigned to a regular trial attorney~' These cases do not 
- ~ 

" 

"have th~ advan tage of more timely prosecution or of increased time for 

case preparation. They do, however, benefit (after the bindover) from 

continuous prosecution by more experienced, less overworked attorneys. 

4.1.3 Evaluability Considerations 

• Considerat,ion 1: Clear Specification of Treatment 
it " _~:;}, 

The activities of the" H,9D have been cJ:~arly specified and ,opera-

tionalized. Ea~l.y case identification is used' whenever possible to 

allo.w the prosecuting attorney to gather the best evidence possible. 
1:,\ . ~ '< 

Verticalrepresenta,tion and lightened caseloadsencourage tough 

"prosecution throughouto the adversary proceedings. The size of the 

divis ion allows the proj ect director to maintalll high esprit de corps 
\ 

.: \1 

in tJle (unit, an informed management position 'BI\\d allows for a swift 
'J 

reaction to unexpected or crisis situations as ~hey 
\l 
II 

I) 11 

occur. 

• Consideration 2:' Sys tematicAPPlicat ion I::of Program Treatment 

No major changes have been made in program 8"ctivities since the 

program began op(~rating. The effort defined in tpe grant proposal 
o 

';<~ 

directed at .the "Professional Criminal!' was never' institutedf' Potential 
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backlog problems have been successfully avoided through the use of 

judges from outside the county on a temporary basis. 

• Consideration 3.: Differences Represented by Program Treatment 

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

does the regular cr iminal division (10 percent). This allows the HCD I 

to expedite their cases. and reduce the length of time from °indictment 

to'trial. Further, only one prosecutorial agency involved in these 

direct indictm'Emt cases by beginning case preparation early in the 

process, the HCD prosegutor has more time to talk with witnesses and 

victims and he can w.ork more closely with the police agenciel:l) involved 

to build a stronger case. 

\~ '0, 

The small size (6 attorneys) of the program, li~ht taseloads and 
cO 

the ccncept of vertical representationgiv.e the attorney more time 

to spend with each case, starting with prosecution at the Grand Jury 

through disposition. ,The HCD cases usually receive priority from the 

Assignment Commissioner's office when scheduling caseso£or tr.ial. 
I~' 

• Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment 

The HCD begins dealing with the suspect very early ~ the process 
~ 

from a direct indictment or; late,r, from the point of bindover from 
u \\,,:, 

. the Grand Jury. One HCDprose"cutor is responsible for handling the 

case through to disposition and oifnecessary through the appeals process. 
(:: 

~ 
issued 2367 indictments/bills of infor-

through 6/1/76. A total of 213 cases 

The Prosecutor' soff:f2ce has 
# I 

mation during the period n /21/75 . J 
were identified as poss1ible CC cases of which 205 were accepted by 'the 

'i\, program. 
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• Consideration 5: Local Case Records 

"An automated data mantigement system' for the courts has recently 

been implemented. However, this system does not contain much of the 

internal prosecutorial information necess,9.ry to the evaluation nor 

does .it cover the full set of cases to be included :Lit the eva.luative 

analysis. Most of the necessary information on cases handle~ by the 

Prosec:uting At~rney's office is maintained on a case-by-case basis 

in manual files within the office. This set of cases includes all ,. 

those cases b~und over from the lower court, and ~asically constitutes 
,'/ ~~J 

the pool from whiCh potentr~' cases are selected. Additionally, a 

card file by type of disposition with. the date of indictment is 

maintained. 

Neither the HCD nor the Prosecutor's office are r~;quired to issue 

summary reports on any aspect of their operation. However, all 

in.fqrmation necessary to complete the national-level evaluation appears 

to be contained in the case jackets. 

• Consideration 6: Selection Criteria are Operationalized and 
Replicable 

,. The Franklin County Pr'osecutor's office has developed 'very clear 

andt'''specific criteria for case selection. The criteria are ,applied 

on a regular basis to all cases seen by the Prosecutor's ·office and 
"{) v 

those cases meeting the criteria al:e forwarded to tl1e HC!?,. For those 

cases where a rap .sheet is not readily available at the time 'of first 

screening, the Regular Trial Attorneys check to see if the cases they 

are handling fit the criteria and if so, transfer the case"to the HeD. 

Victim characteristics, violence and oth,erspecificspertaining 
.~ 

to the immediate offense are not part of "the selection criteria. 

Therefore, there should be no problem in selecting appr0J,lriatesamples 

for the national-level evaluation. 
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• Consideration 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria 

that The Prosecutor's office applies the criteria to all cases 

could possibly be classifie.d as CC. A total of 213 cases w~re 

identified as meeting the criteria and 205 cases were accepted into 

the program. The reason for the eight rejections is not known but 

they represent less than 4 pe~pent of the cases so identified. 

• Consideration 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept 

The criteria used by the Franklin County Prosecutor's office to 
" 

identify the cc take into account only the suspect's prior criminal 

history and the seriousness of the current o~e. As such, this program 

probably represents the ideal career criminal concept. 
o 

• ""Consideration 9: Local Situation 

The HCD was very helpful during the site visit answering any 

questions proposed by the site selection team.' The Prosecuting 
" 

Attorney made it very clear that he would like his program evaluated. 

The office does not have an evaluation or research department but the 

new computer system will be utilized by the first assistant to collect 

managerial information. 

4.1. 4 General Assessment 

The Columbus Career Criminal program does not appear to pose 

any major obstacles to the implem~tation of the national-level 

evaluation. The criteria employed by the program to identify the 

career criminal target population are s:iJnple and objective and are 
'-',1 . . 

eas±lyreplicable q"ased on rap sheet data, which is routinely 

maintained in the prosecutor's case files. 

'<\'s the Columbus program hasbeeriimplemented ,it involves essn 
~;:'> .(I~ 

; two Ibreatment g~ouPB:one which is made up of casesldentified prior 

to. lower cour.~ proceedings f.orwhich d:J.rect indictments in "the upper 

76~ 
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(I 

courts are received, and the second which involves ,cases identified at 
(} 

bind-over or later and which receive the benefits of the att~ltion of 

more expc'rienced prosecutors w:f.th lower caseloads. This situation 

can be dealt with in the evaluation by handling these two types of 
<) 

case processing as two treatments and aesessing each individually. 

For data collection purposes it sh(?~ld be possible to sample at one 
~) 

point in the process (probably the point of bind-over from the lower 

court) and ident:i.fy through the log notation the point at which career i 
(.) 

criminal atte.rttion actually began. thus identifying the type of treat-

ment received. 

The Prosecuting Attorney's office itself is not actively involved 
.-,\. 

in any research ~)aeavors; however, there appears to be a great deal 

of interest in d~e Career Criminal program and its results • 
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4.2 Kalamazoo County Career Criminal Program 

4.2.1 Career Criminal Target POEulation. 

o The Career Criminal program in Kalamazoo targets for special 

processing those indiv~duals who are presently charg~~ with a serious 

felony or delivery of narcotics and who have two or ,more felony con",:, 

victions and/or five 'or more felony arrests. Specifically, . robbery 

and r9bbery-related homicide are to be emphasized and the severity 

.) 

of offense, the violence of crime, and known defendant propensities 

are also weighed heavily in the selection of career criminal cases. 
Q 

Appr,pltimately 60 cases ha~e been accepted (out of 127 screened) 
23 fr 

over the five month period, January, 1976 through May 1976. ThB 

breakdown by type of offense for,)career criminal cases reflects a 

concentration of drug-related offenses, 31; followed by a smaller 

number of cases involving breaking and entering, 12; attempted 

robbery, 8; assault,S; larceny, 3; and br~bery, 1~ 

4.2.2 ~er Criminal Program Activities 
~\: 

The normal felony case processing in Kalamazoo begins with the 

preparation of a warr~t by the Prosecutor's office. Arraignment is 

held in the District Court having jurisdiction over the particular crime 

committed, at which time decisions regarding bail, the
O 

assignment of an 

attorney, and the decisi~n to waiye the preliminary hearing are made. 

The preliminary hearing is q,onducted for the purpose of establishing 

probabk cause; the case botmd over to the Circuit Couzt if so 
CJ 

de.termined. At 'the Circuit Court arraignment; the defendant enters 

a plea; if the plea is not guilt~, pretrial motions are filed during 

a 20-day period. ° Finally, if a defendant is found guilty, a pre­

sentence investigation is completed after the trial C)and prior to 

sen tencing. 

'23Kalamazoo Monthly .Stati~tical Reports ~or January-May, 1976. 
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The Career Criminal program involves two CCP attorneys prosecuting 

approx:imately 150 career criminal cases a year. Cases meeting the 
I 0 

threshold screening criteria are identified during routine case screening 

in the Prosecutor's office. Those Cases potentially involving career 

criminals are passed to a legal intern assigned to the CCP who, using 

an oojective set 'of selection criteria, rates the case and its defendant. 

Those cases identified as eligible for the program are then assigned to 

one of the two CCP attorneys for all further case processing through 

t.o case disposition with the stipulation that the· only plea acceptable 

to the .. case is to the offense as. charged. CCP attorneys carry approxi­

mat:ely the same caseload as the regular trial attorneys; however, 

while the particular cases handleg by Lhe regular attorneys change 

weekly, theC~P attorneys carry the same set of cases rrom District 

Court arraignment through to disposition. 
\) 

4.2.3 Evaluability Considerations: Kalamazoo 

• Consideration 1: Clear Specification of Treatment 

The focu~ of the Kalamazoo Career'Criminalprogram activity 

rests with the Major Offense Bureau (M.D. B.) made up of two attorneys ~, 

and support staff who are responsible for preparation and trial of career 

cr:iminal cases. An already existing screening unit in the prosecutor's 

office serves the Career Criminal program in the selection capacity 
Q 

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

In addition, two support systems 
~ 

CCP in the improved prosecution of CC 
IC~ 

status' program was created to develop 

have beeu created to assist the 

cases. The'first, the case 

an information system (PROMIS) 

to insure that the M.O.B. has the necessary data to manage its caseload 

Cr 

and to move caaea awiftly through the system. The $eccnd, the evaluation 

program was deaigned to proVide the M. o. B. with feedback on the performance 
'J 

of the' identification and case proceaaing components, in order to assess 
\1 

the PI'ogram' s ability to successfully proaecute more CC' s, for 'longer 

sentences. 
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• Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Program Treatment 

No major changes have been made in program activities since the 

o inception of the program (August 20, *975). However, potential 0 

problems include several changes which were made in th~processing 

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

In January 1975 systematic mass case screening wasintrqduced into the 

prosecutor's offica for the first time ,and the number of judges was 

increased from three to four. These chani~s fall within what would 

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

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

1976 (with the baseline period January-October 1975). This' would reduce 

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

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

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

with the defense counsel which is handled on a contract basis with 

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

handling indigent.cases was prohibited from continuing to represent 

these cases, which were divided among eight firms. This chaJlge could 
o 

be expected to have an effect on case defense. 

• /) Consideration 3: Differences Represented bX Program Trea~ 

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

the use of experienced prosecutors, continuity of case preparation° and 

prosecution, expedited case processing, ,and adequate casepreparat;l.on 

time made possible by two full-time experienced attorneys concentrating 

exclus,ively on CC cases. 

~ . 0 

• Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment 

. The Career Criminal program prpse~utes approximately 150 career 
<) 

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

caseload handled by the prosecutor's office. 

activity components which together encompass 

~O 

o 

.n 
,-I 

The CC program>has four 

all "processing stages f'Ul " ." U 

• 0 

• e 

• • 

the prosecution of the career criminal. The identificat:lon progr.!,!!!. 

screens individuals eligible for the CCP and refers them to", the 

M.O .• B. Most of the prelimina~y investigatipn is gatChered'~by the . police 
1/ c. 

before the warrant stagQ, any deficiencies are noted at screening so 

that police can complete the task and there are no speci,al investigatory 

resources linked to the program. The case processing proaram (M. O. B.) 

follows the case prosecution from. initial bond recommendations to 
D(, ~ 

sente.nce r'eco~errdations with the(( case status prog~am providing the 

necessary schedules and reports to alert the M.O.B. of ?Uy problems 

and to ease~/he processing flow. "T!':< evaluation program assesses the 

entire program activity in order to de"termine :Impact on the crimina~, 

justice system and on crime rates and patterns. 

• Consideration 5: Local Case Records 

The application of most of the career crimincfl selection criteria 

to a set of baseline cases would be' possible based on a careful reading 
',(; '::i 

of the police incident report. Because of the time involved, howev~,r, 

c.this would make the criteria replication procedure ill Kalamazoo more 

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

the use 0 f a small case sample. 

The remainder of the criteria can be assessed for baseline cases o D ,) 

using informati~ availaJ>le on the defendant's rap sheet, some of which 
; f !..~~, 

will have to be obtained frcnn the St'ate Bureau of, Investi"ation. Since u 0;, 

the outset of the CCP, rap sheets have been submitted by the arresting 
'0 

jurisdiction by the time of case screening in approximately 80 percent 

of the cases. Prior to the 'pro~ram, however, ~ap sheets were osubmitted 

at this point only about 20 percent 'of the time. It is estimated 

thae up to abdlH: 50 percent of all cases closed "p~ior to ~CP will have 

rap sheets' inclu.ded in their case jackets. Rap sheets woufa need to 
~':C' " 

be acquired "for the remainder of the cases in the bas~line sample. 
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the hardware to implement PROMIS, a case status program designed to 

provide all of the necessary operational data. The statistical monthly 

report presently made available to the National Legal Data Center 

includes screening, disposition and sentencing data as well as a break­

down of individual charges against the defendants. 

iiJ Consideration 6: Selection Crite.ria are Operationalized and 
Replic.;lble 

While the Kalamazoo Career Criminal program has established 

objective selection criteria in the form of a written case ranking 

scheme which is based on defendant characteristics and criminal 

history, selection is also based on the character of the current 

criminal offense including victim injury and property value as well 

as cases pending. These considerations are objectively stated in the 

selection criteria but do not strictly fall within the confines of the 

career criminal concept. Most of the criteria are, however, accessible 

from local files. 

o Cons~deration 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria 

There has been no change in the selection criteria since the 

beginning of the program. The M.O.B.) following the case ranking 

system, have been prosecuting approximately 15 percent of the felony 

caseload, the same percentage estimated in the grant application 

derived from an analysis of recidivism data. 

• Consideracion 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept 

The case rating scheme used in the selection of career criminal 

cases does not focus exclusively on the defendant and his criminal 

record, but develops two separate scores based on crime information 

and defendant's information. The current charge is included in the 

total crime score and is compatible with the career criminal objective 

of prosecuting felony offenders, but the other crime features such as 

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

concept. The total defendant score incorporates such defendant 

characteristics as number of felony convictions, misdemeanor convictions, 

felony arrests, current criminal status (bail, probation, etc.) and 

cases pending which heavily weigh defendant history although one charac­

teristic, drug involvement, reflects defendant personal propensities. 

The Kalamazoo operational definition stressed robbery and robbery­

related offenses, but a breakdown of the actual caseload reflects a 

large number of narcotics-related offenses although the numbers are 

too small to identify them as a characteristic group of individuals. 

This grouping would not be expected from the selection criteria • 

• Consideration 9: Local Situation 

At the present time, the local situation in Kalamazoo offers a 

cooperative context for the conduct of the evaluation; however a 

change of personnel is anticipated in the fall. The current Prose­

cuting Attorney, Donald Burge, is running for Probate Judge. The first 

assistant in the prosecutor's office will be running for the position 

of Prosecuting Attorney. A member of the prosecutor's staff for six 

years, he is expected to maintain present office operation and policy 

if elected. 

4.2.4 General Assessment 

While there are a number of difficulties posed by the Kalamazoo 

program, it appears that with certain adjustments in the evaluation 

design and added data collection efforts the evaluation could feasibly 

be implemented in Kalamazoo. 

Several of the problems pertain to changes which have occurred 

in the Prosecuting Attorney's office either during the program operating 

period or the baseline period. One of these, the initiation of case 
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screening during the year prior to the program can be adjusted for by 

limiting the evaluation period to nine months and thus including that 

portion of the baseline year which was covered by case screening. The 

other changes are fairly specific and can be examined by the evaluation 

in much the same way as the program interventions. 

Certain data problems were also encountered in Kalamazoo. These 

will mean additional data collection to what is expected with other 

programs (acquisition of rap sheets from State Bureau of Investigation 

and case sampling in the Lower Court records); however, it appears 

that the necessary data exists. It is just not as accessible as in 

other places. 
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4.3 New Orleans Career Criminal Program 

4.3.1 Career Criminal Target Population 

The New Orleans Career Criminal program selects defendants for 

special treatment solely on the basis of their prior criminal history. 

All felony or misdemeanor cases which meet the District Attorney's 

routine case screening requirements are considered candidates for 

career criminal processing and are selected as such if the defendant 

has a record of five or more felony arrests or two or more felony 

convictions. These had originally been envisioned as threshold criteria 

with a more detailed point system to be employed to select cases for 

treatment from this pool. The Career Criminal program has been able 

to prosecute all cases meeting these threshold criteria, making the 

planned point system unnecessary. 

The CCB had disposed of approximately 700 cases as of June 1976. 

This caseload constitutes a sizable portion of the 6,000 criminal 

cases handled by the office yearly. 

4.3.2 Career Criminal Program Activities 

The Career Criminal program in New Orleans has provided for the 

improved prosecution of career criminal cases by the creation of a 

special unit in the (50 prosecutor) District Attorney's Office - the 

Career Criminal Bureau (CCB). The CCB, staffed by 13 attorneys 

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

Once a case is identified as possibly involving a career criminal 

defendant it is turned over to the CCB for case evaluation. If accepted 

by the CCB, the case is assigned to one of the Bureau's attorneys who 

is responsible for all further processing of the case through to 

disposition. This single attorney, continuous prosecution is distinct 

from the multiple division, multiple attorney handling of routine 

criminal cases. Career criminal attorneys have significantly lower 
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caseloads than their regular trial counter'parts and receive more 

paralegal and investigative staff support than is lcoutinely available. 

Further, attorneys assigned to the CCB ar,e among the most experienced 

in the department. Judicial support of the program has resulted in 

priority docketing for career cirminal clises. 

Most (90 percent) career criminal c.ases are :Ldentified at the 

point of case screening in the District Attorney's office. An 
alternative point for CC case identifiCiation is police booking. 

The arresting officer, alerted to the fact that a defendant was a 

career criminal by the local rap sheet,. may contact an on-call, CCB 

attorney (available 24 hours a day) and inform him of the arrest of 

a potential CC defendant, providing him with an early opportunity to 

interview witnesses and interrogate the defendant. Only about 10 percent 

of the career criminal cases have bea~ identified in this manner. 

Sentencing under the Louisiana habitual offender statute, which 

provides for increases in minimum and maximum sentences for convicted 

defendants based on their crim:inal rfacords, is applied for by the 

District Attorney in all criminal cases where applicable. Because of 

the seriousness of their prior cr:fminal activity CIG defendants are 

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

4.3.3 Evaluability Considerations 

• Consideration 1: Clear Specification of Program Treatment 

The New Orleans Career Criminal program treatment consists 

essentially of vertical career criminal case representation by more 

experienced attorneys with more support assistance and lower caseloads 

than is the routine. These program activities are anticipated to 

result :in better and more rapid preparation and hence improved processing 

times for the cases treated, leading to more severe judicial outcomes 

for career criminal cases. As such, the Career Criminal program 

activities are well specified and are directed towards the program 

objectives. 
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• Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Treatment 

No changes have been made in program activities since the program's 

inception and no major implementation difficulties have been encountered 

to date. 

• Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatment 

Differences in prosecutorial handling between career criminal (CC) 

and non-career criminal cases begin at the point a case is identified 

as potentiall¥ involving a career criminal defendant. Potential career 

criminal cases are screened by the CCB rather than the regular screening 

unit and if the case is accepted by the CCB it remains the responsibility 

of the Bureau rather than being assigned to the Trial Section which 

would routinely handle the case. The CCB attorney assigned the case 

follows essentially the same process in handling the case as occurs 

in the Trial Section. However, the CCB attorney maintains continuous 

responsibility for all steps in the case flow process (rather than 

separate steps being handled by separate attorneys) and is given more 

support and more time to devote to the case than is available in the 

Trial Section. Priority is given by the CCB to rapid case preparation 

of CC cases and career criminal cases are given priority docketing in 

the courts. 

• Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment 

Career criminal treatment in New Orleans is not as extensive as 

had been anticipated since most career criminal cases aTe being 

identified during prosecutorial screening rather than at the point of 

police booking. However, as operating, the CCB handles CC cases for 

the duration of prosecutorial involvement and the unit expects to 

attend parole board hearings once CC defendants are being considered 

for parole. 
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The CCB prosecuted over 700 cases during the first year of 

operation, a larger caseload than any of the other CCP'e in the 

program. These 700 cases constitute the totality of cases meeting 

the CC screening criteria and compose, in addition a substantial 

portion of the general office felony case load of approximately 3,000 

criminal cases and a good proportion as well of the total general 

office caseload of about 6,000. 

• Consideration 5: Local Case Rec~ 

Information necessary to conduct the system performance assessment 

appears to be available within the New Orleans District Attorney's 

central records system. Data collection is expected to be manual and 

based on the reading of case jacket information. A PROMIS-type 

computerized data management system (DARTS) is currently operating; 

however, the system only contains data on cases processed by the office 

during the past two months. While it is planned that earlier case 

data will eventually be entered into the system, it is unlikely that 

this will be done within the time-fr~~e or the national-level evaluation. 

A c~flt~al log of cases referred to the District Attorney's office 

i@ maintained which offers a good inventory source for case sampling. 

All cases referred to the DA (CC and non-CC) are screened and screening 

action forms are retained for all cases, both those accepted and 

rejected, as are defendant rap sheets. These will provide the basic 

information necessary for the replication of the New Orleans selection 

proced ures. 

• Consideration 6: n.election Criteria are Operationalized and 
Rep1ical~ 

The select:l.on criteria employed by the New Orleans CCB for the 

identification. of CC cases, based on prior arrest and convictions, are 

simple and easily replicable based on information routinely maintained 

in case files. 
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• Consicierat,ion 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria 

According to project personnel, the CCB is handling all cases 

which involve defendants whose criminal records satisfy the program 

entry requirements. No formal examination of the efficiency of the 

program selecticm procedures has been conducted. Both the CCB personnel 

and the screening personnel, however, independently estimated that 

they are screening out about 45 percent of the cases referred to them 

based on the general office screening requirements, suggesting that 

consistent sCl.'eening procedures are being followed by both units and 

that there arle no systematic differences between CC and non-CC cases 

in terms of the characteristics of the current offense. 

• Consideration 8: Reflection of the Career Criminal Concept 

By basing case selection solely on the prior criminal history of 

th(~ defenda.nt without regard to the nature of the current offense the 

Ne~" Orl'eants career criminal definition falls well within the confines 

of the career criminal concept. 

• Consideration 9: Local Situation 

The .local situation appears to lend itsel.f to the evaluation as 

designed. No major changes have occurred in the prosecutor's office 

organization or policies during what would constitute the baseline or 

comparison period, case screening has been in effect for a sufficient 

length of time that case acceptance/rejection procedures have been 

regularized and can be assumed to be comparable during both treatment 

and baseline years, and no major judicial turnover has taken place in 

the past two years. Thus the office appears to offer a stable 

environment for the conduct of an evaluation based upon a baseline­

treatment year comparison of case processing and prosecutorial perform­

ance. 
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4.3.4 General Assessment 

Based on the information gathered during the site visit to 

New Orleans, it appears that this program poses no major problems to 

the evaluation. The CO selection criteria are specific, objective 

and all based upon information which is routinely maintained in 

case files. The record-keeping system in the District Attorney's 

office appears to be ctmplete in terms of the data needs of the eval­

uation. A central screening system in the office assesses the prose­

cutability of all cases referred to the District Attorney, including 

both career criminal and non-career criminals, using a uniform method. 

A screening action form is completed and retained for every case 

referred to the office, including the forty-five percent rejected 

by the District Attorney. These forms provide a consistent set of 

data items available for all cases entering the prosecutorial system. 

Further, the New Orleans program is processing a large volume 

of cases and should thus provide a substantial basis for the system 

performance analysis. 

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

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

4.4.1 Career Criminal Target Population 

The Career Criminal program in San Diego deals exclusively with 

robbery and robbery-related cases. Current ca~e characteristics, past 

criminal history and the suspect's status in the criminal justice 

system are considered for case selection into the Career Criminal 

program. If the current offense is sufficiently aggravated, it may 

become the sole basis for selection. The project director has dis­

cretionary license to increase or decrease the suspect's score by 5 

points (out of a totRl 12 necessary). 

The project became operational on September 3, 1975. As of 

March 31, 1976, 128 cases have been accepted into the program repre­

senting 176 defendants. All of these cases are robbery-related 

felonies. 

4.4.2 Career Criminal Program Activities 

Processing of career criminal cases in San Diego represe1~ts a 

clear departure from routine felony case processing by the prosecutor. 

The San Diego District Attorney's Office (116 attorneys) is organized 

by functional stage of criminal case processing (complaints, Municipal 

Court, Superior Court, etc.) and criminal cases are handled by various 

divisions of the office on an assemblyline basis. A Major Violator 

Unit (MVU) was created under the Career Criminal program and handles 

all phases of case processing within the unit with an attempt at 

maintaining single attorney representation throughout the entire 

process. MVU efforts are directed towards the personal representation 

of career criminal cases, with the MVU attorneys devoting the same 

type of attention to a case and the people involved (victims and 

witnesses) that a defendant would expect from private counsel. 
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The Major Violator Unit is made up of six of the office~s more 

experienced attorneys (average experience is about 8 years) who, once 

the.y receive a case from the police department, the Complaints Unit of the 

Prosecutor's office or one of the Branch offices of the Prosecutor's 

office, assume full responsibility for case processing to disposition, 

including all pretrial activities. In addition to the fact that the 

MVU attorney who will eventually try a case, receives it initially 

and handles it to the point of trial, efforts are made by the MVU to 

utilize charge enhancement provisions of the law as well as to make 

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

The program further differs from the regular prosecution by asking 

for and getting higher bail at the bail hearing. This is to reduce the 

opportunity for the career criminal to commit another crime while out 

on bail. In addition, the Unit ~enerally asks for consecutive rather 

than concurrent sentences on multiple charges and usually gets them. 

The probation officer who is going to handle the presentencing report 

is contacted personally by the project director and his report 

reflects the seriousness of the crime. 

4.4.3 Evaluability Considerations 

~ Consideration 1: Clear Specification of Treatment 

The MVU was created as a separate department in the District 

Attorney's Office and is directed at the improvement of case prosecu­

tion with higher conviction rates. The program is clearly specified, 

with operating responsibilities delineated, operational steps clearly 

defined and consistent case handling practiced by each prosecuting 

attorney. 

• Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Program Treatment 

No changes have occurred in program treatment since project 

inception. The project has maintained the same prosecutors over the 

period covered by progr~ operations. 
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• Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Trpatment 

In San Diego the differences in prosecutorial handling between 

career criminal and non-career criminal cases are numerous. While 

non-career criminal or routine felony cases are handled by a number 

of separate divisions in the District Attorney's Offices and by a 

number of ADA's within each division, CC cases, once accepted by the 

MVU, are handled by a si'l,gle attorney throughout all stages of the 

processing system. The MVU attorneys, in addition to holding the 

responsibility for continuous case processing, are provided more time 

and case preparation support than is available for routine cases. In 

addition ~J attorneys have the time to bring in the assigned probation 

officer prior to his preparation of the presentence report to encourage 

the recommendation of longer and consecutive sentences for the CC. 

• Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment 

Once a case is received by the Complaints Department, all robbery 

or robbery related cases are screened to see if the suspect qualifies 

as a career criminal. If he does, the case is then forwarded to the 

MVV. The project director immediately assigns the case to one of the 

project staff and case preparation and prosecution begin. The project 

ADA then deals with every phase of the trial procedure. He appears at 

every hearing, does all trial work, handles appeals and sentencing. 

Because of the unique selection criteria of the San Diego program, the 

program does not deal with a cross section of crime but is focused on 

robbery. The program prosecuted a sizable number (176) of suspects 

arrested for robbery and robbery-related crimes, however, it is 

unknown at this time what percentage of the total caseload, that 

represents. 

• Consideration 5: Local Case Records 

The majority of the data necessary for the national-level 

analysis appears to be available in San Diego. It does seem that some 
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logistical difficulties may arise due to the fact that about three 

months ago the office records system was changed from a punch card to 

a (CRT) computer system. This means that case sampling will have to 

be conducted over two separate record keeping systems. In addition 

there is currently no direct way to access robbery cases as opposed 

to cases involving non-robbery charges. Because the evaluation will 

be focused on robberYI some listing of robbery cases both during and 

prior to the program will need to be developed for sampling purposes. 

It appears that it may be possible to generate such a listing using 

the automated record system which is expected to be backdated to 

include the evaluation baseline period. 

• Consideration 6: Selection Criteria are Operationalized and 
Repli,cable 

The selection criteria utilized by the San Diego MVU are clearly 

operationalized and they are applied by the Complaints Department 

whenever a complaint is received concerning robbery. All cases 

identified as ce have been diverted to the MVU. The criteria include 

items relating to past criminal history, present crime, victim injury 

and weapon use and the statue of the criminal at the time of the 

offense. 

The criteria have undergone one change since project inception. 

After the first 30 cases had been selected, the criteria were modified 

to give more weight to victim injury and weapon use. 

A review of sample police reports shows that they are usually 

complete enough to include most data necessary to identify aCe. 

However, the extent of victim injury is a dimension of ce definition 

that may pose some problems in replication from the data files. A 

second possible problem centers about the degree of import of the 

project director's discretionary five points for CC definition. 
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However, local project personnel indicate that those five points are 

infrequently used to determine the status of a case. 

• Consideration 7: Systematic Application of.Selection Criteria 

It appears that the CC selection criteria are being systematically 

applied. A study conducted by the MVU examined a sample of 100 

randomly selected non-career criminal robbery cases (i.e., cases not 

selected by the MVU). Of the 100 cases analyzed, only one was found 

to satisfy the CC selection criteria indicating that the selection 

procedures are operating efficiently. 

• Consideration 8: Reflect~gn of Career Criminal Concept 

The San Diego career criminal population differs from other CCP 

in that it consists only of robbery offenders. Selection with this 

target group is currently based upon a number of factors including 

both chara.cteristics of the current offense (victim injury, weapon 

use) and the defendant's prior criminal record. The fact that a case 

can be included solely on the basis of current offense characteristics 

placed it somewhat outside of the sphere of the CC concept as narrowly 

defined. This represents a shift from the earlier set of selection 

conditions which focused more heavily on the defendant's criminal 

history for selection as a career criminal. 

• Consideration 9: Local Situation 

The San Diego District Attorney's Office was extremely helpful, 

providing answers to all questions during the on-site visit. The 

office has an active research capability and an obvious interest in 

the project's value. The attorneys are all civil service and there­

fore not threatened by the results of the evaluation. The office has 

received a one-year extension of the grant. For these reasons, it 

would seem that the San Diego program would be a receptive site for 

the national-level evaluation. 
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4.4.4 General Assessment 

The San Diego program appears to offer a suitable context for 

the national-level evaluation of the Career Criminal program. While 

the criteria used to select the San Diego CC target group include 

factors which do not strictly fall within the narrow concept of the 

Career Criminal program, the program's robbery focus makes it unique 

among CCP's. The fact that all career criminals are currently charged 

with robbery or a robbery-related offense makes it likely that if the 

assumptions underlying the program are true and the San Diego MVU is 

successful at improving the prosecution of these CG cases I an impact 

on robbery is likely to be observed. 

The selection process for career criminal cases is systematic 

and objective. Case screening forms which indicate the basis on 

which a case had been selected for treatment are maintained in all 

career criminal case files and would allow for an analysis of the 

role of certain factors, such as victim injury or weapon use, in the 

selection of cases for treatment. Cases which have been included 

(or excluded) based on the discretion of the project director can 

be identified as such and can be examined independently. It is not 

expected that a substantial number of these are included among the 

selected case load. 

The San Diego District Attorney's case record system appears to 

include all the data items necessary for the evaluation analysis. 

There may be more logistical difficulties in data collection in 

San Diego than elsewhere, however, because of the robbery focus of 

the program which will necessarily be reflected in the composition 

of the comparison groups of robbery cases during the program (non­

career criminal) and prior to the program (CC and non-CC). Also~ 

sampling will have to be conducted across two record keeping systems 

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

4.5.1 Career Criminal Target Population 

The Career Criminal program in Salt Lake City is directed towards 

those individuals who frequently commit crimes of homicide, forcible 

sex offenses, aggravated assault, robbery and burglary. The six selec­

tion criteria focus chiefly on prior arrests and convictions, although 

2 or more open cases for serious crimes may constitute eligibility to 

the CC program. No individual serious felonies are emphasized over 

the others and features characterizing the current offense are not 

considered in the screening process. 

Approximately 300 Career Criminal cases are handled per year by 

the program. 24 The Salt Lake statistical reports prepared for the 

National Legal Data Center provide no breakdown by crime type for the 

processed cases. 

4.5.2 Career Criminal Program Activities 

In 1973 the Salt Lake Prosecutor's office adopted a unified 

prosecution concept with a vertical or continuous processing of all 

felony and misdemeanor cases from arraignment to final disposition. 

Further modification in procedure occurred January 1975 when the 

County Attorney initiated a new case screening procedure within the office. 

Two prosecutors are assigned on a revolving basis to cover the screening 

function of the office. The normal processing flow for criminal cases 

begins with screening to determine case status. Facts of the case 

are reviewed regarding physical eVidence, witness testimony, severity 

of offense, etc. A complaint and warrant are prepared by the prosecutor 

who screens the case, the officer presents the complaint to a city 

court judge who swears the officer on oath, seta the bail and issues 

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

24T · R C r1p eport on areer Criminal Program Site Selection - Salt Lake, 
July 28, 1976. 
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will be arraigned the next morning in City Court. A prosecutor attends 

the arraignment and records the preliminary hearing date. The original 

screener io then assigned to that case. After the preliminary hearing 

is held in the City Court and after the defendant is bound over for 

trial in the District Court, arraignment is set for the following 

Friday. A trial date is set after arraignment and two days before 

the trial the defense counsel, prosecutor and judge hold a pretrial 

conference. If the defendant is convicted, a presentence report is 

requested and sentencing is held 2 or 3 weeks later. Both career 

criminal and non-career criminal cases follow this process. 

The Salt Lake City Career Criminal program consists of a unit 

of three prosecutors who screen, prepare and prosecute the career 

criminal cases. The CCP treatment in Salt Lake involves increased 

attention to case preparation through significantly lower caseloads 

for career criminal attorneys and greater representation of career 

criminal cases in the early stages of processing (bail hearing) in 

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

In addition, the CCP has a policy of accepting no pleas except 

on the highest count of a multiple charge. After sentencing in a 

career criminal case the prosecuting attorney enters a written 

statement into the record relating the seriousness of the defendant's 

of'fenses. This statutory right of the County Attorney 

to communicate the State's interest is not otherwise routinely 

exercised. 

Career criminal cases are handled continuously from screening 

through to disposition by the same CCP attorney. Although continuous 

representation is the policy for all criminal cases in Salt Lake, 

the Salt Lake people feel that this policy is realized more fre­

quently among CCP attorneys because of their lower caseloads. 
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4.5.3 Evaluability Considerations 

• Consideration 1: Clear Specification of Treatment 

The Salt Lake CC program promotes the improved prosecution of CC 

casles principally by reducing caseloads and by assigning a screening 

clerk and investigator to handle only CC cases. Tasks performed by 

the prosecutors after conviction receive particular emphasis. For CC 

cases, a letter is sent to the Board of Pardons recommending the 

maximum sentence be served and attorneys are requesting the appearance 

of a representative at all parole hearings involving career criminals. 

While both of these past conviction actions are also designated part 

of the normal processing for all criminal cases, they are not routinely 

performed. 

o Consideration 2: Systematic Application of Prosram Treatment 

No major changes have been made in program activities since the 

inception of the program (July, 1975), other than the addition of one 

new attorney to the staff as of November 1, 1975. In order to reduce 

the number of continuances granted by the courts in the early part of 

the program the prosecutors have entered more vigorous objections to 

continuances at all stages. 

Difficulties in obtaining arrest and conviction records hampered 

the implementation of the Salt Lake CC program, but this problem was 

alleviated with the installation of a computer terminal connected to 

the Utah Bureau of Identification. 

• Consideration 3: Differences Represented by Program Treatment 

The major processing differences for CC ct~es is that they are 

handled by the Major Violators Prosecution Unit (MVPU), which is composed 

of experienced at~orneys transferred from within the County Attorney's 

office. CC cases receive increased attention by the prosecuting attorney, 
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as large caseloads did not allow for adequate preparation of cases 

prior to the project. In addition, the investigation is assisted 

by a project investigator on the MVPU staff. 

Processing differences after conviction are more pronounced. Prior 

to the initiation of the Career Criminal program, it had 110t been the 

practice of the prosecuting a.ttorney to make specific recommendations 

to the Board of Pardons as to the minimum and maximum time to be served 

by individuals committed to the Utah State Prison even though this pro­

cedure was required by statute. Since the initiation of the Career 

Criminal program, letters have been written for each career criminal 

defendant incarcerated, recommending a maximum sentence. Parole 

hearings are attended by a rep~esentative from the MVPU • 

• Consideration 4: Extent and Coverage of Program Treatment 

The Career Criminal program intervenes throughout the criminal 

justice processing beginning with screening in the prosecutor's office 

and continuing through to parole hearings for CC offenders. Daily contact 

is maintained with police through an already existing career criminal 

unit of the police department established to coordinate investigations 

and case development. Before trial, the CC program is active in making 

bail recommendations, approving continuances, and preparing presentence 

reports. Post trial interventions include sentence reommendations to 

the judge and Board of Pardons, and app~arances at parole hearings. 

The MVPU prepares and prosecutes approximately 300 CC cases per 

year which constitute about 15 percent of the total filings made by 

the qounty Attorney's office. 

• Consideration 5: Local Case Records 

The Salt Lake program poses data problems for the national-level 

evaluation, both in data organization and data availability. No central 

log of cases handled by the county attorney's office was maintained 
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prior to the first of the year (1976), which poses logistical problems 

for case sampling. Rap sheets were not routinely maintained prior to 

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

used to assess acceptability for special prosecution under the program, 

it would be difficult to reconstitute the necessary baseline criminal 

history information. In addition, prior to January 1976 no records 

were maintained on cases rejected by the county attorney. This means 

that there is no information on the acceptance rates for the prosecutor 

and nothing on the nature of cases accepted/rejected prior to the program. 

This is particularly a problem in Salt Lake because in January 1975 a 

new County Attorney took office and implemented new screening procedures 

which may have had an impact on the number and type of cases accepted by 

the DA. Whether or not changes of this nature have occurred and the 

effect of these changes on the overall system performance (as discernible 

from the impact of changes implemented as part of the CCP) could not be 

examined without information on rejected cases. 

Minimal data is provided in the grant application supporting 

project need, and statistical reports to the National Legal Data Center 

shed little light on program activities other than indicating number 

of career criminal filings out of total cases filed monthly. 

A computer terminal connected with the Utah Bureau of Identification 

has been installed to obtain arrest and conviction records but PROMIS, 

which is to handle the data collection system, is still to be implemented. 

• Consideration 6: Selection Criteria are Operationa1ized and 
Replicable 

Salt Lake has established objective written criteria for the 

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

arrests and convictions, while the sixth involves pending or open 
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cases. There appears to be no systematic way for the screeners to 

identify ,cases meeting this criterion. Cases have been accepted based 

on this pending case criterion; however, these cases constitute only a 

small port:lon of the total career criminal caseload. 

• Consideration 7: Systematic Application of Selection Criteria 

In May 1976 the CC program added a sixth selection criterion to 

its original five, thus posing another problem in utilizing Salt Lake 

for the national-level evaluation case studies. The last criterion, 

including as CC's those defendants who were committed to a penal 

institution and released on parole in the last five years, accounts for 

a substantial number of cases now coming into the program. 

The anticipated ~orkload, as stated in the Salt Lake grant appli­

cation, was expected to be only 12 percent of the felony cases prosecuted 

by the County Attorney's office or not more than 200 CC prosecutions 

by the MVPU per year. The number of cases being handled by the MVPU 

is actually around 300 cases per year, approximately 15 percent of the 

total felonies made by the County Attorney's office. This increase is 

perhaps due to th,a additional criterion. 

• Consideration 8: Reflection of Career Criminal Concept 

The six criteria used in the selection of career criminal 

Cases fall within the career criminal concept of prosecuting 

felony offenders, as they focus exclusively on prior arrests and 

convictions and open cases for serious crimes. All of the serious 

felonies (homicide, rape, assault, robbery and burglary) are targeted 

without focusing on a particular cogent group of individuals. 

a Consideration 9: Local Situation 

Salt Lake offers a favorable local environment with good coopera­

tion between the various agencies in the criminal justice system which 
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interface with the career criminal program. Regularly scheduled 

meetings involving key personnel from these agencies are to be held 
25 throughout the program duration. 

4.5.4 General Assessment 

The Salt Lake City program poses several major problems to the 

conduct of the national-level evaluation as designed. These problems 

focus on: (1) the selection criteria used by the Salt Lake program 

and their replication with baseline cases and (2) the local case 

records system. 

First, one of the six criteria used by the Salt Lake City program 

to select their target population involves pending cases. Although 

this crl.terion does not appear to be systematically applied, it has 

been used to include cases in the program, and it would not be possible 

to identify those cases among a baseline sample which met this criter­

ion. Second, about halfway into the program an additional criterion 

was added to the original five. Finally, there does not appear to be 

a consistent practice determining which information sources (rapsheets) 

are used to assess acceptability for prosecution under the program, 

making it difficult to reconstruct comparable baseline criminal history 

information. 

Acquiring the data items necessary for the national-level evalua­

tion also appears to be a problem in Salt Lake. No central record or 

log of cases referred to or accepted by the Prosecuting Attorney has 

been maintained prior to January 1976. Such a listing would need 

to be constructed before any sampling could be done. Also, prior 

25Description of Salt Lake City Career Criminal Program, pages 20-22. 
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to January 1976, no records were maintained on rejected cases which 

means that there is no existing information on the number and types 

of cases accepted and rej ected by the Prosecut01:' s office. While this 

would pose problems in any case, it is particul,arly a problem in this 

situation because a new Prosecuting Attorney took office in Salt Lake 

County in January 1975 and implemented new case, screenin.g procedures 

soon thereafter. This change may have had an impact on the perfor­

mance of the office during one portion of the baseline year, which 

would confound the evaluative analysis results. However, without 

information on cases rejected before and after, the initiation of the 

new screening procedures, this cannot be assessed, making the attri­

bution of system performance changes to the activities of the CCP a 

difficult matter. 
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5.0 SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

In the preceding sections of this document the process of selec­

ting sites for the national-level evaluation of the Career Criminal 

program has been described and the assessments of the eleven candidate 

programs have been presented. As already discussed, site selection 

was based on an assessment of the evaluability of th,e candidate programs. 

A design was prepared for the conduct of the national-level evaluation 

case studies and the sites selected for inclusion in the evaluation are 

to be the foci of these case studies. Thus, it is clearly important 

that the selected site programs be amenable to the conduct of the 

evaluation as planned. 

A se:t of nine evaluability considerations, based on progr-am 'or 

agency clmracteristics which play a critical role in the implementation 

of the national-level evaluation design, were developed and used as 

the framework for the selection process. It was recognized from the 

outset that it is unlikely that anyone of the Career Criminal programs 

would fit the needs of the evaluation in their entirety. For this reason 

it was felt that the site selection process should serve to identify any 

major obstacles in the candidate sites which would preclude the imple­

mentation of some part of the evaluation plan or hamper the ability of 

the evaluation to address the central concerns of the program. Sites 

were sought which would allow for the implementation of the basic 

evaluation design with minor adjustments for site specific program or 

agency features. 

The selection process itself was conducted using a two-stage 

screening procedure. At the first screening point, the preliminary 

assessment stage, the eleven candidate programs were assessed based 

on available program documentation either prepared by the local juris­

dictions and/or by the National Legal Data Center. The results of this 

assessment were used to divide the candidate programs into two groups: 
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(1) those which presented immediately obvious obstacles to the conduct 

of the national-level evaluation and (2) those which appeared to be 

viable sites for the evaluation case studies. This second group of 

programs was then visited by MITRE and a more in-depth assessment of 

their evaluability was conducted based on the on-site information. 

Six sites were screened out at the preliminary assessment stage 

(Boston, Dallas, Detroit, Houston, Indianapolis, and New York) based 

upon potential difficulties for the implementation of the evaluation 

which were identified by the review of the available program documenta­

tion. The majority of the problems encountered for this set of programs 

rest with the criteria and procedures employed by the local programs to 

select cases for special treatment under the CCP. In several programs 

(Houston and Dallas) case selection is basad on the subjective judgement 

of the screening attorney, making the replication of these procedures 

with a set of baseline cases (a critical feature of the evaluation 

design) a difficult matter. Other problems encountered in this regard 

were the inclusion of pending cases as a criterion for entry into the 

program (Boston, Detroit, Indianapolis) and the use of largely objective, 

replicable criteria for the identification of a pool of potential cases 

and subjectively selecting cases for treatment from this pool (Boston, 

New York and possibly Detroit). Two of the jurisdictions (Detroit and 

Indianapolis) are experiencing sufficient changes in their case processing 

systems independent of the CCP (either currently or during the baseline 

time period) to make it infeasible to expect to be able to isolate the 

impact of the CCP from the effect of the other system changes. For 

these reasons these six programs were screened out at the initial 

screening stage of the site selection process. 

The remaining five programs (Columbus, Kalamazoo, New Orleans, Salt 

Lake City, and San Diego) were further investigated through visits 

made to the local sites. The same set of evaluability considerations 
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was utilized in this second stage of the screening procedure; however, 

greater emphasis was placed on assessing the feasibility of implementing 

the design with the data available locally. 

While some problems for the evaluation were identified in almost 

all of the sites visited, the most serious difficulties were encountered 

with the Salt Lake City program. The problems the evaluation would face 

in Salt Lake involve both replication of the selection criteria and the 

availability of data resources for the assessment of program impact and 

would preclude the implementation of the evaluation as designed. The 

problems identified in the rematning four sites are relatively minor and 

can for the most part be mediated through adjustments in the sample size 

and the treatment and baseline time periods or through additional data 

collection. On this basis the four sites: 

• Columbus, Ohio 

• Kalamazoo, Michigan 

• New Orleans, Louisiana 

o San Diego, California 

are recommended as case study sites for the national-level evaluation 

of the Career Criminal program. 
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APPENDIX I 

STATUS INFORMATION FOR ELEVEN CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAMS 
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The tables on the following pages have been prepared in order 

to present a general picture of the implementation progress made by 

the Career Criminal programs, as reflected in their processing 

of career criminal cases. The data presented on these 

tables was extracted from monthly status reports prepared by the 

local jurisdictions for the National Legal Data Center, the data 

collector for the national Career Criminal Program for LEAA. Up-to­

date statue r.eports have been provided to MITRE by the National Legal 

Data Center for use in the selection of sites for the national-level 

evaluation. 

The data included in the status reports, and hence on the tables, 

is as the cities have supplied it. No attempt has been made at this 

point to validate the data items or assure conformity among the 

categories of data as provided by the various jurisdictions. The 

information has been included to give a gross overview of the amount 

of activity the various local-programs are reporting and a rough 

indicator of the reporting capabilities of the various sites. 
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BOSTON CAREeR CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 7/1/75 

7/1/75 1/5/76 2/5/76 3/5/76 4/5/16 
, PERIODS TO TO TO TO TO 

ACnVITY DATA 1/5/76 2/5/76 3/5/76 4/5/76 5/5/76 

INDICTMENTS (TOTAL) -- 79 107 23 57 
TOTAL DEFENDANTS -- 19 28 11 27 
CAREER CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS -- 18 23 10 27 

TOTAL DEFENDANTS SCREENED 9432 2973 236
4 

255
5 2296 TOTAL CASES ACCEPTED 96 39 41 10 23 

TOTAL CASES llEJECTED -- -- -- -- --
DIS?OSITIONS 

PLEA OF GUILTY 18 9 17 :J 4 
CONVICTION BY 

JURY 8 3 5 4 5 
COURT 3 3 0 0 0 

ACQUITTALS 0 1 0 0 1 
DISMISSALS -- -- -- -- --
NOLLES -- -- -- -- --
TOTAL DEFENDANT5 29 16 22 7 10 

SENTENCES 
NUHllER DEFENDANTS SENTENCED -- -- 21 7 9 
NUMBER DEFENDANTS INCARCEIlATED -- -- 20 7 9 
AVEIlAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE (YRS.) 

INDETERMINATE fUNlM\JM SENTENCE 11.33 10.88 8.71 20.0 12.22 
- MAXIH1lH SENTENCE 16.5 15.15 11.57 26.2 18.78 

DETERMlNUE -- -- 9.3 7.2 --AVERAGE LENCTH OF nw:: FROM 
ARREST TO INDICTMENT -- -- -- -- --ARREST TO DISPOSITION 77 .5 86.69 88.82 82.57 102 
ARREST TO SENTENCE -- -- -- -- --(IN CALENDAR DAYS) 

ITOTALS FOR Cl1HIlLATIVE TIllE PERIODS ARE TAXEN DIRECTLY noM ACTIVITY REPORTS AUD IT IS 
RECOGNIZED THAT CHANGES IN OPEUTIONAL PROCEDURES MAY ACCOmrr FOil DlF7!llENCES BETWEEN TRE 
ADJUSTED Cl1HIlLATIVE FIGURES GIVEN HERE AND THE ACTUAL SUMMATION OF INTERIM VALUES. 

290 CAREER CRIIIINAL (ec) 

314 cc 

419 CC 

57 ce 

623 CC 

78 CC 

8150 CC 

111 

5/5/76 7/1/75 
TO TO 

6/5/76 6/5/76
1 

37 --
16 --
10 --

234
7 12 

21948 220 -- --
5 47 

7 35 
1 6 
0 2 

-- ---- --
13 90 

13 88 
13 86 

5 13 
21 II! 
10 --
-- --

108.85 90 
-- --



COLUMBUS CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 7/21/7 6 

~ 7/21/75 
PERIODS TO DECEMBER JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY 

ACTIVITY DATA 11/31/75 1975 1976 1976 1976 1976 1976 
! 

INDICTMENTS/INFORMATIONS 
JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV 

TOTAL 285 165 150 339 252 224 174 177 226 261 114 
CAREER CRIMINAL 28 7 17 21 26 28 16 22 13 7 6 

TOTAL DEFENDANTS SCREENED 101 28 23 27 22 12 --
CASES ACCEPTED 95 26 23 27 22 12 --
CASES REJECTED 6 2 0 0 0 0 --

DISPOSITIONS 
PLEA OF GUILTY 45 3 13 9 16 8 --
CONVICTION 

JURY 18 1 6 2 8 1 --
COURT 3 0 1 0 2 -- -- I 

ACQUITTALS . -- -- -- -- -- --.--
DISMISSALS - - -- - -- - 1 
NOLLES -- -- -- I 2 2 0 
TOTAL (DEFENDANTS) 67 6 21 13 29 10 --

SENTENCES 
NUMBER SENTENCED - -- - -- - -- -
NUMBER INCARCERATED -- -- -- -- -- - --
AVERAyE LENGTH OF SENTENCE (YRS 

2.8 MINIMUM 3 3.3 2.1 2.7 2.75 --
MAXIMUM 14.5 13.75 12.6 8.9 10.7 11.7 --

AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM 

I ARREST TO INDICTMENT -- -- -- -- -- -- --
ARREST TO DISPOSITION 3.8 3.2 4.1 3.4 4.3 4 --
ARREST TO SENTENCE -- -- -- I -- -- ,-- --

(IN MONTHS) , 



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

DALLAS CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 10/1/75 

~ 
10/1/75 3/15/76 5/15/76 

PERIODS TO TO TO 
ACTIVITY DATA 3/15/76 4/15/76 6/30/76 

INDICTMENTS 
TOTAL 5,794 511 1661 
CAREER CRIMINAL 101 11 32 

TOTAL CASES SCREENED 327 -- --
ACCEPTED 104 -- --
REJECTED 223 -- --

DISPOSITIONS DEF. CASES 
PLEA OF GUILTY 11 14 -- --
CONVICTION BY 

JURY 22 26 -- --
COURT 2 2 -- --

ACQUITTALS 1 1 -- --
DISMISSALS 6 7 -- --
NOLLES - -- -- --
TOTAL 42 50 - --

SENTENCES -- -- --
NUMBER SENTENCED -- -- --
NUMBER INCARCERATED -- - -
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE 55.46 yrs. -- --
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME 

ARREST TO INDICTMENT -- -- --
ARREST TO DISPOSITION 50.0 da. -- --
ARREST TO SENTENCE -- -- --



DETROIT CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 7/28/75 

~ PERIODS NOVEMBER DECEMBER FEBRUARY MARCH 

ACTIVITY DATA 1975 1975 1976 1976 

INDICTMENTS/INFORMATIONS 
TOTAL 1282 1341 1039 1469 
CAREER CRIMINAL -- -- -- --

TOTAL CASES SCREENED 
ACCEPTED -- -- -- --
REJECTED -- -- -- --

DISPOSITIONS 
PLEA OF GUILTY -- -- -- --
CONVICTION 

JURY -- -- -- --
COURT -- -- -- --

ACQUITTALS -'- -- -- --
DISMISSALS -- -- -- --
NOLLES -- -- -- -
TOTAL -- -- -- --

SENTENCES 
NUMBER SENTENCED -- -- -- -
NUMBER INCARCERATED -- -- -- --
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTEllCE -- -- -- --
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM 

ARREST TO INDICTMENT -- -- -- --
ARREST TO DISPOSITION -- -- -- --
ARREST TO SENTENCE -- -- -- --



HOUSTON CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

))ATE IMPLEMENTED: 7/15/75 

~ 
SIX MONTH REPORT JANUARY FEBRUARY 

PERIODS JULY 15, 1975-JANUARY 15, 1976 1976 1976 
ACTIVITY DATA 

TOTAL CASES FILED -- 3,208 3,066 
MISDEM&\NOR CASES -- 1,999 2,024 
FELONY CASES -- 1,209 1,042 

TOTAL NUMBER CASES INDICTED -- 1,178 886 

TOTAL SCREENED (DEFENDANTS) 277 -- --
ACCEPTED 199 -- --
REJECTED -- -- --

DISPOSITIONS 
PLEA OF GUILTY -- -- --
CONVICTION -- - --

JURY -- -- -
- COURT -- - --- ACQUITTALS -- -- --

DISMISSALS - -- --
NOLLES -- - --
TOTAL DEFENDANTS DISPOSED 39 -- --

SENTENCES 
LIFE SENTENCES 5 -- --
PROBATION 1 -- --
REDUCED TO MISDEMEANOR 2 -- --
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE 27.1 yrs. -- --
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM 

FILING TO INDICTMENT 9.1 days - --
INDICTMENT TO ARRAIGNMENT 17 days -- --
FILING TO JURY TRIAL SETTING 121.8 days -- --
INDICTMENT TO JURY TRIAL 

SETTING 119 days -- --



INDIANAPOLIS CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

DATE IMPLEMENTED' 9/15/75 

~ 
9/15/75 JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL 

PERIODS TO 1976 1976 1976 1976 
ACTIVITY DATA 1/7/76 

FILINGS (FELONY CASES) 
TOTAL 745 150 153 149 136 
TARGET FELONIES 396 60 72 85 71 

TOTAL CASES SCREENED 396 60 72 85 71 
ACCEPTED 68 16 26 31 13 
REJECTED -- -- -- -- --

DISPOSITIONS (CASES) 
PLEA OF GUILTY 3 2 3 5 1 
CONVICTION BY 

JURY 8 8 6 3 7 
COURT 2 0 0 2 0 

NOT GUILTY 0 1 1 1 0 
DISMISSALS -- -- -- -- --
NOLLES .2 1 1 1 1 
TOTAL -- -- -- -- --

SENTENCES 
NUMBER SENTENCED -- -- -- -- --
NUMBER INCARCERATED -- -- -- -- --
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE (YRS.) 

INDETERMINATE {MINIMUM SENTENCE 1.5 1.6 3.6 1.5 7.3 
MAXIMUM SENTENCE 5 8 15.4 6.3 15.0 

DETERMINATE 17.5 17.8 18.6 15.6 27.1 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM (DAYS) 

ARREST TO INDICTMENT 
112.71 79

1 
ARREST TO DISPOSITION 65 63.8 122 
ARREST TO SENTENCE 114 100 86 88.9 142 

1ARREST TO CONVICTION. 



KALAMAZOO CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 10/28/75 

~ JANUARY FEBRUARY MARCH APRIL MAY PERIODS 
1976 1976 1976 1976 1976 

ACTIVITY D~:,TA 

INDICTMENTS 
TOTAL -- -- -- -- --
CAREER CRIMINAL -- -- -- -- --

TOTAL CASES SCREENED 29 13 21 46 18 
ACCEPTED 12 8 8 21 14 
REJECTED 17 5 13 25 4 

DISPOSITIONS 
PLEA OF GUILTY (j 4 2 1 1 
CONVICTIOn 

JURY 0 0 0 0 0 
COURT 0 0 0 0 0 

ACQUITTALS 0 0 0 2 0 
DISMISSALS 0 1 0 0 0 
NOLLES 0 3 2 3 0 
TOTAL 6 8 4 6 l 

SENTENCES 
NUMBER SENTENCED 1 5 1 2 1 
NUMBER INCARCERATED -- -- -- -- --
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE 3 yr~ 29 mos 36-180 mos. 150-264 mos 6 mos. 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM 

ARREST TO INDICTMENT -- -- -- -- --
ARREST TO DI~POSITION 39.33 days 61.375 days 116 days 96.66 days 40 days 
ARREST TO SENTENCE 53 days 73.20 days 66 days 150.5 days 68 days 



NEW ORLEANS CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 5/1/75 

~ AUGUST DECEMBER JANUARY MARCH MAY JUNE 
1975 1975 1976 1976 1976 1976 

ACTIVITY DATA 
CASES DEF. CASES DEF. CASES DEF. CASES DEF. PASES DEF. CASES DEF. 

INDICTMENTS 
TOTAL -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --
CAREER CRIMINAL -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- -- --

TOTAL CASES SCREENED 
ACCEPTED 55 74 23 33 27 28 54 68 91 105 54 66 
REJECTED 

SCREENING
I 34 5~ 23 2~ 16 2~ 42 6~ 4~ ~2 4~ 66 

CASES REFERRED TO DA 6 'i 2 5 ~ 

DISPOSITIONS 
PLEA OF GUILTY 34 39 13 14 21 25 30 32 40 50 47 55 
CONVICTION 

JURY 4 5 10 12 13 19 15 19 7 8 6 6 
COURT 2 3 5 6 1 1 1 2 3 2 4 4 

ACQUITTALS 3 3 2 2 3 5 4 5 2 2 6 6 
DISMISSALS 
NOLLES 2 3 5 9 7 9 11 13 0 2 5 10 
TOTAL 

SENTENCES 
NUMBER SENTENCED 27 28 122 2'i 40 45 45 52 42 51 73 79 
NUMBER INCARCERATED 21 21 18 22 33 38 43 45 26 32 63 46 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM 

ARREST TO INDICTMENT 
AVERAGE DISPOSAL TIME 38 days 63 days 88 days 61 days 50 days 46 days 
(1st CONTACT TO DISPOSITION) 

ARREST TO SENTENCE 

1 
lwITH RECOMMENDATION TO REFUSE DUE TO INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE. 
NOTE: ALL INTERIM MONTHS BETWEEN AUGUST, 1975 AND JUNE, 1976 ARE NOT INCLUDED.) 



NEW YORK CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 11/1/75 

~::---:::::: 
-... 

11/1/75 2/ 1/75 NOVIDffiER DECEMBER 
1975 1975 TO TO 

ACTIVITY Dl,TA 1/31/76 3/'31/76 

INDIcnmr~rs 
TOTAL 265 302 -- --
CAREER CRIMINAL 

0 

TOTAL CASES SCREENED -- -- 79 62 
NUMBER CASES ACCEPTED -- -- 33 51 
NUMBER DEF. ACCEPTED -- -- 38 61 

DISPOSITIONS 
PLEA OF GUILTY - -- 10 26 
CONVICTION 

JURy -- -- 0 2 
COURT -- -- 0 -

ACQUITl'ALS -- -- 0 0 
DISMISSALS - -- 0 0 
NOLLES - -- - -
TOTAL 

SENTENCES 
NUMBER SENTENCED -- -- 4 17 
NUMBER INCARCERATED -- -- 4 16 
AVERAGE LENGTH OF' SENTENCE 

INDETERMINATE -- -- 2.2-4.5 yr .. 1. 6-5.1 yr.. 
QETERMINATE -- -- I yr. 1 'ii. 

AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM 
ARREST OT INDICTMENT 4.7-8.6 Ga. --
INDICTMENT TO DISPOSITION -- -- 1e~o-26.6 aa. 28.8-50.2 d.L 
DISPOSITION TO SENTENCE -- -- 21. 8-49.0 da. 17.1-44.5 da. 
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SALT LAKE CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

~s 7/1/75 TO 1/31/76 

ACTIVITY DATA JUL. AUG. SEP. OCT. NOV. DEC. 

FELONY CASES FILED 
TOTAL 142 295 252 251 165 263 
CAREER CRIMINAL 24 13 20 8 8 10 

TOTAL CASES SCREENED 
ACCEPTED 
REJECTED 

DISPOSITIONS 
PLEA OF GUILTY } 

PLED 
CONVICTION OR 

JURY FOUND 41 
COURT GUILTY 

ACQUITTALS 6 
DISMISSALS 7 
NOLLES --
TOTAL --

SENTENCES 
NUMBER SENTENCED 38 
NUMBER INCARCERATED 29 

STATE PRISON 24 
COUNTY JAIL 5 

PROBATION 8 
STATE HOSPITAL 1 

DATE IMPLEMENTED: 7/8/75 

FEBRUARY MARCH 
1976 1976 

JAN. 

233 135 242 
13 8 17 



SAN DIEGO CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

Date Implemented· 7/8/75 

.~ 7/1/75 10/1/75 1/1/76 
PERIODS TO TO TO 

ACTIVITY DATA 9/30/75 12/31/75 3/31/76 
CASES DEF. CASES DEF. CASES DEF 

INDICTMENTS 
TarA!. -- -- -- -- -- --
CRIMINAL -- -- -- -- -- --

TarAL CASES SCREENED 
PROCESSED 26 37 40 51 62 78 
REJECTED -- -- -- -- -- 3 

IHSPOSITIONS 
PLEA OF GUILTY 7 9 8 14 25 35 
CONVICTION 

JURY 1 2 4 3 9 11 
COURT 1 1 2 3 1 1 

ACQUITTALS -- -- -- 1 -- 0 
DISMISSALS 1 1 -- -- -- --
PENDING 15 22 21 25 25 29 
DEFENDANT NOT APPREHENDED 1 2 5 5 2 2 

SENTENCES 
NUMBER SENTENCED -- -- -- -- -- --
NUMBER INCARCERATED -- -- -- -- -- --
AVERAGE LENGTH OF SENTENCE -- -- -- -- -- --
AVERAGE LENGTH OF TIME FROM 

ARREST TO INDICTMENT -- -- -- -- -- --
ARREST TO DISPOSITION -- -- -- -- -- --
ARREST TO SENTENCE -- -- -- -- -- --



APPENDIX II 

SOURCE DOCUMENTS 

122 



APPENDIX II 

BOSTON (SUFFOLK COUNTY) 

1. Grant Application, Suffolk County Major Violators Project, 
Suffolk County (District Attorney), 0049-0l-DF-75. 

2. Monthly Report Narrative for the Suffolk County District Attorney, 
December 5, 1975, including Monthly Narrative Supplemental 
Information (on Suffolk County Major Violators Project). 

3. Monthly Narrative Supplemental Information, Suffolk County Major 
Violators Project, January 5, 1976. 

4. Monthly Narrative Supplemental Information, Suffolk County Major 
Violators Project, February 12, 1976. 

5. Monthly Narrative Supplemental Information, Suffolk County Major 
Violators Project, covering period 2/5/76 to 3/5/76. 

6. Monthly Narrative Supplemental Information, Suffolk County Major 
Violators Project, April 7, 1976. 

7. Monthly Narrative Supplemental Information, Suffolk County Major 
Violators Project, covering period 4/5/76 to 5/5/76. 

8. Monthly Report Covering Period 5/5/76 to 6/5/76, Suffolk County 
Maj or Violators Project. 

9. Statement of Work from Request ~ur Proposal for Evaluation of 
Boston Hajor Violators Project, July 28, 1976. 

DALLAS (DALLAS COUNTY) 

1. Grant Application, Dallas District Attorney's Career Criminal 
Program, Dallas County, DS-76-D02-0003. 

2. Initial Report, Career Criminal Division, Dallas County District 
Attorney's Office, March 15, 1976. 

3. Monthly Report, Career Criminal Division, Dallas County District 
Attorney's Office, April 15, 1976. 

4. Monthly Report, Career Criminal Division, Dallas County District 
Attorney's Office, May 15, 1976. 
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DETROIT (WAYNE COUNTY) 

1. Grant Application, Major Violators Unit, Wayne County Prosecutor; 
Recorder's Court and Circuit Court. 

2. Career Criminal Program Monthly Narrative Report (data for 
November and December, 1975), January 16, 1976. 

3. Career Criminal Program Monthly Narrative Report (data for February 
and March), May 6, 1976. 

4. "Mayor Wants More Volunteer Policemen," Detroit Free Press, 
June 27, 1976. 

5. "Police Sick of Layoffs Protest with Outbreak of Blue Flu," 
Detroit Free Press, July 1, 1976. 

6. "Tannian Fines 22 Policemen; Blue Flu Ends," Detroit Free Press, 
July 3, 1976. 

7. "Judges Slow Down Over Police Cuts," Detroit Free Press, July 7, 1976. 

HOUSTON (HARRIS COUNTY) 

1. Grant Application, Career Criminal Program, District Attorney, 
Harris County Courthouse. 

2. Progress Report on the Harris County Career Criminal Project, 
October 6, 1975. 

3. Monthly Status Report for Harris County District Attorney's 
Office (includes Career Criminal Job Description Report and 
Sections of 1975 Annual Report), January 1, 1976. 

4. Six Month Report on the Harris County Career Criminal Project, 
February 3, 1976. 

INDIANAPOLIS (MARION COUNTY) 

1. Grant Application, Greater Indianapolis Marion County Careers in 
Crime Interception Project, Marion County Prosecuting Attorney. 

2. Monthly Report - November 1975, Careers in Crime Interception Project. 

3. Monthly Report - December 1975, Careers in Crime Interception Project. 
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INDIANAPOLIS (MARION COUNTY) Concluded 

4. Monthly Report - January 1976. Careers in Crime Interception Project. 

5. Monthly Report - February 1976, Careers in Crime Interception Project. 

6. Monthly Report - March 1976, Careers in Crime Interception Project. 

7. Monthly Report - May 1976, Careers in Crime Interception Project. 

NEW YORK (NEW YORK COUNTY) 

1. Grant Application, Career Criminal Program, District Attorney, 
New York County, 029l-99-DF-75. 

2. Supplemental Information (Monthly Report), Career Criminal 
Program, New York County District Attorney's Office, December 16, 
1976. 

3. Supplemental Information (Statistics), Career Criminal Program, 
New York County District Attorney's Office, January 9, 1976. 

4. Quarterly Report, Career Criminal Program, New York County District 
Attorney's Office, covering period 11/1/75 to 1/31/76. 

5. Supplemental Narrative and Statistics, Career Criminal Program, 
New York County District Attorney's Office, 2/1/76 to 3/31/76. 

6. Career Criminal Case Processing Procedure, New York County, 
New York; Prepared by Arnold Beck, National Legal Data Center. 

£Q1UMBUS (FRANKLIN COUNTY) 

1. Grant Application, A Program for the Prosecution of the Professional 
Habitual Criminal, Prosecuting Attorney, Franklin County. 

2. Monthly Report - December 1975, Franklin County Habitual Criminal 
Unit. 

3. Monthly Report - January 1976, Frai1klin County Habitual Criminal 
Unit. 

4. Honthly Report - February 1976, Franklin County Habitual Criminal 
Unit. 

5. Monthly Report - Harch 1976, Franklin County Habitual Criminal Unit. 

6. Monthly Report - April 1976, Franklin County Habitual Criminal Unit. 
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COLUMBUS (FRANKLIN COUNTY) Concluded 

7. Monthly Report - May 1976, Franklin County Habitual Criminal Unit. 

KALAMAZOO 

1. Grant Application, Career Criminal Program, Prosecuting Attorney, 
Kalamazoo, Michigan. 

2. Narrative Report - January 1976, Career Criminal Program. 

3. Narrative and Statistical Report - February 1976, Career Criminal 
Program. 

4. Statistical Report - March 1976, Career Criminal Program. 

5. Statistical Report - April 1976, Career Criminal Program. 

6. Statistical Report - May 1976, Career Criminal Program. 

NEW ORLEANS 

1. Grant Application, District Attorney's Career Criminal Bureau, 
City of New Orleans. 

2. Activity Report, August 1975, District Attorney's Career Criminal 
Bureau. 

3. Activity Report, December 1975, District Attorney's Career Criminal 
Bureau. 

4. Activity Report, January 1976, District Attorney's Career Criminal 
Bureau. 

5. Activity Report, March 1976, District Attorney's Career Criminal 
Bureau. 

6. Activity Report, May 1976, District Attorney's Career Criminal 
Bureau. 

7. Activity Report, June 1976, District Attorney's Career Criminal 
Bureau. 
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SAN DIEGO, (SAN DIEGO COUNTYl 

1. Grant Application, Career Criminal Program, San Diego County District 
Attorney's Office, 7S-DE-09-004l. 

2. Description of Career Criminal Program Personnel and Relevant 
California Criminal Procedures and Laws, Letter from Project 
Director to National Legal Data Center, December 15, 1975. 

3. Career Criminal Program Quarterly Progress Report, July 1, 1975 
through September 30, 1975. 

4. Career Criminal Progr~ Quarterly Progress Report, October 1, 1975 
through December 31, 1975. 

5. Career Criminal Program Quarterly Progress Report, January 1, 1976 
through March 31, 1976. 

SALT LAKE CITY (SALT LAKE COUNTY) 

1. Grant Application, Salt Lake County Career Criminal Program, 
Salt Lake County Attorney. 

2. Narrative Report and Statistics, Career Criminal Unit, July 1, 1975 
through January 31, 1976. 

3. Monthly Report - February 1976, Career Criminal Unit. 

4. Monthly Report - M~rch 1976, Career Criminal Unit. 

5. First Quarterly Report to Salt Lake County Law Enforcement Agencies, 
Salt Lake County Attorney Career Criminal Prosecution Unit, 

,November, 1975. 
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