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I "dould like to :take this opportunity'to talk about the 
C ('1 • • 1 '!" • ] 1 • d t.· ~rcer Jr:U1J.l1a .L-:r'Ot;:~'cJ!n, a nllJ.qu(!.y Qc;s1.gne' prosc:cl.rcor1.t~l pro--
gram created by this of+ice in July 1977 thrS>ugh LEAA funding, to 
identify, convict and commit to State Prison the: career robber 
and burglar--that indiv~dual ",hose .full-time j01) is committing 
robberies and burglariel? in ,San Francisco. 

The Career Criminal Program is based on the hypothesis 
that a sma,ll llu'mber of offenders are responsible for a dispro­
portionately large number of crimes in our City. Either throu~h 
the failure of the Criminal Justice System's efforts to rehabili­
tate these o,ffenders or their success in eluding prosecution, 
the'se career criminals continue to terrorize and victimize our 
citizens. 

Recent stUdies strongly suggest that '\-,hen intensive 
,pro's'ecutorial effort is focused on. these repeat offenders, resul t­
ing in a greater number oiotate Frison commitments for longer 
periods of time, this criminal activity can and will be interrupted, 
along with a concomitant reduction in serious physical injuries' 
and, great losses in 'personal, property which all to often acco'mpany 
'these two crimes. 

" 

This program, which is about to embark on its third year', 
of operation, has p~oven to be an extremely effective and success­
ful program. The Unit has maintained an impressive 87% State 
Prison commitment rate, s'ending 219 caree'r robbers and burglars to 
State Prison for an average term of 5.1 years. ' 

Empirical research data 'suggests that a correlation 
between intensive criminality of 'each of these career criminals 
and their individual impact on the crime rate in San Francisco can 
be interprete~ in economic terms. For these 219 career'criminals 
who have been committed to ,State Prison for the mean 'term of 5.1 
years w'e can estimate a monetary savings ,to, the citizen,s o'! 
San Francisco of approximately $8,606,700, a return of $24.00 to 
$1.00 on theS358,851.awarded the Program from LEAA for its second 
year of operation. 

It is hoped that the San Franciseo Career Cri~ina1 
Progr~ will continue to,be fUfided through state monies until 
1982 when the Career Criminal Legislation expires. Efforts are 
presently under way to ·renew the legisl.ation after its expiration 

. ' 
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SYf3te:n. 

l'ir~;ll rnntJ:':J.i!lts i.:Tlposed by Pl.'op·osi tion 13, loca~ 
bude;et deficits t:1:"1.d the: .impending fi:3ce,l 'J{r?blc~ns thrCo.t~nl.ng 
our local and s·tai;c buG.[;;ots :::1':ouJ.cl F.t:'opo::;J.tJ.on 9 pass, all 
h 'PIC ..., c,:i rn)')" fi r. 'l'd; ;, !;ntct on future fundin.g of the CarGer I... f .. \." ·"w" .• ." ..... ..L '. • 

Criminal Pro;;re.:n 'l"hro1J.chou t the st2..te, a..'Tld a 1001.'e J.mmec12ate 
impact' on San F i'cmci sco '. s' 1980-1981 b\tdget. 

\·,1e Cl.re hOl)cful thB..t our proEra.m will be funded ~n, part 
or ,·;ho1e thJ.'oueh :.5t~t e fund.s 81):1)1'1 8:JCIl i.;ed i':~ th local ~lonles ~ 
At this time ~,e anticipate operating the Unl. t at full stafflng. 
level \,lith no projections for reductions in this staff. 

San Francj~sco 'is a city compa.rable to none. It 5..s a 
vlay of life, a feeling shared by all of her citizens, a city 
loved and ' visited by people :f.}.'om every. p<;r~ of the .i,:or~d. C:,im­
ina I violence aga.inst our citizens. and V1Sl.tors erodes at thlS 
\,lay 9f life--at a culture a heritage our forefathers created 
and intended. 
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PROJECT DIRECTOR'S SELF ASSESSMENT 

Introduction 

since the change in this office's administration in 

January 1980, I have· be~ri the Project Director for th~ San Fran-

c.isco Career Cr imina 1 Program.. ,Prior to this, I have been a 

member· of this Special Unit s~nce February of 1978. During these 

periods, I have had ,the opportur:tity to observe and assess the im­

pact of this type of program.on our criminal justice.system as 

well as its overall value. to the City and County of San Francisco. 

It is the consensus of the staff of this Unit, as well 

as the general office, that this type of program is extremely 

beneficial and necessary to our criminal justice system and to 

the public we serve. 

Through this program we are able to focus the efforts 

of veteran prosecutQrial, and investigative personnel on the class' 

of crime and 'criminal that most' <;l.irectly. affects th~ citizens. 

Lower caseloads assure time necessary to carefully and 

thoroughly prepare our matters for trial and thereby enhance the 

probabili~y of conviction for the most serious charges in each case. 

The benefit of full time investigative and clerical staffing is 

readily apparent. We are able to effect immediate follow-up in:-
. 

vestigation, and avoid routine steno pool processing of paper which 
• 

might otherwise tend to get "bogged clm".;ln" in the general office. 

During its two and one-half years of service, the Career 

Criminal Unit has established an enviable reputation ?mong the 

local Police Department, Sheriff's Office, the courts, judges, and 

-3-
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Probation Officers. This Unit, through its investigators and 

prosecutors, is recognized ,as being tough, experienced, and a 

thorough unit which handles on~y the more notorious criminals and 

serious cases that are brQught to the attention of the office. 

Thes~ ~ases are not subj~ct to plea bargaining or charge reduction. 

Despite my wholehearted belief and committed support of 

the philosophy of career c~imina1 pros~cution, there are areas of 

the program'~ operation.which, I believe, could be modified in 

order to broaden the impact of the program and increase its overall 

effectiveness. 

, ' 

Juvenile Recidivist Offenders 

The incidence of juvenile crime in San Francisco over 
.. 

the last five years continues to be high with still ~sca1ating 

rates for violent crimes including rape, robbery and serious 

assaults. ,These are all IIhigb fear" crimes with extraordinary costs 

to th,e public in terI!ls ,·'.of physical injury, and' dollar value of' stolen 

property. In addition, the inconvenience of replacement, ~he expense 
" I 

of safeguarding and insuring life and property against further 

victim~zation, and the p'sycho10gica1 effe~ts to the victim combine 

to bring the "rea111 cost to an immeasurable figure. 

At tbis time, the ju~enile justice system in San Francis~o 

does not have the capabi1i:ties, eit~er with a manual or a computer-

,ized sy~tem, to target, iden'tify and classify chronic juve~i1e 

offenders. The young recidivist serious offender very often does 

not receive special at~ention from the District Attorney or the 

co~rts, and his or her case is routinely processed through the 

system with little awareness that the juvenile is already a ca~eer 

-4-
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type criminal . As a iesult, plea bargaining between the prosecu-

tion and the defense fre.quent1y occur, and the final disposition 
. 

and sentence does, not reflect the seriousness of the crime or the 

criminal proclivity of the subject. 

Prosecution of,career criminals shou~d include those 

juvenile offenders who would not otherwise rece,ive specialized 

attention but whose case is serious 'enough to warrant rigorous 

prosecution. 

disposition. 

Such concentration would result in a more just 

Organi z,ed Crime 

Tlie definition of a "career cr;m;nal " 
, J ...... , accord,..ing ,to the 

guideline defined in California Senate Bill 683, includes that 

individual who has been 'convicted of a specific number and certain 

, specific types of feloni'es'., This defi~ition is very effective in 

identifying the more "comm0l1." type of career criminal. However, 

it does not encompass tne more sophisticated what collar crimipal 

or the organized crime figure who is kno~ to be actively involved 

in criminal activity which may have more far-reaching deleterious 

effects than the comparatively unsophisticated common career 

criminaJ.. Bec.ause these indiyiduals have' been skillful enough to 
J i minimize their, cri~inai ~istories" they do not qualify, under the 
1 
t present selection criteri~, fo;;' career criminal attention. 
i ")\I~\ . I 'v ~4~ If the state and federal governments are going to con-

J /l,{J!" ".:\,,' tinue to fund Career Criminal Programs, some consideration' should 
,!l "'1 

J

1 C~;U(/.\/ be given to broadening the definition of a "Career Criminpl," aad 
:- , j ! ~~.t .. Y expanding the f"ocus or-" the progr3J!' to bring this class of" off"ender 

J "'/ into the purview of career criminal prosecution. 

f 
'j 
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?roeram Adm:i.nis tra ~j.on 

Program administration and management has cQntinuous1y 

posed problems for program operation. Programs funded either 

through the State of .Ca1ifo~nia and/or the F'edera1 Governmc;nt must 

fo11ow'the guidelines and regulations strict1y'mandated by the 

respective administrative agencies. In addition, local guidelines 

and regulations set by the local muntcipal or county governmc;nt 

must De strictly adhered, to. 

Administrativ~ con·tro1s and reporting requirements of 

these respective agencies often result in conflicts in program 

design and operation, excessive and duplicitous paper work~ Un­

realistic and differing project objective~ contri6ute to what 

sometimes appear to be ~nconsistent program perfor~nce repor~s. 

III order to eliminate the confusion and frustration 

created by this situation; ~t is herewith submitted that considera­

tion be given to establishment of an "Area Coromission" for the ; 

purpose of singular monitoring and eva1uatlon of various programs 
.' 

within a specific geographic local. Such a commission could be 

comprised of representatives from local, state and the federal 

government. Such a commission would 'allow program staff to report 

directly, establish an on-going liaison and rapport with the 

commission, reduce the duplication of paperwork, reports, etc., 

and minimize the conflict in guidelines, regulations 'and objectives. 
, , 

A commission involved with the program in an on-going, long-range 

basis would, be more attuned to the specific needs and problem areas 

of each program an~ would, be able, to work with each program in­

dividually and immediateiy, eliminating the long delays which result 

-6-
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CONCLusrON - .. 1'-1 __ _ 

I am constrained to conclude that 'the Caree~ Criminal 

Program, in concept and .~xecution, offers a unique and effective 

means of dealing with a v'eq re.al probl'em. 'Law enforcement, arid 

more specifically, the l'ocal prosecutor, needs' such' a vehicle to 

efficiently respond to the impehdino~ soc~al .. th 
~ cr~~~s at is develop-

ing in the wake of increased criminality in our urban areas. 

It is my hope' :that the value and rewards of these programs 

continue to be recogniz~d and appreciated. All efforts should 

b,e made to ~ont~nue and rene,." where necessary, funding which will 

guarantee the success of ,those who are committed to carry out its 

objectives. 

.' 

-8-

Respectfully submitted 

. H1£, -I I/, ;tC~~VL'-i~7 
~~T K. MURRAY 
Project Director 
Career Criminal Unit 
San Franc.isco District Attorney IS 
Office 
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, , 

" . 
I. S'rNrU1EN'r O:b' HYPO'rHESIS 

Research in. the area of recidivis~ crimin~lity suggests 

that a 'Small group of chronic offenders are disprop'ortionately 

responsible for a large percent'of the violent'~rime in our cities. 

Because these offenders have either successfully eluded identi­

fication and prosecutiod in the past, or 'are repeat failures of 

the Criminal Justice System's effort~ toward rehabilitation, th~se 

offenders have continued to terrorize and victimize the public. 

Career Criminal, theory suggests that if specialized, 

intensive prosecutorial effort is focused on these repeat offenders, 

resul ting in a greater number of State Prison' commi tIJ.lents for. 

long,e;r periods of time, this criminal act~vity can and 1'lill be 

interl~pted, along with a concomitant reduction in serious 

physi~al injuries an9-. great· losses in personal property which, 'ail 

foo often accompany these two crimes. 
" 

The basic operating premise of the program is that 

" • •• offenders regardless' C?f age, cannot c<;>mmit crimes while 

incarcerated. Moreover, they' are not likely to be able to make 

up for lost time after release,. i{ certain identifi~ation, 
, . :. '. 1 

apprehension and re-lncarc:eratlon l~ hlgh 11-. 

, It is extremely difficult to accurately measure·~he total 

dollar loss as a result of robberies and burglaries in San Francisco 

and the escalating act$ of accompanying violence due to a variety 

of ~ndependant variables: ' unreli~ble measures of actual property 

, 
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loss and dama~e; t~e ·total number of unreported robheries and 

burGlaries; unreliable ~nd .limited data presently ava.ilable on 

the crime index; the negative. ,correlation between criminal 
, . 

activity and age of the d'efendant; tra.nsient crimin'al popl.l1ati~n 

in San ,Francisco; interruption of criminal activity due to incar­

ceration for a lesser charge, etc. However, an estimate of these 

figures can be extrapolated from increasingly well documented 

research data and sample: studies available on the career offender; 

the number of career criminals committed to State Prison through 

San Francisco's Career Criminal Program; and,- 'th.e average length 

or' incarceration. These ;figures will be presented in the "Evalu­

ation" section of this report. 
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II; PHOGRJ:,H DESCHIP'I'rON 

In July 1977, !Jhe S13,n Francisco District Attorney's 

Office initiated its Caieer Criminal Proiram fund~d th~ough a 
" 

discret~onary grant award from the LEAA, v!asflington', D.C.' Origi­

nally, San Francisco's program was designed to be crime-specific 

concentrating ,soley on the prosecution o'f robberies and residential 

burglaries. The orientation of this progr~ 'was defined according 
. , 

to the increasing incidence of violence in San Francisco as "1Elll as 

available emperical research data \'lhicp has documen.ted increasing~y 
, , 

well tne finding that robbery and burglary, next to homocide 

and rape, 'invoke extreme ~nxiety in the :pliQlic due to ,the overall 

frequency of their occurrence imd the possibility of serious injury', 

and los~ .of personal proJ?erty which :Cregue:o.tly, accompany these cri!nes. 

San Francisco' received funding for the continp.ation of 

its Program from the L~ for fiscal years 1977-1978 and 1978-1979 

with an aug'mentation grant a\'lard from the State Career Criminal 

Prosecution Prog'ram follo\<1ing the passage of Senate Bill No. 683 

by the" California State Legislature \'lhich created the California 

Career Criminal Prosecution program. The transition to full state 

funding in 1979 did not neces~itate any basic philosophical or 

p:r:'ogrammatic changes, siI).ce the California State Program ",as 'an 
, , ' 

outgrowth of the National Career Criminal Initiative, and paralleled 

the National Career Criminal Program in its area of e~phasis, as 

. well as the defined goals and'objective~' Df the Program. 

A. Progr_~ill Staff 

1. Fiv~ v\~'t;eran prosecutors are presentl\)" assiGned to the 

Career Crimina} Unit. Despite internal staff changes ~n the prograI:l 
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ouring the last three ,yc[lrs, priority consicer13tion hns been 

given to !!laintai!line only' hiShly experienced prosecutors 'in the 

program. 

, 2. Two Se~ior Inve'stigators' have been assie;ned exclusively 

to the Unit '~ince its inc~ption. This rnale-fe~ale investi~ative, 
o . 

, team have worked closely:.~ith the robbery and burglary detail of 

the Police Department for the p~st thr~e years and, are responsible 

for the fol1o~,,-uP and prel:Lminary investigation on all career 

criminal cases. 

3. , The Criminal Justice Specialist II is responsible for the, 

fiscal management of the grant as well' as the data coll"ection CLl1d 

maintenance of the case tracking system. 

4. The Clerk Stenographer is responsible for the clerical 

support for all grant staff. 

5. Law interns nave been assigned to the Unit on an irregular 

basis ususally fo'r a thre.e month or one t ° se~es er per10d. These 

interns wprk' closely with unit att' '0 t ° 1 orneys 1n r1a preparation, legal 

research, and 'other assi!?ned tasks as required. 

Intern services are provi~ed on a volunteer basis and 

require no e-x:nendi tU,re of grant funds. Ado ' ~~..I:" ca errnc credit is a1'larded 

the intern by his or her particular academic institution follm'ling, 

the successful completion of the internship. 

B. Selection Criteria 

Originally, San Francisco's selection criteria \'las based 

on a numerical scoring system which evaluated and scored th~ prior 

cri~inal historY,of'each defendant. °A " A we1ghted nu~ercial score was 

-assigned to, specific 'categories of prior felony and. misdemeanor 
~ 
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offenses as 'veIl as the (lcfe:ldant' s "status" at the ti:ne of com-

mi tting the current offense. A cumulative minir:1U1D sco.re of 

25 points v:as required o'n the selection. cri:t"eria .before a defen-

dant "lOuld be considered for career criminal prosecution •. As 
, . 

. stated earlier, a defendant had to be charged with 'either a robbery 
,.II 

or res:i,dential burglary before he/she lllas screened for prosecution . 

in the CCU •. 

Under the California Career Criminal Legislation as . 

defined in Chapter 1151 of th'e 1977 statutes, the selection criteria 

for career criminal defend.ants i~ clearly outlined and must be 

incorporated -into the administrative designs of all jurisdictions 

who participate in the California Career Criminal Prosecution 

Pr.ogram. Acc9rdingly, the 'new selection criteria " .. as incorporated 

into our existin~ selection criteria and eventually superceded the . ' 

old selection criteria. 

According to the State Legisiation, an individual "shall 

be the subject of. care.er criminai' prosecution efforts i'lho falls 

into one of the following thre.e categories" ~ . 

Ie Has suffered at least~ conviction during the preceding 

10 years for any felony ~isted 'belo,\,l: 

a. robbery by a person armed. with a deadly or dangerous 
"leapon 

b. burglary of the first degree 

c. arson as defined in section 447a or 448a 

d. forcible rape 

e. sodomy or' oral copulation comT!li tted i'1i th force 

·f. lewd or lascivious conduct comilli tted on .a child 
, 
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e;. kionap-pine; as defined in section 209 

h. murder 

2. At least t"10 convictions duri:p.g the prqcedin[5 10 ye~rs 

for any felony listed belo,.,: 

a. grand theft· 

b. grand theft auto 

c. receiving stolen.pr~perty 

d. robbery (other th~ that described in the parag~aph 
above) . 

e. bu~glary of the second degree 

f. kidnapping as' defined in section 207 

g. assault with a deadly , .. reapon 

h. any unlawful act relating to controlled sUbstances. 
in violation of section 11351 or 11352 of the Health 
and '·lelfare Code. . 

. . . 
3. A d~fendant 'is presently being prosecuted for three or 

, . 
more separate of'fen~es n~t a.rising out of the same transaction 

involving one· or more of the target offenses. (Use of this 
.'. . 

selec~ion criteria requires 4iscretion of CCU Project Director~) 

c. Prog-ram Goals and Obje.ctives 

The goals and objectives of San Francisco's Career 

Criminal Program are pres~n.ted below. These goa.ls and objectives, 

defined in our first year grant' application to the LR~ and modified 

iil our second year grant -application, are cqnsistent ~lith the 

goals and objectives' as 4efined in' the California Career .Criminal 

Legislation i-lhich must b.e incorporated into the administrative 

design of each Care-er Criminal Prosram "funded in part or in ,·:hol e 

by the State of Caiifornia". 
, 
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1. I::J~act Goals. 

a. 

b. 

To increase the num1)er of 'recidivist robbers and 
residential bur[!;lars cOlllmitted to State Prison. 

To increase' ,the severity of sentences ,for career 
crioinal. defen1ants. 

2.' Performance goals. 

a. To significantly decrease plea-bargaining in the 
most serious offenses 'cl'?arged in career criminal 
cases. 

b. 

c. 

To effect an increase in the number of enh~Dcements 
alleged and found to be true on career criminal 
convictions,. 

To maintain a lovler case voluI!le' for career criminal 
?ttorneys as compared to other felony teams ip. the 
office. 

. ' 

d. To increase the amount of bail in career criminal 
cases compared to similar cases prosecuted by the office. 

,. Objectlves. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

eO! 

To maintain a reciprocal 'working relationship with 
the Integrated~Criminal Apprehension Program (rCAP) 
of the SFPD. 

To establish a: closer liaison "lith the federally' 
fu~ded victim witness assitance program of this' 
office. 

" 

To maintain an effective police-prosecutor working 
relationship. 

, , 

To maintain 60mmuni ty participation and ~ll a\'lareness 
of ,the program~s performance. 

To maintain' prosecuto'r' s participation in probation 
proceedings. . 

f. To maintain the analytical capabilities of the Program. 

g. To maintain vertical case handling of all 'career 
criminal cases. 

D. Orr;anizational Structure 

Staff of the Career Criminal Unit is composed of five -
Prosecutors, b·lO Distri,ct A:ttorney Invj3stigators, one Criminal' 
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'Justice S,pecialist (G;r:[-Ult' s Fif3ca.l Officer) and Cler]~-Stenoc;rapher. 

Because one of the Unit's five at'torncys serves as 

Pro,ject Director, his case~.oad r'emains consistently smaller than 

the oth;er attorneys in order to allol'l ample time for administra- ' 

tive responsibilities. 

All project staff are physicallY located on the third' 

floor of San Francisc~ts Hall of Justice in the District Attorney's 

Office. Although staff members are not loca.ted'in consecutive orrices . , 
a close' proximi ty to each ,other allows for easy access and quick 

comIpunication. 

E. 'Case Referral 

Cases are referred to the Unit from t"lO primary sources: 

(1) Inspectors' of the Robbery and Bu~glary Details o~ the 
" '." 

San Francisco Police 'Department; (2) Robbery and Burglary Prosecu­

tion teams of the District Attorney's Office. 

The majority of career criminal ~ases are rererred by , 

Inspectors from the Robbery or Burglary detail of the San Francisco 

Police Department to one of the Unitis five deputies for re-booking 

(formal ,charging) normally within a 24 hou~ period following the 

arrest or the defendant. Over' the las't two and one-half years, 

these Inspectors have become so ,fa~iliar with the selection criteria 

of the CCU, tha~ they thems~lves are ,able to pre-screen career 

criminal cases for proper expeditious channeling to the CCU. 

If a case escapes the immediate attention of the Unit, 

it is generally referred from either the Robbery or Burglary 

Prosecution teams of'the District-Attorney's Office. ' Cases 

referred by this method can be referred at any step in the syst~m 

-16-
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a.lthou::::;h r.1ost erG referred prior to the P,cqliminar-y' EcaJ'i.n~. 

In June of 19;79, our interfacing \'Ji th Sa.n Francisco's 

rcAP resal ted in the design and implelDenta.t~on of a case refer~~al 

check-system to assure t,J-:1e expeditious ,channe~ing of all' career 

criminal cases t~ the Unit. Ro?bery and burglary cases are 

evaluated daily by ICAP st?,ff for possible career criminal status. 

Simultaneous notification of both the Inspec~ors Bureau, and the 

Career Criminal Unit concerning a possible career criminal defen­

dant alerts the Inspecto'r to come directly to one of the Unit's 

attorneys for a' final case evaluation and rebooking as \,lel~' as 

the CCP Research Assistant to "flag" the case for, s~reening. 

Utilization of rCAP's referral system has not appeared 

.to increase the caselqad Qf career criminal deputies, but has 

insured the referral 'of mO,st all career criminal.cases to the Unit 

prior to the Preliminary Hearing. This assures strict vertical 

~rosecution of cases'throughout their progress through the system, 

and allows CCP investigators·to begin the case investigation at 

the earliest possibl.e dB:te. 
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A. Robberies and Rurgliries 

It is esti!!latep, that the "avera,ge annual offense rate" 

for the 'intensive or .career criminal robber' and burClar is. 20.' 
. 1 crJ.mes • 

a career 

The average value of property loss to the victim of 

robber or bur31ar is $393.00~2 (See tables.) 

An estiJ[Jat~ of the aTLl1ual average dollar amount' loss 

'to the' citizens of San Francisco as a re-sul t of each career robber 

and burglar can be calc111at'ed by mul:tiplying the crime rate by 

the average loss per offense; the number of -career criminals COTIl-

mitted to State Prison; and the average incarceration per{od. 

From July 1, 1977 through December 31,1979, the', 

San FraIfcisco Career Cr:i,minal Program 'convicted and. committed to· 

Sta~~ Prison for an average incarceratio~ of 5 years, 219 career 

criminals. \·le can estimate-- a savings to the citizens of the 

City ~d County of San Francisco of apprQximately $8,606,700~' 

This is a return of 24 to 1 on the total .second year LEA,A. grant 

a\'lard of $358,851, ($288,248 in the original Grant a\'lard and 

a $70,603 augmentation grant). 

B. Crime Rate. 

It is further asserted that career robbers and burglars. 

commit an aver~ge of 50.8·crimes an~ually~3 (See table.) In 

.addition to robberies and b~rglaries, this ~Dllual offense.rate 

includes rape, aggravated assault, purse snatching, auto theft, 

theft over $50,000, fo~gery and the sale of illegal druss. 
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Conscquently, a reduction and/or prevention of :3crious cl'iJilcS in 

San Francisco can be calculated by Jnultiplying the "avcrat;c 

almual offense rate" by,the 219 career criminals comni ttcd to 

state Prison for an averae;e term of five yea;rs. vIe, can therefore 

estimate a reduction and/or prevention 6f 55,6?6 serious crimes 

in San Francisco., 

The reduction of 'psychologi.cal trauma to the victims 

of these violent crimes cannot be measured in monetary terms. 

c. Summary 

It is extremely difficult to accurately measure the 

to'tal dollar' loss as a re,sul t of robberies and burglaries and 

the accompa..nying acts of violence due to the variety of ind~pen­

dent'variabl~s which include: the numqer of unreported robberies 

'and burglaries; unreliable' and limited, data presently availab1e 

on this crime index; the neg.ati ve corr,elation :bet">leen reduction in 
, 

.~~~, ---- ~-

. ' 

i 
i 

ii, 

..... 

criminal. activity ana age"increase; transient criminal populatioil,-' inter-

ruption of criminal activity 'due to incarceration for a lesser 

" 

charge, etc. 

The figures presented above should be viewed as supple­

mentary indices of the Program's performance interpreted in 

"dollar amount'~ impact 011 the commu.ni ty and cost efficiency of 

the Program, and should be, considered simu~taneously with the 

,Program's cumulative' statistical data in order to generate an 
, ' 

accurate and comprehensive overview of this 'Program's performance • 

.. 
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Estimated Commitment Offense, Pr'evalence, 
avd Offense'Rates for. a Cohort of . . 

In!:oming Pl:'isoners . 
. . 

. , 

Percent of Prisoners Percent of Prisoners . 
Committed for Active in This 

This Crime Crime 

: 

" 
: 
r 

Homicide '9 " 9 

Rape . 3 8 

Robbery 34-- 37 

Assa,ult 7 59 

Drug Sal~s 10 48 

Burglary 13 58 

Auto Theft 4 32 

Forgery '4 40 .' .. 
Cons - 63 

. . . 
" : , . . 

'. 

-
, 

, ' 

" 

, . 

Table 

. .. 
, 

; 
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Average Annual 
Commission Rate .. 

For Actives 

.27 
1.35, 
4.61 
4.47 

155~0 . 
15.29 

5.25 
5.56 -
9.45 . 
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ES.TIHATED LOSS OF 
ROBBERIES AN]) BURGLARIES. 

Total ... _ ........... ~~~~~~~ •• ; ............... " .. ·•••• m~~~ \. ":9.8 i 100,0 I 338 

Hi'hwa7 ................... __ .............. ' .................. ==1=ss,=G::=26'=:"'==-=Ia.""=8r~-== 4-;';= ==--:--- 221 

Commercial hou..<e ... ~ ............... _ .............. _ .... _... 60,322 -14.0 I ]5.J 5f~ 
Gas or servIce station .... ____ ~_~ .. _ .. ___ : ...... ___ .... __ ..... :1p,396 +2.0 I 5.1 20G 
Challl Store .. _ ..... __ ... _ .. _ .. ______ ..... __ .... ________ .. __ .. 24,o:r1 -u.81 6.0 MS 
:RcsldeDce~ ___________ .... ___ ... , __ .... _____ .... ____ ........ ___ 47,677 -i.O n. e 4S1i 
Bank ........ _____ ............. __ .. _ ..... ,_ ...... __ •• ~ .. ____ 3,SI6 -7.21 J.O 3,]90 
:-.nSt"enanfOU! .. __ ... ~~ ........ ~ .. __ ... _ .. __ ~._ ... ________ ••• M, SID -6. 'i IS. 7 22. 

i 
llt:I<GLAl'.1"-BJlEA KIl'G OR E:-:1ERING 

Tota' __ ._._._ •••••••• ____________ ........... _ ••••• _ ••••• 

:Residence (dwelling): • , 
Night. _________ • __ • __ : ___ • _____ ... __ ......... --" ----.--. 
Day ..... _________ .. ~_ .. ____ ' " __ ' __ " _____ • ___ -- ____ .. ___ 

Unknown .• __ .... ____ "'"'''''''' __ • __ -------••••• -- .. --
.. ""ulut.'!iJdrnce (store, offi~. etc.): 

~Ight •• _____ ....... ____ •• ___________ • ____ • ___ • ____ ' - ... --
Day •••. __ ... ____________ : ___ • ________ .. _____________ .. __ • 
Unl.:no ... n .... _______ ', __ "' ___ : •• __ , _____ • ____ '" --.---- ---,' 

.. . 
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)00,0 2,912, Q50 -6. J I 
I========!' 

I, _-.. 4,1 
(i.5(), 701 
723,Hi I -2.0 i 
4(;(,658 j -]R. 7 l 
6i'2,!l.38 I 
H2,&ti j 
,257, 750 1 

• 

+.61 
+.3. 

-i.6 I 

! 

2211 
24.8 
)6.0 

2J.l 
4.11 
8.0 

Table'3 
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452 
'501 
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.. 363 
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Table 16 

AVERAGE A:NNUAL Or~FENSE RATE 

Juvenile Young Adult . Adult 

Offender Type Period Period Period 

Violent Offenses 

Intensive 1.5 .' 5.2 7.4 
Ihtermiftent .9· . 5 i.2 

Safety Offenses 

. Intensive .26.3 11.8 9.3 
Intermittent 2.9 2.2 1.3 ' 

NOl'ldrug Offenses 

Intensive 51.4 26.1 10.9 

Intermittent 8.5 4.5 3.0 

All Offenses 

Intensive 74.8 48.2 22.6 

~ Intermittent 8.5. ~.1 4.0 

, . 

" 
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. Entire 
Career 

.' 

4.5 '. 
.8 .. 

15.8 
2.0 

30.7 
' 4.6 

50.8 
5.2 

~ - f I . 
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Table 4 
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and INSLAW. ' 
Fr.om Ju1!..J-977 throu&.l.l.. .Apl'iLl9.89 ,._ t~e .Ca.£~.!!.~ Criminal 

career criminal co-d~f~n~~ts,.for prosecution. Table I presents 

the current status of these cases, (i.e. disposed, inactiv.e, or 

active),' as 'of' April 19$0. 

Three hundred fiftlr-three career criminal and non-career 

criminal co-defendants were disposed during the period of JulY 

1977 through April 1980. Table II presents a breakdown py ~ex 

of these defendants. 

Three hundred twenty-two career criminal defendants 

and non-career criminal co-defendants were disposed by means of 

jUry trial, court trial" or guilty plea, from July 1977 through 

April 1980. Table III presents a breakdOwn of these defendants 

by each disposition'type. 

From July 1977 through April 1980, 242 career criminal 

defendants and 20 non-career criminal co-defendants have been 

sentenced to state prison~ Table'IV presents a breakdown of 

all sentence types for the total 308 career criminal and non­

career criminal defendants convicted during this ,period • 
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The oDEd'ative dcsir.:n of the Cnrcer Cd!'1inol Uai t is 
_ .. _,_,~_, ..... ,I .•. _,.,. .... ~~ ... ,", ___ .... ~ ....... ~ ..... -.. • ." ...... _.,. •• ,. ... .......... _ .... ~I' ..... _ •• _ ..... ,._ .. _ ...... _'0 .... _ ....... _ ... ,._ ...... ~ _ .... ,.. ... _t.."' .... __ 

, .' . 
siiff~~lt f,1~o.m.. tl}_~:t of th~L...ti.§!lera.l D? .. .:strj.£i..lt~r}cy_~ s Of.fic~. 

Table V is an outline of the many characteristics v!hich .distin­

quish the Career Criminal ,Program fJ~o~ the general District 

Attorney's Office. 

. ' 

Criminal Unit maintaine~ ~ state prisoA commt~~ent rate that 

"laS, 52 p.~~t~$e P"9in~ h~.R:heF j;1i~I!~h<!LQf thELK~E.e.JZa1. 

,San.)r...ranc~sc9.:.p..!..stricLAtt~Q~~f:t.:ic.~. 'Table VI presents 

comparative statistics ~or the San Francisco general District 

Attorney's Office and ,the Career Criminal Unit, based on . 

disposition and sentenee type. . . .' 

Compared to the Meta Metric's baseline data,implementa­

tJon of the Career ~~inal Program has resu~ted in a 39.4 

peryent higher rate o~ state prison commitment. Table VII 

presents the baseline data collected by Meta Metrics during the 
" , 

statewide evaluation of the California Career Criminal Program, ., 

and data for career cri~inal defendants prosecuted from July 1978 

through June 1979. The baseline data represents cases of 

defendants who would nave qualified for COP prosecution if the' 

program had b,een in effect. Current data represnets the Unit's 

actual performance, from 'July 1978 throug~ June 1979. 

The average auarter1;y: caseload per San Francisco career 

criminal attornel is one-third of that for the general San Fran-

cisco District Attornel'£ Office' during the period of July 1978 

, throu~h June 1979. Table VII presents the average quarterly , 
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'. ' v ASSESS1\fl:1~T: . PROGRAH OBJECTIVES . ------- ,- ~"" ...... ---~-... -----.------
Dllri.ng our first, two years Qf operCl,tidn, H~ have s'uc­

cess ful~y m~.! t and f:1a:i.n'taipcd' the p~ogr..n..m'.s obj e~ tives. The 

following is a brief synopsis of the status of each career criminal 

objective. 

a. Lia:i.son ~-lith ICi\~ 

Third-year LEAA funds for the San Francisco Police De-

partment's lCAP Program t-lere not rene~led and, on Harch 31, 19,80, 
. 

the lCAP Program "1as tempora,rily dissolved pen.d:i.ng an appea~ by 

the Chief. However, the basic concepts and object~v~s of the lCAP 

Program, spe~if~cally as' it interfaces ~ith the Career Criminal 

'Program, will be assumed .'by. the Police ,Department's Crime Ana1:ysis. 

Unit. The Crime Analysis U~t has worked as a component of lCAP 

for the past two years, and now, under the direction of Sergeant 

F.arreil, we hav~ beeri assured. that the r'eciprocal working re'-

lationship with the CCP Unit will continue to be a priority of the 

Crime Analysis Program. 

On a,daily basis, robbery a~d burglary cases are screened 

by leAP staff, using the CCP select~on criteria. If it is de­

termined that a case could quallfy f9r career criminal prosecution; 
, , 

the inves tigat.ing pO,lice off~cer from the Robbery or ~urglary 

Detail is alerted to bring the case to on~ of the Unit'~ five 

attorneys for rebooking and final screening. 

At the same tLme, lCAP notifies the Unit's research 

asslstant as to the existence of the case so that, should the 

, 

-27-

. , . 

.! 

inspector nGglec~ to bring it to the Unit, she cap locate the case 

and evaluate it for' irr.:nediate referral into the unit 

On a l)i-monthly' .basis, the Research Assistant 

provides feedback to ICA~ concerning tbose cases accepted into the 

Unit and the reason £"o,r the rejection ~f all other' cases. 
'. , 

h. Liaison t-lith the Victim-~-1it~~s.s Assistance Program 

OVer the las t ~~10 years, this program has' es tabl"ished a 

strong Iiersonal rapport with the pcrn~.:lnent staff of, the, vi.c tim­

{vitness assistance program. Our on-going liaison with th:i.s program 

operates ~n a case-by-case as needed basis as it is impossible to 

project and anticipate the needs and problems of every witness and 

victim of career criminal cases. 

c. Liaison with Police Department· 

Uni't attorneys :a,nd investigators continue to work with 

the Police Department, both patrol and investigative Qfficers, on 

all career criminal cases, including preliminary and follow-up 

investigation, 'trial preparation and other areas as needed. 

Unit attorneys have been available to the Police Department, 

more specifically, the Police. Academy, for lectures, discuss ion sand 

practical training for recruits and adv~nced officers, regarding 

various legal issues~as well as ~he special needs of the Career 

Cr~inal Program. 

d. Community Participation 

News releases on'exceptional career criminal cases have 

been provided to the media upon request. , 
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members have ,be'cn available to public groups andorga.n;.zatiol1s to 

discuss the Can~cr Crim,inal Proer.arn, its .goals J 'obj cc tives and 

its ,t'lor thl'it;t.ilcr~ess to. th~ com:1lUnity. 

e. frose.£~~t~r's .P,~.rtic.i~a!=-i~~in ·P~.~~~ti~!l.l~~'7..eeding!. 

Career Criminal attorneys screen ,l~ pre-sentence proba-

tion reports on caree~ criminal defendants~ Supplementary material 
, . 

is provided by the Unit's attorneys if the report is deficient or 

inaccurate. Meetings with probation officers are held on an ir­

regular, as needed basis. 

The research as.s~stant closely monito~s e~ch' career 

criminal case as it progresses'thr~ugh the system. 

. Relevant information on each cas~ and defendant has been 

provided to both. the Sacramento office of Ciiminal Justice Planning 

and the LEAA 'via quarterly progress reports, state monthly evalua­

tion data forms and the fe~eral quar~erly statistical' summary reports. 

g. Vertical Case,Hand1ing 

A strict vertical case handling policy for all career 

criminal cases has been enforced since the program's inception. If 

the assigned prosecutor cannot make a particular court proceedi~g, 

that case is assigned by.the .Project Director to another unit attorney 

to assure, at best, a unit vertical case handling policy. 

~ 
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yr. AOI'IVIr.l~IES: 1'3'18 - 1979, 
__ "" ........ ~., '"._ .. ·' ... ~., .... ·._ ........... "'i _ ... " ..... '....-.... _ ... ..-...... __ 

" 

, During our s~cond yea~ of operation, 'staff of the. 

Career C~imin~l Unit w~re.invoIVed in a vari~ty of program-
:' '. '. '.' :.; ').~~ ':~"fO~ ... ~. 

related acti vi ties, fo.cused prir.laI'ily on specialized :train-

ing sessions and v:orkshops for the pr.osecu11o~"ia.l, investigative 

,and support.levels qf the Program. 
. . 

Former District ~ttorney Joseph Freitas, Jr. and 

'Project Director Andre LaBorde 1'lere instrumental 'in the lobbying 

efforts to p~ss California,Senate Bill 683 creating the 

California Career Criminal Prosecution Program 'which is now 

funding, in part or 'Ylhol ~, 21 Career Criminal Program through­

out California, including San Fran~isco's program. 

During our second year, the Career Criminal Arson 

Program was implemented and its success and recognition ulti­

mately resulted in the:creation of an il?-dependent Arson Task 

Force of the San Francisco Fire Department. This dichotomous 

program, investigative'and prosecutorial, is presently in full 

operation funded through an LEAAgrant. 

To inaugUrate our second year of funding, a major 

San Francisco newspaper', ,the Examiner, presented a feature 

story of the Career Crimin~ Program, .its philosophy, goals 

and objectives. This type of publicity seemed to activate the 

public's interest in this unique program and generated inquiries 

and reque'sts for additional informatiop. and statistics from 

various sections of the public, bot~ business and government, 

as well as other jurisdictions with' similar progr~s. 
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Fina.lly, d~~rin~ our second year, Ss,n FL'<:H1cisco 
. -

actively part~cip'ated in' I~r,eta Hetrics' s evsluatJ.on efforts 

'of -the C~lifornia Care~r Criminal Proscc~tion ~ro8ram~' 
Because San Fl:'B.ncisco"5 Program' ~as been in operation 

" longer than the majori t'y of the state's pro gi'<:t:!l s , -VfC \'lere 

able to serve as a ;nop-el to nei-;er jurisdictions '\'1ho 'were 

just establishing their progr<:,J.!ls. 

Our ,involvement ,in this evaluation effort will 

continue until its completion in the Fall of 1981 when I1eta 

11etrip's final report "till be submitted to the California 

State Legislature~ 

n·~~c' 

, 
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The San Francisco Career Criminal Program received 

$288) 248 from the· Law Enf.orcement Assis tnnce Adrn:Lnis tra tion for 

its second year of opera t.io~. Local match ,-las in die amount of' 

$32,028. On October 31,'1979, the Program received an augmenta­

tion grant of $70,603 from LEM~ increasing the- ~ota1 project 

amount from $288,248 to $358,851, and' increasing the local match 

from $32,028 to $39,873:: 

Originally, th~ expiration date for this second year 

grant was Augus~ 15, 1979. Hith receipt of t·he augmentation 

grant, the expiration date was subsequently extended to Dec'ember 15' 

1979. 

Cumulative mon~h1y expenditures from Sept~mber 1978 

thr~~gh April 1980 are as follows (201'forms for each month are 

attached): See Appendices Section 

September 1978 
October, " 
November " 
December,' " 

,January 
February 
March: 
April 
May 
June, 
July 
August 
,September 
October. ' 
N0vember 
December 

January 
February 

,March 
April 

1979 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" '" 
" 
" 
" 
" 

1980 
" 
" 
" 
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$33,377 
22;815 
23,221 
11,095 

35,450 
25,687' 
24;213 
24,028 
23,504 
34,719 
15,122 

.559 
275 

15,285 
12;990 
22',812 

959 
3,090 

39,877 
2,184 
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Throughout the dpration of the. grant period, eight grant 

award modifications werc,sub~itted and a~proved. Each of these 

modifications,gen~rally fall int? one of the following categories: 

. Category 

Personal 

Employee 

Travel 

1. Requests for ~xtensions of the gran~ period 
and liquidation period; 

2. Transfers from one budget category to another 
in order to cover unanticipated expenses; 

.. 
3. Clarificati~n of grant cixpiration date; 

4. Use of funds for out of state travel; and 

5. Reclassification and replacement of &r~nt 
personnel. 

The· following c11anges were made among budge.t categories: 

Initial Final 
Budget Budget Net Change 

Services $243,048 $302,813 

Benefits 38,836 57,765 

11,.400 .7,792 

Operating Expenses 26,992 30,35~ 

+ $59,765 

+ 18,929' 

3',608 

+ 3,362 

(Copies of ~1:'ant . award modifications are attached.) 
SEE Append~ces Section . . 

Programmatic 

No programmatic r.evisions were requested throughout the 

duration of the grant period .. ' 
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