___ Ifyou have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

e, i

f
=iy

National Criminal Justice Reference Service

PR DA A

nojrs

This microfiche was produced from documents received for
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted,
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality.

"m |0 22 jzs
— s 132

=i
L 40

""l ] £ 22

="

L28 g fue

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504. '

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official
position or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice.

National Institute of Justice
United States Department of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20531

T N e
S S RN s

R TN, o oL b Al oV Ak S A At PP b 13 oty LSy i T
. -

- e T R S R e 5.5 b b £ S 0 A Ko s it

BUREAU OF CRIMINAL JUSTICE PLAMNING ARC ASSIs orof

—

FINAL REPORT

Project Humber 79 prax 0227

»

Project Tit .
Ject Title_ Céreer Criminal Prosecution Program '

Lucia C.

&mgranteQTFlaL;nggqggg;ng_Att rmey's

Maxwell
1 e Resea i - |
Name of Person Preparing Report a“h—“—*zliﬁﬁ%%%ing"""""*“w' ~ LA
. ' Sete
The F i g i11
ollowing Format Should Be Utilized in the Preparation of ine ¢ 1
) H [SEAFCINN ST Rl oy
1. j : i (§ '
gggject Summary:  Summarize (in 200 words or tess) the urojizi'c ron)
progress made towards meeting these goals T R
IT, Projec : : I
. meggﬁ;§b¢zseg§megg. Assess.the extent to wnich the crofack - iee o L
objectives. Verify and valigate with <L;p.r::f: o T
M 2 AR ..o,
ITI. " Project ¢ i
. onclusions: What conclusi -
: ) clusions can bSe drawr ane e o
can be mede based on these consideratigns? R e e " B
1V, j ‘ c ’
i;g%ect Side Effects: ‘ere-Lhero ény side effects, 2+ e -
resu]ted.from.proqect activities? T ) ’
V. Projest By-Products: i
152%55; B{ Products: Include any by-producrs quch - T E
ruments, tests, etc. that were generated by prn;'cr‘ftf“' P
v, - L. I VRN (SN
1. Project Summary T

l:[‘h » 0 n " . “
1s. 1s the final report of the Florida Statawide

October 1, 1979 - pecember 31, 1980,

the extent i » j v
v xtent to which +the Project met it'g stated objectives
1 2 . Ves,

°Prosecution of

approximately 825 recidivistic

Tl f ] - f E - - 3 t.] 2 1 .E .,:.1 . e - ‘e
e e OI’ly CELSLS or dpplOXlHla @ y 68 de an al)La‘ ware Cn-L‘.)p( ..;C.d
. . ’

B o s S e - - N : B g o g . . ]
Urlllg t e gxal). pO—IlO Wil 1 an a .l.‘. J.Olla el 4G (.d_L\..O‘I C.l.....“ll;l(.\
j h t d 1} dcl = ] > £ ) - iy v
ra - - Fl

defendants awaitj
waiting sentenci i
Ng. This represents s
I S 81Xty vercent

achievement of jecti
of our objective, assuming final dispositio: of

all Pending cases,

Below is an assessment of

G o
RIS
K

.y




PRI T

N

U.S. Department of Justice 80749 f
National institute of Justice ‘

This document has been re;
has 1 reproduced exactly as received from
ﬁ'e;'s]%n gg :Jgr;“aemfauontgngmaﬁng it. Points of view or opinions stazgg
ni are those of the authors and do not n j
represent the offici iti ici i ot o
JuZtice. official position or policies of the National Institute of

Permission to i " .
grantet by reproduce this copyrighted material has been

Public Domain
LEAA/U.S. Dept. of Justice

to the National Criminal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS)

Further reproducti j .
sion of !hep—ecpyﬁghfon g\:l':rsége °f the NCJRS system requires permis-

N e o ey O I KT T 8
e o g PO P

e £ R R A e 4o

e ——

‘Most circuits were able to arrange for the prosecutor present
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The number of cases accepted for prosecution during
the grant period was affeéted.by the elimination of LEAA funding
to the project. LEAA guidelines to career .criminal programs
advise a slow étart-up, to insure stabalizaﬁibnrof>the unit at
a manageable workload. By the time the six local career crimipal
units in Florida had been established,.we h%d been advised that "»§
a cut~off in funds was likel?} As soon as elimination of funding
became a certainty, the'units began to_gear down by reducing their
acceptance of new cases. |

°Daily screening and criminal history check of

defendants changed with target crimes.

Early identification of target defendants by the career criminal
unit routinely occurred in all localities through daily screening.

oTmmediate notification to the arresting égency.

Most of the six local-units in our program developed formal or
routine procedures for notification to law enforcement of their

evaluation of a target case.

°Attendance at first appearance to. argue for maximum

bond. . ' - - o

e

at first appearance to have available information regarding a

i

target defendant's criminal history, with .which to argue for

maximum bond. However, the problem of serious overcrowding in
some local jails results in the judge's inclination to grant £

bond unléss the prosecutor demonstrates that the defendant has f

_commited crimes on bail. This is difficult to substantiate A

without substantive research and the overwhelming majority Co !
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.availability of investigators funded by the program to assist

~reguired to obtain a verdict (20%), but the time betweeen verdict

of the Florida career criminal defendants were not on bail ét
the time they were arrested (80% - 90% eagh calendar quarter).
Even with these obstacles, howevef, from 8?%1— 95% (depending
on the calendar quarter) of all career criminal defendants
prosecuted were in jail at the time if verdict.

°Excercise of vertical prosecution. ' o

Vertical prosecution was maintained in all instances except for

first appearances.

°Reduction of disﬁissals tb less that ten percent.
For most calendar quagters, the dismiséal rate was aéproximately
14%, with most diémissals attributed.tb Victim/witness,pfoblems;
The emphasis on sbeedy prqsecufion énd reduced case processing
times can result in a tendancy to filé early befofe witnesses

and the victim(s) have been sufficiently interviewed.

°Reduced cése~proéessing times.
Obtaining priority docketing and deqial of defénse motions for
continuances weré not‘éffective‘aé'means of reducing case-pro-
cessing times. More effective was the increased time available

to career criminal prosecutors with reduced caseloads, and the

in‘case pregérations.

| A comparative evaluation of career criminal and -
controlfgrqup cases in the six local'ﬁnits showed that casel
processihg times on a statewide average were reduced by approx-

imately 13%. A substantial reduction was achieved in the times

and sentencing actually increased for career criminal cases. Thisg

-3~
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.more than five times as many control group cases (22%) as career . -

~criminal cases (4%)., . : o ‘ ‘ ' ;

is probably attributed to the increased caseload in the counts
generally since the time of the control group cases (which were
prosecuted up to five years ago.) |

Overall, processing of career ériminal cases re-
guired an average of 127 days as compared to 146 aayslfbr control
group cases.

°Contact with victims/witnesses.

Florida faces the speciél problem of tourists.who become victims
or witnesses of a crime, and‘then return tQ thei£ home state.
Those units with spééial personnel employed to work with victims
and witnesses appeared'tq gain better_coopération becausé they
were able to devéte the.time to sustain contact.

°Prompt initiation of investigations.

The assignment of investigators to each career criminal unit

permitted rapid investigation and early filing of targeted cases.

°Limiting plea bargaining.
The program achieved éﬁbstantial sﬁcéess in obtaining.pleas
to the top charge, pérticuiarly after the unitsf reputatuions .
were established. ‘

The refusal to plea-bafgain was very effective.

‘Acceptance of pleas to a reduced charge occurred in

]

°High conviction rate (75% or more).

The Florida program-achieved a 96% conviction rate, excluding

~those cases dismissed or nolle processed. This compares Lo &

92% rate for control group cases. This means that there were

-4
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areer criminal cases nolle prossed or dlsmlseed by
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for the control group.

°Ccntact with parole and probation.

cion wit arole
All local units reported excellant.cooperataon with par ,

| def ‘ nited ew
d probation, particularly for defendants who commited a n;
and p ' .

crime while on bail.

, . ‘ . g
i i - eg and seeking enhance
°Requesting maximum eentenccs

sentences under tlie habitual offender statute.

.Very few crihinal defendants Wene prosecuted as
habitual of%endere and recedyed enhanced sentences. This %?
'lardely'because most units adopted a pclicy of not requestlng
enhanceﬁents if the defendant pled quilty to the top charge,'
which was the case for 67% of all defendants prosecuted. This
‘practice could be interpretedvas a form of plea bargaining,
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contact between the Attorney General's office and the relevant

. CCU prosecutor with respect to cases handled by the unit has

but'it‘is difficult to criticizc a meLhod which achieves cor-
vicitions to the lead charge w1thout the nece551L/ of a trial.
In only one locality were enhanced sentences requested for
approximately half the defendants, with enhanced sanencLe
granted only 30% of the time.

Reeentlon of jurisdiction

was more likely to be granted (see chart).

The average sentence for carcer criminal defendants

(9.5 years) was more than twice that of control group defendants

(4 years).
permissible legally for the offenses | prosccuted the carccr

criminal sentences represented 56%

When compared to. Lhe maximum: s jears of 1ncarceraelon
of the maximum as compalec to

41% for the conLrol group sentenccs

°Sollc1tatlon of - victim(s) and w1Lness(ea) Lo be

pr escnt aL sanenCLng.

There has been vely littlc Success in achlcv1ng ths objective
in most c1rcu1Ls Given Lhe nunber of v1ct1mb and w1Lneesee
of crimes in Plorlda who are tran81ents rather than local

residents, it is. understandable that few would appear for ’

sentencing when thelr presence is not requlred

°Track1ng of appellate procecdlngs with cooperation

with the Attorney General's office.

S S

It was difficult to get local offices to’ identify notices of
appeals lnvolv1ng CCu defendants, 51nce these notlces are

usually flled away w1th no response requlred It appears that ;

been minimal.




ogubmission of information to the Parole Board at

all early release hearings.

The state coordinating office developed with'the Parole Board
staff a process to flag all career criminal defendants scheduled
for early release hearings and notify the Career Criminal Pro-
gram. However, our program did not operate a sufficient time‘
for any early release hearings to be scheduled for career crimi-
nals who were incarcerated.

°Enhanced cooperation with law enforcement, the

courts, and corrections.

Cooperation between the_State Attorney“s Office and law enforce—
ment personnel aopears to have been enhanced in every circuit
by operation of a career crlmlnal program The court‘s attitude
varied from circuit to curcult depending on a particular judge'!
orientation.‘ One local career c11m1nal unit survejed ldw enforce-
ment, courts, and probatlon personnel usxng a form designed by
the state coordinating office (see attached) personnei, to
determine their.perceptione'of thefprogram.

Responses were

anonymous and envelopes addressed to the state office were

. provided with the survey. The responses of all personnel

surveyed were very positive and supportive of continuing the

program,

°Development of press reletionships.

Some circuits developed positive press relatlonshlps and received
contlnuuus coverage of career criminal cases, while others did
not. Generally, press‘coverage of the State Attorney's Office
was enhanced by .the operetion of a career criminal program.

-7
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"°Establishment of a recordkeeping systoem.

A comparison of career criminal and control group cases was

completed in each participant's circuits.' A copy of the

evaluation design and instructions, and cherts summarizing

the results, are enclosed.

O » : .
Malntenence of a statewide coordinations office.

The maintenance of a statewide coordinating office to provide

direction in program policy, to offer technical asgistance in

program operations, to provide federai/state liason, and to
maintain program records was .an essehtial component of our

program in Florida. Operation of the coordlnatlng offlce

significantly contllbuted to Lhe pProject's success
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No defendants were disposed during the first quarter of program operations.

Based on data from 4 of 6 local circuits.
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: CAREER CRIMINAL CASES
LEAD_CHARGE
Circuit Numbexr Numbex Number Number Number Number Number
. Defendants Burglary Robbery Sexual Battery Assualt Homicide Other
1 77 44 26 1 3 L 2
2 16 7 2 1 a4 .4 2 0
7 20 16 1 1 1 1 0
9 40 19, 7 4 3 -7 0
17 39 19 16 0 2 0 2
18 110 69 23" 6 3 -3 6
Total 302 174 75 13 16 14 10
Percent of Total 58% 25% 45 5% 5% 3%
R S 2 e - N :¥* .
Fa
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CONTROL GROUP CASES

LEAD CHARGE

g
K L R R e

Circuit Number Number ‘Number - ‘ Number ‘ Number - Number  Number
‘Defendants Burglary Robbery "~ Sexual Battery Assualt Homicide Other
1 63 41 © 19 . 2 _ 0 1 0
2. | . 7n 49 3 3 13 3 0
7 | 20 | 19 7" 2 1 .0 0
9 55 kI 9 1 3 0
17 | 17 o . 5 0 3 0" 0
18 | 39 21 4 2 .7 3 2
Total 274 172 - |- a7 .'18 25 ‘10 2
Percent of Total 633 173 73 o3 33 1
Ty
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CAREER CRIMINAT CASES
CASE OQOUTCOME
: Number . Number. Number °~ - Number Number Number Number XNumber Number
Circuit "Defendants PGTC PGRC JTC . JRC ACQ NP CD a/w
1 40 98 0 11 0 0 1 0 0
2 16 4 5 . 11 11 1| a 0 0
7 20 | 16 o | a4 1o 0 0o - 0 0
9 40 24 3 7 0 1 4 1 0
17 39 22 0 6 0 2 9 0 0
18 89 51 1 21 1 4 5 5 1
Total 244 | 145 9 50 2 3 23 . 6 1
" Percent of Total __59% 4% _21% 1% 1 3% | 9% 2.5% .5%
g PaCee T jon e SN PN S R s P S TR SO S T ‘1‘.»?,‘?’.1?:::733:::"‘%:?.:~T“:~2“."("3‘
e PO e -
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CONTROL GROUP CASES
CASE OUTCOME
-
‘ Number . Number Number - XNumber Number Number Number XNumber Number
Circuit Defendants PGTC PGRC JTC JRC ACQ NP Ch a/w
1 63 35 6 6 0 2 8 3 3
2 71 10 34 5 2 0 19 1 0
7 29 11 7 0 0 2 8 1 0
9 55 30 8 0 0 3 G- 8 0
17 17 9 - 0 4 1 1 2 0 0
I
18 39 12 5 2 0. 4 8 7 1 ‘;l’
Total 274 107" © 60 17 3 12 51 20 4
Percent of Total 39% 22% 6% 1% 4% - 19% 7% 2%
1
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I
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CAREER CRIMINAL CASES

CASE PROCESSING TIMES

. Average Number of Days

Total 7 Arrest to ._Filinglto Verdict to Numper of
Circuit of Days Filing Verdict Sentencing Defendants
115.04 . . _ o
1 112.21 15,71 73.70 . 25.63 ' 33
. .1130.89 - _ o ‘ . » - . ‘
2 - 111.63 - 7.19 62.06- ' £1.64 -1
7 131.50 - 8.80° | 87:60° 35,10 20
140. 39 o ‘ : , ‘ . _
9 139.12 12.96 117.63 b - 9,8 . 40
120.72 _ :
17 ‘ 118.64 14,38 101.08 5.26 ' 39
. 125.38 o ] i o ; ,
18 89.16 ' 6.03 52,15 ' 67.20. 70
Average of | 127 . . .-
Products 113 11 82 it 34 36
. T R g - AR s S L SR R R R TR A v*—-t't:‘:‘*' TR e e - At
A ., ! - V
- ’ & 4
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CAREFR CRIMINAL CASES
SENTIENCING STATISTICS
*Legal *Actual Percent of
: Number, Maximum Years Years Incar. Maximum Years Average
Circuits Defendants Incarceration Received Received Sentence
1 ' 33 ' 22.5 14 62% 14.3
2- 16 18.2 4.7 26% 4.7
7 - 19 : 15.8 14.1 89% 14.1
9 39 - 16.9° 11,24 67% 11.2
17 -39 ' 17.4 5.8 33% 5.8
13 110 14.9 8.7 58% 8.7
: *Averages
f.‘
-~ - /I\ -




SENTENCING STATISTICS continued

Ratio of
Civcuit . ' Years Suspended to
Number Years Incarceration

Ratio of o
Years Probation Given
. to Years Incarceration
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SENTENCING STATISTICS continued

CAREER CRIMINAL CASES

-

_ Percent *Percent
Percent *Percent - Retention of Retention of
} . Enhanced Sentence Ennhanced Sentence Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
Circuit Requested Given _Requested Given
1 21% 14% _27% 33%
2 0 0 12% 100%
7 5% S 0% - 1 26% | 0%
9 51% i - - ~13% ' 3%
17 5% - 100% | -0 0 ,
- - . ~
18 19% . - 45% _ - 12% 86% |
*Percent of that requested.
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CASE PROCESSING TIMES

Average Number of Days

e e Lt st . et

CONTROL GROUP CASES

Total # Arrest to Filing to Verdict to Number of
Circult of Days Filing ' Verdict " Sentencing Defendants
151.62 ‘ ' ’ .
1 147.70 21,83 112,14 , 17.865 €3
141.28 . ) A . : : )
2 129.40 : - 14.686 84.44 - 42.18 71
168.24 - . ' ' ) B
7 154.0 ‘ 24,67 105.3 38.27 55 -
’ 206.78 o E A _
.9 204.5 20.55 - 156,09 . -..30.14 22
103.07 o
17 102.47 5.47 : . 83.35 " 10.25 17
. , 51.45 49.21 k
18 107.04 ‘ 6.38 : 31.45 : 19.21 24
Average of , 16 - - 99~ 31
Products 146 " 18 ' 97 S 26 42
~ . . e S I e
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CONTROL GROLD CASES
SENTENCING STATISTICS
*Legal *Actual Percent of

Number of Maximum Years Years Incar. Maximum Years Average

Circult. Defendants Incarceration Received Received Sentence
1 62 16.6 4.4 27% 4,4
2 71 9.8 4.8 49% 4.8
7 20 5.0 4.3 86% 4.3
9 54 16.9 3.57 22% 3.6
17 17 9.1 4.2 47% 4.2
18 38 4.5 2.3 51% 2.3

*A&erages
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SENTENCING STATISTICS continued

Ratio of
Years Suspended to

Ratio of .
- Years Probation Given

CONTROL GROUP (ASES

Circuit. Years Incarceration to Years Incarceration
1 1:8 | 1:3
2 1:4 1:2
7 N/I N/I
9 N/I : N/I
17 0 1:7
18 0 1:5
N/1 = No InfOrmatibn°
T o pt ,\'»« : i
- : .
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SENTENCING STATISTICS contiuued

CONTROI. GROUP CASES

) Percent Percent
Percent Percent Retention of Retention of
Enhanced Sentence Enhanced Sentence Jurisdiction Jurisdiction
Circuit .  Requested Given Requested Given
THIS INFORMATION NOT AVAILABLE O¥ CONTROL CASES
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