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1980. 
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the extent to which. the project mut it's stated objectives. 

felony CClses. 

The felony cases for approximately 268 defendants 
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defendants awaiting sentencing. 
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. '1'he number of cases accep'ted for prosecution durin'j· 

the grant period was affected,by the elimination of LEAA funding 

to the project. LEAA guidelines -to career .criminal programs 

advise a slow start-up, to insure stabalization of the unit at 

a manageable workload. By the time the six local career criminal 

units ,in Florida had ,been established, we h'ad been advised that 

a cut-off in funds was likely. As soon as elimination of funding 

became a certainty, the units began to gear down by reducing their 

acceptance of new cases. 

°Dail¥ screening ~nd criminal history check of 

defendants changed with target crimes. 

Early identifica~ion of target defendants by the career crimlnal 

unit routinely occurred in all localities through daily screening. 

°Immediate notification to the arresting agency. 

Most of the six locial'u~it~ in our ,program developed formal or 

routine pr~cedures for notification .to law enforcement of their 

evaluation of a target case. 

°Attendance ~t.tirst appearance to. argue for maximum 

bond. 

·Most circuits were able to arrange for the prose~utor present 

at first appearance to have available information regarding a 

target defendant's criminal history, ~ith.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 unless the prosecutor demonstrates that the defendant has 

commited crimes on bail. This is difficult to substantiate 

without substantive research and the overwhelming majority 
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of the Florida career criminal defendants were not on bail at 

the time they were arrested (80% - 90% each dalendar quarter) . 

Even with these obstacles, however, from 82% - 95% (depending 

on the calendar quarter) of all career criminal defendants 

prosecuted were in jail at the time if verdict. 

°Excercise of vertical prosecution. 

vertical prosecution was maintained in all instances except for 

first appearances. 

°Reduction of dismissals to less that ten percent. 

For most calendar qu~rters, the dism{s~al rate was approximately 

14%., with most dismissals attributed -to victim/witness_ problems-. 
'- . 

The emphasis on speedy prosecution and reduced case processing 

-times can result in a tendancy to file early before witnesses 

and the victim(s) have been sufficiently interviewed. 
. . 

°Reduced case-processing times. 

Obtaining priority docketing and denial of 4ef~nse motions for 

contin~ances were not effective as means of reducin~ case-pro­

cessing times. Hore effective was the increased time available 

to career criminal prosecutors with reduced ~aseloads, and the 

. availability of investigators funded. by the program to assist 

in case preparations. 

A comparative eva~uation of career criminal and 

control group cases in the six local units showed that case 

processing times o~ a ~tatewide average were reduced by approx­

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

required to obtain a verdict (20%), but ·the time betweeen verdict 

and sentencing actually increased for career criminal cases. 'l'his 
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is probably attributed to the increased case load in the counts 

generally since the time of the control group cases (which were 

prosecuted up to five years ago.) 

Overall, processing of career criminal cases re­

quired an average of 127 days as compared to 146 days for control 

group cases. 

°Contact with victims/witnesses. 

Florida faces the special problem of tourists who become victims 

or witnesses of a crime, and then return to their home state. 

Those units with sp~cial personnel e~ployed to work with victims 

an~ witnesses appeared to gain better cooperation because they 

were able to devote the. time to sustain contact. 

°Prompt initiation of investigations. 

The assignment of investigators to each career crimi11al 't urn' 
, 

permitted rapid investigation and early fl.'ll.'.ng of t d -arge'te Lasc::s. 

°Limiting plea bargaining. 

The program achieved substantial iuccess in obtaining pleas 

to the top charge, part~cuiarl~ after the units' reputatuions 

were established. The refus~l to pleaba~gain was very effective. 

Acceptance of pleas to a reduced charge occurred in 

,more than five times as many control group 'cases (22%) as career 

criminal cases (4%). 

°High conviction rate (75% or more) . 

The Florida progra~'achieved a 96% conviction rate, excluding 

those cases dismissed or nolle processed. This compares to a 

92% rate for control group cases. This means that there were 
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insignificant differences in the rates of convictions for cases 

actually prosecuted. However, the career criminal program 

maintained this conviction rate while poss~b~y bringing many 

more "borderline" cases to prosecution. This inference may 

be drawn from comparing the rate of noll prosses and court 
" 

dismissals for the two sets of cases. The ~roportion of 

career criminal cases nolle prossed or dismissed by the court 

(12%) was less than holf that of the control group cases (26~). 

This could be interpreted to mean that the reduced 

caseloads, speedier ~ase processing, 'and increased investigations 

wh~ch are part of a car~~r criminal pr6gram payoff in an increased 

overall conviction rate. For all cases, the career criminal pro-

gram achieved an 84% conviction rate as compared to a 68% rate 

for the control group. 

°Contact Mith parole and probation. 

All local units reported excellant.~ooperation with parole 

and probation, particularly for defendants who cOlmnited a new 

crime while on bail. 

°Requesting maximum sentences and seeking enhanced 

sentences under the habitual ·offender statute. 

Very few criminal defendants were prosecuted as 

habitual offenders and received enhanced sentences. This i~ 

largely because most units adopted a policy of not requesting 

enhancements if the ~efendant pled guilty to the top charge, 

which was the case for 67% of all defendants prosecuted. This 

practice could be interpreted as a form of plea bargaining, 
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but it is difficult to criticize a method 
which achieves co~-

vicitions to the lead charge without the . 
. ~ecesslty of a trial. 

In only one locality were enhanced 
sentencesreguested for 

approximately half the defendants, . 
wlth enhanced sentences 

granted only 30% of the t' 
lme. Retention of jurisdiction 

was more likely to be granted (see chart) .. ' 

The average sel.1tence -F 
~or career criminal defendants 

(9.5 years) was more than twice tl 1 . f 
'-10: o· control group defendants 

(4 years) . 

permissible 
When compared, to, the maximum'y~ars of incarceration 

legally for the offenses 
prosecuted, the career 

cr~minal sentences represented 56% of.the 
maximum as compared to 

41% for the control group sentences. 

°Solicitation of 'victim(s) and 

present at sentencing. 

There has been ~ery li~tle 

witness (es.) to be 

SUccess in achieving this objective 
in most circuits. Given the ili 

of crimes in Florida who are 
nun er of victims and witnesses 

transients rather than local 

residents, it is, understand~ble' that few. 
would appear for 

sentencing when their 
presence is not required. 

°Tracking of ~ppellate. proceeding~ with -=~~~~L-~~~~~~~-2~~~~~~~~~~c~o~o~p~e~r~a~t~-l~'~o~n 
with the Att- . -,orney General's office. 

It w~s difficult to get local 
officesto'~dentify notices of 

appeals involving ceu defendants 
, since these notices are 

usually filed away ~ith no response 
required. 

contact between the At 
-torney General~s office 

It appears ·that 

and the relevan·t 
CCU prosecutor with 

respect to cases handled by the unit has 
been minimal. 
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°Submission of information to the Parole Boerd ae 

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. 

C09peration between the State Attorney's Office and law enforce­

ment personnel appears to have 'been enhanc~d in every circuit 

by operation of a career .criminal program. The court's attitude 

varied fro~ circuit to circuit depending on a particular judge's 

orientation. One lOGal career criminal unit surveyed len.., enforce-­

ment, courts, and probation personnel, usi~g a'form designed by 

the s~ate coordinating office (see attached) personnel, to 

determine their ,perceptioni of the'program. Responses were 

anonymous and envelopes addressed ·to the state office were 

provided with the survey. The resPQnses of all personnel 

surveyed were very positive and supportive of continuing the 

program. 

°Development of press relationships. 

Some circuits developed positive press relationships and received 

continu0us coverage of career criminal cases, while others did 

not. Generally, press coverage of the State Attorney's Office 

was enhanced by .the operation of a career criminal program. 
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°Establishment of a recordkeeping ~ystcm. 

A comparison of career criminal and control group cases was 

completed in each par-ticipant' s circuits. A copy of .the 

evaluation design and instructions, and charts summarizing 

the results, are enclosed. 

~Maintenance of a statewide coordinationQ ff' ~ o· lee. 

The maintenance of a statewide coordinating office to provide 

direction in program policy, to offer technical assistance in 

program opera,tions, to provide federa'l/sta:te liason I and to 

maintain program records was an essential component ~f our 

p r 9gram in Florida. Operation of the coordinating office 

significantly contributed to the project's Success. 
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_nd Qtr. 193 12% 11% 15/27 13% 75 N/A N/A ,86% 95% 85% 15yr~. 0 ,4 193/15 14 

, 
".:; J::d Qtr. 125 7% 20% 81/161 14% 115 81% 35% 95% 84% 98% llyrs. 4.5% 2.4 318/95 13 

'J..\. 
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Circuit 

1 

2 

7 

9 

17 

18 

Total 

Percent 

I 
of 

.. 

LEAl) CHARGE 

Number 
Defendants 

77 

16 

20 

40 

39 

110 

302 

Total 

Number 
Burglary 

44 

7 

16 -
: 

19 , 

19 

69· 

174 

58% 

Number 
Robbery 

26 

2 

1 

7 

16 

23 ' 

75 

25% 

-, 
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Number 
Sexual Battery -

1 

1 

1 

4 

0 

6 

13 

I ' 4% 
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CAREER CRIMINAL CASES 

Number 
Assualt -

3 

4 

1 

3 

2 

'3 

16 

5% 

Number Number 
Homicide Other .. , 

1 I 2 

2 0 

1 0 

7 0 

0 I 2 

3 6 

14 10 

5% I' 3% 
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Circuit 

1 _. 

2 

7 

9 

17 

18 

Total 

Percent 

LEAD CHARGE 

I 

of 

Number 
'Defendants 

63 

71 

29 

55 

17 

39 

274 

Total 

. . /\ .... 

, " 

. " 

I 

Number 
Burglary -

41 

49 

19 

33, 

9 

21 

172 

63% 

I 

Number Number ' 
Robbery 'Sexual Battery 

19 2 

3 3 

7 2 

9 9 

,5 0 

.4 2 

47 18 

17% 7% 
i 

CONTROL GROUP CASES 

I 

Number 
Assualt 

0 

13 

1 

1 

3 

7 

25 

9% 

Number 
Homicide 

1 

3 

0 

3 

0 

3 

10 

3% 

t 

Number 
Other 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

1% 
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CASE OlJl'Cmm 

Number 
Cil'cuit Defendants 

1 I (10 -,-

2 16 

7 20 

9 40 

17 39 

18 89 

Total 244 

Percent of Total 

, ., 

. , 

r ' I 

I 

-~­

~----

Number. Number 
PGTC PGRC 

28 I b 

I I 4 5 

16 0 

24 3 , 

22 O· 

51 1 

145 9 

59% 4% 

-, 

, 
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CAREER CRIMI~A~ C~SES 

'Number Number Number ?\"umber ~umber Number 
JTC JRC ACQ NP CD a/w 

11 0 0 1 I 0 I 0 

1 1 1 4 0 I 0 

4 0 0 0 0 0 

7 0 1 4 1 0 

6 O· 2 9 0 0 

21 1 ,4 5 5 1 

50 2 8 23 - 6 1 

21% 1% 3~7 ,0 9% 2.5% .5% 
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Circuit 

1 

2 --". 

"7 

9 

17 

18 

Total 

Percent 

" , 

:r ' i 
, "' 

I 
of 

CASE OUTCmlE 

Number 
Defendants 0 

63 

71 

29 

55 

17 

39 

274 

Total 

Xumber. 
PG'rC 

:35 

10 

11 

30 

9 

12 

107 . 

39% 

Number 
PGHC 

6 

34 

7 

ij 

0 

G 

60 

22% 

" 

Xumber 
JTC 

6 

5 

0 

0 

4 

2 

17 

6% 

I 
I 

, 

:\lumber 
JRC 

0 

2 

0 

0 

1 

0 

3 

lei ,0 . 
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CONTROL CROUP CASES 

Number Number Number 
~CQ NP CD - 1 

2 8 I 3 

'0 19 1 

2 8 1 

3 6· 8 

1 I 2 0 

'4 8 7 

12 51 20 

4 01 
10 19% 7% 

Xumber 
ajw 

3 
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0 

0 

0 

1 

4 

2% 
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CAi:)E PROCESSING TDlES 

. AverH.ge .0iumber of Da.ys 

Circuit 

1 

2 

7 

9 

17 

18 

Average of 
Products 

Total it 
of Days 
1115.04 . 
112.21 
130.89 '. 
111. 63 

131.50 
140.39 
139.12 
120.72 
118.64 
125.38 

89.16 

127 
113 

Arrest to 
Fiiing 

15.71 

7.19 

8.80' . 
12.96 

14.38 

6.03 

11 

Filing to 
Verdict 

.73.70 

62.06' 

87 ;60' 

117.63 

101. 08 

52.15 

82 

/' ' 

I 

Verdict to 
Sentencincr b 

25.63 

el. 64 

35.10 

9.8 

5.26 

67.20 

34 

I 
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Cil.HEER Crn~fI':-;AL CASES 

Number of 
Defendants 

33. 

16' 

20 
.. 

40 

39 

70 

36 
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SEXTENCING STATISTICS 

Number. 
Circuits - Defendants 

1 33 ---

2· 16 

7 19 

9 39 

17 39 

18 110 

*A\'erages 

./.\ , ~ 

.... .' ~ 
7'/ - " 

*Legal 
~Iaximum Years 
Incarceration 

22.5 

18.2 

15.8 

16.9-
I 

17. t1 

14.9 

.J' I 

*Actual 
Years IncaI'. 
Received 

1<:1 

4.7 

14.1 

11.24 

5.8 

8.7 

CAREE~ CRI~IXAL CASES 

Percent of 
jlaximum Years 
Recein?d -

62%' I 

A\-erage 
Sentence 

14.3 

26% T 4.7 

89% I 14.1 

67% 11. 2 

33% 5.8 

58% I 8.7 

I 
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SENTENCING STATISTICS continued 

Circuit 
;~umber 

1 

2 

7 

9 

17 

18 I 

Hatio of 
Years Sus~ended to 
Years Incarceration 

0 

O· 

0 

1:36 

0 

0 

" ,._ •••• ¥. __ ..... -._ .... -, - ·r,.........-
£ - ,. ~ 

I 

I 
I 

. 

.Ratio of· 
Years Prcibation Given 
to Years Incircerati6n 

1:57 

1:8 

0 

1:36· 

1:5 

1:33 : 

.r 

CAREER CRI~IXAL CjSES ------------
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SE;~TENCING StATISTICS con tilluccl 

Percent *Pcrcent 
. Enhanced. Sentence Enhanced ~entencc 

ll'<2-Ul eques e R t d G' lvcn 

1 I 21% 14% _. 

2 0 0 
'. 

7 5% oct :0 

9 I 51% 3~' ,0 

17 5% '100% 

18 19% 45% 

*Percent of th~t requested . 

. . , 

i' . / 

CAREEE CH[~r~JL CASES 

eques e 

Percent 
Retention of 
Jurisdiction 
R t cl 

27% 

12% 

26% 

13% 

0 

'12% 

! 
I 

I 

*Percent 
Retention of 
Jurisdiction 
G' lven 

33% 

10ma 

Oc:' ;0 

3% 

0 

B6% 
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CA~E PROCESSING TI~E~ 

Cir~uit ~ 

1 

2 

7 

9 - -
17 

18 

Average of 
Products 

. 
_ 't; 

Total # 
of Days 
151.62 
147.70 
141. 28 '. 
129.40 
16~.24 
154.0 
206.78 
204.5 
103.07 
102.47 

107.04 

146 

Arrest to 
Filing 

21.83 

14.66 

2tl.67 
, 

20.55 

9.47 

6.38 

16 
18 

Average ?-lumber of Days 

Filing to ' 
Verdict 

112.14 

84.44 

105.3' 

156.09 

83.35 
,51.45 
3L45 

99' . 
97 

/' / 

/ 

I 

! 

Vei'dict to 
Sentencino-b 

17.65 

42.18 

38.27 

30.14 

' 10.25 
4~.21 

19.21 

31 
26 

CONTROL GROUP CA~ES 

I 

Number of 
Defendants 

63 

71' 

55 

22 

17 

24 

42 

I 
CX) 
,.-j 

I 

- J 

, 

\ 

\ 
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GE~TENCING STATISTICS 

Circui t . 

1 

2 

7 

9 

17 

18 

*Averages 

Number of 
Defendants 

62 

71 

20 

54 

17 

38 

.... .' ~ 

*Legal 
?lIaximull1 Years 
Incarceration 

16.6 

9.8 

5.0 

16.9 , 

9.1 

4.5 

" 

* . .\ctuRl 
Years IncaI'. 
Received 

4.4 

'1.8· 

·4.3 

3.57 

4.2 

2.3 

Percent of 
)'Iaximum Years 
Recei \"ed 

27% 

49% 

86% 

') ?lil 
-~.O 

47:'0 

511:t 

Average 
Sentence 

4.4 

4.8 

4.3 

3.6 

4.2 

2.3 

I 
(j) 

rl 
I 

" :.1. 

1 .. 

, . \ 
: ~ . , 

o. ! . \ 
" "t 
~I . " 
, L 

, 

'I. 

\ 

, 

-, 
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~ENTENCING STATISTICS continued 

Circuit ---'-

1 

2 -
7 

9 

17 

18 

Ratio of 
Years Suspended to 
Years Incarceration 

1:8 

1:4 

Nil 

Nil 

0 

0 

Nil = No Information. 

,Ratio of 
. Years Probation Given 
to Yeais Incarceration ~< - , 

1'" .W 

1:2 

Nil 

Nil 

1: '( 

1:5 

" 

COXTROL GHOCP C\SES 

I 
o 
C'\J 

I 

• 
il ' i 

, 

.... 

\ 



SE~TENCING STATISTICS continued 

Percent Percent 
Enhanced ~entence Enhanced Sentence 

Circuit Requested Given 

I 
" 

THIS I~FOmI., TION NOT AVAILABLE 

, , 

;; . I 

0 

CONTROL GrrO[p CA8ES 

I 

Percent 
Retention of 
Jurisdiction 
Requested 

~ CONTROL CASES 

I 
I 
I 

Pe~cent 
Retention of 
Jurisdiction 
Given . 

, 
.-l 
C\l , 

t f\ 

, 

. \ 
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