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I am pleased to present this 1982 legislative report on the California 
Career Criminal Program. This report contains cumUlative results covering 
the period from ~larch 1978 to May 1982. Based upon a detailed analysis of 
case results during this period, we report 'with confidence that the Career 
Criminal Prosecution Program is meeting its basic goal. That goal is to 
convict and send repeat and multiple offenders to state prison with significant sentences. 

Preparation of this report was the responsibility of OCJP's Deputy Director 
Gregory Harding and members of his staff Sheila Anderson, Chief, Program 
Assessment and Support Services Section and Thomas Noble, Program Evaluator, 
with the assistance of Robert Spindler and Joseph Arellano. 

Cordi ally t 

~7 
DOUGLAS R. CUNNINGHAM 
Executive Director 

Telephone: (916) 366-5341 SUSAN BABICH I 
Evaluation Analyst 

CONSTANCE A. LEE 
secretary JEANNE JONES 

Secretary 

9719 LINCOLN VILLAGE DRIVE, SA CRA MEN TO, CA 95827~~TE~L~E~P~H~O~N~E~9~1~6~/3:6:6~-5:3:37~. ~~~ ____________ --'_~ _____ ~ ___ ~_...L...--____ ~_~ ____ _ 



L 

§tatr of Walifornia 

ilepartment of lIustice 
Oieorge 1Beukmejian 

(PRONOUNCED DUKE·MAY·GIN) 

Attornr!l ~rnrrnl 

TO: GALl FORNIA LAW ENFORCEl1ENT 

December 1982 

I am pleased to report that those counties which have a 
Career Criminal Prosecution Unit (CCPU) are, as a result, 
more actively and effectively taking habitual criminals off 
the streets of California. 

3560 WILSHIRE BLVD, 
LOS ANGELES 90010 

(213) 736·2304 

These CCPU's are funded largely by the Career Criminal 
legislation which I authored as a state senator. That . 
legislation is now law and was designed to help make habLtual 
criminals those committing a disproportional amount of 
crimes, b~lieve that continued criminal misconduct is not 
worth the risk. We wanted to let them know that they faced 
swift and sure punishment. 

Now, from the most recent reports available, I can tell 
you this: 

- Hore than 92% of the career criminal defendants 
either pled or were found guilty of at least one 
charge filed against them. 

- Bail releases have further decreased for career. 
criminal defendants, both at the time of pre1imi-

·nary hearing and at trial. 

There continues to be a greater use of enhance
ments increased lengths of sentences and fewer 
dismi~sa1s or acquittals than for similar 
defendarits prior to the law taking effect. 

The mean average CCPU prosecutor's case10ad 
continues to be one-third less than that of the 
estimated general prosecutor's caseload. 

Career Criminal Prosecution Unit Page Two 

- Vertical prosecution continues to be the most 
effective case management technique, producing 
convictions 94.8% of the time. 

In other words" the CCPU's are meeting the objectives set 
forth in my original legislation. That means prosecutors will 
be getting more and more of these one-person crime waves off our 
streets and into state prison where they belong. 

I have sa:i.d before and I will continue to say that 1aw
abiding citizens have a constitutional right to be free from 
fear of crime, to be free from fear to go for a walk day or 
night, to be free not to have to lock themsel'ves behind bars 
in their own homes. Working together, with tools such as the 
CCPU's and tougher sentencing laws, we can help restore that 
right to all citizens who wish to live peaceful, law-abiding 
lives. 

Finally, after my tenure as Attorney General, let me tell 
you how much I enjoyed the position. During all of my 16 years 
in the Legislature, I enjoyed an excellent working relationship 
with law enforcement. That relationship continued through my 
term as Attorney General. As Governor-Elect, I will continue 
to support CCPU' s. We all worked togethe.r in support of the 
legislation indefinitely extending career criminal prosecution. 
Working together, I am confident that we can enhance public 
safety. 

Most cordially, 

George Deukmejian 
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th~ state having populations greater than 400,000 and which constitute a 

largp. portion of the criminal justice resources. They are: 

I\lameda 
Contra Costa 
Fresno 
Los Ange 1 es 
Orange 
Ri versi de 
Sacramento 

Program Fi ndi ngs 

San Bernardino 
San Oi ego 
San Francisco 
San Mateo 
Santa Clara 
Ventura 

Spanning nearly four fiscal years of operation, the California Car~er 

Criminal Program has demonstrated that it continues to maintain a high degree 

of accomplishment in most of the mandated measurement areas. It should be 

noted that the program has also improved upon its past performance in many 

areas. A synopsis of major program accomplishments follcws and is divided 

into two parts--Summary of Program, Accomplishments and Summary of Impact of 

Program s Activltles. • "" The data l"ncluded ~n this report covers the time 

period from July. 1980 to May, 1982. It is cOmparbG both with the previously 

reported data covering CCP program operation from March, 1978 to June, 1980 

and to comparison group data from the same jurisdictions. 

A. Summary of Program Accomplishments 

Objective 1. To increase the conviction rat~ cf the offenders 
- 'prosecuted as Career Criminals. 

The Career Criminal Prosecution Program's conviction rate is 92.8 

percent. The, previous report to the Legislature showed the program 

conviction rate to be 91.7 percent. This program achieved a 1.1 percent 

increase over the previously high program rate. Additionally, this new 

conviction rate remains higher than the nonuprogram conviction rate 

-2-

reported in the p revi Oil s 1 egi slat i ve report whi ch was 89.5 percent. 

(P i"' 1f> 37) 

Ohjecti ve~. To increase the convi cti on rate on .:!:.!:!.~ ~! seri GUS charge. 

The Career Criminal Prosecution Program's conviction rate on the most 

serious charge is 82 percent. Although this rate is higher than the 59.6 

percent non-program rate reported in the previous report to the 

Legislature. it is lower than the figures previously reported~ Prior to 

this report, this program han convicted career criminals on the most 

serious charge in 84.5 percent of the cases. At this point, the program 

has done 2.5 percent less convictions on the most serious charge than it 

ha~ accomplished in the past. (Page 39) 

Objective 3. To increase the average sentence length Ef~ offender 
- convicted as-a-tareer Criminal. 

The avernge sentence imposed upon a Career Criminal convicted by this 

program is 5 years. 8 months which is an increase of 4 months over the 

previous program average. However. it is a significant 1 year, 2 month 

increasp over the non-program average of 4 years, 6 months reported in 

the previ ous report. (Pag-:}; 45) 

Objective ±. To increase the maximum sentence rate for offenders 
con-victed aSGareer Criminals. ----

For the program period of July, 1980 - May. 19d2~ 13 percent of the cases 

received sentences that were within six months of the maximum sentence 

recommended hy the prosecution. No comparable data was kept on this 

subject in the previous reports. (Page 67) 

-3-
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Objective 5. To decrease the percentage of Career Criminal Offenders to 
obtain pre-trial release. 

At preliminary hearings, 16 percent of the program's offenders had 

obtainf'd release from custody. This is a slight improvement over the 

prf'vious program's proportions. At that time, 17.1 percent of the 

offenders were not in custody at the preliminary hearings. 

At trial, the program has continued to have success at preventing 

offenders from heing released prior to trial. For this program, 23.2 

percent of the offenders were not in custody prior to their trials. 

In the previous report, 26.2 percent of the offenders were reportedly 

released prior to trial. Therefore, the program has decreased the 

percent of offenders who obtain pre-trial release. 

The validity of this objective may be noted by referring to Figure 5.3 on 

Page 79 which indicates the status of the Career Criminal defendants 

prosecuted during this report period at the time of the offense. Over 

one-third of all career criminal defendants committed the offense under 

prosecution while on pre-trial release. (Page 79) 

B. Summary of Impact of Program's Activities 

1. To prosecute Career Criminals using Vertical Prosecution 

This program has used vertical prosecution in 32.6 percent of its 

cases. During the first three years of the program, 34.6 percent of 

the cases were prosecuted using vertical prosecution. 

-4-
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The predominate case management method being used by this program is 

partial vertical prosecution which is not as effective as vertical 

prosecut ion. * 

The most effective case management technique is vertical prosecution 

hecause it produces higher conviction rates. Cases prosecuted 

vertically were convicted 94.8 percent of the time. On the other 

hand, cases prosecuted using the partial vertical prosecution 

management technique were convi cted at a rate of 91.7 percent. Those 

cases prosecuted non-vertically were convicted at a rate of 86.2 

percent. 

A very specific type of partial vertical prosecution management 

technique approximates the conviction success of vertical 

prosecution. This technique uses the same deputy at the initial 

filing and at the trial. In this case, the conviction rate was 94.7 

percent which is slightly less than the conviction rate obtained 

under vertical prosecution. (Page 54) 

*P~rti~l vertical prosecution occurs when a career criminal deputy 
dlst~'~t attorne~ han~l:s.a ca~e.at initial filing and 
p~el~m'nary he~r1ng, ln1tlal fll1ng and trial, or preliminary 
hearlng and trlal. 

-5-



? To reduce the prosecutor's workload. 

The average caseload for the career criminal prosecution deputy was 

11.1 cases. This figure is approximately one-third of the workload 

reported for the non-program deputies. Within the range of average 

case10ads reported by each jurisdiction, no correlation could be 

found between the average caseloads and the conviction rates 

achieved. (Page 60) 

3. To reduce the time to prosecute a career criminal case. 

The program has not decreased the amount of time necessary to 

prosecute a career criminal case. The current program average 

prosecution time is 145 days. This average is 5 days more than that 

which was reported in the previous legislative report. The actual 

rate of increase has declined. In the previous report, the time 

necessary to prosecute a case rose at a rate of 38 percent from 102 

days to 141. This year, the rate of increase is 2.8 percent. (Page 

62) 

4. Reduce the use of plea agreem€nts. 

Prosecution dismissals have decreased. In the Third Annual Report ~o 

the Legislature, the prosecution's dismissal rate Was 30.4 percent, 

which was 20.9 percent less than the comparison group. This year, 

the program prosecution's dismissal rate (29.8 percent) was slightly 

less. 

It was found during this report period that dismissals of the most 

serious charge do not lead to a prison sentence which is 
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significantly shorter than a conviction on the most serious charge. 

The actual difference in the two sentence lengths was five months. 

(Page 68) 

5. Increase.the use of ~nhancements. 

Of the cases P rosecuterl by th"j s program, 78.8 percent also had one or 

more enhancements charged. The presence of these enhancements has 

had a significant effect on the career criminal's sentence. In the 

cas~s with enhancements, the average sentence length was 6 years, 8 

months. For cases without enhancements, the average sentence leng;h 

was 3 years, 8 months. This represents a significant difference in 

sentence 1 engths. (Page 68) 

PROGRA~ RECOMMENDATIONS 

The program recommendations are directed at three parties--the 

Governor, the California Legislature and the Office of Criminal Justice 

Planning. The recommendations are based on the findings presented in 
this report. 

A. The Governor and Legislature 

1. The Ca1jfornia Legisla~u~e should continue to appropriate 
funds to the Career Crlmlna1 Prosecution Program. 

This program continues to successfully meet the objectives set 

forth by the Legislature. Since March 1978, this program has 

prosecuted nearly six thousand career criminals. Approxi

mately 92 percent of these offenders have been convicted and 

of this group, 90 percent have been incarcerated with an 
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average state prison term of 5 years, 8 months. All of these 

findings are significant improvenEnts over the treatment these 

very serious offenders were receiving prior to the enactment 

of the program. 

B. Office of Criminal Justice Planning 

1. OCJP should request an Attorney Genera1·s opinion to determine 
whether artial vertical rosecution is a legitimate case 
management tec t e program can continue to use. 

Currently, the program is not strictly in compliance with the 

legislative mandate to prosecute career criminal offenders 

u'sing vertical prosecution. Additionally, it is not strictly 

complying with the Attorney General·s opinion to use unit 

prosecution. Although vertical prosecution has the best 

conviction results, partial vertical prosecution also has 

significantly high conviction rates when compared to 

non-vertical prosecution. 

2. OCJP should conduct a stud to determine the effect of the 
rosecutlon rogram on t e criminal justice 

OCJP plans to conduct a study which will assess the impact of 

this program on the Public Defender's· offices to comply w'ith 

the mandate of AB 415. Also, OCJP needs to update its 

findings reported in the Third Annual Report to the 

Leg; s 1 atu re on the program'· s impact on the cou rts, the pol i ce 

departments, the District Attorneys· offices and the prisons. 

-8-

3. OCJP should continue to study the impact of prosecutor.s 
caseload on the program's accomplishments such as conviction 
rates. 

During this study it was found that for the range of average 

case10ads reported by the CCP units, 7 to 15.3, there was no 

correlation between caseloads and conviction rates. With 

additional analysis specifically focused in this area, it 

could be determined whether an ideal cas€load level exist to 

which all CCP units could converge. 
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I • I NTRODtlCTI ON 

The California Career Criminal Prosecution Program (CCP) is a direct 

outgrowth of the National Carp.er Criminal Program initiative that 

was established by the federal Law Enforcement Assistance Administra

tion (LEAA) in 1974. Targeted prosecution, the essence of the new 

Career Criminal Prosecutorial efforts, is not a new concept. However, 

the concentration on repeat or habitual offenders is new and is based 

on a body of researc.!l th'~'t'has increasingly indicated that a small 

number of criminals are disproportionately responsible for much of the 

reported crime. Based on this evidence, LEAA established a national 

program in the mid-1970's aimed at providing funds to District 

Attorneys' Offices interested in forming Career Criminal Prosecution 

Units or Major Violators Units to identify and vigorously prosecute 

repeat offenders. 

The initial reported successes of the National Career Criminal 

Prosecution concept motivated California Legislative leaders, 

local prosecutors and law enforcement officials to collaborate in 

the drafting of ,state legislation that defined career criminal 

conduct, and provided funds for selected District Attorneys 'Offices. 

The result of this collaboration was Senate Bill 683 (Chapter 1151, 

Statutes of 1977) (Appendix A), authored by the Governor-elect George 

Deukmejian, which was passed by the Legislature and signed by the 

Governor in September 1977. The statute authorized and established 

funding for the twelve original CCP projects in the following 
-

COil nt i es: Alameda, Cont ra Costa, F resno ~ Los Ange 1 es, Orange, 
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I Riverside, Sacramento, San Bernardino, San Diego, San Francisco, San 

Mateo and Santa Clara. In 1979, an additional nine counties were 

added to the program with the assistance of federal funding. These 

projects were located in Stanislaus, San Joaquin, Yolo, Santa Barbara, 

Marin, Solano, Imperial, Placer and Ventura Counties. Due to the 

elimination of Federal LEAA funds, the current program is comprised of 

the original twelve projects, plus Ventura County. 

The enabling statute was designed to "sunset" January 1, 1982. 

However, Assembly Bill 415 (Chapter 42, Statutes of 1982) (Appendix 

B). authored by Assemblyman Goggin, was passed by the Legislatul~e and 

signed by Governor Brown in February, 1982 •. This statute reauthorized 

the ecp Program and deleted any sunset provision. 

A. Implementation of the California Career Criminal Prosecution 
Program 

Includerl in this section is a description of the process used 

by OCJP to implement the career criminal statute. A common 

thread which runs through all of the program's development 

elements is active participation by local prosecutors, law 

enforcement executives and state agencies having an interest 

in this effort. 

1. Program Management 

The Office of Criminal Justice Planning (OCJP) is responsible 

for the programmatic coordination of the CCP Program. A 

program manager is assigned the responsibility for the day

to-day coordi nat i on and monitori ng of the CCP Program. 

-11-

Likewise~ a program evaluator is aSSigned to conduct the 

ongOing evaluation of ecp. 

This coordination has been implemented with the cdoperation, 

of two CCP advisory committees--the Career Criminal Prosecu

tion Program Steering Committee and the Evaluation/Legislation 

SubcoIT~ittee. Both committees are comprised of prosecutors, 

law enforcement officials and county administrative represent

atives. The Evaluation/Legislation Subcommittee also includes 

staff to legislative committees and representatives from the 

Legislative Analyst's Office and the Department of Finance. 

The major program management functions carried out by the 

office inclUde the following tasks: selection of projects, 

estahlishment of regulations and guidelines, coordination of 

techniques, compliance review and information sharing and 

di st ri but i on. 

2. Program Guidelines 

The original Program GUidelines were prepared in response 

to a statutory mandate. Subsequently, the GUidelines have 

been routinely updated and revised to serve as a foundation 

for the program. The Gui del i nes are prepal'ed by OCJP with the 

assistance and Cooperation of the Program Steering Committee 

and the various operating projects. The intent is to provide 

a complete record of administrative and statutory guidelines, 

project funding criteria and levels, roles and responsibili-

-12-
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ties of OCJP and the projects, definitions of terms and 

program objectives. The most current Program Guidelines are 

enclosed as Appendix C. 

3. Program Steering Committee 

OCJP estahlished a Steering Committee with broad representa

tion from the prosecution and law enforcement elements of the 

justice system as well as a representative from a County 

Administrator's Office. A roster of committee members is 

contained in Appendix D. The Committee's role was to assist 

and ~dvise OCJP in administering the CCP program, and specif

ically in dpveloping program guidelines and in preparing 

annual reports to the Legislature detailing program results. 

4. Erogl'am Evaluation 

The enabling and reauthorization legislation gave OCJP the 

authority to administer this statewide program. Addi

tionally, it required OCJP to prepare annual reports to 

the Legislature which would describe the program operations 

and assess the program results. OCJP created an Evaluation 

Subcommittee (Appendix E) to assist in the preparation of 

the program evaluation design. This committee consisted of 

law enforcement officials. county administrators and state 

government officials. In addition to the Evaluation Sub

committee, OCJP used the services of MetaMetrics, Inc.to 

assist in the evaluation during the first phase. 

-13-
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B. Pu rpose and Scope of thi s Report 

In the Third Annual Report to the Legislature, OCJP reported 

that the success of the program had to be determineJ within a 

three year period given the January 1, 1982, IIsunsetll date. 

However, with the passage of AB 415 in February, 1982 the 

sunset c'lause was repealed which indicated that, at a minimum, 

the California Legislature has accepted this prosecution 

program as necessary, effective and viable. It is the purpose 

of this 1982 report to the Legislature to: 

1. determine to what extent the California Career 

Criminal Prosecution Program has maintained its 

high level of accomplishments; 

2. identify any case managemont procedures which had 

an impact on the program's accomplishments; and 

3. recommend to OCJP and the Legislature specific action 

which can be taken to improve the program effectiveness. 

C. Evaluation Approach 

In the previous reports to the Legislature, OCJP reported that 

this program was very successful at convicting and sentencing 

career criminals to state 9rison. In that report, a four cell 

analysis was user! to determine the program's accomplishment as 

compared to no program. In those cases, the four cell 

analysis included the following definition and cell compon

ents: 

-14-
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Career Criminal Defendants: There were two groups 

of career criminal defendants who were studied by 

OCJP. One group was those defendants who, by 

legislative definition, would have qualified as 

career criminals in the past had there been a 

program. The other group was those defendants 

prosecuted hy the program as career criminals. 

This group made up cells 1 and 2 in the four cell 

analysis (see Figure 1). 

Non-Career Criminal Defendants: Two groups of non-

career criminal defendants were studied by OCJP. First, 

the defendants who did not meet the definition of career 

criminals prior to the program were studied. Also, 

these same type of defendants who did not meet the 

definition of a career criminal, but were pr~secuted by 

the Career Criminal Units. This group made up cells 3 

and 4 in the four cell analysis (see Figure 1). 
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FIGURE 1 

FOUR CtLL MODEL 

THIRD ANNUAL REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE 

BASELINE CASES CURRENT CASES 

CELL 1 CELL 2 

Career Criminal Career Criminal Defendants 
Type Defendants Prosecuted by Program 

Period Period 
July, 1977 - Ma rch ~ 1978 March, 1978 - June, 1980 

.J 

CELL 3 CELL 4 

Non-career criminal Non-career criminals 

Ju 1y , 

prosecuted by program 

Pt:!riod Period 
1977 - March, 1978 March, 1978 - June 1980 

This report seeks to determine whether this program continued 

to prosecute career criminals with the sall'1e success reported 

in the Third Annual Report to the Legislature. To make this 

assessment, OCJP has changed the comparison groups of the Four 

Cell Model. In this case, the baseline data is represented by 

the program accomplishment achieved during the program period 

from March 1978 through June 1980. It includes both career 

criminals and non-career criminals prosecuted by the program. 

In this draft, the term Phase I is used to represent this time 

period (see Figure 2). The current data is represented as the 

program accol1lJ'lishments achieved during the time period from 

July 1980 through June 1982. It includes both career 

criminals and non-career criminals prosecuted by ~he program. 
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This term Phase II is used in this draft to represent this 

time period (see Figure 2). 

BASELINE PHASE I CASES 

CELL 1 

Career Criminal Defendants 
prosecuted by Program 

Period 
March 1978 - Junf' 1980 

CELL 3 

FIGURE 2 

FOUR CELL MODEL 

CURRENT PHASE II CASES 

CELL 2 

Career Criminal Defendants 
prosecuted by Program 

Period 
July 1980 - May 1982 

CELL 4 

Non-Career Crimi nal Defendants Non-Career Criminal Defendants 
prosecuted by program prosecuted by program 

Period Period 
March 1978 - June 1980 

v 
July 1980 - May 1982 

, ; 

D. Data Collection and Sources 

The evaluation used the concepts of both process and impact 

measures to define the relationship between realized changes 

and causal factors within the funded projects. To make these 

determinations, sufficient process and impact related data had 

to be collected from each site. 

The key process and impact measures were the career criminal 

defendants prosecuted by the CCP Units and the comparison 

baseline population prosecuted by the District Attorney's 

office. Information on these defendants was provided on the 

-17-

Evaluation Data Form (EDF) (Appendix G), a data collection 

instrument tracking the disposition of charges. Other impact 

data (e.g., caseload information) was derived from Quarterly 

Progress Reports submitted by each of the CCP Units. In 

addition, case information on non-career criminal defendants 

was collected and analyzed to better determine the comparative 

impact of the program. 

E. Report Structure 

This report is the fourth report to the California 

legislature concerning the results and impact of the Career 

Criminal Prosecution Program. The report's emphasis is on 

exanlining the achievements of the program in meeting its 

objectives as indicated in the enabling legislation and 

formalized by the CCP Steering Committee and Evaluation/ 

legislation Subcommittee. To that end, the report covers the 

following material: 

CHAPTER II .. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION. This includes a definition 

of the Career Criminal Prosecution Program. It also 

identifies the program findings, staffing, and caseload 

information. 

CHAPTER III - PROGRAM ACCOMPLISHMENTS. This is designed to 

identify the extent of the program's ability to achieve its 

objectives. The three major areas of discussion are conviction 

rates, incarceration lengths and pre-trial release. 

-18-



CHAPTER TV - EFFECTIVENESS OF PROGRAM ACTIVITIES. In thi s 

chapter, the report answers the major question," Which 

program activity or combination of activities have the most 

impact on the success of the program?" This Chapter \'1111 focus 

on vertical prosecution, the project staff, the use of plea 

agreements, effect of ba'il and the use of enhancements. 

CHAPTER V - CAREER CRIMINAL DEFENDANTS. This chapter 

describes typical career criminal defendants. The 

description includes characteristics, such as sex, ethnicity 

and age. It also includes, the type of offenses committed 

and their criminal justice status at offense, the hearing and 

at trial. 

CHAPTER VI - PROGRAM RECOMME~OATIONS. This includes OCJP 

recommendations to the Legislature and Program Management as to 

the future direction of this statewide program. 
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II. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

This chapter provides a description of the California Career Criminal 

Prosecution Program. Although this program was modeled after the LEAA 

program, many of the detai 1 s about the program are different. Some of 

the differences which exist are the target offenses and populations 

that the California program has chosen. Also the flexibility which is 

gi ven to the Di str'i ct Attorneys to prosecute cases whi ch present 

severe problems within their jurisdictions is unique. 

A. Target Offenses and Population 

The enabling legislation identifies seven target offens~s to be 

prosecuted by this program. 

Arson 

Burglary 

* They are: 

, Hea lth and Safety Codes 11351 or 11352 

Grand Theft 

Receiving State Property 

Robbery 

The selection of these seven target offenses was based on two 

factors~ They represent offenses which provide for illicit 

economic gain. Since the program involved enhanced prosecutoria1 

resourCl~s, it was important to target offenses that did not 

rout i ne ~y get the type of i ntensi ve P rosecutori!i 1 attent i on that 

murder or rape offenses normally attract. 

*Effective January 1, 1983, Senate Bill 1904 (Chapter 670) 
makes lewd or 1asciv~ous conduct upon a child a target offense of this program. 

-20-
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Being charged with one of the target offenses does not necessarily 

qualify the defendant as a career criminal because very specific 

criteria has been mandated by the legislation. The legislation 

defines career criminality as: 

"99ge. (a) An individual shall b~ the subject of career 
criminal prosecution efforts who lS under arrest for the 
commission or attempted commission of one or more of the 
following felonies: robbery, arso~, a~y un~awful act 
relating to controlled substances ln vlolatlon of 
Section 11351 or 11352 of the Health and Safety Code, 
receiving stolen property, grand theft and grand theft 
auto· and who is either being prosecuted for three or 
more' separate offenses not arising out of the s~me 
transaction involving one or more of such felonles, or 
has suffered at least one convictio~ duri~g the 
preceding 10 years for any felony llsted 1n p~ra~raph 
(1) of this subdivision, or at least two convl~tlons. 
during the preceding 10 years for any felony llsted In 
paragraph (2) of this subdivision: 

(l) 

(2) 

Robbery by a person armed with a de~dly or 
dangerous weapon, burglary of the flrst degree~ 
arson as defined in Section 447a or ~18a, f?rClble 
rape sodomy or oral copulation commlt~ed wlth 
forc~, lewd or lascivious conduct co~mltted upon a 
child, kidnapping as defined in Sectlon 209, or 
nu rder. 

Grand theft, grand theft auto, recei vi n~ sto ~ en 
property, robbery other than that descrl bed 1 n 
paragraph (1) above, burg~ary ?f the ~econd 
degree 9 kidnapping as deflned ln Sectlon 207, 
assault with a deadly weapon, or a~y u~lawf~l act 
relating to controlled substances ln vlolatlon of 
Section 11351 or 11352 of the Health and Safety 
Code." 

For purposes of this chapter, the 10-year.periods . 
specified in this section shall be ex~luslve of ~ny t~lme 
which the arrested person has served ln state prlson. 

Furthermore, the statute allowed each jurisdiction to emphasiz~ 

one or more of the specified target offenses. This discretion 
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enabled individual Career Criminal Units to focus on the crimes 

which present serious problems in the local jurisdiction. 

"(h) In applying the career criminal selection 
criteria set forth above, il distri ct attorney may 
elect to limit career criminal prosecution efforts 
to persons arrested for anyone or more of the 
felonies listed in subdivision (a) of this section 
if crime statistics demonstrate that the incidence 
of such one or more felonies presents a 
particularly serious problem in the county.1I 

B. Program 0 bject i ves 

Essentially, the objectives of this program can be divided into 

two categories--increased convictions and increased incarcera-

tions. These two objective categories are baSically those that a 

District Attorney would strive towards in all the prosecutorial 

units of his office. For convictions, the specific objectives 

are: 

(1) to increase the conviction rates for career criminals; 

and 

(2) to increase the career criminal conviction rate on the 

most serious charges. 

The specific incarceration objectives are: 

(1) to increase the average sentence length for convicted 

career criminals; 

(2) to increase the maximum sentence rate for convicted 

career criminals; and 

(3) to decrease the percentage of career criminal offenders 

who obtain pre-trial release. 
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C. Program'Activities 

The legislation directed that enhanced and reasonable prosecu-

torial efforts should be applied to assure that the program 

objectives are accomplished. The next section will identHy the 

enhanced prosecutorial efforts that the participating jurisdic-

tions would apply to career criminal prosecutions. 

The enabling statute mandates that enhanced prosecution efforts 

and resources shall include, but not be limited to: 

- Maintaining vertical prosecution whereby the prosecutor who 
makes the initial filing or appearances in a career criminal 
case will perform all subsequent court appearances on that 
particular case through its conclusion, including the 
sentencing phase; 

- Assigning highly qualified prosecutors and investigators to 
the Career Criminal Prosecution (CCP) Units; and 

Reducing the caseloads for the prosecutors and investigators 
assigned to the CCP Units 

In addition to the operational activities just mentioned, the 

legislation mandated some case management policies and procedures. 

The mandated policies are: 

- a plea of guilty or a trial conviction will be sought for 
the most serious offense charged; . 

- all reasonable prosecutorial efforts will be made to resist 
the pre-trial release of a career 'criminal defendant. 

- all reasonable prosecutorial efforts will be made to reduce 
the time between arrest and eventual disposition of the 
charges; 

the CCP Unit shall maintain a no plea bargaining posture 

-23-
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D. CCP Program 

As mentioned earlier, there are thirteen Career Criminal 

Prosecution Units which constitute the statewide Career Criminal 

Prosecution Program. These thirteen jurisdictions represent 

counties within the state having populations greater than 400 000 
. , , 

they include: 

Alameda 
Contra Costa 
Fresno 
Los Angeles 
Orange 

R i versi de 
Sacramento 
San Bernardi no 
San Di ego 

Sari F ranci sco 
San Mateo 
Santa Clara 
Ventura 

The thirteen counties account for 73.5 percent of all law 

enforcement personnel in the state, 76.5 percent of all prosecu

tors, 78.9 percent of al~ public defenders, and 77.3 percent of 

all judges within the state (see Table 2.1). Also, the counties 

accounted for 75.1 percent of the statewide law enforcement 

expenditures, 80.3 percent of the prosecution d' expen ltures, 81.1 

percent of the public defenders expenditures, and 80.6 percent of 

the court expenditures (see Table 2.2). These thirteen counties 

also account for 84.6 percent of the total reported crime for 1981 

according to the Bureau of Criminal Statistics. 
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TABLE 2.1 

AUTHORIZED FULL- TI HE PERSO:;tiEL 
1981 

==-======~==~==~T====T===r===r==~==~ 

I ~Wl 

1 ____ . __ cO_U_'N_TY ______ t-PO_P_u_LA_T_I_ON_'t-Er_~~_~_~~_E_-_t-~_~_~_i~_~_2~-D-~U-F~-~-~~-34_-CO-U-R-TS-4~C-~-~~-~-~-5~-T-O-TA-L~ 
I Alameda 1,118,200 3,341 389 175 I 66 472 4,443 

~1--------------r-------4--------~------+------+----~------r-----~ 
Contra Costa E58,800 1,431 217 I 58 31 379 2,116 

1----------r---~----_+----4_--_+----~--~---~ 
r . fresno 
I 

527,500 1,315 196 55 31 323 1,920 

Los Angeles 7,631,800 22,883 2,012 566 438 2,358 28,257 

1,959,300 4,253 426 135 96 I 630 5,540 

691,800 1,645 253 69 37 365 2,369 

l Sacramento 797,000 1,753 296 77 44 400 2,570 

I 
~n Bernardino 943,500 271 76 4e 362 2,731 

I San Diego 
I 
r- San Francisco 
I 

1,974 I 
3,808 1 ,912,600 419 49 89 1,004 5,369 

------------~--------t------_r------_r----~I------4_----~------
68B,700 2,777 288 106 53 271 3,495 

I San rl,ateo 142 I 580,700 1,300 10 28 247 1,727 

~'~"'.-C-1-a-ra-----1--1-,-3-0-6,-9-0-0i_--2-,6-8-7---t----4_5_9 __ ~----1-0-9~----6-0~-----49-3_+---3-,8-0-8~ 
'./(oturc 539,100 1,188 198 37 23 194 1,640 

I -- --- - ._._-- - .•• - •• ---- ------- ---.--- --- ------ -------1-- .... --
I. ___ CU\T\ TOTAL __ 19,355,900 50,355 5,566 1.522 1,044 7,498 65,985; 

L~~~~~~~~TOTAL J_ 24,196,000 69.420 7 '~~29 1.350 22,424 ~~ 
Source. Californla Bureau 01 Crlmlnal StatlstlCs - 1981 CrImInal JustIce Profiles 
1. !ncludc~ sworn and civilian personnel for Police, Sheriff, Highway Patrol and University 

forces. 
2. Includes Attorneys, Investigators, Clerical, and all other personnel. 
3. Same as above. . 
4_ Includes Superior, rJ,unicipal. and Justice - JudgeshipiAuxiliary. 
5. Includes Probation Officers and all other personnel. 
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COLINTY 

!'\ilteo 

Santa 
Clara 

TABLE 2.2 

CRI i41 rIAL JUSTI CE EXPEIlDITURES 1 

1981 

LAI1 FROSECUTlOII PUBLIC 
COURTS COURT 

RELATED £IlFORCEI'oEiIT TOTAL DEFENSE 

8,807 14 , 938[' 4 ,832 
----------- .----------

7,317 4.022 
----------- -----------

3,289 

2,042 6,731 1,447 

26,227 86,886 56,707 

6,040 19,597 9.588 

2,039 7,603 3,803 

3,791 10.872 3.629 

2,612 11 ,266 5.312 

-----------[-----------
2,394 18,171 

----------- --------~--

9,309 

3,173 14,567 2,6B5 

43,144 5,451 1,990 6,765 2,082 

93,485 12,168 4,349 14,954 1,484 

\'"ntu"" 39,110 6,612 1,446 4,978 1,157 

TOTAL 
CORRECTJO~S EXPENDI

TURES 

36,446 176,253 

23,542 8B,546 

14,416 69.581 

189,716 1 ,357,562 

31 ,864 224,313 

13,698 82,289 

----;;~~~~-f---~~~~;;~ 
----------- ----------

21.338 112,4P? 
----------- ----------

38.968 185,483 

23,372 152,057 

20.123 79,555 

38,412 164,852 

13,424 66,727 

~if~1~;:1::;~~~;~;;iJl::~;~~~~~:: 
--~~~--~ ___ -L----~------~---~ 

58,199 224,645 

84,066 274,245 

105,057 

131,582 

493.184 2,B81,397 

4,363.35E 1.240.513 

Source. CalIfornIa Bureau of Crlmlnal Statistics - 1981 Criminal Justice Profiles 

lTotais hav~ been rounded and are shown in thousands Expenditures include ~alaries and 
e:o;:,lo)'ee bl~nefi ts, services, and 5uppl ies. • 
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E. Program Funding 

The Career Criminal Prosecution Program has been funded for four 

State fiscal years. The enabling legislation provided for an 

initial appropriation of $1.5 million to sustain the first six 

months of the program from January 1, 1978 through June 30,1978. 

In accordance with the legislation, OCJP requested and received an 

additional $3 million in its FY 1978-79 budget and approximately 

the same amount was requested and received for the FY 1980-81 and 

1981-82 budget. Table 2.3 presents summary information on the 

Career Criminal Prosecution Program funding on an aggregate basis 

for the four years of program operations. 

CAREER CRIMINAL PROJECT FUNDING 
BY TYPE AND FISCAL YE~R 

~=.::..-=: .. :== =-'':'~ ,: . - - -- --
STATE 

GENERAL LOCAL lEAA FISCAL YEAR FUNDS COUTR I Bun ON FUNDS 
ALLOCATED 

-----_.- --

1978/1979 3,177 ,084 101,398 1,104,631 

---

1979/1980 3',236,144 253,122 868,096 

1-' ------ ---- . __ ._------ ,--, 

1980/1981 3,375,963 420,980 755,709 

... - .. _- ------

1981/1982 3,861,852 557,729 -
-- --- -_ ... ~ .-- -------

296,654
' 

--

TOT A L 13,651,043 1,333,229 3;025,090 

Source: Office of Criminal Justice Planning 

STATE 
MATCH 

FOR lEAA 
FUNDS 

23,815 

33,662 

4,245 

-

61,722 

'LEAA Oiscretionary Grant to San Francisco City and County in operation 
prior to the implementation of SB 683 (Ch. 1151, 1977 Statutes) 
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F. Target Offenses 

As indicated earlier in this section, the jUrisdictions partici

pating in the Career Criminal Prosecution Program were allowed to 

emphasize, based on the existing level of criminal activity within 

their counties, one or more of the seven targeted crimes specified 

in the legislation. As a result, not all the Career Criminal 

Prosecution Units focused their prosecutorial resources on all 

seven targeted crimes or on the same combination of these 

offenses. 

The local prosecutors selected target offenses on the basis that 

" ••• the incidence of such one or more felonies presents a particu

larly serious prohlem in the county." Additionally, CCP Units had 

to adhere to the case management procedures specified in the Penal 

Code, particularly the maintenance of a reduced caseload altd ver

tical prosecution of the cases. Due to the volume of cases, 

larger counties concentrated on "fewer" target offenses in order 

to comply with the cal"eer criminal case management procedures 

(reduced caseloads) • 

Most of the larger counties chose to focus their resources on 

burglaries and robberies. These are serious cr'imes that do not 

generally receive special attention in District Attorneys' 

offices. The medium and smaller counties generally considere~ a 

1 arger number of the target offenses due to the overa 11 lower 

levels of report~d offenses and because focusing on more offenses 
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still allowed compliance with the mandated career criminal case 

management procedures. 

The target crimes selected by each of the individual Units are as 

follows: 

All Seven Target Offenses 

Sacramento 
Fresno 
San Mateo 
Ri versi de 
Contra Costa 
San Bernardi no 

Robbery and Burgl ary 

Los Angeles 
San F ranci sco 
A 1 aJreda 
Orange 
San Diego 
Santa Clara 
Ventura 

Table 2.4 includes information on the seven program targeted 

offenses and cOI~ares them to the specific county target offenses. 

This table shows by county: 

_ the number of reported crimes for eaCh i;arget offense 

- the relative frequency of each target offense 

- the crime rate per 100,000 population 

- the total number of adult felony arrests 
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County 

ALAMEDA 
Arson 
Burglary (target) 
Robbery (target) 

. G rand Theft 
Grand Theft-Auto 
Drugs 

CONTRA COSTA 
Arson 
Burglary (target) 
Robbery (target) 
Grand Theft 
Grand Theft-Auto 
Drugs 

FRESNO 
Arson 
Burglary (target) 
Robbery (target) 
Grand Theft 
Grand Theft-Auto 
Drugs 

LOS ANGELES 
Arson 
Bu rgl ary (target) 
Robbery (target) 
Grand Theft 
Grand Theft-Auto 
Drugs 

ORANGE 
Arson 
Burglary (target) 
Robbery (target) 
Grand Theft 
Grand Theft-Auto 
Drugs 

I ~ 

TABLE 2.4 

FREQUENCY OF TARGET CRIMES BY JURISDICTION 

Rate Per Adu It 
Rel ati ve 100,000 F el ony 

Number Frequency Popu lati on Arrests 

60,332 100.0 5,395.5 10,809 
1,108 1.8 99.1 78 

30,631 50.8 2,-739.3 2,649 
5,932 9.8 530.5 1,073 

15,543 25.8 1,390.0 2,692 
7,118 11.8 636.6 822 

0 0 0 3,495 

26,167 100.0 3,971.9 3,315 
644 2.5 97.8 11 

13,104 50.1 1~989.1 962 
1,384 5.3 210.1 225 
8,431 32.2 1,279.8 719 
2,604 10.0 395.3 188 

0 0 0 1,210 

25,658 100.0 4,864.1 3,427 
543 2.1 102.9 26 

13,027 50.8 2,469.6 1,048 
1,494 5.8 283,,2 403 
7,759 30.2 1,470.,9 994 
2,835 11.0 537..4 279 

0 0 0 677 

436,925 100.0 5,725.1 80,067 
10,188 2.3 133.5 387 

191,600 43.9 2,510.5 21,596 
49,855 11.4 653.3 10,406 

105,211 24.1 1,378.6 14,297 
80,071 18.3 1,049.2 8,703 

0 0 0 24,678 

75,589 100.0 3,858.0 12,092 
1,004 1.3 51.2 63 

42,178 55.8 2,152.7 3~525 
3,616 4.8 184.6 869 

19,826 26.2 1,011.9 2,560 
8,965 11.9 457.6 750 

° 0 0 4,325 . 
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FREQUENCY OF TARGET CRIMES BY JURISDICTION 

r--' 
Rate Per 

Relative 100,000 
County Number Frequency Popu 1 at; on 

RIVERSIDE 32,450 100.0 4,690.7 
Arson 1,076 3.3 155.5 
Burgl ary (target) 17,644 54.4 2,550.4 
Robbery (target) 1,435 4.4 207.4 
Grand Theft (target) 8,506 26.2 1,229.5 
Grand Theft-Auto 

(target) 3,789 11.7 547.7 
Drugs 0 0 0 

SACRAMENTO 46,828 100.0 5,875.5 
Arson (target) 574 1.2 72.0 
Bu rgl ary (t a rget ) 21,774 46.5 2,732.0 
Robbery (tar{et) 3,266 7.0 409.8 
G rand Theft target) 15,630 33.4 1,961.1 
Grand Theft-Auto 

(target) 5,584 11.9 700.6 
Drugs 0 0 0 

SAN BERNARDINO 42,768 100.0 4,532.9 
Arson 1,006 2.4 106.6 
Btl rgl ary (target) 23,907 55.9 2,533.9 
Robbery (target) 2,436 5.7 258.2 
G rand Theft (target) 10,079 23.6 1,068.3 
Grand Theft-Auto 

(target) 5,340 12.5 566.0 
Drugs 0 0 0 

SAN DIEGO 73,129 100.0 3,823.5 
Arson 1,130 1.5 59.1 
Burglary (target) 35,919 49.1 1,878.0 
Robbery (target) 5,206 7.1 272.2 
Grand Theft 18,944 25.9 990.5 
Grand Theft-Auto 11,930 16.3 623.8 
Drugs 0 0 0 

SAN FRANCISCO 42,049 100.0 6,105.6 
Arson 435 1.0 63.2 
Burglary (target) 17,946 42.7 2,605.8 
Robbery (target) 7,438 17.7 1,080.0 
Grand Theft 9,424 22.4 1,368.4 
Grand Theft-Auto 6,806 16.2 988.2 
Drugs 0 0 0 
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TABLE 2.4 (continued) 

FREQUENCY OF TARGET CRIMES BY JURISDICTION 

Rate Per Adult 
County Rel ati ve 100,000 Felony Number Frequency Popu 1 at; on Arrests -
SAN MATEO 21,200 100.0 3,650.8 2,666 Arson (target) 367 1.7 63.2 23 Burglary (target) 9,180 43.3 1,580.9 665 Robbery (target) 1,034 4.9 178.1 210 Grand Theft (target) 8,011 37.8 1,379.5 736 Grand Theft-Auto 

(target) 2,608 12.3 449.1 182 Drugs 0 0 0 850 
SANTA CLARA 48,787 100.0 3,733.0 7,610 Arson 1,831 3.8 140.1 42 Burgl ary (target) 25,642 52.6 1,962.0 1,911 Robbery (tar{et) 3,249 6.7 248.6 617 G rand Theft target) 11,715 24.0 896.4 1,955 Grand Theft-Auto 6,350 13.0 485.9 310 Drugs 0 0 0 2,775 
VENTURA 15,033 100.0 2,788.5 2,554 Arson (target) 276 1.8 51.2 16 Burglary (target) 7,661 51.0 1,421.1 749 Robbery (target) 675 4.5 125.2 217 Grand Theft 4,548 30.3 843.6 611 Grand Theft-Auto 1,873 12.5 347.4 209 Drugs 0 0 0 752 

Table 2.4 shows that the program's focus on Burglaries is 

justified because in every jurisdiction it is the most frequently 

reported crime. However, it also shows that the second most 

frequently reported crime is grand theft. Robbery's frequency 

fluctuates between third and fourth among the reported crimes in 

each jurisdiction. Therefore, from the perspective of crime rates 

alone~ while the jurisdictions are on target by focusing the~r 

enhanced presentation methods on burglaries there may be , 

justification for more targeting of grand theft. 
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G. Program Staffing 

Table 2.5 compares the personnel distribution by classification of 

the Career Criminal Prosecution Program to the District Attorneys . 
Office's personnel distribution. The table shat'ls that this pro-

gram accounts for nearly 2 percent of all the prosecution person-

.nel in these counties. Additionally, it shat'ls that the distri

bution of the personnel is significantly different. The county's 

personnel distributior. shows that the largest classification is 

clerical at nearly 42 percent. Whereas, the program's largest 

personnel classification is attorneys at 60.2 percent. 

Given this program's emphasis, it is appropriate that the largest 

distribution of personnel be divided amongst the attorney and 

investigator classification. During this fiscal year, 78.5 

percent of the program's personnel were distributed between the 

two groups. As for the participating counties, 41 percent of 

their overall personnel were distributed to the attorney and 

investigator classifications. 
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TABLE 2.5 
PERSONNEL BY JOB CLASSIFICATION 

-

I 
" 

PROSECUTION STAFF CAREER CRIMINAL PROGRAi~ 1 

COUNTY ATTOR- I NVESTI-
CLERICAL OTHER TOTAL ATTOR- INVESTI- CLERICAL OTHER I TOTAL NEYS GATORS NEYS GATORS 

Alameda 122 44 148 75 389 4 2 1 0 7 
Contra Costa 58 19 90 50 217 3 1 2 1 7 I 

Fresno 53 28 73 42 196 3 2 1 0 6 
Los Angeles 580 180 864 388 2,012 13 1 3 a I 17 
Orange 134 82 

I 
156 54 426 4 2 1 

I 

a 7 
Riverside 70 23 114 46 253 4 2 2 0 8 , 
Sacramento 83 66 128 19 296 6 0 a 0 I 6 
San Bernardino 96 11 107 57 271 4 2 2 a 8 
San Diego 136 56 166 61 419 6 1 2 1 10 I San Franc i seo 82 96 104 6 288 5 2 1 1 9 

I San i~ateo 40 15 54 33 142 3.5 0 1 a 4.5 
I 

Santa Clara 100 32 250 77 459 3 1 2 a 6 
Ventura 59 17 63 59 198 2 2 1 a 5 
COUNTY TOTAL 1,613 669 2,317 967 5,566 60.5 18 19 3 100.5 

I (1 ) Personnel funded with State Funds. 
Source: California Bureau of Criminal Statistics - 1981 Criminal Justice Profile, Office of Criminal Justice 

Planning. Q 
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• H. Case Referral Information 

During Fiscal Year 1981/82, 2,740 potential career criminal cases 

were referred to this program for prosecutions. Nearly 52 percent 

of these criminals were prosecuted by the program. Table 2.6 

shows that each jurisdiction accepted a varying proportion of the 

cases which are referred to them. This occurred because different 

screening procedures were used in the individual counties. In 

some counties, law enforcement agencies were the actual reporting 

or screening source for potential career criminal cases. In other 

counties, District Attorneys only referred cases to the CCP Units 

which met the specific selection criteria. Basically the degree 

to which cases were subjected to a thorough preliminary screening 

and the average workload of the Units' deputies determine the 

number of cases which were accepted by the Units. 

Agency 

Alameda 
Contra Costa 
Fresno 
Los Angeles* 
Orange 
Ri versi de 
Sacramento 
San Bernardino 
San Diego 
San Francisco 
San Mateo 
Santa Clara 
V,entura 

TOT A L 

*Central Operations only 

TABLE 2.6 

CASELOAD INFORMATION 

Referred Accepted 

350 175 
114 92 
105 81 
130 101 
146 142 
920 46 
159 134 

99 93 
107 107 
155 136 
148 125 
250 142 

57 47 

2,740 1,421 
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50.0 
80.7 
77 .1 
77 .7 
97.3 
5.0 

84.3 
93.9 

100.0 
87.7 
84.5 
56.8 
82.5 
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III. ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE PROGRAM 

The underlying premise which led LEAA and subsequently the State of 

California to create and sustain a Career Criminal Prosecution Program 

is that small numhers of criminals are disproportionately responsible 

for much of the reported crime. However, the rise or fall of the 

reported crime within this State cannot be placed squarely upon the 

prosecutorial efforts of this program. The major reaSL1 is that this 

program is only one part of the criminal justice system. \~ith a high 

level of certainty, the fluctuation in reported crime, either positive 

or negative, is a function of the changes in the entire criminal 

justice system. In California, several other progran5 have an impact 

on the rate of reported cri mes. Consequent ly, these measu res wi 11 not 

be used in this report to appraise this program's Success. 

In this chapter, the objectives of the program will be evaluated to 

determine to what extent they have been achieved. The two objectives 

which will be appraised are the program's ability:* 

(1) to increa~e.the conviction rate of the offender prosecuted as 
career crlmlnals; and 

(2) to increase the incarceration length of the convicted car~er 
c ri mi na 1 s. 

" 

*For indi vi dual county results, see Appendi x F. 
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l A. Conviction Rate 

To evaluate the program success in terms of increasing the 

conviction rate of career criminals, two types of rates have been 

observed: 

(1) the overall conviction rate; and 

(2) the conviction rate on the most serious charges. 

For this report, overall conviction rate is equivalent to the 

number of career criminals who are convicted divided by the number 

of offenders prosecuted by the program. This conviction would in

clude career cri mi na ls who are convi cted on the most seri ous 

charge and on a lesser charge. The conviction rate of the most 

serious charge is a subset of the overall convictions. It is 

equivalent to being convicted on the charges which the prosecution 

determined to ~ave the most potential for punishment. 

B. Overa'll Conviction Rate 

The overall conviction rate of this program, which includes all 

cases prosecuted by the participating jurisdiction from March, 

1978 until May, 1982 is 92.8 percent. This conviction rate 

represents a 1.1 percent increase over the conviction rate of 

career cri mi na 1 s reported in the Thi rd Annual Report to the 

Legislature covering March, 1978 through June, 1980 (Phase I). 

The time period of July, 1980 to May, 1982 (Phase II) shows that 

the program experienced a 2.2 percent increase in the over Phase I 

conviction rate (see Table 3.1). This fact indicates that the 
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program continues to do well even though the number of cases that 

are prosecuted continues to increase and in spite of having a high 

standard of a 91.7 percent conviction rate to compete against. 

Time will give us the answer as to whether or not a maximum 

possible conviction rate will be achieved and whethe~ or not a 

point of diminishing returns will be reached b,v the 
J program. 

: TABLE 3 1 . 
Phase I Phase II (March 1978-June 1980 ) (Ju ly 1980-May 1982 ) 

Dispositions No. Rate No. Rate 
Convictions 2,219 91.7 2,515 93.9, 
Acquittal s 33 1.4 11 0.4 
Dismissals 169 7.0 150 5.6 
Unknown 0 .0 2 0.1 
TOT A L 2,421 100.0 2,678 100.0 

, 

Table 3.2 illustrates that the CCP Program continues to be 

Successfu 1. This table shows that in addition to the steady 

increase in conviction rate from Phase I to Phase 
II, the total 

program conviction rate 

blished baseline figure 

Legislature. 

continues to be higher than the esta-
, 
I 

reported in the Third Annual Report 1£ the 
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TABLE 3 2* . 
CCP Program Non-CCP 

Dispositions No. Rate No. Rate 

Convictions 4,734 92.8 752 89.5 

Acquitta ls 44 0.9 11 1 .3 

Dismissals 319 6.3 77 9.2 

Unknown 2 .0 0 .0 

TOT A L 5,099 100.0 840 100.0 

C. Conviction Rate on the Most Serious Charge 

The conviction rate on the most serious charge for the entire 

program history is 82.2 percent. This conviction rate represents 

the frequency that career criminals have been convicted for the 

most serious charge of all charges filed by the prosecution. As 

with the overall conviction rate, this frequency is higher than 

that which was represented by the baseline cases of the Third 

Annual Report to the Legislature {see Table 3.3}. 

*CCP program data is equal to the aggregate of Phase I and Phase 
II time periods. Non-CCP data is equal to the baseline data 
reported in the Third Annual Report to the Legislature. 
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TABLE 3.3 

MOST SERIOUS CHARGE 

CCP Program Non-CCP 
Type No. Rate No. Rate 

Conviction to most ll,181 88.3 501 66.6 seri ous charge 
among conviction N = 4,734 N = 752 

Conviction to most 4,181 82.0 501 59.6 seri ous charge 
among prosecution N = 5,099 N = 84 

Plea to most 3,290 87.7 428 65.5 seri ous charge 
among plea decisions N = 3,750 N = 653 

However, as Table 3.4 shOHs, the general trend of this program to 

prosecute the career criminal on the most serious charge is on the 

decline. In fact, the frequency of convictions on the most 

serious charge showed a 4.7 percent decrease in Phase II as com

pared to Phase I. Immediately this rate of decrease is not a 

problem. If the rate of decrease accelerate~, then the problem 

could be significant over time. 
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TABLE 3.4 

MOST SERIOUS CHARGE 

Phase I Phase II 
(March 1978-June 1980) (Ju 1y 1980-May 1982) 

Type No. Rate No. Rate 

Conviction to most 2,045 92.2 2,136 84.9 
serious charge 
among conviction N = 2,219 N = 2,515 

Conviction to most 2,045 84.5 2,136 79.8 
seri ous charge 
amon g p rosecut ion N = 2,421 N = 2,678 

Pl ea to most 1,595 91.0 1,695 84.9 
seri OllS charge 
among plea decisions N = 1,753 N = 1,997 

D. Convicted Offenders 

Table 3.5 shows the frequency of the target offense convictions. 

It does not distinguish between the most serious charge and a 

lesser charge., Burglary would be an example. The table does not 

indicate whether an offender was convicted of first degree or 

second degree burglary. This table is based on data from Phase II 

of the program. 
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TABLE 3.5 

CONVICTED OFFENSES 

Percent Target Offense~ Number Convi cted Convi cted 
Arson 5 4 80.0 
Burgl ary 1,001 960 95.9 
Drugs 43 40 93.0 
Grand Theft 50 42 84.0 
'Grand Theft-Aut.o 16 16 100.0 
Recovered Stolen Property 72 66 91.7 
Robbery l,452 1,364 93.9 
Others 39 23 59.0 
TOT A L 2,678 2,515 93.9 

E. Sentenci ng 

The Legislature expected this program, given i~s enhanced 

prosecution methods, to be able to obtain success at convicting 

and incarcerating the career criminals. The previous section 

illustrated th~ success that the program had in convicting the 

career criminal. This section will examine the program's Success 

at incarcerating them. The specific focus of this section is: 

(1) sentence disposition 

(2) incarceration rate 

(3) sentence length 

F. Sentence Disposition 

This program has had a significant effect on convicted crimi~als 

in terms of the type of incarceration into which they were 
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sen~enced. A significant and interesting fact about this program 

is that less than one-fifth of all convicted offenders will re-

ceive a less stringent incarceration than state prison. In fact, 

81.7 percent of all convicted career criminals prosecuted by this 

program have been sentenced to state prison. This is a sharp 

contrast to the 58.1 percent of the career criminals prosecuted 

outside of this program (see Table 3.6). 

Sentence 

California 
Youth Author i ty 

California 
Rehabil itat ion 
Center 

Pri son 

Jail 
P robation/ 

Jai 1 

Probati on 

Other 

Unknown 

TOT A L 

TABLE 3.6 

SENTENCE DISPOSITION 

CCP Program 

No. Percent 

175 3.7 

152 3.2 

3,868 81.7 

79 1.7 

301 6.4 

114 2.4 

45 0.9 

0 .0 

4,734 100.0 

Non-CCP 

No. Percent 

33 4.4 

36 4.8 

437 58.1 

33 4.4 

164 21.8 

40 5.3 

3 0.4 

0 .0 

752 100.0 

The current program's state prison frequency represents a 3.2 

percent increase over Phase I. The strength of that increase is 

reflected in the Phase II figure (see Table 3.7). During this 

period, the program showed a 6.1 percent increase over the 

-43-

l 
I 

t 
f 

r , 
f 
~ 

, ' 

f 
}, 
I, 
} 

previous period. This indicates that this program has been having 

a positive influence on the courts in persuading the judiciary to 

send career criminals to state prison. 

Sentence 

CYA 

CRC 

Prison 

Jail/ 
P robat i on 

Jai 1 

Probati on 

Other 

Unknown 

TOT A L 

G. Incarceration Rate 

TABLE 3.7 

SENTENCE DISPOSITION 

Phase I 
(March 1978-June 1980) 

No. Percent 

92 4.2 

80 3.6 

1,741 78.5 

45 2.0 

167 7.5 

63 2.8 

31 1.3 

0 .0 

2,219 100.0 

Phase II 
(July 1980-May 1982) 

No. Percent 

83 3.3 

72 2.9 

2,127 84.6 

34 1.4 

134 5.3 

51 2.0 

14 0.5 

0 .0 

2,515 100.0 

Tables 3.6 and 3.7 showed that the program continued to increase 

the percentage of convicted criminals who were eventually incar

cerated, which includes confinement in eVA, eRe, jail and prison. 

For the total program, this incarceration rate is 90.3 percent, 

which was a 2.0 percent increase over the previous figure of 88.2 

percent reported in the Third Annual Report to the Legislature. 

The peri od of Ju ly, 1980 to May, 1982 sh(1,ols an increase of nearly 

4 percent over the previous period. One point that is clear from 
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Rate 

Inca rcerat ion 
Rate Among 
Convi cti ons 

Incarceration 
Rate Among 
Prosecutions 

State P ri son 
Rate Among 
Conv; cti ons 

State Prison 
Rate Among 
P rosecut ions 

this data is that an offender convicted by this program is ex

tremely likely to be incarcerat2d and most often will be sentenced 

to state prison. 

Table 3.8 illustrates the incarceration rates for conviction and 

prosecutions. It also shows the state prison rate among convic

tl0ns as contrasted to state prison rates among prosecutions. 

TABLE 3.8 

INCARCERATION RATES 

CCP Program Non-CCP Program 

Phase I Phase II Total Total 
(Mar '78-June '80) (Ju 1y '80-May '82) 

Relative Re1 ati ve , Re1ati ve Relative 
No. Frequency No. Frequency No. Frequency No. Frequency 

1,958 88.? 2,316 92.1 4,274 90.3 539 71.7 

1,958 80.9 2,316 86.5 4,274 83.3 539 64.1 

1,741 78.5 2,127 84.6 3,868 81.7 437 58.1 

1,741 71.9 2,127 79.4 3,868 75.9 437 52.0 

H. Sentence Length 

A significant number of offenders are being convicted and 

incarcerated by this program. However, a major objective of this 

program is to increase the sentence that convicted criminals 

receive from the courts. Table 3.9A shows that the program has 
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improved its ability to have offenders' prison terms increased. 

The data shows that offenders have been sentenced to state prison 

for 5 years, 8 months as compared to 4 years, 6 months. 

Average Prison Term 

TABLE 3.9A 

SENTENCE LENGTH 

CCP Program 

Years/Months 

5/8 

Non-CCP 

Years /Months 

4/6 

Change 

Years/Months 

1/2 

During Phase II, the program prison term reached 6 years, 1 month. 

This is a 9-month improvement over Phase I which was 5 years, 4 

months (see Table 3.9B). 

Average Prison Term 

TABLE 3.9B 

SENTENCE LENGTH 

Phase I Phase II 
(Mar '78-June '80) (July '80-May '82) 

Years/Months Years/Months 

5/4 6/1 

I. Cost for Prosecution and Conviction 

Change 

Years/Months 

0/9 

The cost to prosecute and convict career criminal cases has gone 

down. Table 3.10 shows that during FY 1980/81 and 1981/82, the 

prosecution costs were $2,637, which is $250 less than the prior 

ti me peri od. 
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Table 3.10 also shows a drop in conviction cost. During FY 

1980/81 and 1981/82, the cost per conviction was $2,807. This 

average cost is $343 less than the prior period. 

Table 3.10 

PROGRAM COST 

Fiscal Vei'lr Fiscal Year T ota 1 
1978/79 & 1979/80 1980/81 & 1981/82 Program 

Cost Per 
P rosecut ion $ 2,887 $ 2,637 $ 2,756 

Cost Per 
Convi ct ion $ 3,150 • $ 2,807 $ 2,968 

TOTAL COST $6,990,931 $7,061,850 $14,052,781 

Source: Office of Criminal Justice Planning 
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IV. EFFECTIVENESS OF PROGRAM ACTIVITIES 

In this chapter, the case management procedures which have had a 

significant impact on the program's overall success will be discussed. 

Prior to this discussion, a brief review of the criminal justice 

process will be presented. The specific case management procedures 

focused upon in this chapter are: 

(1) Vertical Prosecution 

(2) Partially Vertical Prosecution 

(3) Prosecution Workload 

(4) Pre-trial Release 

(5) Bai 1 

(6) Enhancement 

(7) Plea Agreements 

The major question to be answered in this chapter is liTo what extent 

have these case management procedures had an impact on the overall 

success of this program?" Also in this chapter, the impact that this 

program has had on Public Defenders' Offices will be discussed. 

A. The Criminal Justice Process 

Although the specific structure of the criminal justice system in 

each participating jurisdiction differs, the general processing of 

a felony is similar and involves the following procedural steps: 

(1) law enforcement arrests, books and refers a case to the 
District Attorney for prosecution; 

(2) the District Attorney files formal charges in Municipal 
Cou rt; 
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(3) the offender is arraigned before a judge and a deter
mination of bailor pre-trial release is decided; 

(4) a preliminary hearing is held to determine probable 
cause for binding the defendant over for trial in the 
Superior Court unless waived by the defendant; 

(5) the information or indictment which was handed over from 
the preliminary hearing is filed in the Superior Court; 

(6) an arraignment on the information or indictment is held; 

(7) the District Attorney makes pre-trial motions or special 
pleadings; 

(8) tri al ; 

(9) pre-sentence investigation; 

(10) sentenci ng. 

It is apparent from Figure 4.1 (a-c) that a disposition of the 

charges filed can occur at any point during the progression of the 

case through the system. The majority of the 1981 arrests led to 

warrants, indictments and complaints being charged against the 

offenders. By comparison, 10.3 percent of the arrests were 

released by the police because of insufficient evidence, exonera

tion, the victim refused to prosecute or because of a need for 

further investigation. 

Of those arrests which were not released by the police, the 

prosecutors requested complaints for 81.1 percent of the 

offenders. At this point less than 20 percent of the complaints 

were denied by the courts because of a lack of probable cause, the 

interests of justice, the victim's refusal to prosecute, an 

illegal 'search or various other reasons. Of the complaints 

granted, nearly half were handled as misdemeanor complaints and 

-49-

the other half as felony complaints and sent to the lower court 

for disposition. In addition to complaints, warrants and 

indictments were also sent to lower courts for disposition. 

Fifty-six percent of the lower court complaints are felony, while 

the remainder are misdemeanor complaints. Of the misdemeanor 

complaints, nearly 80 percent are convicted while the remainder 

are dismis~ed or acquitted. The felony complaints are either sent 

to the Superior Court, convicted, dismissed or acquitted. 

Eighty-nine percent of the cases sent to Superior Court were con

victed in 1981. Of this group, nearly 50 percent changed their 

Pleas from "not gUl'lty II to II 'lt II 30 1 II gUl y, percent p ead guilty II and 

the rest either pleaded IInol o contendere" or were convicted by the 

jury or the court. 
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B. Vertical Prosecution 

The legislation mandates that career criminal cases prosecuted by 

this program be done using vertical prosecutorial representation. 

In Senate Bill 683, Chapter 1151, this type of representation is 

defined as a procedure whereby the prosecutor who makes the 

initial filing or appearance in a career criminal case will 

perform all subsequent court appearances on that particular case 

through i'cs conclusion, including the sentencing phase. Although 

vertical prosecution was mandated, OCJP received an Attorney 

General's opinion which allowed the participating jurisdictions to 

process their cases with exceptions to the concept of vertical 

prosecution. However, very explicit limitations were place into 

the Attorney General's opinion. Essentially that opinion allowed 

for unit prosecution. 

Unit prosecution; according to the Attorney General's opinion, is 

a ~ubset of vertical prosecution. With this type of case 

management, the case is handled by more than one prosecutor 

throughout the system. However, the limitation is that all the 

prosecutors must be from a Career Criminal Unit. 

In reality, the case management techniques used in this program 

fall into four categoriEs: 

(1) vertical prosecutior. 

(2) unit vertical prosecution 

(3) partial vertical prosecution 

(4) non-vertical prosecution 

-54-

1 • 



- initial filing and trial 

- preliminary hearing and trial 

By contrast, non-vertical prosecution exists when a Career 

Criminal deputy handles a case at only one stage during the entire 

process. 

Three of the stages in the criminal proceedings have the most 

relevance for the CCP Program. The initial filing, preliminary 

hearing and final disposition stages were monitored by OCjP to 

determine the extent to which the program complied with the 

legislative mandate of vertical representation. Included in the 

initial filing stage were all activities performed by a deputy 

district attorney up to and including the initial filing. 

Included in the preliminary hearing stage were all activities 

performed by the deputy district attorney including the prelimi

nary hearing. The final disposition included the tl~ial and/or all 

pre-sentence and sent'encing hearings. 

In jurisdictions like San Mateo, Alameda and Contra Costa, the 

initial filing are almost always processed by someone outside of 
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the CCP unit. As for the program, Career Criminal deputies 

handled the initial case filing 52.4 percent of the time, the 

preliminary hearing 77.5 percent and the trial/final disposition 

stage 90.1 percent. 

percent of the initial filing of charges, the program potential to 

prosecute career criminals with vertical or unit vertical, was 

limited to that frequency. The actual frequency for vertical 

prosecutions during this program was 32.6 ,percent. This frequency 

represents a 2 percent program drop in the use of vertical prose

cution. Conversely, as Table 4.1 indicates, partial vertical and 

non-vertical percentages are on the rise. The actual increase for 

partial vertical prosecution is 1.5 percent while the actual rise 

for non-vertical prosecution is 0.5 percent. 

A more vivid picture of this trend is presented when the Phase I 

data is compared to the Phase II data. In this comparison, ver

tical prosecution has decreased as a prosecutorial method by 4 

percent while partial vertical prosecution shows a 3.1 percent 

increase and non-vertical prosecution shows a 0.9 percent in

crease. The drop in vertical representation can be attributed to 

some degree to the transfer of deputy to and from the CCP units. 

Vertical Prosecution vs. Partial and Non-Vertical Prosecution 

The Third Annual Report to the Legislature proclaimed vertical 

prosecution to be the keystone prosecutoria'i method. However, 
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that report never qualified that proclamation. Since, as we have 

seen, non-vertical prosecution is the least likely method of case 

management to be used in this program, one question needs to be 

answered in order to make the assessment of how dependent this 

program's success is on vertical prosecution. 

TABLE 4.1 

VERTICAL PROSECUTION 

Phase I Phase II 
(Mar. '78-June '80) (July '80-May '82) 

Total 
Program 

Percent 
Pros ecut ion No. Percent No. Percent Change No. Percent 

(a) (b) (b - a) 

Verti cal 950 34.6 820 30.6 - 4.0 1,770 32.6 

Part i a 1 1,114 40.6 1,169 43.7 + 3.1 2,283 42.1 

- F i1 e /P re 1 i mi na ry 202 7.4 312 11.7 + 4.3 514 9.5 

- F i1 e IT ri a 1 68 2.4 114 4.3 -} 1.9 182 3.4 

- P re 1 i mi nary /T ria 1 844 30.8 743 27.7 - 3.1 1,587 29.2 

Non-Vertical 

TOT A L 

680 24.8 689 25.7 + 0.9 1,369 25.3 

2,744 100.0 2,678 100.0 -- 5,422 100.0 

The question that needs to be answered is whether or not vertical 

prosecution will yield significantly higher conviction rates when 

compared to the other case management techniques used in the 

program. Data to answer this question was available for the July, 

1980 to May, 1982 time period. During this period, vertical, 

partial vertical and non-vertical prosecutions were compared to 

determine which method would be successful at achieving the 

highest conviction rate. Also, these methods were tested to 
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determine whether the observed differences in conviction rates 

were actual functions of the case management technique or a 

function of chance. 

The results of the test shows that vertical prosecution is the 

keystone to the program's success. Table 4.~: illustrates this 

point. The difference between vertical and the total program 

conviction rate for this period is 0.9 percent. Not only does 

vertical prosecution have a better conviction rate when compared 

to the total program conviction rate, but it also does better than 

the two other case management techniques of partial and non

vertical prosecutions. Vertical prosecution does better than 

partial vertical by 3.1 percent. It surpasses non-vertic~l 

prosecution by 8.6 percent. 

TABLE 4.2 

CONVICTION BY CASE MANAGEMENT PROCEDURE 

Verti cal Part i a 1 Non-Vert i ca 1 Tota 1 Program 

Con vi cti on 
Rates 94.8 91.7 86.2 93.9 

D. Partial Vertical Prosecution 

Over the four-year span of the prosecution program, vertical 

prosecution has contributed strongly to a high conviction rate; 

however. it is not the prevalent case management technique used in 

this program. Table 4.1 shO\~ed us that partially vertical 

prosecution, as a case management process, accounted for 42.1 

percent of the program's prosecution. This frequency is 9.5 
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percent greater than vertical, and 16.8 percent greater than 

non-vertical prosecutions. 

It was mentioned earlier that three types of partial vertical 

prosecution exist. These types are using a Career Criminal deputy 

at: 

Type 1 - the initial filing and preliminary hearing 

Type 2 - the intial filing and the trial 

Type 3 - the preliminary hearing and the trial 

Table 4.1 showed that 9.5 percent of the prosecutions were handled 

using Type 1 prosecutions, 3.4 percent of the prosecutions were 

handled using Type 2 prosecutions, and 29.2 percent of the prose

cutions were handled using Type 3 prosecutions. Type 3 prosecu-

tions occur most often because some of the jurisdictions have been 

organized such that their cases are filed by an office-wide filing 

deputy. The San Mateo, Alameda and Contra Costa District Attorneys' 

offices are three that apparently operate in this fashion. 

Since the jurisdictions have organized their case management 

procedures to essentially do partial vertical prosecutions, the 

question that needs to be answered is, "Which of the three types 

of prosecution processes leads to the highest conviction rate?U 

If a method can be found which is significantly better, then the 

program management has options as to the direction it might 

require local projects to follow. 
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The data to answer this question was taken from Phase II because 

this question was not posed prior to this report. It was found, 

as Table 4.4 indicates, that differences do exist among the three 

types of partial vertical strategies. It was also found that the 

differences are statistically significant. The major point here 

is that Type 2 partial vertical prosecution is Significantly 

better than Type 3 and Type 1. 

This finding has some significance because as noted earlier, the 

primary mode used in this program was Type 3 prosecutions. 

HO'.'/ever, from this finding, Type 3 prosecutions are 2 percent less 

effective than Type 2. The implication here is that if the 

program can reorganize and change to predominately vertical, or a 

Type 2 partial vertical prosecution strategy, the overall effec

tiveness of the program would tend to improve. Yet, it should be 

noted here (see Table 4.3) that none of the three types or partial 

vertical prosecution are better than vertical prosecution, but 

Type 2 prosecution gives it the most vigorous challenge. 

TABLE 4.3 

Type 1 Type 2 Type 3 Vert; cal 

Convi cti on 
Rates 88.1 94.7 92.7 94.8 

E. Prosecution's Workload 

The legislation mandates that prosecutors under this program 

should have reduced workloads. Essentially, this requirement 

stemmed from the premise that career criminal cases need 
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sufficient time for investigation and preparation. For vertical 

prosecution to be effective, it required that Deputy District 

Attorneys be given a reduced caseload when compared to non-career 

criminal deputies who generally do not use vertical prosecution as 

a case management technique. When the non-career criminal 

deputy's workload is used as the benchmark by which to compare the 

career criminal deputy's caseload, the program has been extremely 

successful in a case10ad which is significantly less than the 

benchmark. 

As caseloads are compared within the program, the average workload 

per deputy ranged from 7 cases to 15.3 cases. The program's 

average caseload per deputy was 11.1 cases. Table 4.4 shows that 

within this range of caseloads the program's success doesn't seem 

to be hampered as jurisdictions approach the higher end of the 

case spectrum. It also shCMs that it is not extremely beneficial 

to be at the lower end. Analysis did not show that high or low 

convictions rates were correlated to high or low workloads 

maintained by the Units. 

These facts may indicate that in some instances, increased case-

loads may be acceptable if the jurisdiction feels a need to handle 

more target crimes. It was noted that for many jurisdictions 

grand theft was a legislatively set target crim~ that had a high 

frequency of occurrence, but has not been targeted very frequently 

by the jurisdictions. This may be a good crime for some jurisdic

dictions to add if increased caseloads are desirable. 
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TABLE 4.4 

AVERAGE CASELOADS BY JURISDICTION 

Jurisdictions 
Average Con vi cti on 

Caseloads Rate 
R i versi de 7.0 94.4 
Fresno 7.5 96.7 
San Diego 8.5 96.6 
Ventu ra 9.7 97.6 
San Mateo 10.0 95.3 
Contra Costa 10.6 97.9 
San Francisco 10.7 90.4 
Alameda 11.5 81.7 
San Bernardi no 12. 1 90.7 
Orange 12.8 96.4 
Los Angeles 14.4 94.1 
Sacramento 14.5 91.9 
Santa Clara 15.3 96.6 

F. Effect of Pre-Trial Release 

Since this program is based on the preml·se th t a a few criminals 

cause a disproportionate amount of crimes, it follows that this 

program would seek to prevent career criminal defendants from 

having a further opportunity to commit crimes. The most effective 

and reasonable deterrent is to incapacitate these offenders 

through incarceration. HCMever, gi ven the structure of the 

criminal justice system, long-term incarcaration of offenders must 

come only after due process has been afforded to the offender. 
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In this program, by design p the majority of the defendants are 

repeat offenders. Given this set of circumstances and the pro

gram's premise, it is quite understandable that the Legislature 

would advocate that the program use the available prosecutorial 

resources to resist the pre-trial release of an offender prose

cuted by this program. However, one limitation of this evaluation 

report is that such subjective feelings cannot be substantiated. 

To substantiate this belief, data would have had to be collected 

which stated the extent to which offenders who were released prior 

to trial committed additional crimes. Unfortunately this type of 

data was not collected by OCJP. 

Another effect of pre-trial release was measured by OCJP. OCJP 

measured the impact that the release of an offender prior to the 

preliminary hearing or trial had on the length of time that it 

took to corrp lete a prosecuti on. (Thi s test was only done for the 

defendants prosecuted between July, 1980 and May, 1982). Table 

4.5 outlines the findings. 

Pre 1 i mi na ry 
Hearing Only 

Trial Only 

TABLE 4.5 

PRE-TRIAL RELEASE 

I n Custody Released 
(Average Days) (Average Days) 

144 205 

145 199 

Difference 
(Average Days) 

61 

54 

Table 4.5 indicates that the actual prosecution of a case takes 

longer when the defendant is released prior to the preliminary 
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hearing or a trial. This difference is significant ~t the pre

liminary hearing since it took 3 months* longer to prosecute a 

case when the defendant was not in custody. Also, it took nearly 

2 months and 11 days longer to prosecute a case when the defendant 

was not in custody at trial. 

More of the story is to'ld when custody is compared at the combin

ation of the preliminary hearing and trial stages. It was found 

that it took the longest time to prosecute a case when a defendant 

was released at the preliminary hearing and was in custody during 

trial. In this instance, it takes nearly 11 months (234 days) to 

prosecute the case. Wher'eas, it takes just six months (140 days) 

to prosecute a case when a defendant is in custody at the prelim

inary hearing and at the trial. 

* . Based on an average of 22 working days per month. 
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Table 4.6 shows that if a homogeneous set of defendants were kept 

at preliminary hearing and trial, that is, if the defendants were: 

(1) in custody at the preliminary hearing and at the trial or 

(2) released at the preliminary hearing and at the trial it 
took significantly less time to prosecute the case than the 
mixture of defendants in custody and released at the two 
junctu res. 

Pre li mi nary 
Heari ng 

I n Custody 

Released 

TABLE 4.6 

PRE-TRIAL RELEASE 

In Custody 
-

140 days 

234 days 

Tri al 

Released 

213 days 

194 days 

G. Effect of Bai 1 

This program continues to be successful at resisting the pre-trial 

release of defendants accused of committing career criminal tar

geted offenses. The prosecutorial tool used was effective 

1 obbyi ng of the courts by the Oi stri ct Attorney to set hi gh bail 

amounts. In the Third Annual Report to the Legislature t the 

offenders of the program were given an average bail of $26,100. 

This figure represented a considerable improvement over the amount 

reported for the comparison group. The offenders in the compari

son group were given an average bail of $7,880. F"Jr the total 

program, the average bai 1 set has now increased to $28,517. 

'During the period of July, 1980 - May, 1982, the average bail 
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amount for this program rose from $26,100 to $30,933 which 

accounts for the overall program improvement. 

The real impact of high bail is noticed when it is compared to 

those defendants who are in custody versus those defendants who 

were not in custody at the time of trial. During the July, 1980 

May~ 1982 program years, 85 percent of the defendants were in 

custody at the time of trial. Although other factors such as a 

parole hold can cause a defendant to '(,Ie in custody, one important 

factor is the amount of bail which was set. In comparing the 

amount of bail set for those defendants in custody versus those 

who were not in custody, it was apparent that those in custody had 

bail set which was significantly higher than their counterparts. 

In the former case, the average bail amount was $35,057. In the 

latter case, the average bail amount was $11,904. 

Table 4.7 shows how the career criminal bail averages compare to 

the non-career criminal prosecuted by this program. 

~ Status 

I n Custody 
Average Bail 

Released 
Average Bai 1 

TABLE 4.7 

EFFECT OF BAIL 

Career Non-Career 
Crimi nal Criminal 

$35,057 $27,098 

$11,904 $ 7,421 
'. 
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Difference 

$7;J 
$4,483 
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The program bail policies appear to be consistent for all cases 

prosecuted by the program. Table 4.7 shows that, in th~ case of 

the non-career criminal who must remain in custody at trial, the 

average bail amount is hi gher than for the defendants who are 

released at trial. 

H. Effect of Enhancements 

In the Third Annual Report to the Legislature, it was reported 

that enhancements had significant senterl.cing ramifications. 

However, the extent of the sente"',~e ramifications was not known. 

It was found during the Phase II time period that enhancements did 

have a substantial impact on an offenderls sentence. From a 

sample of 2,091 convicted career criminal cases, the majority of 

th-c! cases were con vi cted with enhancements. I n fact, 78.8 percent 

of those convi cted we\l"e convi cted with enhancements. The si gnif-

icant fact is that the sentence length for those offenders con

victed with enhancements averaged 6 years, 8 months. For the 21.2 

percent that did not have enhancements present in their cases, the 

average sentence length was 3 years, 8 months. The difference 

between the two sentences is a substantial 3 years. 

I. EFfect of Plea Agreement 

Examining the disposition of charges for this program revealed 

that the program had a high measure of success in prosecuting the 

majority of the charges filed against the offender. During the 

program history~ 22,839 charges have been prosecuted by the 

participating jurisdictions. In this time span, 63 percent of the 
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Disposition 

Conviction 

- Unreduced 

- Reduced 

- Unknown 

Oi smi ssa 1 

charges have been successfully prosecuted. On the other hand, the 

prosecution has dismissed only 29.8 percent of the charges. The 

courts have also dismissed 4.7 percent of the charges filed. 

Table 4.8 shows the program's progress in the conviction of 

charges filed against an offender. 

TABLE 4.8 

CHARGE DISPOSITION INFORMATION 
--

Phase I Phase II T ota 1 Program (Mar 178-June 180) (July 180-May 182 ) 

Charges Charges Charges 

.-

No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 
6,394 62.5 8,016 63.5 '14,410 63. 1 
6,220 60.8 7,566 59.9 13,786 60.4 

174 1.7 231 1.8 405 1.8 

-- -- 219 1.7 219 0.9 
3,595 35.2 4,292 34.0 7,887 34.5 

- Prosecution 3,111 30.4 3,701 29.3 6,812 29.8 
- Court 

Acquitta 1 

TOT A L 

484 4.8 591 4.7 1,075 4.7 
235 2.3 317 2.5 552 2.4 

10,224 99.9 12,625 100.0 22,849 100.0 I 
Prosecution dismissal and the reduced conviction are the two 

system checkpOints to determine whether or not the program has 

been engaging in plea agreements. The legislation mandates that: 

liThe prosec~ticn shall not negotiate an agreement with a 
ca~eer crimlnai that permits the defendant to plead 
gu,~ty ~r nolo contendere to an offense lesser in degree 
or In klnd than the most serious offense charged ••• " 

-68-

- -~-------------------

, _________________ ~ ____________________________________________________ d ___ ~ _________ ,~ __ ~ ______________________________ __ 



r , 
I· 

r-

I 
Examining the system's checkpoints, it was found that 82 percent 

of the offenders had been convicted on the IT~st serious charge. 

Also, 88.3 percent of the convicted offenders were convicted on 

the most serious charge. It was noted that this trend is on the 

decline. Additionally, it was found during Phase II that the main 

reason that an offender was not prosecuted on the most serious 

charge was because it had been dismissed by the prosecution. Of 

the dismissals, 75.7 percent were prosecution dismissals, 21.3 

percent were court dismissals, and 3 percent were a combination of 

prosecution and court dismissals. 

For a career criminal, the punishment for being convicted on the 

most serious charge versus a lesser charge was not significantly 

different. From a sample of 2,09'1 cases prosecuted during Phase 

II, it was found that the term for being convicted on the most 

serious charge was 6 years, 2 months. Whereas, an offender 

convicted of a lesser charge, because the most serious had been 

dismissed by the prosecution, was sentenced to 5 years, 9 months. 

This 5-month difference has been declared not to be substantially 

different by the prosecuting attorneys. By statute, this is a 

legitimate reason for dismissing the most serious charge. 

J. Impact on Public Defenders/Private Counsel 

Assembly Bill 415, which removed the sunset date for this program, 

requires the Office of Criminal Justice Planning, in cooper'ation 

with Public Defender representatives, to prepare a report to the 

Legislature describing the operation and results of the statewide 
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program and asseSSing any and all fiscal and workload burdens 

imposed by the program upon local court Public Defenders' offices 

and assigned counsel with recommendations where appropriate. 

To meet this mandate, OCJP has completed the following: 

(1) Appointed two Public Defenders to represent the 

Public Defender's view on the Career Criminal 

Prosecution Steering Committee; 

(2) Established a Public Defender's Evaluation 

Committee to produce an evaluation design 

appropriate in measuring the fiscal and workload 

impact upon the Public Defender's office. 

OCJP plans to start the evaluation process in December, 1982, when 

the Public Defender's Evaluation Corrmittee will meet, establish 

the evaluation design, and select the Public Defender's offices to 

be assessed. In January, 1983, the actual data collection process 

will start in the Public Defenders' offices which were selected 

for assessment in December, 1982. The Legislature can expect to 

receive a preliminary report on this topic from OCJP as part of 

the )983 Report ~ the Legislature in November, 1983. 
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v. CAREER CRIMINAL DEFENDANT 

Sex 

Male 

F ema 1 e 

Unknown 

TOT A L 

A. Sex 

The likelihood that a woman would be prosecuted by the Career 

Criminal Prosecution Program is small. For the entire program 

period, 95.2 percent of the defendants have been male which con

trasts sharp 1y to the 3.6 percent females and 1.3 percent lIun-

known ll defendants. This finding has remained consistent over the 

program history. Table 5.1 shows the program consistency. 

TABLE 5.1 

SEX 

Phase I Phase II Total Program 
(Mar '78-June 180) (July lBO-May 82) 

No. of No. of No. of 
Defendants Percent Defendants Percent Defendartts Percent 

2,283 94.3 2,568 96.0 4,851 95 .. 2 

86 3.5 95 3.5 181 3.5 

52 2.2 15 0.5 67 1.3 

2,421 100.0 2,678 100.0 5,099 100.0 

The disposition of cases for males and females has been different 

'in terms of the length of time that the two groups av'e sentenced 

to state prison. For a convicted male career criminal, the 

average sentence length is 6 years, 1 month. On the other hand, a 

convicted female's average sentence length is 5 years. It should 

be noted that the sentenci ng towards women has been more consi s~. 

tent than for that of a man. In this program, a woman convicted 

of a career criminal offense can expect to be sentenced from 3 to 

7 years. Whereas, a convicted male career criminal could not 
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Ethni city 

White 

Black 

Mexican/ 

I Ameri can 

Other 

Unknown 

TOT A L 

specu 1 ate with any degree of certai nty on hi s sentence because the 

majority of the sentences fall between 3 months to nearly 12 years. 

B. Ethni city 

Table 5.2 shows the ethnicity of defendants prosecuted by this 

program. Some changes in the frequency of ethnic background have 

occurred since the last report to the Legislature. The largest 

proportion of defendants prosecuted in this program were Black. 

It appears that whi 1e other ethni c groups either remai ned the same 

or realized a slight decrease in the proportions prosecuted, the 

proportion of Blacks prosecuted by this program has shown an 

increase. For the entire program period, the pr~portion of Blacks 

prosecuted by the program increased 3.2 percent, from 38.2 percent 

to 41.4 percent. During the Phase II period, the Black proportion 

of the prosecution increased 6.2 percent--from 38.2 percent to 

44.4 percent, which accounts for the program-wide increase. 

Phase I 
(~1ar I 78-June 

No. of 

TABLE 5.2 

PROSECUTION BY ETHNICITY 

Phase II 
80) (Ju ly '80-May '82) 

Defendants Percent NO~ Defendants , Percent 

955 39.4 921 34.4 

923 38.2 1,189 44.4 

426 17.5 472 17.6 

59 2.4 62 2.3 

58 2.4 34 1.3 

2,421 100.0 2,678 100.0 
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TotaI Program 

No. of 
Defendants Percent 

1,876 36.8 

2,112 41.4 

898 17.6 

121 2.4 

92 1.8 

5,099 100.0 



f 4 u:::e. j 

In ter'ms of incarceration, in state prison, the average length of 

sentence set for a career criminal is not significantly different for 

White, Black or Mexican-American defendants. The average sentence 

length for each of these groups is nearly 6 years. Figure 5.1 shows 

the prison term in months for each ethnic group. 

FIGURE 5.1 

PRISON TERM BY ETHNICITY 

Ethnicity Terms in Months 

White 72 .5 

Black 72.7 

Mexi can IAmeri can 72.0 

c. Age 

The majority of career cri mi na 1 offenders I a ges ranged between 21 and 

34 years. Table 5.2 shows that 66.5 percent of the offenders 

prosecuted during Phase I were between 21 and 34 years of age. It also 

shows that this percentage increased during Phase II to 68.8 percent. 

For the entire program period, 67.8 percent of the offenders were 

between the ages of 21 and 34. 
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Age 
,-

IInder 18 

18 - 20 

21 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

35 + 

Unk nown 

TOT A L 

I, 

TABLE 5.3 

AGE 

Phase I Phase II Total Program 
(Mar 178-June 80) (July 180-May 182) 

No. of No. of No. of 
Defendants Percent Defendants Percent Defendants Percent 

32 1.3 49 1.8 81 1.6 

265 10.9 301 11.2 566 11. 1 

517 21.4 552 20.6 1,069 21.0 

682 28.2 720 26.9 1,402 27.5 

413 17. 1 571 21.3 984 19.3 

467 19.3 478 17 .8 945 18.5 

45 1.8 7 0.3 52 1.0 

2,421 100.0 2,678 100.0 5,099 100.0 

It should be noted that Table 5.3 shows that this program has 

prosecuted juveniles. Apparently, there was a slight increase in 

the prosecution of juveniles from Phase I to Phase II. 

During the time period of July, 1980 through May. 1982, the 

incarceration lengths have been different for eacb age group. 

Generally, the program tended to send younger offenders to prison 

for a longer period of time. Figure 5.2 shows this tendency. 
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Age 
Ranges 

Under 18 

18 - 20 

21 - 24 

25 - 29 

30 - 34 

35 + 

FIGURE 5.2 

PRISON TERMS BY AGE 

Pri son 
Terms 
Months 

82.6 

80.8 

71.0 

66.4 

71.5 

67.9 

D. Charging Information 

Pri son Term 
Years/Months 

6/11 

6/8 

5/11 

5/6 

5/11 

5/8 

The defendants in this program were prosecuted on a wide ranl~ of 

charges. Nearly 81 percent of the defendants who were prosecuted 

by this program had between one and six charges filed against 

them. Also, 66.4 percent of the defendants had charges ranging 

between one and four charges filed against them. The typical case 

which was prosecuted by this program involved one charge plus 

several priors. Table 5.4 shows a slight upward rise in the 

proportion of cases which have seven or more charges. 
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Charges 

1- 2 

3- 4 

5- 6 

7- 8 

9-10 

11-12 

13-14 

15+ 

Unknown 

TOTAL 

TABLE 5.4 

CHARGE INFORMATION 

Phase I Phase II Tota 1 Program (Mar 178··June 180 ) (July '80-May '82) 
--

No. of No. of No. of Defendants Percent Defendants Percent Defendants Percent 
1,041 43.0 1,093 40.8 2,134 41.9 

593 24.5 655 24.5 1,248 24.5 
354 14.6 372 13.9 726 14.2 
166 6.9 207 7.7 

I 
373 7.3 

105 4.3 122 4.6 227 4.5 
43 1.8 74 2.8 117 2.3 
36 1.5 40 1.5 767 1.5 
83 3.4 113 4.2 196 3.8 
0 a 2 0.1 2 0 

2,421 100.0 2,678 100.0 5,099 100.0 

E. Type of Career Criminal 

In Chapter II, Program Description, a number of types of career 

criminals existed based upon several factors. These factors 

include the number of crimes that were currently charged against 

the offender and the offender's past criminal history. The two 

categories of career criminals could be labeled: 

(1) series offender 

(2) non-series offender 

For the purpose of this report, series offenders were individuals 

who committed or attempted to commit three or more separate 
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targeted offenses not arising out of the same transaction and who 

did not have any prior qualifying convictions. Whereas a non

seri es offender was an i ndi vi dua 1 who cOlllTlitted or attempted to 

commit one or more of the targeted offenses plus had a hi story of 

prior qualifying convictions. 

From·: .1y, 1980 through May, 1982, nearly half of the defendants 

prosecuted by this program were series offenders. This is 

significantly higher than the proportion of series offenders which 

were prosecuted during the first three years of the program. 

During that time period the proportion of series offenders was 30 

percent. Table 5.5 shows the proportion of series offenders by 

jurisdiction from July, 1980 through May, 1982. During this 

period, the caseload of certain jurisdictions ranged from 22.9 to 

76.6 percent series offenders. 

TABLE 5.5 

SERIES OFFENDERS 

Offenders Percent 
County Total .Series of Total 

Alameda 328 75 22.9 
Contra Costa 149 79 52.7 
Fresno 150 39 26.0 
Los Angeles 564 370 65.8 
Orange 222 141 63.2 
Ri versi de 72 27 37.5 
Sacramento 111 85 76.6 
San Bernardino 85 42 50.0 
San Diego 235 141 60.0 
San Francisco 269 75 27.8 
San Mateo 189 48 25.5 
Santa Clara 263 163 62.0 
Ventura 41 16 38.1 

Tota 1 Program 2,678 1,301 48.6 
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The significant point about the series offender lies not only in 

the large proportion of the program caseload, but also in the 

length of sentence given to the series offender. The available 

data shows that a series offender's average sentence length was 7 

years, 2 months, while a non-series offender's average sentence 

was 5 years, 7 months. What this means is that this program has 

secured harsher sentences for offenders without priors than for 

those with priors. 

F. Defendant's Status at Offense 

The majority of defendants were under son~ form of criminal 

justice sanction at the time of their offenses. This trend has 

held true throughout the program's history. During the program 

period of July, 1980 through May, 1982, 63.4 percent of the 

defendants were under some form of criminal justice sanction. Of 

those defendants under some form of sanctions, 56 percent were 

reported as under pre-trial release. 

Figur~ 5.3 shows the total proportion of offenders I status at the 

time of the offense. Of the caseload, 2.5 percent were reported 

as being in prison or in other institutions. 
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Status 

No Commitment 

FIGURE 5.3 

STATUS AT OFFENSE 

Pre-Trial Release 

Probati on 

In Prison J 
Other Institutions 

G. Defendant IS Status at Preliminary Hearing 

Percentage 
of 

Caseload 

36.6 

35.5 

25.4 

1.2 

1.3 

It was shown in the preceding chaptel' that the benefit for having 

the defendants in custody at the time of preliminary hearings that 

it saves time in prosecuting the case. The Legislature mandated 

that this program decrease the proportion of criminals who were 

granted pre-trial release. As prescribed, the program continues 

to comply with the legislative mandate. Eighty-four percent of 

the defendants were in custody at the time of the preliminary 

hearing. Table 5.5 shows the program frequencies. This frequency 

represents a 1.1 percent increase over the previous period. 

During July, 1980 and May, 1982, the in-custody rate for the 

program increased to 85.1 percent. 
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Status 

In Custody 

Own 
Recognizance 

Rail 

Other 

Unknown 

TOT A l 

TABLE 5.6 

PRELIMINARY HEARING 

Phase I Phase II 
(Mar '78-June 180) (July '8O-May '82) 

Number Percent Number Percent 

2,006 82.9 2,279 85.1 

79 3.3 77 2.9 

265 10.9 295 11.0 

20 0.8 7 0.3 

51 2.1 20 0.7 

2,421 100.0 2,678 100.0 

H. Defendant's Status at Trial 

Total Program 

Number Percent. 

4,285 84.0 

156 3.1 

560 11.0 

27 0.5 

71 1.4 

5,099 100.0 

The in-custody tendency established for the preliminary hearing 

holds true for the defendant at the final disposition. The 

majority of them were in custody at the time of trial. During the 

Phase II time period, this proportion increased 5.8 percent over 

Phase I. ,This increase accounts for the illl>rovement realized 

program-wide. For the total program, 76.8 percent of the 

defendants were in custody at the time ~f their trial. Table 5.7 

shows the program improvements. 
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TABLE 5.7 

DEFENDANT STATUS AT TRIAl. 

Phase I Phase II 
17B-June 180) (July 80-May 182) 

Total Program 

Status Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

In custody 1,786 73.8 2,132 79.6 3,918 76.8 

Own 
Recognizance 82 3.4 62 2.3 144 2.8 

Bail 253 10.5 290 10.8 543 10.6 

Other 6 0.2 16 0.6 22 0.4 

Unknown 294 . 12.1 178 6.7 472 9.3 

TOT A L 2,421 100.0 2,678 100.0 5,999 100.0 

!~ Target Offenses 

As could be predicted, this program prosecuted robberies and 

burglaries more frequently than any other targeted offenses. 

Although minor in terms of frequency, the program also prosecuted 

defendants in each of the targeted offenses. During this current 

reporting period of July, 1980 - May, 1982, robberies accounted 

for 54.2 percent of the prosecution's workload. Armed robberies 

were included in the statistic. Burglaries accounted for 37.4 

percent of all prosecution. First and second degree burglaries 

were included in that percentage. Table 5.8 ShCMS the frequency 

for which each target offense was prosecuted by the program. 

These offenses represent the most serious crimes charged by the 

prosecution. 
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Target 
Offenses 

Arson 

Burg1 ary 

Drugs 

Grand Theft 

Grand Theft Auto 

RecF.!iving Stolen Property 

Robbery 

Other Non-Target 

TOT A L 

I 
I ~ 

TABLE 5.8 

TARGET OFFENSES 

Number 

5 

1,001 

43 

50 

16 

72 

1,452 

39 

2,678 
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Percent 

0.2 

37.4 

1.6 

1.9 

0.6 

2.7 

54.2 

104 

100.0 
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VI. PROGRAM RECOMMENDATIONS 

The program recommendations are directed at three parties--the 

Governor, the California Legislature and the Office of Criminal 

~ustice Planning. The reco~nendations are based on the findings 

presented in this report. 

A. The Governor and California Legi.slature 

1. The California Legislature should continue to appropriate 
funds to the Career Criminal Prosecution Program. 

This program continues to successfully meet the objectives set 

forth by the Legislature. Since March 1978, this program has 

prosecuted nearly six thousand career criminals. Approxi

mately 92 percent of these offenders have been convicted and 

of this group, 90 percent have been incarcerated with an 

average state prison term of 5 years, 8 months. All of these 

findings are significant imp~ovements over the treatment these 

very serious offenders were receiving prior to the enactment 

of the program. 

B. Office of Criminal Justice Planning 

1. OCJP should request an Attorney G~ner~l's Opi~i?n to determine 
whether partial vertical ~rosecut10n 1S a leglt1mate ~ 
management technique whic the program can contlnue to use. 

Currently, the program is not strictly in compliance with the 

legislative mandate to prosecute career criminal offenders 

using vertical prosecution. Additionally, it is not strictly 

complying with an earlier Attorney General's Opinion to use 

unit prosecution. Although vertical prosecution has the best 

conviction results, partial vertical prosecution also has 
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significantly high conviction rates when compared to non

vertical prosecution. 

2. OCJP should conduct a study to determine the effect of the 
Career Criminal Prosecution Program on the crTnnnal justice 
system. 

OCJP plans to conduct a study which will assess the impact of 

this program on the Public Defenders' offices to comply with 

the mandate of AB 415. Also, OCJP needs to update its find-

i ngs reported in the Thi rd Annual Report to the Legi s 1 atu re on 

the program's impact on the courts, the police departments, 

the District Attorneys' offices and the prisons. 

3. OCJP should continue to study the impact of Prosecutor's 
caseload on the program's accomplishments such as conviction 
rates. 

During this study it was found that for the range of average 

caseloads reported by the CCP units, 7 to 15.3, there was no 

correlation between caseloads and conviction rates. With 

additional analysis specifically focused in this area, it 

could be determined whether an ideal caseload level exist to 

which all CCP units could converge. 
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APPEN.DIX A 

Senate Bill No. 683 

CHAPTER 1151 

An act to add and repeal Chapter 2.3 (commencing with Section 
999b) to Title 6 of Part 2 of the Penal Code, relating to career crimi-
nals, and making an appropriation therefor. . " . 

[ApPl'Oved b}' Governor September 29, 1977. Filed with 
Secretary of State September 29, 1977J 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 
SB 683, Deukmejia,n. Career criminals. ' 

, Existing law contains various provisions relating to the pros~cQtion 
and sentencing of persons with prior felony COI;lvictions. , 

.This bill 'would add. pl:ovisions permitting prosecutors in 'each 
county to,establish Career Criminal Prosecution Programs whereby 
enhanced prosecution procedures would apply. to persons 1,lIlder ar
rest who have suffe:lied previous' convictions or are 'charged with 
multiple offenses, as specified. " I 

The bill would appropriate $1,500,000 for such purposes; 
The provisions of the bill would remain operative only.untilJanu

ary 1, 1982, and on such date would be repealed . 
. Appropriation: yes. : 

The people of'the State of Caliliirnia. do enact as. foUow.s: 
'.' 

SECTION .1. Cl\apter 2.3 (commenping with Section 999b) is 
' added to Title 6 of Part 2 of the Penal Code; to read: 

CHAPTER 2.3. CAREERCruMIN~L.c; 

999b, The Legislatur.e. hereby . finds a substantial and 
disproportionate amount of serious crime is committed against the ' 
people of CalifOrnia by a relatively s~~ number of multiple and 
repeat felony offenders, commonly kriown as career criminals,'ln 
enacting this chapter, the Legislature intends to support increased' 
efforts by district attorneys' offices to proseCl,lte career criminals . 
through organizational and operational techniques that have been 
l?roven effective in selected" counties in this and other states. . 

999c: (a) There is··hereby estabijshed in the Office of Criminal 
justice Planning a program of financial ,and technical assistanc~ for 
district attorneys' offices, designated the California Career Criminal 
P~osecution Program, All funds ap'propriated to the Office of 
Criminal justice Planning for the purposes of this chapter shall be 
adminisfered 'and disbursed by the executive dir~t~r of such office 
in consultation with theCaliforhia Councll on Crimin~ justice, and 
shall to the greatest extent feasible be coordinated or consoUdB:ted 
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with federal funds that may be xnade available for these pt;ll'poses. 
(b) The executive director is authorized to allocate and award 

fwids to counties in which career criminal prosecution units are' 
. established in substantial compliance with the policies and criteria 
set forth below in Sections 999d, 99ge, 999f, and 999g. 

(c) Such allocation and award of funds shall be'made upon, 
application executed by the county:s district attorne~ ~~ approved 
by its board of supervisors. Funds disbursed under this cnapter shall 
not supplant local funds that would,·in the absence of the California 
Career Criminal Prosecution Program, be made available to support 
the prosecution of felony ~ases. . . . 

(d) On or before April 1, 1978, and in consultation WIth, the 
Attorney General, the executive director shall prepare and ISSue 
writteri program and administrative ~delines and'proc~dures ~or 
the California Career Criminal Prosecution Program, conSlStent WIth 
this chapter. In addition to all other formal requirements that may 
apply to the enactment of such guidelines and procedures, a 
complete and final draft of them shall be subniitted on or before 
March 1,'1978, to the chairpersons of the CriminclJustic~ Committee 
of the Assembly and the Judiciary Committee of the Senate of the 
California Legislature. . 

(e) ~ua1ly, commencing October. I, 1978, t?~ e~ecutiv~ 
director snall prepare a report to the LegISlaturE; descnbmg ~,detail 
the operation of the statewide program and the results obtamed of 
career criminal prosecution units of district attorneys' offices 
receiving funds under this chapter and under ~omparabJe 
federally-financed awards. ' " " 

999d. Career criminal prosecution units receiving funds under 
this chapter shall concentrate enhanced prosecution efforts and 
resources upon individuals identified' under selection criteria set 
forth in Section 99ge. Enhanced prosecution efforts a,nd resources 
shall include, but not be limited to: . 

(a) "Vertical" prosecutorial representati,~n, whereoy the 
prosecutor who makes the initial filing or appearance in a career 
criminal case will perfornl all subsequent court appearances on that, 
particular case through 'its conclusion, including the' s~ntencing 

,phase; , 
. (b) Assignment of highly qualified investigators and pros~utors 
to career criminal' cases; and ' 

(c) Significant reduction of caseloads for investigators and 
prosecutors assigned to career criminal caSes. , 

99ge. (a) An individual shall be the subject of career criminal 
prosecution efforts who is under an "est for the co~mission .!or 
attempted commission of one or more of the followmg felowes: 
robbery, burglary, ar~on, any unlawful act rel~ting to conttolled 
substances in violation of Section H35I or 11352 of the Health and 
Safety' Code, receiving stolen property, grand th~ft and grand .theft 
auto; and who is either being prosecuted for three or more separate 
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offenses not arising out of the same transaction involving one or more 
of such felonies, or has suffered at least one conviction during the 
preceding 10 years for any f~lony listed in paragraph (1) of this 
subdivision, or at least two convictions during the preceding 10 years 
for any felony listed in paragraph (2) of this subdivision: 

(1) Robbery by a person armed with a deadly or dangerous 
weapon, burglary of the first degree, arson as defined in Section 447a 

, or «Sa, forcible rape, sodomy or oral copulation committed with 
force, lewd or lascivious conduct committed upon a child,' 
kidnapping.as defined in Section 209, or murder. . 
. (2) Grand theft, grand theft auto, receiving stolen property, 
robbery other than that described in paragraph (1) above, burglary 
of the second degree, kidnapping as defined in Section 2fJ1., assault 
with a deadly weapon, or· any unlawful act relating to controlled 
substances in violation of Section 11351 or 11352 of the Heaith and 
Safety Code. . . 
. For purposes of this chapter, the lO':year periods specified iJ:\ this 

section sha1). be exclusiv~ of any time which the arrested person has 
served in state prison. . ' . 

(b) In applying the career crimirial selection criteria. set forth 
above, a district attorney may elect t-o limit career criminal 
prosecution efforts to persons arrested for anyone or more of the 
felonies listed in subdivision (a) of this section if crime statistics 
demonstrate that the incidence of such one or more felonies presimts 
a particularly serious problem in the county. 

(c) In exercising the prosecutorial discretion granted by Section 
999g, the district ai-tomey shall, consider the followipg: (1) the 
character, background, and prior cr~al background of the 
defendant; and (2) the number and the seriousness of the offenses 
currently chargec;l against the defendant. . " 

999f. Subject to reasonable prosecutorial discretion, each district 
attorney's office establishing a career criminal prosecution unit and 
receiving state support under this chapter shall adopt and pursue the 
follOWing policies for career criminal cases: . 

(a) A plea of guilty or a triaiconviction will be sought on the most 
serious offense charged in the accusatory pleading against an 
individual meeting career criminal selection criteria. . 

(b) All reasonable prosecutorial efforts will be made to resist the 
pretrial release of a charged ~efendant meeting career crimiIlal 
selection criteria. . 

(c) All reasonable prosecutorial efforts will be made to persuade 
the court to impose the most severe authorized sentence upon a 
person convicted after prosecution as 1 career criminal. 

(d) All reasonable prosecutoriru efforts will be made to reduce the 
time between arrest. and disposition of charge against an individual 
meeting career criminal selection criteria. ' 

(e) The prosecution shall not negotiate an agreement with a 
career criminal: ' ~ . , 

2 683 4!' 33 

A-3 



I , . 
! 

I" 

Ch.1151 -4-

(1) That permits the defendant to plead guilty or nolo contendere 
to an offense lesser in d.egree or in kind than the most serious offens~ 
charged in the information or indictment; . , 

(2) That the prosecution shall not oppose the defendant s request. 
for a particular sentence if below the maximum; or 

(3) That a specific sentence is the appropriate disposition of the 
case if belo", the maximum. 

999g. The selection criteria set forth in Section 99ge ~d .th~ 
policies of Sectipn.999f shall be a~ered to for eac~ c~eer ~nmmaj 
case unless, in. the reasonable exerClSe of prosecutor s disc~etion, one 
or more of the following circumstances are found to apply to a 
particular case: . 

(a) The facts or available evidence do not warrant prosecution on 
the most serious offense charged. 

(b) Prosecution of the most serious offense charged,if successf~, 
would not add to the' severity of the maximum sentence otheI'Wlse 
applicable to the caSe. '. . . 

(c) Departure from such policies with res~ect t~ a p!¥,ticular 
career criminal defendant would substantially lffiprove. the 

. likelihood of successful prosecution of one or more other felony cas~s. 
. (d) Extraordinary circumstance~ require the departure'from such 

policies in order to promote the gen~ral purposes ~d intent of this 
chapter. . '. -" . . " 

999h. 'The characterization of a defendant as a career cnminal 
as defined by this chapter may not be communicated to the trier of 
fact. . 

SEC. 2. The sum of one million five hundred thousand dollars 
($1,500,000) is hereby. appropriated from the Gene~al Fund to the 
Office of Criminal Justice Planning without regard to fiscal years for 
costs of administration of this act and for allocation by the Office 'Of 
C~ Justice P4uming to district attomeys~ office's and the 
attorney General for the purposes of this act.· It is the intent .of the 
Legislature that any additional funding shall be requested m the 
.annual Budget Act. . 

• 

SEC. 3. This act shall remain operative only until Jaouary 1, 1982, -
and on such date is repealed. 

o 
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APPENDIX B 

Assembly Bill No. 415 

CHAPTER 42 

An act to amend Sections 3411, 3413, 3415, 3416, !3417, 3418, 3419, 
3420,3421,3422, and 3424 of, to add Chapter 2.3 (commencing with 
Section 999b) to, and to add and repeal Chapter 2.7 (commencing 
with Section 1001) of, Title 6 of Part 2 of, the Penel Code, relating 
to crimes, making an appropriation therefor and declaring the ur
gency thereof, to take effect immediately. 

[Approved by Governor February 17, \982. Filed with 
Secretary of State February 17, 1982.] 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 
AB 415, Goggin. Crimes. 
Prior law established a Career Criminal Prosecution Program 

wher~by the executive director of the Office of Criminal Justic~ 
Planmng allocated funds to counties in which career criminal 
prosecution units were established to provide enhanced prosecution 
proc~d~es for personsun~er arrest who' suffered previous 
conVIctions or were chargedWlth multiple offenses, as specified. The 
provLqons were operative only until January 1,1982, and on such date 
were repealed. 

This bill ~ould reenact the authority for the program, but would 
delete reqw~ements for specified guidelines and. revise provisions for 
rep?rts relativ~ ~o the program. revise the list of subject offenses, and 
reVIse the poliCIes for the prosecution of career criminal cases. 

Prior law provided criteria for local diversion programs as defined. 
The provisions were repealed January 1, 1982. 

The bill.woul~ reenact the provisions until January 1, 1985, would. 
apply them to Inlsdemeanors only and would require approval by the 
prosecutor of the diversion program before any person is diverted. 

Existing law provides for a community treatment program for 
specified mothers and children in the Department of Corrections 

This bill would expand the program to include older children and 
mothers with longer periods of incarceration, and would make other 
changes as specified. . 

The bill would appropriate a specified sum for allocation under the 
Career Criminal Prosecution Program. . 

The bill would take effect immediately as an urgency statute. 
Appropriation: yes. c 

The people of the State of California do enact as FoUows: 

SECTION 1. Chapter 2.3 (commencing with Section 999b) is 
added to Title 6 of Part 2 of the Penal Code, to read: 
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CHAPTER 2.3. CAREER CRIMINALS 

999b. The Legislature hereby finds a substantial and 
disproportionate amount of serious crime is committed against the 

, people of California by a relatively small number of multiple and 
repeat felony offenders, commonly known as career criminals. In 
enacting this chapter, the Legislature intends to support increased 
efforts by district attorneys' offices to prosecute career criminals 
through organizational and operational techniques that have been 
proven effective in selected counties in this and other states. 

999c. (a) There is hereby established in the Office of Criminal 
Justice Planning a program of financial and technical assistance for 
district attorneys' offices, designated the California Career Criminal 
Prosecution Program. All funds appropriated to the Office of 
Criminal Justice Planning for the purposes of this chapter shall be 
administered and disbursed by the executive director of such office 
in consultation with the California Council on Crimina] Justice, and 
shall to the greatest extent f~asible be coordinated or consolidated 
with federal funds that may he made available for these plli"pOses. 

(b) The executive director is authorized to allocate and award 
funds to counties in which career criminal prosecution units are 
established h, substantial compliance with the policies and criteria 
se~ forth below in Sections 999d, 99ge, 999f, al1d 999g. 

(c) Such allocation and award of funds shall be made upon 
application executed by the county's district attorney and approved 
by its board of supervisors. Fund' disbursed under this chapter shall 
not supplant local funds that would, in the absence of the California 
Career Criminal Prosecution Program, be made available to support 
the prosecution of felony cases. Funds available under this program 
shall not be subject to review as specified in Section 14780 of the 
Government Code. 

(d) Annually, commencing April 1, 1982, the executive director 
shall, in cooperation with public defender represente.tives, prepare 
a report to the Legislature describing the operation and results of the 
statewide program and assessing arty and all fiscal and workload 
burdens imposed by the statewide program upon local court public 
defender offices and assigned counsel with recommendations where 
appropriate. . 

999d. Career criminal prosecution units receiving foods under this 
chapter shall concentrate enhanced prosecution efforts and 
resources upon individuals identified under selection' criteria set 
forth in Section 99ge. Enhanced prosecution efforts and resources 
shall include, but not be limited to: 

(a) "Vertical" prosecutorial representation, whereby the 
prosecutor who makes the initial filing or appearance in a career 
criminal case will perform all subseque~t court appearances on that 
particular case through its conclusion, including the sentencing 
phase; , 

, , 
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(b) Assignment of highly qualified investigators and proscc;utors 
to career criminal cases; and 

(c) Significant reduction of caseloads for investigators and 
prosecutors assigned to career criminal cases. 

99ge. (a) An individual shall be the subject of career criminal 
prosecution efforts who is under arrest for the commission or 
attempted commission of one or more of the following felonies: 
robbery, burglary, arson, any unlawful act relating to controlled 
substances in violaHon of Section 11351 or 11352 of the Health and 
Safety Code, receiving stolen property, grand theft and grand theft 
auto; and who is either being prosecuted for three or more separate 
offenses not arising out of the same transaction involving one or more 
of such felonies, or has suffered at least one conviction during the 
preceding 10 years for any felony listed in paragraph (1) of this 
subdivit,ion, or at least two convictions during the preceding 10 years 
for any felony listed in paragraph (2) 1)f this .subdivision: 

(1) Robbery as defined in Section 211, burglary of the first degree, 
arson as defined in Section 451, unlawfully causing a lire as defined 
in Section 452, forcible rape, sodomy or oral copulation committed 
with force, lewd or lasciVious conduct committed upon a child, 
kidnapping as defined in Section 209, Qr murder. 

(2) Grand theft, grand theft auto; receiving stolen property, 
robbery other than that described in paragraph (1) above, burglary 
of the second degree, kidnapping as defined in Section 207, assault 
with a deadly weapon or instrument, or any unlawful act relating to 
controlled substances in violation of Section 11351 or 11352 of the 
Health and Safety Code. 

For purposes of this chapter, the 100year periods specified in this 
section shall be exclusive oj any time which the arrested person has 
served in state prison. 

(b) In applying the career criminal selection criteria set forth 
above, a district attorney may elect to limit career criminal 
prosecution efforts to persons arrested for anyone or more of the 

9 felonies listed in subdivision (a) of this section if crime statistics 
demonstrate that the incidence of such one or more felonies presents 
a particularly serious problem in the county. 

(c) In exercising the prosecutorial discretion granted by, Section 
999g, the district attorney shall consider the following: (1) the 
character, background, and prior criminal background of the 
defendant; and (2) the number and the seriousness of the offenses 
currently charged against the defendant. 

999f. (a) Each district attorney's office establishing a career 
criminal prosecution unit and receiving state support under this 
chapter shall adopt and pursue the following policies for career 
criminal cases: 

(1) A plea of guilty or a trial conviction will be sought on all the 
offenses charged in the accusatory pleading against an indiyiducl 
meeting career criminal selection criteria. 
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(2) All reasonable prosecutorial efforts will be made to resist the 
pretrial release of a charged defendant meeting career criminal 
selection criteria. 

(3) All reasonable prosecutorial efforts will be made to persuade 
the court to impose the most severe authorized sentence upon a 
person convicted after prose<!utioll as a career criminal. 

(4) All reasonable prosecutorial efforts will be made to reduce the 
time between arrest and disposition of charge against an individual 
meeting career criminal selection criteria. 

(b) The prosecution shall not negotiate a plea agreement with a 
defendant in a career criminal prosecution; and Sections 1192.1 to 
1192.5, inclusive, shall not apply, nor shall any plea of guilty or nolo 
contendere authorized by any such section, or any plea of guilty or 
nolo contendere as a result of .any plea agreement be approved by 
the court in a career criminal prosecution. 

(c) For purposes of this section a "plea agreement" means an 
agreement by the defendant to plead guilty or nolo contendere in 
exchange for any or all of the following: a dismissal of charges, a 

• reduction in the degree of a charge, a chang~ of a charge to a lesser 
or different crime, a specific manner or extent of punishment. 

(d) This section does not prohibit the reduction of the offense 
charged or dismissal of counts in the interest .of jUstice when a 
written declaration. by the prosecuting attorney stating the specific 
factual and legal basis for such reduction or dismissal is presented to 
the court and the court, in writing, ackno~ledges acceptance of such 
declaration. A copy of such declaration and acceptance shall be 
retained in the case file. The only basis upon which charges may be 
reduced or counts dismissed by the court shall be in cases where the 
prosecuting attorney decides that there is insufficient evidence to 
prove the people's case, the testimony of a material witness cannot 
be. obtained, or a reduction or dismissal would not result in a 
substantial change in sentence. 

In any case in which the court or magistrate grants the prosecuting 
attorney's motion for a reduction of charges or dismissal of countsO 
because there would be no substantial change in sentence j the court 
or magistrate shall require the prosecuting attorney to put on the 
record in open court the following: 

(1) The charges filed in the complaint or information and the 
maximum statutory penalty that could be given if the defendant 
were convicted of all such charges. 

(2) The charges which would be filed against the defendant if the 
court or magistrate grants the· prosecuting attorney's motion and the 
ml¢mum statutory penalty which can be given for these charges. 

(e) This section does not prohibit a plea agreement when there 
are codefendants, and the prosecuting attorney determines that the 
information or testimony of the defendant making the agreement is 
necessary for the convi~tion of one or more of the other 
codefendants. The court shall condition its acceptance of the plea 
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agreement on the defendant giving the information or testimony 
Before the court can accept the plea agreement, the prosecuting 

attorney shall ·present a written declaration to the court specifying 
the legal and factual reasons for the agreement and the' court shall 
:hkndowlledg~ in writing its acceptance of that d~c1aration. A copy of 

e ec aration and acceptance shall be retained in the case file 
999g. The selection criteria set forth in Section 99ge shall be 

adhe~ed to for each cax:~er . criminal case unless, in the reasonable 
exer~lse of prosecutor s discretion, extraordinary circumstances 
rp.qwre the departure from such policies in order to promote the 
general purposes and intent of this chapter. 

999h. The ch.aracterization of a defendant as a "career criminal" 
~ defined by this chapter may not be communicated to the trier of 
lact. 

.SEC.2. Chapter 2.7 (commencing with Section 1001) is added to 
Title 6 of Part 2 of the Penal Code, to read: . 
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APPENDIX C 

PROGRN1 GUIDELINES 

CALIFORNIA CAREER.CRIMINAL PROSECUTIOH PROGRN1 

INTRODUCTION 

This document contains the program and administrative guidelines and procedures 

for"the California Career Criminal Prosecution (CCP) Program, consistent with < 

California Penal Code Chapter 2.3, commencing with Section 9~9b. These 

guidelines and procedures were drafted \'/ith the assistance of the Project 

Supervisors Advisory Committee. 

These guidelines set forth the terms and conditions which will govern the award 

of state gr'ant funds by the Office of Criminal Justice Planning (OCJP). 

pursuant to statutory authority. These guidelines do not constitute rules, 

regulations, orders or ~tandards of general application because such r~les, 

regulations, orders or standards would be beJond OCJp·s authority. 

These guidelines and procedures have been developed in accord with the 

following principles: 

1. Program and administrative guidelines and procedures should be drafted 

in as clear and simple a fashion as possib1~. 

2. Project selection and fund allocation criterion should focus on target 

areas offering the most imnediate opportunities of impacting upon 

repeat and habitual offenders. 

3. Program and project evaluation should be conducted in a fashion that 

C-l 

- ... ~ 

.. 

'.J 

'> 



" 

will give useful information to: 

a. District Attorneys for management purposes, and 

b. OCJP for preparation of an annual evaluation report for the 

C~lifornia Legislature. 

1. PROGRAM OBJ ECTIVE (Secti on* 999b} 

The objective of this program is to support increased efforts by district 

attorneys' offices to prosecut~ career criminals through organizational 

and operational techniques that have been proven to be effective. 

II. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION 

A. Enhanced Prosecution Efforts (Section 999d) 

Career criminal prosecution units receiving funding from California's 

CCP Program shall concentrate enhanced prosecution efforts and 

resources upon individuals identified by the selection criteria set 

forth below in Item C. Enhanced prosecution efforts and resources 

shall include, but not be limited to: 

1. "Vertical" prosecutoria1 representation, whereby the prosecutor 

who makes the initial filing or appearance in a career criminal 

case will perform all subsequent court appearances on that parti~ 

cular case through its conclusion, including the sentencing phase; 

2. The assignment of highly qualified prosecutors to career criminal 

cases; and 

* All references are to Penal Code ·sections, unlE!ss othenlise noted. 
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3. The assignment of highly qualified investigators to career criminal 

cases; and 

4. A significant reduction in caseloads for the prosecutors and 

investigators assigned to career criminal cases. 

B. Scope ~ Vertical Prosecution Efforts 

Whenever feasible, the same attorney shall prosecute a career criminal 

case from its commencement to its concl usi on. HO'llever, where .. extra

ordinary circumstances such as personel illness or scheduling 

constraints are present J it is permissible for more than one attorney 

to prosecute a career criminal case. In such instances the unit must 

have in place a process of coordination and information exchange so 

that a subsequent prosecutor will be briefed on all significant 

aspects of the case prior to making a court appearance. 

C. Defendants Subject to Career Criminal Prosecution (Section 99ge) 

An individual shall be the subject of career criminal efforts if he or 

she is under arrest for the commission or attempted commission of 

~~mor~ of the following qualifying felonies: 

1 • robhery, 

2. burgl ary, 

3. arson, 

4. any unlawful act relating to controlled substances in violation 

of Section 11351 or 11352 of the Health and Safety COde, 

S. receiviny stolen property, 
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6. grand theft, 

7. grand theft auto; 

and 

he or she is either being prosecuted for three or more separate 

offenses not arising out of the same transaction involving one or 

more of the felonies listed above; 

or 

he or she qual i fi es in at 1 east ~ of the tvlO categori es set forth 

below: 

l~ He or she has suffered at least one conviction during the preceding 

10 years for any of the following felonies: 

2. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

robbery as defined in Section 211, 

burglary of the first degree, 

arson as defined in Section 451, 

unlawfully causing a fire as defined in section 452, 

forcible rape, 

sodomy or oral copulation committed with force, 

lewd or lascivious conduct committed upon a child, 

h. kidnapping as defined in Section 209, 

i. murder. 

He or she has suffered at least t\,IO convictions during the preceding 

10 years for any of the following felonies: 

a. grand theft, 

b. grand theft auto, 

c. receiving stolen property, 

C-4 I 
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d. robbery of a type not defined in Secti on 211, 
e. burglary of the $econd degree, 

f. kidnap~ing as defined in Section 207, 
g. assaul t '''ith a deadly weapon or instrument, 
h. any unl awful act rel ati ng to controlled substances in vi 01 at; on 

of Health and Safety Code Sections 11351 or 11352. 

For the purposes of this program, the lO-year periods specified above do 

not include any time which the arrested person has served in state 

prison. 

D. Local Targeti ng of Program (Section 99ge[bj) 

_I~, applying th~.~~r~er.~r.imiDal selection criteria set forth above in 

Item C, a distric~ attorney may elect to limit the local CCP effqrts 

to p~rsons arrested for any one 'or mor~ of the qualifying felonies. 

This limitation must be based upon crime statistics which demonstrate 

that the incidence of one or more of such felonies presents a major 

problem in the co~nty. 

E. Prosecutorial Discretion (Section 999g) 

The selection criteria set forth above in Item C shall be adhered to 

for each career criminal case unless, in the reasonable exercise of 

the prosecutor's discretion, extraordinary.circumstancesrequire the 

departure from such polici~s in order to promote the general purposes 

and intent of this program. 

When extraordinary circumstances justify the prosecution of a case 
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which does not meet the standard career criminal selection criteria, 

the disposition of such a case shall be r~ported on to OCJP through the 

completion of a standard Evaluation Data Formo 

F. Prosecutorial Considerations ~ the Exercise of Discretion (Section 

99ge[c]) 

In exercising the discretion set forth above in Item E, the district 

attorney shall consider the following: 

1. The character, background and prior criminal background of the 

defendant; 

and 

-
2. The number and the seriousness of the offenses currently chargeq 

against the defendant. 

G. Pol i c; es Governi ng Career Cr; mi nal' Cases (Sect; on 999f[a]) 

Each district attorney's office establishing a career criminal prosecution 

unit and receiving state support under this program shall adopt and pursue 

the following policies for career criminal cases: 

1. A plea of guilty or a trial conviction will be sought on all the 

offenses charged in the accl.!$.i.l,tory p1 eadi ng aga i n~t an i nd; vi dU~ 
meeting career criminal selection cr;teri~. 

2. All reasonable prosecutorial efforts will be made to resist the 
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pretrial release of a charged defendant meeting career criminal 

selection criteria. 

3. All reasonable prosecutorial efforts will be made to persuade the 

court to imposp. the most severe authorized sentence upon a person 

convicted after prosecution as a career criminal. 

4. All reasonable prosecutorial efforts will be made to reduce the time 

between arrest and disposition of charge . t .. agalns an lndlvidua~ meeting 

career criminal selection criteria. 

H~ Limitations.E.!lPlea Agreements (Section 999f[bJ) 

The prosecution sh~l1 riot negotiate a plea agreement with a defendant in 
.-

a career criminal prosecution. Section~ 1192.1 to 1192.5, inclusive. 

shall not apply in a career criminal prosecution. The court in a career 

criminal prosecution may not aprove any plea of guilty or nolo contendre 

authorized by Section 1192; nor maya court approve any plea of guilty 

or nolo contendre resulting from a plea agreement in a career criminal 

prosecution. 

I. .. Pl ea Agreement" Oefi ned (Secti on 999f[cJ) 

For the purposes of this program, a "plea agreement" is defined as an 

agreement by the defendant to plead guilty or nolo contendre ~ exchange 

fo~ any ~ all of the following: 

1. a dismissal of charges, 
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2. a reduction in the degree of charge, 

3. a change of a charg~ to.a lesser or different crime, 

4. the granting of a specific manner or' extent of punishment. 

J. Allowable Reductions or Dismissals (Section 999f[dJ) 

K. 

. An offense charged may be reduced or counts dismissed in the interests 

of justice when a written declaration by the prosecuting attorney is 

presented to the court and the court acknowledges, in writing, the 

acceptance of such declaration. A copy of this declaration and the 

court's acceptance must be retained in the prosecuting attorney's Case 

fi 1 e. 

T.he court may reduce a charge or. charges or di smi 5S counts only when the 

pr-osecuti ng attorney d5=te[mi nes that: .-

1. there is nQt sufficient evidence to prove the people's case; or 

2. 

3. 

the testimony of a material witness is not obtainable; or 

a reduction or dismissal would not result in a substantial change 

in the defendant's sentence. 

Facts Required to be ~ Record Upon ~ Charge.Reduction ..2.!: Dismissal Ef. 

~unts (Section 999f(d]) 

Where the court or magistrate grants the prose~uting attorney's motion 

for a reduction of ;:ilarges or disr:1;ssal of counts because there ylould be.Q.2. 
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shall be required to put on the record in open court the following: 

1. The charges originally filed in the complaint or information and the 

maximum statutory penalty that could be given if the defendant were 

convi cte.d of 'a 11 such charges, and 

2. The charges which are to be filed following granting of the motion 

and the maximul1l statutory penalty or penalties which may follow from 

conviction on these charges. 

L. Plea Agreement for ~.Codefendant (Section 999f[e]) 

A plea agreement may be entered into where there are codefendants in a 

career criminal case and the prosecuting attorney determines that the 

i nformati on or testimo'ny of the codefendant maki ng the agreement is 
I " • 

necessary to secure the conviction of one.or more of. the other codefendants. 
-

The court's acceptance of this agreement shall be conditioned upon the de-

fendant's actual provision of the information or testimony. 

Prerequisite to the court's acceptance of ~uch an agreement, the prosecuting 

attorney shall present a \,/ritten declaration to the court, specif.ying the 

legal and factual bases for the agreement and the court shall acknowledge 

in vJriting its acceptance of the declaration. A copy of the declaration 

and acceptance shall be retained in the prosecuting attorney's case file. 

t~. Scope or Authority to Enter" r nto a Pl ea Agreement (Sect; on 999f[eJ) ----- -- ----
A plea agree~ent, as defined in Item K above, ~ay be entered into where any 

of the following factual situations apply to the codefendants in a car~er 
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N. 

criminal case: 

1. 

2. 

All of the codefendants meet the career criminal prosecution selection 

criteria (as set forth above in Item C) and the prosecut)ng attorney 

"f t" or test1"mony of one career crimi nal determines that the 1n orma 10n 

defendant is necessary to secure the conviction of one or more of the 

other career criminal codefendants. 

of the codefendants are career cri~;nals and the prosecuting Only some 

attorney concludes that the illformation or testi~ony of a non-career 

criminal codefendant is necessary to secure the conviction of one or 

more of the codefendants who are career crlminals. 

Pl ea Agreement Form El ements :(S!=!<;ti pn 999f_ [d] and. [e]). 

The written 'declaration utilized by the prosecuting attorne)'$ \'{hen a 

" reduced or counts are dismissed against a career charged offense.,s 

or career criminal codefendant, must contain the criminal defendant 

following elements: 

o A form heading indicating that this ;s a district attorney's 

or prosecutor's declaration filed pursuant to Penal Code 

Section 999f. 

o Spaces for indicating the title of the case (People vs. 

and the court's case number and/or district attorney~s case 

file number. 
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o A statement that the District Attorney declares that a reduct;on/ 

dismissal of counts/allegations is appropriate or in the interests 

of justice because of one of four stated rea~ons (the appropriate 

reason should be designated): 

o Insufficient evidence; or 

o Testimony of a material witness cannot be obtained; or 

o No substantial change in sentence would re~ult; or 

o The defendar.t is to testi fy aga; nst a codefendant. 
*' 

o Where the fourth reason, above, is applicable the form must 

cOlltain a space o.r lipes in which the prosecuting attorney 

sets forth the legal .!lnd f~ctual reasons'justifying the plea 

agreement with a codefendant ... · ... ' • 

.. 

o A spac~ for signature by the prosecutor. 

o A space indic~ting that the declaration is ~ccepted by the 

Judge of the (appropriate) Court. 

These are the mi nimum el ements \,/hi ch must be contai ned ina form dra fted 

so as to meet the requirements of Penal Code Section 999f. Sample forms 

are herein included in Appendix I. However, e~ch career criminal 

unit or district attorney's office is free to add to or embellish such 

a form in any way • 

O. Prohibition on Characterization of Defendant (Section 999h) 

C-·ll 



The characterization of a defendant as a I'career criminal ll
, as defined in 

Item C, above may not be communicated to the trier of fact. 

p. Policy ~ Prosecuting Noncareer Criminal Co-Defendants ~~ Joint Trial 

When, in acc~rd with Penal Code Section 1098, it is appropriate that both 

tareer criminals and noncareer criminals be jointly prosecuted, the 

career criminal unit may prosecute all of the defendants in such a 

joint trial. In addition, if circumstances warrant the dismissal of 

. charges against the career crimina] defendant or defendants prior to 

or during trial, the career criminal unit may continue to prosecute 

the noncareer criminal defendant or defendants if to do otherwise would 

jeopar-di ze the prospects for a successful or effecti v.e prosecuti on. 

Q. Policy ~ Prosecuting Cases Erroneously Assigned to Career Criminal Units 

When it is determined that a defendant prosecuted by the career criminal 

unit does not-meet the career criminal case selection criteria, but sub

stantial unit resources have been invested in the 'prosecution, the unit 

may continue the pros~cution of the case if the relinquishment of the 

case would jeopar .. ~e the prospects for a successful Dr effective 

prosecut ion. 

R. Prohibition ~ the Prosecution of Juvenile Offenders 

Juvenile offenders may not be the subjects of prosecution by career 

criminal units. This prohibition applies both to the prosecution 

of juvenile offenders in the juveni1e courts and to the prosecution 

in the adult criminal courts of juveniles found unfit for the juvenile 

court system. 
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III. ADMINISTRATIVE GUIDELINES 

A. Project Selection Criteria 

County population size will continue to serve as the main criterion for 

determining recipients of CCP program funding. Other criteria (i.e., 

demonstrated cooperation with law enforcement; willingness to contribute 

local funds) may also be utiltzed by OCJP should funds for additional 

project sites become available. 

Because state funds are currently limited, program support will be limited 

to the thirteen projects participating in the CCP program as of January 1, 

1980. Should supplementary federal funds become available, or should a 

significant increase in state support occur, then additional project sites 

may compete for fun'd~ng through a competitive application process. 

Counties with project sites receiving state support under this program must 

supply a matching.county contribution. At a minimum this contribution must 

equal 11.1 percent of the project's operating budget. 

B. Proje\.;t §upport r·1aximums 

Support for projects will be limited to the amounts set forth below 

as determined by the CCP Program Steering Committee: 

County Population 

- 2 million or more 

More than 1 million but less than 

~ mi11ion 

C-13 
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$ 900,000 
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- More than 400,000 but less 250,000 

than 1 mi 11 i on 

C. Evaluation Requirements 

An annual evaluation of the CCP Program will continue to be prepared for 

the California Legislature. Project sites receiving program support must 

cooperate fully with evaluation requirements (e.g., submission of Evaluation. 

Data Form, Quarterly Progress Reports, and data summaries) and with the 

requi rements set forth in the OCJP S;ubgrantee Handbook. 

D. On-site Monitoring 

OCJP program staff will conduct on-site mon~toring review visits of progra~

supported projects on a twice-yearly basis. Thes~ visitations will be 

sr;heduJ,ed ,\"i,~h the"a~~i,~t~nf~_ of. th~ ,local. project staff. 

. " .. . '., 

E. Report Detai 1 i 09 CCP Program Impact Upon Publ i c Defenders ;1nd Assi gned 

Counsel '. 

OCJP staff will coordinate with public defender representatives in the pre

paration of a report describing the operation and achievements of the CCP 

Program and describing any fiscal or workload burdens \ .... hich the program may 

impose upon local public defender offices and assigned (private) defense 

counsel. Activities necessary fDr the preparation of this report will 

commence on April 1,1982. 

A final version of the report will be presented to the California Legislature. 

on April 1, 1983. The report presented to the Le9isl~ture will detail any 

problems or issues which may have been identified and will also list 
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COURT OF THE S~ATE OF CALIFORNIA ------
FOR THE COUNTY OF 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, ) 
) 

vs. 

Plaintiff, ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

Defendant'(s) ) 

The District Attorney of 

No. ________ .~---

DA# ----------
DISTRICT ATTORNEY'S 
DECLARATION (PENAL CODE 
§ 999f) 

County hereby declares that a reduction or dismissal of Count(s) 

is appropriate under Penal Code §999f because of: 

o Insufficient Evidence to prove the People's case, or 

c=J The testimony of a material witness cannot be obtained, or 

o It would not result in a substantial change in sentence,or 

o Defendant's testimony is necessary for the 
a co-defendant based on the r~~sons that: 

conviction of 

________________ --11_------------

24 Dated: __________________ ___ 
DEPUTY DISTRICT ATTORNEx 

25 

26 

27 

28 

The Declaration is accepted 

Da ted: ___________ , .. ;--
JUDGE OF THE ____________ COURT 
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DECLARATION BY PROSECUTOR 
, , 

(Penal Code Section 999(£) )' 

" PEOPLE vs. 
-----------~---

CASE NO. ------

The District Attorney of the County o£ declares ---------------
that a reducHon/dismissa,l of counts/allegations is in ---------------
the interest of justice because: 

CJ InsU££'icient evidence: 

CJ 

. c:J 

Testirno17Y of material witness cannot be obtained 
," 

Defendant to testify against codefendant 
. '. . . - .. . .. 

.... .... 
. , 

DEPUTY DISTRICT ATTORNEY 

DECLARATION ACCEPTED: 

JUDGE OF THE COURT 

C-17 
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APPENDIX D 

CALIFORNIA CAREER CRIMINAL PROSECUTION PROGRAM 
STEERING COMMITTEE 

EDWIN L. MILLER, JR., CHAIRMAN 
San Diego County District Attorney 
P.O. Box X-lOll 
San Diego, CA 92112 

JOHN VAN DE KAMP 
Los Angel es County Di str'j ct Attorney 
Criminal Courts Bldg., Rm. 18000 
210 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

STEVE WHITE, Executive Director 
California District Attorneys Assn. 
926 J Street, Suite 1406 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

ARLO SMITH 
District Attorney of San Francisco 
Hall of Justice 
eao Bryant Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Duane Baker (retired) 
Glendale Chief of Police 
140 Horth Isabel Street 
Glendale, CA 91206 

DUANE LOWE 
Sheriff of Sacramento County 
711 G Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

HERB JACKSON 
Sacramento County District Attorney 
901 G Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

WILLIAM A; OIMALLEY 
Contra Costa County Di s tri ct .~ttorney 
Courthouse, Fourth Floor 
P.O. Box 670 
Martinez, CA 94553 

FRANK PANARISI, Assistant Chief 
Administrative Officer 
San Diego County 
Administrative Center 
1600 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 

ROBERT PHILIBOSIAN 
Chief Assistant Attorney General 
3580 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 800 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 

LEROY SANA, Executive Director 
California Peace Officers Association 
1107 - 9th Street, Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

APPENDIX E 

EVALUATION/LEGISLATIVE SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE 
CALIFORNIA CAREER CRIMINAL PROSECUTION PROGRAM STEERING COMMITTEE 

JOHN VAN DE KAMP, CHAIRMAN 
Los Angeles Co. District Attorney 
Representative: ROBERT P. HEFLIN 
210 West Temple Street 
Criminal Courts Bldg., Rm. 18000 
Los Angeles, CA 90012-
(213) 974-3501 

ARLO SMITH 
District Attorney of San Francisco 
Representative:, ALBERT K. MURRAY 
Ha 11 of Justi ce 
880 Bryant Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
(415) 553-1010 

TOM HINTON, Acting Exec. Dir. 
California Peace Officers Assn. 
1107 9th St., Suite 800 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 322-3880 

CHERYL STEWART 
Program Analyst 
Legislative Analyst 1 s Office 
925 L St., Suite 605 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 445-4660 

DUANE LOWE, Sheriff of Sacramento Co. 
,!(~esentati~: BUD HAHKINS 
Sacramento County 
711 G Street/P.O. Box 988 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 440-5'007 

EDWIN L. MILLER, JR. 
San Diego Co. District Attorney 
Representative: DANIEL FOX 
Major Violator Unit 
San Diego County Courthouse 
P.O. Box X-lOll 
San Diego, CA 92112 
(714) 236-2388 

STAN M. RODEN 
Santa Barbara Co. District Attorney~ 
118 E. Figueroa Street 
Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
(805) 963-6158 

ROBERT AGUALLO 
Staff Analyst 
Department of Finance 
1025 P Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 445-8913 

FRANK PANARISI, Assistant Chief 
Administrative Officer 
San Diego Co. Administrative Center 
1600 Pacific Highway 
San Diego, CA 92101 
(714) 236-2727 

STEVE WHITE, Executive Director 
California District Attorneys Assoc. 
926 J Street, Suite 1406 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 443-2017 

MICHAEL ULLMAN, Consultant 
Assembly Criminal Justice Committee 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 445-3268 

JEFF GOODMAN, Consultant 
Assembly Criminal Justice tommittee 
State Capitol 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 445-3268 



A P PEN D I X F 

PROJECT SUMMARIES 

This Appendix compares each county's accomplishments from 

the period of March, 1978 through June, 1980 to those 

accomplished from July, 1980 through May, 1982. The data 

represents the EDFs received by OCJP in time for the final 

computer run. Therefore, this data mayor may not agree 

with the county's records of cases submitted to OCJP. 

In addition, the conviction rates may be higher in those 

counties that submitted Evaluation Data Forms for informations 

dismissed pursuant to the career crimina1's convictions in 

the case involving the major offense .. 
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CALIFORNIA CAREER CRIMINAL PROSECUTION SUPERVISORS 

[~ichae1 R. Abernathy 
Deputy District Attorney 
Office of the San Bernardino 

County District Attorney 
316 N. Mountain View 
San ~ernardino, CA 92415 

Wi 11 i am Am"j deo 
Assistant District Attorney 
Office of the San Mateo 

County District Attorney 
Hall of Justice and Records 
Redwood City, CA 94063 

ROd L. Braughton, Project Supervisor 
Office of the Santa Clara 

COunty District Attorney 
County Government Center, West Wing 
70 West Hedding Street 
San Jose, CA 95110 

David P. Dru1iner, Supervising Deputy 
Office of tne Sacramento 
County District Attorney 
901 G Street, Room 430 
P. O. Box 749 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Maurice L. Evans, Project Director 
Office of the Orange County 

District Attorney 
Oragne County Courthouse 
700 Civic Center Drive, West 
P. O. Box 808 
Santa Ana, CA 92702 

Daniel U. Fox, Supervisor 
Major Violator Unit 
Office of the San Diego County 

District Attorney 
County Courthouse 
P. o. 80x X-lOll 
San Diego, CA 92112 

Robert P. Heflin 
Head Deputy District Attorney 
Office of the Los Angeles County 

Uistrict Attorney 
17-304 Criminal Courts 81dg. 
210 West Temple Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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Marshall Hodgkins, Lead Deputy 
Mary L. Dean, Project Director 

and Administrative Assistant 
Office of the Fresno County 

District Attorney 
County Courthouse 
1100 Van Ness, 7th Floor 
Fresno, CA 93721 

Albert K. Murray 
Assistant District Attorney 
Office of the District Attorney 

of San Francisco 
Hall of Justice 
880 Bryant Street, Room 322 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Jack B. Radisch 
Deputy District Attorney 
Office of the Alameda County 
District Attorney 
County Courthouse 
1225 Fallon Street, 9th Floor 
Oakland, CA 94612 

Robert G. Spitzer, Project Supervisor 
Office of the Riverside County 

District Attorney 
4080 Lemon Street 
P.O. Box 1148 
Riverside, CA 92501 

Joseph E. Taylor, Jr., Senior Attorney 
Office of the Ventura County 
District Attorney 
Ha 11 of Justi ce 
800 South Victoria 
Ventura, C~ 93009 

Gary T. Yancey 
Senior Oeputy District Attorney 
Office of the Contra Costa 

County District Attorney 
County Courthouse 
P. O. Box 670 
Martinez, CA 94553 
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Carcer Criminals 

Cony; cti ons 

Plea 
Jury 
Court 
Unknown 

J\('Quitti'll 

Dismissal 

ProscOIti on 
Court 
Both 

Ifnk nown 

Conyi rti on Rote 

Trial Rate 
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2 
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23 
4 
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0 
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PelCl":"ivc 
Fn~quency 

(1) 
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73.2 
10.3 
1.() 

0 

1.0 

14.1i 

]J.C) 
2.1 
0.5 

0 

M. 5 

12.3 

TfI.BLE 1\1 
DISPOSITIOII INFORr"ATIO~J 

ALAr1EOA COUNTY 

Relative Number 
Frequency 

(Suhset) 
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100 268 

~6.6 231 
12.2 28 
1.2 2 

0 7 

100 0 

100 60 

82.1 56 
14.3 3 
3.0 1 

a 0 
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CURRENT 

Relative Relative 
Frequency Frequency 

( 2) (Subset) 

100 

81.7 100 

70.4 86.2 
8.5 lOA 
0.6 0.8 
2.2 2.6 

0.0 0.0 

18.3 100 

17.1 93.3 
0.9 5.0 
0.3 1.7 

0.0 0.0 
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Percent 
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(1 & 2) 

-2.8 

-2.8 
-1.8 
-0.4 
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TYPE OF COMMITNENT 

PRISOtJ 
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" JAIL I 
~ JAIL & PROBA nON 

PROBflTIOtJ 
OTHER 
IItlKtJOIVN 

TOTAL CONVICTED 

HICAnCERATION RATE 

SENTEt'CE LENGTH 

Humhcr 
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l) 

0 
3 
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10 
0 
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TI\[3LE 1\2 
DISPOSITION INFORMJ\TION 

f.LM1EDfI COU~JTY 

PRIOR 

Poe 1 ati ve 
Frequency 

85.9 
3,1 
0.0 
1.A 
3.1 
6.1 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

~n.8 

Number 

224 
5 
2 
2 

J.3 
5 
0 

17 
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YP.S/HONTH LIFE OE/\TH yp,SmONTH 

11/2 ~/() 0 ~ 
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. 
I , 

j 
~ 
H_. ___ ~ ... ____ . 

CURRENT 

Relative 
Frequency 

83.6 
1.9 
0.7 
0.7 
4.9 
1.9 
0.0 
6.3 

]00.0 

LIFE 

I} 

91.8 

DEATH 

a 

Percent 
Change in 
Frequency 

-2.3 
-1.2 
0.7 

-1.1 
1.8 

-11.2 
0.0 
6.3 

1.0 

CHANGE IN 
SENTENCE 
YRSi'J.10NTH 
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Relative 
Frequency 

( 2) 
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22.1 
6.0 
0.0 

0.7 

1.tl 

0.7 
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0.0 

0.0 

97.~ 
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.. 

Relalti ve 
Frequen cy 
(Subset) 
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71.2 
22.6 
6.2 
0.0 
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a 

Percent 
Change 
(1 & 2) 

1.9 
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0.0 

+0.7 

-2.6 

-1.1 
-1.5 
0.0 

0.0 

1.9 

11.0 

, 
I 

'J 
',I 
il 
,I 

! 
I} 

-1 

\ 

-------~ 

I 



r 

\ 

L. __ ~~~~~~~~_ 

TYPE OF COMTUH1EHT 

PRISON 
CRC 
CYP. 

" \1 A I '-I 
0'\ 

JAIL " PROBATION 
PROI3ATWN 
OTHER 
lfm(~!OHN 

TOT ilL CONY I CTED 
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TAflLE A2 
OISPOSITIOt-1 INFORMATION 

COIITR/I COSTA COUNTY 

CURRENT 

Relative 
Frequency 

Number Relative 
Frequency 

]47 fi8.'l 
17 7.9 
III fi.5 
JO 4.7 
1'0 9.3 

") 0.0 f. 

5 2.3 
0 0.0 

215 1!10.0 
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n 

112 
12 
8 
0 
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1 
0 
4 
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8.2 
5.5 
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6.2 
0.7 
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2.7 
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o 
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Percent 
Change in 
FrequenCj 

8.3 
0.3 

-1.0 
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-3.1 
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2.3 
2.7 

5.0 

CHANGE IN 
SENTENCE 
YRSi'MONTH 
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Relative Number 
Frequency 
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1.3 0 

0 2 
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100 5 

69.4 4 
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2.R 1 

0 0 

CURRENT 

Relative 
Frequency 

(2) 

100 

96.7 

60.7 
34.7 
0.0 
1.3 

0.0 

3.3 

2.7 
0.0 
0.6 

0.0 

96.7 

34.7 

Relative 
Frequency 
(Subset) 

100 

62.8 
35.9 
0.0 
1.3 

0.0 

100 

80.0 
0.0 

20.4 

0.0 

Percent 
Change 
(1 & 2) 

16.0 

9.4 
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CYA 2 
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PROBATION 2 
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l'~IKrWI~N 0 

TOTJ'.L COHV ICTED P~Q 

INCAPCERATIOH RATE 

TARLE A2 
DISPOSITION INFOR~1ATION 

FRESN0 COllNTY 

Relative 
Frequency 

~4.9 
3.8 
1.2 
3.2 
4.4 
1.2 
1.2 
Q.n 

99.9 

°3.1 

CURRENT 

Number 

123 
3 
1 
5 
2 
6 
0 
5 

145 

Relative 
Frequency 

84.13 
2.1 
0.7 
3.5 
1.4 
4.0 
0.0 
3.5 

100.0 

94.6 

YRS/MnNTH LIFE DEATH YRS/NONTH 

5/5 

LIFE 

o 

DEATH 

o SENTENCE LENGTH 2 o 

(l) includes 5 of the 5 unknown cormnittmcnts 

Percent 
Change in 
Frequency 

-0.1 
-1.7 
-0.5 
0.3 

-3.0 
2.8 

-1.2 
3.5 

1.5 

CHANGE IN 
SENTENCE 
YRS/f10NTH 

-0/2 

·-1 

\ 

---------~-----------....--.......--------.:------------~~------'------ -.-------"~-~ 



• 

r· 

PRIOR 

Humher Relative 
F re CJ u (' n (V 

(1) 

Career Criminals 253 100 

COllYi ctions 220 87.n 
"T1 
I 

Plea 171 67.F. 
to 

Jury 4? lo.n CO(l rt 7 2.A 
(I n~ l1o'\'n (\ 0 

Arqllitt<.ll 3 1.? 

OisPlissC!l ;i0 11 . P-------
Prose cut; 011 J2 4.7 rcu I't III 7.1 Botr ('I n.n 

Unk nO\m n (\ 

Convi cti on Rate 
87 

Tri al Rate 2('1 

\ 

'-:;0.- • 

T/\f1LE Al 
D I SPOS1 TI 011 HIFO Rt1/\ TI ON 

LOS ANGELES COLINTY 

CURRENT 

Rclntive Number Relative 
Frequency Frequency (Sunset) ( 2) 

546 100 

100 531 94.1 

77.7 41.5 73.6 lC).l 96 17.0 3.2 17 3.0 
0 3 0.5 

.tnO ') 0.9 

JOn 27 4.9 
40 1('1 1.A 60 15 2.7 0 2 0.4 
0 1 0.1 

94.1 

20.9 

Relative 
Frequency 
(Subset) 

100 

7£1.2 
18.1 
3.2 
0.5 

100 

100 

37.0 
55.6 
7.4 

laO 

Percent 
Change 
(1 & 2)' 

7.1 

6.0 
0.4 
0.2 
0.5 

-0.3 

-6.9 

-2.9 
-4.4 
+0.4 

0.2 

-1 
I 

B 
~i 
H 
" 
J 

, 

~----~~--------------'--""'---------------'-'---------"---~ 
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\ 
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I 
-' 
0 

TYPE OF COMMITMENT 

PRISON 
CRC 
CYA 
JAIL 
JAIL & PROBATION 
PROBATION 
OTHER 
UtJKNOWN 

T0TAL CONVICTED 

INCARCERATION RATE 

SENTENCE LENGTH 

PRIOR 

Hl2 
1 

17 
8 

10 
1 
1 
0 

220 

TABLE A2 
DISPOSITION INFUR~1ATION 

LOS ANGELES COUNTY 

Relative 
Frequency 

82.7 
0.5 
7.7 
3.6 
4.5 
0.5 
0.5 
0 

100.0 

~4.5 

Number 

446 
9 

30 
4 
9 
9 
2 

22 

531 

VP,S/MmHH LIrE DEPTH 

(./4 10 

YRS,mONTH 

7/7 

(1) includes 21 of the 22 lIr.r.no~/n rOmfTlittnr.nts 

CURRENT 

Relative 
Frequency 

84.0 
1.7 
5.7 
0.8 
1.7 
1.7 
0.3 
4.1 

100.0 

96.2 

LIFE 

32 

DEATH 

3 

Percent 
Change in 
Frequency 

+1.3 
1.2 

-2.0 
-2.B 
-2.8 
1.2 

-0.2 
+4.1 

1.3 

CHANGE IN 
SENTENCE 
Y RS mO NTH 

1/3 

L. ____ ~~~~ ____ ~_~ ___________ ",-,,----_____________ ~ ___ ~~ __ ~ 



• 

r 

PRIOR 

Number Relative 
Fr'equency 

(1) 

Career Cri~inals 209 100 

Convi cti ons 20fi °n.6 
" Plefl Pi] 72.3 
I 

Jury ~O ?3.0 
Court S 2.4 
llnk nown 0 0 

1\ cqu itti'll 0 0.0 

Dismissal 3 1.4 

Prosecution 0 0.0 Court 1 0.5 [loth ? O.!l 

If nk now n a (l 

Convi cti on Rate gO.n 

Tri f! 1 Rate 2h.3 

\ 

Tl\nLE Al 
DISPOSITION ItIFOR~1ATInN 

ORM!r.F COUNTY 

Relative Number 
Frequency 

(Sunset) 

222 

100 214 

73.3 167 
24.3 46 
2.1 0 

0 1 

0.0 1 

100 7 

0.0 4 
;l3.3 3 
66.7 0 

0 0 

ClIRRENT 

Relative 
Frequency 

( 2) 

100· 

96.4 

75.2 
20.7 
0.0 
0.5 

0.5 

3.1 

1.8 
1.3 
0.0 

0.0 

96.4 

21.2 

Relative 
Frequency 
(Subset) 

100 

78.0 
21.5 
0.0 
0.5 

100 

100 

57.1 
42.9 
0.0 

0.0 

Per cent 
Change 
(1 & 2) 

-2.1 

. 2.9 
-3.2 
-2.'l 
0.5 

O.~ 

+1.7 

1.8 
0.8 

-0.9 

0.0 

-2.2 

-5.1 

L. _._~ ____ ~~ ______ ,"",--,,-,---_________________ d_---..I._ 

-1 
I 
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1; 

\ r 

TYPE 0; COMMITMENT 

PRISON 
eRC 
eVA 

" t1/'\ I L 
1 

JAIL & PROBATIotl 
N PROBATION 

OTHER 
U~IKNOHN 

TOTAL CON V IeTED 

INCARCERATION RATE 

SENTENCE LENGTH 

PRIOR 

TJi8LE A2 
DISPOSITION HJFORMATION 

npMIGE COll~ITY 

CURRENT 

tlll mhe r Relative 
Frequen r:y 

Number Relative 
Frequency 

1':)5 94.6 
0 0.0 ., 

1.5 " n 0.0 
R 3.9 
0 0.0 
0 0.0 
0 0.0 

20£) 100.0 

°li.l 

YRS/t101ITH LIFE DEATH 

7/~ 2 o 

200 
1 
5 
3 
4 
0 
0 
1 

214 

YRS/NONTH 

7/1 

93.5 
0.5 
2.3 
1.4 
1.9 
0.0 
0.0 
0.5 

100.0 

98.2 

LIFE DEATH 

5 1 

(1) includes 1 of the J un~nown cormitt~cnts 

.. 

() 

Percent 
Change in 
Frequency 

-1.1 
0.5 
0.8 
1.4 

-2.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.5 

2.1 

CHANGE IN 
SENTENCE 
YRSi'MONTH 

0/3 



;1,.' 

~ 
f ... ·~ 
\ 

r 

\ 

Career CrirJinals 

Convi cti ("Ins 
." , 
w Pl ca 

Lllll''Y 
Court 
lInrnown 

Acquittal 

Dismissal ----
Prose cuti on 
Cou I't 
Both 

link nov/n -------

Can,,; cti on Rrite 

Tri ;11 nate 

rRlf'lR 

~lllr1re r Relative: 
F 1'0q lien Cj' 

(1) 

Jt!6 100 

J 111 Qn.S 

1 f'I~ 72. f, 
31 21.2 
4 ?7 
0 0 

1 0.7 

II 2.7 

J n.r. 
3 ? .1 
n 0.0 

n 0 

Ofi.!i 

23.0 

TI\Bl.E III 
[)ISPOSITION IrlFnpl1l\TION 

RIVERSIDE COI'HTY 

CURRENT 

Rclative Number Relative Relative Percent 
Ft"cCJlIcn cy Frequency Frequency Change 

(Stlhset) ( 2) (Suhset) (1 & 2) 

72 100 . 

JOn 6/1 94.4 100 -2.1 

7r;,.2 53 73.6 77 .9 1.0 
22.0 14 19.4 20.6 -1.8 2.8 1 1.4 1.5 -1.3 

0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

100 () 0.0 0.0 -0.0 , 
100 4 5.n 100 2.9 

25 2 2.8 50.0 2.2 
75 2 2.8 50.0 0.7 

0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
() 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

~4.4 -2.1 

20.8 -3.1 

.~ ". 

rdf' 

~" '" 

" 
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" 
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), 
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II 

\ 

TYPF OF COMr·lITr~ENT 

PRI SOtI 
CRC 
eYA 

" lll'.I L 
I JAIL & PROBATION --' 

.t:> PROBATION 
OTHER 
IHIKNmm 

TOTAL CONVICTED 

INCARCERATION RATE 

SENTnlCE LENGTti 

Ilur.lber 

121 
5 
5 
1 
!1 
4 
0 
0 

1~ 1 

TAlJLE A2 
DISPOSITION INFORMATION 

RIVERSIDE COl'NTY 

PRIOR 

Relative 
Frequency 

8!1.8 
3.5 
3.5 
0.7 
3.5 
2.8 
0.0 
0 

99.9 

Q3.5 

Number 

58 
3 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
5 

68 

YRSjNOHTH LIFE DEATH YRSmONTH 

6/0 4!Jr o 

(J) inclurles 4 of the !111nkno ... m cOl'mlittr~cnts 

CURRENT 

Relative 
Frequency 

85.3 
4.4 
0.0 
0.0 
2.9 
0.0 
0.0 
7.4 

100.0 

LIFE 

2 

95.6 

DEATH 

1 

Percent 
Change in 
Frequency 

-0.5 
+0.9 
-3.5 
-0.7 
-0.6 
-2.8 
0.0 

+7.4 

2.1 

CHANGE I~J 
SENTENCE 
YRSlMONTH 

1/2 

--1 

.i 
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TAGLE Al 
OISrOSITImJ ItIFORMATION 

S/I.CRJ\t1fNTO COIIUTY 

PRIOR CURRENT 

Numher Rclilti'lc Relative Numher Relative Relative Percent F rcr,u e r. r,y Frequency Frequen cy Frequency Change (1) (Suhset) (2) (Subset) (1 & 2) 

Career Criminals JB 100 111 100 . 
Convictions ISQ ~1.9 JOO 102 91.9 100 0.0 ., 

Plea 120 FC"J.4 75.5 75 67.6 73.5 -1.8 

, 
U1 Jury 39 22.5 24.5 24 21.6 23.5 -0.9 Court n 0.0 0.0 2 1.8 2.0 1.8 lInr. nown () 0 0 a 0.0 1.0 0.9 

A CflU it ta 1 0 n.O 0 a 0.0 0 -0.0 
Dismissal III [1. 1 100 ~ 8.1 100 0.0 
---

Prose cuti on 12 n.!'! fl5.8 8 7.? 88.9 0.3 Court J O.n 7.1 1 0.9 11.1 0.3 [Jot" J 0.6 7.1 n 0.0 0.0 -0.6 
IJn~ nown 0 n n 0 0.0 0 0.0 
--

Convi cti on Rate 91.9 
91.9 0.0 Tri .,1 r.i1 t C 22." 24.3 1.0 If 

~ " 'I 

.~ 
.:. 

\ 
I/A 

'.::J.t~· ~". "t'~~. ,'". 

..... - .. 

, 

~-------------~--------------~.-
._-- --~-.~-
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TYPE OF COHmn~ENT 

PRISON 
eRC 
eYA 

." JI\IL 
I 1.1AIL & PR013ATIOH 

0) PPOI3ATIml 
OTHER 
U'JK~JOW~J 

TOTAL CONVICTED 

INCARCERATION RATE 

SENTENCE LENGTH 

\ 

• 

PRIOR 

TAI3LE A2 
DISPOSITION HJFORNATION 

SACRAHENTO COUNTY 

10 

CURRENT 
t!llmbcr Relative 

Frequency 
Numher Relative 

Frequency 

1()f, 66.7 
7 4.4 

11. 6.9 
5 3.1 

1') 9.4 
15 9.4 
0 0.0 
0 0 

1~9 Q9.9 

R1.1 

Y RS IT'lmiTH LI FE D EA TH 

7 In 2 (1 

f1 

75 
5 

10 
1 
4 
7 
0 
0 

102 

YRS/MONTH 

9/4 

73.5 
4.9 
9.8 
1.0 
3.9 
6.9 
0.0 
0.0 

100.0 

LIFE 

o 

89.2 

DEATH 

o 

Percent 
Change in 
Frequency 

+6.8 
+0.5 
+2.9 
-2.1 
-5.5 
-2.5 
0.0 
0.0 

7.1 

CHANGE IN 
SENTENCE 
YRS/MONTH 

1/8 

, 
" 

Ii 
'I 
! 

0' 

f 
Ii 
ii 
[I 
~ 

'-1 
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_________________ ~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------~_,_c--------------------------------__ --• 

" I 
oJ 
j 
i 
I 
1 
r 

..." 
I 

'-l 

. Cilrt!er C ri mi nr\ 1 s 

Convi cT.; OilS 

Plea 
Jury 
COLI rt 
lln~ F10wn 

Arquittrl 

Oismis.sal 
--~----

Prosecllti on 
COlI rt 
Both 

link flown 

Conv; ct.i on Rote 

Tri a1 Rflte 

.jI: '. - " .... ......,.~-.--.-.... """'.' ..... ",_r~ .. .,....,__. .. ""'-"'~,~~,_~ .... , .. '----'f 

PRIOR 

NIJrlher flf'lativC' 
Frequency 

(1.) 

J?ll 10(1 

313 oJ.J 

0(1 72.6 
23 lA.S 
0 n.n 
0 0 

3 ?.4 
p. 6.5 

f' II () 

? J.() 
n n.r) 

() n 

01 . 1 

20.0 

TArlE f.l 
flY SPOSITI 011 I NFOmlATION 

SAl' 13E r.~I/'.r.D IIJ(l COUNTY 

CURRENT 

Relative Nur'lher Relative Relative Percent Frequency Frequency Frequency Change (Sunset) (2) (Subset) (1 & 2) 

05 100 . 

IOn 77 90.7 100 - 0.4 
7fl .7 53 62.4 68.8 -10.2 20.3 22 25.9 28.6 7.4 0.0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 2 2.4 2.6 2.4 

100 0 0.0 0.0 -2.4 
100 8 9.3 100 2.9 

7r:. 7 R.2 87.5 -3.3 ?Ii J 1.1 12.5 -0.4 0 0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
(l 0 0.0 n.o 0.0 

90.7 -0.4 

25.9 5.0 



I 

~ 

i, ,. 

Numher 

TYPE OF COMMIH1ENT 

PRISON ]f'(' 

eRC n 
CYA 7 

" JAIL 1 
I JAIL & PROBATION 3 ...-J 

ex> PP.OBATION 0 
OTHER 2 
IINKNOWN 0 

TOTAL CONVICTED 113 

INCARCERATION RATE 

TAOLE A2 
DISPOSITION INFOm~TION 

SAN I3E IlNARO ItIO COIlNTY 

Relative 
Frequency 

RS.S 
0.0 
6.2 
O.S 
2.7 
0.0 
1.8 
0 

InO .n 

Cl5.fl 

Number 

61 
0 
1 
1 
2 
4 
1 
7 

77 

VPS/t·1ONTH LIFE OEATH YRS/tlONTH 

6/1 SENTENCE LENGTH 

(1) includes n of thE' 7 unl:no\,'n cnr.;;nittp'.cnts 

') 
I. 

CURRENT 

Relative 
Frequency 

79.2 
0.0 
1.3 
1.3 
2.6 
5.2 
1.3 
9.1 

100.0 

89.6 

LIFE 

2 

DEATH 

3 

to 

Percent 
Change in 
Frequency 

-9.3 
0.0 

-4.9 
0.5 

-0.1 
5.2 

-0.5 
9.1 

-5.9 

CH/\NGE IN 
SENT£NCE 
YRSi'~10NTH 

0/9 

. ... 

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



'I 
~ 

r 

Nl1mh~r 

Cilr'eer Criminals 20n 

Conyi ctions 11)7 
." 
I 

Plen !!1~ I.C \1 flry 33 
COli rt 1 
Unknown (1 

AcC!uittal 

r'li smi sSCll ? -----
P rose ell ti on n 
COli rt "l 

(. 

Both 0 

IJnk nown n 

Cony; ct; on Rate 

T ri ill Pate 

\ 

{) rn 0R 

Rclativr 
F reflllC'fl c.y 

(1) 

100 

°R.S 

R1..5 
16.'1 
0.5 

0 

n.!) 

l.n 

fl.n 
J.n 
n.n 

n 

OR . '1 

] 7 . !i 

v 

Tl\lJL[ Ii] 
D I sr 0S IT IO~I HI FO p.r·'1i TI ON 

Sf'''' Dlrr.n COIINTY 

Relative Number 
Freo(len cy 

(Subset) 

235 

100 227 

82.7 104 
1(1.8 ill 
n.S 2 

0 0 

100 0 

InO 8 

n 7 
100 1 

(l (l 

0 0 

CURRENT 

Relative Relative Percent 
Frequency Frequency Change 

(2) (Subset) (1 & 2) 

100 

96.6 100 -1.9 

78.3 81.1 -3.2 
17.'1 18.1 +0.9 
0.9 0.8 +0.4 
0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 -0.5 . 
3.4 100 +2.4 

3.0 fl7 . !' +3.0 
0.4 12.5 -0.6 
0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0 0.0 

9f1.6 -1.9 
c. 

10.3 +0.8 
~ 

tj/'. 

, 
.# 

... 



\ 

TYPE OF COMMITNENT 

PRISON 
CRe 

" CYA 
I JAIL N 

0 
JAIL e PROBATION 
PROIJATIOM 
OTHER 
UIJKNOWN 

TOTAL CONVICTED 

INCARCERATIm! RATE 

SENTOJCE LnlGTH 

NUnlP('r 

In2 
2 
6 
1 
5 
0 
1 
0 

lC)7 

TABLE A2 
DISPOSITION INFOr.fv':ATION 

SAN D I [GO COIIHTY 

PRIOR 

Relative 
FI'E'Quency 

0? .4 
1.0 
3.1 
0.5 
£'.5 
0.0 
0.5 
0 

1(10. a 

QS.5 

CURRENT 

Number 

200 
3 
3 
0 

10 
4-
2 
5 

227 

Relative 
Frequency 

88.1 
1.3 
1.3 
0.0 
4.4 
1.8 
0.9 
2.2 

100.0 

92.9 

vn.C) /~10NTH LJ FE DEATH 
YRS/MONTH LIFE 

6 

DEATH 

o 
hI? o (1 7/3 

Percent 
Change in 
Frequency 

-4.3 
+0.3 
-0.5 

1.9 
1.8 
0.4 
2.2 

-2,6 

CHANGE IN 
SENTENCE 
YRS/r-10NTH 

1/4 

(1) inclllres 5 of the fi lfnv.nOl'm r.01'1r.lit.tnrnts 

,--". 
_ __________________________________ ~ ______________ rl~ __________________ __ 

t, 
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P R!('iR 

NlIm/1er P.c1iltive 
Ft'equcncy 

fl) 

Career Criminals 
2A~ 10n 

Convi cti ons 
2~O 84.S " I 

Pleil 170 
fi~.3 

'" 
IJ ur:v 

!'o 20.Q COLI rt 
1 n.4 lInl: nown n 

0 
1\ cq lJ it 1-a 1 

70 7. J -----
nisMis$~l 

?II P.!i -----
Prose cuti on 

?J 7.'1 Court 
~ 1.1 Both 
n 

(1.0 

flnknown 
(1 

(1 

Convi rt j on Rate 

Trial RAte 
Rtf.S 

?R.t1 

'\ 

TI\RLE Al 
DISPOSITION HIFORMATIml 

SI\N FRI\tIC I sea COUNTY 

Relative Numher Frequency 
(Subset) 

269 

100 243 
74.0 

210 24.7 32 n.4 
1 n a 

J(ln 
3 

100 
22 

F17.11 
15 12.5 
7 a a 

a 
1 

.. 

CURRENT 

Relative 
Frequency 

(2) 

100 

90.4 

78.1 
11.9 
0.4 
0.0 

1.0 

8.2 

5.6 
2.6 
0.0 

0.4 

90.4 

13.3 

Relative. 
Frequency 
(Sunset) 

100 

86.4 
13.2 
0.4 
0.0 

100 

100 

68.2 
31.8 
0.0 

100 

Percent 
Change 
(I & 2) 

5.9 

14.8 
-9.0 
0.0 
0.0 

-6.1 

-0.3 

-i.8 
+1.5 
0.0 

+0.4 

5.9 

-15.1 

J 

t, 

, 
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\ 

TYPE OF COMMITMENT 

PRISON 
CRe 
CYA 
J JI.IL 

." 
JAIL & PROBATION , 

N 
PROBATION N 

OTHER 
m'KNOWN 

TOTAL CONVICTED 

INCARCERATION RATE 

SEtfTENCE LENGTH 

TAI3LE A2 
DISPOSITION INFORMATION 

SAN FRMIr.rSCO COl/tHY 

P R rop CURRENT 

HIIl'1be r Relative Nl1mbel~ Relative 
Frequency 

J~8 A2.Q 
3 1.2 
2 o.n 
J 0.4 

23 9.£) 
2 0.8 

10 4.2 
0 0.0 

?::H) 100.0 

8f\.3 

YI1S/tlONTH LIFE DEATH 

Sf? o o 

206 
3 
3 
1 

19 
5 
5 
1 

243 

YRS/MONTH 

4/4 

Frequency 

84.8 
1.2 
1.2 
0.4 
7.A 
2.1 
2.1 
0.4 

100.0 

LIFE 

(1 

88.0 

DEATH 

o 

(1) inC1lf(ies 1 of the 1 unknOl'/n (onnnittmcnts 

.. 

Percent 
Change in 
Frequency 

+1.9 
0.0 

+0.4 
0.0 

-1.8 
1.) 

-2.1 
+0.4 

CHANGE IN 
SENTENCE 
YRS/MONTH 

-0/10 

" 

__ ~~_~ ______ ---,-_______________ --,,----....i.-.-_____ ~~-.~-~"-

t, 
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N 
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Career Criminals 

Convi rti ons 

P1ei'l 
oJ u ry 
Court 
Unknown 

A cquitta 1 

Dismissal 

Prose rllti on 
COli rt 
Botf, 

lInk /1CY"',, 

Convi cti on Rat('l 

Tri (11 Rate 

rRInR 

Number PE'l,~tivc 
Fn:r.urnry 

(1) 

T," PoL E ".1 
nrSrOSITlotf II'rnnr1ATIOtI 

S/\II t11\T[O COP/lTY 

Relative Nil mop. r 
Frcl1uency 

(Sunset) 

189 

lBO 

160 
19 
1 
0 

1 

7 

5 
2 
0 

1 

CURRENT 

Relative Relative Per cent 
Frequency Frequency Change 

(2 ) (Subset) (1 & 2) 

100 

95.3 100 

84.7 88.9 
10.1 10.6 
0.5 0.5 
0.0 0.0 

0.5 100 

3.7 100 

2.6 71.4 
1.1 28.6 
0.0 0.0 

0.5 100 

°S.3 

11.1 '" 

<. 

, 1 

, 



r 
I 

r 

\ 

TYPE OF Cor1MIH1ENT 

PRIsml 
CRC 
CYA 
J/lIL 

" lJAIL & PRODATION 
I PRORATION N 
~ OTHER 

lI~IKNOWN 

TOTAL CONVICTED 

INCARCERATION RATE 

PRIOR 

!lumber 

TA!3LE ;i2 
01 SPOSITI Otl HJF0Rt-1J\TION 

SMI tlJl.TEO COlHJTY 

Relative 
Fn~f!uency 

CURRENT 

Number 

127 
12 
3 

11 
18 
4 
1 
4 

180 

Relative 
Frequency 

70.6 
6.7 
1.7 
6.1 

10.0 
2.2 
0.5 
2.2 

100.0 

86.7 

Y P S' It1DtITH LI FE D E/HI-! YRSjt·10NTH LIFE DEATH 

o SENTENCE LDIGTH 4/1 5 

II (j) includes ~ of " unknown C0J111Tdttmcnt:. 

Percent 
Change in 
Frequenc;y 

1.3 

CHJ\NGE IN 
SENTENCE 
YRS;r.10NTH 

_______________________________________________________________________________ ~ __________________________________________________ ~d~ __ rD _____________________ _ 
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Career C ri mi na 1 s 

Convi rti ~ns 

" I Plea N 
U"1 Jury 

Court 
Ilnl: nown 

Acqui tta 1 

:.lisr.issa1 
-----

r rose Ctlt; on 
COil rt 
Both 

I)nlt n(lWn . 

Convi cti en Rate 

Tri a1 RAte 

Nlmner 

JSt 

J77 

1 !i] 
22 
~ 
n 

0 

~ 

;:l 
') ,_ 
0 

0 

...., ;--'<e-__ '_'''_.-r 

• 

TAl?lE /\1 
DISPOSITIOn H!r0fH1P.nmJ 

SANT 1\. CLAR/\ COIIIJTY 

PRHlR 

Palat-ivC' Relative t~lImber 
Fl'enl/en cy FrequC'ncy 

(1) (SupsC't) 

J()(1 263 

Q7.3 :00 254 

83.0 .q~ .~ 2 :~() 
12.1 12.4 U 
?? 2.3 1 

0 0 a 
0.0 0 a 
2.7 100 9 

~ .6 60 7 J.] 40 1 0.0 0 1 

n (1 0 

Q7.3 

111 .3 

o 

CURRENT 

Relative Relative Percent 
Frequency Frequency Change (2) (Subset) (1 & 2) 

100 

96.6 100 -0.7 

85.9 89.0 2.9 
JO.3 10.6 -1.8 
0.4 0.4 -1.8 
0.0 0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 0.0 

3.4 100 +0.7 

2.6 77 .8 +1.0 
0.4 11.1 -0.7 
0.4 11.1 +0.4 

0.0 0.0 0.0 .. 

96.6 -0.7 

10.6 ·-3.7 

" 

p, ~ 
). 

II 
~ f • 

~,' , 



.. 

~·hll'1hrr 

TYPE OF COMM1TME~JT 

PRISon 137 
eRe 7 
CYA III 
~1 JlTl. 4 

" l' AI L & PROOATI ON 1J I 
N PROBATION 2 m 

OTHER 2 
IltJKNOHN 0 

TOT/\L CONY ICTED 177 

INCARCERATION RATE 

TABLE A2 
DISPOSITIOtr rNFOR~tATION 

SAHTA CLAllI'. COllNTY 

Pelative 
Freauency 

77 .II 
4.n 
7 Q .. " 
2.3 
6.2 
1.1 
1.1 
0 

100.0 

~i.fi 

CURRENT 

Number 

183 
12 
13 
3 

35 
2 
1 
J. 

5 

254 

Relative 
Frequency 

72.1 
4.7 
5.1 
1.2 

13.8 
0.7 
0.4 
2.0 

100.0 

84.7 

YRS/t1ONTH LIFE DEI\TH YRS/MONTH 

4/11 

LIFE 

o 
DEATH 

o SENTEtlCE LENGTH 11113 1 o 

(J) inc1IJcfes 4 of the!' unknDi'tn rOI"l"it t rl(lnts 

Percent 
Change in 
Frequency 

-5.3 
0.7 

-4.8 
-1.1 
7.6 

-0.4 
-0.7 
2.0 

-6.9 

CHANGE IN 
SENTENCE 
YRS1MONTH 

0/0 

'i 
I 

<. 



T/\I3LE /\1 
DISPOSITION INFORMATION 

v EN Tl! P./\ Cf11 '~lTY 

PRIOR CURRENT 

Nil Mhe'" P.<:'lativ(> Relative Numrer Relative Relative Percent 
F rcCl u (' n (" Fr~quency Frequency Frequency Change 

(1) (Sunset) (2) (Suhset) (1 & 2) 

Cilreer C ri J11i na 1 s N/A 41 100 

Cony; cti on" N//\ 40 97.6 100 
"Tl 
I Plea N/A 27 65.9 67.5 N 

'-.J tlury H/A 8 19.5 20.0 
Court N/A 4 9.8 10.0 
Unl- nown N/A 1 2.4 2.5 

Acquittal t1/A a 0.0 0.(1 

Dismissal N/A 1 2.4 100 

Pro!'€' cl1ti on ~! I,. 1 2.4 1(10 
Cou rt tJ/A 0 0.0 0 
Both N/I'. () D.n a 

IIrk nown N/!', a 0.0 a 

Convi rti on RatE' t: /1\ 97.6 N/A 

Trial Rate M//\ 29.3 

\ 

r) 



• 

v-
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TABLE A2 
D I SP OS I TI ON HIFO Rt,1A TI ON 

VEtlTt'RA COUNTY 

PRIOR CURRENT 

Numher Relative Number Relative Percent 
Frequency Frequency Change in 

Frequency 

TYPE OF COMMITMENT 

PRISON N/A 37 92.5 
CRC N/A 0 0.0 
CYA N/fo. 0 0.0 

." ,1AIL N/A 1 2.5 
I JAIL & PROBATION N/A 0 0.0 

N 
OJ PROBATION N/A 1 2.5 

OTHER tllA 1 2.5 
IINK~'OHN N/A 0 0.0 

TOTI\L CONVICTED N/I\ 40 100.0 

I~CARCERftTrON RATE NIl'. 95.0 " 

! 

CHANGE IN 
SENTENCE 

YnS/~10NTH LIFE DEATII YRS/MONTH LIFE DEATH YRS·/MONTH 

SDITENCE LENGTH N/I\ 5/11 1 0 N/A 
Q 

,~ 
;. 

\ 

"'fA 

'10' '" 
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APPENDIX G CALIFORNIA CAREER CRIMINAL PROSECUTION PROGRAM 
EVALUATION DATA FORM (EDF) 

STATE Of CALIfORNIA 
OFFICE or CRIHIN~l JUST!~~ .l~k"HG 

m JURISOICTION yoa 1 I 1.1 I 
REFERRIHG LA~ ENfORCEIlE'H 

I I I ! ! I fORK NUKIlER SEll0z0 AGENC~ 

I I I I I I I I I I I ] CASE NUMBER [THNlcnr: 10 zEJ l~ d~ s[D I I I I I I I I I 
I I I I I I I I I I I I CI1 HUMBER 607[] 81!J9~ O~ 

G> <0 
AT OFfENSE AT PRELIHlNARY AT TRIAL 

a 0 PRE-TRIAL RELEASE 4 0 PROBATION lOIN CUSTOOY SOOTHER I 0 IH CUSTOOY SoOlllER 

I 0 NO CCI'.'iITHENT S 0 CRC PAROLE Z 0 AT LARGE REgUESTr 2 0 AT LARGE REgues TEO 

20 PUOlE FilO~ FRISON 6 0 IN FRISOH ! o~L ~UHl j 1 : : 3 0 BAIL AHOUNT II I I I I I I I I 
3 0 CtA PAROLE 7 0 OTHER I 1 : ~rI : 4 0 OlIN m 

(0 0 RECO~1ZAHCE <D RECOGNIZANCE ~ I I I j I I I ! 
C~RH" (RIHI/I~l I"FOP."ATION (RIHES ENHA!ICEH(,TS 

~ ~a. ~ ~lnl~~K KI~~HI~~I~~I~~RI~Oi~~T T .- I I I ! ~ T 

IN ~I~ 0 if If IR I. !) It t~lc ~ \HIH A I~ IOTlii~ ~ ElL I~Eii~ 
I; i ;!! IT 0 10 ~ ~ iH IP 0 ~ I~ E II 2 

11~12~112 ITI Iii 

10 NOH-CAREER (RIIIIH.lL CO.OEFENOANT :~,.,". '~l' .'~.~ 1~~~E1 OFft',SES (3 III~ OR 1 FLUS A OR B) 
A. 1 CONVICTION IN 10 YEARS 
S. 2 CONVICTlOIiS IN 10 fURS 4 _ 1 
HUH5ER Of CURRENT CHARGES 5 I I I -[ 
I'IOST SERIOUS CNAAGE (CH(CK] -6 I I I _ 1m 
NO. OF FROSECUTION OIS~ISSALS 7 I I 
A. I'SUFFtCI.NT EVIOENCE B 
S. HO SUBSTANTIAL CH~'GE IN SENTENCE· 9 --+ c. TO COPIVICT (0-OEFE,0,\"T5 10 
O. HO ~AlERIAL IIITNESS 11 I 
'C. or COUill OISIII Sl~LS 12 I 
A. ISla. S IJ 1 
B. 995 14 I 
C. lila 15 I 

an'E' DISKI SS~lS 10 i I I I ' 
NO, Of ACCUIIT.iLS 11 I I I i I 
HO, OF u· •• £QUCEIl--COI,VICTI 0/15 -'8 :, I I ! 

NO. OF REC~CEO CONV1CTlOIIS 19 I , i I I 
A. INSUFFICIENT EVIDE/ICE 20 II 1 I 
B. HO SuBSTMIIIAl CHIJ'GE IN SEHTEIICE 21 I I I 1 I 
C. TO CONV itT CD-OEfEIIDAATS 22 1 I -'J I· 
o. ~O ~.\TERIAl UIT~ESS 23 r I I ! I 
HO. OF lO"ER COURT OIS?OSITIOIiS 24 I I I I I 
NO OF SUFE<lO~--COU~T OISPOSITIONS 25 I I I I I j I 
HO. c' ,,,.,"' SE:/ICICES 26 I I 

110 OF CDtISECUTI VE SEIITEllCES- 27 I 
'0. OF 1M" t" SEHTE!'C~S 2s I· I 
NO. OF ~lT!G~TEO SEHTEPI"S 29 i 
NO. OF ~IOTER.~ SENTENCH 3~ I I 
NO. OF STAY~J SE~IC'CES 31 i I 

fEARS !'ONTHS L1 FE DEATH CD 
~./.X. SENTENCE rn rn 0 0 m HUHaE~ Of COHTlHUAHCL~ BY OEFENSE 

ACTU4L CD HUHIIER Of COtITlNUAHCES BY PRaSEt'JTlON 
STATE PRISON mrn 0 0 
CtA corn rn HUHIIER Of CONT!HUAHCES BY COURT 

CRC COo] 
o=rJ TOTAL DAYS DELAlEO fROII COIiTlNUAACH 

JAIL CIJDJ [IT] TOTAl DAYS OELAYED--NO DEFENDANT 

PROBATIOH COCO [IT] TOTAL DAYS ARREST TO DISHISSAL/CONVICTION 

OTHER COCO ITO HUMBER Of ~AYS IH CCU 

iI)l",,;. SENTENCE CO CO 0 0 I I ~ I \ I I DATE DISHISSED/CONVICTEO 

. [IJ CO 0 0 
,I DATE SENTENCED 

REOUCED 

PROSECUTORS IWIE CCU j® CONVICTION K9 
OEFENSE 

~- P~L1C CD~RT OT~ER 
o=IJ FILING I I I I I I I I I I I I 0 1 0 GUILTY PLEA PRELIHINARY 0 0 0 0 
[[IJ PPELIHINARY I I I ] I I I I I I I I 0 Z o JURY TRIAL 0 0 0 0 
CIJ:]TWL I I I I I I I I I I I I 0 3D COURT 

'fOR IHIS TYPE Of FROSEC~TIO!l O!SHiSSAL, "tCORO THE l'.I.XIHlJII AHD REDUCED SEHTEIICES '" HCTlOH H. 

CC~PLE TEO P,'/ I I I I /I I I I OATE COMPLETED [2J CIJ CD 
KOHIII DAY YE~R 
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