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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The goal of LEAA sponsored career criminal prosecrtion projects is to 
reduce crime by means of swift prosecution and incarceration of recidivists. 
Incapacitation of career criminals and deterrance of others is likely to 
result in reduction of crime for specific offenses in the future. Career 
Criminal projects generally strive for more aggressive and speedier prose­
cution of identified career criminals as evidenced by more thorough investi­
gation, more communication with witnesses) more stringent bail conditions) 
and revocation of probation and parole. 

Florida's Subsequent Offender Statute 775.084 defines habitual 
criminals and establishes a procedure for prosecution. If the court 
determines, an enhanced penal ty can be imposed on subsequent offender's to 
protect the public from further criminal activity of the defendant. However, 
implementation of this statute is expensive, requiring a substantial 
commitment of time and resources of the prosecutor's office. As a result, 
the Multiple Offender Project in Jacksonville has received LEAA Part C 
Action funds and necessary matching funds since mid-1975. 

The purpose of conducting this study of the Multiple Offender Project 
was to provide decisionmakers with information on the effectiveness of the 
project's efforts in prosecuting identif~ed multiple offenders in Jacksonville. 
The study's quasi -experimental approach (;~;i1pared prosecution of a random 
sample of convicted multiple offenders in 1974 before the project's inception 
with a random sample of convicted multiple offenders in 1977. Follow-up 
data on recidivism in the 1974 sample during the subsequent three year 
period was also provided. in addition to elements of process evaluation. 

It was found that the project did piosecute identified multiple offenders 
to the fullest extent of the law, generally without accepting pleas to lesser 
included offenses o The project's average maximum institutional sentence 
per convicted multiple offender in the 1977 sample was 5.5 years which ex­
ceeded the pre-project sample's average maximum institutional sentence of 
30 32 years per identified multiple offender by more than tv/a yeat~so I~oreover, 
44 percent of the 1974 sample served institutional sentences in the Duval 
County' Correctional Institution compared with 8.9 percent in the 1977 Sample. 

It was found that Circuit Court judges rarely concurred with the prosecu­
tion1s motion to impose enhanced penalties. Only six enhanced penalties 
were imposed in the sample of 131 identified multiple offenders in the 1977 
sample. The enhanced penalty \'las imposed on one defendant in a court ttial 
and on five defendants in jury trials. 

The project's policy of not a11O\'/ing pleas to lesser included chargl:s 
pl'otracted the prosecution of multiple offenders by requiring one third to 
one half more time to process defendants from arrest to conviction than did 
the office's four felony divisions for butglary, grand larceny/grand theft, 
and possession charges in 1977. 

Follow-up data on the sample of 1974 convicted multiple offenders indicated 
a considerable amount of recidivism for those released from prison after 
serving out their sentences. There were 116 felony arrests and 103 mis­
demeanor arrests attributed to 51 of the 78 offenders in the 1974 sample 
of convicted multiple offenders. Thirty-six felony cases, attributed to 
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thirty identified muHiple offenders, \~ere filed.. It was found that 
("~' institutional sentences had been imposed on twenty-one of these thi rty 
,." multiple offenders during the follow-up period of three years; one of these 

offenders had also been adjudicated guilty in a second case and was 

(" 

awaiting sentencing in the second case; and three of these twenty-one 
offenders had also received a probationary sentence during the three year 
follow-up period. Probationary sentences were also imposed on four other 
offenders in the follovl-up sample. Four of the thirty offenders received 
average maximum sentences of six'months in the local correctional institution and 
sixteen received average maximum sentences of 5.5 years in the state prison. 
In addition one of these offende\'s in three cases received sentences totalling 
five months in the local correctional institution and fO'Jr years in the ,State Prison. 
In addition one of these offenders in three cases receivet sentences totalling 
five months in the local correctional institution and four years in the State Prison 
System. There were no enhance~ sentences imposed on multiple offenders in 
the sample during the three year follow-up period. 

It was recommended that the project di rectorreasses~oject objecti ves, 
needs and ,resources; take steps to improve administration and cost-effectiveness 
of the project; define the term plea bargaining in the project's grant 
application; standardize data included in the project1s sentence records; 
and discuss work-saving measures with representatives in the Clerk1s Office and 
Sheriff1s Office. 

Stat; sti cs from the Uni form Crime Reports for 1973-1977 'have indi cated 
that the number of reported offenses for burgl ary and 1 ar"ceny, the 
hJO Part I crimes most frequently prosecuted by the Mul ti pl e Offender 
Projects have decreased to pre-project le'vels or below. Reported burglary 
offenses have declined from over 13,000 in 1974-1975 to 9,961 in 1977. 
Reported larceny, offenses)'which had surged to over 24,000 in 1976, have 
declined to 20,176 in 1977 which is comparable to the pre-project number 
of reported larceny offenses of"20,113. Correspondingly, the number of 
arrests for these two offenses has been s~eadily increasing. There were 
1,985 arrests fm' burglary in 1977, compared to 1.341 in 1973; and 4,529 
arrests for larceny in 1977, compared to 3,730 in 1974. However, adult 
arrests for these offenses have been decreasing and juvenile arrests have 
been increasing~ There were 2,877 adult arrests for larceny in 1975, 2,622 
in 1977; there were 1,120 arrests for burglary in 1975~ and 955 in 1977. It 
seems logical to conjecture that the incarceration of several hundred 
multiple offenders charged with these offenses over the past three years 
has been responsible, to some degree, for this reduction' in reported burglary 
and larceny offenses. 

The project has earned the respect of knowledgeable persons in the local 
criminal justice system, according to information provided in interviews. 
Its competence has been recognized by profess~onals in the State Attorney1s 
Office in Jacksonville and elsewhere. The State Attorney's Office not 
only plans to institutionalize the project in the future but also intends 
to utilize the concept of prioritized prosecution in its other divisionso 
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INTRODUCTION 

A number of studies have revealed that a disproportionate amount of crime 

is attributed to habitual offender~. One landmark study of 10,000 juveniles, 

conducted by Marvin Holfgang and associates a few years ago, trc.\cked the 

sample's criminal involvement to the age of eig~teen. Findings revealed that 

6 percent of the youths studied had committed five or more offenses and were 

responsible for more than half of the reported delinquencies and approximately 

two-thirds of reported violent crimes attributed to the sample of 10,000 youths. 1 

Fi ndi ngs from a more recent LEAA sponsored study of over 45) 000 persons arl'es ted 

for nonfederal felonies or serious rr;lsdemeanors in Hashington, D.C. during a 

56 month period ending September, 1975, revealed that: 

"Those prosecuted at least four times during the period con­
stituted 6 ~ercent of persons prosecuted but were defendants 
in 20 percent of the prosecutions. Regarding persons con­
victed three or more times during the period studied, they 
comprised 5 percent of those convicted but 15 percent of the 
conviction~. The apparent conclusion is that a small number 
of individuals represent a significant portion of the 
prosecutor's and court's work load, not to mention the dis­
proportionate impact those recidivists have on citizens who are 
victims of crime." 2 

According to staff of the Institute of La\~ and Social Research which con­

ducted the above noted study of 45,000 persons, 'Ithe reduction of future crime is 

likely to result from the swift prosecution an~ incarceration of recidivists which 

would not only incapacitate the defendants but quite possibly deter their like­

minded associates at large as wello n3 The study noted t.hat the incapacitation 

effect of taking recidivists out of circulation is apt to cause substantial re­

duction in the rates of specific crimes. 

This, of course, is the goal o~ the LEAA sponsored habitual or multiple 

offender prosecution projects scattered across the country. Some of the expected 

,t'csults of a tougher prosecutive stance toward habitual criminals include "reduced 

preindict~ent nolle prosequi rates for cases involving recidivists, more intensive 
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efforts to secure stringent bail conditions and revocation of probation and 

parole, a speedier handling of these cases, and more intensive preparation 

of repeaters' cases, such as more thorough investigative work and better 

communications with witnesses." 4 Moreover, special prosecutorial projects seek 

to reduce delay as the case moves through the criminal justice system since 

delay tends to increase the failure-to-appear rate, the fading of witnesses' 

memories, and the probability of conviction. The longer a repeat offender is 

on the street awaiting trial, the more likely he will commit additional criminal 

offenses. 

As habitual criminal projects were initiated around the country, questions 

were raised by civil libertarians regarding violation of due process rights. 

A number of cases were filed. The issue was resolved in January 1978 when a 

sharply divided Supreme Court overturned a ruling by the Sixth U.S. Circuit 

( Court of Appeals to support the use of bt'oqd di screti ona ry !Jowers by prosecutors 

including "reverse.plea bargaining", i.e., pressuring criminal defendants with 

more serious charges or sentences in an attempt to obtain guilt), pleas. The 

court recognized the fact that the plea bargaining process is essential to the 

functioning of the criminal justice system and, properly administered, can benefit 

a 11 concel~ned. Just; ce Stewart, writing for the majoY"i ty (Justi ces Berger, Hhite, 

Rehnquist, Stevens, and Stewart) ,stated: "in the give-and-take of plea bargaining 

there is no such element of punishment or retaliation so long as the accused is 

free to accept or reject the prosecution's offer. 1I5 This ruling, of course, vlaS 

praised by prosecutors and shQuld put to rest any questions of constitutional'ity 

surrounding this issue. 

It had been generally known that over one third of the felons incarcerated 

in the State of Florida's correctional system had been imprisoned at least once 

before fOl~ commission of a prior felony. Florida enacted and revised its Subsequent 

Offender Statute (775.084) to maximize penalties of recidivistic felony offenders 
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and habitual misdemeanants in' order to prevent' their further. criminal 

activity against the community. The act is comprehensive and covers any offense 

in violation of a law of another state or of the United States that was 

punishable by death or imprisonment exceeding one year or was equivalent in 

penalty to a misdemeanor Qf the first degree; also covered are offenders placed 

on probation without an adjudication of guilt who commit a subsequent offense 

during the probationary period. 

The act defines a habitual felony offender for whom the court may impose an 

extended term of imprisonment 'as a defc;1nt \'Jho has committed a "qualified offense," 

as noted above, and also meets the following criteria: 

a. Previously been convicted of a felony; 
b. Tv,i ce previously been convi cted of a mi sdemeanor of the 

first degree or another qualified offense for which 
the defendant was convicted after the defendant's 
18th birthday; 

c. The felony for which the defendant is to be sentenced was 
committed within 5 years of the date of the conviction of 
the last prior felony, misdemeanor, or other qualified 
offense of which he was convicted, or within 5 years of the 
defendant's release, on parole or otherwise, from a prison 

. sentence or other commitment imposed as a result of a 
prior conviction for a felony or other qualified offense, 
whichever is later; 

d. The defendant has not received a pardon for any felony 
or other qualified offense that is necessary for the 
operation of this section; and 

e. A conviction of a felony, misdemeanor, or other qualified 
offense necessary to the operatil"\n of thi s secti on has. 
not been set aside in any post-f0nviction proceeding. 

The court may impose an extended term of imprisonment on habitual mis­

demeanants if: 

a. The defendant has ~t least twice previously been convicted of 
the same crime committed at differen~ times after the de­
fendant's 18th birthday; 

b. The misdemeanor for which the defendant is to be sentenced 
was committed within 2 years of the date of the commission 
of the last prior crime or vlithin 2 years of the defendant's 
release, on parole or otherwise, from a prison sentence or 
other commitment imposed as a result ·of a prior conviction 
f~H' a cr'ime, v/hichever is latel~; 

c. The defendant has not received a pardon on the ground of 
innocence for any ctilTle that is necessary for the operation 
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of this section; and 
d. A conviction of a crime necessary to the operation of this 

section has not been set aside in any post-conviction proceeding. 

The act delineates the procedure for its utilization. The court shall 

obtain and consider a presentence investigation prior to imposition of 

sentence as a habitual offender. It requires that "written notice be served 

on the defendant and his attorney a sufficient time prior to the entry of a 

plea or prior to the imposition of sentence to allow the preparation of a 

submission on behalf of the defendant." Evidence is to be presented in open 

court with full rights of confrontation, cross examination, and 

representation by counsel. If the court deems it necessary for the protection 

of the public from further criminal activity by the defendant, it shall 

sentence the habitual offender a~ follm'ls: 

"In tr1e case of a felony of the first degr'ee, for life." 
"In the case of a felony of the second degree, for a 

term of years not exceeding 30. 
"In the case of a felony of the third degree, for a 

term of years not exceeding 10. 
"In the case of a misdemeanor of the first degree, for 

a term of years not exceeding 3. 
IIIn the case of a misdemeanor of the second degree, for a 

term of imprisonment not in excess of 1 year. 6 

Although some form of the subsequent offender statute has been in existence 

for many years, the State Attorney's Office had not been able to provide the 

additi onal manpm'ler necessary to i denti fy, investi gate, prosecute, and obtain 

"a preponderance of evi dence" of prior convi cti ons of habitual o·ffenders. The 

procedure is very time-consuming and requires twice the amount of paperwork 

of a more routine case. This shortcoming was remedied in August~ 1975, when LEAA 

granted an initial grant to establish a separate division to improve the pro­

cessing and prosecution, of habitual or multiple offenders in order to increase 

the likelihood of conviction and the increased severity of sentence. The project 
. 

·has received continuatio~ funds since that time to work'toward its stated ,purposes 

which are t\'1ofold: lito prosecute the career ctiminal to the fullest extent of 
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the law;1I and lito use the career criminals as a study group for an impact analysis 
t , of the elimination of plea bargaining." 

The Multiple Offender Division has concentrated its efforts on adult multiple 

offenders who conform to the above ~efinition and have committed the following 

offenses: 

Burglary (conveyance, building, and dwelling); 

FQ}~gery and Utter; ng; 

Possession of Contr0lled Substance; 

Receiving Stolen Property; 

Grand Larceny; and 

Repeat Retail Theft Violations, i.e., two or 
more prior Petit Larceny Convictions. 

The project's rationale for focusing on the non-violent crimes is r21~ted 

to the fact that prior to the inception of the project it was thDught that 

defendants who committed crimes against property and other non-violent crimes 

were less subject to aggressive prosecution and harsher sentences. 

In other words, project staff have generally not prosecuted multiple offenders 

who were charged \'lith capital or life felonies such as murd~r, ra~e of a 

child, robbery with a deadlY'\"Jeapon, burglary with an assault, felony 

pl'obationary violations, or escape from a correctional facility. 

The procedure utilized to identify multiple offenders may be briefly 

descri bed in tlli s manner. Proj ect attorneys screen a 11 current felony rap 

sheets "/hieh are routinely provided by the Records and Identification Section 

of the Sheriff's Office. Any past convictions and/or arrests which suggest 

the offender may be prosecuted in accordance \\lith the Subsequent Offender 

Statute are circled on the rap sheet to indicate to the project investigator that 

additional information regarding disposition,conviction, and sentence is required. 

The investigator then checks with the local Clerk's Office and other appropriate 
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agencies elsewhere to obtain sufficient evidence to determine if the defendant 

\ is a multiple offender. The investigator obtains certified copies of judgments, 

sentences, fingerprints and other necessary information. He also conducts 

a pre-trial investigation and locates, informs, and subpoenas witnesses. 

Project attorneys review evidence thoroughly before filing a Notice to 

Seek an Enhanced Penalty on those defendants who have been identified as multiple 

offenders in accordance with Statute 775.084. This written notice must be 

served on the defendant and his attorney prior to the entry of a plea or 

prior to the imposition of sentence to allow the preparation of a submission 

on behalf of the defendant. All evidence is presented in open court with full 

rights of confl'ontation, cross-examinati!:m, and representation by counsel 0 

According to Statute 775 0 084, enhanced sentences require a "preponderance of the 

evidence" and are appealable. The defendant must be fingerprinted for the purpose 

of positive identification. The decision regarding the imposition of sentence 

under Statute 775.084 is left with the court. A finding that the imposition 

of sentence under thi s secti on is necessary for t'n,: protecti on of the publ; c 

from further criminal activity by the defendant resu~ts in enhanced sentences 

as noted earlier on page 4 • 
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METHODOLOGY 

A 1975 study conducted by the Office of Ctimina1 Justice Planning identified 

eighty-one multiple offender convictions and provided baseline data with whlch 

to compare data collected on a sample of similar cases prosecuted as multiple 

'offenders by the r~ultiple Offender Project in 1977. The 1975 study utilized 

a sample of one hundred cases randomly drawn from each of the four criminal 

divisicns: a total of 400 Code 01 cases (i.e., cases in which the defendant had 

been adjudicated guilty at in which adjudication of guilt had been withheld.) 

The sample represented 11 percent of the Office's Code 01 cases. Since some 

cases yielded more than one defendant, the 1975 study ptovided infotmation 

on a total of 453 individuals. Of these, eighty··one convictions vlere attributed 

to i denti fi ed mul ti p1 e offenders, as defined by the Subsequent Offender Statute. 

The 1977 project records revealed that 382 of a total of 450 identified 

multiple offenders were reported to have been convicted; 40 of 58 multiple 

offenders were nolle prosequied because they had been convicted in other pending 

cases and charges against 10 multiple offenders were dismissed. The team dtew 

a random sample ,of 150 Code 01 cases from the project's sentence records. These 

cases yielded a total Of 131 multiple offender convictions prosecuted by project 

attorneys and 17 which had been prosecuted by non-project staff. Although the 

latter were included in the project's sentence records and were said to have been 

prosecut~d in accordance with project guidelin~s, these multiple offenders were 

withdrawn from the sample because they had not been prosecuted by project staff. 

The purpose of conducting this study of the Multiple Offender Project was 

to provide decisionmakers with information on the effectiveness of the project's 

efforts in prosecuting multiple offenders in Jacksonville. The study's quasi­

experimental approach, a before and after research des i gn, compared the 
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data gathered on a 1977 Sample of corvicted multiple offenders prosecuted 

by staff of the r1ultiple Offender Project with a 1974 Sample of identified 

convi cted mul tipl e offenders \'/ho were prosecuted by the S'tate Attorney's Off; ce 

prior to the inception of the project. 

Data on the following objectives for the 1974 and 1977 samples will be 

aggregated and compared using descriptive statistical techniques in an attempt 

to assess the processing of multiple offenders by the State Attorney's Office 

before and after the inception of the Multiple Offender Division. Comparisons 

will be noted with regard to pertinent literature in the field if indicated. 

OBJECTIVE 1: 

MEASUREMENT: 

OBJECTIVE 2 

MEASUREt1ENT: 

To compare the socia-demographic profile of the 1974 Sample 
of multipl e offenders prosecuted by the State Attorney's 
Office in Jacksonville, Florida with that of a Sample 
of multiple offender cases prosecuted in 1977. 

Socia-demographic data will be collected from case records 
in the State l\ttol"ney's Office on a random sample of 
150 Code 01 cases prosecuted during 1977 ~ncluding data on race, 
sex, age) level of education, place of birth and length 
of residency in Jacksonville, employment status at time 
of &rrest, and legal representation. This data will 
then be compared with comparable data on eighty-one 
identified mult"iple offendei~conviction~ prosecuted by tile 
State Attorney's Offi ce in Jacksonvi 11 e in 1974. 

To compare the prosecution and sentencing of multiple 
offenders through the local criminal justice system 
befote and after the inception of the Multiple Offender 
Division in 1975, utilizing, fol" comparative purposes, data 
on a 1974 sample which was collected by staff in the Office 
of Criminal Justice Planning in Jacksonville and data on 
the above noted 1977 Sample. 

The evaluation team will gather and compare offense and 
sentencing data from a sample of one hundred and fift.y 
randomly selected Cede 01 case files of multiple offenders \'Jho 
\'Jere prosecuted by the State Attorney's Offi ce in Jackson­
ville in 1977 with data reported in a previous study on a 
sample of multiple offenders prosecuted in 1974~ Attention 
will be directed to obtaining comparative information on 
frequency and type of offenses committed by multiple offenders 
and the sentence received for such acts. It is not anticipated 
that thel"'e wi.ll be any problem in gaining access to the files 
since the pl~oject is funded primarily by LEAA. 
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~ OBJECTIVE 3: 

MEASU REt1ENT: 

OBJECTIVE 4: 

MEASUREMENT: 

\ 
'. 

OBJECTIVE 5: 

MEASUREMENT: 

OBJECTIVE 6: 

MEASU RE~1ENT: 

OBJECTIVE 7: 

r~EASUREMENT: 

To compare plea bargaining policy and the incidence of pleas 
to reduced charges in the 1974 and the 1977 samples. 

The evaluation team will interview, if possible, present 
and past project st:::F and review any \'Jritten policy 
statements with regard to plea bargaining with identified 
multiple offenders in the years 1974 and 1977,respectivelyo 
In addition, information will be gathered by the evaluation 
team from records in the State Attorney's Office for 
individuals in the 1977 sample of those multiple offenders 
who pleaded guilty as charged; those \'/ho pleaded guilty 
as charged to at least one count (including no contest 
pleas); those who pleaded guilty to a lesser charge; those 
who pleaded guilty as chal~ged to one count \'1hose other 
charges were dropped; and those found guilty by jury or 
adjudged incompetent to stand trial. This information 
'IIill be compared with compar'able data on the 1974 sample 
as reported in the 1975 study of multiple offenders. 

To compare the duration of the two samples in the system 
from dates of arrest to conviction to sentencing. 

The dates of. arrest, conviction~' and sentencing Vlill be re­
corded for the 1977 sample and comparison will be made 
with data on hand for the 1974 sample. 

To analyze a sample·of fifty 1977 multiple offender 
cases vvhich resulted in disposition by dismissal or nolle 
prosequi proceedingso 

A sample of fifty cases will be selected at random and data 
will be collected on reasons which led to charges being dropped. 
(See explanation regarding revision of this objective on page 12.) 

To assess the internal efficiency of the project in terms 
of several recognized management indices. 

Present and former staff (if readily available) will be inter­
viewed and project records will be reviewed, including past 
monitoring reports. Internal management-type reports of the 
State Attorney's Office will be requested, for comparative 
purposes. 'Attenti on Vii 11 be di rected toward issues such as 
personnel, tra'ining, caseflm</ management and efficiency. 

To gather infOrmation on the project's relations with other 
agencies. 

Information \'/ill be sought concerning impressions regarding 
special prosecutorial efforts for multiple offenders from 
judges and other knowledgeable persons in the Public Defender's 
Office, and the Sheriff's Office, and the 10cal.Arlerican Bar f\ssociation. 
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OBJECTIVE 8: To gather follow-up data on the 1974 Sample. 

MEASUREMENT: Information will be sought on rearrests, reconvictions, 
parole violation and other measures of recidivism from 

. the Sheriff's Office, the local Criminal Justice Infor­
mation System and the D2partment of Corrections. 

There are some differences between the samples which should be noted. The 

1974 Sample was not prosecuted in accordance with procedures established 

by the Subsequent Offender Statute, whereas the 1977 Sampl e was. Thi s fact 

was, of course, established initially \'Jhen a before and after quasi-experimental 

research design was developed. Although this is the major difference between 

the samples and accounts for much of the variance, there are some other 

exceptions which should be noted. Essentially~ the two samples included defendants 

convicted of the same types of offenses. However, each included a few exceptions 

whi ch \'Iere not incl uded in the other sampl e. For instance, the 1974 Sampl e 

included one felon \~ho had been convicted under Chapter 782 of the Florida 

Statutes of either murder or manslaughter and one for procuring for prostitution. 

The 1977 Sample lacked the'se offenses, but incl uded one person who had been 

convicted of procuring drugs without a prescription. 

There are also some hist~rical events which occurred in the interim 

whi ch may al so have accounted for some of the di fferences betl~een the two 

samples. One significant changes according to project staff, has been the 

new felony screening procedures which were implemented in 1975. Under the 

revised procedures, each attorney in the office files his own cases and assumes 

responsibility for ,them through disposition. Previously, the office had main­

tained a charging and intake division which h~ndled all intake and filing 

of criminal cases \-/hich '.'Jere then channelled to trial divisions for prosecution. 

Therefore, more thah one attorney would be involved in the handling of cases. 
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Another related change, which was reported in interviews with officials 

,. in the State Attorney's Office, is that more cases were filed by the charging 

and intake division than are now filed. This is due to the adoption of a 

more stringent charging threshold. A determination must now be made concerning 

probablecause and reasonable chance of conviction~in accordance with the 

revised policy manual of the State Attorney's Office. 

These changes in the charging threshold and the revised felony screening 

procedures are reflected in the total number of felony filings reported by 

the Clerk's Office for the past four years. There were 5,158 felony filings 

in 1974; 3,202 in 1975; 2,766 in 1976; and 3,734 in 1977. 7The implications 

of these two changes should be kept in mind when the resul ts are examined. 

Another potential difference which had to be considered were variations 

in the minimum and maximum sentences affecting multiple offenders in 1974 and 

1977. According to knowledgeable persons in the State Attorney's Office, the 

minimum and maximum sentences affecting multiple offenders have remained 

constant, despite the fact that there have been a number of revisions to the statutes 

since 1974. 

The size of the 1977 Sample is deliberately larger than that of the 1974 

Sample in order to provide a better inrlication of" the 1977 total caseload than 

a smaller sample would have done. ~1oreover', there was no \'Jay of estimating 

the number of cases which v-Jere handled by non-project attorneys. To minimize 

variations between the two samples, data is presented in percentages as \<Jell as 

numbers for easier comparison. It should be stressed that applied research, 

such as this study, is geared to providing a considerable amount of descl'iptive 

data without the rigor of basic or experimental research. 

Three changes occurred which affected the original research design for the 
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study. Firstly, the team was unaware of the fact that many of the current 

rap sheets provided by the Sheriff's Office did not contain dispositions of re-

cent arrests. This unanticipated development affected original plans to 

analyze previous arrest data in more depth. 

Secondly, although Objective 5 was added to the design at the .suggestion 

of staff in the State Attorney's Office, further discussions revealed that 

primary interest centered on nol prossed cases which had not resulted in the de­

fendant's conviction in another casey The team therefbre analyzed all such 

cases; however, the number did not total fifty. Another reason for limiting 

the sample of nol prossed cases was cost-effectiveness of the study in that the 

follm'ling development was also unantiCipated but was important enough to be 

included in the study. 

As a result of discussions with knowledgeable persons in the Sheriff's 

Office regarding the project's external relations, follm'l-up information on the 

subsequent arrests of the 1974 sample was requested. The team obtained rearrest 

information on the earlier sample in a matter of days because of the excellent 

and prompt cooperation of personnel in the Sheriff's Office, notably the Records 

and Identification Section. This follbw-up data indicated there had been a 

considerable amount of reinvolvement by the 1974 sample in the criminal justice 

system. Contacts were then initiated with the local criminal justice information 

system to obtain information on the disposition of the subsequent arrests anr with 

the Bureau of Criminal Justice Planning and Assistance to see if it might be possible to 

obtain information on the dates and types of release which had been granted by the 

Florida Department of Corrections to multiple offenders ~n the 1974 sample. It 

was felt that any follow-up information on the sample would be of great interest 

to project petsonnel and \'lOuld provide baseline information from which to compare 
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data on follow-up studies of samples in the future. For this reason, Objective 

~, .' 8 vias added to the study. 

The study does not include some elements which are cbve'red in routine 

monitorings by staff of the Metropolitan Planning Unit because of time and 

. cost limitations. 

Therefore, the major sources of data for the study have been the data 

provided in the 1975 study; the data collected on the sample of 150 randomlY 

selected Code 01 cases of multiple offenders prosecuted in 1977 to judgment 

of adjudication of guilt or withheld adjudication; follow-up data on the 1974 

Sample provided by the Jacksonville Sheriff's Office, the Department of Corrections, 

and the local Criminal Justice Information System; and re~orts and information obtained 

in interviews with staff and other knowledgeable persons in the State Attorney's 

Office, the Clerk's Office, the Sheriff's Office, and three of the four 

Circuit felony judges. Data was collected and collated in the aggregate on 

a number of indices in order that it might be analyzed and interpreted 

in the light of information obtained in a review of the.literature. Finally, 

a number of general recommendations were made for the consideration of project 

staff. These recommendations were made' by generalists, not by professionals 

in criminal law. Nevertheless, it is hoped that the recommendations may point 

up some areas in which the project may want or need to move in the future in 

order to become even more effective in its prosecution of multiple offenders. 

~lementation Strategy and Dissemination of Report 

Evaluation findings and recomnendations will be reviewed with the project 

director to obtain input concerning the accuracy and appropriateness of the 

study's findings and recommendations. If indicated by the nature and scope of 

recommendations made, a follm</-up study \'Iill be conducted within six to nine 

months after finalization of the study. 
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Fu1l copies of the report will be distributed to the state Attorney's 

Office, the project director, and the Bureau of Criminal Justice Planning and 

Assistance. Copies of the executive summary will be disseminated tL the Mayor's 

Office, the City's Office of Intergovernmental Affairs) and the local Criminal 

Justice Advisory Council. Full copies will be available upon request. 
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OBJECTIVE 1: To compare the socio-demographic profile of the 1974 Sample 
of multiple offenders prosecuted by the State Attorney' s Office in Jacksonville, 
Florida with that of a sample of multiple offender cases prosecuted in 1977. 

Tabulation of the project's 1977 sentence records revealed a total of 

450 multiple offenders against whom charges had been filed. There had 

been 382 multiple offenders \~ho were reported to have been convicted (or 85 

percent); 58 had been nolle prosequied of whom 40 were reported as Nol 

Pross #30 I s, i.e., the conviction in another case resulted in nolle prosequi 

rif charges in the other pending case; and 10 multiple offenders whose charges 

were reported to have b~en dismissed. The sentence records also indicated 

203 non-multiple offenders had been prosecuted of whom 127, or 63 percent, 

were reported to have been convicted; 38 non-multiple offenders were nolle 

prosequied of whom 30 were no1 p~oss #30 I s; 37 non-multiple offenders were 

charged with violation of probation; and one had dismissed charges. It should 

be noted that project staff provided necessary input to the team in 

deciphering abbreviations and symbols used in the sentence records to determine 

the categories in which to place a small number of exceptions who did not 

conform to general rules provided by project staff. 

The sample of 150 Code 01 cases randomly selected from the project's sentence 

records yielded a total of 148 convicted multiple offenders. However, since 

seventeen, or 11 percent~ had been prosecuted by non-project attorneys, they 

were eliminated from the sdmple leaving a sample of 131 which constituted 35 per­

cent of multiple offenders convicted in 1977, according to the project sentence 

records. A closer look at the seventeen cases eliminated from the sample revealed 

the follovdng infol'mation. 

Seven cases had been handled by non-project attorneys because they had ex­

pressed special interest in the, cases, including two handled by the Special 

Prosecution Division; five of the cases were considered part of the overload 
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itemming from the C and N Fencing Operation; the defendants in two of the cases 

:"'~' were discovered to be multiple offenders after a considel"able amount of pre­

liminary work had already been completed by non-project attorneys; two cases 

invol ved 1 i fe felony charges \'/hi ch are not handl ed by the project; and one case 

evidently had been overlooked by project staff. 

" 

It is interesting to note that the 1974 sample of multiple offenders \,/as 

exclusively male \'lhereas the 1977 sample included fifteen females. Blacks con­

stituted 56.8 percent of the 1974 sample and 72 per~ent of the 1977 sample. Age­

wise, the most significant change has been the increase of the 25-34 year old 

group from 35.8 percent in 1974 to 48 percent in 1977. There has been little 

fluctuation reflected in data describing the educational background of individuals 

in both samples. More than half of each sample had not completed high school. 

The percentages of highschool graduates and post-high school trained multiple 

offenders were similar in both groups: 31 percent of 1974 sample had graduated 

from high school compared to 33 percent in the 1977 sample. There was a slight 

gain in the post-high school category in the 1977 $ample~ 13 percent compated 

to 9 percent; Information on the above socio-demographic vadables for both samples 

is summarized in Tables 1 through 10, located on pages 19 to 25; although some 

of the tables are in a different format, they provide comparable infotmation on 

the samples. 

The i nct"ease in unemployment in the 1977 sampl e to 37 percent was si g-

ni fi cantly hi ghet than the reported 10 pel"Cent \'Jho \'Jere unemployed in the 1974 

sample. No doubt this is related to the county's overall unemployment rate and 
, 

to the fact that offenders genetally have a highet rate of unemployment than the 

general public. Figutes from the Florida State Employment Servicefot 1974 

revealed an ovetall unemployment rate of 5 percent fot Duval County: 3.9 percent 

for whites and 9.1 percent for blacks. In 1977 the overall unemployment rate 

\'/as 6.8 percent for the county: 5.3 percent fOl~ \."hites and 12.1 percent for blackso 
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The employment categories of both studies wer-e basically those used by the 

Florida State Employment Service~ with some modification. Therefore, IISer-vice 

Occupations " included cooks, maids~ dishwashers, waiters, nurses' aides, etc. 

"Clerical and Sales ll included clerks, all types of salespersons; IISkilled and 

semi-skilled ll comprised laborers, carpenters, roofers~ mechanics, etc.; II1jiscellaneous", 

in bath reports, included retired, house\'Iives, students. Military personnel 

were counted as "Professional and r~anagerial." There VJere only slight fluctuations 

in percentages between the two samplen in the following employment categories: 

service, clerical, sales, professional/managerial, and miscellaneous; however, 

the percent of those employed in skilled and semi-skilled positions dropped from 

76.5 percent in 1974 to 39 percent in 1977; nevertheless, the skilled and semi­

skilled categories continued to register the largest percentage of employed 

workers in both. sampl es. See Tabl e 4 on page 21. _ 

Legal Representation 

The Public D~fender's office handled 81.5 percent of multiple offender 

c~ses in the 1974 sample compared to 73.3 percent of cases in the 1977 sample. 

Court-appointed attorneys rep}~esented a larger propor'tion of multiple offenders 

in the 1977 sample, a total of 9.6 percent, (including those instances which the 

Public Defender withdrew) compared to 3.7 percent in the 1974 sample of multiple 

offenders. The percentages of multiple offenders who hired their o\'In attorneys 

has remained relatively constant: 11.1 percent in the 1974 sample and 12.6 

percent in the 1977 sample. Fo}~ additional information refer to Table 7 on page 23. 

Place of Birth and Residency in Jr,cksoiwille 

-Both of the multiple offender samples included a majot~;ty of pel'sons born 

in Jacksonville: 56.8 percent i~ the 1974 sample and 69.6 percent in the 1977 

sample. However, it should be noted that the latter figure may be slightly 
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skewed due to the fact that prosecution of persons with out-of-town and out­

of-state convictions is contingent upon the cooperation of authorities in those 

areas in sending the necessary documents as well as the quality of the material 

sent. Also, the project requires proof of two out-of-state prison convictionso 

Ninety-five percent of the 1974 sample had lived in Jacksonville at least one 

yeat~ which is comparable to the 1977 sample. Seventy-five percent of the 1974 

sample and 83.7 percent of the 1977 sample had lived in Jacksonville over ten 

years. These statistics indicate that the multiple offender population is pri­

marily resident, not transient, thereby affording the pl~oject more opportunity 

for impact. 

Bail Status of Multiple Offenders 

None of the 1977 sample's multiple offe~ders were released on recognizance 

Ol~ conditional release and 19 offenders were not gl"anted bail statuso Twelve 

bonds were posted at $500.00 or less, the majority of bonds, 87, were set at 

$501-$1,000; 29 bonds ranging between $1,001-$2,500 were posted; there were 

eight bonds in excess of $5,0000000 There were ten bond review motions filed 

on the 1977 sample of multiple offenders. Bond review motions were filed on two 

of the six offenders who eventually received enhanced penaltieso Nine of the 

ten motions involved offenders who were later cohvicted and sentenced to the 

Florida State Prison for terms ranging from three years to life; one was sentenced 

to nine months in the Jacksonville Correctional Institution. Eight of the motions 

affected male offenaers, si~ black and two white; the other two affected a black female 

and a white female. Information on bail status was unavailable for the 1974 Sample. 

According to project personnel, the 1974 Fede~ll Court's Order governing 

ovet~crowding in the local jail is the primary factor which limits the office's 

recommGndati ons for more sttingent bai 1 cond; ti ons. 
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I TABLE' 1 

RACE AND SEX OF THE MULTIPLE OFFENDERS IN THE 1974 AND '977 SAMPLES 

..,.- In the 1974 sample all the multiple offenders were males; 56.79% were black and 
43.21% were white. 

1977 

MALE % FEMALE % ~/A % TOTAL % 

BLACK 84 64.1 10 7.6 94 71.8 
HHITE 33 25.2 3 2.3 36 27.5 
N/A 1 .f:) 1 08 

TOTALS: 117 89.3 13 9.9 1 .8 131 100.1 

TABLE 2 

COMPARISON OF AGES AT TIME OF ARREST OF MULTIPLE OFFENDERS 
FOR THE 1974 AND 1977 SAMPLES 

1974 

BLACK % WHITE % TOTAL % 

" 16-17 YEARS 
I 18-19 YEARS 5 10087 7 20.00 12 14.82 " 

20-24 YEARS 17 36.96 12 34.28 29 35.81 
25-29 YEARS 11 23.91 9 25.71 20 24.69 
30-34 YEARS 4 8.70 5 14.29 9 11. 11 
35-39 YEARS 3 60 52 3 3.70 
40-44 YEARS 3 6.52 1 2.86 4 4.94, 
45-49 YEARS 2 4035 1 2.86 3 3070 
50-54 YEARS 1 2.17 1 1. 23 
55-59 YEARS 
OVER 60 YEARS 

TOTALS: 46 100.00 35 100.00 81 100.00 

1977 

BLACK HHITE BLACK - WHITE 
MALE % ~1ALE % FEI~ALE % FEt~ALE % N/A % TOTAL % 

UNDER 18 
18-20 12 9.2 8 6. 1 1 .8 21 16 
21-24 24 18.3 12 9.2 1 .8 1 . .8 38 29 
25-34 43 32.8 11 8.4 6 4.6 2 1.5 62 47.3 
35+ 4 3. 1 2 1.5 2 1.5 8 6. 1 
N/A 1 .8 1 .8 2 1.5 

TOTALS: 84 64.2 33 25.2 10 7.7 3 2.3 1 .8 131 99.9 

1'"' 
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TABLE 3 

LEVEL OF EDUCATION FOR 11ULJIPLE OFFENDERS IN THE 1974 AND 1977 SA~lPLES 
" 

1974 

BLACK % l:lHITE ...! TOTAL ...! --
0-3 YEARS 1 2.17 1 1023 
4-6 YEARS 
7-9 YEARS 7 15.22 9 25.71 16 19.75 
10-12 YEARS 36 78.26 21 60.00 57 70.37 
13-18 YEARS 2 4.35 5 14.29 7 8.65 

TOTALS: 46 100.0% 35 100.0% 81 100.0% 

1977 

BLACK VlHITE BLACK HHITE 
t1ALE % r~ALE % FEI11\LE % FEMALE % N/A % TOTAL % -- -- -"- - _.'-

DROPOUTS 42 32.1 22 16.8 4 3~1 68 51. 9 .r HIGH SCHOOL 29 22.1 8 60 1 4 3.1 1 .8 4,2 32.1 " , POST HIGH 
SCHOOL 11 8.4 3 20 3 1 .8 2 1.5 17 13.0 

N/A 2 1.5 1 .8 1 .8 4 3.1 

TOTALS: 84 64. 1 33 25.2 10 7.8 3 203 1 .8 131 100.1 
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. TABLE 4 . . 
EMPLOYMENT STATUS FOR THE 1974 AND 1977 MULTIPLE OFFENDER SAMPLES 

.' , 1974 , 
'. 

BLACK % WHITE % TOTAL % 

SERVICE 4 8.69 2 5071 6 7.41 

CLERICAL & SALES 1 2.86 1 1.23 

SKILLED & SEMI-
SKILLED LABORERS 35 76 009 27 77.15 62 76 054 

PROFESSIONAL, 
MANAGERIAL 

UNH'IPLOYED 5 10087 3 8.57 8 .9088 

MISCELLANEOUS 2 4.35 2 5.71 4 4.94 

TOTALS: 46 100000 35 100000 81 100000 

",,", 

~ 1977 ~, ... , 

BLACK WHITE BLACK WHITE 
~1ALE 01 MALE % FEMALE % FEMALE % N/A % . TOTAL % 10 ---

SERVICE 7 5,3 3 2·.3 1 .8 11 8.4 

CLERICAL & SALES 1 .8 1 .8 2 1.5 

SKILLED & SEMI-
SKILLED 36 27.5 16 12.2 52 3907 

PROFESSIONAL, 
MANAGERIAL 2 1.5 1 08 1 .8 4 301 

UNEMPLOYED 32 24.4 10 706 6 406 48 36.6 

MISCELLANEOUS 4 3. 1 3 203 2 105 1 08 10 706 

N/A 2 105 1 08 1 08 4 3.1 

TOTALS: 84 6401 33 25 02 10 7.7 3 2.4 1 9 8 131 100.0 

.~" 
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TABLE 5 

;Io~''''' • AGE AT FIRST ADULT ARREST FOR THE 1977 MULTIPLE OFPENDER SAMPLE 
" . ~---

BLACK WHITE BLACK WHITE 
MALE % t~ALE % FEMALE % FEMALE % N/A % TOTAL % -- -

17 16 12.2 7 5.3 2 1.5 1 .8 26 , 9.8 

. 18 20 15.3 10 7.6 2 1.5 1 .8 33 25.2 

19-24 24 18.3 10 7.6 3 2.3 1 .8 38 29.0 

25-34 5 3.8 1 .8 2 1.5 8 6.1 

35+ 

N/A 19 14.;5 5 3.8 , .8 1 .8 26 19.8 

TOTALS: 84 64.1 33 25.1 10 7.6 3 2.4 1 .8 131 99.9 

TABLE _6_ 

PLACE OF BIRTH OF MULTIPLE OFFENDERS IN THE 1974 AND 1977 SAMPLES 
;< 1974 . I 

"*" " 

. BLACK' % ~~HITE % TOTAL % 

JACKSONVILLE 31 67.39 15 42.86 46 56.79 
OTHER FLORIDA 1 2.17 1 2.86 2 2.47 
NON-FLORIDA 14 30~43 19 54.28 33 40.74 

TOTALS: 46 99.99 35 100.00 81 100.00 
.1977 

BLACK WHITE BLACK HHITE 
~1ALE % ~·1ALE % FEMALE % FE~1ALE % N/A % TOTAL % 

JACKSONVILLE 63 48.1 19 14.5 8 6.1 2 1.5 92 70.2 
OTHER FLORIDA 4 3. 1 1 .8 1 .8 6 4.6 
NON-FLORIDA 17. 13.0 13 9.9 1 .8 1 .8 32 24.4 
N/A 1 .8 1 .8 

TOTALS: 84 64.2 33 25.2 10 7.7 3 2.3 1 .• 8 131 100.0 
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TABLE 7 
(- .. 

LEGAL REPRESENTATION OF MULTIPLE OFFENDERS ........ ,/ 

FOR THE 1974 AND 1977 SAMPLES 

1974 

BLACK % WHITE % TOTAL % 

PUBLIC DEFENDER 42 51.9 24 29.6 66 81.5 

COURT-APPOINTED 2 2.5 1 1.2 3 3.7 

PRIVATE 1 1.2 8 9.9 9 11 • T 

HAlVED 1 1.2 2 2.5 3 3.7 

TOTALS: 46 56.8 35 43.2 81 100.0 

1977 

BLACK' WHITE BLACK HHITE 
MALE % ~1ALE % FEMALE % FErqALE % N/A % TOTAL O! 

/0 -- - -- -
(' . 

PUBLIC DEFENDER 68 51.9 24 18.3 5 3.8 97 74.0 \ ....... 

COURT APPOINTED 2 1.5 .- 2 1.5 

PRIVATE ATTORNEY 8 6. 1 2 1.5 3 2.3 3 2.3 16 12.2 

PD WITHDREW/CT. APPTD. 6 4.6 4 3.1 10 7e6 

PO WITHDREW/OWN ATTY. 

CT. APPTO. \HTHDREW/PD 1 .8 1 0 
• LJ 

N/A 3 20 3 1 .8 1 .8 5 3.8 

TOTALS: 84 64.1 33 25.2 10 7.7 3 2.3 1 .8 131 99,,9 

" 
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TABLE 8 

LENGTH OF RESIDENCY IN JACKSONVILLE 
FOR THE 1974 AND 1977 MULTIPLE OFFENDER SAMPLES 

!,~-.. 

~'" ,.,' 

1974 

BLACK % HHITE % TOTAL % 

1 ~10. OR LESS 1 2.86 1 1.25 

MORE THAN 1 MO 
LESS THAN 1 YR. 1 2.22 2 5.71 3 3.75 

1-9 YEARS 5 11.11 11 31.43 16 20.00 

10-19 YEARS 5 11. 11 7 20.00 12 15.00 

20-29 YEARS 26 57.78 13 37.14 39 48.75 

30-39 YE/\RS 7 15.56 1 2.86 8 10.00 

40-49 YEARS 1 2.22 1 1.25 

OVER 50 YEARS 

TOTALS: 45 100.00 35 100.00 80 100.00 

.. 
! ... 

1977 

BLACK WHITE BLACK HHITE 
f>1ALE % M.£\LE % FEr'1ALE % FEr~ALE % N/A % TOTAL % 

LESS THAN 
1 YEAR 4 3.1 4 3.1 8 6.1 

1-9 YEARS 4 3.1 6 4.6 10 7.6 

MORE THAN 
10 YEARS 75 57.3 23 17.6 10 7.6 3 2.3 111 84.7 

N/A 1 08 1 .8 2 1 5 . 
" 

TOTALS: 84 64.3 33 25.3 10 7.6 3 2.3 1 .8 131 99.9 

, . 
! 
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TABLE 9 

BAIL STATUS FOR THE 1977 MULTIPLE OFFENDER SAMPLE 

TOTAL 
BLACK YJHITE BLACK WHITE BO~!DS 
MALE % IqALE % FE~1ALE % FEMALE % N/A % POSTED % ---

00-500 9 5.3 2 1.2 1 .6 12 7. 1 

501-1000 50 29.4 30 17.6 4 2.4 3 1.8 87 51.2 

1001-2500 21 12.4 6 3.5 2 1.2 29 17. 1 

2501-5000 5 2.9 1 .6 5 2.9 1 .6 12 7. 1 

MORE THAN 
5000 7 4. 1 1 .6 8 4.7' 

ROR/COND. REL. -

NO BAIL 12 7. 1 6 3.5 1 .6 19 11.2 

N/A 1 .6 1 .6 1 .6 3 1.8 

TOTALS: 105 61.8 46 27.0 14 8.3 4 2.4 1 .6 170 J 00. 2 

TABLE 10 

NUt~BER OF BOND REVIE\~ ~·10TIONS FILED IN THE 1977 nUL TIPLE OFFENDER SAt'tPLE 

BLACK HHITE BLACK I'iHITE 
t1ALE % t1ALE % FEMALE % FEP1ALE % N/A % TOTAL % -- - -- -

YES 6 4.6 2 1.5 1 .8 1 .8 10 7.6 
NO 78 59.5 31 23.7 9 6.9 2 1.5 1 .B 121 92.4 

TOTALS: 84 64.1 33 25.2 10 7e7 3 2.3 1 .8 131 100.0 

25 

I 
I 



bBJECTIVE 2: To compare the prosecution and sentencing of mUltiple offenders 
i"~' through the local criminal justice system before and after the inception of 
~"~ the Multiple Offender Project in 1975. 

Of the 131 multiple offender convictions in 1977, 77 or 58.8 percent had 

pled guilty as charged on all counts; an additional 44 defendants or 3306 

percent had pl ed guil ty as charged to at 1 east one count and had had other 

charges dropped or abandoned; 2 or 1.5 percent VJere noted to have pl ed gui 1 ty 

to lesser charges; and 8, or 60 1 percent, were found guilty by juries. Since 

the 1977 sample excluded persons acquitted in jury'trials, this rate may appear 

lower than the project's reported jury trial rate of "12 percent for multiple 

offenders in 1977. The four criminal divisions averaged a 4 percent rate of 

jury trials in 1977 \>Jhich was comparable to the national average of 5 pel"cent, 

accol"ding to knowledgeable pel"sons in the State Attorney's Office. 

Within the 1974 sample of 81 convictions of defendants who were identified 

as multiple offenders, there were 48, or 59.3 percent, who had pled guilty as 

charged on all counts; 15, Ol~ 18.5 percent, who pled guilty as charged on at 

least one count and had had other charges which were dropped or abandoned; 

17, or 21 percent, who pled guilty to lessel~ charges; and 1, or 1.2 percent, who 

\'Jas found gui lty by a jury. 

Additional information on pleadings is found in Tables lla and llb on 

page 2~. Also, Table 12 on page 30 provides information on frequency of 

specific offenses in the 1974 and 1977 samples by statute chapters. It is obvious 

that convictions occurred most frequently for burglary, theft, and narcotic 

violations, comprising 81 percent of 1977 total multiple offender convictions. 

Similarly, these types of offenses dominated the 1974 sample as well, accounting 

for 61 percent of multiple offend~r convictions in 1974. 

Table 14 provides comprehensive information on the 218 counts incurred 

in the 131 multiple offender convictions which comprise the 1977 sample. Additional 

information is provided in the following section on plea negotiation. With 
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regard to sentencing, it is apparent that few multiple offenders prosecuted by 

project staff were given probation. In the 1977 sample only 9 received 

probationary sentences: six were drug related offenses; 2 were for petit 

1 arceny; and one for burgl ary whi ch was noted to have been a \'Jeak case. 

Tables 15 and 16 provide additional information on probationary sentences in 

the 1977 sample. In 1977 fewer multiple offenders were being sent to the local 

jail and more were being sent to the Florida State Prison and for longer sentences. 

In 1974, 44 percent were jailed locally compared to 9 percent of the 1977 sample. 

Tables 17 and 18 provide comparative information on sentencing. It is obvious 

""'·,t offenders prosecuted by project staff are receiving harsher sentences 

than their counterparts had in 1974. Forty-seven percent of the earlier sample 

were sentenced to terms in excess of three years in the state prison system 

whereas 65.9 percent of the later sample received terms exceeding three years. 

Table 18 provides comparison between average maximum sentences per count 

of multiple and non-multiple offenders before and after the inception of the 

project on the three most prevalent offenses: burglary, grand larceny/grand theft, 

and possession. It is noteworthy that the average maximum sentences per count 

imposed on defendants prosecuted by the four felony divisions in 1977 exceeded 

the average maximum sentences given to both non-multiple offenders and even 

multiple offenders in the 1974 sample. This would seem to imply that judges 

in this jurisdiction were dispensing harsher sentences across the board in 1977 

than they had been in 1974. It, of course, is obvious that sentences were more 

punitive for multiple offenders in both samples than for non-multiple offenders, 

as might be expected. 

The project's average maximum sentence per burglary count in the 1977 sample 

was 4.7 years compared to 3 years for the 1974 multiple offender sample. The 

average maximum sentences per burglary count for non-multiple offenders were 1.7 

years in 1974 and 3.06 years in 1977. Multiple offenders averaged maximum 
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.sentences of 4.28 years per count for grand larceny/grand theft in 1977 

compared with 1.9 years for multiple offenders in 1974. Non-multiple 

offenders received average maximum sentences of 1.9 years and 2.56 years for 

1974 and 1977 respectively per grand larceny/grand theft count. The project 

averaged a maximum sentence of 4.15 years per count for defendants convicted 

of possession of controlled substances compared to 1.6 years per count for 
I 

multiple offenders in the 1974 sample as well as 10 9 years and 2.04 years per 

count for non-multiple offenders in 1974 and 1977, respectively. 

The project achieved jail sentences in 78 of 79 instances in 1977 for the 

combined burglary and grand larceny/grand theft offenses. In addition, 14 

of 19 possession counts resulted in jail sentences. Sentence rates for 

multiple offenders in both samples were significantly higher than for non­

multiple offenders. However, the sentence rates for offenders 'prosecuted by the 

four felony divisions have also increased. In any case, 94 percent of convictions 

attained by project staff for these three offenses resulted in institutional 

sentences) compared to 47.6 percent for the other felony divisions in 1977. 

The project routinely files a Motion to Seek an Enhanced Penalty on 

defendants identified as multiple offenders. However, enhanced penalties are 

imposed at the discretion of judge~. YJ·ithin the 1977 sample only one enhanced penalty 

was imposed in a court trial; it was found that five of the eight jury trials 

resulted in enhanced penalties on seven counts. It is interesting to note 

that there was concensus among the three felony judges who consented to be inter­

viewed that the normal maximum senten~e was considered to be appropriate in most 

instances for multipl e offenders. The judges indi cated more \vi 11 ingness to 

consider enhanced penalties for more violent crimes which are generally not handled 

by the p)"oject. It is obvious that the proj ect has recommended enhanced penal ti es 

fOl~ all multiple offenoers;"hmvever, judges have demonstrated reluctance in 

acting Qn recommendations. 
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TABLE llil, 

PLEADINGS FOR THE ,1974 AND 1977 MULTIPLE OFFENDER SAMPLES 
/'~" 

~'" ; 

BLACK 

~JHITE 

TOTALS: 

BLACK 

HHITE 

N/A 

Pleaded Guilty As Charged 
On At Least One Count 
(Includes No Contest) * 

35 (l6.1 ) 

28 (80.0) 

63 (77 0 8) 

Pleaded Guilty As Charged 
On At Least One Count 
(Includes No Contest)* 

86 (91.5) 

34 (94.4) 

1 (100.0) 

1974 

Pleaded Guilty 
To A Lesser Charge 
On At Least One Count * 

11 (23.9) 

6 (17.1) 

17 (21 . 0) 

1977 

Pleaded Guilty 
To A Lesser Charge 
On At Least One Count* 

2 (2.1) 

Found Guilty 
By Jury 

1 (209) 

1 (1.2) 

Found Guilty 
By Jury 

6 (6.4) 

2 (5.6) 

Total 

46 (100) 

35 (100 ) 

81 (100) 

Total 

94 (lOb) 

36 (100) 

1 (100) 

l ,OTAlS: 121 (92.4) 2 (1.5) 8 (6.1) 131 (100) 

*Included in these categories are those cases which had charges dropped and/or abandoned. 

TABLE 11 b 
1974 1977 

Pl ed Guil ty As Charged On A 11 Counts 
(Includes No Contest) 48 (59.3) 77 (58.8) 

Pled Guilty To A Lesser Charge 
(On All Counts) 6 ( 7.4) 1 ( .8) 

Found Guilty By A Jury 1 ( 1. 2) 8 ( 6. 1 ) 

Pled Guilty As Charged On At Least One 
Count And Had Other Charges Which Were 
Dropped Or Abandoned 15 (18~ 5) 44 (33.6) 

Pl ed Gui 1 ty To A Lesser Chargl:~ '(On At Least 
One Count) And Had Other Charges Dropped 
Or Abandoned 11 (13.6) 1 ( .8) 

Totals: 81 (100.0) 131 (100.1) 

. -able l1b breaks down the pleadings found in Table lla into those cases which also 
had charges dropped and/or abandoned. 
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IMDLI:. J.«:' ---

FREQUENCY OF OFFENSE FOR THE 1974 AND 1977 MULTIPLE OFFENDER SAMPLES 

,t""~. 1974 
" " 

CHAPTER CRIME NUMBER PERCENTAGE 

776 Attempted Felony, Misdemeanor 2 2.30% 
782 Murder, Manslaughter 1 1.15% 
784 Aggravated Battery~ Aggravated Assault 6 6.89% 
790 Carrying Concealed Heapon 3 3.45% 
794 Rape 1 1.15% 
796 Procuring for Prostitution 1 1.15% 
810 Breaking & Entering 25 28.73% 
811 Theft, Larceny, etc. 7 8.05% 
813 Robbel~y 7 8.05% 
814 Theft of Motor Vehicle 7 8.05% 
831-2 Forgery, Utteri ng, Horthl ess Checks 5 5.74% 
843 Resisting Arrest 3 3.45% 
893 Narcotic & Drug Law Violations 7 8005% 
944 Escape 12 13.79% 

TOTALS: 87 100.00% 

1977 
I 

~, CHAPTER CRIME NUMBER PERCENTAGE ----
sao Forming Toxic, Harmful or New Drugs 1 ,6% 
784 Aggravated Battery, Aggravated Assault, 

Assault, Battery of Law Enforcement Officer 4 2.6% 
790 Possession of Firearm by Convicted Felon 7 4.4% 
794 Sexual Battery 1 .6% 
810 Breaking & Entering, Pos'session of Burglary 

Tools 50 31.3% 
812 GI'and Larceny, Peti t Larceny, Robbery, 

Receiving Stolen Pl"operty 53 33.1% 
817 Uttering Forged Instrument (Credit Cards) 1 .6% 
831 Forgery, Uttering 11 6.9% 
832 Horthless Checks 2 1.3% 
843 Bail Bond Jumping 3 1.9% . 
893 Narcotic & Drug Law Violations 25 15.6% 
944 Escape 2 1.3% 

TOTALS: 160 100.2% 

{ 
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TABLt. 13 . 
I 

COMPREHENSIVE INFORMATION ON'ALL COUNTS IN THE 1977 MULTIPLE OFFENDER SAMPLE 
,'''''~ 

"-,-

Tot'll 
Counts 

Agg. Assault 2 

Agg. Battery 2 

Bail Bond 
Jumping 3 

Battery 2 

Battery of 
L. E. Off; cer 1 

B & E (Conv.) 9 

B & E (Dwel.) 39 

B & E 
, 'Unknm·m) 5 
" 

Carrying Con-
cealed Firearm 3 

Escape 3 

FOl'gery 5 

Forgel~y (Drug) 2 

FOl'mi I1g Toxi c 
01' Ne\'/ Drugs 
HlO Ptes. 1 

Giving False 
1. D. 1 

Grand Larceny 42 

Pet; t La1~ceny 8 

Poss. Burglary 
Tools 12 

DOSS. C. S. 
Ill1'ijuana) 8 

* Pc\" Count 

Tota 1 Counts 
Adj.Guilty AVgi Time Avq. 
or Adj. From Arr. Length Counts 
Withheld To Conv. Of Sent.* Aband~ ----

2 62 Days 4.5 Yrs. 

1 78 Days 5 Yrs. 

3 34.7 Days 3 Yrs. 

1 

1 N/A 1 Yr. 

9 89.2 Days 3. 1 Yrs. 

37 81.9 Days 5.1 Yrs. 1 

3 

2 

2 32.5 Days 2.5 Yrs. 1 

4 53 Days No. Sent. 1 

1 63 Days 1 Yr. 1 

1 124 Days 60 Days 

33 99.2 Days 4.3 Yrs. 7 

8 78.4 Days 1.7 Y)~s. 

4 113.5 Days 5.5 Yrs. 5 

6 87.2 Days 1.7 Yrs. 1 

(continued on page 32.) 

31 

Disp. Total Avg. c~uJ Of Sent. Time 
Counts Chrg. To Of Not I 

Dropped N/A Prob. P)"ob. Sen';-
--..-,1:1 

1 

1 

1 1 18 Mo. 

2 

1 

4 

1 

2 

2 4 Yrs. 

3 

1 3 4.3 Yrs.-



I • 

Total 
Counts 

Pass. C. S. 
Non-Marijuana 22 

Pass. F .A. By 
Convicted Felon 9 

Prowling 

Receiving 
Stolen Prop. 

Receiving 
Stolen Prop. 
(Unkno\'m) 

Resisting 
r1erchant 
~1/Violence 

Robbe}~y 

H/Fi rearm 

\, ,obbery 
H/vJeapon 

Robbery 
Stronga}~m 

Sale Con­
tro 11 ed Sub. 
(t~arijuana) 

Sale Con­
trolled Sub. 

1 

8 

5 

2 

1 

1 

4 

1 

(Non Marijuana) 5 

Sexual Battery 1 

Tresspassing 

Uttering 

Uttering 

1 

6 

(Credit Card) 1 

Horth1ess 
r:hecks 

TOTALS: 

2 

218 

Av~. 

Total counts 
Adj.GuiltYAvg. Time 
or Adj. From Arr. 
~~ithhe1d* To. Cony. 

Length Counts Counts 
Of Sent. Aband. Dropped 

14 

7 

5 

1 

1 

1 

4 

1 

4 

1 

6 

1 

2 

160 

140.1 Days 3.8Yrs. 5 

94 Days 9.4 Yrs. 1 

132.4 Days 4.2 Yrs. 1 

169 Days 5 Yrs. 

119 Days 7 Yrs. 

50 Days 30 Yrs. -

71.3 Days 7.3 Yrs. 

212 Days 2.5 Yrs. -

166.8 Days 10 Yrs. 1 

155 Days Life 

99.3 Days 2 Yrs. 

37 Days 4.5 )'}'s. 

47.5 Days 105 Yrs. 

31 

2 

1 

1 

2 

4 

2 

1 

24 

DisP·Tota1 
Of Sent. 

Chrg.To 
N/A Probe 

1 2 

1 

3 9 

Av~ .• 
Time 
Of 
Probe 

Counts 
Not 
Sent. 

5 Yrs. 1 

15 Yrs.-

1 

6 

*Inc1udes institutional, pl'obationary, and !lno sentences" categodes. "No sentence" refers 
to counts for \'ihi cll a speci fi c sentence \'las not imposed, nut to defendants \'I'ho \'iere not 
sentenced. Life sentence ViaS not included in average maximum sentence. 
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TABLE 14 --=-:'---

CHARGE, SEX AND RACE OF 1977 
MULTIPLE OFFENDER SA~1PLE I S PROBATIONARY SENTENCES 

BLACK HHITE BLACK WHITE 
MALE MALE FEr~ALE FEMALE TOTAL 

POSSESSION OF CONTROLLED 
SUBSTANCE: OTHER THAN 1 1 2 
CANNIBAS (893.13(A)) 

POSSESSION OF CONTROLLED 
SUBSTANCE: CANNIBAS 1 2 3 
(893.131 ) 

PETIT LARCENY \812.021(3)) 1 1 2 

BURGLARY (DWELLING) 1 1 
(810.02(3)) 

~ . ", 

\ ATTEMPTING TO OBTAIN OR 
ACQUIRE CONTROLLED SUB-
STANCE BY FRAUD (893.13(3)(A)) 

1 1 

TOTALS: 2 4 2 1 9 

TABLE 15 --
PROBATIONARY SENTENCES FOR THE 1977 MULTIPLE OFFENDER SAMPLE 

SENTENCES PERCENTS 

18 ~10NTHS 1 11.1% 

3 YEARS 2 22.2% 

5 YEARS 5 55.6% 

15 YEARS 1 11 .1% 

TOTALS: 9 100. f)% 
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TABLE 16 

t~O SAMPLE 
1977 

COMBINED TOTALS 
OF FOUR FELONY 
DIVISIONS ~ 1977 

~'O SM1PLE 1974 
PRE-PROJECT 

NON-MO SAMPLE 
1974 

NUMBER OF COUNTS FOR SPECIFIC OFFENSES BEFORE AND AFTER 
THE INCEPTION OF THE MULTIPLE OFFENDER PROJECT 

WHICH RESULTED IN PROBATIONARY SENTENCES 

BURGLARY 

Total Counts Re­
sulting In Pro­
ba ti ona ry And 
Institutional 
Sentences 

46 

322 

25 

48 

Total Counts 
Resulting In 
Probationary 
Sentences 

1 ( 2%) 

133 (41%) 

27 (56%) 

GRAND LARCENY 
& GRAND THEFT 

Total Counts Re­
sul ti ng In Pro­
bationary And 
Institutional 
Sentences . 

33 

282 

8 

28 

Total Counts 
Resulting In 
Probationary 
Sentences 

146 (52%) 

22 (79%) 

;' ') , ' , , 
" , 

, . 

'. 

POSSESSION OF 
CONTROLLED SUBo 

Total Counts Re­
sulting In Pro­
bationary And 
Institutional 
Sentences 

19 

291 

4 

56 . 

Total Counts 
Resulting In 
Probationary 
Sentences 

5 (26%) 

185 (64%) 

47 (84%) 



TABLE '17 

MULTIPLE OFFENDER SENTENCING AND INSTITUTION 
r'\ OF INCARCERATION FOR THE 1974 AND 1977 SAMPLES 
" 

,. 
, 

0-6 MONTHS 

7-12 r~ONTHS 

t~ORE THAN 12 MONTHS 

1-3 YEARS 

3 YRS. & 1 DAY-5 YRSo 

5 YRS. & 1 DAY-10 YRS. 

MORE THAN 10 YEARS 

TOTALS: 

Jacksonyj]J~~tjQoaJ Institution 

1974 Sentences 

18 (22.2) 

17 (21.0) 

1 (1.2) 

Florida State Prison 

1974 Sentence 

24 (29.6) 

.12 (14.8) 

5 ( 6.2) 

4 (. 4.9) 

81 ( 99.9) 

1977 Sentences 

5 (3.4) 

7 (4.8) 

1 (.7) 

1977 Sentence 

45 (31.0) 

66 (45.5) 

13 ( 9.0) 

8 ( 5.5) 

145 ( 99.9) 

The 1977 Multiple Offender Sample yielded 154 sentences: 13 sentenced to the 
Duval County Jail, 132 sentenced to the Flo)'ida State Prison and 9 were 
probationary sentences. 
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TABLE 18 

MO SAMPLE 
1977 

COMBINED TOTALS 
~ OF FOUR FELONY 

Toto Cts. 
Resulting 
In Probe 
& Instit. 
Sentences 

46 

DIVISIONS 322 

MO SAMPLE 1974 
PRE-PROJECT 

NON MO SAMPLE 
1974 

25 

48 

r', 

NUMBER OF COUNTS FOR SPECIFIC OFFENSES 
BEFORE AND AFTER THE INCEPTION OF THE 

MULTIPLE OFFENDER PROJECT AND AVERAGE MAXIMUM ·INSTITUTIONAL SENTENCE* 

GRAND LARCENY 
BURGLARY & GRAND THEFT 

Tot .. Cts. Tot. Cts. 
Tot. Cts. Resulting Tot. Cts. Resulting 
Resulting In In Probe Resulting In In Prob. 
Instit. Avg. Max.' & Instit. Instit. AV9. Max. & Instit. 
Sentences Sentence Sentences Sentences Sentence ,Sentences 

45 (98%) 4.7 Yrs. 33 .. 33 (100%) 4.3 Yrs. 19 

189 (59%) 3.1 Yrso 282 136 (48%) 2.6 Yrs. 291 

25 (100%) 3 Yrs. 8 8 (100%) 1.9 Yr'so 4 

21 (44%) 1.7 Yrs o 28 6 (21%) 1.9 Yrs. 56 

POSSESSION OF 
CONTROLLED SUB •. 

Tot. Cts. 
Resulti ng In 
Instit. Avg. ~lax. 
Sentences Sentence . 

14 (74%) 4.2 Yrs. 

106 (36%) .2 Yrs. 

4 (l00%) 1.6 Yrs. 

9 (16%) 1.9 Yrs. 

*Sentences for the specific offenses represent the average maximum sentences per count and include institutional 
sentences to both the Duval County Jail and the State Prison System. These sentences do not include probationary, 
life, or death sentences. 



OBJECTIVE 3: To compare plea bargaining policy and the incidence of pleas 
to reduced charges in the 1974 and 1977 samples. 

In the volume entitled, Report on Courts, the National Advisory Commission 

on Criminal Justice Standards and Goals discussed the negotiated plea. 
---~---:=-;;=;r-;,:-c;-;;-;~-:::---:;=-;-;-:::-;::-;-;-::-:;:-::-::::-:-:::-::--.i:t::-::::-r; .. _-_. __ ... __ .... __ ... _ .. 

It noted that 1n many courts more than 90 percent of criminal convictions 

I. 

are based upon the defendant's own p1 ea of guil ty and not on verdi cts by judges 

or juries. The Commission noted several types of plea negotiations, the 

majority of which are related to l~sser or d,ifferent charges or sentence 

recommendations by the prosecutor to the judge. In return, the defendant 

waives his constitutional rights designed to protect him against unjustified 

conviction.S The following four definitions of plea negotiation or plea bargaining 

stress the major elements involved in the bargaining process iQ which each 

side endeavors to secure the. best arrangement possible. 

The Florida Rules of Criminal Procedures in Rule 3.171 entit'led "P1ea 

Disc.ussions and Agreements II , states that prosecuting attorneys may engage in 

discussions with a ~efense counselor with a defendant who is without counsel. In 

return for a plea of guilty or nolo contendere, the prosecutor may: 

1) Abandon other charges; 
2) r~ake a recommendation or agree not to oppose the defendant's 

request for a particular sentence, although such actions are 
not binding upon the trial judge; or 

3) After consulting wHh victims and other interested parties, agree 
to a specific sentence and so advise the trial judge during the 
course of the plea discussion. 9 

This definition does not include a reference to acceptance of pleas to lesser 

c11al'ges per se. However, the following three definitions do. The Dictionatl 

of Criminal Justice Data Terminolog,t defines plea bargainiJl9.. as: 

liThe exchange of prosecutoria1 and/or judicial concessions, commonly 
a lesser charge, the dismissal of other pending charges, a 
recommendation by the prosecutor for a reduced sentence, or a 
combination thereof, in return for a plea of~luilty." 10 

The £"1 ori da Stan~a rds and ~9~]2.. defi nos p 1 ea_.1~oti ati ons as 

"Di sClissi ons between the pl~osecutor of the defendunt and the 
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defendant's counsel concerning the possibility of the defendant 
pleading guilty to a lesser offense than the original charge or 
pleading guilty to the original charge with the promise of a 
lesser sentence than normally imposed. 1I 11 

The most recent policy manual of the State Attorney's Office defines plea 

bargaining as: 

liThe accepting of a plea to one or more charges and dismissing one or 
more other pending charges against the same individual, or accepting a 
plea to an offense included in the original charge which reduces 
the maximum penalty to \'/hi ch the defendant may be exposed. II 12 

The grant applications for the Multiple Offender Project have each included 

a measurable objective of eliminating plea bargaining with identified multiple 

offenders but have not defined plea bargaining. However, as noted above in the 

definition from the office's policy manual and the other three definitions, 

measurement of this objective ideally should focus on abandoned and dropped 

charges, pleas to or convictions of lesser ~harges, and recommendations for 

sentence reduction. But, since the team did not have access to official court 

records of individuals in the samples, there was no uniform information available on 

pl ea negoti ati ons, especi ally with regard to sentence recommendati ons. Occas iona lly, 

a prosecutor would make a note on the inside cover of the case file if plea 

negotiation has occurred but this was not considered sufficient for the purpose 

of the study. Nor was it considered sufficient merely to accept comnents made 

by two l~epresentative defense attorneys or those judges \'Jho had affirmed in inter­

vie\vs that plea negotiations affecting multiple offenders by means of reduction 

in charges or recommended sentence caps are transacted at times. Measurement of 

this objective, therefore, will focus on data collected on pleadings for the 1974 and 

1977 samples and by the State Attorney's Office. In addition, information is provided 

on the number of abandoned and dropped charges for the 1977 sample, comparable 

information is not available fOl~ the 1974 sample, however. 

Statistics were collected by the State Attorney's Office for the four criminal 

divisions and the Multiple Offender Division although there is no breakdown for 
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lhe latter concerning multiple or non-multiple offenders. Nevertheless, it was 

, reported in 1977 that the combined four felony divisions had a total of 178 

defendants, or 10 percent, of 1786 defendants who pled to or were convicted 

of lesser charges. Likewise, it was reported in 1977 that the Multiple Offender 

. Division had 36 or 10.5 percent of 341 multiple and non-multiple offenders 

who pled to or were convicted of lesser charges. Since the 1977 sample of 

multiple offenders revealed only tVIO defendants who pleaded guilty to lesser 

charges, it would appear that the project's.non-multiple offender constituency may 

accQunt for the majority of pleas/convict10ns to lesser charges; the measurable 

objectives do not indicate that plea bargaining will be eliminated for non­

multiple offenders. According to office statistics for 1976, there were no 

recorded pleas to lesser charges for the multiple offender project in 365 

instances whereas the other four criminal divisions reported 216 of 1699 de­

fendants, or 12.7 percent, had pled guilty or had been convicted of lesser charges. 

A closer look at pleadings of multiple offenders in the two samples indicated 

there "'Jere reported instances \'1here the defendants had pled guilty to lesser 

charges or had had other charges dropped or abandoned. Table 12 provides comparable 

information on the 1974 and 1977 sam~les with regard to pleadings. The 1974 

and 1977 samples were found to b~ nearly identical in the proportion of those 

who had pled guilty or nolo contendere as charged on all counts: 59.3 percent and 

58.8 percent, respectively. One third of defendants in the 1977 sample had pled 

gUil ty as chal'ged on at 1 east one count and had othel' charges whi cll wete dropped 

or abandoned, compared to 18.5 percent in the 1974 sample. Another difference 

was noted. The 1974 sample had 21 percent who had pled gui'lty to lesser charges 

of which 13.6 percent also had other charges dropped or abandoned. But, the 

1977 sample contained only t\om defendants \'Iho pled guilty to lesser charges, one of 

whom also had other charges dropped Ot abandoned. Almost one fourth of the 
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total 218 charges against the 1977 sample of multiple offenders were noted 

to have eventually been dropped or abandoned: notations by attorneys indicated 

31, or 14 percent had been abandoned and 24, or 11 percent had been dropped. 

The dropping of charges mayor may not reduce the maximum sentence to which 

a defendant may be exposed. 

The project evidently has strict standards concerning allowance of plea$ 

to lesser charges with regard to multiple offenders but is less restrictive 

concerning abandoned or dropped charges for multiple offenders. However, the 

pl~oject's guidelines require that the defendant must plead guilty to the 

highest offense charged in instances where other charges were dropped or abandoned. 

It is obvious that the project has had a statqd goal of not engaging in 

plea bargaining agreements; however, project staff may reduce charges in cases 

in which the original charges are unprovable. Certainly, the attorneys are 

ultimately responsible for upholding the laws of the state and for seeing that 

the rights of victims and defendants are protected o A shorter sentence or conviction 

to reduced charges is deemed preferable to nol prossing although at times 

prosecutors may nol pross and refile on lesser charges. 

To obtain more definitive information on plea bargaining of multiple offenders 

prosecuted by the project, it is recommended that the term be defined in future 

grant applications and that some proviso be included to indicate under what 

circumstances reduced charges and/or sentences will be entel'tained. Case summary 

forms detailing the type of plea negotiation agreed to with a multiple offender 

should be completed by the project attorney involved in the agreement and 

filed together by grant period for easy reference. A duplicate could also be 

placed in the case file. 
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TABLE 19 

MO SAMPLE 
1977 

COMBINED TOTALS 
OF FOUR FELONY 
DIVIS IONS - 1977 

~~O SAMPLE 1974 
PRE-PROJECT 

NON MO SAMPLE 
1974 

Total 
# Of Counts 

46 

323 

29 

48 

," " 

NUMBER OF COUNTS PLED TO OR CONVICTED OF LESSER CHARGE 
FOR SPECIFIC OFFENSES BEFORE" AND AFTER 

THE INCEPTION OF THE MULTIPLE OFFENDER PROJECT 

BURGLARY 

# and % Of Counts 
Pled/Convicted of 
Lesser Offenses 

1 (2 %) 

37 (12%) 
. 

17 (59%) 

5 (10%) 

Total 

GRAND LARCENY 
& GRAND THEFT 

# Of Counts 

# and % Of Counts 
Pled/Convicted of 
Lesser" Offenses 

282 17 (6 %) 

9 1 (11 %) 

Total 

POSSESSION OF 
CONTROLLED SUB. 

# Of Counts. 

# and % Of Counts 
Pled/Convicted of 
Lesser Offenses 

301 25 (8 %) 

56 6 (11%) 

The percentages reflect the ratio of counts which yielded a plea or conviction to a lesser charge to the total number of 
counts for these specific offenses. 
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OBJECTIVE 4: To compare the duration of the two samples in the system from 
dates of arrest to conviction to sentencing. 

The average number of days from arrest to plea or conviction for 81 

multiple offender dispositions in 1974 was 41.47 days compared to 43.38 for the 372 

non-multiple offenders. Both of these 1974 figures were considerably lower than 

the average number of days in the 1977 sample and for the combined four felony 

divisions: 94.9 days and 66.8 days, respectively. It should be noted that the 

1977 statistics for non-multiple offenders are inclusive of all cases resulting 

in plea or conviction fat the four felony divisions, whereas the othel~ three 

figures represent the average times of three samples. However, these were the 

only measures available to assess changes in duration before and after the 

pl'Oject. 

Multiple offenders and non-mUltiple offenders were processed more expeditiously 

in 1974 than In 1977 even though there were more felony filings in 1974. However, 

prosecutors frequently engaged in sentence negotiations in 1974 whereas the 1975 

policy manual does not endorse this practice. To analyze the processing time 

more carefully, data on three specific offenses with the most number of counts 

was collated and is presented in Table 20. The figures for the samples are, of 

course, more susceptible to the fluctuation of extremes. 

In 1974 identified multiple offenders charged \'Jith burglary wel~e processed 

from attest to plea or conviction in an avetage of 41 days compared to 85 0 5 days 

in 1977. Non-multiple offenders charged with burglary \'/ere processed in an average 

of 49 days in 1974 cornpal~ed.to 63 days in 1977. Multiple offenders charged with 

Grand Larceny/Grand Theft in 1974 were processed from artest to plea or conviction 

in 30.6 days on the average compared to 99.9 days in 1977. Non-mUltiple offenders 

charged with this offense were processed in 45.3 days in 1974 and 60.3 days in 1977, 

on the average. Undoubtedly, the four jury tl~ials \'Jhich included burglary offenses 

and the five jury tdals for Grand Larceny/Grand Theft inflated these figures; 
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the average numb~r of days from arrest to conviction for the above noted jury 

trials averaged 119 days, ranging from 81 days to 177 days. However, the 

data for the 1974 sample, the 1977 data from the other four divisions, and 

the data cited from twenty-bolO other citiAs vrlth career criminal programs also included 

jury trials. S"inee a more detailed breakdown was not available 1)r these other groups, it 

was not possible to control for this vadab1e. Howeve\~, ther'e were no jury 

trials to inflate processing time for possession offenses, nevertheless, the time 

required to prosecute from arrest. to plea 0\" convi'ction for possession charges in 1977 

exceeded those for the other two offenses in 1974 and in 1971 for both multiple 

offenders and non-multiple offenders. Multiple offenders required an average of 

65.4 days in 1974 and 113.7 days in 1977. Non-multiple offenders averaged 48.9 days 

in 1974 and 72.8 days in 1977 for pt'Clsecution of possession charges. 

In any case, the data on the three specific of~enses seems to indicate 

that the project required 0ne-third to one-half more time to process multiple 

offenders charged \'1ith burg1 a r'y, grar:rl 1 a reeny / grand theft, and possess i on o~ a 

controlled SUbstance than did the other four felony divisions in 1977. But, 

the project's times for prosecuting multiple offenders char-ged with burglary 

and grand 1 areeny were consi derab ly lower than the medi an time of 103 days from 

arrest to disposition \'1hich I'las rep)"esenta-eive of tl"enty-two career criminal programs 

throughout the nation, aC20rding to Charles H~llis, III,of the Office of Criminal 

Justice Programs at LEAA in 1977. The median number of days for the ~lajor Offense 

Bureau in the Bronx was 97 days, a sharp reduction over the median of 400 days 
13 

required for other bureaus. Prosecution of career criminals in New Orleans was 

)~epo)~ted to be even more expediti ous. The mean number O't' days )'equi red by the 

Career Criminal Bureau to prosecute from arrest to judicial disposition (i.e., 

determination of guilt O\~ innocence) \'las 73 days for burglary; 56 days for theft; 
14 

and 64 days for possession. 
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The rationale for speedier handling of multiple offender cases is related to the 

fact that court delay affords oppo~tunities for the offender who is awaiting 

trial to commit additional offenses: it also increases the failure to appear 

rate and may weaken the testimony or the resolve to testify of victims or 

witnesses \'/hich reduces the possibility of convictiono 

With regard to sentencing 33, or 41.77 percent, of the 1974 sample were 

reported to have been sentenced in less than one month; 29, or 36.71 percent, 

were sentenced within one to two months; and 17, or 21.52 percent, required 

mOl~e than two months for sentencing. Sentencing has been expedited considerably. 

Within the 1977 sample 92, or 70.2 percent, were s~nten~ed on the date convicted; 

an additional 13 percent were sentenced in less than one month; 19, o~ 14.5 

percent, were sentenced within one to two months; and 3, or 2.3 percent requirerl 

more than two months. 

The Fourth Judicial Circuit processes cases expeditiously, well within the 

limits est:aolished by the Speedy Trial provisions. 
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, TABLE. 20 ---
AVERAGE NUMBER OF DAYS FROM ARREST TO PLEA OR CONVICTION 

FOR SPECIFIC OFFENSES BEFORE AND AFTER 
THE INCEPTION OF THE MULTIPLE OFFENDER PROJECT 

1110 SAMPLE 1977 

COMBINED TOTALS OF 
FOUR FELONY DIV. 
1977 

t~O SAMPLE 1974· 
PRE"'PROJECT 

NON IQO SAtlJPLE 
1974 

BURGLARY * 

85.5 Days 
(46 Counts) 

62.7 Days 
(323 Counts) 

41.1 Days 
(29 Counts.) 

48.9 Days 
(48 Counts) 

GRANO LARCENY7 
GRAND THEFT 

99.9 Days 
(33 Counts) 

60.3 Days 
(282 Counts) 

3006 Days 
(9 Counts) 

46.3 Days 
(28 Counts) 

*Includes building, dwelling and conveyance. 
**Includes various types of controlled substances. 
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POSSESSION OF 
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE_** 

113.7 Days 
(20 Counts) 

72.8 Days 
(301 Counts) 

65.4 Days 
(5 Counts) 

48.9 Days 
(56 Counts) 
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O~0ECTIVE 5: To analyze a sample of all multiple offender cases which 
resu~teo-rn disposition by dismissal or nolle prosequi Code 04 in 1977. 

The revised 1975 State Attorney's Office r1anual spec~fies that a no1 

pres explanation must be provided in all instances if a charge is dropped. 

The team found that explanations were provided for all multiple offender no1 

prosses in the sample. The 1977 sentence records revealed a total of 58 

multiple offenders, or 13 percent, whose charges had been nolle prosequied 

of a total of 450 multiple offender prosecutions that year. As noted in the 

Methodology Section on page 12, further discussions with staff in the State 

Attorney IS Offi ce \"evea 1 ed primary interest centered on seventeen nol prossed 

Code 04 cases in which all counts were nolle prossed or dropped. * 

The two nolle prosses \~hich "Jere handled by non-project staff were due to 

insufficient evidence: in one instance the defendant was cleared in a line-up; 

in the other, the victim and witness left Jacksonville. 

The other fifteen Code 04 cases no1 prossed were handled by the project 

staff. The reasons for the n01 prosses may be summarized in this manner: five 

for insufficient evidence, six because the victim could not be located; three 

due to problems encountered in identification of defendants; one because of an 

insufficient search warranto Five of these included two counts; the others 

had sinqle counts:,. Therefore, it ViaS found there "'Jere twenty-one Code 04 nol 

pi~ossed counts against multiple offenders in 1977 by project staff. Seven of the 

multiple offenders whose charges were nolle prossed were white males; six were 

black males; and one black female had tvw n01 prossed cases. Offenses most 

frequently Code 04 nol prossed vlete burgl ary and drug i~el ated offenses. 

When comparing the project's rate of people Code 04 and Code 17/30 nol 

prosses to the numbet of persons filed as felons and those of the four combined 

*One case was no1 prossed because the defendant died. 
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criminal divisions, it was found that in 1977 the project attained rates 

of 4 percent and 8.9 percent, respectively) which were quite comparable to 5.4 

percent and 8.9 percent, respectively, for the. combined criminal divisions. 

The 1977 sentence records revealed that charges against six multiple 

offenders prosecuted by project attorneys were dismissed by the court for legal reasons. 

One case had two counts dismissed. The other~ had single counts dismissed; two of these als. 

had counts which were dropped. The reasons for the seven dismissed charges listed 

were as follows: three were classified as Motion to Dismiss (C)(4); two as not 

in possession/negative drug analysis; one because it was not prosecuted for 180 

days; and one was simply noted "judge's decision". \>Iithin this dismissed subgroup, 

thel"e were also three counts which were dropped. Four of these defendants were 

black males, one a black female, a,nd one a white male. Three of the multiple 

offenders prosecuted by non-project attorneys also resulted in dismissals; all 

three were reported as Motion to Dismiss (C)(4); two were white males and one was 

a black male. 

The nineteen defendants prosecuted by project attorneys whose charges wet'e di s­

missed Ol~ Code 04 nol prossed were found to have been ·in the system behJeen 26 

and 418 days; the mean was 117.4 days; the median and the mode were both 88 days. 
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OBJECTIVE 6: To assess the internal efficiency of the project in terms 
of se'verai"'l:"ecognized management indices. 

In April, 1977~ the project's staff consisted of three attorneys, two 

secretaries and one investigator. Two of the attorneys each handled two 

separate circuit criminal divisions and one attorney handled thil~d time 

repeat shoplifters in all four of the divisions. Interviews with staff 

reinforced the findings of previous monitoring reports which concluded 

that staff were knowledgeable of grant objectives and familiar with their 

work. With regard to training, it was noted in a previous monitoring 

report and affirmed in recent staff interviews that secretaries received 

instruction from other secretaries in the office; and attorneys received 

training from the project manager, although all attorneys had had prior 

experience in other divisio~s of the State Attorney's Office before joining 
. "', 

(' the project. The staff concurred that the strengths of the project are related 
", • • of" 

( 

to i dent ifyi ng mil 'It i p 1 e offende)~s for speci a 1 treatment. The proj eet prov; des 

manpower to enable prosecutors to obtain background informatibn on multiple 

offenders, to devote more prosecutorial effort to building stronQer cases. 

and to exert pressure with regard to pleas. 

There was also concensus among previous and present staff that rapport 

between professional and support staff has continued to be good despite 

the fact that support staff have had heavy workloads. Access to the Division's 

recently acquired MAG CARD has reduced· the workload.of the two secretaries 

serving the project. It was reported that project staff are hard working and 

conscientious. Professional staff regularly work overtime; support staff may work 

overtime if the workload dictates. Professional staff considered their caseloads 
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,~ to be comparable to those of staff in other divisions. The project's special 

processing of multiple offenders is time-consuming. Paper work is at least 

-double that of routine cases. There have been ongoing problems in obtaining 

the necessary information from out-of-town jurisdictions concerning proof 

of prior convictions, according to staff. This may cause some multiple offenders 

to slip through the system. 

The project's data collection system is comprised of sentence records 

which are maintained by pl~oject attorneys and the docket log which is main­

tained by project attOl~neys and secretaries. In addHion, the jail provides 

a master list of all felony arrests against which the project double checks 

its records. The secretaries also obtain a computer.printout of the case 

ca"' endar and mark it for the attorneys. 

Every \'lOrking day the Records and Identification Section of the Sheriff's 

Office provides rap sheets to project staff for all persons who have been 

arrested for felonies since the contlusion of the previous workday. These 

rap'sheets are logged in by project secretaries. A check is then made against 

a master book-in .sheet from the booking desk at the jail to guarantee that 

rap sheets for all fe"lonies were, in fact, received. Project attorneys all 

part"icipate in sCl~eening on a daily basis to identify potential multiple 

offenders. Rap sheets with inadequate dispositions are filed in the office 

until an updated rap sheet is received from the F.B.I. in Washington, D.C., 

generally within three weeks. Attorneys then screen the updated rap sheets. 

The local Clerk's Office an~ those in out-of-town jurisdictions are contacted 

by the i nves ti ga tor to document and veri fy that defendants meet the critel'i a, 'j n 
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accordance with Florida Statute 775 0 084. The investigator also conducts pre­

o 
\.... ... ' trial investigations as well as locates, contacts, informs and s'ubpoenas 

witnesses and victims. The office routinely sends letters to victims regarding 

the final disposition of cases, 

A review of previous monitoring reports indicates that the project has 

been considered fully staffed and operational for over two years. Fiscal and 

progress reports Here noted to have been submitted as required. There has been 

compliance Hith special and general conditions placed bn the subgrant at the time 

of grant awards. Personnel practices Here noted to have been in accordance 

with policies of the Personnel Department of the City of tJacksonville; and 

the project's payroll records and fiscal procedures have also been subject to 

city policy and regulation. The monitoring report of July 1976 noted that a 

third attorney had been added to handle prosecution of third time shoplifters. 

As a result of recommendations made in January 1976, the measurable objective 

of prosecuting alleged multiple offenders was initially reduced from 1200 to 

600 and a further reduction to 500 Has requested in June, 1977. The following 

explanations have been offered by the project director and others to account 

for this: 

1) The number of felony filings has decreased significantly 
due to revised felony intake procedures, instituted in 
1975, \'Jhi ch modi fi ed earl i er projecti ons for the pl"oject; 

2) The city's adult crime rate has declined since the project \'Jas 
implemented; 

3) Fewer multiple offenders are being arrested which may be 
attributed in part to the fact that the project has nad some 
effect in detel"ring crime; since several hundred multiple 
offenders have been prosecuted and sentenced to prison 

The monitoring report of February, 1978, indicated 71 persons had been 

identified as multip10 offenders during the previous quarter. This number may 

(' indicate an atypically low quar'ter 0\" that the project is still having 

difficulty meeting "its measurable objectives. In an effort to increase the 
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number of multiple offenders prosecuted, project attorneys began prosecuting 

identified multiple offenders charged with escape and possession of a 

firearm by convicted felons in April, 1978. 

A review of data for this study revealed that the State Attorney1s Office 

has been subsidizing pt'oject suppl ies and the salary of one secretary for 

admi ni strati ve reasons. In additi on, 'non-project staff hand1 ed seventeen, 

or 11 percent, of the total 148 convicted multiple offenders which the 1977 

sample yielded because the project was overloaded with cases involved with the 

"C and Nil fencing operation. According to grants management personnel, the 

LEAA guidelines permit implementing agencies to augment the efforts of project 

staff in attaining objectives. However, guidelines require staff of LEAA supported 

projects to devote time commensurate to the proportion of time subsidized 

by the grant to grant-related activities. Forty-five of the past fifty-five 

payrolls have included three attorney1s salaries. Hm'/ever, Attorneys A and B 

handled 94 percent of the multiple offenders in the 1977 sample; Attorneys C, 0, 

and E, who alternated to fill the third slot for portions of 1977, handled 6 

percent of the sample's convicted multiple offenders, the third time shoplifters; 

these attorneys were employed full-time by the project. 

Attorneys who have handled- repeat petit larcenies have been required daily 

to review all of the numerous petit larceny arrests in order to identifY,repeat 

petit 1arceny offenders. They have also coordinated the prosecution of repeat 

offenders \'Jith attorneys in County Court to see that mi sdemeanor cases were nol 

prossed prior to refiling as felony cases in Circuit Court. Investigating and 

obtaining adequate documentation of prior misdemeanant petit larceny convictions 

has proven to be time-consuming for these attorneys. Nevertheless, attorneys 

v1ho have held this position in the past have indicated in interviews that they 
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have also prosecuted non-project cases. Although this may have been done 

'i".. in reciprocation for other assistance ptovided by the State Attorneys Office, 

attention needs to be focused on this practice and LEAA guidelines. A current 

assessment of pl~oject needs and resources shoul d be made by the Project Di rector 

to determine if budgetary and staffing changes are necessary to improve the 

r 
...... ,' 

project's administration and increase its cost-effectiveness. In two previous 

grant periods the project has not utilized allocated funds as effectively as 

it might have since mote than $20,000 \'las noted to, have been undrawn and re­

verted to LEAA. The project should make every effort to utilize as effectively 

as possible all funds allocated for prosecuting of identified multiple offenders. 

These matters shaul d be di scussed vd th grant admi ni strati on staff of the Offi ce 

of Ctiminal Justice Planning. 
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OBJECTIVE 7: To gather information on the project's relations with 
other agencies. 

In order to obtain information on the project's external relations, 

interviews were scheduled with the following persons: three of the Circuit 

Court Felony Judges; the Chief of the Police Services Division; the 

Supervisor of the Identification and Records Section; the Court Liaison Officer 

of the She)~iff's Office; the Chief Assistant Public Defender; and the Cffiirman 

of the Crimina' Law Section of the Jacksonville Bar Association. 

There was concensus among interviewees that the project generally has 

had a beneficial effect on the local criminal justice systemo Two respondents 

explained that defense attorneys have had to compensate for the project's 

additional resources because of a\~lareness that cl ients may serve more time if 

convicted. The publicized PQsition against plea negotiation has not resulted 

in a backlog of jury trials) but the representi:ltive from the Public Defender's 

Office noted that the hardening of the attitudes.of prosecutors and defendants often 

results in protraction of the process. 

Although the project is required to treat identified multiple offenders 

uniformly, in accordance with the objective criteria outlined in the subsequent 

offender statute, respondents expressed conce)~n about unifOl~m treatment of 

multiple offenders) especially multiple offenders who may have been rehabilitated 

but are'later arrested on an unrelated charge, such as a self defense situation, 

and are subject to an enhanced penalty because they meet the criteria established 

by the Statute. This point of view \I/as also raised by members of the judiciary 

who stated they felt the Notice to Seek an Enhanced Penalty was uml/an~anted in some 

cases and urged more discretion on the part of the-project attorneyso For this 

reason, judges stated they must ca)~efully consider mitigating circumstances 

since they are charged \I/ith the responsibility of protecting both the State and 

the defendant. Judges indicated they frequently did not issue enhanced penalties 
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because the normal maximum penalty was considered to be sufficient in most 

\. instances. One judge noted the State Attorney' s Office generally had been 

livery fair with defendants"; another felt the project "has a purpose out needs 

firm guidelines." 

'. 

As a result of information provided on the project's external relations, 

two problems have come to light. Representatives of the Sheriff's Office and the 

Clerk's Office indicated that assistance ptovided by their offices to the t~ultiple 

Offender Project has resulted in a serious drain on. manpower in the two offices. 

In the case of the Clerk's Office, one staffmember \'Iol~ks'an estimated five hours 

a day gathering information on verification of previous convictions. Much of 

this work is done manually because some rap sheets do not indicate dispositions 

and there is not sufficient money to buy the computet space needed to store 

·the information indefinitely; It was noted that follow-up could be expedited if the 

state Attorney's Office provided the case numbers of previous dispositions in 

question. A year ago the project implemented a recommendation made by the 

Clerk's Office to request certified copies of judgment and sentence for defendants 

whose cases were actually going to trial rather than for all multiple offender 

defendants. This measure has helped to reduce the workload for the Clerk's Office. 

In the case of the Identification and Records Section of the Sheriff's Office, 

the commitment of personnel is even heavier. Although the Sheriff's Office was 

initially involved in planning for the project, the workload has grown from one 

person per shift to two persons per shift. Although it is true that the Sheriff's 

Office formerly provided arrest data and rap sheets to the various felony divisions, 

this information is now funnelled through the Multiple Offender Project whi~h then 

distributes the rap sheets to the other divisions of the office. The Sheriff1 s 

Office has developed and maintailied a pl"ocess to copy all booking-in infm'mation 

to check off each felony and retail theft for the Hultipl e Offender Project. In 

order to reduce wotkload for the Sheriffls Office, the project implemented a recom-
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mendation made by that office to keep multiple offender rapsheets on file for 

(.. at least six months. The suggestion was recently made in the course of 

this study that the project should keep such rapsheets on file indefinitely. 

,. 
I 

Updated information will, of course, be provided as indicated by the Sheriffls Office. 

It shoul d be stressed that respondents. from the Cl e)~k' s Offi ce and the 

Sheriff's Office were favorable to the project but were also realistic about 

their own budgetary restrictions and manpower problems. 
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OBJECTIVE 8: To gather follow-up data on the 1974 sample. 

Follow-up data on the 78 individuals who comprised the 1974 sample of 81 

multiple offender convictions revealed there had been a total of 219 arrests 

attributed to individuals identified as multiple offenders in 1974 during 

the three year pel'iod following the 1974 convictions. There \'Jere 116 

arrests for fel ani es and 103 for' mi sdemeanors. 

Table 21 provides information on the distribution of the 219 al"rests 

attributed to the 1974 sample. The 219 arrests were actually attributed to 51 

of the original 78 offenders in the 1974 sample which averages 4.3 arrests per 

arrested offender. Twenty-nine offenders were arrested bet\'1een one and three 

times; twelve were arrested 4 to 6 times each; six had between 7 and 10 arrests; 

three had 11 to 15 arrests each; and one had 26 arrests. 

The 219 arl~ests resulted in 36 felony and 78 misdemeanor filings, or a total 

of 114 cases. Fifty, or 23 percent of the arrests \'Jere not filed on: at least 

35 of these wel'e felony arrests. Thirty-four of the 78 multiple offenders to 

whom the 81 convictions were attributed in 1974 had no subsequent cases filed 

during the three year follow-up period. Of course, many of these were still , 

serving time on their 1974 sentences. Thirty-six of the individuals identified 

as multiple offe~ders in 1974 had one to three cases filed; six had four to 

six cases filed; one had between seven and ten cases filed; and one had over 

ten cases filed since 1974. The average number of cases filed fOl" the forty­

four multiple offenders \\/ho had subsequent cases filed during the follow-up 

peY'iod of three year's VlaS 2.6 cases. Time did not permit an 1ndepth analysis 

of the misdemeanor cases. HOWeV8l", the 36 felony cases filed during the three 

year follow-up period vmre attributed to thirty of the multiple offenders in the 

1974 sample of 78 multiple offenders. It was found that institutional sentences 

had been imposed on-21 of the 30 multiple offenders in the follow-up sample: one 

of these offenders had also been adjudicated guilty in a second case and VJaS 
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awaiting sentencing in that case; and three of these offenders had also 

received probationary sentences during the follO\~-up period. In addition, 

probationary sentences \~ere also imposed on four oth~r offenders. Charges 

against two offenders in the follow-up sample wer~ found to have been n01 

prossed; one case hud also been dismissed; the sale charge in one case had 

been dropped; and one offender who had been adjudicated guilty was still 

awaiting sentencing. Tables 23 and 24 on page 61 summarize this information 

on the follow-up sample. 

A review of data on the original 1974 sentences received by the multiple 

offenders in the follow-up sample revealed that 17. or 57 percent~ were sentenced 

to the Jacksonville Correctional Institution for an average ofl.l years and 13, or 43 

percent, to the State Prison System for an averi'.lge of 2.4 years. During the 

three year follow-up period it was found that four of the 30 offenders were 

subsequently sentenced to serve average maximum sentences of six months in the 

Duval County Jail; 16 received average maximum sentences of 5.5 years in the 

state prison. One offender received institutional sentences in the Duval County 

Jail and the State Prison. Table 24 ptovides more detailed information on the 

disposition of charges attributed to these thirty recidivistic multiple offenders 

in 1974 and during the follow-up period. A higher percentage nf changes resulted in 

sentencing in 1974. 

Of the 36 cases involving thil~ty tecidivistic feions in the 1974 sample 

of identified multiple offenders, eighteen ca~es involving seventeen defendants 

were prosecuted by project attorneys. Institutional sentences were imposed 

in t\'/e1ve of these eighteen cases: ten defendants received institutional 

sentences with an average maximum of 7.98 years to be served in the State 

Prison System; and two received institutional sentences with an average maximum 

of four months to be served in the Jacksonville Correctional Institution. There were no 

enhar:l".rJd penalties imposed. The remaining six cases involved two pt~obationary 
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sentences, two no1 prosses, one dismissed case) and one deferred sentence. 

Institutional sentences were imposed in thirteen of the eighteen 

cases in the follow-up period which were prosecuted by non-ptoject attorneys; 

nine defendants received institutional sentences, with an avetage maximum 

of 5.12 years, to be served in the State Prison; ~nd four received institutional 

sentences, with an average maximum of 5 months to be served in the local correctional 

institution o P)~obationary sentences \'Jere imposed in three cases; one case was 

pending; and the charges in the remaining c~se were dropped. 

A closer look at the eJ~·'teen cases, involving identified multiple 

offenders from the 1974 sample v/h-ich v.Jere not prosecuted by project attorneys, 

revealed that eight of the cases predated the project's inception and/or the 

revision of the Subsequent Offender Statute and could not have been prosecuted 

in accordance with project guidelines. Moreover. three of the cases included 

escape charges and one a violation of probation, charges which had not been 

routinely prosecuted by the project because these charges generally exposed 

the offender to harsher penalties. One case involved charges which wete 

eventually dropped. Therefore, there were five cases, involving burglary, 

grand 1 arceny, forgery, and conspi racy to commi t a felony, v/hi ch mi ght have 

been prosecuted as multiple offenders by project staff. It is interesting to 

note that all of these defendants were long-term residents of Jacksonville 

except one defendant who had been identified as an out-of-state resident in 

1974; problems may have been encountered in obtaining documentation of prior 

out-of-town convictions in this case. One of the defendants in another of the 

cases in point was eventually prosecuted as a multiple offender in another 

case, which leaves three defendants who conceivably might have been 

prosecuted as multiple offenders by project staff but were prosecuted routinely 

by non-project attorneys instead, due perhaps to theit special interest in these cases. 
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TABLE 21 

\ . 
NUMBER OF ARRESTS IN FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE 

11 Of Arrests # Of Offenders Percentage 

No Arrests 27 34.6 
1-3 Arrests 29 37.2 
4-6 Arrests 12 15.4 
7-10 Arrests 6 7.7 
11-15 Arrests 3 3.8 
16-20 Arrests 
More Than 20 Arrests 1 1.3 

TOTALS: 78 100.0 
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TABLE 22 

'., .... 
COMPARISON OF SENTENCES FOR FELONY OFFENSES 

OF 30 RECIDIVISTIC MULTIPLE OFFENDERS 
IN 1974 A~D pURING THREE YEAR FOLLOW-UP PERIOD 

3 Yr.Follow-Ue Period 

Felony Offenses 

Assault & Battery 

Auto Theft 

Breaking & Entering 

Cal~rying Concealed Firearm 

Conspiracy to Commit Felony 

Escape 

FOI~gery, Uttering 

Grand Larceny 

Institutional Sentences Institutional 
In 1974 Sentences 

2 

2 

10 

2 

4 

2 

2 

2 

6 

1 

2 

3 

4 

( Malicious Mischi~f 1 
... .., ~" 

Petit Larceny (Third Offense) 

Possession Controlled Sub. 

Possession of Firearm 

Possession of Firearm 
by Convicted Felon 

Procuring to Commit Prostitution 

Receivin"g Stolen Propel~ty 

Resisting Arrest 

Removing Unstamped Cigareftes 

Robbery 

Sale Controlled Substance 

Trespassing 

Violation of Probation 

TOTALS: 

3 

1 

3 

2 

34 

No pl'obati onary sentel"ICeS in 1974 r·lul ti pl e Offender Sampl e. 

60 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

2 

31 

Probationary 
Sentences 

1 

1 

1 

3 

3 
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TABLE 23 

COMPARISON OF JAIL SENTENCES FOR MULTIPLE OFFENDER FOLLOW-UP SAMPLE 
CONVICTED OF FELONIES IN 1974 AND DURING THREE YEAR FOLLOW-UP 

Number of Sentences To Jacksonville Correctional Institution 

Length Of Sentence 

0-6 ~~onths 
7-12 t'\onths 
More Than 12 Months 

1974 

5 (16 0 7%) 
11 (36.7%) 
1 (303%) 

Number Of Sentences To State Prison 

Length Of Se~tence 1974 

Less Than 1 Year 1 ( 3.3%) 
1-3 Yeal~s 9 (30.0%) 
3 Yr. & 1 Day-5 Yrs. 3 (10.0%) 
5 Yrs. & 1 Day-l0 Yrs. 
More Than 10 Years 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SENTENCES: 30 (100.0%) 

TABLE 24 

3 Yr. Follow-Up 

5 (17.2%) 
1 (3.4%) 

( - ) 

3 Yr. Follow-Up 

1 ( 3.4%} 
5 (17.2%) 

12 (41.4%) 
3 (10e3%) 
2 ( 609%) 

29 (99 08%) 

DISPOSITION OF FELONY COUNTS IN 1974 AND THREE YEAR 
FOLLOW-UP PERIOD FOR RECIDIVISTIC MULTIPLE OFFENDERS 

Disposition of Counts 1974 3 Yr. FollO\'/-Ue 

Adjudicated Guilty 34 (65.4%) 31 (53.4%) 
Adjudication Withheld - 9 (15.5%) 
Dropped 4 ( 707%) 1 ( 1. 7%) 
Abandoned 14 (2609%) 13 (2204%) 
Nolle Prosequi 2 ( 3.4%)' 
Dismissed 2 ( 3.4%) 

TOTAL COUNTS: 52 (100.0%) 58 (99.8%) 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Q Statistics from the Uniform Crime Reports for 1973-1977 have indicated 
that the number of reported offenses for burglary and larceny, the 
two Part I crimes most frequently prosecuted by the Multiple Offender 
Project~ have decreased to pre-project 1 eve1 s or below. Burg1 ary 
offenses have declined from over 13~OOO in 1974-1975 to 9,961 in 19770 
Larceny offenses, \'Ihich had surged to over 24,000 in 1976, have de­
clined to 20,176 in 1977 which is comparable to the pre-project 
number of reported larceny offenses of 20,113. Correspondingly, 
the number of arrests for these two offenses has been steadily in­
creasing. Thel~e vlere 1,985 arrests fo~~ burglary in 1977, compared 
to 1,341 in 19n; and 4,529 arrests for larceny in 1977,compared 
to 3,730 in 1974. However, adult arrests for these offenses have 
been decreasing and juvenile arrests have been increasinQ. There 
were 2,877 adult arrests for larceny in 1975,2,622 in 1977~ and 
1,120 arrests for burglary in 1975, and 955 in 1977. It seems logical 
to conjecture that the incarceratlon of several hundred multiple 
offenders charged with these offenses over the past three years has 
been responsib1e,to some degree, for this reduction in reported 
burglary and l:arceny offenses. The statistics on larceny and 
burglary in l1acksonvi11e for the years 1974-1977 are summariz.ed in 
Table 25 on page 66 •. 

o An analysis of data on sentencing of identified multiple offenders 
revealed that prior to the project's inception, multiple offenders 
were receiving shorter institutional sentences and nearly half were 
served in the local correctional institution. In fact, only 8.9 
percent of the institutional sentences in the 1977 sample were served in the 

I' local correctional institution compared to 44 percent in 1974. The project's 
average maximum institutional sentence per convicted multiple offender 
in the 1977 sample was 5.5 years which exceeded the pre-project 
average maximum institutional sentence of 3.32 years per identified 
multiple offender in the 1974 sample by more than two years. In 
qrder to analyze sentencing variation more adequately, sentencing 
data on the project's three most prevalent offenses was obtained. 
It was found t~at the project's average maximum institutional sentence 
per burglary count in the 1977 sample vIas 4.7 years compared to 3 years 
for the 1974 multiple offender sample. The average maximum sentences 
per burgl ary count for non-mul tiple offenders were 1. 7 year~s in 1974 
and 3.06 years in 1977. Multiple offenders averaged maximum institu­
tional sentences of 4.28 years per grand larceny/grand theft count in 
1977 compared with 1.9 years for multiple offenders in 1974; non­
multiple offenders received average maximum institutional sentences 
per count of 1.9 years and 2.56 years for 1974 and 1977, respectively. 
The project averaged a maximum institutional sentence of 4.15 years 
per count for defendants convicted of possession of controlled sub­
stances compared to 1~6 years for multiple offenders in the 1974 
sample and 1.9 years and 2.04 years for non-multiple offenders in 1974 
and 1977, respectively. Sentences in 1974 were affected by the lm'/er 
charging threshold utiliied by the state Attorney's Office at that time. 

Q It was noted that Circuit CJurt judges rarely acted on the project's motion to 
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impose enhanced penalties on identified multiple offenders in the 
1977 sample. Only six enhanced penalties were granted; five of these 
defendants were tried by juries. 

G Data from the 1977 sample revealed that the project had averaged 85.5 
days from date of arrest to plea or conviction for burglary offenses; 
99.9 days for grand larcenY/grand tbeft, and 113.7 days for possession 
of controlled sUbstances. Project processing times were one third 
to one half longer than processing times for the four felony divisions 
for these offenses in 1977. Processing time for identified multiple 
offenders convicted of the~e three offenses in the 1974 sample was 
much shorter: 41.1 days for burglary, 30.6 days for grand larceny/ 
grand theft, and 65.4 days for possession of controlled substances. 
The processing times for non-multiple offenders in the 1974 sample for 
the above three offenses were 48.9 days for burglary; 46.3 days for 
grand larceny/grand theft and 48.9 days for possession of controlled 
substances. 

G The project's grant applications ha'¥e not included a definition of 
the term plea bargainin~ If one accepts the project's oper­
ationalized definition of limited plea bargaining, the disallowing 
of pleas or convict:ons to lesser charges, one would likely conclude 
that the project had Qttained its objective.' However, if one refers 
to the definition included in the current office policy manual which 
also refers to the dismissing of one or more pending charges, one 
might question the attainment of this objective since one third of 
the 1977 multiple offendel~s had pled guilty as chal~ged to the highest count 
charged and, had had other charges dropped or abandoned, compared to 
18.5 percent in the 1974 sample. Representative judges and defense 
attorneys indicated in interviews that they considered that the pro-
ject permitted a limited amount of plea bargaining. Discussions with 
the project director during the course of the evaluation revealed that 
the following definition is the definition the project would like 
to add to its grant application: 

IJP1ea bargaining is making a specific sentence recommenda­
tion in return for a plea of guilty or allowing a plea to 
"lesser incl uded offenses when the ad ginal charge \'Ias provabl e. 1I 

~ Project directors for the Multiple Offender Project have generally 
carried a full caseload in addition to time-consuming administrative 
responsibilities. Although project reports have generally been sub­
mitted on time, the project has sustained a loss of more than $20,000 
in undrawn funds in two prior grant periods. The project has also 
encountered administrative difficulties which may have resulted 
pal~tially fl~om the genel~osity of the implementing agency which has 
provided some supplies and staff assistance to the project; in l~etllrn 
one of the project's attorneys has been handling some non-project cases. 
The project receives a considerable amount of unremunerated assistance 
from the Clerk1s Office a~d the Sheriff1s Office. Both of these units 
were involved in planning for the project, and are favorably impressed 
\'1ith its accomplishments. They are concerned, however, about ongoing 
manpower expenditures for the project. 
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o Follow-up data on the sample of 1974 convicted multiple offenders 
indicated a considerable amount of recidivism. There wer~ 219 arrests, 
116 felonies and 103 misdemeanors, attributed to 51 of the original 
78 offenders who accounted for 81 multiple offender convictions in 
1974. The 51 arrested offenders averaged 4.3 arrests during the three 
year period. The range \vas one to tVlenty-six arrests. The 219 an~ests 
resulted in 36 felony and 78 misdemeanor filings, or a total of 114 cases. 
Fifty or 23 percent of the 219 arrests were not filed on. Ih.e...JlLirJ..'L:::­
six fe 1.0 0 v CJl~s~ttr..ib..u.:te.d.._tQ_...31Lid e n t j f i eJi.lpJJ1.:t.ipJ.LoiiBnctar.s..~ll.=.­
.~.titJLtej:lJ1leJ..pJloJi::..I.ULS~J e for th; s s .. ttK!:L.. It i'l as f 0 u n d t hat ins t i -
tutiona1 sentences had been imposed on 21 of 30 multiple offenders 
during the follow-up period of three years; one of these offenders had 
also been adjudicated guilty in a second case and \'1as awaiting 
sentencing in that case; and three of these multiple offenders had also 
received a probationary sentence during the three year follow-up period. 
In addition, probationary sentences were imposed on four other offenders. 
Charges against two offenders in the follow-up sample had been no1 
prossed; one case had been dismissed; the sole charge in one case had 
been dropped; and one offender \·,ho had been adjudicated guilty vias a\'~aiting sen­
tencing.. During the three year follow-up period it i'las found that four 
of the 30 offendel~s \'lere subsequently sentenced to serve average maximum 
sentences of six months in the local correctional institution~ and 16 received 
average maximum sentences of 5.5 years in the state prison. One offender received 
institutional sentences in the loca1 correctional institution and the state prison. 
Half or eighteen of the thirty-six felony cases for the thirty multiple 
offenders in the follo\'1-up sample \'Iel'e prosecuted by attorneys of the 
Multiple Offender Project. Eight of these cases predated the project's 
inception and the majority of the other ten cases \'Iel'e handled by non-
pr'oject attOl'!,eys becallse they had interest in spec; fi c cases. No 
enhanced penalties were imposed during the follmv-up period. 

()) The project has earned the ~'eSp8ct of knO\'Jledgeable pe~'sons in the local 
criminal justice system, according to information provided in interviews. 
Its competence has been recognized by professionals in the State Attol'n"ey's 
Office in Jacksonville and elsewhel'e. The State Attorney's Office not 
only plHns to institutionalize the project in the future but also intends 
to utilize the concept of prioritized prosecution in its other divisions. 
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RECOI~I~ENDATIONS 

Q The project should define the term plea bargaining in its grant 
application, especially if its operatlonallzed deflnition varies 
from that in the policy manual of the State Attorney's Office. 
It would be well to define limitations on plea bargaining, per­
haps quantifying its use by 1 imiting plea bargaining to no more 
than 5 percent of multiple offenders prosecuted by the project. 
For those multiple offenders who have plea bargained, the project 
attorneys should complete case summary sheets \'/hich explain the 
terms of the bargain and the reasons why plea bargaininR was 
necessary. A copy of the case summary sheet should be filed in 
the case file and a copy should also be kept in a separate grant 
file for reference purposes. 

G Steps should be taken to standardize information included in the 
project's sentence records. A column should be included to check 
if a I~otion To Seek an Enhanced Penalty was filed. Project 
secretaries might be trained to maintain the sentence records. 

G The Annual Sta.tistics provided by the project for comparison with 
other felony divisions ~ould be more descriptive if information 
was presented separately for non-multiple offenders and multiple 
offenders. 

Q The project di rector shoul d take th; s opportunity to analyze the data 
provided by the study and reassess project objectives, needs, and 
resources in accordance with LEAA requirements. Steps should be taken 
to improve the administration of the grant and to increase its cost­
effectiveness. One' of the secretaries should meet I'lith pel~sonnel in the 
City's PUl~chasing and General Accounting Departments to obtain infor­
mation on City pUl~chasing procedures. An effort should be made to 
establish an appropriate job classification for the project secretarial 
positions with the City1s Personnel Office. If indicated, necessary 
grant revisions should be su~mitted to reflect proposed changes. The 
project director should monitor grant spending and request extensions 
several months pdm" to termination of the gl"ant to utilize grant funds 
more effecti vely. If necessary, a part-time admini strati ve a ide may 
need to be hired to relieve the present project director of some of these 
necessary tasks since he also car~ies a heavy caseload of multiple 
offender cases in addition to administrative responsibilities. 

Q Any procedure which might result in the speedier identification and handling 
of multiple offende'r cases should be considered by p,roject staff. 

e The project director should meet periodically with representativBs in the 
Clerk's Office and the Sheriff's Office to discuss measures the project 
might take to reduce or alleviate the heavy vlOrkloads in these offices. 
He should also acknowledge their efforts as indispensable to the project. 
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TABLE 25 
.-'-'--

FIVE YEAR COMPARISON OF STATISTICS ON BURGLARY AND LARCENY 

BREAKING & ENTERING - Burglary 

LARCENy - (Except Motor Vehicle) 

YEAR 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 

1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 

66 

JUVENILE ~ ADULT 
ARRESTS REPORTED BY 
JAX SHERIFF1S OFFICE 

480 
456 
484 

1031 

856 
1048 
1612 
1913 

Adult ---
367 

1120 
1000 

955 

1140 
2877 
2944 
2622 

JUVENILE & P~ULT 
REPORTED OFI_NSES 
UNIFORM CRIME REPORT 

13,476 
13,805 
11,691 

9,961 

20,113 
23,652 
24,227 
20,176 
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