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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Career Criminal program is an LEAA effort which provides
resources to local jurisdictions to improve the prosecution of serious
The national-level evaluation ofs this program is
planned to focus on four individual sites.  An in-depth, analytical -
case study will be conducted in each of the selected sites which will
include an assessment of the activities implemented in ‘that site, ‘an
investigation of changes in criminal justice system performance
associated with those changes, and an _examination of crime levels in
the implementing jurisdiction. ThiS\puper presents a desgription of
the process of selection of the case study si?es and recommends to the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justine four sites
to be included in the national—level evaluation of the program.

Site selection was based upon a set of considerations derived from
the requirements of MITRE's national-level evaluation design. Eleven

candidate programs were assessed in terms of these considerations to

determine their amenability to impact evaluation. A first-round program
review was based upon available program documentation. Sites which
appeared promising after this initial screening were further examinea
using information gathered during site visits to these candidate
programs. Based on these site visit assessments, four sites were. )
identified as offering the best opportunities for the conpduct of the
national-level evaluation as planned. These sites (Columbus, Ohio;
Kalamazpo, Michigan; New Orleans, Louisiana; and San Diego, California)
are recommended for inclusion in the national—level evaluation of the

Career Criminal program.
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. 1.0 INTRODUCTION
1.1 The Career Criminal Program

 The Career Criminal program (CCP) was developed by the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA) in 1974 to aid local
jurisdictions in their fight against crime through the improved R ed

prosecution of serious, repeat offenders. The program provides o
funds to local prosecutors to identify defendants who appear to
have established a consistent serious pattern of criminal .behavior
and who are assumed to be responsible for a sizable amount of
crlminal activity. Once identified, these career criminal defendants
are -to bevgiven special prosecutorial attpntion to insure that their
cases receive the priority that the nature of thelr criminal history
would indicate is appropriate. This increased attention by the
prosecutor is expected to result in more severe Jjuddcial penalties;
“for career criminals than would have been the case had they been .

routinely handled by the prosecution.

Since the initiation of the program, grant awards have been made
to elghteen local jurisdictions, and at this time eleven of the
awarded programs have been regularly processing career criminal cases
for six months or more. These eleven programs (listed in Table 1)
form the pool of potential sites“for the national-level evaluation
"(NLE)., The programs in the remaining seven sites are still involved
in some phase of the start-up process and are not expectéd to be
‘fully operational for a sufficient length of time during the period
covered by the national-level evaluation to allow for an adequate
assessment of the program impact in these places, For this reason,
these seven programs have not been considered as candidates for the

national-level evaluation. These seven sites are:
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;‘ e St, Louis, Missouri ) ¥
lé'w" e Rhode Island “ ;
g e Dade County, Florida ?
e Albuquerque, New Mexico ‘
: - e Memphis, Tennessee %
ii@ P e Louisville, Kentucky “;
‘} ® Clark*Gouhty (Las Vegas), Nevada ’ : %
o While all the local Career Criminal programs share the common
goal of crime }eduction through the identification of serious, repeat i
offenders, therevare significant differeﬁcee among‘these programs
“in ‘terms oﬁ§?he,population of offendgts'which is targeted in'eachv
“9lace and in terms of the type of prosecutorial'treatment_the &
career criminal cases receive under the local program. The Career ‘ '
s Cfiminai program has been structured at the federal level so as to ) f'
s V’hpermit the participating prosecutorial agencies the flexibility to i
“design programs which speak to the needs of their local jurisdictions i
in terms both of the local crﬁne_problem priorities and of the ‘f .
organization and operations of the agency. ) %~ .
° This has meant there is substantial variatioﬁ among the localc %
jurisdictions in what is considered to be a "career criminal." éfa
Programs. generally base'their,se;ection of career criminal cases ?U; p
‘on the criminal history of the defendant, the nature of thé o o
durrent offense or some combination o%.the‘tWo.' Selection in some
ihstandes is‘fdirly routine and'is“baséd oh.objective»information~
regularly exaﬂlned by the prosecutor s office.' In other Sitéé o b
the process, while still. objective, is more complex requiring a 7 e ‘.
more compregen51ve case evaluation: before a case 1s finally selected I e
for spec1al treatment. In other programs selection is made on a o ;\ Qa
“case by case basis -and rests: 1argely on the subJective judgement of geﬂgt
“an experienced prosecutor.;c ‘~”L v 'h N X %lef
‘ | R | i §ig
“ . - Lo RE
: S g g e
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E Local design of program/activities has also resulted in a ; : focusing resources on the prosecution of the subset of serious repeat i
% - certain amount of variation in the type of 'special prosecutorial “ U - ’ & . Offanders can be shown to result in more severe prosecutorial outcomes g
! treatment which career criminal cases receive under the program. The . | ) e ~ for the career criminal cases treated and a reduction in city-wide
5 most common program strategy is the provision of continuous, individual : L L crime for,those offenses attributable to the selected target population. ;
: attorneyy case representation for career criminalfcaSes. Some sites, 0 i ’ \ ' é
- however, had maintained continuous case representation routinely before R L B ‘ : The three-part approach to be employed in this evaluation is §
. the program and have concentrated instead on providing for lower , ’ shown in Figure 1. The analyses planned for the three evaluation areas: ﬁ
: caseloads and more investigative,support for the attorneys handling P ) . I Program Activities Assessment é
3; cafeer criminal cases. In two programs (Dallas and Houston) the : . » B II System Performance Assessment ﬁ
; ! regular trial attorneys handle career crlminal cases which have been S L B B . III Crime Level Assessment . 3
; {evaluated and prepared by a special career cirminal unlt. There is , e : are presented in detail in the Nationa ~Level Evaluation of the ' f
i' variation among programs in the point at which career criminal cases Career Criminal Program - Concept and Plan.l The evaluation plan b
f are identified and the extent ‘of the court process which is covered ) will‘be.outlined here to provide a context for the considerations ; ]
o ) i N . : )
i by the program as well as in the number of attorneys employed by,the ( empléyed in the selection of sites to be 1ncluded as case studies in
: program and the volume of career criminal cases handlediby those ; R f the evaluation. '
attorneys. The brief descriptions of the candidate‘sites included in , : o v , o
P o P : g " ‘ . . R i “ - .1 : o
. Sections 3.0 and 4.0 below provide basic information on the program . C IR R | 3 The first stage of the evaluation, the Program Activ1t1es
activities being operated in each of the candidate program sites. S L S B SN Assessment is designed to provide a detailed, functional description
| ST o | : g i ' £ th treatment as d d and applied i h of th
‘ ’ v PR A O LR RUE - AR ‘ - of the program treatmen as developed an applied in each o e ‘
!  In sum, the Career Criminal program has furnished local prosecutors T PR , local jurisdictions. The analysis conducted in this part of the %
E? with resources of varying amounts to provide priority prosecution of C"k'byi‘h 15 L evaluation will consist of an extensive examination and description p
y e SEESREE PES , i , ; RIS : ) ;
| cases involving individuals who appear to be responsible for ‘a high - ) : i of. criminal justice case processing (from arrest to sentencing) ‘in ;
'§ ) . level of criminal activity within the 1ocal jurisdiction. While there each city before the implementation of the CCP and during program 2
N  is variation among local programs in the type of defendant given special operations. These beforewduring analyses are designed to facilitate ;
?f,ﬁff ; ' attention and in the type of prosecutorial attention provided under - ) . a " the identification of the specific,changes in case processing which :
lji . the program, all programs are directed towards the improved prosecution :have been implemented by the program. These analyses will be repre- 5
V of the career. criminal and the reduction of crime through these pro—‘ 'sénted by caseflow diagrams indicating the process of case handling
’*?; ' : secutorial 1mprovements. ' _ ‘ and the points of- program impact in this procesé. A simplified e ®
; é, 7 N . : . WD"_ o ; g ‘ - :%3:‘;' diagrammatic example of this analysis is ~shown in Figure 2. '
L , 1.2 The National—Level Evaluation Desi ', S PR .;i"éﬁ':f' B k o ’ : : - &Y
' The national—level evaluation of the Career Criminal program - . - . S : 1 e S T R e R R REN O " 3
: o a SR g ‘Chelimsky, Eleanor, Judith S. Dahmann and Joseph H. Sasfy, _
D ; is de51gned to examine, through four analytical case studies, whether e kL " "THe National Level Evaluation of the Career Criminal Program -
o o . i‘ : e i y Concept and Plan", The MITRE Corporation, WP—11808 May 1976
. SN > ¥ . e e L TR o - B
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This assessment is not only designed to provide for the clear

IS RE SR S S

identification of prograﬁ activities, it is aiso intended to allow the

gpecification of those criminal justice’performance measures likely

description of program activities and operations indicates that more

experiencé&)prosecutors are now being assigned to career criminal cases

to be affected by thes® program activities.

For instance, if the

going to trial, it would be reasohable to examine trial conviction

ratés in relation to this change in operations. Thebflow diagrams

mentioned above thus facilitate the development of relevant performance

measures by providing a framework for a more detailed narrative delinea--

tion of this treatment. (See Figure 3 for an example of this process.)

In this way the assessment of program aétivities, the first stage of

the evaluation, is ecritical 1if performance changes assessedbin the

second stage are to be reasonably attributed to the Career Criminal

program.

The second stage of the e;gluation involves the analysis of

changes in the various specified measures of criminal justice pef—

formance and the attempt to link these changes to activities and

operations engendered by the Career Criminal program. Although there

are three general categories of performance measures of direct concern--
conviction rates, incarceration rates, and length of'séntences-—thére
are many more specific measures which fall within and outside théée,
categories. These other measures, such as.ﬁpleafto-charge" rates or
"negotiated plea" rates are essential if the‘specific“impacts of the

program are to be elaborated..

Although the‘prOgram;is‘designed to affect these pérformance

it Will be necéssary to collect data on the same measures for other

measures for-only one group of offendets,~the career criminal group,

éroups‘fdr comparison purposes. Data will‘be'qollectedjfor four

groups: . (1) designated‘career criminals during the tfeatment year;,
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2 — oo “ ‘ *THESE CAREER CRIMINAL, PROFILES ARE NOT PERFORMANCE MEASURES, PROPERLY
o = , , SPEAKING, ‘BUT WILL BE DERIVED AS A RESULT OF THE SCREENING PROCESS, :
. MUCH AS THE PERFORMANCE MEASURES ARE DERIVED; THEY FIGURE HERE BECAUSE
OF THEIR IMPORTANCE IN THE ONGOING ASSESSMENT.
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FIGURE 3
EXAMPLE OF SPECIFICATION OF ANTICIPATED PERFORMANCE
EFFECTS IN TERMS OF CCP INTERVENTIONS
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.for by values derived from performance measures.

el

(2) non-career criminals during the treatment year; (3) criminals

from a baseline ;ear who theoretically would have been designated

career criminals; and (4) criminals from a baseline year who would

not have been designated career criminals., Thus; it will be possible

to assess whether performance has changed with resPect to the career
criminal because of tlie program, as measured in terms of conviction
and incarceratilon rates, length of sentence, and in terms of more

detailed measurement breakouts for each CCP city. Additionally; the

analysis of performance measures with respeCt to the two groups of
non-career criminals will allow the examination of possible indirect

effects of the Career Criminal program on the prosecution of the
non~career” criminal group.

-In addition to providing the primary basis for the evaluation
of the effects of the Career Criminal program, the analysis of
performance measures will provide the data necessary for the examina-

tion of potential programmatic effects on crime levels, the “Last stage

of the evaluation. 1In this stage, a quantitative model developed by

Shinnar2 will be employed to derive estimates of "saved" crimes due

to the incapacitation of career criminals. In the evaluation these

estimates will be based on changes in criminal justice system per-

. formance measures and will be used in conjunction'with actual crime

levels and expected crime levels (defived from crime determination
models which make no use of(performance measures) to detevmine whether
differences,between actual and expected crime rates can be accounted

In this way, it“may
be possible to link changes in crime rates to changes in system per—:

- formance brought about by the Career Criminal program.‘

Shinnar, Shlomo and Reuel Shinnar,'The Effects of the Criminal Justice

System on the Control of Crime: A Quantitative Approach " Law and
Society Review, Vol. 9, #4 (Summer 1975).

Avi-Itzhak Benjamin and Reuel Shinnar, "Quantitative Models in Crime.

Control," Journal of Criminal Justice, Vol. 1, pages 185-217,
L : : 10 : g

(1973).
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In summary, then, the naélonal—level evaluation is designed to
provide an intensive description of the nature of the Career Criminal
program and the changes in criminal justice system operations it has
brought about. Second it seeks to link these changes in operations
to anticipated changes in the performance of the system with respect
to the career criminal. I ally, the evaluation attempts to link
changes in system performance to changes in actual crime rates. The
«basis for the evaluation are {ntensive analyses of program activities,

system performance, and crime levels in four gelected cities which | %

" have implemented the Career Criminal program.
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The purpose of site selection‘for the‘national-level evaluation '

of the Career Criminal program is to identify those four programs ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘i E e s A : PREPARATION OF o . f

? : from among the eleven candidate program sites (see Table 1, page 2) - . S i ; ' ﬁiﬂ. ,V/;‘ PLANNED PROGRAM DESCRIPTIONS ‘ o g

which appear to offer the most;promising context for assessing Q}’- : "’&._ ol L. N ' ‘ ~ ‘ ; ; 5
the impact of the Career Criminal program activities on prosecutorial' ' R ' o ) - '
performdnce and on.crime. The four selected programs will be the foci 0 ‘: L | ‘ , ‘ cB

of four case studies to be conducted aCcording té the design presented ' ' . ‘ S . DEVELOPMENT OF
) s i o  EVALUABILITY CONSIDERATIONS
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above in Section %.2. Lo ‘ v B k , S Q
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4 four stage procedure (see'Figure 4) was followed in conducting

Q

the site selection task. First, . drawing upon grant applications and @

E other program documeritation, including Status Reports prepared by the ? el B - : N 3 s
‘ s s : _ © IIT. ‘ PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT - C
local jurisdictionms, for the National Legal Data Center (LEAA's o » Lo . ‘ 7 ; ' |

national-level data collectol for the program), descriptions of the - , e o E P S ‘ . ' C ' ' L

eleven candidate Career Criminal programs were prepared Depending

&
:

Y

on the nature of the program data available in the status reports, . SR O

much of the 1nformation included in these initial program descriptions L "r‘; ' s , - FIV. s » SITE VISITS ‘ »

R : reflected the initial plans for programs. rather tnan the programs .as’ ‘ T S , ' : o . . ] e

implemented. These Program descriptions3 servedxas the initial data S SRR ‘ o o , - o DR o ' » | R L

. . m . e . Dok : L .
i base for the site selection,process.t ‘ ?‘ y : e , O S Lo , e : " u

S L LT e B . R e L LR ' RECOMMENDATIONS
| ~ | e LA T .. SITE FOR SELECTION | SR B
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Stage two,ﬁthe development of eValuabilit& considerations, was

begun concurrently with the preparation of the city program descriptions.‘ L }ﬁf ~l”_ a B o slgw"j : ~ oo v.. o .

K CO N FEESE R R i : S o SRS e S i ;
i - . Because the goal of the site selection process is to°insure that the , e ‘ﬁ) B TR I . , o : o ' ’ o 0

programs selected as case study sites are amenable to evaluation in

5 the manner prescribed, site selection con51derat10ns focus . on those o e o ST S R ks L e

~ program ‘and site. characterlstlcs whlch play a critical role in the o , R
| : ofp o ¢

' e » T . ' : HGURE4 L R L SR P
3Init1al Career Criminal Program Descriptions, The MITRE Corporation,” = . SN THE FOUR STAGE SITE SELECTION PROCESS et . o b e
. We-L1766, August 1976, - T Do et e ] o e e
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execution of the evaluation methodology. These evaluability consid-
erations which are described ih the following section, provided the
basis for the subsequent steps in the site selection process.

Third, a preliminary assessment was made of the eleven candidate
sites using the information presented in the initial program descriptions
and evaluating that information in terms/of the designated evaluability
This preliminary as cabment served to identify those

sites which appeared to pose; certain difficulties for the conduct of

considerations.

the national-level evaluation as well as those sites which appeared to

be viable candidates for the case study analyses. Finally,fcompleting

the four-stage process, the set of promisirg sites 1dent1f1ed on the
basis of the preliminary assessment were . then visited by a MITRE team
in order to verify the available program information and to gather : ’
additional datd necessary to assess the amenability of these sites to
the planned impact evaluation. The screening process is described in

more detail below in Section 2.3.,

This document is ‘devoted to the description of the site selection

process which includes not only the four _stage process discussed above,
but also tha/presentationwof end-process site assessments and recommenda—
: tions for site selection. The remainder of this sectlion describes- the
evaluability considerations central to ‘the selection process and the

?

assessment procedures employed in applying those considerations. B

, /
. t
2 2 Evaluability Considerations 5

The site selection process; designed to identify those programs

which are most amenable to the conduct of .the national—level )
evalpation, is based upon a set of considerations derived from
the proposed evaluation design. The specific factors considered
,.in ‘the site selection process are associated with those agency

,or program features which‘play atcrucial role_in the_implementationl'
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~or 1ater, to replicate those results,

~these activities will serve to confound the evaluation analyses.

‘activities or treatment.

il
{

of the evaluation design. - Figure 5 presents the ninetevaluabilityv

considerations employed in site selection as they relate to various:

‘stages in theievaluation plan.

As discussed earlier, the first stage of the planned evaluation

* 18 the Progranm Activities Assessment which focuses its attention on

the development of functional descriptions of the case handling process
before and during the program. A comparison of the before and during
case flow descriptions is planned to allow for the identification of
those changes in case processingnwhich have been instituted by the

‘ As such, the first purpose 'of this stage of the evaluation-is
If this is to be accomplished,'
it is'necessary that the localkimplementing agencies have a precise

definition of the inputs té the system which'are involved. in the program.

program,

the definition of the program treatment.

.‘Without a Clear S Apecification of ‘the Treatment (Consideration #1) being

-rapplied by the program: it would not be possible ‘to attribute any observed

changes to the. -program, to assess those changes as results of the program,
‘Hence, clearly specified program
treatment (which would be exemplified by the creation of a new unit to,

conduct new tasks or old tasks using new procedures) is necessary for

lthe conduct»of the evaluation.

Further, it is important that this program treatment be applied
in a relatively uniform fashion ‘through the time of program operations.
Changes in program activities or problems encountered in implementing

Hence

'AConsideration i#2 refers to the §ystematic Application of Program Treatment.~

&

The first stage of the evaluation has an additional purpose in

chatﬁit provides a framewark for the identification of changes in

:: prosecutorial performance which can reasonably be linked to the program

This linkage between program activities and

et b 5b. i
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% )’ ) the system 'performance‘ measures is again’ critical for the attribution of
'l  outcome effects or results to.program activities. Because ‘the system
’ ‘} . ) o L S o ’ performance analyses are to be based on cdmparison of career criminal ,
X 3 ‘ EVALUABTLITY CONSIDERATYIONS . cases with non-career criminal cases during a baseline and a treatment ’
: L period, it is essential that the.program treatment inputs also be differ-
&I i #,]f: »(;EEEiRTM:;gCIFICAT’ION OF : | - entiated on this basis, 'That ‘1s, the arxalysis rests on the assumption
I. PROGRAM ACTIVITIES ASSESSMENT ’ ; e & ‘that the program activities result in a different handling of career
I “ #2: O§ST£§¥ZEEN$PPLICATIQN criminal cases during the treat:ment year than either non—CC cases during
& : ' o the ‘program or would-be v ‘career criminal cases prior to the programg
" ’,,;’#3:: D'Il?FERENG.ES 'RE?RESENTED “As such, the processing Differences Represented by Program Treatment
\\; 'LII?KAGE(:& . BY TREATMENT EEE e o has’ been included as the evaluability Consideration #3.
i | #4: EXTENT AND COVERAGE OF ; | o | S L
i = ‘f'TmAmmT ' ~ Further, if the analysis of system performance measures is to be
' } o . ; e L ‘meaningful, it is necessary that the magnitude of the treatmen-t be
, o , ) . | #5: LOCAL CASE RECORDS R 0 o 'A,vsufficient, to reasonably expect that changes in"system 'performance will
" 4 . ‘ — " #6: SELECTION CRITERIA ARE | be observed., While too little is known about any of the ‘specific program
II. SYSTEM PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT  |e===<{  OPERATIONALIZED AND . activities involved in the CCP to ‘assess a priori whether or not they are
‘ ‘ s — , REPLICABLE T , : f/ sufficient to produce the expected results (indeed that is the ‘purpose
, #73 SYSTEMATIC APPLICATION O ' \\\\ o of this evaluation), it 1s reasonable to assume that the Extent and »
o OF PROGRAM TREATMENT o P , Coverage of the Program Treatment (Consideration #4) are related to the
« : — . o o ,' LT ~ likelihood that the anticipated results will be observed. ‘This says that
g LT, CRD&E LEVELASSESSMENT ‘e{fB:f ggFmLﬁgziogoQNgEgéREER a program which provides special attention to target .cases earlieran'd at
i ' ' R : : & \ D - more points in the case handling process and which handles a 1arger volume
i Cof cases is more likely to produce the anticipated results.
o o Ll #9‘°’L'0CAL -SITUATION ; ‘ The analyses planned for stage two, ’_S_ystem Performance Assessment,
S ' GIENERAL* 1 e : . ‘(‘«? : are. based upon a comparison of cases prior-to and during the- Career ;
j 'Criminal program with both the baseline and treatment year case samples s
5 i . : ) ) fincluding career_ criminal and non-careerpcriminal casles.r It is,therefore'
S o S oy : L | 3 |
% , e FIGURE5 o | 4"l&"ould-be"‘‘career: criminal cases are those_'cases whicihmould hav_e -
: NATIONAL LEVEL EVALUATION APPROACH AND EVALUABILITY S e e . been categorized as CC cases had the clas‘sif_ficati_on“ ex_isted prior '
i E T CONSIDERATIONS ASSOCIATED WITH THE APPROACH j SRS g 5 ‘t° the program.‘ L e e Lt ey
I g ,' prmae gl 17
; : - - - = '
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critical to the evaluation that the Local Case Records (Consideration #5)

be sufficiently comprehensive and accessible to- allow for the construc—

tion of the necessary data base.

The analyses of system performance will require that the baseline
sample of cases be - partitioned into "would-be",career criminals and
non-career criminals on a basis comparable to that employed by the program
selection procedures. In order for this to be possible it is necessary

that the program career criminal Selection Criteria are Operationalized

and Replicable (Consideration #6)., Unless the implementing agency has

criminal population.v
. to the victim would be impossible to replicate with earlier cases. In

established objective criteria for the selection of career criminal cases

which are based upon information routinely available in case files, it

“will not be possible to accurstely identify a comparable baseline career

For example, a criterion involv1ng the amount of loss

addition, it is desirable that the programs maintain a Systematic Appli—
A single change in

cation of the Selection Criteria (Consideration #7).
selection criteria can be handled in the evaluation by the construction

of two baseline groups or the restriction of the analysis to one of the.
two career criminal populations, however, continuous shifts in selection
procedures restrict the probability of constructing appropriate comparison
samples and limit the ability of the evaluation ‘te meaningfully address

questions of crime 1evel changes.

Crime level changes are the focus of the final stage of the national- -

level evaluation. The ultimate Career Criminal program‘goal‘is the reduc-

" tion of crime through the improved prosecution of the group of serilous

repeat offenders who are assumed to be responsible for a sizable propor- ”f

tion of crime. While predictors of this type of offender are not well

nestablished, career criminal selection criteria should represent an

adequate Reflection of the Career Criminal Concept (Consideration #8),

that 1s, these criteria should focus on - ‘the criminal offender (prior

criminal activity, personal characteristics) rather than on the nature'

or circumstances surrounding the current criminal event or the victim. o
| | 18 TR e
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‘assessments are relative.

The final evaluability coansideration is a general one which relates
to the'Local Situation (Consideration #9) and its prospects for offering
a promising -context for the national-level evaluation. Because of the
design planned for the evaluation, prior and current stability in local
policy and organization is highly desirable. Further it is important
that the local agency personnel are willing to participate in the
evaluation, - Because-of the time and effort involved in participating
in a national-level evaluation it is essential that the local agency
be receptive to the national evaluation and its needs.

Assessing candidate sites in te