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" ATLANTA REGIONAL COMMIS,SION SUITE 910 100 PEACHTREE STREET ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30303 TEL. (404) 522-7577 .~ 

January 16, 1973 

Mr. Jim Higdon, Administrator 
State Crime Commiss.ion 
1430 West Peachtree Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 30309 

Dear Jim: 

The Atlanta Regional Conunission is pleased t.o submit to 
the State Crime Commission the Evaluation Plan fO.r the 
Atlanta Impact Prog~am. The Evalua4ion Plan includes a 
budget element running through July, 1974, which is in 
addition to the approved budget for t.he AtJ.,anta rmpact 
Program. 

We value this plan very highly since we know tha't. effec­
tive crime specific planning is dependent upon the knowledge 
gained from a good and sound evaluation ~ompone'nt. 

If you have any questions c9ncerning this Evaluation Plan 
or any other matters of mutual cQnce~n, please do not 
hesitate to call. 

a 

Attachment 
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L 0 OVERVIE\,'1 OF EVALUATION AND THE EVALUATION PLAN 

1.1 Purpose of the Evaluation Plan 
" 

.~ The purposes of this document are: 

_M r. 
";11 
\Q 

r 
I' 

J 

1. To provide a description of the evaluation struc­
ture and methodology of the Atlanta Impact Program. 

2. To develop and justify a budget for t~e fiscal 
support of the evaluation component of the Program. 

3. To provide insi0hts into evaluation for personnel 
at the individual project level. 

These purposes will be accomplished in three major 
s~ctions: Program Evaluation, Project Evaluation, and 
Management of Evaluation. In addition, the evaluation 
component of G.ach specific project submitted as of 
December 4, 1972, w~ll be presented in detail. 

1.2 Definition of Bvalu~tlon 

Clarification of te:;:minlc~y 15 important in order to 
avoid misconceptions. The following definition of 
evaluation ha3 been adopted for use in this evaluation 
plan~ 

Evaluation is the process of determining 
the amount of success in achieving a pre­
determined goal or objective where the goal 
or objective may be either interim, thus 
determining amou~t of progress, cr tinal, 
thus determining level cf accomplishment. 
In additioni wherever possible statistical 
significa~~~ of the level of performance 
achievem2:nt will be determined. 

While the above definition is useful conceptually it 
is also important to have an operational definition. 
To that end, ~~&luation is also defined according to 
the activities necessary to perform it. It in61udes 
the following activitiea: 

·~ 

i 
i 

1 

. I 

; . . , 

II 
l~ ~ A. Identification of desired end results. ~ 
..•. ! . 

1. Formulation of measura'-)le £,oals and objectives: 
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•
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B. Identification of any important limits or 
conditions under which the results are to 
occur. For example, in a specific geographi­
cal area, with a specific population having 
particular characteristics, within a specific 
time frame, etc. 

2. Identification of the criteria to be used in 
measuring the amount of success in achieving 
the goals and objectives. 

3. Identification of the performan~e measures for 
each criterion. 

4. Selection of aL evaluation design that is practi­
cal given existing resources and conditions. 

5. After thorough consici.E'ration of data necessity, 
availability, reliab~lity, validity, and cost, 
determinaticn c:£ ~ 

A. Data ';:l.eme·, :3 neCCf>sary for each pe:r.formance 
meaS1 .. _. 

B. Wher3 ~he d~ta can be found. 

C. How the da~a will be collected. 

D. How the data will be managed. 

6. Determination of the analytical techniques that 
will be applied to the data to yield: 

A. Information regarding accomplishment, 

B. Information 1lJhich helps to develop the cause 
and effect relationships that explain the 
results obt.ained., 

7. Establishment of the mechanisms necessary to 
~eport the analytical results to decision makers 
and others who need this feedback. 

Two impo.rtant concepi:s arise in listing the activi­
ties necessary Jeo p~rform evaluation. First, in the 
process of measuring the amount of success in achiev­
ing a predetermined goal or objective, a well­
designed evaluation should also proviqe insights 
which help explain causes! effects, and their 
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relationships. Second, data and information are not 
synonomous terms. Thus, the data elements and the 
analytical teChniques should be selected according 
to the information desired from th~evaluation. 

Two additional considerations arise. First, it is 
crucial that the choice of project goal(s) be germane 
since the project goal(s) will determine the criteria 
for "success." Secondly, the proportion of, and 
relationship to, the total problem represe~ted by the 
projec·t goal is important with respec:::t to its power 
to produce an effect on the whole. In snbsequent 
sections, the following conveption will be used. Pro­
ject goals r9~er to those accompli~hments which can 
be used to relate the project accomplishments to pro­
gram objectives, sub-goals, and goals. project objec­
tives typically refer to accomplishments \.;hich support 
the project goals. 

These steps are applied tc two levels of evaluation: 
Project Evaluation (Section 2.0) and Program Evalua­
tion (Section 3.0). Section 4.0 describes how the 
evaluation process will be managect by the Crime 
Analysis 'rear;':.. 

1.3 Re_asons for ferfon'dng Evaluations 

As suggested in the preceding section, evaluation 
information i;:; required for three different types of 
measures~ 

1. External measures which determine the amount of 
success in achieving the predetermined goal(s) or 
t<)bjective (s) • 

2. Internal measures which determine the efficiency 
and effectiveness of the project or program acti­
vity, identify the difficuJ.ties or stumbling 
blocks which were encountered, and describe how 
these were overcome or 'vvhy they could not be 
overcome. 

3. Research measures which yield insights into cause­
e.ffect 'and other relationships which are useful as 
an empirical and theoretical base for future 
project and program planning. 
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Specifically, evaluation is performed on the Atlanta 
Impact Program for the following reasons; 

1. To provide insights into activities, cause-effect 
relationships, and other relationships which will 
assist in planning and designing future crime 
impact programs and projects. 

2. To provide infor~ation which yields insights into 
good project management practice and which assists 
in anticipating and overcoming potential difficul­
ties or stumbling blocks in future projects. 

3. To provide the information necessary for deciding 
whether to continue, modify, or stop on-going 
projects and programs. 

4. To determine if LEAA national goals are achieved. 

5. To provide the information necessary to assist in 
deciding whether -the project activity should be 
continu~d after the immediate time period of 
Impact support. 

Note that reason 1 is concerned with future planning, 
design, and project selection; that reason 2 is 
concerned with improved project management; and that 
reasons 3, 4, and 5 are primarily concerned with 
assessment and control of current activities. To the 
extent possible, given limited resources, personnel, 
and data, all five reasons will be pursued. 

Although emphasis is on the collection, analysis, and 
interpretation of statistical data, evaluation cannot 
be restricted solely to statistical analyses of data. 
Evaluation also requires on-going interaction with 
program and project personnel and the utilization of 
"subjective ll data as well as "objective" data. 
Clearly, the two types of data should be used in a 
complementary manner, e.g., the project personnel may 
believe something is occurring (subjective) and the 
evaluation personnel may be able to perform a statis­
tical test to support or refute the belief using the 
available data (objective). EvalUation, especially 
for reasons 3, 4, and 5~must be as objective as 
possible. However, subjective inputs should not be 
ignored. The subjective data should be used to comple­
ment the objective data. 

4 
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1.4 Overview of the Evaluation Plan 

1.5 

The primary reason for perfoIDing evaluation is to 
determine if tne Atlanta Impact Program has achieved 
the national goal established by LEAA, namely, to 
reduce stranger-to-stranger crime and burglary within 
the Atlanta city limits by 5% in two years and 20% 
in five years. Hence, the a posteriori evaluation is 
clear. Compare the number of stranger-to-stranger 
crimes and burglaries at the various points in time 
and determine if the desired reductions hav'e been 
accomplished. In addition f in Atlanta every possible 
attempt will be made to determine if the overall pro­
gram impact, as well as specific impacts of individual 
projects, is significant in a statistical sense. 

To assist in program planning and control and in 
interim evaluation for ,the Atlanta Impact Program, the 
planning effort resulted in the establishment of four 
strata of achievement aims designated as goal, sub­
goals, objectives and sub-objectives (projects). At 
the highest level is the LEAA established goal. At 
the lowest level are the projects intended to reduce 
the incidence of crime. The two levels in between 
are designed to logically relate the possible projects 
to the LEAA goal in a way which guides the selection 
of projects with the highest expected impact and 
assists in the interim evaluation. 

Appropriate evaluation will be conducted at each level 
or strata. Section 2.0 of this document details the 
procedures for project evaluation. Section 3.0 de­
tails how the hierarchical structure of goal, sub­
goals, and pbjectives will be utilized to translate 
project evaluations into program (goal) evaluation. 
Thus, it will be possible to relate project progress 
to progress relative to the LEAA established goal as 
well as to sub-programs, where several projects com­
bine to form an area of emphasis typically at the 
objectives level. Section 4.0 describes how the 
evaluation process will be managed by the Crime Analy­
sis Team. 

Some Recognized Difficulties in Evaluation Data 

Even if the data used in evaluation were perfect, 
evaluation would be an extremely difficult task. 
Unfortunately, crime data are far from perfect. 

5 



}1a.ltz l presents an excellent summary of some data 
difficulties. They are summarized in this evaluation 
plan because it is essential that the evaluation and 
project personnel keep them in mind during data 
specification, collection, analysis, and interpre­
tation. Maltz identifies the following: 

1. Crime Categories: Uniform Crime Reports 

A. Difficulties in categorizing by the .legal 
definition of the criminal acts and distin­
guishing between them in any specific 
instance. 

B. The data is furnished by state and local 
law enforcement agencies and is subject to 
inconsistencies of data classified by 
dissimilar data respondents who have not 
been adequately trained in data classifi­
cation. 

2. Unreported Crimes 

.A. The UCR statistics are based on crimes reported 
to the police and it is well known that many 
crimes go unreported. 

B. Many of the programs and projects influence 
the number of crimes reported and, hence, 
may lead to an evaluation which exaggerates 
or minimizes the impact. 

3. Inaccuracies in Reported Crimes 

A. Definitions of categories do not necessarily 
remain the same over time and must be con­
tinually checked. 

B. "Systematic inaccuracies may occur in order 
to make a project or program look good or bad 
depending on whether it is liked or disliked" 
or to justify an a priori decision, 

IMichael D. Ivlal.tz, "Evaluation of Crime Control 
Programs," U.S. Department of Justice, Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration, National Institute of Law 
Enforcement and ~riminal Justice, April 1972, pp. 27-32. 

6 



4. Crime Rates 

A. Crime rates, as presently calculated, do not 
reflect the true situation; e.g., the rape 
rate should be calculated by dividing the 
number of rapes by the number of women, 
since they are the population at risk. 

B. Frequency of crimes in an area is influenced 
by the potential criminal population in the 
area. The potential offenders in sfranger­
to-stranger crimes are usually considered to 
be males between 16 and 25 years of age. Any 
signiiicant shift in population characteristics 
in the area should be taken into consideration 
during evaluation. 

Clearly, the above list is not exhaustive and similar 
problems arise at all levels including federal, state, 
local, area, and project levels. In order to enhance 
the quality of evaluation, these and any other poten­
tial data di~ficulties musL be recognized and taken 
into consideration. 

Another important difficulty which is almost impossible 
to adequately control is the problem of displacement. 
Again, drawinrJ on Haltz I s summary, displacements may 
occur~ 

1. To other crimes. 

2. To other means of committing crimes and other 
crime targets. 

3. To other geographical areas or localities, e.g., 
streets to the subway, etc. 

4. As statutory displacement, e.g., a change in 
the legal status of a behavior - what would happen 
if alcoh0l ~Jeca)Je illegal or marijuana became 

t legal? , 
Hhenever feasible, these and other forms of displace­
ment must be considered for evaluation. 

One final general difficulty will be discussed here. 
The conditions under which evaluation data are collec­
ted are far from ~deal in the statistical experimental 
design sense. This problem, along with suggestions 

7 
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for minimizing it, is discussed in detail in Section 
2.0 - Project Evaluation. It is sufficient at this 
point ·to summarize and indicate: 

1. "Ideal" control groups mayor may not exist and, 
if they exist, it may be too expensive in terms of 
time and cost to collect the control data. It is 
unlikely that another area exists which has the 
same crime rates at the same ~evel following the 
same trend, has crimes being committed by similar 
offenders, has similar police operations within it, 
and has similar populations being policed. 

2. "Before-afi:?r" evaluations are statistically 
valid only if no exogenous factors change, no 
socie-economic conditions change, sufficient 
prior data sxist ~o accurately forecast trends, 
and boundary conditions are monitored. 

Again, extreme cautlon muse be exercised in the 
selection of dreas wi.thin which projects will be 
implementeJ. 

A specific difficulty in Atlanta is the introduction 
of a new reporting system. When similar systems have 
been implemented there has been a significant increase 
in the number of reported crinles. 

The police Boorting system is currently being modi­
fied and a 1.."vised reporting system will be implemented 
during January, 1973. Two changes will be implemented: 

1. An expanded report format which provides for 
more complete information. 

2. ;\ report review system which has two aspects: 

A. A reporL review by a Report Review Officer 
vIho will check content, completeness, 
validity, etc., of the individual reports. 

B. l!, random spot check by the Inspections 
Divislon to verify that reports are being 
completed for each occurrence, i.e., that 
officers are filling out reports for each 
offense and investigation which should be 
reported. 
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Thus, two new checks are being imposed on the officer: 

1 
.L • Did he tile a report when he ~vas supposed to? 

Di~ he complete the report properly? 

In arleE i:ion 1 f:lore complete information will be 
genera b3{:, 

The .rev.Lsi'.)ll to the police reporting system i. s expected 
to have U~ iJunediate and continuing impact 6n the 
number ~; Jolilpact ermes reported. This impact is 
expected £0£ the following reasons: 

1. The Lndi~l~ucll officer will not be as free to 
Hdown-grL~_'.:." crimes because of the check by the 
Report RevIew Of~icer. 

2. The individual ctficer will not have as much dis­
cretion reyardL.;q whether or not to file a report 
because o~ ~~e spot checks by the Inspections 
D1V1SioL. 

3. As the irJ:'LvJdua.'. ofEicer receives~<eedback from 
the RepoLl ReVIe? Cfficer he is expected to 
increase his ability to properly classify the 
crimes ,t'hieh he j s investigating I thus resulting 
in more accurate and uniform classification of 
the reportej crimes. 

Our expectation is that the number of impact crimes 
repor~e..~! will increase when this modification is 
adopted. l~e increase will result from the change to 
the police reporting system and should not be inter­
preted as an increase due to more crimes being com­
mitted. 

In subsequent sectjons of the evaluation plan, it will 
be argued that there are two reasons for performing 
quantitative dnalyses: 

1. ~o measure oerformanee and evaluate it against 
<;.----..".--,--:---

prior goals and objectives. 

2. To determine if <the impacts resulting from project 
performance can be viewed as a significan~ change 
in a statistical sense. 
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Fortunately, it will be possible to estimate statisti­
cally the change in impact crimes reported as a result 
of the ~odified policE reporting system. Three reasons 
for change were cited earlier and it was indicated 
that two changes could be expected: reclassification 
(due either to improper II downgrading 11 or to lack of 
knowledge regarding proper definition of the classifi­
cation) which will be initiated by the Report Review 
Officers~ and fail~re to file a report which will be 
discovered in the random spot check -by the Inspections 
Division. Personnel in the Research and Planhing 
Division o£:.:he ?olice Department believe "bhat most of 
the chang'2 1-'7i11. result from reclassification. 

In order to est~mate change due to reclassification 
two studles ,viII be conducted: 

1. There aretlA!elve ~eport Review Officers who will 
undergo extensive training during December, 1972. 
As a part 0: that training they will examine re­
ports associated with the impact crimes. Each of 
the twelve trainees will examine 50 to 75 reports 
from each lmpact ~rime category. Data will be 
collected regarding: 

A. 

B. 

Nu.'Uber of reports reviewed in each impact 
crime category. 

Number of reports which were reclassified into 
each impact category. 

C. Number of reports which were reclassified 
out of each impact category. 

These data will be used to obtain both confidence 
interval and point estimates of percentage of 
change due to reclassification for each impact 
crime category. 

2. Similar studies will be conducted during the first 
six months after the new system is implemented. 
The same data will be collected and the same 
estimates will be calculated. 

The results o~ ~hese two studies should provide the 
information necessary to obtain a valid estimate of 
the change due to reclassification. 
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The other change in the number of reported impact 
crimes is due to the spot checks and the related 
increased likelihood of a report being filed. Two 
estimates of this will be obtained also: 

1. For each impact crime category, data on number of 
impact crime complaints received, number of impact 
crimes reported, and number of reports of un­
founded crimes will be collected for the twelve 
months prior and subsequent to implemen,tation of 
the new police reporting system. ' Based on this 
data, confidence interval and point estimates of 
percentage of change due to failure to file a 
report will be calculated. 

2. Data will be collected which summarize the results 
of the spo·t checks by the Inspections Division . 

. Thus, data on failure to file under the new system 
will be collected. 

The results of these two studies should provide an 
estimate of the change related to failure to file a 
report. 

In summary r it is recognized that the new police l:e­
porting system will influence the number of crimes 
reported and data will be collected to provide esti­
mates of this change. 

1.6 Definitions of Key Terms 

Stranger-to-stranger: Offender is not a relative or 
personal acquaintance of the victim, and any personal 
contact has occurred only in ciricumstances related 
to the criminal act. 

High Crime Census Tract: Any census tract which has 
24 'or more robberies or 110 or more burglaries per 6 
months~ or a combination of 130 or more robberies 
and burglaries. 

Victim: A person who is a target of a target crime. 

Visitor: A person physically present within the city 
limits of Atlanta whose legal residence is not with­
in the S~1SA. 

Juvenile Offender: A person who is 16 years of age 
or under who con~its a target crime. After July, 1973, 
due to legislative reclassification the age range will 
be 13-17. 
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Recidivism: Re-conviction of a target crime offender 
for a felony within one year after release. 

Delinquent: A person between the ages of 13 and 16 
who has been adjudicated by the juvenile court as 
delinquent for a target crime under the Juvenile 
Court Code of Georgia. After July, 1973, due to legis­
lative reclassification the age range will be 13-17. 

Drug Offender: A person arrested for a target crime 
with posii:ive traces of drugs shown through ·urinalysis 
tests. 

Target Crimes: Stranger-to-stranger homicide, aggra­
vated assault, r,ape, robbE~ry, and burglary. 

Response ~ime: r~me in minutes from time telephone 
rings in Police Deparbnent until police officer arrives 
at the scene of the report. 

On-Site Apprehension; Apprehension made by a police 
officer of an offender or a suspect at the scene of 
the crime or during hot pursuit. Hot pursuit is un­
interruptE=d pursuit immediately after the officer's 
arrival at the scene. 

Court Pro(::!essing Time: Time in days from indictment 
to filing of appeal. 

2.0 PROJECT EVALUATION 

2.1 Purpose of this Section 

The purpose of this section is to explain and illus­
trate the approach to evaluation which will be uti­
lized at the project evaluation level. This purpose 
will be accomplished by detailing the evaluation 
methodology in a step-by-step fashion and by applying 
the methodology to an actual project. Despite the 
stress on quantitative measures in the remainder of 
this section, it is emphasized that qualitative input 
will be collected throughout the process in order to 
supplement the quantita'l:ive input and aid in the in­
terpretation of the quantitative measures . 
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2.2 Reasons for Performing Project Evaluation 

Project evaluation is critical for numerous reasons, 
including: 

1. To determine the amount of success in achieving 
the predetermined project goals and objectives. 

2. To provide the information necessary for deciding 
whether to continue, modify, or stop an-going 
projects. 

3. To provide one important information input to 
program evaluation, i.e., to determine if the 
LEAA goal and Atlanta sub-goals and objectives 
are being achieved . 

4. To provide insights into cause-effect and other 
relationships which will assist in planning and 
designing future crime impact programs and 
projects. 

5. To provide insights into good project management 
practice and into anticipating and overcoming 
potential difficulties or stumbling blocks. 

6. To provide inf.ormation which will assist the local 
agencies in determining whether the project 
activity should be continued after termination 
of the Impact Program. 

As stated in reason 3, project evaluations will be used 
as one input to program evaluations. The mechanism for 
accomplishing this is discussed in Section 3.0, Program 
Evaluation. It is important, however, to recognize 
that project evaluation is important per se (reasons 1, 
2, 4, 5, 6) as well as an input to program evaluation 
(reason 3). 

2.3 Overview of the Project Evaluation Approach 

Subsection 1.2 described evaluation .in terms of the 
activities necessary to conduct an evaluation. The 
remaipder of this section (2.0) applies these acti­
vities to project evaluation. Figure 2.1 is a 
schematic flow model of the project evaluation 
process which will be used by the CAT evaluation 
personnel. This flow model is presented for two 
reasons: 
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1. To describe the structure of the remainder of 
this section. Each step will be discussed in 
detail and illustrated by application to an 
existing project. 

2. To demonstrate that although project evaluation 
can be described as a step-by-step process, 
there are important feedbacks or iterations 
including: 

A. Successive iterations to confirm that 
measurable goals and objectives Bnd the 
evaluation design are consistent, i.e., 
that the evaluation design will, in fact, 
result in a feasible means for evaluating 
the amount of success in achieving the 
specified goals and objectives. 

B. 

C. 

Successive iterations to determine whether or 
not the reasons for conducting project evalu­
ations are being realized and whether or not 
the reasons are practical and cost-effective. 

Continual review of the project evaluation 
plan and necessary modifications as a result 
of implementation of the plan. It is essen­
tial to stay flexible and opportunistic, 
subject' to assuring that a proper evaluation 
is being conducted. 

with Figure 2.1 as an overview, the project evaluation 
process is now described in detail and illustrated 
by application to an actual project. 
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FIGURE 2.1 

A SCHE~mTIC FLOW MODEL OF THE PROJECT EVALUATION PROCESS 

Specify The Measurable 
Project Goalsland Objectives 

.-----------'>~ Formulate A Practical 
Evaluation Design 

Specify The 
Project 
Evaluation 
Budget And 
Mak,: The 
Nec'essary 
Cost/Benefit 
Trade-Offs 

speCifylThe Data 
Collection Procedures 

1 
Specify The Appropriate 

Data Reduction And 
Analysis Techniques 

1 
Establish The Appropriate 

Reporting Mechanisms 

1 
Verify That The Reasons 

Review Of 
Data And 
Necessary 
Modification 

For Conducting The Project 
----------------·Evaluation Will Be Accomplished------------~ 
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2.4 Brief Description of the Example Project 

Title: POLICE OVERTIME PATROL 
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Summary: This is a project to increase preventive 
patrol manpower in two high crime areas of Atlanta 
during high crime hours on high crime days. Present 
Atlanta Police Department personnel will be allocated 
to the prevertive patrol units on an overtime basis. 
The patrol r Ili ts will use detective vehicles since 
there is a~ways an adequate number of unused detec­
tive during high crime hours. No new employees or 
equipment will be required. Personnel in presently 
deployed units of the Police Department will not 
be decreased since preventive patrol personnel will 
work overtime hours. Overtime patrol units will be 
utilized for prevention, interception, and appre­
hension only and will not be responsible for answering 
routine calls for service. Personnel will work two to 
a car in order to increase safety and apprehension 
capability. No man I/Jill work more than twelve total 
hours in one day nor mOJ~e than sixt.een overtime hours 
in one week. 'rhe project will concentrate on the 
reduction of the incidence of robbery and non­
residential burglaries. 

status: Implemented August 11, 1972. Presently in 
the fourth month of a six-month project period. 

2.5 Step 1: Specify the Measurable Project Goals and 
Objectives 

The words "goal" and "objective" as used at this step 
refer to the specific accomplishments expected to 
result from the project activity. Formulation of 
these includes identifying any important limits or 
conditions under which the results are to occur (Refer 
to 1. 2 I page 2). 

The primary results expected are designated as goals 
and these are typically related to the overall LEAA 
specified program goals. The secondary results are 
designated as objectives and are typically relevant, 
but not necessarily related to the overall LEAA speci­
fied 'program goals. The objectives typically support 
the project goals and are important for monitoring 
considerations with respect to interim performance. 
Thus, each project is expected to have specified goals 

16 

i 
,I 



--,-

~~-

_.-., .-~ 

\---~ 

.---~ 

....... 

--no 

~, --""""l:Ki 

--"T.'EI 

-...,.,.. 

-~~ 
-- -:-:w 

•• . J-1 

(primary results) and objectives (secondary results) 
and will be evaluated according to accomplishment with 
respect to both goals and objectives. 

The key to the output desired from this first step in 
the evaluation process is the word "measurable." The 
output from this step must precisely identify the 
basic data elements necessary to determine the amount 
of success in achieving the predetermined goals and 
objectives. This can be accomplished by a three­
step process: 

1. Convert the goals and objectives to specific 
criteria which state the expected levels of accom­
plishments in numerical terms (number, percentage, 
index) at specific points in time. This may not 
be required if the goals and objectives are initi­
ally stated in quantitative terms. Levels of 
accomplishment are required for both final and 
interim evaluation at select points in time as 
project content and logic dictate. 

2. Construct, for each criterion, performance measures 
which when implemented measure the actual amount 
of success for each criterion. 

3. Identify the basic data elements required in order 
to compute the performance measures. 

The goals and objectives must be measurable in order 
for evaluation to be conducted. Thus, the process is 
an iterative one which terminates only when all of the 
above have been accomplished and are internally consis­
tent. If it is not possible to convert the goals and 
objectives to criteria, to develop performance measures 
for each criterion, and/or to identify the basic data 
elements for each performance measure, then the process 
must iterate. At the next iteration the following kinds 
of questions must be addressed: 

1. Are the key variables and parameters sufficiently 
well-defined to be unambiguous? 

2. ~re the goals and objectives sufficiently well­
defined that criteria can be specified? 

3. Can meaningful performance measures be constructed 
for each criterion? 

4. Is it possible to identify the basic data elements 
from which the performance measures can be computed? 
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At each iteration, interaction between CAT program and 
evaluation personnel and the project personnel from the 
operating agency is essential. The process at this 
step requires that all elements be finalized in such a 
way that both interested parties are convinced that 
the output is satisfactory. 

In addition to being measurable, the goals and objec­
tives must satisfy two other conditions. They must 
be feasible; it must be highly likely that the specific 
levels of accomplishment can be achieved within the 
scope of the project. Secondly, the goals and objec­
tives must be cost-effective, i.e., tpe expected con­
tribution relative to program goals and objectives must 
be sufficient to justify the project cost . 

The CAT personnel perform a crucial role in all aspects 
of the first step of the evaluation process. In par­
ticular, the responsibility for assuring the feasibility 
of the project goals and objectives rests with the 
appropriate program planner and the agency personnel. 
The basic question is whether or not the expected 
results are realistic, a priori. 

The assessment of the cost-effectiveness of the project 
requires an evaluation at the program level. This 
assessment is treated in detail in Section 3.0. It 
is sufficient at this point to indicate that such 
considerations must be reviewed as: 

1. Are the goals (primary results) directly related 
to the LEAA specified goals? Does the level of 
contribution to the LEAA specified goal warrant 
the expenditure of the required resources such 
as budget, manpower, etc.? 

2. 

3. 

4 . 

Are there other on-going Impact projects which are 
attacking the same aspect of the crime problem? 
Arc there other proposed, or expected, Impact pro­
jects which attack the same aspect of the crime 
problem? Are all the projects desirable? Are 
they all necessary? What is the most cost-effec­
tive combination of projects? 

Is the project necessary (or desirable) because 
it complements and reinforces other Impact projects? 
Are there other Impact projects which complement 
and reinforce the project under consideration? 

Will there be any side-effects such as displacement? 
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5. Are there any external influences, such as projects 
outside the Impact program, which might signifi­
cantly influence the results or costs expect.;-t;;:d 
relative to the project? 

6. Are there any public or agency concerns, policies, 
or attitudes which will assist or restrict the 
project? 

Clearly, these and other similar considerations are 
essential with respect to project selection and program 
development. As stated, these aspects are 'treated in 
detail in Section 3.0. The summary is presented here 
to stress that the above considerations should be 
reviewed as part of Step 1 in the evaluation process 
and to reinforce that the plan must remain flexible 
and subject to change as required by project activities. 

Figure 2.2 is a schematic model of Step 1, Specify 
The Measurable Project Goals and Objectives. As 
indicated on the figure, Step 1 provides as output: 

1. Measurable project goals and objectives which 
are judged to be feasible and cost-effective. 

2. Internally consistent criteria, performance 
measures, and basic data elements. 
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FIGURE 2.2 

A SCHEMATIC FLOW MODEL O~ STEP 1: SPECIFY MEASURABLE 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Project Description 

INPUT 1 
--~----------------------------- --------------------------------
PROCESS 

Define The Project's 

~~!~~;!~~;~~~: ~<--~) Goals And Ibjectives 

< ) Verify That The 
Goals And Objec­
tives Are Cost­
Effective Within 
The Limits Of 
'1'he Project The Limi ts Of Convert ']'he Goals 

'1'he Project l\,nd Objectives '1'0 
specific1criteria 

Construct Performance 
Measures For 

Each Criterion 

1 
Identify The Basic Data 

Elements Required By The 
Performance Measures 

1 
Verify That All Goals 

And Objectives Are Measurable 
And That Above Results Are 

Internally Consistent 

PROCESS j 
------------------------~------- --------------------------------
ou'rpUT 

Terminate Process With: 

1. Measur~ble goals and objectives 
which are feasible and cost­
effective 

2. Internally consistent criteria, 
performance measures, and basic 
data elements. 
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2.5.2 Illustration of Step 1 

Step 1 will be illustrated by application to the Over­
time Patrol Project. 

1. Define the Project's Goals and Objectives: 

Goals: 

A. Decrease robberies in each of the two 
overtime areas. 

B. Decrease non-residential burglaries in each 
of the two overtime areas. 

C. Reduce fear on the part of the residents 
and businessmen in the overtime areas . 

D. Increase citizen regard for police by the 
residents and businessmen of the overtime 
areas. 

2. Convert the Goals and Objectives to Specific 
Criteria: 

3. 

Criteria: 

A. Decrease robberies in each of the two over­
time areas by 5%. 

B. Decrea~~ non-residential burglaries by 5% 
in each of the overtime areas. 

C.Reduce fear on the part of the residents 
and businessmen in the overtime areas by 
at least a three-point shift on a ten­
point scale. 

D. Increase citizen regard for police by the 
residents and businessmen in the overtime 
areas by at least a one-point shift on a 
four-point scale. 

Construct Performance Measures for Each Criterion: 

AI. Let RII = Average number of robberies com­
mitted per month in area 1 for the three 

*In succeeding grants objectives typically are more 
directly related to the project goal. 
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months immediately preceding implementation 
of the project. Since the project will be 
implemented in August, 1972, 

Number of Robberies in the Area 
(May, June & July) 

3 

Let Rl2 = Same as Rll , except for area 2. 

3. Let R2l = Average number of robberies com­
mitted per month in area. 1 for" the final 
three months of the project -(recall it is 
a six-month project) : 

4. 

Let 

If 

Number of Robberies in the Area 

R22 

(Rll 

(November, December, January) 
3 

= Same as R21 , except for area 

R2l) Z- .05 and (R12 - R22) 

Rll R12 

2. 

z:.. .05, 

then criterion 1 (goal 1) will be achieved. 

B. Let BllI B12' B21' B22 be defined analogous 
to Rll' R12, R21' R22, except for non-resi­
dential burglaries. Then, if 

(Bll - B21) 7 .05 and (B12 - B2 2 ) ~ .05, 

B11 B12 

criterion 2 (goal 2) will be achieved. 

Cl. Let fll be the average point on the ten­
point scale for IIfear" in area 1 prior to 
the implementation of the project. Let f12 
be the analogous point for area 2. 

2. Let f21 be the average point on the ten­
point scale for IIfear ll in area 1 at the end 
of the project. Let f22 be the analogous 
point for area 2. 

3. Given 0 = IIhigh fear ll and 10 = IIlow fearll, 
then if 

f21 - fll ~ 3 and f22 - f12 ~ 3, 
criterion 3 (objective 3) will be realized. 
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4. 

D. Let rll' r12' r21' r22 
to fll, f12' f21' f22' 
to the IIregard" scale. 
and 4 = "low regard." 

be defined analogous 
except with respect 
Let 0 = "high regard" 

If 

rll - r21 ~ 1 and r 12 - r22 ~ 1, 

then criterion 4 (objective 4) will be 
realized. 

Each performance measure will be calculated at 
the end of the three mon'th p~riod (October) for 
the purpo,se of interim evaluation. 

Identify Basic Data Elements: 

A. For each overtime area, the number of robberies 
per month for May, 1972, to January, 1973. 

B. For each overtime area, the number of non­
residential burglaries per month for May, 1972, 
to January, 1973. 

C. Average points on the "fear" scale for prior to 
the project, at the mid-way (3-month) point, 
and at the end of the project (6-month point). 

D. Average points on the "regard" scale for prior 
to the project, at the mid-way (3-month) point, 
and at the end of the project (6-month point) . 

5. Verify for Feasibility, Cost-effectiveness, and 
Internal Consistency: 

It was verified by discussion between the appropriate 
police department and CAT people that the goals and 
objectives (as quantified as criteria) are reason­
able and can be expected, a priori, to be feasible 
results. A review at the program level verifies 
that the goals and objectives are cost-feasible. 
All goals and objectives are measurable and the 
goals and objectives, criteria, and basic data 
elements are internally consistent. 

2.6 Step 2: Formulate a Practical Evaluation Design 

2.6.1 Discussion of the Process 

The key words at this step are "practical" and "design." 
Consider first 'the word "design." In order for the 
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conclusions drawn from the evaluation to be valid, it 
is necessary to separate the impacts of the project 
activity from the changes which were caused by exogenous 
factors, e.g., other, perhaps non-Impact, projects. 
Thus the purpose of an evaluation design is to assure 
that it will be possible to isolate the changes caused 
by the project. 

There are basically two types of designs which are 
appropriate for project evaluations - "control group" 
and "before-after" designs. These designs-are based 
on quite different logic processes, name~y: 

1. The logic underlying the "control group" approach 
is based on an assumption that it is possible to 
identify two environments, e.g., geographical areas, 
populations, etc., which have similar characteris­
tics. One of these is designated the control group 
and the other the experimental group. The basic 
data elements are collected for both groups. The 
additional assumptions are made and must be verified 
that all factors influencing the experimental group, 
except the project activity, also influence the 
control group and that all factors influencing the 
control group also influence the experimental group. 
Under these assumptions, any differences between 
the performance measures associated with the experi­
mental group and those of the control group can be 
attributed to the project. 

2. The "before-after" approach is based upon one of 
two assumptions .. It is assumed that the project 
activity or that the impacts of other changes on 
the performance measures can be determined. In 
either case, if the basic data elements are collec­
ted before the project is implemented as well as 
during and after the project, then the impact 
of the project activity on the performance measures 
can be determined. 

The two approaches - "control group" and "before­
after" - can be taken simultaneously and should be 
when practical. At least one of the approaches must 
be taken in order to conduct a valid evaluation. 

In most of the projects, the "control group" will 
be either geographical area, e.g., a change in 
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police operations will be implemented in one geographi­
cal area and not in another, or population, e.g., a new 
approach to counseling will be implemented with some 
juvenile offenders and not with others. In order to 
test whether or not the control group is satisfactory, 
such questions as the following should be considered: 

1. Are the crime rates the same and are they at the 
same level and following the same trend? 

2. Do ,the offenders have similar ch,aracteristics such 
as age, race, education etc.? 

3. Are police and/or court operations the same? 

4. Are any exogneous factors which are not under CAT 
control likely tc occur with respect to one group 
and not the other? 

Clearly, it may be excessively difficult (at times) , 
especially with respect to city-wide projects, to find 
an acceptable control group. 

It is highly unlikely that sufficient data will exist 
to perform the statistical methods, such as mUltiple 
regression, which are appropriate to isolate the 
impacts occurring from several factors. Thus, for the 
majority of the projects for which a "before-aft~r" 
approach i.s used, it will be necessary to assume that 
no exogenous factors, change, that socio-economic 
COllditions do not change, and that boundary conditions 
do not change. 'I'hese assumptions must be carefully 
checked. Every attempt will be made to generate suf­
ficient prior data for trends to be accurately fore­
casted. Further, project personnel and appropriate 
CAT personnel will provide their best subjective esti­
mates regarding what changes can be attributed to non­
project related causes. In addition, a listing of 
all projects subject to A-95 review which have goals 
and objectives which might affect Impact projects and 
programs will be maintained by the CAT. Specifically, 
the basic data elements will be generated for four 
cases whenever possible: 

1. Before the project is implemented. 

2. After (and at appropriate interim points) the pro­
ject is completed. 
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3. Statistical estimates of what the data elements 
would have been at the terminal (and interim) point 
if the project had not been implemented a 

4. Consideration by project and CAT personnel to ob­
tain their best subjective judgments. 

Thus, this approach will provide for considerable flexi­
bility at the data analysis step. 

Recall that the other key word is II practic.al" - the 
design must be practical. It must be possible to collect 
and manage 'the required data elements within the re­
sources (both level of effort and number of people) 
available for this purpose. Given the basic data ele­
ments generated by Step 1 and by specification of the 
design, is it possible and/or cost feasible to obtain 
these data? Typical questions to be considered at 
this point are: 

1. Are the desired data currently being collected 
for some other reasons, i.e., are they available? 

2. Can the desired data be collected by a minor modi­
fication of existing data collection systems? 

3. Is it necessary to develop a new data collection 
system? 

4. How much will it cost to obtain the data? 

5. Are the data (a) required for evaluation of a 
goal; (b) required for evaluation of an objective; 
(c) helpful, but not essential? 

6. Are the data available but restricted due to 
confidentiality? 

7. Will the resulting data be reliable? Valid? 

8. Can the data be properly managed? 

Clearly, several iterations within Step 2 and between 
Steps 1 and 2 may be required before a practical 
design has been formulated. 

Figure 2.3 is a schematic flow model of Step 2. The 
outputs from this step in the process are: 
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A practical evaluation design. 

Identification of required basic data elements. 

Specification of interim goals and objectives 
and a timetable o£ accomplishments . 
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INPUT 
-------
PROCESS 

FIGURE 2.3 

. 
A SCHEMATIC MODEL OF STEP 2: FORMULATE A PRACTICAL 

EVALUATION DESIGN 

Basic Data Elements 
From Step 1 

------------------------1---------------------------------
Determine The Type Of Design 

Which will Be Utilized 

Control Grou 

Identify Potential Experi­
rrental And Control "Groups" 

1 
Check SUch Aspects As Crbne 

Rates, Trends, Offender Popu­
lation, Police And Court 
Operations, And Exogenous 

Factors 

J 
If Satisfactory "Groups" 
Exist, Desigl'late Experi­
mental And Control Groups 

I 
J 

Before-After 
~ . 

Check To ConflrITl That No 
Critical Exogenous Conditions 

Are Expected To Change 

1 
Specify Prior Data 

Necessary To Forecast Trends 

1 
Identify CAT And Agency 

Personnel Who Can Provide 
SUbjective InputsRe­

garding Exogenous Factors 

Check If The Design Is 
Practical: Existence, 

Availabili ty, Costll Validity, 
Reliability, Necessity 

PROCESS t 
~------------------------------- --------------------------------
OUTPUT 

Practical Evaluation Design 
Required Basic Data Elements 

Interim Goals, Objectives, 
And Timetable For Accomplishment 
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It is important to explicitly recognize that the basic 
data elements identified at the end of Step 2 may not 
be the same as the data elements identified at Step 1. 
Changes may have occurred for two reasons. First, the 
specification of an evaluation design will result in 
baseline as well as performance data. Secondly, consi­
deration of the practicality of the design may have 
necessitated reiteration through Step 1. This reitera­
tion may have resulted in modification of the performance 
data. Two classes of data elements must be specified: 

1. Performance data elements: Data elements re­
quired in order to calculate the performance 
measures specified in Step 1. 

2. Baseline data elements: Data elements which 
summarize pre-project conditions and are suffi­
cient to accurately forecast trends (ideal would 
be the previous calendar year data and data to 
date for both project and "control" group). 

2.6.2 Illustration of Step 2 

The Overtime Police Patrol Project is used in order 
to illustrate Step 2. 

1. Determine the Type of Design Which Will Be Utilized: 

Aspects of both designs will be utilized. Before­
after data will be collected for all the performance 
measures for both "control" and "experimental" 
groups. Note that "after" refers to both the three­
month (interim evaluation) and the six-month (final 
evaluation) data. 

The overtime areas: East Lake-Kirkwood area and 
Bankhead-Gordon Road area were selected as the 
overtime (experimental) areas by the police data. 
These areas were selected because they are high 
robbery and burglary areas (police data) and because 
they are relatively small geographically. Both 
areas were characterized by police as low-income, 
large number of minority race citizens, and less 
than satisfactory with respect to both "fear" and 
"regard. II 

The Summerhill area was identified by the police 
department as the control area. Police department 
personnel felt Summerhill was similar to the over­
time (experimental) areas along all the above 
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dimensions. The purpose of the control group is 
to determine whether or not the project is causing 
the measured changes or whether or not these 
changes are occurring elsewhere and for exogenous 
reasons. (Refer to discussion in 2.8.1 regarding 
significance of results.) 

For a complete design, all the basic data specified 
for the overtime areas should also be collected 
for the control area. The "before" data should be 
compared to determine that the control.and the 
experimental areas are similar. 'In addition, 
demographic and other pertinent descriptions should 
be compared. (refer to list in 2.6.1) 

2. Check If Design Is Practical: 

The data on number of robberies and burglaries 
committed in a geographical area are readily 
available to the Police Department personnel and 
can be provided on a week-by-week basis for the 
months of May, 1972, through January, 1973, with 
minimal cost and effort and with high reliability 
and validity. The other performance data (cri­
teria 3 and 4) are not routinely collected, are less 
valid and reliable, and will require the design 
and implementation of special data collection 
systems, including a questionnaire survey of 
residents and businessmen. Thus, it was decided: 

Only the numbers of robberies and burglaries 
(the primary goals) weekly for May, 1972, 
through January, 1973, will be generated for 
the control area. The other performance 
data will be collected only for the over­
time areas. 

The potential control area will be judged as 
satisfactory if the monthly robbery and 
burglary rates are at similar levels and 
following similar trends. 

It was also decided that: 

The two overtime areas should be treated as 
a single experimental area and that this 
could be accomplished with no loss of data 
validity or reliability. 

As a result of this decision the goals and objec­
tives, criteria, and performance measures should 
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he lUodified to remove the "for each areal! consi­
derations. All else in Step 1 would remain un­
changed. This updating is not done here, but is 
presented in the illustration of Step 4. (2.8.2). 

Given the above decisions, the design was judged to 
be practical. Interim accomplishment will be 
evaluated at the end of the first three months 
using the srune goals, objectives, and performance 
measures. Because of the short length of the 
project, interim levels of accomplishment were not 
specified a priori. 

2.7 Step 3: Specify Data Collection Procedures 

2.7.1 Discussion of the Process 

The purposes of this step are: 

1. To determine how the data will be collected. 

2. To specify by whom it will be collected. 

3. To decide upon the frequency with which it will 
be collected. 

4. To design the forms to be used for data collection. 

The above ~ust be formulated for all the required basic 
data elements. 

Some preliminary thinking with respect to data collec­
tion was required in Step 2 when analyzing the practi­
cality of the design. To the extent possible, existing 
data systems should be examined in considerable detail, 
and care should be taken to fully utilize existing data 
and data systems. It is corr~on to find some of the re­
quired data being collected as input to existing data 
systems, but not being reported for output purposes. 
For example, data may exist by area in a city but only 
city-wide data are being reported as output, or data 
may exist by hour of the day but only weekly or monthly 
data 'are being reported as output. Thus, the first 
consideration in determining how the data will be collec­
ted is to identify whether or not the data is currently 
available from the existing data.systems. If it is not 
currently available and it is essential, then the neces­
sary steps must be taken to collect the data. 
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1. Source of the data, e.g., police offense records, 
courts, etc., and the individual responsible for 
providing the data to the Crime Analysis Team. 

2. Form of the data, e.g., coded, number on a form, 
narrative report, etc. 

3. Frequency with which the data will be collected. 

To the extent possible, agency personnel will be respon­
sible for collecting the data and reportinq it to the 
CAT evaluation personnel. CAT personnel will restrict 
their project data collection to monitorfng and vali­
dation purposes, to the design of special studies for 
future information and insights, and to surveys or 
special data collections for additional information and 
insights. In determining which data require validation, 
the following will be considered: 

1. Which data are most sensitive in the sense of 
resulting in an erroneous evaluation conclusion? 

2. Which data are from existing data systems and 
which from new systems? 

3. Which data can be validated within reasonable 
cost and time demands? 

The actual validation procedure is an integral part of 
evaluation management and will be discussed in that 
section. 

Data will be collected with a frequency that is 
consistent with the time phasing of the expected levels 
of accomplishments as specified in the criteria which 
were developed in Step 1. It may also be collected if 
any unexpected, significant events occur. 

Data and report forms will be designed with two charac­
teristics in mind: 

1. Convenience of the individual and the agency in 
summarizing and reporting the data. 

2. Consistency of the data format with the requirements 
of the subsequent data reduction and and analysis 
methodologies. 

In some instances the data forms will be structured 
interview instructions or questionnaires. After grant 
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approval and before project implementation, it is the 
agency's responsibility to identify all data forms and 
provide an example of each to the CAT for approval. 

Figure 2.4 is a schematic flow model for step 3. The 
output is a specification of the data collection pro-

cedures . 
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II PROCESS 

R. 

PROCESS 

OUTPUT 

FIGURE 2.4 

~ SCHEMATIC MODEL QF STEP 2: SPECIFY DATA 
COLLECTION PROCEDURES 

Practical Ev~luation Design 
Required Basic Data Elements 

Check To See If Data 
Is Available From 

Hxis-ting Ita Systems 

1-19ntify Data Source: 
Agency And Individual 

Specify Of Data 

Determine The Frequency 
With Which The Data 

Will Be Collected 

1 
Design The Data Forms 

Specify 
Data Collection Procedures 
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2.7.2 Illustration of Step 3 

The Overtime Police Patrol Project is used for pur­
poses of illustration. 

1. Check if data is available from existing data sys­
terns: 

The data regarding numbers of robberies and bur­
glaries is readily available from existing data 
systems. All other data will be colleeted by 
data systems specifically designed for the purpose 
of this project evaluation. 

2. Identify data source - agency and individual: 

3. 

Agency: city of Atlanta, Department of Police 

Individual: Major Mike Edwards, ~lanning and 
Research 

Data Reported To: Ms. T. Sprott, CAT 

All data will be collected by the agency personnel. 

Specify form of the data: 

The form of the data is determined by the data 
forms which are included in the illustration. 
(Exhibits 2-1, 2.-2, 2-3, 2-4). 

4. Specify frequency of dat~ collection and reporting: 

Numbers of robberies and burglaries and apprehension 
data will be collected weekly and reported, by week, 
on a monthly basis. 

The questionnaires designed to measure "fear" and 
"regard" will be administered every three months 
and reported as soon as possible . 

In addition, the progress reports required by the 
monitoring activity (see Section 4.0) will be sub­
mitted as required and when the agency believes 
that critical events have occurred which should be 
reported. They will include the agency's data 
summaries, observations, and explanations. This 
is important subjective (qualitative) input to 
the evaluation • 
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5. Design the data forms: 

See the following: 
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Exhi.bit 
-.t, 

2-l: Overtime Data Summary Form 

~ ... '-~ Exhibit 2-2: Security Feelings Questionnaire 

.- ,,-,>~1' Exhibit 2-3: Overtime Evaluation Sheet 
... ·J·",".".;;t ~ Exhibit 2-4: Overtime Evaluation Sheet By 

.,~,."t Other Officers ,in Pa-crol Areas 
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lcontroJ. Area) (Overtime l-.rea) " ,'~, 

Dates 

Burglaries Occurring I 
During Overtime Period 

Business 

Residential 

Burglaries Occurring 
During Non-Overtime 

Period 

Business 
w 
--J 

Residential 

TO'l'AL BURGLARIES 

Robberies Occurring 
During Overtime Period -

Robberies Occurring 
, 

During Non-Overtime 
Period 

TOTAL ROBBERIES 

EXHIBIT 2-1 
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EXHIBIT 2-2 

SECURITY FEELING QUESTIONNAIRE 

Person Interviewed ---------------------
Name of Business ---------------------
Address -----------------------------------
Interviewer ---------------------------

1. HCM long have you been in business at this location? ------------------------------
2. HCM many burglaries have you had in the last two years? ____ ",;,..Robberies? _____ _ 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

When was your last burglary or attempted burglary? -------------------------------.-
Have you or any of your employees been injured as a result of robberies? -------------
Rate your feeling in regard to personal safety in operating a business in this area on 
the following scale: 

Very Safe Very Unsafe 

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 o . 

Rate your feelings in regard to fear of property loss in operating a business in this 
area on the following scale : 

I feel confident 'that 
I will have no loss 

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 

I feel sure that I 
will have a heavy loss 

1 o 

7. Have you had any problems in hiring persons to work in your business because 

of fear of robbery? ----------
8. What safeguards do you have to deter or prevent burglary and/or robbery of your 

business? (Alarms, locks, lighting, etc.) 

9. Rate your feelings about the number and quality of police in this area. 

10. 

Adequate Number 
Well Qualified 

Adequate Number 
Not Qual if ied 

Inadequate Number 
Well Qualified 

What can the police do to make you feel rrore secure? 
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Inadequate Number 
Not Qualified 
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EXHIBI'l' 2-3 

OVERTIME EVALUATION SHEET 

For Week Ending Monday, 

Officer ----------------------------------------
Shift ------------------------------------------

Robbery Arrests 

Burglary Arrests 

Other Felony ,Arrests 

Other Misdemeanor and 
Ordinance Violation Arrests 

Total Arrests 

F S S 

Total Arrested Persons Bound Over From City Court 

F s S 

Field Contacts 

Vehicle Mileage 

List Suggestions D'r Comments About the Overtime Program 
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EXHIBIT 2-4 

OVERTIME EVALUATION SHEET 

BY OTHER OFFIceRS IN PATROL AREAS 

Officer ---------------------------------------
Assignment ------------------------------------
Regular er Reustabeut ------------------------
Date ------------------------------------------

Please list any cemments or suggestiens in regard to. '\;:he eperatien ef 

the Overtime Patrel Pregram in thi~ particular area. (Be as brief and 

direct as pessible.) 

Please evaluate the effectiveness ef the Overtime Patrel Pregram in 

this particular area en the scale previded below. 

Very Effective Net Effective 

I 
.J 

,/ 

10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 oj 
I: 
I Tetal Nen-Resident Burglary Arrests During Past Week Ending Sunday, :!, ----1: 
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2.8 Step 4: Speci£y Data Reduction and Analysis Methods 

2.8.l Discussion o£ the Process 

The output £rom the previous steps in the evaluation 
process includes quantified performance measures for 
each interim and final goal and objective (Step 1), 
speci£ication of the basic data elements necessary 
for performance measures and £or baseline measures 
(Step 2), selection of a practical evaluation design 
(Step 2), and appropriate data cOllection prbcedures 
for each basic data element (Step 3). The· £ocus o£ 
Step 4 is on determining the data reduction and ana­
lysis methods that will be applied to the data. 

Data reduction and analysis methods are required £or 
two primary purposes: 

1. '1'0 measure the amount of success in achieving 
the predetermined project goals and objectives, 
both interim and final. 

2. To describe and/or explain impacts and relation­
ships in order to provide knowledge which will be 
useful in future planning and project activity. 

Measures of success in achieving pl."oject goals and 
objec·tives are critical in order to satis£y the fol­
lowing needs: 

1. Monitoring and direction during the project acti­
vity, primarily from the interim goals and objec­
tives. 

2. Assessment of project success and contribution to 
program goals, primarily'£rom the £inal goals 
and objectives. 

3. Recommendations as to whether or not the project 
activity should be continued, subsequent to 
Impact support, as an on-going agency activity, 
£rom both the interim and final goals and objec­
tives. 

Similarly, description and explanation are important to 
satis£y the £011owing: 

1. Analysis of reasons for the degree o£ success or 
failure. 

2. Identification of possible displacement ef£ects. 
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3. Improved management practices for project operation. 

4. Better information upon which to base future plans 
and project recommendations. 

Thus, there are several considerations in the decision 
as to what methodologies should be utilized, including 
the type of information or insight which is sought. 

With respect to measures of success, there are two 
important considerations: 

1. 

2. 

Ascertain the degree to which tt. :. -oj ect achieved 
the goals and objectives. 

Determine if the level of accomplishment is statis­
tically significant or if significance can be sup­
ported by some ot.her argu:rr·~l1t. 

The quantified performance measures of Step 1 and the 
baseline data specified in Step 2 provide the input 
for determining the degree to which the goals and 
objectives were attained. Note that this will be ac­
complished for both the interim and final criteria 
(quantified goals and objectives). Quite frequently 
this entails determining if a specified percentage 
reduction (or increase) has been attailled p determining 
if a specified rate has been realized or in the case 
of an objective, if a specified number of participants 
has been enrolled. 

While the above determines if the interim and/or final 
goals and objectives were realized, it is also impor­
tant to examine if a valid argument exis·ts for whether 
or not the project activity had a cause-effect impact. 
That is, given that the project goal or objective is 
attained, can evidence be presented to support the 
hypothesis that the project activity caused the shift? 
It is precisely this question which motivates the dis­
cussion of "control group" and "before-after" evaluation 
designs in Step 2. The two most applicable approaches 
to answering the significance (or causalities) question 
are: 

1. Determine if the actual level of accomplishment 
is statistically significantly different from the 
best estimate of the same measure if the project 
had not been implemented. 
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2. Determine if the actual level of accomplishment 
is significantly (not necessarily in a statistical 
sense) different from what occurred in the control 
group. 

The first approach entails use of the concept of 
hypothesis testing as developed in mathematical statis­
tics. The particular test selected will be determined 
by the underlying goa 1 s and objectives, the performance 
measures, and the data constraints and availability. 
Examples of both approaches are prese~ted in 2.8.2 . 

. 
With respect. to descriptive and expJ.icative purposes, 
they key word is "opportunistic." The individual(s) 
responsible for evaluation must be alert for any in­
sights and knowledge that can be gleaned from the 
available data. It appears that the kinds of data 
reduction and analysis methodologies used by behavior­
ial scientists are particularly important here, e.g., 
correlation analysis, questionnaire content analysis, 
and non-parametric statistics. An example of such an 
application is presented in 2.8.2. These analyses 
can also be useful in identifying displacement. Ob­
viously, sUbjective (or qualitative) input from know­
ledgeable agency and CAT personnel is important for 
both purposes, but especially for the descriptive and 
evaluative purpose. 

In addition to specifying the data reduction andanaly­
sis methods, the following should also be accomplished 
at this step: 

1. Identify the individual(s) responsible for the 
evaluation analysis. 

2. Determine, based on interim goals and objectives 
and other monitoring consideration, the points in 
time at which evaluations should be performed. 

3. Detail how the results of the evaluation will be 
used, especially with respect to the management and 
monitoring considerations, such as: 

A. Assisting in overcoming implementation problems. 

B. Identifying needs and opportunities for mQd~fi­
cation or redirection. 

C. Providing information for continuation decisions. 
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The question of program contribution is treated in de­
tail in Section 3.0. Figure 2.5 is a schematic flew 
model for Step 4. 

The output from Step 4 completes the specification of 
the evaluation component at the project level. It 
now becomes the responsibility of the designated indi­
viduals to perform the evaluation. The manner by which 
this will be accomplished is described in Sec·tion 4.0. 

2.8.2 Illustration of Step 4 

step 4 is illustrated using the Overtime Police Patrol 
Project. In addition, for the purpose of complete 
illustration, data on yearly total burglaries will also 
be discussed. The illustration begins with the Over­
time Police Patrol Project. 

1. Determine the underlying purposes for the an~lysis: 

A. Performance measures and the decision criteria 
were specified in Step 1. However, modifica­
tions were decided upon in Step 2. The modi­
fied decision criteria are presented below: 

Criterion 1 

Number of Robberies in Overtime' Areas 
(May, June & July) 

3 

Number of Robberies in Overtime Areas 
(August, September & October) 

3 

Number of Robberies in Overtime Areas 
(November, December & January 

3 

Interim (3-month) progress: 

Final (6-month) project performance: 

If Rl - R3 ~ .05, then goal 1 is achieved. 

Rl 
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FIGURE 2.5 

~ A SCHEMATIC MODEL OF STEP 4: SPECIF~ DATA REDUCTION'AND ANALYSIS METHODS 
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Quantified Performance Measures For 
Interim And Final Goals And Objectives 

Required Basic Data Elements 
Practical Evaluation Design 
Data Collection Procedures 

------~------------------------- ----------~----------------------
INPUT t 
PROCESS 

Determine The Underlying 
Purposes For The Analysis 

(Performance) 

Design The Analysis To 
Determine The Degree To 

Which The Project Has Met Its 
Final (Or Interim) Goals 

And Objectives 

oesi1 The Analysis For 
Testing Significance 

1 
CAT Evaluation Personnel 

Verify Through Interaction 
With other CAT And Agency 

I Persormel 

'It: 
Determine Who will 

The Results Of 

1 

(Interpretation) 

Design The Analysis 
Specific To The Description 

Or Explanation Desired 

1 
CAT Evaluation Persormel 

Verify Insights With other 
CAT And Agency Plsanne1 

Perform Any Interesting 
Follow-Up Analyses 

Be Provided With 
'I'he Analysis 

I 

Provide Mechanisms For 
Disseminating The Results 

PROCESS 

OUTPUT 

Full Specification Of 
The Evaluation Component 

At The Project Level' 
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criterion 2 

BIt B2, B3 defined analogous to Rl , R21 R3 , 
except for non-residential burglaries. 

Interim C3-month) progress: 

Final (6-month) project performance: 

If (Bl - B3) ~ .05, then goal 2 is achieved. 

Bl 

Criterion 3 

Average (over all respondents in sample) 
point on la-point scale for "fear" 
(question 5) question prior to imple­
mentation of the project. 

= Average (over all respondents in sample) 
point on lO-point scale for "fear" 
(question 5) question at 3-month 
(interim) period. 

f35 = Average (over all respondents in sample; 
point on la-point scale for "fear" 
(question 5) at 6-month (final) period. 

Similarly define f16' f~6' f36 for question 6. 

Interim (3-month) progress: 

(f25 - fl S)' (f26 - f16) 

Final (6-month) project performance: 

If (f35 - f J 5) 2 3 and (f36 - f 16 ) z.. 3, 
then objective 3 is realized. 

Criterion 4 

rl' r21 r3 defined analogous to fll f21 f3' 
except defined on 4-point scale for "regard." 
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Interim (3-month} progress: 

Final (6-month) project performance: 

If (r l - r 3 ) 7 I, then objective 4 is achieved. 

In addition to the above quantitative data, the 
subjective (qualitative) data available from 
the questionnaires and from th;e prog:ress reportb 
should be thoroughly considered .. Further, 
any available inputs from the CAT monitoring 
system (Section 4.0) should also be considered. 

Design the analysis for testing significance of 
project achievement. Data are available on the 
number of robberies and the number of bur­
glaries for the overtime (experimental) and for 
the control areas for the months of May-Sep­
telriber. Exhibit 2-5 summarizes these data in 
both frequency and trend-plot form. The August 
data represent the data for the first month 
after implementation of the project. The 
control area data are sufficiently similar to 
the overtime area data to be useful for check­
ing significance with respect to goals 1 and 2 
because the same underlying trends are observed 
in both areas. The only point at which there 
is considerable discrepancy is for July, Non­
Residential Burglaries. Since August and 
September data are in line for both areas, 
this is not a serious discrepancy. If (l)the 
trend in the overtime area decreases and the 
trend in the control area increases orstays 
constant, or (2)the trend in the overtime area 
stays constant and the trend in the control 
area increases, then the reduction will be 
judged as significant. 

Now consider objectives 3 and 4 and questions 
5, 6, and 9 on the Security Feelings Question­
naire (Exhibit 2-2). Responses to questions 5 
and 6 provide the basic data for objective 3 
and question 9 for objective 4. Based on the 
data from the questionnaire administered prior 
to the initiation of the project, it is possible 
to compute a confidence interval for the sample 
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NON-RESIDENTIAL 
BURGLARIES: 

TOTAL FOR 
MONTH 

Non-Residential 
Burglaries 

x - Overtime Area 
o - Control Area 

Robberies 

X - Overtime Area 
o Control Area 

70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

« 

loi 

EXHIBIT 2-5 

Overtime 

~ 

May 

May 

29 
22 

May 

May 

29 
10 

48 

June 

June 

47 
30 

June 

June 

20 
22 

July 

July 

62 
27 

July 

July 

17 
22 

Aug. 

Aug. 

44 
40 

x 

Aug. 

Aug~ 

50 
45 

Sept. 

Sept. 

24 
22 

S.ept. 

Sept. 

19 
15 
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average for each question. Let XSf i6 1 and X9 
be the averages for questions 5, 6, and 9, 
respectively. 

The 95% confidence interval estimates are: 

2.01 ~ Xs L.. 4.13 

1.73 <. X6 ~ 3.47 

2.87 ~ X9 '- 3.27 

where Xs = 3.07, X6 = 2.60, X9 = 3;07 

Thus, if the decision criteria are met, the 
change will be sufficiently large to conclude 
that the change is statistically significant. 
Exhibit 2-6 summarizes the data and calculations 
for computing the confidence interval estimates. 

The feasibility of these approaches has been 
verified with the appropriate police and CAT 
personnel. 
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EXHIBIT 2-6 

l. BASIC DATA (P = Prequency) 

QUESTION 5 QUESTION 6 QUESrION ~ 

X P x·p x2.p X P x·p X2.p X P x·p X2.p 

0 11 0 0 0 11 0 0 1 1 1 1 
2 2 4 8 2 3 6 12 3 24 72 216 
3 2 6 18 3 7 21 63 4 4 16 64 
4 3 12 48 4 2 8 32 
5 9 45 225 5 3 15 75 
8 2 16 128 7 4 28 196 
9 1 9 9 

30 92 536 30 78 378 29 89 281 

2. CAI..CULA.TE X = 2:·X·p 
[rx .p] 2 --- n2X2 .p p S2 -= n(n-1) 

X5 = 92 = 3.07 
30 30(536) S2 -= 30(29) X6 = 78 = 2.60 5 

30 
S2 30(378) -

X = 89 = 3.07 = 30(29) 
9 29 

6 

S2 29(281) -= 29 (28) 9 

3. The 95% confidence interval is X + ~/2 . §. where 

5 and 6 and ~/2 = 2.045 for question 9. rn 
QUESTION 5 QUESTION 6 

X5 ~ 2.96(1.96) X6 ± 2.45(1.96) 
no -v3O 

X5 ~ 1.06 

(92) (92) = 8.75 

(78) (78) 
= 6.04 

(89) (89) = 0.28 

t~/2 = 1.96 for questions 

QUESTION 9 
X9 ~ 2.045(.54) 

5.4 

X9 + .20 

" ' 

4. If averages from later questionnairiesfa11 outside these intervals, 
it.can be concluded that a statistically significant change has 
occurred. 
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B. Descriptive and explanative statistics 

It is re-emphasized that being opportunis,tic 
is important in evaluation. The statement, 
"It is possible that the patrol has had some 
effect in shifting the high crime hours to a 
different time other than those determined by 
our research prior to the program," was noted 
in an initial progress report (October 27, 1972). 
Clearly, this is a displacement of crime - dis­
placement to different times of the day, namely 
from overtime hours to non-overtime hours. 
Fortunately, the data were suffic~ent to test 
if this insight could be supported by statisti­
cal analysis. As shown by the analysis summari­
zed in Exhibit 2-7, this insight is supported 
by the data through the second month of project 
operation. In the overtime area the number of 
burglaries conuni,tted during overtime hours in 
the overtime area decreased. However, when 
compared with the control area, it could not 
be concluded tha-t the total number of burglaries 
was decreasing. Thus, there was statistical 
evidence of displacement in the overtime area 
but not in the control area duripg the second 
month of project operation. The most logical 
interpretation of that data was that burglaries 
were being displaced from overtime hours to non­
overtime hours. However, this conclusion must 
be altered due to the results of the interim 
evaluation (3-month) which revealed that the 
number of burglaries occurring in overtime hours 
was decreasing in both the overtime and the 
control areas. Therefore, it cannot be con­
cluded that the project activity is responsible 
for the reduction. Hence, what appeared to be 
displacement in month two of operation apparently 
is not. 

The interim calculation of the performance 
measures for the overtime area indicated a 
55.9% increase in robberies and a 32.6% 
reduction in burglaries. If one formed conclu­
sions only on the basis of the performance 
measures, one would conclude fallaciously that 
the project was ineffective against robberies 
and that the goal of 5% reduction in burglaries 
in 6 months already was greatly exceeded in 
3 months. However, when one again looks at the 
data for the control group, it becomes apparent 
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EXHIBIT 2-7 

CONTINGENCY TEST 

OVERTHm AREA 

Actual Number of Burglaries May June July Aug. Sept. TOTAL ---
Overtime Hours 32 36 52 49 11 180 

Non-Overtime Hours 25 43 57 73 57 255 
---s7 79 109 122 68 435 

Expected If No Displacement (Expected=Row Total x Column Total .; Total) 

Overtime Hours 23.6 32.7 45.1 50.0 28.1 

Non-Overtime Hours 33.4 46.3 63.9 71.5, 39.9 

~2 = ~[(Actual - Exp.)2 = 25.32 
. EXp. . 

CONTROL AREA 

Actual Number of Burglaries 

Overtime Hours 

Non-Overtime Hours 

Ma:( June July Aug. 

37 28 31 37 

40 
62 

TOTAL 

155 

193 
348 

.- " Expected If No Displacement 

i 
,~~·.-"-' . .-.c..-

I~' 

I 

" 

Overtime Hours 

Non-Overtime Hours 

').2 = 7.90 

28.1 31.2 28.5 39.6 27.6 

34.9 38.8 35.5 49.4 34.4 

Since·~2(Overtime Area) = 25.32 > 13.27 

and}:. 2 (Control Area) = 7.90 < 13.27 

= r. 2 
4,.01 

There is statistical evidence that the percent of total burglaries 
occurring in overtime hours is decreasing in the overtime area, but 
not in the control area. 
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that factors other than the project activity 
are responsible for 'che changes since similar 
changes are occurring in the control group. 
Consequently, at this point the evaluation 
indicates that the project is not having an 
impact in terms of reduction of goals. The 
attitudes of businE;:ssmen (Objectives 3 and 4) 
have shown shifts in the desired directions. 
Businessmen indicated they felt somewhat safer 
in regard to.personal safety and fear of pro­
per-ty loss. "The amount of change in a tti tude 
regarding fear of property loss was 'sufficiE;:nt 
to h'e statistically significant. "A street 
awareriess survey was also conducted for explana­
tory' purposes. 'l'his was conducted by CAT per­
sonnel. The outcome was that there was only a 
minimal awareness of the project by the "person 
on the street." Additional analyses will be 
performed as more data become available. 

, '2. Determine who could use the results of the analysis: 

The results will be distributed to: 

A. Law Enforcement Assistance Admi'nistration (LEAA) 

B. State Crime Commission 

C. Atlanta Police Department 

D. Impact Task ~orce 

and others as deemed desirable at a later time. 

3. Provide mechanisms for disseminating the results: 

(See Section 4.0) 

As indicated at the beginning of this illustration, an 
analysis regarding significance is also presented for 
data on yearly total burglaries. The previous illustra­
tion has indicated: 

1. Use of a control group (goals 1 and 2). 

2. Use of a test on sample mean (objectives 3 and 4). 

3. Use of a contingency table ('1..2) to examine the 
displacement effect. 

53 



... ~ ... 

II,,;, 
i 

'.'"'' i ~ 

\ -. ~ "..-,..". ·-"1·"~ 

L 
'Ii 

The following illustrates the use of regression analysis: 

1. Basic Data 

Total 
Burglaries 

2 ~ Year x X. xy 

1967 1 5646 1 5646 31,877,316 

1968 2 7149 4 14298 51,108,201 

1969 3 8740 9 26220' .76,387,600 

1970 4 11529 16 46116 132,917,841 

1971 5 -1-3726 25 68630 188,403,076 

~5 4679Q 55 160,910 480,684,034 

2. Basic Calculations 

Want to estimate y by a + bx, i.e., y = a + bx 

The best estimates of a and b are found by solving: 

y = an -I- b x 

xy = a x + b x 2 

substituting and solving, we get 

46,790 = 5a + 15b 

160,910 = 15a + 55b 

a = 3198 b = 2054 

Thus, the best linear estimate is 

y = 3198 + 2054 x 

x = 6 (1972) 

x = 7 (1973) 
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y = 15;519 

y = 17,673 
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3. Confiqence interval estimate calculations: 

4. 

A confidence interval for y at year Xo is given by: 

r1 + ~ + _n_(~~o ____ X_)2J 1/2 

L Sxx 

with n-2 degrees of freedom where: 

Sxx = nzx 2 

Syy = n1..y2 

(2:x) 2 = 5(55) - 15(15) = 50 
, 

(~y) 2 = 5(480,684,034) 

(2,190,204,100) = 213,116,700 

Sxy = nllxy - (f.x) (~y) = 5(160,910) - 15(46790) = 

102,700 

Se 2 = SxxSyy - (Sxy) 
2 = 

n(n-2)Sxx 

50(213,116,070) - (102,700)2 
5(3) (50) 

= 144,685 

Se = 380 (approximately) 

substituting, 

a) when xo=6 (1972), we are 95% confident y will be 
between 13,865 and 17,173 and the best 
estimate is 15,519. 

b) when xo=7 (1973), we are 95% confid~nt y will be 
between 15,677 and 19,669 and the best 
estimate is 17,673. 

Based on the above, in th~ worst possible situation 
a reduction of 

1972 1973 

l7,173 15,677 = 1,496 
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l,496 burglaries in required in order for the re­
duction to be significant. Thus, if a lO% reduc­
tion is attained, then this reduction will be 
statistical~y significant. 

3.0 PROGRAM EVALUATION 

3.l Purpose of this Section 

The purposes of this section are to explain and illus­
trate the approach to evaluation which will be utilized 
at the program evaluation level. These purposes will 
be accomplished by detailing the methodology in a step­
by-step fashion. The program evaluation will be up­
dated as feasible and desirable. Despite the emphasis 
upon quantitative evaluation in this section, it is 
stressed that qualitative input will be collected at 
each step and used to supplement and interpret the 
quantitative evaluation. 

3.2 Review of Problem Structure and Planning--Evaluation 
Interaction 

For the planning purposes of identification of needs 
and selection of projects, the crime problem was 
structured as a four-level hierarchy. This structure 
is sununarized in Exhibit 3-1. At the highest level 
is the crime problem itself, i.e., tlte LEAA specified 
goals: tv ,,::,educe stranger-to-stranger crime and 
burglary by 5% in two years and by 20% in five years . 

At the lowest level are potential agency projects which 
are intended to reduce the incidence of crime. The two 
levels in between, sub-goals and objectives, are designed 
to link the problem to possible actions in a way that 
guides selection of projects to those with the highest 
expected impact. 

As discussed in the Master Plan (p. II-B-l), the sub­
goals were established by the Mayor's Task Force as: 

1. Reduce the number of high crime areas (census tracts) 
by 20%. 

2. Reduce the number of persons becoming victims of 
impact target crimes by 10%. 
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3. Increase the apprehension rate by 5%. 

4. Decrease court processing time by 25%. 

5. Reduce number of arrested offenders by 20%. 

Note that sub-goals I and 2 are in the prevention area, 
that goal 3 is related to apprehension, that goal 4 is 
rel~ted to adjudication, and that goal 5 is related to 
corrections. Similarly, the objectives were estab­
lished by the Sub-Task. Force Groups (p\' II-C"""l, Master 
Plan). The projects will be determi~ed b~ the local 
criminal justice agencies and will be designed to 
achieve the sub-goals and objectives as set by the Task 
Force and Sub-Task Force Groups (p. II-D-I, Master 
Plan). Some potential agency projects are summarized 
in the Master Plan (pp. II-B-l to II-B-17). 
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3.2.2 Planning Output to Evaluation 

In order to obtain the goa~ of the Impact Program it is 
necessary for the collective project outcomes to realize 
the goal. Thus, whether or not realization of the 
program objectives will (1) follow from accomplishment 
of the project goals and objectives and (2) lead to 
realization of the program goals becomes an important 
consideration in planning and an important input to 
evaluation. 

The mechanism for tracing these relationshi~s involves 
the sub-goal level. The Problem Structure Chart 
(Exhibit 3-1) and the following problem structure 
narrative (Exhibit 3-2) verify that (1) if the object­
tives are realized by project outcomes, then the sub­
goals will be realized; and (2) if the sub-goals are 
realized, then the program goal will be realized. It 
logically follows that if the objectives are realized, 
then the program goal will be obtained. This problem 
structure and the associated problem structure narra­
tive are important to both planning and evaluation as 
follows: 

1. From the planning viewpoint it provides a logical 
structure for verifying that collective agency 
project activity is ~ufficient to attain the 
program goal. 

2. From the evaluation viewpoint it means (a) that 
project progress and impact evaluation can be re­
lated directly with program objectives, su!.::-goals, 
and goal; and (b) that progress and impact evalu­
ation can be summarized in terms consistent with 
the plan and in a form useful for updating the 
Master Plan. 

Since the problem structure narrative is such an impor­
tant input to program evaluation it is included in its 
entirety as Exhibit 3-2 (revised edition; November 20, 
1972) • 
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PRO~ STRUCTURE 

REroCE STRANGER-TO-STRANGER 
CRIME AN:) ~ BY 5% 

" 1 

" ~;:;.::,..J 

,----_-.---___ ---,.-____ --L---,--______ , _____ _ 

--~.~ 

(J1 
\!) 

B. SUIl-GOI>L 

C. OBJ"'..crI\IE 

REOOCE 
NUl-1BER 
OF HIGl 
CRIME 
CENSUS = BY 20% 

I REDUCE i 

I ~I IN HIGH I 
• CRIME 

I CENSUS I 
=' 

IBY ~% I 

REllOCE 
NUl-1BER 
OF PER­
SONS BE­
al-IING 
VICTIHS 
OF CRIMES 
BY 10% 

2-~ REllOCE 
NUMBER 

1 REDUCE 

OF OPEN 
SPACE 
IDBBERIES 
BY 20% I

~I-
'lDRS AS 
VICTIl-IS 
OF OPEN 
SPACE 
IDBBERY 
BY 25% 

I 

INCREI\SE 
APPRE­
IlENSI<X'l 
RATE 
BY 5% 

,-,---
I RESPOND ' 1NCREI\5"S I INCREl\SE 
• 'lD ALL <X'l-SlGIrr FOLIDi>W 

= APPRE- I APPRE-
CRDlES HENSI<X'l HENSI<X'l 
WIlliIN BY 10% BY 20% 
FCXJR 

U 
MINl1I'ES 

LJ 

DECREASE 
axJRr 
PRO­
CESSING 
TI!1E 
BY 25% 

I~i I TRANS-

CRIPT 
TL'IE 
BY 50% 

--I 
= ! JUroR 

I~~s 
liAITING 
T~lE 

BY 20% 

r .' 
1 
! 

REllOCE 
Nl~1BER 

OF JLVE- ! 
NILE 

j 

I 

OFFEN- I 
DERS I 
I:-I ! 
SOiooL 
BY 20% 

NU!-IBER i 
OF • 
ARRES- ' 
TED 
OFFEN­
DERS 
BY 20% 

REDUCE ! I PElXJCE ! 
REX:IDI -; I ~ar':BER I 
Vl5.'1 j OF JL'\IE- I 
RATE NILE 

• OF j OFFEN- I 
I A!l!.lLT DERS 
i OFFEN- IN I'.IGl I DERS 

CRL'lE 
BY 30% !\REA 

I Bi'15% 

" '; ',I ' 

'C_-'J 
i :" 

.'.'~~) 

. ,-------- "I 
I 

I FEDL'CE 
: NUNBER 
' OF DRUG 
I OFFEN-
I DERS 

! JI.RRESTED 
! FOR 

1= 
' CRIMES I BY 10. 

~ 

i~~J 

IDrAL 

I~ 
tJj 
H 
t-3 

w 
I 

I-' 
ESTIJ-lA'IED 
a:sr-
1$MfuJ:ONS) 

.8 - - - - 2.6 - - - - 1.2 - - - - 3.6 - - - - - 7.8 - - .. - 1.5 - - - - - .9 
I 
.4 .9 1.7---- 3.8--- .3----1.7---- .8---- (28) 

I I 
I I I 

S'l'Ii:ET 
I I I 

D. l'OSSISU: SPECIAL 'IEl\.'1 = INl'ER- 'IEl\.'1 SPEX:Ii\L VIlJEX> P=S SCHOOL 0\1ER- PAL CXJ'I'- T.A.S.C. 
ProJECTS SECURITY POLICE LIGHl'S :JlG£N;Y LIGHl'S POLICE FEWNY TAPE (.9) OOARD =IE (.3) REACH (.2) 

UNI'lS (1) (1) CXMollNI- (2) (1) s;;uAD (.2) , (1.5) PIDBA- (.2) 
(.5) CATI<X'l (.4) TI<X'l POLICE 

= ED'Xl\- (.1) TEAM M>T. 000Rr PAL (.3) ALTER- NIIRC. 
ICCKS LIGHl'S TIOO POLICE INFO. PFOIIS REPORrER (.2) NATIVES UNIT 
(.2) ill PR:XiRI\M TEAl-1 (2) SYSTIM (.3) (.1) SPEX:Ii\L 'lD (.6) 

(.1) POLlCE (.4) PAroLE TREAT-
ProPERlY EIXlCA- (2) 1IELl- JUCGES- AUTO- TREAT- MENI" 
1.0.(.1) TIOO HELI- COPTERS INCREI\SE PUBLIC l>!I\TEIJ MENI" (1.5) 

(.1) COPTERS <XM-!I\NIJ (.1) !lET. DEFEN- TIWlS- (3.5) 
(.1) & CXNIroL ABILITY DERS CRIP'lS 

0JER0- (1) CXMWID (.1) (.2) (.1) 
TnlE & CXNIroL 
PCILl:CE 0JER0- (.7) 
(.4) TnlE 

POLICE CLOSED 
1IELl- (.4) cr= 
COPTERS 'N (1) 
(.1) 

1IELl-
COPTERS STARE 
(.1) aIr 

(2) 

*CRIMES REFER 'lD IMPACT TA!t;ET CRIMES 

C..,.,:.;.: 
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EXHIBIT 3-2 

PROBLEM STRUCTURE NARRATIVE 

The percentages reflected on the Problem structure Chart in 
the Master Plan are based upon projections from the sample 
survey conducted by the Crime Analysis Team. It should be 
noted, however, that some of the "hard" numbers set forth 
below will require readjustment upon the implementation of 
the new police field reporting system. It shoulq also be 
noted that the percentages reflected on the Problem Struc­
ture Chart may likewise require some adjustmen~. These 
adjustments may be necessary in order to establish a 
valid base line for measuring program and project achieve­
ment. 

In order to demonstrate how the projections were made, 
robbery in the City will be utilized as an example. The 
sample conducted by the Crime Analysis Team was based on a 
fifty percent sample and covered the first six months of 
1972. This sample revealed 602 robberies during the six­
month period. Assuming that the sample was valid and . 
representative of the robbery picture in Atlanta during the 
six-month period, it may be projected that the universe of 
the robberies during the period was 1,204 robberies. All 
other things being equal, a robbery universe of 2,408 
robberies for 1972 may be projected. The same procedure 
was utilized in projecting the burglary picture. Thus, ·it 
can be seen that the burglaries in Atlanta during 1972 would 
number 14,388. Applying these figures to the overall goal 
of reducing stranger-to-stranger crime and burglary by 5%, 
it can be seen that a reduction of 120 robberies and a re­
duction of 719 burglaries would be necessary. The reduction 
necessary to achieve the goal may be summarized as follows: . 

* 

Robbery 

Burglary 

* FROM 

2,408 

14,388 

16,796 

TO 

2,288 

13,669 

15,957 

DIFFERENCE 

120 

719 

839 

Recent data suggest that projections of 3,200 robberies and 
. l5,500 burglaries is more .realistic. The difference occurs 
because the sampling approach assumed that the number of 
crimes in the last six months is equal to the number of crimes 
in the first six months; however, the new data shows that the 
last six months has a higher crime rate. 
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Sub-Goal I - Reduce the number of high crime census tracts 
by 20%. Under the definition of a high crime census tract 
set forth in the Master Plan, a high crime census tract is 
defined as any census tract which has 24 or more robberies 
or 110 or more burglaries per six months or a combination 
of 130 or more robberies and burglaries per six-month time 
period. (See page 1-2 of the Master Plan.) utilizing this 
definition, 21 high crime census tracts have been identi­
fied. (See page APDX, U2-B-8 of the Master Plan.) In 
order to achieve this sub-goal, a reduction of 4 high crime 
census tracts would be necessary. 

The objective under Sub-goal I is to reduce the'number of 
burglaries in high crime census tracts by 15%. The pro­
jected burglary figure for high crime census tracts is 
4,908 burglaries. To achieve the objective, a reduction of 
736 burglaries would be necessary, thus reducing the number 
of burglaries to 4,172 in high crime census tracts. Uti­
lizing these figures it may be seen that current average 
number of burglaries per high crime census tract is 233 
burglaries. Under the definition of a high crime census 
tract, the number of burglaries alone necessary £;0 cause a 
census tract to be designated a high crime census 
tract would be 220 burglaries per year. If this objective 
is met, then the average number of burglaries per census tract 
would be 198. Thus, if this objective were achieved, it 
might be sufficient alone to assure meeting of the Sub-goal 
since it is likely that if the average number of burglaries 
per high crime census tract were reduced from the defined 
220 to 198, then at least 4 census tracts would drop under 
220 burglaries per year. To support this conclusion, 
consider the fact that there are 12 census tracts which are 
classified as high crime census tracts because of the nlli~er 
of burglaries, i.e., there are not sufficient robberies for 
the tract to qualify on that basis. A 15% reduction in 
burglaries in each of those 12 census tracts would result in 
5 tracts dropping out of the high crime group. 

The second Sub-goal is to reduce the number of persons be­
coming victims of target crimes by 10%. The sample revealed 
a projection of 2,408 persons becoming victims of target 
crimes. A 10% reduction would mean that the number of vic­
times would have to be reduced by 240 -thus leaving a resulting 
figure of 2,~68 persons becoming victims of target crimes. 

The first objective under Sub-goal II is to reduce open 
space robberies by 20%. Open space robberies are defined by 
the Master Plan as those occurring upon the streets, alleys, 
parking areas or any area outside any building or structure. 
eSee page 1-4 of the Master Plan). The sample projected 
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l,035 open space robberies and a 20% decrease would result 
in a reduction of 207 open space robberies leaving a net 
figure of 828. 

The second objective under Sub-Goal II is to reduce the 
number of visitors who are victims of open space robbery by 
25%. While this objective might be classified as being in~ 
cluded within the objective alluded to above, it was singled 
out for special consideration in view of the high percentage 
of the open space robberies that are perpetrated on visitors 
to the City. The sample revealed that nearly 25% of all the 
open space robberies were perpetrated on visitors." Conse­
quently, it was felt that this problem deserved'special 
consideration. The sample revealed that a projection of 
248 visitors to the City woula be victims of open space 
robberies. A 25% reduction would reduce this number by 62 
leavirg a net figure of 186. 

The third Sub-Goal is to increase the apprehension rate by 
5%. The sample revealed a projected robbery clearance number 
by arrest of 1,155. This figure represents 48% of the total 
2,408 robberies projected. An increase by 5% would result 
in an apprehension rate of 53% which would increase the num­
ber of arrests for robbery to 1,276. The sample revealed a 
projected burglary clearance number by arrest of 3,165. 
This figure represents 22% of the total 14 , 388 burglaries 
projected. An increase of 5% would result in an apprehen­
sion rate of 27% which would increase the number of arrests 
for burglary to 3,885. 

The first objective under Sub-Goal III is to decrease the 
response time to within 4 minutes. No meaningful data could 
be established to determine the present response time. How­
ever, some indication of this problem can be gathered from 
the fact that the sample revealed that of the robbery and 
burglary cases which went to trial, 60% of the robbery defen­
dants and 45% of the burglary defendants were arrested on 
the same Jay the offense was committed. The analysis also 
revealed that of the robbery defendants who were tried, 73% 
were arrested within 5 days after the offense was committed. 
As the time from offense to arrest increases, the percen­
tage.of defendants actually tried for those offenses drops 
markedly. Utilizing these figures, it is possible to pro­
ject the number of offenders arrested on-site and thus to 
reduce the second objective under Sub-Goall III, which is to 
increase on-site apprehension by lO%, to hard numbers. 
Thus utilizing the percentage of robbery defendants who are 
apprehended on the same day as the offense and applying it 
against the total number arrested, this number of on-site 
robbery apprehensions is projected to be 693. A 10% increase 
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would be 69,. thus reflecting a total of 762. Using the same 
procedure for burglary, the number of on-site apprehensions 
is projected to 1,424. A lO% increase would be l42, thus 
reflecting a total of 1,566. 

The third objective under Sub-Goal III is to increase follow­
up apprehension by 20%. Again by utilizing the percen~ages 
of defendants who actually go to trial within specified days 
it is possible to project follow-up apprehensions which 
actually result in trials. For a detailed breakout of the 
various time frames involved, see pages V-l-A-13 and V-I-A-l4 
of the Master Plan. Since 60% of the robb~rs were arrested 
on the same day as the offense, 40% of the robbers were 
arrested after a follow-up investigation. Applying this 
percentage to the total number of robbers arrested it can be 
projected that 462 robbers were arrested as a result of 
follow-up apprehensions. A 20% increase would be 92, thus 
resulting in a total of 554. Applying the same procedure 
to burglary cases, a projection of 1,740 burglary arrests 
as a result of follow-up apprehension can be made. A 20% 
increase would be 348, thus reflecting a total of 2,008. 

The fourth Sub-Goal is to decrease the court processing 
'time from indictment to filing of appeal by 25%. The sample 
in the Fulton County Superior Court covered the period from 
offense to disposition at the trial level with a focus on 
three time frames within that period - from offense to 
arrest, arrest to indictment, and indictment to disposition. 
In view of the very small number of appeals filed, no 
meaningful data could be gathered regarding the time frame 
to appeal; however, the time necessary to prepare trial 
transcripts was examined. Since an appeal cannot be filed 
until after the trial transcript has been prepared it was 
felt that by combining the average time from indictment to 
disposition with the average time necessary to prepare trial 
transcripts, a close approximation of the time frame from 
indictment to filing of appeal could be made. It should 
again be noted that only robbery and burglary cases were 
examined. When homicide, rape, and aggravated assault are 
examined one can expect the time frames and the number of 
appeals to increase. Homicide and.rape cases are ordinarily 
capital crimes; thus the seriousness and complexity of these 
cases generally dictate longer trial times. It should also 
be noted that the avenue of the guilty plea is all but re­
moved. In' addition, in view of the sentences ordinarily 
given in these cases, appeals become almost automatic. The 
average number of days from indictment to disposition in 
robbery cases was 59 and the average transcript time was 
111 days, for a total of l70 days .. The average number of 
days from indictment to disposition in burglary cases was 
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94 and th.e average transcript time was 92 days, for a total 
of ~86 days. Thus the average time from indictment to 
filing of appeal in robbery and burglary cases is in excess 
of 178 days. It sh.ould be noted that this time frame does 
not include whatever additional time might be necessary be­
yond the completion of the trial transcript for the attor­
neys to prepare the appeals; thus the figure is quoted as 
in excess of ~78 days. A reduction in this time by 25% 
would result in an a~"erage reduction of 44 days with a net 
average time frame ()f 134 days remaining. 

The first objective under Sub-Goal IV is to s,peed up. bail 
cases by 25%. For a discussion of the identification of 
this objective see page V-I-B-l of the Master Plan. The 
average time from indictment to disposition in robbery cases 
is ~2~ days and in burglary cases is 151 days. A 25% re­
duction would result in an average reduction of 30 days in 
robbery cases and 37 days in burglary cases. Again, it 
should be noted that these average figures can be expected 
to increase significantly with the addition of homicide and 
rape cases. 

Th~ second objective under Sub-Goal IV is to decrease the 
average transcr~pt time by 50%. The analysis revealed that 
the average transcript time in burglary cases was 92 days 
and in robbery ill days. A 50% reduction would result in an 
average decrease of 55 days in robbery cases and 46 days 
in burglary cases, and an average reduction of 51 days in 
both robbery and burglary cases. It should be noted that 
some caution must always be exercised in averaging two dif­
ferent offenses. The very nature of the offenses may dictate 
certain problems in attempting to combine statistics about 
them. 

The fifth Sub-Goal is to reduce the number of offenders 
arrested by 20%. The projected total of adult and juvenile 
robbers and burglars is 4,942. A 20% reduction would be 
988, thus leaving a resulting total of 3,954. 

The first objective of Sub-Goal V is to reduce the number 
of juvenile offenders in school by 20%. The projected 
number of juvenile offenders in school is 158 and a 20% 
reduction would be 32, leaving a total of 126. 

The second'objective in Sub-Goal V is to reduce the recidi­
vism rate of adult offenders by 30%. The statistics fur­
nished by the State Department of Offender Rehabili ta·tion 
reveal that the recidivism rate for offenders of target crimes 
from Fulton County is 64%. A 30%'reduction would be 19% 
leaving a resulting recidivism rate of 45% . 
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The third objective under Sub-Goal V is to reduce the number 
of juvenile offenders in high crime census tracts by l5%. 
A juvenile high crime census tract is one that has two or 
more robberies or five or more burglaries, or a combination 
of five or more robberies and burglaries committed by juve­
niles. Nineteen high crime juvenile census tracts were 
identified. The projected number of juveniles committing 
robberies and burglaries in these census tracts was 248. 
Thus 40% of all juveniles committing robberies and burglaries 
were in these tracts. A 15% reduction would be 6%, leaving 
a resulting figure of 34%. 

The fourth objective under Sub-Goal V is to reduce the projected 
number of juvenile offenders declared delinquent for target 
crimes by 20%. The project number of juveniles declared 
delinquent is 622. A 20% reduction would be 124, leaving a 
resulting total of 498. 

The fifth objective under Sub-Goal V is to reduce the number 
of drug offenders arrested for target crimes by lO%. 
The projected number of drug offenders arres'ted for target 
crimes is 4l3. A lO% reduction would be 4l, leaving a 
re'sulting total'of 372. 

In all cases, the projects will be designed to achieve or 
contribute to the achievement of an objective. Achieving 
the objectives will necessarily insure achievement of the 
Sub-Goals, and likewise achievement of the Sub-Goals will 
necessarily insure achievement of the Impact Goal. 
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3.2.3 Update of the Master Plan 

The information obtained from analysis of the program 
evaluation data and from project evaluations may suggest 
necessary and/or desirable modifications to the Master 
Plan, especially at the objectives and sub-goal levels. 
Quarterly reviews will take place beginning March, 1973, 
in which the sub-goals and objectives will be reviewed 
in light of existing information and increased under­
standing of the crime problem and the means available 
to deal with it. The CAT personnel will prepare the 
appropriate results from the continuing crime analysis 
and project evaluations for presentation' to .the Task 
Force, including: 

1. Who is participating: projects, agencies, and 
data contribution. 

2. Degree of accuracy: on list of Impact projects 
only, spotty data, etc. 

3. Expected or desired changes in the information 
collection: methods and the respective partici­
pants. 

4. Implication of the information for: 

A. Sub-goals and objectives. 

B. Policies and proced~res for the Impact Program. 

Following this presentation and discussion, the Task 
Force will have nine working days to seek additional 
information and to discuss and analyze the presentation. 
On the tenth day, the Task Force will reconvene to: 

1. Support existing sub-goals and objectives.' 

2. Alter existing sub-goals and objectives. 

3. Formulate new sub-goals and objectives. 

3.3 Overview of Prodram Evaluation 

Program evaluation will include evaluation at the follow­
ing levels: 

1. Program Goal: The overall evaluation will assess 
whether the incidence of Impact crime in Atlanta 
was reduced by 5% in two years and by 20% in five 
years . 
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2. Sub-Goals: The sub-goal level of evaluation will 
ass.ess the level of achievement in meeting the 
specified sub-goals as well as in the areas of 
offender, victim, and environment. 

3. Objectives: The objective evaluation will assess 
the level of achievement in meeting the objectives 
at the action level. . 

There are four activities associated with program evalu­
ation: 

. 
1. Conducting continuous evaluation for assessing degree 

of achievement of goal, updating sub-goals and 
objectives, and improving project selection and 
feedback for effective allocation of resources and 
program management. 

2. Conducting semi-annual comprehensive program evalu­
ations. 

3. Conducting yearly evaluation of the Evaluation. 

4. Conducting post-evaluation two and five years 
after initiation of the Program. 

The continuous assessment of indicators will be 
performed monthly, while the comprehensive evaluation 
will take place semi-annually. The yearly evaluation 
of the Evaluation will be conducted by the end of 
August, 1974. The post-evaluation will be conducted 
two and five years after initiation of the Program. 

3.3.1 Continuous Evaluation 

continuous Evaluation of Degree of Attainment of Program 
Goal 

The degree of attainment of the overall g'oal of the 
Impact Program will be evaluated by changes in the 
Program indicators. Changes in the indicators will 

,be analyzed by comparison of changes through time. 
The most feasible approach for Impact to accomplish 
this in Atlanta will be to compare conditions before 
and a'fter Impact. In Atlanta this approach is depen­
dent upon the development of a valid and reliable data 
base to avoid an invalid baseline. 
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Continuous Eval~lation of Individual Program Areas 

Individual program area evaluation will be based 
primarily upon analyzing the effect of complementarity 
and/or duplication of individual projects on the tar­
get sub-goals. Provision for separating the effects 
of the project from other Impact projects direc~ed 
at the same objective will be made at the CAT level. 
Where possible, target and control groups will be used 
to isolate the projects from external effects. In 
addition, to the extent which is pract,ical, projects 
directed at the same objective will be isolated either 
in time or space since thl~ same indicator will be used 
to measure effecliveness. 

Evaluation of groups of projects is also needed to 
assess the relative effectiveness of the various action 
strategies in achieving the goal or sub-goal. For 
example, are projects to change the offense environ­
ment more effective in preventing Impact crimes than 
projects to change victims' behavior? There may be 
a need for grouping projects, such as by geographic 
areas of concentration, target population, or type of 
commercial establishment. The indicators and the 
problem structure defined for the crime analysis pro­
vide the tools for evaluating these groups of projects. 
The relative effectiveness of strategies at the sub­
goal level can be assessed because the quantitative 
sub-goals are connected directly to the goal. At the 
objective level, the relative effectiveness of projects 
in different action areas in terms of achieving the 
sub-goal, as in the example above, may require addi­
tional analysis to assess because the link between 
objectives and sub-goals is not direct. Evaluation of 
the relative effectiveness of several projects aimed 
at the same objective, such as residential versu~:; 
commercial target hardening, will require separating 
the projects either in time or in space (i.e., different 
areas of the City) because the same indicator is' used 
to measure impact. 

In cases where the data defining the indicators are 
inadequate for determining impact, a special study will 
be conducted to acquire the information. 

3.2.2 Semi-Annual Comprehensive Program Review 

A comprehensive review of the program will be conducted 
semi-annually, beginning April 15, 1973. A written 
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report will be prepared discussing the level of program 
achievement relative to: information system, program 
and project management, formulation of sub-goals and 
objectives, status of grant applications, and interim 
conclusions. 

Following this review, the CAT will report its findings 
and judgments to the Task Force. Findings and judgments 
will consist of: 

1. Extent to which the Impact Program is meeting its 
goal, sub-goals, objectives and sup-objectives. 
This shall be a quantitative as well as qualitative 
statement. 

2. Extent to which the project groupings are meeting 
the associated objectives and sub-goals. Measures 
will be both quantitative and qualitative in nature. 

Summaries of these meetings will be available to all 
concerned agencies. 

Yearly Evaluation of the Evaluation 

Consultants who are experienced in the process of evalu­
ation will review and make recommendations regarding the 
operational evaluation of the Atlanta Impact Program. 

Post-Evaluations 

Post-evaluations o~ ~ne e~~ectlVeness and efficiency of 
all phases of the Atlanta Impact Program will be con­
ducted two and five years after the beginning of the 
program. An outside agency or consultants will conduct 
both evaluations. 

The Program Evaluation Process 

The Atlanta Impact Program, viewed as an entity or 
"project", must be evaluated with respect to its goals 
and objectives. The approach taken is to apply the 
procedure developed in Section 2.0 for Project Evalu­
ation. The application is done in the same step-by­
step manner as for the Police Overtime Patrol Project. 
It is stressed that this evaluation is with respect 
to indicators at the objectives, sub-goals, and goal 
levels and is in addition to and supportive of project 
evaluations. Both program and project evaluations 
will be performed. 
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3.4.l step 1: Specif~ the Measurable Program Goals and 
Object;hves 

The output desir<8d from step 1 is summarized oln Figure 
2-2 as: 

1. Measurable goals and objectives which are feasible 
and cost-effective. 

2. Internally consistent criteria, performance mea­
sures, and basJc data elements. 

The goals and of'je(' ti ves in ori terion form were pro­
vided by the plf.'nn lug aC'':ivity and are summarized in 
Exhibi t 3-3. 'r11e I ;;:.: iormance measures are specified 
in Exhibit 3-4. The basic data elements required in 
support of the::;e· quantified goals and objectives are 
lis·tea in Exhibit 3··5. 
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EXHIBIT 3-3 

SUMMARY OF GOAL, SUB-GOALS, AND OBJECTIVES 

FROM TO 

Goal - Reduce stran­
--g8r-to-stranger crime 

and burglary by 5% in 
2 years and by 20% in 
5 years. 

(Robbery) 2,408 
(Burglary) 14,388 
(Total) 16,796 

Sub-Goal I - Reduce num­
ber of high crime cen­
sus tracts by 20%. 

Objective 1. Reduce 
number of burglaries 
in high crime census 
tracts by ~5%. 

Sub-Goal II - Reduce 
number of persons be­
coming victims of tar­
get crimes by 10%. 

Objective 1. Reduce 
open space robberies 
by 20 %. 

Objective 2. Reduce num­
ber of visitors as victims 
of open space robbery by 
25% • 

Sub-Goal III - Decrease 
court processing 
time from indict­
ment to filing. 

Objective 1. Speed up 
bail cases by 25%. 

Objective 2. Decrease 
average transcript 
time by 50%. 

(Average 
Days) 

(Robbery) 
(Burglary) 
(Total) 

(Robbery) 
(Burglary) 
(Total) 

71 

21 

4,908 

2,408 

1,035 

248 

178 

121 
15~ 

272 

III 
92 

203 

2,288 
13,669 
15,957 

17 

4,172 

2,168 

828 

186 

134 

91 
114 
205 

56 
46 

102 

DIFFERENCE 

120 (.2%) 
719 (2%) 
839 (2%) 

4 

736 

240 

207 

62 

44 

30 
37 
67 

55 
46 
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&,{HIBIT 3-3 (Cont I d.) 

Objective 3. Reduce 
juror and witness 
waiting time by 20~ 

Sub-Goal IV - Incre<.tbe 
apprehension rate 
by 5%. 

Ob j ecti ve 1. Re s l-'()nd 
to all target c1:"ilue:::i 
within 4 minutes. 

",.Jbery) 

(B!lrglary) 

Objective 2. InClease (Robbery) 
on-site apprehension (Burglary) 
by 10 %. (Total) 

Objective 3. IncLease (Robbery) 
follow-up apl:Jrebeli::iion (Burglary) 
by 20%. ('l'otal) 

Sub-Goal V - Reduce Lhe 
number of offende.cs 
arrested by 20%. 

Objective 1. Reduue 
the number of juve" 
nile offenders in 
school by 20 %. 

Objective 2. Reduce 
recidivism rate of 
adult offenders by 30%. 

Objective 3. Reduce 
numb.er of juvenile 
offenders in high 

. crime tracts by 15% . 

'fo·tal 
(Adult 

Hohber-;:; 
21.dl,1t 

Burglars 
duvenih-, 

Robbers 
Juvenile 

Burglars 

(Robbery) 
(Burglar?) 

72 

.fRo.H 

UN­
KNOWN 

48% 
l,155 

22% 
3,165 

25% 
4 r 320 

UN­
KNOWN 

693 
1,424 
2,177 

462 
1,740 
2,202 

4,942 

1,155 

3,165 

88 

5.34 

lS8 

40~ 

50 
198 

TO DIFFERENCE 

UNKNOWN UNKNOWN 

53% 5% 
1,276 121 

27% 5% 
3;885 720 

30 %. 5% 
S,J.61 841 

4 MIN. 

762 
1,566 
2,328 

554 
2,088 
2,642 

3,954 

126 

45% 

34% 
43 

169 

UNKNOWN 

69 
142 
211 

92 
348 
440 

988 

32 

19% 

6% 
7 

29 

.J 
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EXHIBIT 3-3 (Cont'd.) 

Objective 4. Reduce 
number of juvenile 
offenders declared 
delinquent by 20%. 

Objective 5. Reduce 
number of <i.rug offen­
ders arrested for 
target crimes by 10%. 

73 

FROM TO DIFFERENCE 

622 498 124 

413 372 4l 
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1. Goal 

Let bOi = 

EXHIBIT 3-4 

PERFORMANCE 'MEASURES 

Number of impact crimes of type i committed 
during the base year, i.e., the year prior 
to implementation of the Impact Program 
where i = 1 (burglary), 2 (robbery), 3 
(aggravated assault), 4 (rape), S (homicide) 

Number of impact crimes of type i committed 
during the second year of the Impact Program 
with i as previously defined. 

Number of impact crimes of type i committed 
during the fifth year after initiation of 
the Impact Program with i as previously 
defined. 

Then, the performance measures for the Goal are: 

1) For two years: bOi - b2i for each impact crime i and 

bOi 

(b
Ol 

+ b
02 

+ b
03

+ b04 + bOS) - (b21 + b22 + b
23 

+ b24 + b2S ) 

(bOl + b 02 + b 03 + b04 + bos) 

2) For five years: bOi - bSi for each impact crime i 

bOi 

(b
Ol 

+ b
02 

+ b
03 

+ b
04 + bos) - (bSl + bS2 + b

S3 
+ 

(bOl 
+ b 02 + b 03 + b 04 + bos) 

2. Sub-Goals 

A. Sub-Goal I 

= Number of high crime cenSU3 tracts (de­
fined as in Exhibit 2-3) in base year. 

:t'l2 = Number of high crime census tracts at end 
of second year. 
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EXHIBIT 3-4 (Cont'd.) 

Then, the performance measure for Sub-Goal I is: 

Sub-Goal II 

Let Po = Number of persons becoming victims of 
target crimes during the base year. 

P2 = Number of persons becoming victims of 
target crimes during the second year. 

Then, the performance measure for Sub-Goal II is: 

Sub-Goal III 

Let to = Average court processing time from in­
dictment to filing of appeal during 
base year. 

= Average court processing time from in­
dictment to filing of appeal during 
year two. 

Then, the performance measure for Sub-Goal III is: 

Sub-Goal IV 

Let r Oi = Apprehension rate for impact crime where 
i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 during the base year. 

r 2i = Apprehension rate for impact crime where 
i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 during the second year. 

Then, the performance measures for Sub-Goal IV are: 

1) r Oi '- r 2i for each impact crime i. 

rOi 
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EXHIBIT 3-4 (Cont'd.) 

2) (rOl + r 02 + r03 + r 04 + rOS) - (r21 + r 22 + r23 + r 24 + r2S) 

(rOl + r 02 + r03 + r 04 + rOS) 

E. Sub-Goal V 

Let mO' . J1 = Number of offenders of type j = 1 (adult), 
2 (juvenile) arrested for impact crime i 
during base year. 

= Number of offenders of type j = 1, 2, 
arrested for impact crime i during second 
year. 

, 
Then, performance measures for Sub-Goal V are: 

1) mOij - m2ij for each impact crime i and offender 
type j. 

2) S 2 S 2 
£ 'i. mO" )~ ~ m2 .. i=l j=l 1J i=l j=l 1J 

3. Objectives 

S 2 
E L mOij 

i=l j=l 

A. Objective I-I 

Let hO = Number of burglaries in high 
tracts during base year. 

h2 = Number of burglaries in high 
tracts during second year. 

crime census 

crime census 

Then, the performance measure for Objective I-I: 

B. Objective 11-1 

Let So = Number of open space robberies during 
.base year. 

S2 = Number of open space robberies during 
second year. 

Then, the performance measure for Objective 11-1 is: 
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EXHIBIT 3-4 (Conti d.) 

Objective 11-2 

Let Vo = Number of visitors as victims of open 
space robbery during base year. 

v = Number of visitors as victims of open 
2 space robbery during second year. 

Then, the performance measure for Objective 11-2 is: 

D. Objective 111-1 

Let WOi = Average court processing time for bail 
cases of impact crime type i during base 
year. 

W
2

J.' = Average court processing time for bail 
cases of impact crime type i during 
second year. 

Then, the performance measure for Objective 111-1 are: 

E. 

1) WOi - W2i for each impact crime type i. 

W 
Oi 

2) 5 5 
~W ,W, 
'- Oi- L 2i 
i=l i=l 

5 

IWoi 
i=l 

Objective 111-2 

Let dO = Average transcript time during base year . 

d 2 = Average transcript time during second year. 

Then, th~ performance measure for Objective 111-2 is: 
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EXHIBIT 3-4 (Cont'd.) 

F. Objective III-3 

Let fO = Average juror and witness waiting time 
during base year. 

f2 = Average juror and witness waiting time 
during second year. 

Then, the performance measure for Objective III-3 is: 

G. Objective IV-l 

Let m = Maximum time to respond to a target crime 
during the second year. 

Then the performance measure for Objective IV-4 is: 

m . .::::::::.:. 4 

H. Objective IV-2 

= Number of on-site apprehensions for impact 
crime type i during base year. 

a 2i = Number of on-site apprehensions for impact 
crime type i during second year. 

Then, the performance measures for Objective IV-2 are: 

1) a , - a 2 , for each impact crime i. 
Ol 1 

a
Oi 

2) 5 5 

2.. a Oi 22i 
i=l i=l 

5 
laOi 
1=1 

I. Objective IV-3 

Let fOi = Number of follow-up apprehensions for 
impact crime type i during base year. 
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EXHIBIT 3 -4 .( Cont ' d. ) 

f
2

,. = Number of follow-up apprehensions for 
1 impact crime type i during second year. 

Then, performance measures for Objective IV-3 are: 

1) fOi - f2i for each impact crime i. 

2) 5 foi 5 
L f O' -lfo' 
. 1 1 . 1 1 1= 1= 

5 
.1: fOi 
1=1 

J. Objective V~l 

Let Co - Number of juvenile offenders in school 
during base year. 

c 2 = Number of juvenile offenders in school 
during second year. 

Th~n, the performance measure for Objective V-l is: 

K. Objective V-2 

= Recidivism rate of adult offenders during 
base year. 

d 2 = Recidivism rate of adult offenders during 
second year. 

Then, the performance measure for Objective V-2 is: 

L. Objective V-3 

Let go - Number of juvenile offenders in high crime 
tracts during base year. 

g2 = Number of juvenile offenders in high crime 
tracts during second year. 
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EXHIBIT 3-4 (Cont'd.) 

Then, the performance measure for Objective V-3 is: 

M. Objective V-4 

Let kO _ Number of juvenile offenders declared 
delinquent during base year. 

k = Nnmber of juvenile offenders declared 
2 delinquent during second year. 

Then, the performance measure for Objective V~4 is: 

N. Objective V-5 

Let qo = Number of drug offenders arrested for 

target crimes during base year. 

q2 = Number of drug offenders arrested for 

target crimes during second year. 

Then, the performance measure for Objective V-5 is: 
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EXHIBIT 3-5 

BASIC DATA ELEMENTS 

1. Number of Impact crimes for each Impact crime category 
and for base year, second year, and fifth year. 

2. Number of high crime census' tracts in base year and second 
year . 

A. Number of robberies by census tract for base year 
and second year . 

B. Number of burglaries by census tract for base year 
and second year . 

3. Number of persons becoming victims of target crimes in base 
year and second year. 

4. Average court processing time from indictment to filing of 
appeal for base year and second year. 

A. Court processing times frOD indictment to filing of 
appeal for base year and second year. 

5. Apprehension rate for Impact crime i for base year and 
second year. 

A. Number of apprehensions by Impact crime type for base 
and second year. 

B. Number of crimes given by 1. 

6. Number of juvenile and number of adult offenders arrested 
for Impact crime i during base and second year. 

7. Number of burglaries in high crime census tracts for base 
year and second year. 

8. Number of open space robberies during base year and second 
year. 

9. Number of visitors as victims of open space robbery during 
base year and second year. 

10. Average court processing time for bail cases of Impact crime 
type i during base year and second year. 

A. Court processing times for bail cases of Impact crime 
type i during base year and second year. 
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t. 

11. Average transcript time during base year and second year. 

A. Transcript times for base year and second year. 

12. Average juror and witness wa7ting time during base year 
and second year. 

A. Juror waiting times for base year and second year. 

B. Witness waiting times for base year and second year. 

13. Maximum time to respond to a target crime during second 
year. 

A. Times to respond to each target crime during second 
year. 

14. Number of on-site apprehensions for Impact crime type i 
for base year and second year. 

15. Number of follow-up apprehensions for Impact crime type 
i for base year and second yoar. 

16. Number of juvenile offenders In school during base year 
and second year. 

17. Recidivism rate of adult offenders during base year and 
second year. 

18. Number of juvenile offenders in high crime tracts during 
base year and second year. 

19. Number of juvenile offenders declared delinquent during 
base year and second year. 

20. Number of drug offenders arrested for target crimes 
during base year and second year. 
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3.4.2 Step 2: Formulate a Practical Evaluation Design 

The output desired from Step :::: is summarized on Figure 
2-3 as: 

1. Practical evaluation design. 

2. Required basic data elements. 

Since the goals, sub-goals and objectives ar~ all based 
on city-wide data, it is not deemed possible to identify 
a control group. Therefore, a "before-after" design 
is selected. The summary presented in Exhibit 3-3 in­
dicates the "before" and "desired after" for each qoal, 
sub-goal, and objective for which data is available. 
It is stressed that the data in Exhibit 3-3 is the best 
data available at the time this plan was prepared 
(November, 1972). The figures will be updated as bet-
ter data become available. Thus, a "before-after" 
design is sufficient for performance measurement and 
is practical. 

Each performance measure will be computed semi-annually 
for the semi-annual comprehensive pr.ogram review. 
Since interim accomplishment of objectives, sub-goals, 
and goal is a function of the time phasing of the indi­
vidual projects and since this time phasing is not 
known, specific interim levels of accomplishment are 
not specified in advance of the semi-annual reviews 
consistent with the time phasing of projects. 

Other than requiring that the basic data elements be 
available semi-annually, there is no modification re­
quired to the data elements specified in Exhibit 3-5. 

3.4.3 Step 3: Specify Data Collection Procedures 

The output desired from Step 3 is summarized on Figure 
2-4 as: 

Specification of data collection procedures . 
which includes: 

1. Basic data elements. 

2. Data source (by agency for progra11l evaluation) . 

3. Form of the data-
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4. Frequency at which data will be reported. 

5. Design of the data forms. 

The data collection procedures and associated information 
systems are summarized in two forms: 

1. Discussion of information system (Exhibit 3-6) . 

2. Summary identifying problem component, timing, and 
agency source of the data (Exhibit 3-7) . 

, 
Taken together, these summaries specify the output re­
quired from Step 3. Note that the specific data e]e­
ments include those data elements required for perfor­
mance measurement (evaluation) and additional data 
elements from which insights can be generated which 
will assist in future planning and evaluation. 
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3.4.4 Step 4: Specify Data Reduction and Analysis Methods 

The desired output from step 4 is summarized on Figure 
2-5 as: 

1. Determine if the program attained its specified 
goals, sub-goals, and objectives. 

2. Determine if the levels of accomplishro.ent are 
significant - since there is no control group, 
the determination must be based on statfstical 
tests of a "before-after" nature. 

3. Identify individual(s) responsible for program 
evaluation. 

4. Determine points in time at which evaluation 
should be perforrr·ed. 

5. Determine who could use the results of the analysis. 

6. Provide the mechanisms for reporting the results. 

Exhibit 3-8 presents the decision criteria which will 
be used to determine if the program attained its 
specified goal, sub-goals, and objectives. Statis­
tical significance will be examined only at the goal 
level because the data is not available for a time 
series (regression) analysis at the other levels. It 
was deemed not to be cost-effective to collect the 
required data. 
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EXHIBIT 3-6 

INFORMATION SYSTEMS: DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

Summary 

The Impact Team will implement, on an incremental basis, a 
data collection and analysis system in the following agencies: 

Police: 

Prosecution: 

Courts: 

Corrections: 

Atlanta Police Department 

Fulton County District Attorney's Office 

Atlanta Municipal Court and Fulton County 
Superior Court 

Georgia Department of Offender 
Rehabilitation 

Related social agencies, such as HEW, LABOR, OEO, etc., will 
also become directly involved in the total program effort by 
providing relevant data and technical assistance to the Impact 
Team, and program assistance to identified Impact offenders . 

The incremental data analysis effort will consist of an ini­
tial, a refined, and an on-going operational analysis pro­
gram in each of the above mentioned agencies. These steps 
are defined below . 

In the Police Department, the reference is to offense reports 
that generate the street information and arrest reports that 
generate the arrest and identification segment of an offender 
based tracking system (OBTS). In the Prosecutor's Office and 
the courts, the concern is with the judicial segment of OBTS; 
and in corrections, the interest is with the custodial segment. 

In the initial and refined phases of data analysis in the 
above agencies, the Impact Team has and will manually conduct 
random sampling of data and an examination of the internal 
data mechanisms producing the data. The operational analysis 
phase is the automated police records program of the City 
and the OBTS,program of the State. The last phase, opera­
tional analysis, is the result of perfecting and improving 
upon the data collection vehicle and the integrity of the 
data developed in the first two phases. Each phase gives 
the Impact Team and the agencies involved more timely, 
accurate, and detailed data on crimes, criminals, and criminal 
activity, from which crime reducing 'programs can be identi­
fied, developed, revised, improved, modified 1 or phased out . 
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EXHIBIT 3-6.(cont'd.) 

The end product is an automated data generating system 
built into the operational agencies from which continuous 
data can be received and subjected to analysis by the Impact 
Team and tl .. "". operational agencies involved. 

Police Records 

Initial Analysis: In order to immediately and effectively 
determine exactly where the crime specific problems are in 
Atlanta, the Impact Team, assisted by student help, manaully 
reviewed the first six months' crime reports, of the Atlanta 
Police Department and designated the location o£ the four 
types of Impact crimes by census tracts. A census tract 
overlay was developed for the existing beat structure. 
This "initial data collection operation was completed for 
the existing beat structure. This initial data collection 
operation was completed for the Master Plan. 

Identifying the .location of Impact crimes, coupled with the 
Uniform Crime Report data elements for each crime, provided 
an immediate knowledge of the crime problem in Atlanta re­
garding who, what, when, where, why and how, from which 
meaningful decisions about the allocation of resources can 
be made and justified until the long-range records system is 
operational . 

Refined Analysis: From January through December, 1972, a 
modified random sampling collection effort with upgraded 
data elements will continue. During this period of time, 
the data capturing vehicle and the data itself will be 
refined so as to articulate better the basis from which 
decisions are made concerning the designation and monitor-
ing of Impact programs. It will be compatible with the police 
modified field report format. 

Operational Analysis: Manual manipulation of police records 
of the volume and size of the Atlanta Police Department is 
not feasible over a long period of time. Therefore, utili­
zing the new Atlanta Police Department report writing system 
(Which has the necessary data elements the Crime Analysis 
Team,needs for analysis) and the demographic information 
the Atlanta Regional COIT®ission has available, a computer 
program will be written by March/April, 1973, which will 
provide, on at least a monthly basis, a meaningful and inter­
pre'table printout for the Crime Analysis 'ream and the 
Atlanta Police Department's Research and Development staff. 
It will be retroactive for data from January, February, and 
March of 1973. 
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EXHIBIT 3-6 (cont'd.) 

The computer programs above will either be. written by the 
City Electronic Data Processing Center, or a request for 
proposal (RFP} will be disseminated if the City does not 
have the programming personnel available for this task. 
If the program is written by a consultant, he will be 
selected on the basis of his responsiveness to the RFP 
and an evaluation of his capabilities to perform the work. 
The estimated cost of writing the program is $50,000. 

The police records crime analysis module will allow for the 
graphical and tabular display of information .concerning: 

1. Distribution of offenses by type and value. 

2. Distribution of offenses by census block. 

3. Distrubtion of offenses by time of day and day of week. 

4. Characteristics of crime victims and premises associated 
with crimes. 

5.. Level of force and violence, and types of weapons used. 

6. Degree of drug or alcohol involvement in the crime. 

7. Other relationships as found to be appropriate. 

The socio-economic data available from the Atlanta Regional 
Commission for programming are: 

1. 1970 U.S. Census data (education, quality of housing, 
employment, income, etc.). 

2. Number of housing units by structure,type,and race of 
occupant • 

3. Land use identification and quantification by residential 
and commercial structures . 

4. Employment data by number employed and type of establish­
ment . 

Prosecution/Courts 

Initial Analysis: In order to immediately obtain summary 
statistics on Atlanta Impact offenders moving through the 
City, County, and State criminal justice agencies handling 
them, the Court Specialist for the Impact Team, accompanied 
by some student help, utilized a modification of Project 
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EXHIBIT 3-6 (cont'd.) 

SEARCH Technical Report No. 3 (Designing Statewide Criminal 
Justice Statistics. Systems) to manually track a representative 
number of Impact offenders through the existing system in 
order to have, at the present time, some meaningful data 
on the administration of the system. This was completed 
between August l5 and August 22, 1972. As mentioned in 
the Summary, the internal data gathering mechanisms as well 
as data availability were examined at this step. 

Refined Analysis: Although the initial samplipg effort will 
develop some meaningful data, a random sampling prDgram will 
continue until the long-range, fully implemented OBTS system 
is operational by the Georgia Crime Information Center (GCIC) 
under the State Division of Investigation (DOl}. The refined 
analysis program at this step will again improve the integrity 
of the data and the capability to collect it, in further-
ance of the implementation of the State OBTS program and the 
development or monitoring of Crime Impact programs. 

The data elements for the interim and refined system are 
basically the same whether tracking adults or juveniles. 
Although the Fulton County Juvenile Court has a semi­
automated OBTS system, it still will regui.re some manual 
manipulation of the data available in order to produce 
meaningful outputs for analysis. Although the Juvenile 
Court will not be a part of the State's OBTS program, any 
future upgrading of the juvenile system should be compatible 
with the State and National system being developed . 

Operational Analysis: The Crime Commission of the State or 
Georgia recently adopted a Master Plan for the design, develop­
ment, and implementation of a State criminal justice infor­
mational system. The Division of Investigation's GC~C has 
already been in touch wit~ the Atlanta Police Department 
concerning its submission of the arrest and identification 
segments of OBTS. These two agencies are awaiting FBI­
NCIC-Identification approval for the Atlanta Police 
Department to begin submitting a single fingerprint card 
to FBI-Identification via GCIC. Approval was forthcoming on 
August 9, 1972 . 

The Fulton County Superior Court has received a FY 1972 block 
action grant award totaling $3l7,OOO federal dollars for 
the automation of the court administration system, which in­
cludes the collection and processing of the data elements 
under the judicial segment of OBTS. 

Th.e tracking of juveniles being arrested for Impact offenses 
through the Fulton County Juvenile Court h.as previously 
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EXHIBIT 3-6 ~cont'd.) 

been discussed. The existing automated system is sophisti­
cated enough.t that, with little effort, a permanent manual 
format can be developed which would provide continued data 
for analysis. The per.manent manual tracking format will be 
developed by the Impact Team from their experiences learned 
under the initial and refined analysis efforts in the Juvenile 
Court. The operational analysis system for the Juvenile 
Court will be in effect by April, 1973. 

The groundwork is therefore being laid i 'he Atlanta metro 
area with the police, prosecution, and c for assisting 
the State in developing its system. The ": ct Team will 
take this opportunity to coordinate its ac' ';.' ~ties with 
GCIC in developing the OBTS capability in the.~ Atlanta 
metro area and within the State Department. of Offender 
Reh2bili tation for fulfilling the require;t\ents under the 
custodial segment. 

The State will be forwarding its first NCIC Computerized 
Criminal History tape to the FBI on Janua~y 1, 1973. The 
Impact 'ream will utilize its position to :ouLl.d upon the 
in~egrity and completeness of this tape by coordinating 
its activities with the above mentioned crireinal justice 
agencies, especially during the next six months in its 
development of the analysis phases. This tape and its 
expanded data capability under LEAA's OETS will provide 
the Impact Team with on-going data for analysis sometime 
in early 1973. The Division of Investigation has not yet 
finalized this date. 

The Impact Team does not plan to build its own informational 
system. It also feels that sophisticated modeling and 
forecasting are not necessary tools for carrying out the 
objectives of the initial and refined stages of analysis. 
It is intended that the data analysis program development 
be such that the outputs-printouts will be in the format 
that suggests ease of interpretation and analysis by the 
Impact staff . 
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EXHIBIT 3-6 (cont'd.) 

TASK TIME TABLE: DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

POLICE 

Agencies 
and 

Tasks 

Records: Offenses 

OBTS: Arrest 
Identification 

PROSECUTION 

OBTS: Judicial 

COURTS 

Juvenile 

OBTS: Arrest 
. Judicial 

Adult 

OBTS: Judicial 

CORRECTIONS 

INITIAL ANALYSIS 

Random Sampling 

Manual 

Dates 

14-25 Aug. '72 

14 Aug.- 1 Sept. '72 

15 Aug.- 1 Sept. '72 

16 Aug.-- 1 Sept. '72 

16 Aug.- 1 Sept. '72 

REFINED ANALYSIS 

Random Sampling 

Manual 

Dates 

Jan.- Mar. '73 

1 Sept. '72 - Mar. '73 

Same as above. 

Jan. - Feb.' 73 

Jan.- Aug. '73 

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS 
(On-Going) 

All Offenses & Offenders 

Automated 

Dates 

Mar. '73 - On-Going 

Mar. '73 - On-Going 

Same a.s above. 

Jan.'73 - On-Going 
Semi-Automated 

Mar. '73 - On-Going l~t~. 

I: OBTS, Custodial I 17 Aug. - 1 Sept.' 72 Same as above. Same as above. 
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NOTE: Al~ data will be coJlected at a frequency 
consistent with ·the Semi-Annual Program 
Reviews. 

EXHIBIT 3-7 

SUMMARY REGAPDING DATA ELEMENTS 

PROBLEM 
COMPONENTS 

Crime Pro­
blem 

Prevention 

DATA 
IND I CA'rO::..:R:.::S::.-:-__ ---=E~,L::.:E::.:' ME:=:N:.:..;T::,:S::'-_I-. ___ S_O.,;..U_R...:,C.,;..E __ --. 

Number of re­
ported inci­
dents/l,OOO 
popUlation 

Location 

Residential 

Commercial 

Open Space 

Security 
Devices 

Time 

Individual 
category 
totals 

Census Block 

House 
Apartment 
Project House 
Hotel/Mo·tel 
Other 

Banks 
Gas Stations 
Liquor Stores 
Food Market:s 
Prepared Food 
Stores 

Merchandise 
Stores 

O·ther 

Street 
Alley 
Par.k 
Parking Lot 
Ot.her 

Silent Alarm 
Audible 
Securi·ty 

Guard 
O·ther 
None 

Field Reports 

Field Reports 

Field Reports 

Field Reports 

Field Reports 

Field Reports 

Day of week Field Reports 
Hour (8-4, 4-8, 

8-12, 12-8) 
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PROBLEM 
COMPONENT 

Detection 
and Appre­
hension 

EXHIBIT 3-7 (Cont'd.) 

INDICATORS 

Victim Age 
Sex 

DATA 
ELEMENTS 

Race 
Residence 

(Census Block) 
Residence/ 
Visitor 

SOURCE 

Field Reports 

Level of Force Injury Against Field Reports 

Stolen 
Property 

Response Time 

Arrest Rate 

conviction 
Rate 

Offender 

Person 
hospital 
non-hospital 
none 

Force Against 
Building 

yes-no 
Point of 
entry 
(window; 
door) 

Currency Field Reports 
Small Appliances 
Negotiable 

Papers 
Jewelry and Pre­
cious Metals 
Office Equipment 
Home Entertain-

ment 
Other 

Time of Call Communication 
Time of Dis-
patch 

Time of Arrival Dispatch Card 
Time of In-Ser-
vice 

Immediate 
Follow-up 

Arrest Report 

Number Arrested Arrest Report 
Number Convictec 

Race 
Age 

Offender 
Tracking 

94 Sex 
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PROBLEM 
COMPONENT 

Adjudica­
tion 
Adults 

EXHIBIT 3-7 (Cont'd.) 

INDICATORS 
DATA 

ELEMENTS 

Pre-Trial 

Trial 

Residence 
Drug Use 

Previous Con­
victions 

Target Crimes 
Other Felony 
Other 
Employment/Edu-
cation Status \ 

On bond, proba-· 
tion or parole 

Time since last 
arrest 

Bailor incar­
cerated 

Re-arrested 
other. charge 
(target­
felony­
other) 

Indicted (origi­
nal charge­
lesser included 
offense) 

Dismissed-Pre­
liminary hear­
inq 

Time from 
Arrest 

Plea (Guilty­
Not Guilty) 

Counsel (Court­
appointed Pub­
lic Defender, 
Self) 

By Jury 

By Judge 

9p 

SQUHCE 

State Drug 
Program 

D.A. Files 

Offender 
Tracking 

Offender 
Tracking 

~ .... 
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PROBLEM 
COMPONENT 

EXHIBIT 3-7 (Cont'd.) 

INDICATORS 

Trial Dispo­
sition 

Review Time 

DATA 
ELEMENTS 

Not Guilty 
Probation 
Prison 
J'ail 
Fine 
Suspended 
Civil.Commit-
ment 

Disposition to 
Filing 

Filing to Appel­
late Opinion 

Adjudication Pre-Trial 
Juvenile 

Released or In­
carcerated 

Post-Adju­
dication 
Adults 

Re-Arrested 
other charge 

Dismissed-Prel. 
Hearing 

Bound over 
Superior Court 

Remanded-Juve­
nile Court 

Formal Hearing Adjudged not 
delinquent 

Disposition 

Sen·tence 

96 

Adjudged delin­
quent 

Time from 
Arrest 

Bound over to 
Superior Court 

Probation 

Cornrnitment­
State Juvenile 
Institution 

Prison (years) 
Suspended 
Probation 

(years) 
Fine 

SOURCE 

Offender 
Tracking 

Offender 
Tracking 

Juvenile 
Court 

Juvenile 
Court 

Juvenile 
Court 

Offender 
Tracking 

...... 
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PROBLEM 
COMPONENT 

Post Adju­
dication 
Juveniles 

EXHIBIT 3-7 (Cont'd.) 

DATA 
INDICATORS ELEMENTS 

Probation Re-arrest with 

Parole 

Sentence 

Probation 

97 

conviction 

Crime convicted 
for (target­
felony-other) 

Time to re­
arrest 

Employment 
Status 

Income 

Education 

Caseload per 
probation 
officer 

Re-arrest with 
conviction 

Crime convicte.d 
for 

Time to re­
arrest 

Employment 
Status 

Income 

Education 

Caseload per 
parole officer 

Probation (time) 
State Inst. 

(time) 
By crime cate­

gory 

Re-arrest with 
judgment of 
guilt 

Crime re-arrest 
for 

SOURCE 

County 
Probation 

County 
Probation 

State' 
Corrections 

Juvenile Court 

Juvenile Court 



PROBLEM 
COMPONENTS 

Demographic 
Profile 

EXHIBIT 3-7 (Cont'd •. L 

INDICATORS 

Census 
Tracts 

98 

DATA 
ELEMENTS 

Time till 
re~arrest 

Employment/ 
Education 
Status 

Case load/pro­
bat ion officer 

Age Distribu­
tion 

Sex Distribu­
tion 

Race Distribu­
tion 

Education Dis-
tribution 

Housing 
Employment 
Average Income 
Transient 
population 
Density 

SOURCE 

ARC 
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DECISION CRITERIA FOR PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

1. Goal 

A. Two years: 

bOi - b 2i 
bOi ? .OS for each Impact crime i. 

S z:.. bOi -
i=l .OS 

B. Five years: 

b - b
Si Oi 2- .20 

bOi 

S S 
~ b Oi - '[bSi 

i=l i=l 7 .20 
bSi 

2. Sub-Goal I 

nO - n 2 .20 / 
nO 

\ ; 3. Sub-Goal II 

Po - P
2 >- .10 

Po 

99 
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EXHIBIT 3-8 (Cont'd.) 

Sub-Goal III 

Sub-Goal IV 

rOi - r2i ~ .05 for each Impact crime i. 

rOi 

5 5 
L rOi - 2- r2i 
i=l i=l >- .05 

Sub-Goal V 

5 
.E, rOi 

1=1 

mO" - m2 · . 1J 1J 

mOij 

>-

5 2 5 2 

.20 for each Impact Crime i, 

and each offender type j. 

2_ L mo .. _ E. X ... m') , , 
i=l j=l 1J i=J j=l··l~. 2: .20 

5 2 
r. Em£ .. , 1 . 1J 1= J= 

Objective I-l 

Objective II-l 

100 
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EXHIBIT 3-8 (Cont'd.) 

9. Objective II-2 

10. Objective III-1 

1l. 

12 • 

13. 

Objective 

Objective 

Objective 

WOi - W2i ~ .25 for each Impact crime i. 

WOi 

5 
~W.­
c- OJ. 

i=l 

5 
L W2i 

i=l >- .25 -------

III-2 

dO - d 2 >- .50 

dO 

III-3 

fO - £2 :::::::>- .20 

fO 

IV-1 

m > 4 

14. Objective IV-2 

a Oi - a 2i ;> .10 for each Impact crime i. 

aOi 

5 
L aOi -

i=l 
5 
t: aO' . 1 J. J.= 

.10 
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EXHIBIT 3-8 (Cont'd.) 

IS. Objective IV-3 

16. 

17 . 

18. 

19. 

20. 

fOi - f2i ~ .20 for each Impact crime i. 

fOi 

S S 
L fOi - L f2i 
i=l i=l > .20 

S 

L fa· . 1 ~ 
~= 

Objective V-I 

Co c 2 

Co 

Objective V-2 

dO - d2 
dO 

Objective V-3 

go - g2 :> 
go 

Objective V-4 

kO - k2 

kO 

Objective V-S 

qo - q2 

qo 

> .20 

2- .30 

.1S 

..> .20 

2- .10 
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The statistical analyses associated with the impact 
crimes of burglary, robbery, aggravated assault, 
homicide, and rape are presented in Exhibit 3-9. 
The results of the statistical analyses give the 
following conclusions: 

1. Any reduction to the 1972 best estimate of to,tal 
burglaries· (1'5,519) will be statistically signi­
ficant fer 1973 and 1974 with a confidence level 
of 95%. 

2. With a confidence level.2_f 90% f a ~ or greater 
reduction to the 1972 ~cst estimate of ~ota1 rob­
beries (3,380) will be statistically significant 
for 1973, and a 16% or greater reduction to the 
1972 best estimate-of total robberies (3,380) will 
be statistically 3ignificant for 1974. 

3. There is no observable trend in the data for aggra­
vated assault, for rape t or for homicide. How­
ever, there is a linear trend apparent in the sum 
of these data. The sum (aggravated assault + 
rape + homicide) is referred to as "violent crimes." 

A. with a confidence level of 95%, a 20% reduction 
to the 1972 best estimate of total violent 
crimes (2,831) will be statistically significant 
for both 1973 and 1974. 

B. With a confidence level of 90%, an 8% or greater 
reduction to the 1972 best estimate-of total 
violent crimes (2,831) will be statistically 
significant for 1973 and a 3% or greater reduc­
tion to the 1972 best estimate of total violent 
crimes (2,831) will be statistically signifi­
cant for 1974 . 

The considerations of personnel responsible for pro­
gram evaluation, who will receive the results of the 
program evaluation, and mechanisms for reporting 
results are discussed in depth in the "Management of 
Evaluation" section. Program evaluation will be timed 
consistent with the Semi-Annual Comprehensive Program 
Evaluations . 
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EXHIBIT 3-9 

SUMY1ARY OF S'mTISTICAL ANALYSES 

1- BASIC DATA 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Aggravated 

Year Burglaries Robberies Assaults Ibrnicides Rapes (3)+(4)+(5) 

1965 4,820 513 954 110 159 . 1,223 
1966 5,291 573 997 127 164 . 1,288 
1967 5,646 742 916 159 171 1,246 
1968 7,149 926 991 195 131 1,316 
1969 8,740 1,229 1,260 186 193 1,639 
1970 11,529 2,184 1,362 259 218 1,839 
1971 13,726 2,323 1,996 249 325 2,570 

NOI'E: The data and subsequent analyses will be upjated as soon as 
1972 data is available. 

2. CAID,JIATION OF REGRESSION EQUATIONS 

A. Burglaries: Linear Regression for 1967-1971 Data 

x -
1967 1 
1968 2 
1969 3 
1970 4 
1971 5 

15 

~y = aBn + ~~x 

~xy = a~ + bB!X2 

YB = 

x2 

1 
4 
9 

16 
25 
55 

or 

aB -l %x 

y xy y2 

5,646 5,646 31,877,316 
7,149 14,298 51,108,201 
8,740 26,220 76,387,600 

11,529 46,116 132,917,841 
13,726 68,630 188,403,076 
46,790 160,910 480,684,034 

46,790 = 5aB + 15~ 

160,910 = 15aB + 55~ 

Thus, aB = 3,198 and bB = 2,054, yielding YB = 3,198 + 2,054x . 

104 
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EXHIBIT 3-9 (Cont' d. ) 

B. Robberies: logarithmic Regression for 1966-1971 Data 

log YR = log aR + (log ba) x 

x - x2 log Y 

1966 1 1 2.7582 
1967 2 4 2.8704 
1968 3 9 2.9666 
1969 4 16 3.0899 
1970 5 25 3.3393 
1971 6 36 3.3761 

21 91 18.4005 

l:log Y = n (log aR) + (£x) log ba 

~x(log Y) = ~x) (log aR) + ~2) (log ba) 

or 

18.4005 = 42 (log aR) + 21(log bR) 

66.7115 = 21(log aR) + 91(log bR) 

x(log Y) 

2.7582 
5.7408 
8.8998 

12.3596 
16.6965 
20.2566 
66.7115 

Thus, log aR = 2.6048 and log ba = .1320, yielding 
log YR = 2.6048 + .1320x. 

(log Y) 2 

7.6176 
8.2369 
8.8209 
9.5481 

11.1556 
11.4244 
56.8035 

C. Violent Crimes: Linear Regression for 1968-1971 Data 
(Aggravated As saul t + Rape + Homicide) 

There is no observable trend in the data for aggravated 
assault, rape, or homicide. However, there is a linear 
trend apparent in the sum of these data. Since the sum 
represents the IIvio1ent, n as contrasted with "property," 
crj.rnes, it was decided to work with the sum for the 
purpose of statistical significance. Performmce 
measures are defined for each crime type, however • 

:).05 
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EXHIBIT 3-9 (Cont'd. ) 

1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 

£y=an+bfx v v 

x -
1 
2 
3 
4 

10 

~xy = CVfx + bv~2 

Yv 
= 

x2 

1 
4 
9 

16 
30 

or 

a +bx 
v v 

Y XX 

1,317 1,317 
1,639 3,278 
1,839 5,517 
2,570 10,280, 
7,365 20,392 

7365 = 4av + 10bv 

20,3~2 = 10~ + 30bv 

Thus, a
v 

= 851.5 and bv = 395.9 yielding 

Yv = 851.5 + 39S.9x. 

CAI.CUI.ATICN OF BEST POINT ESTTIiATES 

A. Burglaries: 

YB (1972) = 3,198 + 2,054(6) = 15,519 

yB(1973) = 3,198 + 2,054(7) = 17,673 

YB(1974) = 3,198 + 2,054(8) = 19,727 

B. Robberies: 

log YR (1972) = 2.6048 + .1320(7) = 3.5288 

YR(1972) = 3,380 

log yR(1973) = 2.6048 + .1320(8) = 3.6608 

YR (1973) = 4,580 

log YR (1974) = 2.6048 + .1320(9) = 3.7928 

yR(1974) = 6,205 

106 

y2 

1,734,489 
2,686,321 
3,381,921 
6',604,900 

. 14,407 I 631 
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EXHIBIT 3-9 (Cont 1d.) 

c . Violent Crimes: 

yv(1972) == 851.5 + 395.9(5) == 2,831 

yv(1973) = 851.5 + 395.9(6) == 3,227 

yv(1974) = 851. 5 + 395.9(7) = 3,623 

4. CALCULATION OF % REDUCTION '1"0 1972 BEST J!;STIMA'l'E 'WHICH W)UID BE 
STATISTICALLY SIGNIFICANI' vlliEN COt-lPARFD WITH 1973 AND" 1974 
ESTIMATES: - I 

A 
let y(1973) = (l:?-st estimate for 1972 - r~uction) 

y (1974) _. (best estimat,e for 1972 - reduction) 

NOl'E: vihen the data are available, the "best estirrate for 
197211 will be repla,ced by 111972 actuaP for burglary, 
robbery, and violent crimes. 

For each cr:iJne type (burglary, r0bber¥, violent crimes), the 
percentage reduction is sought which '"''QuId be sufficiently large 
to reject HO and accept HI where: 

A 

~o: y(1973) == y(1973) 

'" HI: y (1973) < Y (1973) 
and 

HO: y(1974) == y(1974) 

HI: y(1974) < y(1974) 

with serrE specified level of confidence. 

Sipce it is a,lways somewhat risky to use r~gression analysis 
fer extrapolation (extirnating future values), the five-year 
analysis is not done. Further, the percentage reduction cal­
culated here must be viewect as preliminary estimates y,1}1ich will 
be updated when 1972 data is available. The method is valid and 
is illustrative of the procedure to be used on the 1972 data. 

For th:eP:::::: :e: (~) (lr+o

; :9::~~e:)2y/2 
where ~ is the t-statistic with level of; confidenceo<. and n-2 
degrees of freedom, x is the a.verage of the x' s, and Se and Sxx 
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EXHIBIT 3-9 (Cont'd.) 

are defined in the calculations. Then, HO can be rejected if 
(\ 

or y (1974) < yc,",.e (1974). 9 ( 19 7 3) < y,:. ( 19 7 3 ) 
, ..... 

Thus, for each type of crime and for each futur,e year, the 
minimal percentage reductiqn is sought which will give the 
above results. 

A. Burglaries: 

Sx~ = n~x2 ..., (~x) 2 = 5(55) - 15(15) = 50 ...-

Syy = n~y2 - (ly) 2 = 5(480,684,034) - 2,190,204,100 = 

213,116,070, 

S = nlxy - (Ix) (£y I '- 5 (160 , 910) - 15 (46 , 790 ) = !.9 2 • 700 xy 

S 2 
e 

2 = SxxSyy - (Sxy) 
. n (n..-2) (5 ) 

xx 

144,685 , 

Thus, for 0( = .05, 

= (50) (213,116,070)-(102,700)2 = 
- I '5(3) (50) 

Y~~B(1973) = y B(1973) - t~(Se) ~ + ~ + n(X~::)~]1/2 

= 17,673 - (2.353) (380) [1 + ~ + 5(~~2.5)~1/2 

= 17,673 - 893.14(1.55) = 17,673 - 1,385 

= 16,288. 

Ye( B (19 7 4) = 
-R 

y (1974) 
B 

= 19,727 -

- ~(Se) ~ + ~ +n(x~::)2]1/2 

(2.353)(380) [1 +'!.+ 5(7-2.5)2]1/2 
5 50 

= 19,727 - 893.14(1.8) = 19,727 - 1,708 

= 18,019. 
I 
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EXHIBIT 3-9 (Cont'd.) 

Since 

YB(1972) = 15,519 < Y~ (~974) = 18,019, 
'X B 

any percentage reduction to the 1972 be~t estimate will be 
statistically significant with a confidence level of 95%. 

~, Robberies: 

." S = nlx2 - (ix) 2 = 6 (91) - (21) 2 = 105 
xx -

Slog y.log Y = n [£(log y)2] - (Ilog y)2 = 6(56.8035) - 338.66 

= 2.1610 

sx.log Y = n~ (x-log y) - ((x) (Uog Y) :,. 6(66.7115) - '(21) (18.4005) 

= 13.8690 

Se = SXXSlog Y'log Y ~ (Sx.l89 y)2 = 105(2.1610) - (13.8690)2 
n (n-2) (Sxx> 6 (4) (105) 

= .0177 

Se ~ .1330 

Thus, for eo< = .10~ 

log Y,",~R (1973) = log YR (1973) - t",(Se) t +!n + n(x~~) ~1/2 

Y.c (1973) 
~R 

= 3.6608 - (1.533) (.1330) [1 + ! + 6(1_3)211
/

2 

, 6 ],05 J 
= 3.6608 - .204(1.45) = 3.6608 - .2958 

= 3.3650 

= 2,333. 
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EXHIBIT 3-9 (Cont'd.) 

log ~R(1974) ~ log YR(1974) - t~(Se) l~ + ~ + n(X~::)2jl/2 

::: 3.7928 - .204 ~ + ! + 6(8-3)2Jl/2 
L ~ 105, 

= 3.7928 - .f04(1.65) ::: 3.7928 - .3366 

::: 3.4562 

y R(1974) 
X 

::: 2,869. 

Sinc~ 
3,380 - 2,333 _ 1,050,,-,,34% 

3,380 - 3,380 --
and 

3,380 - 2,869::: 511 ........ 16% , 
3,380 I 3,380 --

then it can be concluded with a confidence level of 90% that a 
32% or greate~ reduction to ti1e 1972 best estimate will be 
statistical~y significant for 1973 anQ a 16% or greater 
reduction to the 1972 best estimate will ~ statistically 
significant for 1974. 

C. Violent Crimes: 

S ::: n~2 - (Ex)2 ::: 4(30) - (10)2 ::: 20 xx 

S ~ nfy2 - (~)2::: 4(14,407,631) - (7(365)2::: 3,397,299 
yy, 

SX''; ::: nLxy - (~x) (~y) :::; 4 (20, 3~2) - 10 (7 , 365) ::: 7,918 

2 ) 2 2 Se ::: SxxSyy -. (Sxy ::: 20(3,397,299) - (7,918) 
, n (n-2) Sxx 4 (2) (20) 

::: 33,445 
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EXHIBIT 3-9 (Oont'd.) 

Thus, for ~X: ::;: .05, 

Y""x
V 

(1973) = Yv (1973) - tx(Se) t 4- ~ 4- n(x~~) 1112 

= 3,227 - (4.920) (183) r"i + 1 + 4 (5-2) 2~~/2 
L 4" 20 J 

::;: 3,227 - (2.9;20) (183) (1.74) 

= 3,227 - (1.74) (534) ::;: 3,227 - 929 

= 2,298. l"' .... 2

J

1/2 
~ v(1974) = Yv(1974) - t~(Se) 1 + ~ + n(xO-x) 
~ n r'~---

Sxx 

= 3,623 - (534) 11 + ~ + 4 (6-t)211/2 
L 4 20 J 

= 3(623 - (534) (2.5) = 3,623 - 1,335 

::;: 2,288. 

At 0( = .10, the comparable figures 'VX)u1d be 

Since 

and 

v (1973) = 2,627 
-'0< ."V 

j\ 

y (1974)::;: 2,750. 
0<:1,7 • 
~ 

2,831 - 2,298 = 533 'v 19% 
2,831 2,831 - ---

2,831 - 2,288 _ 543 ,~ 20% 
2,831 . - 2,831 ""-

2,831 - 2,627 _ 204.v 8% 
2,831 - 2,831 ---

2,831 - 2,750 _ 81 _. 3% , 
2,831 - 2,831 --
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EXHIBI'l' 3-9 (Cont 'd. ) 

then we can conclude with a Gonfidence level of 95% that a 
20% OJ;: greater reduction to -t.l1e 1972 ~st estirnate will be 
sta~stically significant for either 1973 or 1~74, 

or 

with a GonfidE'i1ce level of 90% that an 8% 0:,:' Cjf::'eater re­
duction to tr.e 1972 best estimate will be statistica:l.ly 
signi~icant for 1973 and a 3% of greater rEirluction to the 
1972 best estimate will be statistically significant for 1974. 
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4.0 MANAGEMENT OF THE EVA~UATION 

4.~ Purpose of this Section 

The purpose of this section is to describe the activi­
ties of evaluation managem~nt anq to specify how the 
activities will be accomplisheQ, 

4.4 Reasons for Specifying Mana~ernent o.f the 
Evaluation 

The primary reasons for specifying eval~ation,manage­
..... ment are: 

1. To organize the activities into an overall approach 
for effective functioning in order to accomplish 
a co~~on goal, i.e., project and program evalua-
tion. ' 

2. To cla~ify the roles an9 responsibilities in evalua­
tion. 

3. To determine the amount of financial resources re­
quired to accomplish the evaluation, 

4.3 Overview of the Evaluation Management 
I ) 

The evaluation management function includes planning 
and design of the overall evaluation approach, adminis­
tration of the activities required to perform the 
evaluation, and assu+ing that the reasons for specify­
ing the management of the e¥aluation are accomplished. 
This document is the most recent output from the plan­
ning and design function. The administration of acti­
vities required for the evaluation is discussed in 
Section 4.4. The methods for accomplishing the reasons 
for specifying the evaluation management are discussed 
in Sections 4.5 and 5.0. The flow of activities is 
summarized in Exhibit 4-1 . 
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EXHIBIT 4-1 , 

SUMMARY fLOW OF HANAGENENT ACTIVITIES 
i j 

Technical Assistance 

Evaluation Component 
Of Grant Appl~cation 

Data Necessary For 
Evaluation And Monitoring 

1 
Analysis To Determine 

Success 

1 
Preparation and Dissemination 

Of Evaluation Results 

Revisions TJ Evaluation Plan 
And Operations 

114 

Meagura~le Goals And 
Objectives 

Data Spec;:ified 

Pract~cal Design 
Specified 

, 
_. Analysis And Reduction 

Techniques 
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4.4 Administration of Activities Required for the Evaluation 

The administration of activit.iE?s requireo. for the evalua­
tion involves coordinating and overseeing the follow-
ing broad activities: 

1. Technical assistance in evaluation to project 
personnel and operating agencies . 

2. Development of evaluation component of grant 
applications . 

3. Designation of r~sponsibilities. 

4. Collection and roana~ement of evaluation data . 

5. Performance of the evaluation and progress of the 
project activities. 

6. Preparation and dissemination of evaluation re­
sults, i.e., to Task Force, designated agencies, 
etc. 

7. Revisions to ev~luation plan and operating system 
as implementation experienQe$ suggest. 

8. Yearly evaluation of the Evaluation. 

9. Post-evaluations. 

The administrative function for evaluation will be 
accomplished with the following st~ff pattern. One 
member of the Crime An~lysis Team will be responsible 
for the administration of the evaluation activities 
within the constraints imposed by the Chief of the 
Crime Analysis Team . 

The. specific activities will be accomplished as des­
cribed in this document through the administrative 
function of the Crime Analysis Team. 

4.5 Methods for Accomplishing the Reas~:ms for Specifying 
Evaluation Management 

4.5.l Methods for Organizinq the Evaluation Activities into 
an Overall Approach 

This document represents methods for organizing the 
activities into an overall approach for effective 
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functioning in order to accomplis~ the goals of pro­
gram and project evaluation . 

Since data is the foundation of the evaluation effort 
it seems appropriate to discuss the collection, manage­
ment, and validity of the evaluation data in further 
detail. 

The types of information needed ~or evaluation are 
defined in this document, the Evaluation Plan. The 
CAT is responsible for continued definitions as addi­
tional needs develo~. Data will be coll~cted for three 
primary purposes: 

1. To determine performance . 

2. To determine significance of the performance. 

3. For "control" - monit9ring - during the project . 

4. For explanatory and descriptive statistics . 

Data will be collected routine~y at the project level 
for #1 and when possible #2 as specified in the grant 
application. At the program level data for #1 and #2 
will be collected for the program indicators as a 
function of the information system. Manual data 
collections will be necessary for data prior to April, 
1973, until that data becomes an integral part of the 
automated information system described in Exhibit 3-6 
and a computer program can be developed which will 
provide, upon demand, a meaningful and interpretable 
printout for evaluation purposes. This should be 
accomplished by May, 1973. 

Data for #3 "control" purpose!:1 will be collected from 
quarterly monitoring reports, on-site visits, discus­
sions with project personnel, and experts' monitoring 
visits. Quarterly monitoring reports will be completed 
by projec-t personnel under the responsibility of the 
project director. CAT pro~ram and evaluation personnel 
will visit all projects to determine the progress and 
status of the projects. Inte+views will be conducted 
with personnel responsible for managing the project, 
those' actually involved in conducting the project, 
and project participants. In addition, the CAT will 
organize a visiting team to visit randomly selected 
projects to assist in determining the effectiveness of 
the projects. The CAT visiting team will have at least 
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one person who is knowledgeable in the technical area 
with which the project is concerned, but is not 
associated with the project or agency conducting the 
project, and one other person selected by the CAT. 
Inclusion of a non-associated technically knowledgeable 
person will help offset any criticism of bias that 
might arise if only Impact-related evaluators were 
involved. It will also be a source of community involve­
ment and provide a base for improved judgment. An 
additional advantage will be the increased objectivity 
of the evaluation results. Examples of monitoring 
forms and a more complete discussion of ~onitoring 
activities are included in the Master Plan and the 
Plan of Operation. The quarterly evaluation forms are 
included in the appendix as "P~oject Monitoring/ 
Evaluation Forms." 

D"ita for #4 will be collected through special studies, 
demographic information from ARC, and from A-95 
listings. Special studies of selected areas will be 
of short term interest and will make extensive use 
of data outside the scope of the program information 
system. These analyses will also be used to explore 
relations between the program action areas and the 
problem components. In addition, certain projects 
may require detailed evaluations or special data 
collections that are also types of special studies. 
These studies will be conducted as needed on subjects 
identified by the CAT. 

A-95 listings will identify non-impact projects which 
have similar goals and objectives or are affecting the 
same populations as an Impact proje~t. This will help 
in identifying exogeneous factors which might explain 
a change . 

It is the responsibility of the implementing agency to 
assure validity of the data collected and reported to 
the CAT. CAT program and evaluation personnel will 
periodically provide for checks of project records for 
accuracy. 

At the completion of two years (June, 1974), a special 
study will be conducted to determine the validity of 
the ihdicators as predictors of impact. 
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4.5.2 Method of Clarifying Evaluation Roles and 
Responsibilities 

For effective operation it is necessary to clarify 
roles and responsibilities. The subsequent delineation 
accomplishes this. There are two primary groups with 
evaluation responsibilities - the CAT and the agencies 
operating the projects. 

The CAT is responsible for: 

1. Technical assistance in evaluation to the agencies. 

2. Preparation of the 8valuation components of the 
grant applications. 

3. Collection and management of evaluation data. 

4. Monitoring project and program performance. 

5. Performance program and project evaluation. 

6. Preparation and dissemination of evaluation 
results. 

7. Revisions to the evaluation plan and operations . 

The agencies are responsible for establishing the 
project goals and objectives: 

1. Specifying the levels of performance. 

2. Generating data for evaluation on a timely basis . 

3. Completing quarterly evaluation forms. 

4. Helping to explain any unexpected changes or results. 

4.5.3 Determination of Financial Resources Required to 
Accomplish the Evaluation 

This is discussed in detail in Section 5.0 of this 
document. 
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5.0 BUDGET NARRATIVE 

The Nov~nber 8, 1972, revision to the Atlant~ Impact 
budget eliminated all monies for evaluation. There­
fore, differentiating between evaluation tasks and 
activities performed with por~ions of the original 
$500,000 and this budget becomep a moot issue. 

To perform the evaluation, adqitional financial re­
sources are required to provide: 

1. Special assistance . 

2. Special studies, including surveys and special 
data collections . 

3. Computer time-sharing services. 

4. Yearly evaluation of the Evaluation. 

5. Two-year post-evaluation. 

6. Visiting "experts" for evallJation of on-going 
projects/programs. 

The cost of computer programs for evaluation is being 
included in the tasks for the police segment of the 
information system. 

Special Assistance 

To perform the evaluation analysis, the need exists for 
assistance in statistiral and q~antitative methods to 
augment the efforts of the CAT in the following areas: 

1. Reviewing evaluation cQmponents of grant applica­
tions to specify cJ~lta reduction and analysis 
methods. 

2. Assuring that the ne~essary prerequisites to 
allow performance of the evalua'l::ion have been 
considered. 

3. Performing the eva~uatiofl analysis of projects 
and programs. 

Obtaining such assistance will provide the Atlanta CAT 
an understanding of various mathematical and statis­
tical evaluation techniques and wil~ permit the Atlanta 
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CAT to properly assess the application of these methods 
to a particular program OI project. 

The statistical expertise desired requires sophisti­
cation in both ma-thematical statistics and social 
science statistics and research methods. It is 
necessary to understand the mathematical assumptions 
behind the statistics in order to assess the logic of 
applying a particular m(~thod and to justify its use . 
It is equally important to have a wor~ing knowledge of 
social science methods since the problems and data 
with which Impact is dealing do not have, the controls 
found in mathematical relationships. In the applica­
tion of statistical measures to social data, the mathe­
matical functions most familiar to social scientists 
would often be different from those of mathematical 
statisticians. This expertise must be supported by 
practical experience in applying these methods to 
program/project evaluations . 

The alternatives for acquiring this expertise are: 

1. RFP for consultant. 

2. Additional staff position. 

3. Personal services contract. 

----------------------
DECISJO" CFTERIA CHART 

Alterna­
tive 

1 

2 

3 

Contributes 
To Objectlves 

H 

H 

H 

H-High M-Medium L-Low 

Time to Be Feasi-
Cost ___ O~p-e-r-a-t-l-·-o~n-a-l--~b~l-·l-l-·-t.y-

H H H 

M H H 

L L H 

Desired combination: (horizontally) H, L, L, H 
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The third alternative, personal services contract, is 
the least expensive ($l695/year) and requires the 
least time to become operational. In addition, since 
these services will not be required on a constant basis 
but rather at irregular time intervals, the third 
alternative is the most practical for the Atlanta 
Impact Program. For the preceding reasons the alter­
native of a personal services contract is the recom­
mended choice for the Atlanta Impact Program. 

Special Studies 

In preparing this cost estimate it was necessary to make 
assumptions regarding the various types of projects tr t 
may be undertaken and their data demands. Certain pro­
jects will require surveys to pe conducted in order to 
determine such things as community awareness and atti­
tude toward the project, changes in attitudes or be­
haviors which can be attributed to the project(s), etc. 
It is anticipated that approximately l5 projects will 
require data of this or a similar nature to be collec­
ted and analyzed. The collection of such data will re­
quire the design of suitable questionnaires and the 
use of appropriate sampling techniques. 

It is also expected that th3 need for finer delineations 
for some projects, such as geographical units smaller 
than census tracts, will require a detailed analysis 
of crime reports. This will necessitate a manual 
search of the crime records. 

computer Time-Sharing Gervi,ces 

During interim and final ~roject evaluations the need 
exists for the application of various statistical 
techniques. These include such methods as t-tests, 
chi-square tests, regression analyses, and analyses 
of variance. These mc':-hods will be used in project 
management activities, in verifying success levels 
of projects, in assessing the contribution of a project 
and the Atlanta program to the National Impact Program 
goal, and in diagnostic analysis. To facilitate the 
use of these technique,; and the timely availability 
of such analyses, the Atlanta Impact Program has in­
cluded provisions for obtaining time-sharing computer 
services. This will provide access to a comprehensive 
package of statistical analysis programs and will per­
roi t their use on a tim(!ly basis . 
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Yearly Evaluation of the Evaluation and Post-Evaluation 

The need exists for a yearly evaluation of the Evaluation 
in order to increase objectivity and strengthen the 
evaluation. The post-evaluations are necessary to 
determine success of the total program effort. Refer 
to Sections 3.3.3 and 3.3.4 for descriptions. Funding 
for the five-year post-evaluation referred to in 
Section 3.3.4 is not included in this budget since the 
extent of such a. need cannot be determined at this time. 

Visiting "Experts" for EVuluation of On-Going Projects/ 
Programs 

This interjection of visiting "experts" will offset cri­
ticisms of bias in some cases, provide for community 
involvement I and an evalua'tion which includes a high 
level of technical expertise in the project area. It 
will also provide a basis for improved judgment. 
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EVALUATION .BUD~ET 

JUNE, 1972 - JUNE, 1974 

PERSONAL SERVICES CONTRACT 
6 days per month @ $135 x 19 months 

SURVEYS (SPECIAL STUDIES) 

A. Data Collection 
3 surveys per project x 15 

@ $250 each 
$11,250.00 

B. Data Summary 
45 surveys @ $40 

Detailed Police Report Analysis: 

A. Data Collection 
3 months data x 15 projects 

@ $60 each 

B. Data Summary 
45 surveys @ $40 

COMPUTER TIME-SHARING 

A. Data Storage 
10 blocks x 10 projects average = 

100 blocks @ $1.50 each x 18 

1,800.00 

2,700.00 

1,$00.00 

months $ 2,700.00 

B. CPU + Connect Time 
2 hours per project x 10 = 20 

hours @ $17 each = $340 per 
month x 18 months 6,120.00 

C. Terminal Rental 
1 terminal with selector typewriter 

and tape cassette deck @ $150 per 
month x 18 months 2,700.00 

POST-EVALUATIONS 

A. 1 Two-year post-evaluation $50,000.00 

B. lOne-year evaluation of the 
evaluaDion 4,000.00 

ASSISTANCE BY EXPERTS 

A. Subsistence for four expE;lrb" @ 
$25 per day x 4 days 

B. Travel for four experts @ $250 
each (based on round-trip from 
California) 

TOTAL EVALUATION BUDGET 
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$ 400.00 

1, 000 .00 

~n5,390.00 

$17,550.00 

$11,520.00 

$54,000.00 

$ 1,400.00 

$99,860.00 
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BACK-UP DATA FOR SPECIAL SURVEY~) AND ANALYSES COST ESTIMATE 
~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~.~--~~~~~~,~~~-=~~~~ 

PROJECT SURVEYS - (SPECIAL STUDIES) 

Data Collection 

Assume the area surveyed is two census tracts with a population 
of 5,000 per tract. Based on a 5% sample size, the total number 
sampled would be 5,000 x 2 x (.05) = 500 samples per survey. 

Based on prior CAT experience, one person can have 40 questionnaires 
completed per day. 

500 ~ 40 = 12.5 days x $20 per day = $250 
(based on 8-hour day @ $2.50 per hour) 

Data Summary 

2 days @ $20 each - $ 40 

Detailed Analysis of Crime Reports 

One month's data will consist of approximately 1,500 reports, of 
which 100-200 may be applicable t·o the project. Based on previous CAT . 
experience, a search of such a file will require one day; thus, a 
cost of $20.00 to search one month's re:cordp. Normally, the 
analysis would be over a three-month period; thus, 3 x $20.00 = 
$60.00 per collection. 

COMPUTER TIME-SHARING - CPt:: AND CONNECT TIME 

Cost was determined by taking 't.' Clv:rage of costs that were quoted 
by three time-sharing companies toz' estimated rental time • 

POST-EVALU/~'l:ON COSTS 

The costs for the two-year post-·evaluation of the evaluation were 
derived from consultants who had performed work ot a similar type 
and scope. 
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APPENDICES 
+ 

Broad Steps in Evaluation Process A-I 

Project Monitoring/Evaluation Forms A-2 

Atlanta Police Department Overtime Project A-II 

Grant Applications A-18 

1) Anti-Robbery/Burglary Division 
Atlanta Police Department 

2) Detention and Intensified Outreach Probation 
Fulton County Juvenile Court 

3) Special Prosecutor Squad 
Fulton County District Attorney's Office 
(Atlanta Judicial Circuit) 

4) Streetlighting 
City of Atlanta 
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Step 1: 

step 2: 

Step 3: 

Step 4: 

BROAD STEPS IN EVALUAT:j:ONPROCESS 

Specify the Measurable Project ~oals and Objectives 

Formulate a Practical Evaluatio~ Design 

Specify Data Collection Procedures 

Specify Reduction and Analy~is Methods 

A-l 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Descriptive title of the project. This 
should be the same project title that 
appears on the grant application. 

2. The number of the census tract(s) in 
which the project will be operating. 

MONITORING FORlVl 

1. Project Title 

2. Census Tract 

3. Self-explanatory. 3. Individual Responsible for Evaluation 

Agency Name Phone No. 

4. The date the project began. Give 
month, day and year. 

4. Date of Implementation ______ _ 

5. This is the objective stated on the 
grant application. 

5. Objective: 

6. 

EXfu~PLE - A Street-Lighting Project 
?~ R~~u~~ robb8ry by replacing x a) lffuat is the project to do? 

num~e..c 0"; x type street 1 ;c-h ;_,::; 
i!~ f'ilot area withy numbe~ of 
y type street lights. 

b) The project will be judged b) Emv 'will the project. be judged for 
successful if robberies in the success? 
pilot area are reduced by 10% 
in 6 months. 

E:XM-1PLE: Objective - RedUction of number b. Definition of Terms! 
of juvenile reci-
divists for tar.-
get crime by 10%. 

Juvenile must be defined: 
Ex.: person between ages of 13-17 

Recidivist must be defined: 
Ex.: any person re-convicted for 

a felony within one year of 
release 

PAGE 1 - To Be Completed 1st 
Quarter ONLY 

;1 
i 
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INSTRUCTIONS MONITORING FORM 

1. Descriptive title of the project. This 1. 
should be the same project title that 
appeaYs on the grant application. 

Project Title 

2. A) Time Span Since Last Report 2. Report Period and Date 
A) Ex.: September - December 

B) Date This Report Completed B) 

3. Self Explanatory 3. Amount of Grant Award Spent to Date by 
Budget Category. 

'±. Time Peri:Jd ~x?ected Actual 

-:-:y, 1st 3 months 5% 6::1: 

5. EXAlvlPLE; police Project to Reduce 
Robberies. 

Measurement 
Record Data 

Number of robberies 4 8Pill - l2pm 
in target area Sept. 1 

Sept. B 

Number of robberies 7 8pm - l2pm 
in control area Sept. 1 -

Sept. 8 

4. Deqree to Vlhic'l nro'iect is meeting is 
object:.. v·(';i; • 

Time Period F.xDPc":cd Actual ------------------------------

5. Compl-ete or attach form <;.vhich answers 
each column 

Measurement 
Record Data 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

5. Give Opinion. 

6= EXAMPLES: Street-Lighting Project 
lO poles installed 

Methadone Project -
15 addicts treated 

MONITORING FORM 

5. A. External Factors Influencing Results 

B. Project Conclusions 

6. Products Since ~ast Report: 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

7. Self-explanatory 

HONITORING FORM 

7: Is your project currently: 

a. On schedule 

b. Behind schedule 

c. Ahead of scheduie 

d. Special circumstances 

Explain: 

CHECK ONE 

8, If you nave other work responsibilities S. 
you could easily not have adequate time 
available to conduct the project in the. 
manner you would like. If this is your 
situation write no in the answer space. 

Have you had as much time as you needed to 
cDnduct this project? 

YES NO 

9, Do not include problems. 
listed later. 

They will be 9. A. Were there r~sults, achievements, or 
developments from or in your project 
you did not expect? 

YES NO 

B. If yes, describe. 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

10. A. Major problems are: 

1) A problem which substantially 
interferes with or delays 
reaching the project objectives 
for three or more months. 

2) Total re-direction or change 
in the scope of the project. 

3) Evaluation records inaccurate 
or non-existent for three 
months ~ 

B. Minor problems: Any problems that 
would not fit into the Major 
problems categories. 

MONITORING FORM 

10. Have any problems developed during the past 
3 months in operation of this project? 

YES NO 

A. Major problems: 

B. Minor problems: 
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INSTRUCTIONS 

11. Self-explanatory 

12. Authorization 

Your signature indicates you are 
assuming responsibility that the 
content of the report is accurate 
and complete. 

MONITORING FORM 

11. Indicate achievements not covered, or 
other comments you consider significant 
in an evaluation o£ your project. 

12. AUTHORIZATION OF REPORT CONTENT 

Signature 

Local Project Director 
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EVALUATIO~ FORM TO E3 COMPLETED BY CAT 
AFTER ON-r3ITE VISITS 
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RECORDS ACCURACY 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Self-explanatory 

2. Self-explanatory 

MON ITORING FOR1\![ 

1. Verification of the accuracy of this 
quarter's written records. 

2. Method: 

a. 

b 

Spot check and comparison 
with known facts. 

In terv:!.c";l. of pers ens 
actively involved in the 
project. 

c. Observation of records. 

d. Other. 

3. Recor-ds are to be considered inaccurate 3. Records inaccuracy: 
if any error exists. 

". 

a. Major and minor errors are to be 
described here. 

b. Estimate the per cent of the total 
volume of evaluation records that 
are inaccurate. 

c. Give your opinion. 

-..:' 

a. In what way iRaccurate: 

b. Degree they are inaccurate: 

c. Why they are inaccurate: 

YES NO 

YES NO 
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ATLANTA POLICE DEPARTMENT 
OVERTIME PROJECT 

EXAMPLE OF SPECIPIC DATA PROBLEM 
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J, F. INMAN 
Chief 

Miss Terry Sprott 
Atlanta Regional Commission 
Suite 1047 
100 Peachtree Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 

Dear Terry: 

Decemoer 8, 1972 

At the meeting held on December 7, tl'[O questions lolere asked of 
this department. 

1) Can we determine the re$ponse t.ime pi the police units 
dispatched? 

2) Can 1-1e ascertain the on-site apprehension rate on target 
cri.mes? 

Question number one must b~ answered no. We have no way at this 
time to determine the response time after the call is dispatched • 
However, under the new reporting system to be implemented in January 
this information will be recorded on the report form. With this 
additional information we i~ll be able to trace a requeqt for service 
from the telephoned request to arrival on the scene • 

Question number two is a qualified yes. ~e Qan, by ~tatistical 
sample, come up with a realistic apprehension nate. The figures 
shown in ARC's "Problem StnuctUl'e r-j'arrai;.ive ll on p~ge three should 
provide the necessary information. The data sampled is the first 
six months of 1972. A later sample can be taken in specific areas, 
or the city at large, and compared to the p~evious figpres thereby 
detennining the changes in on~site apprehen~ion rates. 'fhis would 
take more man hours than my st~ff caq reasonably ~upply at this time 
but could conceivably be done by interns from your office~ 
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Miss Terry Sprott 
December 8, 1972 
Page 2 

If you need further information rega~ing these two problem areas, 
please let me know • 

DME:djb 

Sinperely¥ 
( "\ ~" // 

, ....... / I' /, 
/' I • i -, ",,,.,/,,,-'.7.'1 /1./ / I\r. I' \ .. "'';' '/0' .. "~' '-~.t... '-. 

Hc:j.jor D. H, Edwards 
Planning and Research 
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~.oBBERIES 

70LI -------------------------------------------------

60 1 ' 

Total 

For OVERTHI[E 

Nonth 

f \ \-
~ T \ \ /~ X 

May June July Aug. Sept4 Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. 

May June July Aug. Sept. Oct. , Nov. 

X-Overtime Area 29 20 17 50 19 29 29 

O-Control Area 10 22 22 45 15 19 26 
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For 
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NON-RESIDENTIAL BURGLARIES 

7°1'1 ~----------------
6°1 7' '( 

OVER'l'I~-1E 
\ 501 \ / \ 

i ~ 7 \ 

40,,£ .,0...' .. 

3 Or- t 79 ~c \~ _~ 
, .. I ' t ,~L. / 

1 I ./ CO,-,TROi. .~\.. -., . 
;:',Jl-·M - ~ 

I ~ 

1(1 ==-----~== 
I---..::._~~~_~ 

May June July l\.ug. Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. 

~1ay June July Aug. Sept. Oct. Nov. 

X-Overtime Area 29 47 62 44 24 25 30 

O-Control Area 22 30 27 40 22 15 25 
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OVERTHm AREA 

l-iCTUAL NO. OF 
BURGLARIES 

Overtime Hours 

Non-Overtime Hours 

~l~F::- '::TEiJ £\iO. ::1: 
L"V l.':" ;:,PLACEMEN': 

, .. < -=r::,:,:-,'e Four s 
j)::I 

~ Non-Overtime Hours 
0\ 

May 

32 

25 

57 

21.9 

35.1 

.~"l-
,'I... 

June July Aug. 

36 52 49 

43 57 73 

79 109 122 

30. ' 41.8 46.2 

4.8.7 67.2 75.2 

= c::; [(Actual-Exp. ) 2 ] 
L Exp. 

-;:..26 01 , . = 16.812 

Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. 

11 22 37 

57 53 76 

68 75 113 

26.1 28.8 43.3 

41.9 46.2 '69.7 

= 31.79 

Can conclude there has been a significant change in the proportion 
of total burglaries committed during Overtime Hours--based on obser­
vation one can say there has been a decrease in crime during the 
Overtime Hours. 

Jan. TOTAL 

239 

384 

623 
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CONTROL AEEA 

May June July Aug., Sept. Oct. Nov. Dec. Jan. TOTAL 

ACTUAL NO. OF 
BUF.GL]~RIE.S 

Overtime Hours 37 28 31 37 22 11 23 189 

Kon-Ov8rtime Hours 26 42 33 52 40 67 52 312 
63 70 64 B9 62 18 75 501 

EXPECTED NO. IF NO 
lJ::;:ETLZ "'r:' L,.;~ .. 'r :=z~.',_ -':--::('K" .,:," -::'c;;:; '1;0+:a:. x COlurr"1 Tut2.~ 7" Total) 

Overtime HCYt!l:"S 

;;:; Non-OvertiI.a Rev:;:;,: 
r 

-~-----------------------------...J 

23.8 26.4 24.2 3:';.6 23.4 29.4 28.3 

-,() -, -- . 43.6 39.9 5:'.4 38.6 48.6 46.7 

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

,-J~~L. 
<.. 

r ~ 1 
= <:) ~ (Actual-Ex};?) L. I 

L I Exp. J 
= 35.83 

2 
~., 6, .01 = 16.812 

Same conclusion holds for Control Area as for Overtime Area. 

The change still cannot be attributed to the project activity. 
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