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Definitions, ObJjectives, and Organization

In this paper, a plan is wnderstood to include statements of
needs and recommended approacheg for resolving those needs. A need
is a discrepancy between the current state and the desired state of
any variable of interest. The recommendations presented here out-
line a comprehensive evaluation planning model for eriminal Justice
ageneies, the purpose of which is to stimulate succegsive improvq-.
ments in evaluation in these agencies. ‘In this fiexible model
evaluation is defined as a systematic process of acquiring, éissema
inating, énd using information to ease decision making, improve
reduction and control of crime and delinquency, and maximize the
effectiveness of criminal justice agencieg. Evaluation tries to
improve, nore than it tries to prove. It summarizes the extent to
which an agency's objectives are being achieved and also revesls
mnanticipated effects produced, both positive and negative. The
plan for evaluation improvements presented here assuﬁes that evalu-~
ation is desirsbhle and feasible for criminal justice agenciés; no

attempt is made in this paper to defend that assumption.

Definitions and Relationships

As part of a five-year plan for improving evaluation in the
network of California's Office of Criminal Justice Planning (GCJP)
and in criminal justice agencies throughout the state, this paper

focuses on two components of the Plan: project evaluation and

LY
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impacts that are more general than any project or program
objective. The functional categories used throughout this
Paper are listed below.
Mission is a statement of the general purpose of an agency.
For example, two missions of the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) are to reduce crime and to comtrol
crime. These missions are called general or ultimate goals
but they can be broken down into more immediate subgoals with-
in functional categories, such as those listed in category V
(see list of functional categories). These subgoals cen be
further specified by listing the specifig outcomes to be
experienced by persons or operations and by outlining through
measurshle project and program objectives the conditions
necessary for achieving these outcomes.
The interrelationship of the terms defired above ié summarized

in figure 1 below.
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program evaluation. In addition, it briefly addresses the relation-
ship these two components should have with highe%—order evaluations
conducted in the mission and function components (discussed in
"System level Evaluation" by Solomon Kobrin). As stated there, if
OCJP clearly identifie§ explicit statements of its high-priority
functions and mission, then program and project evalustlion planning‘
can ' conducted more systemaxically within those limits; The
following terms are fundemental fo the Plan Qutliﬁed here:

© Qutcome is an observed result, anticipsted or uﬁanticip&te&,

produced by an identified activity.

© Objectiveis a statement describing an expected, measurable out—

came expected to happen to someone or something, the situation
in which it is expected, and how it will be mesgsured.

¢ Intervention is a series of planned activities invelving people

(e.g., youth on probation, police officers, or community mem=
bers with whom they relate) or operations (e.g., court prcces«b
sing procedures, coordination of police communicamions, or
legislation related to juvenile probation procedures) designed”
to meet specific and related objectives.

s Project is the use of one or more interventions to produce
change. |

e Program is a group of projects sharing common or closely

related objectives.

© Functional cstegory is one or more programs designed to have

ST S
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MISSIONS
of the Criminal Justice Field
(Gepnexral Goals of

Functional Categories

$ ,
FUNCTIONAL CATEGORTES ’
rediate 8IS
N
PROGRAMS

| (Groups of Related Projects)

4
PROJECTS

(One or More Related Interventions)

?,
INTERVENTIONS
(Activities for Meeting
Relsted Objectives)

, 4
MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES
{Each Describing at least One Outcome)

t
SPECIFIC OUTCOMES

Fig. 1. Relationships in criminal justice planning
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Functional categories in criminal Justice can be classified in
various ways: by types of crime, by the purposes of the projects and
programs they contain, by the types of interventions they propose, or
by the nature of the target audiences or operations on which those
interventions focus. Classifying projects by their purposes, ocJP
(Bmrich, 1973 b, p. 23 £f.) derived the categories ‘isted below f{rom
close inspection of project objectives identified in the anpual ﬁlans .
of OCJP Regions and the descriptions of projects funded in Califoé;
nis's twenty-one Regions, These categories are used throughout this
paper because they are such comprehensive and viable groupings, and
are thus recommended for use until empirical studies suggest a

better classification.

Fig. 2. Functional Categories
Cetegary I. Crime Prevention and Rehabilitation

A. Alccholism

B. Drug Behabilitation and Prevention

C. Methadone Maintenance

D. Corrections

E. Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency

F. Youth Service Bureaus . N
G. Crisis Intervention ‘ )

H. Diversion

Category II. Criminal Justice/Community Relations
A, Cormunity Service Officers
B. Law Enforcement/Community Relations
C.. Law Enforcement/Youth Relations

Category IIL. Personnel Considerations

A. Upgrading Law Enforcement Personnel
B. Other Personnel Considerstions
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Category IV. Administration of Criminal Justice

A, Administration cf Justice
B. Police lLegal Advisors

Categoxry V. Detection and Apprehension

A. Police Communications 7

B. Police Operations o

C. Criminalisties — :
D. Information Systems and Operations Research
E. Researech, Development, and Planning

F. HNarcotics Enforcement

G. Organized Crime Enforcement

Category VI. Prevention of Specific Crimes

Category VII. Comnsumer Fraud

In addition to the terms, relationships, and functional cate-

gories defined so far, it is important to understand the following
terms in reading this plan:

. Monitorine is the process of reviewing current project active.

ities ta determine the degree to which project staff are
meeting their contractual obligations, both fiscally and in
terms of thetr program activities. Monitoring does not pro-~
vide dazts on project or program performance related to
predetermined objectives and unexpected side effects; these
data resutt from evaluation activities. Monitoring does
cancentrzte on general progress related to milestones,
deadiines, deliversbles, and fiscal commitments.

Evaluation as recommended here should devote equal attention
to the anticipated and unanticipated effects of project and
program interventioms. _
Project evaluations identify which objectives are being met,
which are not, and the side effects that occur when each
intervention is implemented. Results from a project—ilevel
evaluation mey be applied generally only if that project

is evaluated under controlled conditions (for example,
using an experimental evaluation design with at least
random selection and/or assignment of subjects) or if it

*a
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shares common objectives with cther projects in a func-
tional program area.

Program evaluations study effects that apply to circum-
stances and conditions more general than those of project
evalustions. They serve as foundations for higher-order
evaluations at functional category and mission levels and
they lead to conclusions ebout important interactions
between people (or operations) and interventions. In
other words, if program evaluations are well designed
and conducted, they can help criminal justice personnel
identify those interventions that work successfully

with certain people (or operations) when administered

by certain staff under specific conditioms. Such

conclusions are rarely possible from typical, project )
evaluations.

The identification of these interactions (between people and
interventions, or between operations and interventicns) is extremely
important to the improvement of crime reduction and contrﬁl. For
example, evidence indicating that ethnie minority police officers
are most effective in reducing crime ratios in communities populated
meinly by persons from their ethnic group has significant implica-
tions for comtirmed progress in those neighborhoods --and is a guide
to officer recruitment, selection, training, and assigmment. O8uch
interactions are the most sophisticated and desirable data that can

e T
be provided for project and program ejéiuaﬁibnsf'the information
helps criminal justice agencies capitalize on the component relation=-
ships and supplements evidence produced by higher-order evalustions.
For example, if function and mission evaluations at higher levels
explore census data, they should be able to find relationships

among population characteristics and crime that.apply to specific

geographic areas. Then, program evaluation conclusions could be
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compared with such environmental data and this comparison would help

f at appropriate times to meet their changing decision-
criminal justice planners identify those interventions that would

making needs.

: ~ ucceed with persons or target operations in & ‘
be most Hkely Fo 8 ’ 3. Evaluation must be adapted to each project and program.

specific geographic srea. This kind of planning is possible if

. An acceptable level of evaluation must be defined and
program evaluastions demonstrate that those interventions have

- evaluation objectives must be specifically stated. Then,
worked with similar clients or objects in other areas. Sopbhisti-=

‘ at least one staff member (preferably the director or .
cated planning to control and reduce crime will occur only if

e e evaluator of each project or program) must assume respon-~
a rts are made to coordinate project and program - -

pacentrated erre ' ‘ v sibility for evaluation tasks, whether these activities

evaluations with higher-order functional cabegory and mission

are completed by other staff or by an independent third
evaluations. _

party.

Basic Assumpticms ’ : ‘ , o 3 k., Evalustion must be conducted by trained staff. Persons

The concepts of project and progrem evaluations presented assigned responsibilities for evaluation must receive

zhove are based on the following assumptions: evaluztion-skills training in order to assure high

L4

1. Evaluation must be rational. It must be a rational pro-

cess of systematically plamned activities.

2. FEveluxetfon must producédata. for_ decision makers., Datsa

must be produced for at least three types of decisionv
makers: OCIP staff and council membersl, Regional, staff -
and board menbers, end 'projéct and progra gubgrantees and
their leeders in eriminal justice agencies throughout'k
California, 8s well as representatives of the. local units

of government to whom subgrantees are responding. Such

evalustion date must be vecelved by these decision mekers -

L

guelity evaluations. Such training must emphasize a come
prehensive evaluation planning process that covers all
especty juo the life cy'cle of a prolect or ¢ rogram. In
each phase of this process, equal attention must be given
to anticipated and unexpected side effects.

Evalustion must be an integral part of project and program

planning. Evaluation and planning activities must be
integrated; an evaluation must be planned at the same timeA
an intervention is. In this way, the project’s or

program's design can accommodate the evaluation require-

ments.
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These assumptions form the basis for the ideas discussed

previously and become the underpinnings for the Plan discussed

subsequently. With this necessary background, attention can now

be turned to the purposeé for improving project and pfogram

evaluations.

Objectives of the Plan

The general, products or outcomes anticipated from improved :
project and program evaluations in California’s criminal justicé
system should benefit, at least, the three groups of deciaidn
makers mentioned earlier: personnel in criminal justice agencies,
Regicnal staff and boards, and OCJP staff and council members.
Listed below =zre six objectives toward which improvements in the
O0CJP network shomld be directed over the next five years, cobjectives
derived from a review of critical issues. The balance of this
paper presenmts = plen for approaching and achieving these five-=

yvear dblectives.

A Systemstically Organized Framework for Project and Program
Eveluations

OCJP will have sn explicit statement of its evaluation
rationale. It will also provide specific mechanisms for implemen-
ting, and financial incentives and controls for subgrastees to

implement, a continuous evaluation-plesning process using alterne-

tive levels of evaluation (differing in the degree of rigor and

costs) in the six evaluation aress (summarized below) for esch

criminal justice functionsl category.
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QCJP and Regional Staff Competence in Evaluation Planning

After receiving sppropriate training, T5 percent of OCJP
program-planning and Regionai evaluation-planning staff will de-

monstrate skills necessary to improve project and progrsm evalu-

" ation in California's criminal justice system in the ways summarized

here.

Competence of Operating Agencies in Evaluation Planning

After receiving competency-building esssistence from the ;v
trained staff members, T5 percent of the prospective subgrantees
seeking LEAA project and program funds in California will demon-
strate their eveluation~planning skills by submitting in their
proposals an spproved design and & schedule for an appropriate
level of evslmstion (criteria for assessing the perforumance of
these skills are &iscussed later).

Incextives (Bewards) for Operating Agencies to Produce High~
Cuality Eveluaation Information

Presurine-thet an incentive and control system is developed
by OCJP and Regional evaluation-planning staff, at least 50 percent
of all IEAL-finded subgrantees in California will conduct quality
evalustions. These evaluations must produce information alding
the decision msking of at least T5 percent of the key‘evaluation
customers (identified by subgrantees and vérified[by 0CJP or
Regional staff) of their investigations. |

Model Demonstrations of Project and Program Evaluations

By providing effective training and menitoring assistance to
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subgrantees, OCJP and Regional evaluation-planning starf ﬁill
ensure that two exemplary p£o§ect evalustions yielding cost-
effectiveness evidence (indicating the relationship between project
éosts and impact) and two exemplary program evaluations yielding
cost-efficiency evidence (comparing costs and effects of different
interventions based on similar cbjectives) exist in eachvaf‘the
seven major functional categories of criminel justice programs.
These evaluations will serve as models for practical stepmbyastep:
procedures which can be duplicated in each functional category in

Celifornia’s criminal Justice system.

A System for the Storage and Retrieval of Evaluation
Information .

The OCJP network will have a statewide aécohntability (to
local, Regionsl, end state personnel) system for (a) processing
vital evalustion information collected from projects and programs
itn the crimimal justice system, (b) providing relevant information

in a timely mmmmer for critical decision meking, and (¢) relating

such informstion to that produced by higher-order evaluations on the ..

eriminal Justice mission and functions. B . :

Recommended Evaluation-Planning Model

The OCJP network needs a flexible plan to initiate prégress
toward the objectives listed above. As mentioned eerlier, & plan
entails statements of needs as well as recomuended epproaches for -

resolving those needs. The second half of this paper discusses

et A
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possible improvements in the general framework of comprehensive
evaluation planning of projects and programs in Califormia's
criminal Justice system and‘outlines speci.fic needs that musﬁ be met
during the next five yeérs if systematic improvements sre to be
made, A forthcoming paper will present alternaxives for improving
six broad areas of evaluation plamning within this framework, but

a review of these arems is provided here.

The evaluation-planning model represented by these areas is )
adapted from the work of Stufflebeam and his colleagues (Phi Delta
Kappa, 1972) and has a number of desirable features. First, the
model is comprehensive. It covers evaluation at all phases of sa
project or program. Second, the model is practicel, It ﬁrovideg
for the generstion and use of evaluation information at times when
important decistoms must be made. Third, it is devélopmenteal.

It intégrates plenming and evaluation in a way that facilitates the'
improvement of projects and programs. Figure 3 summarizes this
model in dHagrsmmatic form. The flowchart depicts the six areas of
evalustion plemming en & continuum, ﬁrégressing from an investi- |
gaticn of the current status, through experimental changes made by
projects and programs, to a desired end state (which includes the

installation of the successful changes in the operations of

criminalljustice agencies). Continuous evaluation throughout is

included as part of this continuum.

Eech asrea of evaluation planning in the model is structured
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sround a 1qop as diagrammed in figure 4. The diagram reinforces
the point that evaluati;on must supply information useful to the
changing needs of decision makers, needs that encompass nor. only
program and project activities but also any type of importaant
acfivity in criminal ,justiée agencies. ’

Fig. 4. Evaluation/decision-making
loop for programs and projects

Decisions

Using this concept of an evaluation/decision-making loop, each
of the six areas of evaluation is intended to provide useful infor- .
mation for a unique group of decisions. In this vwgy, infama@ion
is continucus through all phases ofba project or program. -In gen;eral,
the loop in each evaluation avea joins those of other areas when |

1

decisions feed forward into the activities of the next sares or feed
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backward into the decisions of a preceding area. The six areas and

their related decision needs are listed below, not in the order

they are diagremmed in figure 3 but with‘the "impact" evaluation
first., In the criminal Jjustice system this area of determining
co3ts, effects, and relationships 'betwee‘n costs 4&:1& impact must
consistently receive top priority a,ttentiéne This priority is‘ :
not disputed here, but 1t is strongly recommended that the other
five areas receive evaluation attention a.iso.. If not, impact wil:L
either be reduced or problems will result in defermining how
project or program impact was created, -disseminateds and utilized.
Each of the following six evaluation/decision-meking areas are ﬁo

te described and illustrated in detail in s forthcoming paper.

Impact

-

Product Evaluation—— Impact Decisions

A wide range of decisions has to be made here. They
all involve answering the question which cannot be
ignored: "Did it make any difference?" Comprehen~ .
sive ansvers require dats on costs, effscts, and ’
their relationships (i.e., cost-effectiveness ratios
indicating the relationship of project costs and
impact, snd cost~efficiency ratios compering costs

and effects of different interventions based on
similar objectives).

a
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Project or Program Design

Design Evaluation——s Design Decisions

These decisions define the problem(s) that the project or
program will attempt to solve, relate the problem(s) to
OCJP high-priority functions and missicns; describe the
context —-environmental, political, etc.~= in which
chaages will be attempted, and state the basic purposes
of the project or program.

Intervention Options ’ .

Input Evaluation——» Structuring Decisions

Option decisions must be made if projeet and program

perscomel are to consider alternative interventions,
- select one or more strategies that have high success

provebilities, and make them workable.

Procedures

Process Evaluation— Implementation Decisions

These decisions help answer the questions: "Did the project |
or program staff do what they promised?" and "Did they make
necessary modifications as needs and conditions changed
during the project or program schedule?"

Sharing Results

 Dissemination and Diffusion—— Transferability Decisions
quluation

Thegse decisions influence what is done with the inter-
vention(s) attempted and the change process used in
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implementing them. Hopefully, something (even failures
and mistakes) will have transfer value to other settlngs.
Dissemination decisions produce techniques for “spreading
the word"; diffusion decisions attempt to develop a recep-
tive audience that will not only receive the dissemination

message but will also initiate changes in ceriminal Justice
agencies because of it.

Use by Others

Ongoing Utilization Evaluation— Management and Planning
Decisions

.

The ultimate purpose of criminal Justice projects and
programs is to test interventions that can be adopted by
operating agencies and used to further reduce or control
crime. Management and planning decisions lead eventually
t0 long-range and comprehensive use of successful strategic
activities. Such utilization is the fulfillment of the
dissemination and diffusion activities noted ghove. Ulti~
metely, the results of the evaluation of utilization
activities must reenter easrlier evalustion-planning areas
in order to facilitate ongoing, responsive planning of
projects snd programs in the criminal justice system.

Guide to the Evelustion Framework Outline

The szcond half of this paper beging with an outline,of the
evaluation framework of projects and programs in California’s crimi-
nal justice system. The evaluation areas presented are more specific
than the six‘jnst revieved, but the approach to evaluation is the
same. Each area is considered in three parts. The first part lists -
different aspects of the present state of the srt of evaluetion
theory snd practice in criminal justice agencies, projects, aend

programs. These current status items summsrize conclusions drawn

from an extensive review of the literature and from the several
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investigations and techniques recommended by federal, state, or local

government agencies, including some incorporated into actual projects'

and programs. Eight survey documents provide most of the foundatlon

for these conclusions: California. Couneil on Criminal Justice

(1973); Dyer & Fielding (1973); Emrich (1973a, 1973b); Indians

Criminal Justice Plamming Agency (1973); Jones, Rhetts, & Wolff

(1971); Jones (1972); Kimberling & Fryback (1973).

Following the current status items is a list summsrizing the’

desired status of evaluation activities if evaluation-planning improve

ments are implemented over the next five years., This is the "ideal

state," outlined in the form of desired outcomes, for optimal evalu-

ion plamming of projects and programs in California's criminal

Justice system. These cutcomes give greater detail to each of the

Tive~year objectives of the Plan.

The third part of each area's presentétion identifies recom~-

- mended strategies far achieving thé desired improvements in the frame-

work of evaluation plaming. _
Following the Evaluation Framework Outline is a section on

product objectives, in which a more detailed discussion of each

recormendation is given in order to review the criticel needs that

must be met during the next five years if project and progran evalu-~

ation improvements are to be accomplished. The recommended strategies

are listed in the order they should receive attention; each strategy

outlines steps necegsary to progress beyond current conditions toward

the desired outcomes.
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To provide a working plan for improving project and program
evaluations, each recommendation is described in the form of a pr0n'
duct ebjective to be met by an OCJP staff member (or an outside
consultant), a Regional staff member (or an outside consultant), or
a subgrantee, For each recommendation, s few of the proéedural
objectives (process objectives) that must be reached to achieve each
product cbjective are identified. Theszse include tentaxivé time |
deadlines that must be mét if the . five-year schedule is to be . E

maintained.

Recommendsations for an Improved Framework

Improvements in each of the evaluation areas cannot be made in

s vacuum. These improvements assume that a supportive climete

exists in the OCJP metwork to facilitate area-sjpecific modifications,

but such is not the case at this time. Therefoi'e, changes must first

be imolemented in certain factors common to all areas. Such factors

include financisl support:; the number of available staff; the com-

petence of aveilsble staff andéubgrantees;the organizatioﬁal/managern

ial structure necessary to maintain evaluation activities: support

!

services available to helw programs improve theif evaluations; a

system for collecting and digseminating evaluation informstion; and

better evaluation designs, instruments, and‘procedures‘appropriate to

the criminal justice field. Elsboration of these congiderstions,

which outline a climate more conducive to successful evaluations in

this field, are presented in the preduct objective section. In

<
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effect, this section also integrates recommendstions made in the six

sections incorporated into the separate (forthcoming) paper on the

. 8ix broad evaluation areas,

Even though the current wesk status of project and program
evaluation‘in eriminal justice agencies emerged poignantly during
the literature review for»this paper, the weaknesses are not unique
to this field. Guba (1969) summarizes educational evalugtion studies
as lacking in: (1) knowledge about decision processes and. related
informstion requirements before an evaluation is designed, (2) .
adequate taxonomies for educational decisions, (3) methodclogies
lipking evaluation to identifisble decision needs, (4) techniques
appropriate to diffe:entiated evaluation levels, (5) observation of
fundamental methrodological assumptions, and (6) explicit criteria for
meking Judgments sbout data collected through evaluation efforts.

Johnson (1970) and Hawkridge (1970) reiterate some of Guba's con-

. cems in their reviews of evaluation in the whole field of social

action,

Obviously, criminal jJustice personnel are not alone in battling
frustrating evaluation problems; the meny hurdles prevalent in their :

field are present in other fields. At the same time, if the OCJP is

willing Yo take the risks involved in attempting some of the improve»‘

ments recommended here for resolving the eriminal Justice evaluation
problems, it can produce breakthroughs of videspread impact. The

balanceof this paper presents recommendations for guidelines and

REp——
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priorities for such an attack at the project and program levels.

Improving the Framework for Project and Program Evaluations

Current ©Status of the Evalustion Framework

Numerous statements can be made regarding the current general
status of the milieu for project and program evsluation in the crim-
inal justice field. Some of the more important evaluation'conditions
are listed in the Evaluation Framework Outline, The first part of
each series of statements in the outline itemizes these conditions
in such a way that they can be related to desired outcomes and

recommendstions for improvements in the framework.

Desired Status of the Framework

If systemstic improvements are made in the evaluation planning
of criminal justice projects and programs, five years from now

(1979) what outecomes end products should exist? The middle part of

each geries in the outline summarizes some of tie more important

desirable outcomes. Compare these outcomes witha the current con=-

ditions upon which they should improve and with the reconmended

strategies for meking the necessary improvements.

Recomrtendations for Improving the Fremework

-

Over the next five yesrs, achievements of a series of product

objectives should improve the framework of proJeét and program
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evaluation in California's criminal justice system. These objectives
are summarized at the end of each series in the outline and the
actual objectives are then discussed in the product objective section.
Each product objective is followed by = group of procedural (process)
oblectives describing interim activities that should be conducted in
order to progress toward the outcomes summarized in the product
statement. Neither the product nor the process objectives are pre-
sented in a rigid order outlining the chronological seQuenée in .
which they should be accomplished, However, a preliminary at?empt
has been made to list them in their order of importance beginning

with objectives sddressing the highest priority needs.

Eveluation Framework Outline

-

I. EVALUATTION PLANNING PROCESS, AREAS, AND LEVELS

A. Current Status

1. A narrow, operational definition of evaluation which
pays little attention to systematic planning (e.g.,
assessing needs, setting priorities, stating objectives)
ar the integration of planning and evaluation activities.

2. After-the-fact evaluation that ignores the need for a
continuous flow of evasluation information to improve
planning and implementation of interventions.

3. Ignorance of the multiple payoffs (especially in aiding
eritical decision making) that might come from well-
designed and systematically conducted evaluations. Too
often evaluation energies are wasted on concern for
evaluation methodology while the decision needs that
must govern the evaluation are ignored.

b, Little agreement about the most useful types of evalu-
ation information which should be collected and the
decision-making purposes they can serve.

e
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5. Lack of decision-making results from evaluation
activities that decision mekers can use to make day-by-
day decisions regarding cost-benefit relationships and
improvements in criminal justice agencies.

6. Inability to identify and accept diverse levels of
evaluation and monitoring and to relste each level to ‘
appropriste strategies and instruments.

B. Desired Status

-

1. A model integrating evsluation an&.planning“activities
throughout the life cycle of each project and progrem

by meking evalustion data available for decision
making.

2. A standardized evaluation planning process used as a *

general guideline for meking evaluatlons of projects
and programs.

3. Evalnatlcn results that "make a difference"; they
are used by local, Regional, and state customers to
mzka priority declslons in their organizations.

L. Self-monitoring milestones for each project and an
evalnation design appropriate to both the resources
evaileble and the project's significance (i.e.,
impartance of the investigation, duration of the pro-

Ject, pcatential replicability of its findings, and
funds involved).
7

C. Becamwresndstions

1. Standardize the evaluation plannlng process; areas,
aad‘lewels o

(See Product Objective 1)
II. STAFFING

‘ A. ‘Current Status

1. Few people are trained to plan snd conduct evaluations

for projecis. and programs, and funds sllocated to eval~

uation planning and its staffing are sever&Ly limited.
2. Too much dependence lies on evaluation and planning
technical assistance provided by academi.c researchers
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who frequently recommend the investigation of narrowly
defined issues and the production of data that either
are not responsive to real needs or are not delivered
in time to meet evalustion deadlines.

3. No practical, applied-skill training exists to help staff
acquire and practice evaluation planning competencies.

L. There is a lack of the following resources which should
be available, especially when pre- and in-service staff
training is not possible: (a) standards for selecting
evaluation objzctives, methods, and instruments; (b)
guidelines/manuals to help design and conduct evaluations;
and (c¢) well-structured technical assistance provided by
competent and motivated personnel. ' .

B. Desired Status

1. 'Optimal numbers of OCJP and Regional staff members who:
(2) are assigned at least three-quarter time in the area
of project and program evaluation planning; (b) are
trained in the skills necessary to implement this evalu-
ation planning model and to use an individualized, com=
petency~based staff development program to train
subgrantees in the application of this model; and (¢) can
epply related technical assistance.

2. Significantly more evaluations conducted by project and

program staff with direct technical assistance and man~
agemert from Regional personnel (supported where necessary

by'cntSLde consultants) and indirect assistance and
menagement from OCJP personnel at both the propossl and
intervention stages. From their Regions, these project
and program staff will have received competency-based
training, guidelines and manuals on evaluation planning
technology, and supportive monitoring based on explicit,:
publicized criteria for selecting and using evaluation
planning alternatives.

3. Coordinated evaluation planning and monitoring activities
across the OCJP network resulting from improved communi-
cations and regular in-service training.

C. Recommendation

1. Build staff competence for evaluation planning and
technical assistance.

(See Product Objective 2)

-
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; III. MOTIVATION
i

| A.

i IV.
b
:

C.

Current Status

1. Project subgrantees have limited motivation for designing,

conducting, reporting, and using results from reputable
evaluations of their efforts.

‘1. Subgrantees adhering to this model because of many incen-

B, Degired Status

tives, one of which will be their dedication to the
production of timely information for the decision-

making needs of the key customers they have identified
for their projects and programs. ’ '

LY

Recommendation

1. Provide controls and incentives for encouraging subgrantee

evaluation competence, commitment, and action.

(See Product Objective 3)

STANDARDS AND HEVIEW

A’

*a

Current Status

1.

Corfusion of evaluation and monitoring. In some cases,
monitoring is treated as synonymous with evaluation. In
other cases, it is separated from evaluation and includes
suclr varied activities as reporting field observationms,
determining the degree of grant compliance, receiving

written or orasl progress reports from project or program
staf?f, and conducting project auditing.

Lightweight monitoring activities because of gstaffing

prohlems in conducting monitoring and lack of specific
standards and guidelines.

Desired Status

1, Experimentation with explicit criteria, and a related
set of controls available to judge and shape project and
program propcsals, Acceptable project and progran
results and products.

-~ Recommendations

1. Enmnploy more rigorous acceptance standards for proposals,

-

ST K
. . I "
s et S
g S A ; 4 ; 3 .
et - .
e - “ ..

-92-

interim evaluation reports, and evaluation products.

Implement improved OCJP monitoring assistance to
maintain better subgrantee evaluation activities.

(See Product Objectives 4 and 5)

PROGRAM_EVALUATIONS AND MODELS

Current Status

. V.

i

!

A,

; 1.

{

{

!

2.
1]
Hi
i 3.
%
i,
i
It
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il
i
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v B.

Few reputable evalustion studies serve as models to
stimulate improved project and program evalustions,

let aleone provide relevant, timely informetion Tor their
ovn decision-making customers

No program evaluations exist and far too many project
evaluations produce uncomparasble results that have

limited generalizing ability beyond their product~
specific conditions.

No program evaluations exist because of (a) an inability
to specify common objectives snd evaluation designs
across projects, (b) a lack of instruments appropriate
for assessing such objectives across two or more
projects, (c) a lack of resources (staff and finances)

for reputable program evaluation studies, and (d)
political opposition.

Desired Status

| 1.

Demonstration models (emphasizing “"how to do it")

of project and program evaluations availasble in each
fumctional category.
I

it Jeast twéikey program evaluations conducted in
each functional category of the criminal justice ‘
system and a significant reduction in the number of

projects that produce results heving a limited scope
of generalization.
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C. Recommendation

1.

1.
Increase the number of progrem cévaluations and demon~
stration models.

(See Product Objective 6)

VI. THIRD-PARTY EVLUATIONS

A. Current Status

‘1. Overreliance on thirdspazty eva;uations coupled with a
beiief that in-house evslustions conducted by OCJIP

staff, Regional steff, or project and program personnel
are unacceptably subjective end biased.

B. Desired Status

1. Thlrdnpgrty evaeluations used either for summative

evalustions or when project, Regional, or OCJP staff
cannot perform the evaluation tasks.

C. Recommendation

I. TUse third-party evaluations more judiciously.

(See Product Objective T)

ViI. EVATUATTON DATA BASE

A, Current Status

1. Ho Begional or statewide data processing-based infor-
mation system for collecting, organizing, and dissem-
inating evaluation results on projects and programs
investigated.

B. Desired Status

1. All evaluations producing information that can be

incorporated into a statewide accountability system
using the most upeto-date data processing equipnent and
techniques,

C. Recommendation :

1.

Expedite the storage and retrieval of evaluation
information.

et
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1. (Continued)

(See Product Objective 8)

VIiI. EVALUATION TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER

A. Current Status

1. No services available to subgrantees of criminal

Justice interventions who want to share tested
resources such as measurable objectives, evaluation
instruments and procedures, and data analysis techniques.

B. Desired Status

1. A resource bank coordinated at a central locatioﬁ for

collecting and disseminating printed and audiovisuval

resources that can assist subgrantees' evaluation
activities.,

C. Recommendation

1. Estsblish an Evaluation Resource Service.

(See Product Objective 9)

Product Uhjective 1: To Standardize the Evaluation Planning
Process, Areas, and Levels

To standsrdize the evaluation planning process, areas, and
levels, two ad hoe OCJP-Regional committees (evenly staffed from these

two sources, with Begional persons appointed by the Regional Directors

Association) coordinated by an independent agency (for example, UCLA)

should produce ‘the following publications: two annual reports and a

final, approved statement of the rationale and model as wvell ss the

recommended technology for conducting project and program evaluation
planning in California's criminal justice system.

Process Objective 1l.1.

Between July 1, 1974 and October 31, 19Tk,

AAAAAA
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OCJP's Evaluation Unit should establish the membership, purposes,

working guidelines, and work schedule for an Ad Hoc Committee on the
Evaluation Planning Process. The object of this committee will bé
the specification of a standardized evaluation planning process that
has illustrated'applicability for each functional category of

criminal justice and can be adapted to local evaluation constraints.

This committee should adopt the categories listed at the beginning

of this paper if the classification of one variable is accépt&ble .

and a more appropriate classification scheme cannot be found.

The following steps of an evaluation planning process, and

any alternative epproaches, should be given close consideration.

1.

Identify the evaluation customers and their needs and wants
for decision-meking information. For example, OCJP is s

customer of all evaluations. Three standardized decision g

needs hzve been listed for OCJP (see Emrich, 1973a):
information on which to base decisions regarding funding

for the second and third years of a project, information
summarizivg whether or not the project's intervention was K
effective and should be replicated, and information

stating whether or not that intervention was post-efficignt

in a particular setting when contrasted with other

alternatives. Also, the primary evaluation customers, .

Regions and the county boards of éuper%isors and eity

councils to which they are responsible, have sdditional

i

e g
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decision—making needs that must be determined and met.
Therefore, 8 needs assessment_should be conducted in each
of the twenty-one Regions.

2. Specify measurable evaluation objectives that must be
achieved to supply the necessary decision-making infor-
mation.

3. Develo? the evéluation methodology necessary tc measure
achievement of these objectives. Altermative evéluation '
modelz, designs, procedures, and instruments must be
considered before first choices are made. The criterion
used in this selection process must be the ability of
esch alternative to supply data related te customers'
decision nmeeds and wants. Also included in developing
evalustion methodology are the tasks of adopting,
adaptimg, or constructing the necessary instruments and
procedures. Additional tasks include the identification
of needed resources and the roles necessary to implement
the evaluafion, to collect data, and to analyze them.

4, Implement the selected evaluation methodology.

5, Collect and analyze data.

6. Provide and use the evaluation results by employing

- effective diss’emination and diffusion strategies.

Process Objective 1.2. Between November 1, 197k and Februery 28,

1975, OCJP's Evaluation Unit should establish the membership,
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purposes, working guidelines, and work schedule for an Ad Hoc

o AR i S

Committee on Evaluation Planning Areas and levels. The object of
this committee ﬁill be to analyze the six evaluation planning areas,
recommended in the first half of this paper, as well as alternative
spproaches emphasizing other or fewer areas. The appropriateness of
thesé areas to each functioneal category of criminal justice projects
and programs should be empiriceally validated. 'i‘hen9 within the
selected areas, an analysis should be made of the desirability and | -
feasibdility of each level of evalustion and monitoring such as
those listed below. |

e unstructured monitoring (goal-free monitoring is not

directed toward explicit, predetermined goals)
o structured monitoring (goal-based monitoring focuses

on idemtified, preselected goals)

» impressiomistic, intuitive evaluation (goal-free or
goal-based evaluation for formative or summative purposes) . . i
+ & simple correlational studyk(goal—free or goglébased v | l
evalustion ar both for formative or summative purposes) N

¢ a single or multiple regression equation study (goal-free !

or goal-based evaluation or both for formetive or summative

3

purposes)

¢ a criterion-referenced study (goal-free or goal-based h |

evaluation or both for formative or summative purposes)
: ) : ' : o
¢ & quasi-experimental study (goal-free or gosl-based evalu= : ‘z

ation or both for formative or sumative purposes) | .

’a
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e a true experiﬁentél study (goal-free or goal-based evalu-
ation or both for formative or summative purposes)

ihese items are included here not to confuse the reader with am-
biguous jargon but to illustrate that a range of levels is possible.
Such levels should véry along dimensions of project significance
(e.g., importance of the study, its direction, replicability of its
findings) and available resources (finances and expeftise) for evalu-
ating and monitoring activities. Specific examples of the .application

of each approﬁriate level should be identified and validated for each .

accepted evaluation planning area for each functional category.

Process‘0bjective 1.3. Between November 1, 1974k and June 30,
1977, OCJP's Evaluztion Unit should coordinate and faciliﬁate the
work of each of the committees so that committee members receive
input from other rescurces developed through implementation of the

Plan recommended in this paper, field-test committee products,

produce their conmittee's annual‘reports_by Junz 30, 1975 and 1976,

end produce their final products by June 30, 197T.

Product Objective 2: To Build Staff Competence for Evaluation
Planning and Technical Assistance’ -

To build staff competencies for evaluation. planning and tech~
nical assistance, the OCJP network should have £he following as sooﬁ
as possible: (a) optimal staffing in OCJP's Evaluation Unit and in
the Regions to improve evaluation planning and monitoring at the
project and program levels, (b) OCJP and Regional staff members with

evaluation planning and technical assistance comyetence, and

(c) training packages and guidelines for subgrantees in criminal
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justice agencies and representatives from the sgencies and local
units of government with whom these subgrantees relaté and who
request such {training because they geek to improve the evaluation
planning of their services.

Process Objective 2.1. During 197h-T5, some staff of OCIP's

Evaluation Unit should bha assigned st least three-guarter time to
project and program evaluations. These persons should receive
informe)l training and should then work with s comsultant éreup or

the UCLA staff noted in Process Objective 2.6. Their tasks should

focus on the development and 1mplementgtion of a series of

competency-based staff-development packages for training project and

program persannel in evaluation planning sk?lls; More specificaliy,
this should incinde the design, pilot-test and revision, field-test
{in 1975~T@) =nd revision, and dissemination of these packages
(including'techniczl essistance) tailored to those Regional staff
rembers who are working on evaluation planning activities. - The
conteﬁt of these packages should be based on input from the two
committees recommended in Product Objective 1 and on an analysis

of effective techniques for providing technical assistance.

Process Objective 2.2. Additionsal OCJP staff members should

be added to the above group working on project and program evaluation

planning in 1975-~76, and others should be added in 1976-7T7 and
1977-78. Thus, the final year (1978-T9) of this plan will involve &

full-fledged field trial of this staff capsbility. During the fourth

-100~-
and fifth years, at least two-thirds of these staff members should
devote three-quarters of their time to these tasks, and the remaining
one-quarter should be spent relating their proJect and program

domains to the function and mission domains of system impact

evaluations.

Process Objective 2.3. During 197h-76 , more resources

should be allocated to enable Regional staff members assigned to

project and program evaluations on a half-time or more basis to join
with OCJP Evaluation Unit staff in thé above activities. In other ‘
words, these Regional personnel should be given released time to
work with the OCJP staff on the two committees as well as on the
davelopment and pilot test of the staff development packages.

Process Obfective 2.4, During 1974-T5, more resources should

be allocated to as meny Regions as possible contingent on their needs

znd the financialwzasonrces availsble so that they can add staff for

project end program evalustion planning. It is assumed this strategy

would add staff to eleven more Regions than the four that currently

have such personmel.

Process Objective 2.5. During 1975-76, an additional sum

should similarly be used to build the staffs of éhe remaining Regions.
All new staff‘memberaréﬁéuld;fieldwtest the staff-deve@épment program
for evaluation planning skills and technical assistance competencies.
They should then begin té administer the evaluation planning training
program to subgrantees in their Regions and representatives of local |

units of government and criminal justice agencies with whom these
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subgrantees relate. At first, the training should be provided on
8 field-test basis, during which these Regionél staff members
should document, disseminate, and use any resﬁlts concerning posi-
tive and negative, anticipated and unanticipated effects of the

training. v ' 3

Process Objective 2.6. An annual sum should be assigned in

each of two years, 19TL-T5 and 1975-T6, for an éutside agéncy to
wvork with OCJP and Regional staff (perhaps through the UéLA .
Evaluation Plamning Project) on evaluation planning training at the
project and program levels. If possible, work on this staff devel-
opment training program should begin immediately. The program
should involve the development and field-testing of the competency-
based packages. After this time period, the OCJP Evaluation Uni%
and Regional staffs should take over the staff-development program
and administer it to subgrantees and other local representatives.
Ome approach that should be considered in establishing the purpose,.

eontent, and format of this staff.development program is outlined

below.

*

» Its purpose should be to help subgrantees (as well aé bCJP‘
and Regional staff) acquire, practice, and apply evaluation
planning competencies appropriate to the project and program
domains. The object of this training should be that sube

grantees will be able to produce an approved evalustion ang

monitoring design and schedule for their projects or programs.

TR
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The training should concentrate on evaluation planning im-
provements in large=-scale, long-term projects and programs

in each functional categofy of eriminal justice.

e The content of this training should focus on the evaluation=~

planning processes, areas, and levels recommehded (or under
inveséigaxion) by ﬁhe two commitiees outlined in Product
Objective 1. It should be based on improvements of evalua=
tion methodology achieved through program and cluéter .
evaluations currently being conducted in the OCJP network.
In order to draw up the content specificationsqur this
series of evaluation training packages, the following activ=-
ities should be considered: ~
(1) TIdentify generel evaluation planning and monitoring
+asks that must be performed in order to implement
the standardized process in each functional category
of eriminal justice projects and proérams -—i.e.,

confuet a task analysis.

(2) Specify competencies needed to perform these tasks
and improve all aspects of project and program eval-

ustions ~-i.e., conduct a competency analysis.

(3) Select and design assessment strategies by which
evaluation competency can be measured. What perfor-
mance-based assessment techniques exist, what tech-

niques are presently under development, and how caq
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they best be adapted? Such techniques must assess

the evaluation Planning skills each trainee has, those

he or she needs to develop,

to acquire ang Practice -h---:i..e‘,9 staff assessment

and those he or she wants

(L) Design and evaluate performance-based training pack-

ages that Provide learming experiences apprqprlate to

the competensies selected.

(5) Determine how %o evaluate the effectiveness'of‘tﬁe
Procedures.

(6) Pilot-test, revise9

and field-test the packages,

Then, revise them again before using them in regular

staff end subgrantee development sessions.

(T) Velidate the competencies produced by using éxéeriw
mertts] and quasi-experimenteal designs appropriate for
determining the relationship between eialuation compe-
tencies angd project /program evaluation 1mprovements.

(8) Conduct data analyses to determine what techniques

are-most«sultable for specific groups of people‘
is

Thet
» 8nalyze the kinds of problems that commonly arise

and how they might be avoided or correcfed
(9) Conduet program evaluations by selecting appropriate

criteria fopr assessing the ‘success of the training

series. Provide for the formative evaluation of the

serles of packages uged in the field

*
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A similar group of activities should be considered in
drafting specifications for a series of packages focusing on
the acquisition and practice of the technical-assistance skills
OCJP and Regional staff will need to train subgrantees effect-

ively and efficiently. Here, the task analysis should identify

staff activities involved in successfully providing technical
assistance to subgrantees at sll stages, from proposal concep-
tion and development through project or program completion.

The competency analysis should specify skills that staff members
‘nged to perform the beneficial sctivities. With information
from these two sources, persons designing the staff~devel§pment
program wonld have the basic elements needed to produce

packages for building technical assistance competencies.

The formst of this staff-development program should have a num-
ber of characteristics. First, the training should be competency
besed (i.e., performance-based); it should emphasize the devel-
opment of measurable skills rather than the acquisition of facts
and informetion. 1In other words, each package should be desigpned
to go beyond the cognitive level and produce actual skills useful

in practical situations. Second, the training should be indi-

vidualized, so that subgrantees (as well as Regional and state

staff) who already possess some of the rgquisite skills will

concentrate their attention only on areas they have yet to master.

- This should involve the use of diagnostic pretests to pinpoint

- o e -
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éuch skill areas. Individuslization should alsoc enable
trainees to work on their own and at their own. pace. 1

Third, the packages should be supported by technical assist-

gggg_provi&ed as an additional lea;ning resource fox train-

ees, Each trainee should be abie to #ork individually most

of the time but should have access to consultation at appro-=
priate learning and testing times.

Fourth, the complete program should be transportable

& variety of instructional settingé
(e.g., conferences, pre-service classropms, in—serviqe;work-
shops, and independent study) and geographic locatibns.
Fifth, the complete program should be introduced by a tape-
slide oriemtation ana a flowchart of the compiehensive
evaluationr planning process. Sixth, each package should 5@

a multimedia‘ﬁresentation containing: goals and objectives
summarizing the measurable skills that trainees?shoﬁld be
able to demonstrate once they complete the package; instruc-
tional materisls, progress. checks, group activities; simumv
Jation activities built on actual studies of project and
program evaluations conducted in each criminal. justiée
functional category; application procedures; a p.osttest with
complete feedback; and references if further study is desired.
The completion of each package’s‘activities_should takg

between fifteen and twenty hours of the average‘trainée's time.

LY
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Initially, this type of staff and subgrantee dzvelopment
brogram should be validated for in-service training purposes.
If that appiication proves successful, it should be expanded
to a preservice trainipg program used on an experimental
basis at UCLA or USC. Studies &f the usefulness of this
training approach should be conducted and experimental inveg-
tigations of the effectiveness of prototype packages should
be made. Support for these studies should be reqﬁested from

LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal

Justice,

+

Process Objective 2,7. Starting July 1, 1974, an ad hoc

Committee on Standards and Guidelines, comprised of six OCJP and

" Regiongl stafe (evenly distributed between these two Sources,

with Regional persons appointed by the Regional Directors Associa-
tion) assisted by subgrantees and evaluation consultants selected
by the committee should produce annual revisions of the following
three products ance their real usefulness for the evaluation staff
of projects &nd.programé has been demonstrated: (1) evaluation
planning stepdards, (2) guldelines for improved evaluation planniné,

end (3) structured checkllsts speclﬂying product and process ob~-

ject;ves to be met by OCJP and Regional staff and outside con-

sultants providing technical assistance to subgrantees as they

develop proposals and initiate projects that demand identifiable

evaluation planning sk:.lls°
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These three products should be modified by successive approx-

imations each year over the five-year period so that improvements
are graduaslly made in the project and program;evaluaﬁions to
which they relate. The content 6f these products should be c0m%
patible with that of the competency-based étéff‘and sﬁbgrantee
development program recommended in Process Objective 2.6. ‘Thus,’
the recommendstions of the two standing commitiees sbout the
evaluation planning process, areas, and levels appropriaxe to *
ceriminal justice'projects and programs would be included in the
content of the three producgts.

The production of all three products should be monitored by
the project and program evaluation staff recommended for‘OCJP's
Evaluation Unit in Process Objectives 2.1 and 2.2. This staff
should alsg validate and revise these products. The ﬁegions
should hendle dissemination of standards and guidelines for pro-
Jeet evelustion while sharing the dissemination of program eval-
uation stendards and guidelinés with the Evaluation Unit (all
program evaluations will be intérregional). Regipnal and OCJP

T

staff members should coopefate in mohitoring subgranfee imple¢t

mentation of the standsrds and guidelines recommended esach yegr&.‘“t'u

In carrying out these monitoring responsibilities, they should

use the structured checklist; for technicel assistance.

Standards should specify criteria to be employed each yeavN -

in judging evaluation planning components in (1) propossals,

LY
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(2) the records and activities of ongoing projects and programs,
and (3) the deliverables (i.e., reports and other products) of
completed project and program evaluations. The standards should
describe and illustrate what must be contained in these components.

Guidelines must be available to help sﬁbgrantees meet these
standards. The only available document résembling this recom-
mended annual product is OCJP's July 1973 edition of Grant

Application Information and Instructions. This sixteen-page

document provides inadequateiguidance in the area of evaluation
planning because it concentrétes on project evaluations only.and
gives superficial treatment to project objectives and project-
evaluation design. Guidelines should define, discuss, illustrate
and provide additional references for all aspects of the evalua-
tion plemming of projects. In addition,'they should focus on
each aof the three standards and guidelines and products, not

Just on propesel preparation. ‘The guideline documents should be
incorporeted s key instructional materials in the competency-
based packsges recommended in Process Objective 2.6.

Two means of using guideline documents‘should be available
to sﬁﬁgrantees so they can meet the evalﬁation planniné standards{
Those who need to acquire and ﬁractice identifiable evaluation
planning skills should}be referred to sppropriate training
packages. Others should receive technical assistance more con-

sistent end more standafdized thas that typically provided to
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subgrantees. This standardization should enable technical
advisers (OCJP and Regional staff or outside consultants) to
guarantee that their assistance achieves specific measurable
outcomes. Two ways to accomplish this standardization are

(1) ensure that each adviser has an optimal level of technical
assistance skills, which can be accomplished by referring those
who lack requis%te competencies to the appropriate traihing'
packages, snd (2) to use the aforementioned checklists, which
cutlipz a besic series of outcomes advisers should produée and
procedures they should use when they attempt to provide technical
assistance. If“theée desired outcomes and procedures are staxed.
as measurzhle objectives (i.e., product and process objectives),
then both the =dviser and the person or persons receiving tech-.
nical assistance—hﬁwé standards by which to.judge the effective~
nzss of such assistance. |

Product Objective 3: To Provide Contrglsvand Incentives for

Encouraging Suberantee Evaluation Competence, Commitment, and

Action : : S e S ;‘_’71’.,::- _"f" :

Through an,crderly process over the next five years, current

& R f

OGJP Evaluatlon Unit and Regzonal staff worklng on project and proo

gram evaluations (ss well as any personnel added because of recom-

rendations summarlzed under Product Objective 2) should gradually

. e e

evolve an integrated set of incentives and controls to help sub;'fff“*”'j

grantees and personnel from local wnits of government and criminal

o
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Justice agencies develop additional skills in evaluation plan-
ning,.become more committed to designing and implementing reputable
evaluations, and be more active in evaluating their projects and
programs. The incentives and controls will include at least the
factors discussed in the following process objectives.

Process ObJective 3.1, OCJP and Regional staff should suggest

that all subgrantees improve their evaluation planning co?petence
by encouraging them to assess their current skills, challenging
them to accept tfaining in areas where they lack skills needed for
their project or program evaluations, and proﬁiding them with con-
sultation while they take their training. Whenever appropriate,
materials and teckmiques developed for Produc£ Objective 2 (i.e.,
the competency-based packapges, evaluation planning standards,
related guidelines, and correlated, meaéﬁrdble technical assistance)
should be used to improve subgrantee competence.

Process Objective 3.2, Through selected dissemination activ~

ities (discussed in the technical paper on dissemination in this
volume) OCZP and R&glanal staff worklng on project and program eval-
uations shnuld“help sﬁbgrantees adopt p031t1ve attltudes toward at ‘
least the follawing aspectékcf evaluation planning. First~the mbst .>
useful evaluations attempt to improve rather than pggxg‘interventioné
used in projects and progress. Second, such evaluations must collect,
disseminsgte, and promote the use of informaticn @hat engbles key
deciéiod makers ih criminal justice agenéies to make critical deci-

sions.
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Process Objective 3.3. Regional staff should require that each

project proposal contain an approvable decisions-based evaluation

design and schedule as a prerequisite for funding. Similarly, staff

in the OCJP Evaluation 7nit should maintain this same control ovérﬁ
all proposals for program (interregional) evaluations. In both
cases, the evaluastion planning stendards (described in Process
Objective 2.7) accepted for the year in'which the proposals are
revieved will be used by the staff making these decisions;

Also in both cases, part of each subgrantee's contract will
specify that at least the following preliminary 1nformaxlon,be
available for the evaluation design:

1. At least one key customer {besides OCJP central and
Regional staff) of that project or program evaluation.
2. At least one top-priority need for decision information
of that customer, the OCIJP, and the Regional staff.

3. The evalustion objectives the subgrantee agrees to
achieve in order to produce the required information.
For project evaluations, examples of de0151on needs of the

OCJP are listed under'Process Objective 1. l

needs of the local planning board must be 1dentlfied by’each sﬁbn S

grantee, Invariasbly, from the Regions' viewpoint the top-priority

needs must be ones held by the county bbard o5 supervisors or city

council, and the criminal justice agency most involved in the propose&

project also must be specified and met by the subgfantee. Staff

Addltional lnformatlon‘
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from each Region should help their subgrantees assess and specify
the decision needs of these various groups if such groups are
agreeable to this assessment and can be helped to identify their
needs. o

It is hoped that the above regulation will have a positive
effect on subgrantees' evaluation commitments and actions. If sub-
grantees receive OCJP training end encouragement to implepent this
decision-based approach to evaluation, they should recogniie that '
these additioms increase the relevance and long-range usefulness of
their prosects' results. They should realize also that the required
eveluation plenming activities force them to look ahead to specify
the desired effects they would like to preduce and to monitor
their progress in terms of those desired outcomes. In other words,
they should realize that they, too, are important customers of their
evalustions =md should be sble to use timely information to improve
their project effaort snd impact.

Process Objective 3.4. Regions should reguire that selected

project subgramtees produce by the end of the fourth month of the

first year‘cf‘the contract an acceptable, updated evaluatlon design

and schednle, 1nc1ud1ng,milestones by which the implementatlon of
that design can be monitored. Evaluetions should be designed to
supply the decision-making needs of OCJP, the Regions, and sub-
grantees (as well as the local upits of government: and criminal

Justice agencieé they represent): A subgrantee who doces not produce

-
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evidence that his or he? proposalfs design and schedule have been
updated and are now feasible and desirable should receive no fisesl
support beyond that 120-day limit until the requirement has been met.

OCJP staff should establish & similar requirement for subgrantees

of program evaluagtions.

Process Objective 3.5. Regional staff members should fequire

that each selected grant shall have an evaluation administrator who
will be held acoountable for the evaluation planning products and

schedule of activities specified in the OCJP contract.

Process Objective 3.6.

Regional staff members should require

4]
that each selected project has at least a three-~member Evaluation

Plamning Review Panel that meets at least twice a year'with project

staff. These meetings should be coordinated by the pE oJect'

eveluation administratur. After each meeting, panel members should

submit copies of their individual reports to the project staff and

the project monitor from the Regional office. Similar requirements

should be established for program evaluations conducted under

QCIP's Evaluskion Unit.

In all cases, the panel should provide . <

rendations should be advisory only, howevers the project or program
evaluation administrator should respond to each recommendation,
regardless of whether or not it will be follawed.

Process Objective 3.7. OCJP and Regional évaeluation planning

staff should verbally encourage subgrantees who recognize and use

S LA TO

£
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the following two incentives for improved proJect and program evalua-

tions:

1. The levels of evaluation and monitoring recommended by the

ad hoc Commmittee on Evaluaoion Planning Areas and Levels.
The alternatives identified and validated by this committee
should stimulate subgrantees once they recognize that rig-
orous evaluation designs are not necessary for each project.
In fact, little more than structured monitoring miéht be '
appropriate in many instances.

The results of Product Objective 6, which include models of
evaluation planning activities conducted in each functional
category of criminal justice. Such models will demonstrate
the"dos end don'ts"of projecf and program evaluations and
their primary purpose will be to illustrate thet evaluation

planning czn be done in each functional category and can
produce useful information.

Product Objective 4: To Employ More Rigoroﬁs Acceptance Standards

for Proposals, Interim Reports, and Eval-
uatlon Products

”hrough regularly scheduied meetlngs over the next flve years,ffvijf*f

. current steff of the OCJP Evaluation Unit and the Regions (as well as :

eny personnel added because of recommendations summarized under Product
Objective 2) should develop and consistently use rigorous ecriteria
for determining the acceptability of the evaluation aspects of pro-

posals, evaluation interim reports, and final reports or cther products

of project and program evaluations.
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Process Objective L,1. OCJP and Regional staff assigned

to develop the above criteria should mske them comsistent with
evaluation planning standards designed for subgrantee use and
produced by the Ad Hoc Committee on Stendards and Guidelines.

The format of these criterie will £it the design of instruments

that the staff can use in gpplying the standards to evaluation:

sections in proposals as well as evaluation products of all ;
types. Such techniques will include detailed checklists and
rating systems with‘scales graded according to explicit,
objectively observable characteristies of proposals or reports.
A1l eriteris should be made availasble to subgrantees so that
they will kmow how their products will be judged and can
determine whether their contract's objectives have been sat-~

isfied.

Process Objective 4.2, Selected project and program

i

evaluetion personnel in the OCJP Evaluation Unit and the

Pegions should be assigned responsiblify for ensufing that

g e n i

i
W I

fel

ééq on’the'ggsis~of'the-a£6ve'gvaluation
planning stan&ardsa‘tStaff shoﬁld]be éllocatéd.ﬁé thaﬁithié'
100 percent review process gredually becomes & reality. Ulti-
mately, proposals, reports, and other evaluation products not
meeting the above eriteria should not be acdcepted. In the

case of proposals, funding possibilities should be delayed or

PO
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dropped; in the case of reports, continued funding should be ter-
minated and contractuel obligations should be designated as unful-
filled. Alternatives should be explored for (1) taking legal action
aéaihst contractors who do poor evaluation work and (2) providing
subgrantees with a process for appealing OCJP decisions.

Process Objective 4.3 All selected personnel should be trained

to employ the criteria in a standardized manner so that each pro-

*

posal or evaluation product receives similar attention.

Product Objective 5: To Implement Improved OCJP Monitoring
Assistance to Maintain Better Subgrantee
Evaluation Activities

To maintain better subgrantee evaluation activities, Regional
staff responsible for project evaluations should provide monitoring
assistance for the evaluation-planning activities of each selected
project discussed in Process ObjJective 3.4, Staff of the OCJP
Evaluation Unit should maintain similar monitoring respensibilities
for all program evaluations and be available to assist Regional
staff on project evaluations whenever necessary. In all cases,

these monitors of evaluation components should coordinate their_.,;_

efforts with reguler Regional and OCJP central steff members who .

monitor all projects and programs. The QCJP Evaluation Unitishould~'
be the coordinator of the evaluation monitoring process. The staff
of this unit should use the program specialty telents of OCJP per-
sonnel who have demonstrated expertise and familiarity with the

projects and programs being monlitored.
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Process Objective 5.1 The basic evaluation monitoring pro-
vided by these staff members should be fairly routine if the
recommendations embodied in Process Objectives 3.4 through 3.7 .

are gccepted. These recommendations should lead to greater and

earlier specification of evalua@ién—planning-parameters, strategies,

and schedules for project and program evaluation.l In thése céées, 7
monitoring wculd'be facilitated, thereby involving litt;e'moré than .
progress checking, and further facilitated if‘subgrantees; contrécts
specif? the meﬁhods to be used in monitoring their progress, in-
cluding the mumber and dates of required site visits. Since con-
tracts are compliceted, specifics such as these«must be gi&en
priorities aloﬁg with other basic information;

Process Objective 5.2 Critical in the type of monitoring noted

above is the provizsion of technical assistance that helps project
and program eveluation staff improve their activities during each

phese of thezr"eifarts,

Process Objective 2 7 recommends that R

rhecklists bullt on gbjectives tdvstructu£e;and standardize the
f2lp provided., In addition, these staff members should take com-
petency-based training that orients them to the administration of
contracts and increases their s#ills in handling~preblems‘of con-
tract performance. The total effect of this approaéh to monitoring

willl emphasize & helping, rather than s policlng., role for monitors.

LN

'\<;_to catégorzeg I II and V B The two studles,for'197h~75 have =
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Product Objective 6: To Increase the Number of Program
Evaluations and Demonstration Models

To increase the number of pfogram evaluations and demonstration
project and program evaluations, the OCJP Evaluation Unit working
closely with evaluation staff members from the Reglons over the
next seven years should produce ten threemyeér program evaluations
(evenly distributed eamong the eriminal justice functional cate-
gories) and ten demonstration project evaluations, similarly dis-
tributed, that can serve asg models (printeé, audi?visuai, or ;

visitation) for how to improve evaluation methods and results at

the proJect level,

Process Objective 6.1 Working closely with evaluation staff
members from the Regions, the OCJP Evaluation Unif should initiate
two new frogramuevaluations in two additional functional categories
each year far the next five ye;rs. These should not be confused
with the cluster evaluations being conducted during 1973-T4; pro-
gram evelustions should be more rigorous. At least one program
evaluation should be conducted‘in each of the‘seven functional

categorles, end the remalnlng three evaluatlons w1ll be a551gned -~

already been proposed, in the areas of community—based alternaﬁives
to incarceration ard juvenile delinquency diversion. However, these
will evaluate existing pfojects. Efforts should be made in sub-

sequent progrem evaluations to include projects priot’to contract

formilation.
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; requirements of the Regions.
Process Objective 6.2 Working closely with evaluation staff

L. The evaluation staffs of all Regions will participate in

members from the Regions, the Evaluation Unit staff should ensure
; the project selection.
that the remeining eight progrsm evaluations capitalize on the

? L - 5. Each program evaluation will be jointly monitored by the
! o procedures of the two initiated in l97h-75. In addition, in co- ]

o OCJP Evalustion Unit and by the evaluation personnel in the
operation with the Regionsg, they should attempt to use & Request ' A '
A S Regions vwhere component projects are located.
for Proposals (RFP), rather than a sole-source approach/ﬁﬁ funding. ' .
. . , N 6. The general purpose of each program evaluation will be to

That 1s, public or private agenclies should compete for funds to

) . : - establish a series of comparable project evaluations so that,
conduct these studies. State govermment agencies should be pre— o

for each functional category, OCJP can ldentify exactly what )
ferred but should have to demonstrate thelr expertise as rigorously . . )

, ] interventions work with whom (or what operations) and under

as other competitor. . | ” §

s : : what conditions.

Process Objective 6.3 In designing thése program evaluations, ;

! Process Objective 6.4 In addition to the above program evalua-

Evaluation Unit =nd Regional personnel should meet at least the . . . .
' tions, the OCJP Eveluation Unit and Regional evaluation personmnel
followinz regquirements. :
, . - ) should cooperste to select and monitor ten project evaluations as
, 1. At lesst ter projects will be involved in each study. , ; |
' prototypes for improved project evaluations proposed and conducted
2. These ten projects will be selected from at least five - j .
' , ‘ by subgrantees (or their consultants). These ten studies, and the

, Regions, each of which must place high in their Regional L . : R TL T S R S P
- program evaluztions, should also be dlstributeﬁiamong the seven» —u -ioono

i
i

functional caztegories.

. Procéss Objecti;é~6.5 Dﬁ%ﬁﬁghéaéﬁbof‘ﬁhe‘nqxt‘fiﬁe'yéafé

Evaluation Unit and Regional evaluation staff should identify,

from among those project proposels being considered by Regional

Ject or projects that will participate in each program evalua=

, i : planning boards, a group of projects having a high probability of
! tion. Regional funds will be used to fund the action components . | '

‘ ‘ ‘ successful impact. These should be large two-year projects having
of these projects; OCJP funds will be used to support the evalua-

. ' I possibilities for wide application and generalization. Each year
{ tion components. The components must algso meet the evaluation o ' ) .
. v these staff members should select two projects for which the

o
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' survey's results, conclusions regarding the pros and cons of the use
i subgrantees are willing to improve their proposed evaluation )

of third-party evaluators, and recommendations for regulating future
designs to provide models of cost-effectiveness, cost—efficiency*-

P i

evaluations of this type. This task forece should cbnsider the
and cost-benefit analyses.

: ‘ ; - ' possibility that there has been indiscriminate use of third-party
Process Objective 6.6. Using dissemination and diffusion

studies and that such practice seems to have been based on a belief

techniques (such as those suggested in the technical paper on that "outside" evaluators are the only persons who are both qualified

dissemination in this volume) OCJP Evalustion Unit and Regional = and objective enough to conduct well-designed evaluations. In fact,

-

evaluetion personnel should ensure that the results of the ten . - - it may be found that the majority of OCJP central and Regional staff

prototype project evaluations are used to improve other project and subgrantees propose third-party evaluators as the panaces for

evaluations im the process or planning stage across the OCTP any and all evaluation problems. Overuse of such studies seems to

network. have contributed to the proliferation of poorly designed, conducted,

o _ and reported evaluations. Many outside evaluators seem to have con-
Product Objective 7: To Use Third-Party Evaluations More

Judiciousl ducted premature summative evaluations of the overall worth of
dJudleious.ty ,
By T 1, 1977, project and program evaluation planning staff { projects that are only embryonic. In these cases, it would have been
y July 1, > . ‘ , ) .
¢ 0CID's ® tom Unit and of the Regions should have encouraged ‘ better to perform formative evaluation studies to assist project
Q s ‘ o . .
f ' ‘ ©  staff in improving their interventions and procedures.
;- the adeption of = policy restricting the use of outside or third- x

| B © One of the reecmm endat:.onsthlstaskforceshould consider is to =~

partyi(thatqiaygnnngrciitqr~nonﬁrqgram;staﬁf)jEYglggt;on3fthrgyghéﬁ

. - Testrict cutside evaluators to only the following types of investi-. .

o e D T e
.......

i o ‘ gé,tiéné:

Between July 1 and Decenber 1, 19Tk,
: 1. Summative evaluations to judge the overall "worth" of a
a task force of Evaluation Unit and Regional evaluation staff ] 1

|- : . ‘ t project's interventions after staff members have implemented formative
; should cooperate to survey the current znd the desired use of third- |

» : : ' evaluations allowing them to revise and improve their interventions.
{ party evaluators in criminal Justice agencies in each region. - : v _
i ‘ ‘ , _ 2. Project evaluations when it is impossible for the Regicnal
v Procegss Objective T.2. By December 31, 19Tk, the OCJP Evalua~

. , , 1 or OCJP Evaluation Unit staff assigned to train and essist project
| tion Unit staff and this task force should produce a report of this ; : .

{ ‘ personnel to conduct their own formative evaluations.

.__.._.
*a

Ly
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3. Program evaluations such as those discussed under Product

Objective 6.

Process Objective 7.3. Between January 1, 1975 and July 1,

1977, Evaluation Unit and Regional evaluation staff should train

subgrantees to acquire and practice skills for conducting formative '

evaluations of their own ?rojects and intervenbions;- Treining
alternatives specified under Product Objective 2 should ee used ig»
this process. JIncluded should be the use of an appren#iéeship
mcdel; subgrantee evaluation staff should work closely with quali-
fied Eveluation Unit and Regional consuitants to improve evaluation
planning. 'During~the same period, these OCJP personnel sheuld
seek sdoption of a policy for ail OCJP network'thirdcparty evalu-
ations that will be used only as indicated in Process Objective T.2

and only through e competitive bidding process. In all such cases,

OCJP staff members will closely superfise the writing and distribu-

tlon of the'RVP'sg the development of detalled crlterla for ch0051ng

and the selectio
the outsz&eAevaluatOIS‘

Product Objective 8:

To Expedite the Storage and Retrieval of

Evaluation Information

To expedite the storage and retrieval of evaluation inférmetiom
during 19T74-T5, & twelve-month study of the feasiﬁility'of 8 state=
wide accountebility system should be completed. This system would '
produce relevant and timely data for overall impact evaluetion of

projects and programs ecross the OCJP network as well as data for

R v B
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local project revisions and improvements and would supply information

accourntable to the evaluation decision needs and objectives of

(1) leaders in local units of government and criminal justice agen-

cies, (2) Regional staff and board members, and (3) OCJP staff and

council members. During 1975-T6, if the feasibility study is success=

ful, monies should be allocated for the design and pilot-test of a

prototype system in three Regions of varying levels of complexity

during 1975«76. If this pilot-test works, additional sums should be

-

Y

assigned in each of the next three years to revise and expand this
system to additional Regions in 1976-T7 and-fo the balance of the
Regions in 1977-T8.

1978-T9.

A full~fledged trial should he possible in

Process Objective 8.1. During 19Th-75, a task force of

project and program evaluation staff members from OCJP's Evaluation
Unit and the Begions should assign adequate persomnel (at least a

systems amalyst and & computer programmer) to work on the feasibil-

ity stu&y to be completed durlng that year. They should investlgate

a statev1de accountablllty system,that has at least the follcw1ng

1. It is basically a composite of twenty-one reglonwide

accountability systems.

2. It uses the following types of reliable data which sub-

grantees (who have received the type of competency-based training

deseribed under Product Objective 2) are required to produce:

{a) the measurable impact objectives of each project, (b) the
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characteristics of the intervention(s) actually implemented,

(c) the characteristics of the target persons or operations,

(d) objectives-related :esults obtained by these persons or oper-

ations, and (e) unanticipated side effects that vere produced.

3. It compares the sbove data to information collected on

each Region's general goals and annual priorities, to help Regional
staff determine whetker or not they have met their priority
objectives (and progressed toward their goalé) and what éheir nex%
Year's priorities should be,

4, It should protect the confidentiality of individuals

involved in project and program evaluations.

2. It necessitates redesign of grant application forms,
vedesign of imterim and end-of-year reporting procedures and forms,
and the development of a capacity within the OCJP central and

regional offices for processing and storing in master files the

information on these forms., It éncourages OCJP development of s

complete prnject—andpprggram auditing,capacity‘tp includevnbt only

w1th the-reportlng procedures‘developed forxiteﬁ ﬁ abovec

6. Tt employs the most up-to-date data~processing equipment

and techniqgues.

Process Objective 8.2. Byduly 1, 1975, the OCJP axecutive

staff should receive the task force's reports and debriefing‘on

the feasibility study and should decide whether or not Phase IT
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-=g pllot-test of a prototype accountability system in three
Regions—- will be initiated. Similer decisions should occur
respectively by July 1, 1976,1977, and 1978 in regard to Phase III,
a pilot-~test in some of the Regions; Phase IV, a pilot-test in all
twenty-one Regions; and Phase V, a field-test of the complete
statewide systen.

Process Objective 8.3. If approval is obtained for one or

[N

more of Phases IT through V, the saﬁe task force and the account-
ebility system staff members should slowly evolve the regionwide -
znd statewide systems. Benefits produced should include:

1. An increased awareness of outputs (;ccountability Tfor .
resnlts or benefits) among local, Regional, end state decision
mekers, who in the past seem to have focused their sttention only
on inputs (for example, costs, staff activities, staff operation).

2. The estshlishment of a data bank from which meaningful

research evidence can be generated indicating what effects a given

interventlcn.can‘be expected to have’when 1mp1emented in a glveu L

manner undhr gzven condltlons.'

Product Objective 9: To Egtablish an Evaluation Resource

Service

The OCSP Evaluaticn Unit coordinating with evaluation planning

gtaff in the Regions should establish an Evaluation Resource

Service at a ceﬁtral location in the state. This service should

assist criminal justice personnel from any local, Regional, or state

agency in California in finding resocurce materials and persons to

KL
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- equivalent of a full-time materisi-end-medis specialist and a fulle

127~

help improve their evaluation planning efforts.

Process Objective 9.1. Between September 1 and November 30,

197k, & task force of OCJP and Regional personnel (composed primarily
of project and program evaluation staff from the Evaluatioh Unit and
the Regions) should design a set of guidelines foé the proposed
Eveluation Resource Service snd & Job description and competency
analysis for staff to initiste and maintain the éervicee The

time secretary/clerk should be recommended. An annﬁal budget

should be aliocated for the materials search, purchase, and

reproducticn process.

Process Objective 9,2, Between December 1, 1974 and January 31,

1375, slternate gites for the service should be explored, a site
selected, the facilities equipped, and staff recruited. :”

Process Objective 9.3, The service should begin February 1, 4 ;

1975 by initisting a statewide and nationwide search-and-seek ' f

lished for the purpose of assessing, organizing, cataloging, and

j
disseminsting printed or audioviéugl products in areas such as the ‘_ _ é
following: | g
l. Statements of meamn'a.‘nl.e'ou,t';comes.g objectives s and goa.lAs‘

for each functional category in the crininal Juéticé field.

2. Measurement techniques, instruments,;and procedures keyed

LY
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to appropriate ocbjectives identified for item 1.

3. Data analysis techniques appropriate for measurement

strategies identified for item 2.,

&n %&nuscripts and reference books on introductory concepts

and pringiples of evaluation planning.
5. Similar resources at more advanced levels.

6. Competency-based training packages, guidelines, and

~Standards documents produced under Product Objective 2, - .
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