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Definitions, Objectives, and Organization 

In this paper ~ a. :alan is understood to include statements of 

needs and recommended approaches for resolving those needs. A ~ 

is a d:\.screpancy bet-ween the current state Md the desired state of 

81r1 variable of interest 0 The recommenda.tions presented here out­

line a. comprehensive evaluation planning model for el'iminal justice 

agencies 5 the purpose of which is to stimulate successi ve improv~-, 

ments in evaluation in these agenciese ,In this flexible model, 

evaluation is defined as a. systematic process of acquiring, disselTt~ 

inating5 and using information to ease decision making, improve 

reduction and control of crime and delinquency, and maximize the 

effecti veness a:r- criminal justice a.gencies. Evalua.tion tries to 

improve znore. than it tries to prove. It summarizes the extent to - , 
Wi.ch an a.gencr':r objectiv~s are being achieved and also reveals 

UIlanticipa.:ted. effects produced, both positive .and negative. The 

plan for evaluaXion improvements presented here assumes that evalu­

ation is d.es:i.xahle and feasible for criminal justice agencies; no 

attempt is made in this paper to defend that assumption. 

Definitions and Relationships 

As part of a five-year plan for impro1fing evalua.tion in. the 

network of Califol'I).ia's Office of Criminal Justice Planning (oCJp) 

and in criminal justice agencies throughout t~e. state f this paper 

focuses on tvo components of the Plan: project evalua.tion and 
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impacts that are more general than any project or program 

objective. The functional categories used throughout this 

pa.per 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 control 

crime. These missions are called general or ultimate goals 

but they can be broken down into more immediate subgoals wi~h­

in functional categories, such as those listed in category V 

(see list of functional categories). These. subgoals can be 
.' 

further specified by listing the specific outcomes to be 

experienced by persons or opera.tions and by outlining through 

measurable project and program objectives the conditions 

necessary far achieving these outcomes. 

The inte:rxel.ationship of the terms defited above is summarized 

in fig'lln!- l below. 
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program evaluation. In additions it briefly addresses the relation-

ship these two components shoul~ have with higher-order evaluations 

conducted in the mission and function components (discussed in 

"System Level Evaluation" by Solomon Kobrin) ~ As stated there.y it 

OCJP clearly identifies explic:f.t statements of its high",.priori.ty 

:functions and missionS) then program. and project evaluation. planning 

can 'l":~ conducted more systema.tically' within thoae limits e The 

following terms are fundamental to the Plan outlined here~ 
, 

III Outcome is an observed result 51 anticipated or \UilUlticipated~ 

produced by an identified activity. 

I) Objective is a statement describing an expected, messu.rable out"" 

came ex:pet:ted to happen to someone or something" the situat.ion 

in. .m±.ch ±t is expected 7 and how it yrill be messUl'ed o 

C) Intervention is a series of planned activities involving people 

(e.g:...,. you:th: on probation 9 police officers ~ or community mem.., 

bexs: v.f:th....mom they relate) or operations (e.g. $ court proces-

siUgpra~Si coordination of police communications, or 

~e:gisla±ion. related to juvenile probation procedures) designed 
t; 

to meet specific and related objectivesc 

& Project i.s the use of one or more interventions to produce 

e Program is a. group of projects sharing common or closely 

related objectives. 

t) Functional category is one or more progr~ designed to have 

o " 

, 

1 . 
4 

MISSIONS 
of the Criminal Justice Field 

(Gene~al Goals of 
Several Funs.tional. Catel2:ories 1 

FUNCTiONAL CATEGORIES . ~"I 
of' Related Pro a.1!l§.l1 

f 
PROGRAMS 

(Groups of Related Projects) 

__ t 
PROJECTS ---, 

(One or More Related InteTVe~ 

INTERVENTIONS 
(Activities for Meeting 

L_ Related qbjectives) 

. t 
MEASURABLE OBJECTIVES ~ 

(.Each Describing at least One Outc~ 

SPECIFIC OUTCOMES 

Fig .. L Relationships in criminal justice planning 
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Functional categories in criminal justice can be classified in 

various v~s: 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 opera~ions on whiCh those 

interrentions focus. Classifying projects by their purposes, OCJP -----, 
(Emrich 9 1973 b 5 p. ~!3 ff 0) dert ved the categories :'''.sted below from 

close inspection of J~roject objectives identified in the annual plans , 
, . 

o~ OCJP Regions and ·the descriptions of projects funded in Califor-

~'s twenty~one Regions. These categories are used throughout this 

paper because they axe such comprehensive and viable groupings s- and 

are thus recommenCiecl for use until empirical studies suggest a. 

bet.ter cle.ssif'ic:a.t:i()n. 

Fig. 2. Functional Categories 

Category- I... Crime Prevention and Rehabilitation 

A.. AJ..ccholi sm 
B. DruS; Rehabilitation and Prevention 
c:.. Methadone Maintenance 
D.. Corrections 
E.. Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency 
F. Youth. Service Bureaus 
G~ Crisis Intervention 
H. Diversion 

Category II. Criminal Justill:e/Community Relations 

A. Community Service Officers 
Bo La~' Enforcement/Community Relations 
C •. LaliT Enforcement/Youth Relations 

Category IIJ:. Personnel Considerations .. 

A. Up/grading Lav Enforcement Personnel 
B. Other Personnel Considerations 

't 
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Category IV. Administration of Criminal Justice 

A. Administration of Justice 
B. Police Legal Advisors 

Category Vo Detection and Apprehension 

Police Communications 
Police Operations . 
Criminalistics _ ..... 

..- .' -1 

Information Systems and Ope~ations Research 
Research, Development 5 and Planning 
Narcotics Enforcement 
Organized Crime Enforcement 

Category VI.. Prevention of Specific Crimes 

Category VII. Consume!' Fraud 

In add:it:ion. to the terms !I relationships 5 .and functional cate ... 

gories defined. so far !I it is important to understand the following 

terms in rea.'.d:i.ng thi.s plan: 

Monitoring ±S:the process of reviewing current project acti V-. 
ities to determine the degree to which project staff are 
meet±ng the±l- c:ontractual obligations, both fiscally and in 
te:::ms of their program activities. Monitoring does not pro­
vide d:a:t;a.on. project or program performance related to 
'Predet:et:trIined objectives and unexpected side effects; these 
data result: ::.from. e\~aluation activities. Monitoring does 
concentrate on general progress related to milestones, 
deadljnes.,.de:li.verables, and fiscal commitments. 

Evaluation as recommended here should devote equal attention 
to the anticipated and unanticiFated effects of project and 
program interventions. 

Project eValuations identifY which objectives are being met 
which are not, and the side effects that occur when each ' 
intervention is implementedo Results from a project-level 
evaluation ma:y' be ap-plied generally only if that project. 
is evaluated under controlled conditions '(for exftmnle • ~Jf ~ 

us1ng an experimental evaluation design with a't; leas1.~ 

random selection and/or assignment of s'\lbJects) or if it 

. . 

-72-

shares connnon objective's with other projects in a func­
tional program area. 

Program evaluations stud,.v effects that apply to circum­
stances and conditions more general than those of project 
eValuations. They serve as foundations for higher-order 
eValuations at functional category and mission levels and 
they lead to conclusions about 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 
identifr those interventions that work successfully 
vi th certain people (or opera.tions) when adIilinis'cered 
bY' certain staff under specific conditions 0 Such 
conclusions are rarely possible from typical project 
evaJ.uations. 

The identification of these interactions (between people and 

in:t;erventions, or between operations and interventions) is extremely 

important to the improvement of crime reduction and control. For 

example, evidence· indicating that ethnic minority police officers 

are most effective in reducing crime ratios in communities populated 

mainly by persons from their ethnic group has significant implica­

tions for cOllt::l:uued progress in those neighborhoods --and is a guide 

to' officer recruH.ment, selection, training, and assignment. Such 

interactions are the most sophisticated and desirable data that can 
c:: ... "7." ,_" ,r:,/" 

be provided for project and program eV~luations;( the information 

helps criminal justice agencies capitalize on the component relation­

,ships and 5uppletrJents evidence produ.ced by higher-order evaluations.­

For example, if fUnction and mission evaluations at higher levels 

explore census data$ they should be able to find relationships 

emong population characterIstics and crime that. apply to specific 

geographic areas. Then, proBTanl eValuation conclusions could be 
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compared with such environmental data anQ. this comparison would help 

criminal. justice planners identify those intel'ventions that would 

be most likely to succeed with persons or target operations in a 

specific geographic area. This kind of planning is possible if' 

program evaluations demonstrate that those intervention~ have 

'\o:l'orked nth similar clients or objects in other areas < Sophisti"'" 

eated plwming to control and redUCE! crime will OCc.ux= only Lf' 

concentrated efforts are made to coordinate project and program 

e~uations ~th higher-order functional category and mission 

evallmtions ., 

The concepts: of project and program. evaluations presented_ 

abo~ are based on the followIng assumptiDns: 

1... Rva:lnati on must be l"atio~o It must be a rational pX'CJ-

cess: .of' systematically planned activities •. 

2.. Eve~on must J2roduce data for- decision makers.' Data 

must b:ep:l:ocluced for at least three types of decision 

mak~!: O.CJP staf'f' and council membe·rs, Regional. staff' 

the~ leaders in criminal justice ageneie8 throughout' 

Ce.ll.fornia g W3 well as i:'ep:resentatives 'o~ the, local units-

of government to '!:l'hom 8ubgrantees are responding... Such 

evaluation data. nmst be ·recei ved by- these- dec.ision. makerg 
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at appropriate times to meet their changing decision-

making needs. 

3. Evaluation must be adapted to each project RI~'ld program. 

An acceptable level of evaluation must be defined and 

eValuation objectives must be specifically stated. Then s 

at least one staff' member (prefezoably the director or 

evaluator of each project or program) must assume respon­

s1bi11 ty f01t: evaluation tasks 9 whether these a.cti vi ties 

are completed by other staff or by an independent third 

party. 

4. EvalUation must be conducted by trained staff.. Persons 

assigned responsibilities for evaluation must receive 

50 

eval'te:t:ion.-skills training in order to assure high 

qu:al.i ty evaluations 0 Such training must emphasi ze a com-

prehenstve eValuation planning process that covers all 

a.spec:t:!; In the life cycle of a project or ];: !'ogram. In 

each ph.ase of this process, equal attention must be given 

to anti.c::tpated and unexpected side effects. 

Evaluation must be an integral part of proJect and projljram: 

planning. Evaluation and planning activities must be 

integrated; an eValuation must be planned at the same time 

an intervention is. In this way, the project's or 

program's design can accommodate the evaluation require~ 

ments. 

.': 

-----t., n '-.-. - _____ ' ____ - , 
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Tnese assumptions form the basis for the ideas discussed 

previously and become the underpinnings for the Plan discussed 

subsequently c With this necessary background II attention can now 

be turned to the purposes' for improving project and program 

eval.uationso 

Objectives of the Plan 

The generaJ. products or outcomes anticipated from iIiIproved 

project and program evaluations in Cal! fornia t s criminaL justice 

system should bendit!O at least~ the three groups of decibion 

makers. mentioned earlier: personnel in criminal Justice agencies ~ 

BegiCll:l.&Lstatt a:nd boards, and OCJP staff and council members. 

Listed below are- six objectives toward which improvements in the 

OCJP ne~ shanld be directed over the next five years~ objectives 

derived fl:ont a..:zev:i.ev of critical issues. The balance of this 

paper preae:rtts-a:.:pUm. for approaching and achieving these f1 ve-

year object:i:.ves: .. 

A Syst~~alll Organized Framework for Project and Program 
Eval..ua±i.ons. ' 

OCJ"P ~ haV!"l an explicit statement of j.ts eValuation 

rationale 0 It vill also provide specific mechanisms for implemen-

ting so and financial incenti '\feS and controls for S.ubgr&lteea to 

implement~ a c:ontinuous evaluation-planning process using alterna­

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

costs) in. the !3ix evsluation areas (sUlMilarized below) .for each 

criminal. justice functional ca~egory .• 
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OCJP and Resional Staff Competence in Evaluation Planning 

After receiving appropriate training, 75 percent of OCJP 

progr~planning and Regional evaluation-planning staff will de-

monstrate skills necessary to improve project and program evalu-

ation in California's criminal justice system in the W8¥S sUl1l.11Uri"ized. 

here 0 

CO!Petence of QEerating Agencies in Evaluation Planning 

After receiving competency-building assistance trom the' 

trained staff members $I 75 percent of the prospe oti ve sub grantees 

seeking LEAA project and program funds in California will demon ... 

strate their eval.uati.on-planning skills by submitting in their 

proposals an approlled design ano. a schedule for an appropriate 

level of evaJ..:nation (criteria for assessing the perforInance of 

't;hese ski.l.ls, .are discussed later). 

InceZI.tives: (Bewa.rds) for Operating Agencies to Produce Hi~­
~ !ysluaXi on Information 

pres::tmt:i::rrg-t:h:a:t: an incentive and con·trol system is developed 

by OCJP and. Regional evaJ.uation~planning staff s at least 50 percent 

of art ~fllnde~ subgrantees in California will conduct quality 

evaluat~ons& These evaluations must produc~ information aiding 

the decision making of at least 75 percent of the key evaluation 

customers (identified by subgranteea and verified by OCJP or 

Regional stafr) of their inv~stigations~ 

Model Demonstrations of ProJect and Pro6ram Evaluation!. 

~~ providing effective training and monitorin~ assistance to 
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subgrantees, OCJP and Regional evaluat.ion-planning staff will 

ensure that two exemplary project evaluations yielding cost­

effectiveness evidence (indicating the relationship between project 

costs and impact) and two exemplary' program. eyalmrtions yielding 

cost-efficiency evidence (comparing costs 'and effects of different 

interventions based on similar objectives) exist in ea~ of the 

seven lIi&jor functional categories of criminal justice programs. 

These Gvaluations will serve as models for practical step~by-gtep' 

procedures which can be duplicated in each functional category in 

California's criminal justice system. 

A System for the Storage and Retrieval of Evaluation 
Information 

The OCJP network will have a. statewide accoi.mtability (to 

local~ Regi~ and state personnel) system for (a) processing 

v.ital evaluetianinformation collected from projects and programs 

in the crinrlnal jlJ.Stice system, (b) providing relevant informat~on 

in a timely manner 1'or critical decision making, ~d (c) relating 

~uch informa±iarrta th~t produced by higher-order eValuations on the 

criminal justice mission and functions~ 

Reconnnend.e~l Eva.luaticn-PlanninA Model 
~,,;;;.;;==~,.,,-

The OCJP network needs a flexible plan to initiate progress 

toward the objectives listed above. As mentioned e8.1~lier$ a plan 

entails statements of neEds as well as recommended approaches for 

resolving those needs. The second half of this paper discusses 

r;;Tl 
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possible improvements in the general framework of comprehensive 

evaluation planning of projects and programs in California's 

criminal justice system and outlines specific needs that must be met 

during the next five years if systematic improvements are to be 

made 0 A forthcoming paper will present alternatives for improving 

six broad areas of eValuation planning within this framework, but 

a reviev of these areas is provided here. 

The evaluation-planning model represented by these areas is ' 

" ada:pted from the vork. of St.ufflebeam 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 a 

project or program.. Second, the model is practicaL It provides 

for the generation and use of evaluation information at times when 

import.ant decisions must be made. Third, it is developmental. 

It integra:t:es 1'] ann; ng and eValuation in a way that facilitates the 

improvement; af' projects and programs. Figure 3 summarizes this 

model. in. di agrajjill!atic: form. The flowchart depicts the six areas of 

evaluation 'Plan!! i ligon a continuum, progressing from an investi-

gation of the current status, through experimental changes made by 

projects and program..~, to a desired end state (which 'includes the 

instaJ..l.ation of the successful changes in the operations of 

criminal justice agEncies)o Continuous evaluation throughout is 

included as part of this continuUDlo 

Each area of eValuation plan.."ling in' the model. is structured 
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~ound a loop as diagrammed in figure 4. The diagram reinforces 

the point that evaluation must supply information useful to the 

changing needs of decision makers ~ needs that encompass not only 

program and proj ect activities but also tmy type of important 

activity in criminal. justice agencies .. 

Figb 4. Evaluation/decision""making 
loop for programs and projects 

ActIvities I 
Tasks 

Decisions -

Using this concept of an evaluation/decision-making lo()p, each 

of' the ~..\.x areas of' evaluation is intended to provide useful intor-

mation for a unique group of decisions 0 In this VIa({,. information 

is continuous through all phases of a project or program. In general, 

the loop in each eValuation area joins those of other areas when 

decioions :reed forward into the activities of the next are& or feed 
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backward into the decisions of a preceding axea. The six. areas and 

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

theY' are diagrSDlIll.ed in figure :3 "but with the II impact If evaluation 

t'irsto In the criminal justice sY'stem this area of determining 

coats" effects $I and relationships between costs and. impao.t must 

cOll5istent4r receive top priority attention. This priority is 

not disputed hel"e, but it is strongly recommended that the other 

five areas receive eValuation a.ttention also. If not, :i.mpact will 

either be reduced or problems will result in. determining how 

~oject or program impact was created~ disseminateds- and util.ized. 

Each of the t'ol.l.owiDg six. evaluation/decision-making areas alee to 

be· described. and. illustra.ted in detail in a. forthcomJ.ng paper-. 

Impact 

Praduct Evaluation---. Impact Decisions 

A wide range of decisions has to be made here~ They 
aJ.l i:n:vo1.ve answering the question 'Which cannot be 
ignored:. "Did it make any difference?" Comprehen .... 
sive answers require data on costs, eff~cts~ and 
theirre1ationships (i.eo g cost~effectiveneSB ratios 
indicating the relationship of project costs and 
impact, and cost-~ff'iciency ratios c:omps.~ing costs 
and effects of' different interventions based on 
similar objectives). 0 

to 
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Project or Program Design 

Design EValuation---+ 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 missions, describe the 
context ~-environmental~ political, etc.-~ in which 
cllangt::s w-ill be attempted, and state the basic purposes 
of the project or program .. 

Intervention Qptions 

Input Evaluation---.. Structuring Decisions 

Option deci.si.ons must be made if project and program 
personnel are to consider alternative interventions, 
select one or more strategies tha.t have high success 
probabiJ.±t:ies, and make them 'Workable. 

Process Rvaluation---+ Implementation Decisions 

These- d:eci:s:i.ons help answer the questions: "Did the project 
or program. staff do what they promised?1I and IIDid they make 
.neces:sary modifications as needs and conditions changed 
d:t.I:r:Lng the project or program schedul~?11 

Sharing Result-a 

. Dissemina.tion and Diff'usion~ Transfera.bility Decisions 
Evaluation . 

These decisions influence wha.t 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 settings. 
Dissemination decisions produce techniques for "spreading 
t.he 'Word"; diffusion decisions attempt to develop a recep .. 
tive audience that will not only receive the dissemination 
message but will also initiate changes in criminal justice 
agencies because of itp 

Use by others 

IOngoing Utiliza.tion Evalu.a.tion~ Management and Plannil1g 
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 
to long-range and comprehensive use of successfUl strategic 
activities. Such utilization is the fulfillment of the 
dissemination and diffusion activities noted above. Ulti­
mately' ,.the results of the evaluation of utilization 
activLties must reenter earlier evaluation-planning areas 
in order to facilitate ongoing s respon.sive planning.of 
projec:ts and programs in the criminal justice sys~emc 

Guide to the R~~on Framework OUtline 

The second. h.a.l:f of this paper begins with. an outline of the 

eValuation framework. of projects and programs in California's criroi- ': 

nal justice systen4 The evaluation areas presented are more specific 

than the six just. revie'Wed~ but the approach to evaJ.uation is the 

sa.m.e.. Each area. is considered in three parts. ThG' first part lists 

different aspects of the present state of the art of evaluation 

theory and practice in criminal justice a.gencies~ projects, and 

programs. These current status items 5UI1UllS.l"ize conclusions dralffi 

f'l"om an extensive review of the literature and from the several 
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investigations and techniques recommended by federal, ~ta.te, or local 

government a.gencies, including some incorporated into actual proj ects 

and programs. Eight survey documents provide most of the foundation 

for these conclusions: California. Council on Criminal Justice 

(1973); D,yer & Fielding (1973); Emrich (1973a, 1973b); Indiana 

CrlminaJ. Justice Planning Agenc:::r (1973); Jones, ml(~tts, & Woltf 

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

Following the current status items is a list summarizing the' 

desired status of eValuation acti vi ti.es if evaluation-planning improv­

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

state," outlined in. the form of desired outcomes, for optimal eva.lu­

etion planning of projects and programs in California's criminal 

j~-tice system.. These outcomes give greater detail to each of the 

"five-year object±.ves: of' the Plan. 

The third pa:xt of each area's presenta.tion identifies recom.,.-

. mended st....'"8:tegi.es for achieving the desired improvements in the frame-

'Work of eva1.na:ti:on planning •. 

Follow±Irg the Evaluation Framework Outline is a sec'cion on 

product objec:t±ves~ in which a. more detailed discussion of ea.ch 

recommenda.tion is given in order to review the criticBJ. ·needs tha.t 

must be met during the next five years if project and program. evalu­

ation improvements are to be accomplished. The recommended strategies 

are listed in the order they should receive attention~ each strategr 

outlines steps necessary to progress beyond current conditions toward 

the desired outcomes. 

... 
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To provide a working plan for improving project and program 

eval~tions, each recommendation is described in the f.orm of a pro­

duct objective to be met by an OCJP staff member (or an outside 

consultant) i a. RegionaJ. sta.ff member (or an outs:tde consul.tant), or 

a sub grantee • For each recommendation 9 e.. few of ~he procedural 

objectives (process objectives) tha.t must be reached. to achieve each 

product objective are identified. The(;te include tentatj,\Te time 

des.cUinea that must be met if the. ti'\re-year schedule is to be 

maintained. 

~eoommendations for an I~oved Framework 

Improvements: in each o:f. the eValuation areas cannot be made in 

a Va;c,,lUln. These ±l:np:rovements assume that a supporti \.Te clima.te 

ensts in the Oc:.rP network to facilita.te area-specific modifications~, 

but. such is not the: case a.t this time. TherefOl'e, changes must fir.e,t, 

be i1IIOlemented ±n eertain factors common to all areas. Such factors 

include financial. suPEo~rt; the number of available staff%, the com­

:e.etence of availabl.e staff and ~ub~~tees Lthe orsani~ationa.J./ma.na6er-

tal structure neces·sa.ry to maintain. evaluation activities; sUp]2ort 
I 

services availa.ble to help p~~am.s i!prove their evaluations; .a 

szstem for c:ollec.t1.ng and d4:,sli!tminatJ-n5 evalua&;l~pE, inf0rmtttion iF" and 

better evaluation designs, ins~uments2=andprocedur:es.aPEroEIi.ate to 

the criminal justice fie,ld. Elaboration of these conside'ration~ J: 

which outline a climate more CCI%lductve to succes$:r.u~ evaluations in. 

this tield9 are presented in th\El product objective section.. In 

. );" 
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effect, this section also integrates recommendations made in the six 

sections incorporated into the separate (forthCOming) paper on the 

six broad evaluation areas. 

EVen though the current· weak status of project and program 

evaluation in Criminal justice agencies emerged poignantly during 

the literature review for this paper, the weaknesses are not unique 

to this fieldo Guba. (1969) summarizes educational eValuation studies 

as lacking in: (1) knowledge about decision processes and reJ.a.ted <' 

int'ormation requirements before an eValuation is designed, (2) _ 

adequate taxonomies for educational decisions, (3) methodologies 

linking evaluation to identifiable decision needs, (4) techniques 

appropriate to dlff~ntiated eValuation levels, (5) observation of 

i"on"demental. meth:odo.logical. assumptions, and (6) explicit cri teri a for 

making judgments ab'out data collected through eValuation efforts. 

.Johnson (1970) a.n.d lIawkridge (1970) reiterate some of Guba"s con~ 

ce:r:ns in their :reviews of evaluation' in the whole field of social 

action. 

Obviously, cr;-mnal justice personnel are not aione. in battling 

frustrating evaluation problems; the many hurdles prevalent in their: 

i"ield are present in other fields. At the same time, if the OCJP is 

'Willing to take the risks involved in a.ttempting som!! of the improve­

ments recommended here for resolving the criminal Justice evaluation 

problems ~ it can produce breakthroughs ot wi~esprea.d impact. The 

balanceof this paper presents recommendations for guidelines and 

,. .~ ", .. ,-.... . .. 
" 
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priorities for such"an attack at the project and program levels. 

I~roving the Framework for Project and Program Evaluations 

Current Stat,us of the Evaluation Framework 

Numerous statements can be made regarding the current general 

status of the milieu for project and program eva.luation in the crim< 

inal. justice field.o Some of the more important evaJ.uation c;ondi tions 

are l!.sted in the Evaluation Framework Outline. The first part of 

eaCh series of statements in the outline itemizes these conditions 

in such a va::; that theY' can be related to desired outcomes and 

rec-omm.endations for improvements in the framework. 

t~ired Status o~ the ~ramework 

If systema:--....:i..c- improvements are made in the evaluation planning 

of' crimj naJ jus:t.:i:.:ce projects and programs ') five years from. now 

(1979) what o.u.t:comes end products should exist? The midd~e part of 

each series in the o:ut.line summarizes some of t.1e more iImtv':(eant 

desirable ou:tC!OIIleS. Compare these outcomes wi t:'l the current con-

ditions upon which they should improve and with the recommended 

strategies ~or making the necessary improvements~ 

Recomxoondations for Improvin..a the Framework • -, -
Over the next five 1ears~ achievements of & series of product 

objecti Yes should improve the framework of' project and program 
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evalua:~ion 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 a group of :procedura.l (process) 

objectives describing interim activities that should be conducted in 

order to progress taward the outcomes summarized in the product 

statement 0 Neither the product nor the process obj ecti ves are pre-

seated in a rigid order outlining the chronological sequence in 

vb.ich they should be accomplished. However, a preliminary attempt 

has been made to list them in their order of importance beginning 

with objectives addressing the highest priority needs. 

Evaluation Fra:me'WClrk outline 

EVALUATION PLANNING PROCESS ~ AREAS ') AND LEVELS 

A. Current Status 

1. A narrow, operational definition of evaluation which 
pa;:rs little attention to systematic planning (e.g., 
assessing needs, setting priori ties, stating objectives) 
or the integration of planning and evaluation activities. 

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

3. Ignorance of the multiple payoffs (especially in aiding 
critical 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. 

4.. 11 ttle agreement about the most useful types of' evalu­
ation information which should be collected and the 
decision-making purposes they can serveo 

"L 1.' 
~_l _~ ____ . _____ _ . b ,! 



II.. 

1 . , 

-89-

5. Lack of' decision-making results from evaluation 
activities that decision makers can use to make d~-by­
d~ decisions regarding cost-benefit relationships and 
improvements in criminal Justice agencies. 

6. Inabili ty to identif'y and accept diveI's~ levels of 
evaJ.uation and monitoring and to relate each level. to 
appropriate strategies: and inst·ruments. 

B" Desired Status 

I 

10 A model integrating evaluation and planning activities 
throughou;t the life cycle of each project anel program 
by making eValuation data available for decision 
making. 

2.. A standardized eValuation planning process used a.s a ~ 
general. guideline 1:0:r:' making eValuations of' pr'ojects 
and programs. 

3.. EvaJ.uation results that "make a difference"; they 
are ~ed by 10cal5) Regional, and state customers to 
make priority decisions 'in their organizations. 

4. SeJ.f~monitoring milestones for each project and an 
evalnation design appropriate to both the resources 
a.vai1.abJ.e and the project's significance (Le., 
i:mportance of the investigation, duration of the pro­
j'e~. po"t;ential replicability of its findings, and 
:funds ±nvol.ved). 

C.. Reel wi!!!errdations 

L Standardize the evaluation planning process ~ areas s 
end. le.-v:el.s. 

tSee Product Objective 1) 

A. Current Stat!£!. 

1. Few people are trained to plan and conduct evaluations. 
for projects and programs, and f.unds allocated to eval­
uation planning and its staffing are seVerely limited •. 

20 Too much dependen~e lies on evaluation. and planrdng­
technical assistanc~ provided bY' academie. l"ese81~cher9 
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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 evaluation deadlines. 

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

4. 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 foz.'" selecting 
evaluation obJ~ctives, methods, and instrtIruents; (b) 
guidelines/manuals to h,elp design and conduct evaluations; 
and (c) well-structured t'echnical assistance provided by 
competent and motivated personnel. 

B. Desire~ Status 

1. "Optimal. numbers of OCJP and Regional staff members who: 
(a) 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 
suhgra.n:tees in the application of this model; and (c) can 
app1.;r related technical assistance. 

2. Sign:i.::fi.c:antly more evaluations conducted by project and 
program staf'f with direct technical assistance and man­
agz"'-1!leIli;from Regional personnel, (supportedt</"here necessary 
by outside consultants) and indirect assistance and 
management from OCJP personnel at both the proposa.l 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 Ion explicit" 
publicized criteria for se1:ecting and using evaluation 
planning alternatives. 

3. Coordinated eValuation planning and monitoring activities' 
across the OCJP network resulting from improved communi­
catioIl.s and regular in-service training .. 

c. Recommendation 

1. Build staff competence f.or eValuation planning and 
technical assistance. 

(See Product Objective 2) 
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1110 MOTIVATION 

A. Current Status 

1. Project subgrantees have linti. ted motivation :for designingSl 

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

B a De6ired Status 

( 

--­'/ 

'1. Subgrantees adhering to thi$ model because of' many incanao 

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. 

c. Recommendation 

1.. Provide controls and incentives for encouraging subgrante€l 
evaluation competence$ commitments and action~ 

(See Product Objective 3) 

IT ~ ~ARDS It..ND REVIEW 

A.. Current: Status 

.1_ Con::Cusl.on of evaluation and monitoring. In some cases s 

moni.t.ori..ng- is treated as synonymous with evaluation. In 
o:t:her cases~ it is separated from eValuation and includes 
suCh varied activities as reporting field observations~ 
c1et'ermi:n±ng the degree of grant compliance , receiving 
wr~~en ~ oral progress reports from project or program 
s:ta:ff:', and conducting project aum ting" 

2. Ligh"c.weight monitoring activities because of staffing 
problems in conducting monitoring and laCk of specific 
.standardS' and guidelines. 

1). Desired Status 

1.. Experimenta.tion with explicit criteria~ and a related. 
set of controls a.vailable to judge and aha!)@. project snd 
program proposals. Acceptable project and program 
results and products. 

c 0 ~ecommendations 

1" En'lp4oy. ii'lore rigorous acceptance standards :ror proposals ~ 
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interim evaluation reports, and evaluation products~ 

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

(See Product Objectives 4 and 5) 

PROGRAM EVALUATIONS AND MODELS -- -

Ao Curre~ Sta.tue. 

1. Few reputable evaluation studies serve- as models to 
stimula.te improved project ana, program evaJ,uations ~ 
let alone proVide relevant ~ timely information for their 
own decision-making customers. 

2. No program evalua.tions exist and far too many project 
evaluations produce uncomparable results that have 
limited generalizing ability beyond their product~ 
specific conditionss 

3. No program eValuations exist because of (a) an inability 
to SpeCifY common objectives and evaluation designs 
across projects, (b) a lack of instruments approprj.ate 
for assessing such objectives acros s two or more 
.:projeC±s, (c) a lack of resources (staff. and finances) 
~or rep.u:t.able program evaluat:i,on studies ~ and (dl 
political oppositiono 

B. Desired Status 

10 Demonstration models (emphasizing llhow to do itlt) 
o:fproject ~ program evaluations available in each 
functional. category. 

I 

2. At least two key program evaluations conducted in 
each functional. category of the criminal. justice 
system and a s::i.gnif:i.cant reduction in the number 0:1' 
projects that produce results having a limited scope­
of generalization. 

': 
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c. Recommendation 

1 

19 Increase the number of' program eValuations and demon~ 
stration models. 

(See Product Objective 6) 

VIc ~IRDbPARTY EVLUATIONS 

VII. 

A. ~nt Sta.tus 

'10 Overreliance on third-party eValuations coupled "dth a. 
belief tha.t in~house evaluations conducted bY' OCJP . 
staff 9 Regional staff ~ or project and program personn.el 
are uns,cceptabl:r subjective 81ld biased5 

B. Desired Sta.tus 

1. Third-party eValuations used either for summati ve 
evaluations or when project, Regional s or OCJP staff 
cannot perform the eValuation tasks. 

C.. BecO'!lTI'!'if!TIdati on 

l_ Use t:b:ird-party evaluations more judicious1.v c 

(.see 'Product Objective 7) 

EVALUATICJ:rf D1!TA BASE 

A. Cu:r::r.eu:t Status 

.L.. No Begional or statewide data. processing-based in for­
-ma:ti:on:. system for collecting, organizing, and dissem­
i:nating eValuation results on. projects and programs 
investigated. " 

B.. Desired Status 

l... All eValuations producing information that can "lJe 
incorporated into a state~ide accountability system 
using the most up-to-date data. processing equipment and 
techniques. 

c. Recol'.!!Iilendation 

10 Expedi te thE storage and ::retrieval of evaluat:f.on 
in format i on 0 
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1. (Continued) 

(See Product Objective 8) 

VIII. EVALUATION TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER 

A. Current Status 

1.. No services available to sub grantees of criruiual 
justice interventions who want to share tested 
resources such as measurable objectives s evaluation 
instruments and procedures s snit data analysis techniques. 

B. Desired Status 

10 A resource bank coordinated at a central location for 
collecting and disseminating pr:l.nted and audiovisual 
resources that can assist subgr8J."1tees t e~ ... aluation 
activities 0 

C. Recommendation 

1- Establish an Evaluation Resou~ce Service. 

(See Product Objective 9) 

Produ.c:t. Ob.tective 1: To Standardize the Evaluation Planning 
Process, Areas, and Levels 

To st~e the eValuation planning process, areas, and 

levels, two ad h:oc OCJ'P-Regional committees (evenly staf.fed from these 

two sources, with Regional persons appointed by the Regional Directors 

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

should produce ,the following publi cations: two annual reports and a 

final, approved statement of: the rationale and model as well as the 

recommended technology for conducting proJect and program evaluation 

planning in California's criminal justice system. , 

Process Objective 1.1. Between July 1, 197~· and October 31, 1974, 
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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 be 

the specification of a standardized evaluation planning process that 

has illustrated applicability for each functional categor,y of 

criminal justice and can be adapted to local evaluation constraints e 

Tbis committee should adopt the categories listed at the beginning 

of this paper if the classification of one variable is acceptable 

and a more appropriate classification scheme cannot be found. 

The following steps\ of an evaluation planning p.rocess, and 

an:yalternative approache,s, should be given close consideration. 

l... ldenti:fY the eva\~uation customers and their needs and wants 

for decision:-malt:tng information. For example, OCJP is a 

cnst:omer of' all eValuations. Three standardized decision 

need&~ been ~isted for OCJP (see Emrich, 1973a): 

inrarmatjan on which to base decisions ,regarding funding 

i:cr- the- gec:ond and third years of a project, information 

S1l11I1l18 1-izirrg whether or not the project's intervention was 

e:ttecti.ve and should be replicated, and information 

stating whether or not that intervention was ~ost-efficient 

in a particular setting when contrasted with other 

aitemati ves 0 Also ~ the primary eValuation customers 5 . 

Regions and the county boards of supervisors and city 

councils to Which the~ are responsible,'have additional 
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decision-making needs that must be determined and met. 

Therefore, a needs assessment should be conducted in each 

of t,he twenty-one Regions. 

2. Specify measurable evaluation objectives that must be 

achieved to supply the necessary decision-making infor~ 

mation. 

3. Develop the evaluation methodology necessary to measure 

achievement of these objectives. Alterrlati ve evaluation \ 

4. 

5. 

6. 

mode1~, designs, procedures, and instruments must be 

considered be·fore first choices are made • The criterion 

used in this selection process must be the ability of 

each alternative to supply data related to customers' 

decision: needs and wants. Also included in developing 

evaluation methodology are the tasks of adopting, 

adapt±ng~ or constructing the necessary instruments and 

proced:u:res. Additional tasks include the identification 

of needed resources and the roles necessary to implement 

the eyaluation, to collect data, and to analyze them. 

Implement the selected evaluation methodology. 

Collect and analyze data. 

Provide and use the evaluation results by employing 

effective dissemination and diffusion strategies. 

P:rocess Objective 1.2. Between November l~ 1974 and February 28" 

1975, OCJP's Evaluation Unit should establish the membership, 

,~ .. - •• " .. ~ ..... --.,. ... - ... « ... , ,.-... , ,,--.. ----.., .. ~.- ••. '::.- ,.. •.• 
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purposes, working guidelines, and work schedule for an Ad Hoc 

Commi ttee on Evaluation Planning Areas and Levels. The object of 

this committee will be to analyze the six eValuation planning areas, 

recommended in the first half of this paper, as well as alternative 

approaches emphasizing other or fewer a.reas. The appropriateness of 

these areas to each functional category of erin-dnal justice projects 

and. programs should be empirically validated. Then S' v.rl.thin the 

sel.ected areas 9 an analysis should be made of the desirability and· 

feasibility of each level of eValuation and monitoring such as 

those listed below 0 

.. unstructured monitoring ( goal-free monitoring is not 

direc:ted toward explicit, predetermined. goals) 

• struc::t:tl:red mani toring (goal-based monitoring focuses 

on iden:t::i:fi.ed., preselected goals) 

• im:press:i.onistic 9 intui ti ve evaluation (goal-free or 

goal-based evaluation for formative or summative purposes) 

., asi:rnple cox:relational study (goal-free or go~-based 

evaJue±ionor both for formative or summati ve purposes) 

.. a .single ormnltiple regression equation study (goal-free 

or goal.-based evaluation or both for formative or summative 

purposes) 

" a criterion~refereneed study (goal-free 01'" goal~based 

eValuation or both for formative or summative purposes) 

c> a qus.si-€:xperimental stud;r (goal-free or' goal-based ev&lu­

~tion or both for formative or summative purposes) 

.~, 
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• a true experimen,i;~al study (goa.l-free or goal-based evalu-

ation or both for formative or summative purposes) 

These 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 vary along dimensions of project significance 

(e.g.~ importance of the study, its direction~ replicability of its 

findings) and available resources (finances and expertise) for eva.lu-

ating and monitoring activities. Specific examples of the.application 

of each appropriate level should be identified and validated for each 

accepted evaluation planning area for each functional category. 

Process Objective 1.3. Between November 1, 1974 and June 30, 

1977, OCJP's Evaluation Unit should coordinate and facilitate the 

waik of each of the commdttees so that committee members receive 

input from oth~ resources developed through i~?lementation of the 

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

prad:uce their c:cmmi.ttee' 5 annual reports by Jun~ 30 $ 1975 and 1976, 

and produce their ~inal products by June 30, 1977 • 

Product Objective 2: To Build Staff ComEe·tence for Evaluation 
Planning and Technical Assistance' ~ 

J 

To build staff competencies for evaluation: planning and tech-

mcal assistance~ the OCJP network should have the following as soon 

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 competence, and 

( c) training packages and guidelines for sub grantees in criminal 
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justice agencies and representatives from the agencies and local 

units of government with whom these subgrantees relate and who 

request such training because they seek to improve the evaluation 

planning of their services. 

Process ObJective 2~~ During 1974-75, some staft at OCJP's 

Evaluation Unit should be assigned a.t least three..,q.ua.rter ti~e' to 

project and program evaluations 0 These persons should race! ve 

inrormal training and should then work with a consultant group or ' 

the UCLA sta.ff noted in Process Objective 2.6~ Theil" tasks should 

f'ocus on the deve~ent and J.ptplementation of a series 0.1. 

competency-based staff'-develoEment packages for training project and 

program. personne1. in evalua.tion planning ;;kills. More specifically, 

th:is should.. iuc:1nde the design, pilot-test and revision, field-test 

(in 1975-76) and..xevis±on, and dissemination of these packages 

(including tecb:ni:c:s:L assistance) tailored to those Regional staff 

, l!lambers who a..."'"e- 'Working on evaluation planning actj.vities 0 The 

content of' these packages should be based on input f'rom the two 

committees recommended in Product Objective 1 and on an analysis 

of' effecti:ve tec:hni.ques for providing technical assistance. 

Process Ob,1,ective 2.2. Additional OCJP staff' members should 

be added to' the a:bO've gI"Oup 'W'orking on Ero!'ec.~ and program evaluati2!i 

p1aaning in 1975 ... 76 ~ and others should be added in 1916.,,77 and 

1977-78. Thu..,~ the final. year (1978-79) of this plan will involve & 

full-fledged field trial of this staff' capability~ During the fourth 
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and f'ifth years, at least two-thirds of'these staf'f members should 

devote thz"ee-quarters of' their time to these tasks, and the remaining 

one-quarter should be spent relating their project and program 

dO'mains to the f'unction and mission domains of system impact 

evalua.tions • 

Process Objecti~e 2.3. During 1974-76, more resources 

should be allocated to enable Regional staff members assigned to 

project and program evalua,tiO'ns on a half-time or more basis to join 

vi th. OCJF Evaluation Unit staff in the above activities. In other 

l1CIrds, these Regional personnel s~ouJ.d be given released time to 

voxkvith the OCJP staf'f on the tvo committees as well as on the 

development and p-Tl at test of the staff develepment packages. 

Process ObJective 2.4. During 1974-75, more resources should 

be: allocated to as many Regions as possible contingent on their needs 

and the financial. .resources available so that they can add staff' for 

project and nrc-gram evaluation planning~ It is assumed this strategy 

'Would add stafi"'toeleven mere Regions than the four that currently 

have such 'Pe:t:S'annel. 

ProcesS' o.hj:ec:ti'9'e 2.5. During 1975-76, an additional sum 

should si mi 1 arly be used to' build the staffs of the remaining Regions .. 

All new staf'f members, ,sh~uld field-test the staff-deve~~pment program . 

~or evaluation planning skills and technical assistance competencies~ 

They should then begin to administer the eValua.tion planning training 

program to stibgrantees in their Regiens and representatives of local 

units of' government a.od criminal Jus'tice agencies with whom these 

" 
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subgrantees.relate. At first, the training sho~ld be provided on 

a field-test basis 9 during which these Regional staff members 

should document, disseminate, and use any res~ts concerning posi­

tive and negative~ anticipated and unantici~ated effects of the 

training. 

Process Object~ 2.6. An annual sum. should be assigned in 

each of two years ~ 1974~75 and 1975-76, for an outside a.gency- to 

vork 'With OCJP and Regional staff' (perhaps through the UCLA 

Evaluation Planning Project) on eValuation planning training at the 

project and program levels. If possible, 'Work on this staff devel- . 

opme.nttraining program should beg:Ln immediately a The program' . 

should invQlve the development and field-tasting of the competency-­

based packages:. After this time period, the OCcJP Evaluation Unt ti 

and Regional st~5 should take over the staff-development program 

and administer it to subgrantees and other local representatives. 

One- approach that. should be considered in establishing the purpose, 

~ontent, and ~ormat of this staff.development program is outlined 

below. 

• Its purpose shl-,uld be to help subgrantees (as well as OCJP 

and Regional stafr) acquire, practice ~ and apply evalua:tion 

planning competencies appropriate to the project and program 

domains 0 The object of this training should be that sub ... 

grantees will be able to produce an approved evalua.tion and. 

monitoring design and schedule for their projects or programs~ 

iiI . , 

:'1 
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The training should concentrate on eValuation planning im-

provements in large-scale, long-term projects and programs 

in each functional category of criminal justice. 

e The' content of this training should focus on the evaluation-

planning processes, areas, and levels recommended (or under 

investigation} by the tvo committees outlined in Product 

Objective 1. It should be based on improvements of' evalua .. 
, 

tion methodology achieved through program and cluster 

evaluations currently being conducted in the OCJP network. 

In order to drEW up the content specifications for this 

series of' evaLuation training packages, the following acti v-

ities should be considered: 

Identify general evalt:.a.tion planning and monitoring 

tasks that must be performed in order to implement 

the standardized process in each fIDlctional category 

of criminal justice projects and programs --i.e., 

e:on:duct a ~ analysis. 

Specify' competencies needed to :perform these tasks 

and improve all aspects of project and program eval-

uations. --i.e., conduct a co~etency. analysis. 

Select and design assessment strategies by which 

evaluation competency can be measuredt What perfor-

mance-bas~d assessment techniques exist~ what tech-

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

(4) 

the eValuation planning skills each trainee has, those 

he or sbe needs to develop, and those he or' she-wants 

to acq1ure and practice ~-i.ec, staff assessment. 

DeSign and evaluate performance-based training pack­

ages that provide learning experiences appropriate to 

the competencies selectedc 

(5) 
Determine how to evaluate -the effectiveness of the 

procedures. 

(6) Pilot .... test, revise 1l and field-test the 
packages. 

(1) 

(8) 

Then, revise them again before using them in regular 

staff and subgrantee development sessions. 

Validate the cOmpeteUGies produced by using experi-

1!letttal. and quasi-experimental deSigns a.ppropriate for 

detenrrning the rel t· h' 
a loons l.p between evaluation compe-

tencies and project/program eValuation improvements. 

Condu:c::t; data ano',pses t d t . 
u..IwJ 0 e errril.ne what techniques 

a::re wost suitable for specific groups of people.. That 

is.,. analyze the kinds of problems that commonly arise. 

and how they might be avoided or corrected .. 

Conduct program eValuations by selecting appropriate 

crl terta for assessing the -success of ~he training 

series. 
PrOvide for the formati ve eVa1u~tion ~f the 

series of paCkages used 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 wilj need to train subgrantees effect­

i vely and efficiently. Here, the ~ analysis should. identify 

stafr activities involved in successfully providing technical 

assistance to subgrantees at all stages, from proposal concep-

tion and development through project or progr~ completion. 

The conq>etency analysis should specify skills that statt members 

Il,eed to perform. the beneficial activities. With information 

from these two sources, persons designing the staff-development 

:program wOTiLd have the basic elements needed to produce 

packages for building technical assistance competencies. 

The format. of this staff-development program should have a num-

ber af characteristics. First, the training should be competency 

based (L .. e.. ~ pe:r.formance-based); it should emphasize the devel-

opme~t of measurable skills rather than the acquisition of facts 

and ittfarnrati.on. In other 'iorords, each package should be designed ' 

to go bf'Y-ond. the cognitive level and produce actual skills useful 

in practical situationsa Second, the training Sho~ld be indi­

viduaJ..ized, so that subgrantees (as well as Regional and state 

staff) who already possess some of the requisite skills will 

concentrate their attention only on a:reas theY' have yet to roaster. 

This should involve the Use of diagnostic pretests to pinpoint 

," ----... ~,.-,-- ... -- .. --~ ... _--....; ... _-._- ~"':' .......... -."''' ... 
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such skill areas. Individualization should also enable 

trainees to work on their own and at their own,pace. 

Third, the packages shoul.d be supported by technical ~ssist-

~ provided 8.Si an addi tiona! learning resource for. train­

ees" Each trainee should be able to work indIvidually most 

of the time but should have access to conSUltation at appro~ 

priate learning and testing times. 

Fourth, the comple.1te program should be j;raul!Eo_rtabJ&., 

so that it can be used in c variety of :f.nstruet:i,onal settj,ngs 

(eogo~ conferences~ pre-service classrooms, in-service work-

shops, and independent study) and geographic locations. 

Fifth" 'the complete program should be introduced by a tape-

slide ori~.IIta.tion and a flowchart of the compl'ehensi ve 

eVa.l:uati.on: l-uanning process. Sixth, each package should be 

a mult±medLa presentation containing: goals and objectives 

Summarizing: the measurable skills that trainees. should be 

able todemons.trate once they complete the package; ins truc-

tiona!. materiels, progress checks, group activities; simu~ 

lation activities built on actual stUdies of project and 

program. evaJ.uations conducted in each criminal justice 

functional categor,y; application procedures; a posttest with 

complete feedback~ and references if' further study is desired. 

The completion of each packagee s a.ctiviti~s shou~.d tak~ 

between fifteen and twenty hours ot' the average trainee's time •. 

\. 
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Initially, this type of staff and subgrantee development 

program should be validated for in-service training purposes. 

If that application proves successful, it should be expanded, 

to a preservice training program used on an experimental 

basis at UCLA or USC. Studies of' the usefulness of this 

training approach ·sho\U.d. be conducted and experimental inves­

·tigations of the effectiveness of prototype packages should 

be made. Support for these stUdies should be requested :from 

LEAAis National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal 

Justice. 

Process Objective 2.7.. Starting July 1, 1974, an ad hoc 

Committee 011 Standards and Guidelines, comprised of six OCJP and 

Regional. sta:rt' (evenly distributed between these two sources, 

with Regional persroL~ appointed by the Regional Directors Associa­

tion) assisted by sub grantees and evaluation conSUltants selected 

by the committee should produce annual revisions of' the following 

three pr0dnct5 once their real usefuiness for the evaluation staff 

of projecis end programs has been ii.eIl1onstrated: (l) eValuation 

planning standards. (2) guidelines for improved evaluation planning~ 

and b) structured checklil:3ts specifying product and. process ob­

jectives to be met by OCJP and Regional staff and outside con-

sultants providing technical assista~ to subgrantees as they 

develop proposals and initiate projects that demand identifiable 

eValuation planning skills. 

'; 

'. . . ..... ..... .. . .,.-..::::=======" L-________ """'-_______________ ...:"fI.Iii. '"~' ,.",;;". "--...... ____ ............. ~ ......... __ ..... _. ___ ...... __ __..;,.;..;.;.;...~..;.;;;..;.....;........;..;;.,.;,..;".,;....;.___:.;;,__'_ _ _.:.; .. .;.;.. .. ..:.." = .. ..::.= •.• --~::_ ._~ •• ____ . __ ,_ .• _,. __ , 
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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 gradually made in the project and program evaluations to 

which they relatee The content of these products should be com~ 

patible with that of the competency-based staft and subgrantee 

development program recoll:i!rended in Process Objective 2e6c . Thtl.ss. 

the ~commende.tions of the two standing committees about the 

eValuation planning process ~ areas ~ and levels appropriate ·to 
I 

criminal justice projects and programs would be included in the 

content of the three produ~ts. 

The production of all three products should. be monitored. by . 
the proj-ect and program evaluation staff recoriJmended for OCJP's 

Evaluati.on Unit in Process Objectives 2.1 and 2.2., This staff 

.shouJ.d also valic1a.te and revise these products. The Regions 

should handle dissemination of standards and guidelines for' pro­

ject eve 3nation. while sharing the dissemination of program eval­

uation st~dards and guidelines with the Evaluation Unit (all 

program evaIua.tions will be interregional). Regional and OCJP 

staff' members should cooperate in monitoring suhgt"antee imple­

ment.ation of' the standards and guidelines recommended each year", 

In carrying out these monitoring responsibilities s they should 

use the structured checklists for technical assistance. 

Standards should specifY criteria to be employed each year .. 

in judging evaluation planning components '.n (1.) proposalS ~ 

., 
.11 i 
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(2) the records and activities of ongoing projects and programs, 

and (3) the deliverBbles (i.e., reports and other products) of 

completed project and program eValuations e The standards should 

describe and illustra.te what must be contained in these components. 

Guidelines must be available to help sub grantees meet these 

standards. The only available document resembling th~s recom~ 

mended annual product is OCJP's July 1973 edition of Grant 

Application Infomation ~ Instructions. This sixteen-page 

document provides inadequate [guidance in the area of evalUation 

planning be~ause it concentrates on project eValuations only and 

gives superficial treatment to project objectives and project­

evaluation design. Guidelines should define s discuss, illustrate 

and provide add:i.t.ional references for all aspects of the evalua-

tion planning of projects. In addition, they should focus on 

eacho:t: the three. standards and guidelines and products, not 

just on p....-opos:aJ.. preparation. The guideline documents should be 

i.ncarp~edas. key instructional materials in the competency-

based pa;c:k..ages recommended in Process Objective 2.6. 

Two means of' using guideline documents should be available 

to subgra.ntees so they can meet the evaluation planning standards. 

Those who need to acquire and practice identifiable eValuation 

planning skills should be referred to appropriate training 

packages. others should receive technical assistance more con-
"' " 

sistent and more standardized tha.:l tnat typically provided to 

I 
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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 

outcotne1s. Two wSiY'S to accompli.sh this sta.ndardization are 

(1) ensure that ea(.h adviser has an optimal level. of' technical 

assistance skills, which can be accomplished by referring those 

who lack requisite competencies to the appropria.te training . ' . 

pacltages~ and (2) to use the aforementioned checklists, which 

outline a basic series of outcomes advisers should produce and 

proce~ures the~ should use when they attempt to provide technical 

assistance.. li these desired outcomes and procedures are stated 

as meas'l.t!."'abl.e objectives (Le., product and process objectives), 

then both the adviser and the person or persons receiving tech­

nical assistance- have standards by which to judge the effective~ 

nes:s of suc:h..ass±stance. 

Product Ob.tective 3: To Provide Controls .. and Incentives tor 

Encoura~Suhgrantee EValuation Competence, Comndtment~ and 

Action 

Through an orderly process over the next five years, current 

" 

gram evalua.tions (as well as any personnel added because of recome. 

mendations sUI!lrllSrized under Product Objective 2) should gradually 

evo~ve an integrated set of incentives and controis to help ~ub':' . r. 

grantees and personnel from local units of government and criminal 

': 

i I 
I 

I 
I' 

i' 
1\ 

. i 
I' 
I 
I 
I 

. ,,.,;. ..: I ~ 

. ' 

1\ 
! 

I: 
, ; 

:. t 

i( 

i! 
" " i 
I 

11 
~ 

. , 

1 ' , 

-110-

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 sub grantees improve their eValuation planning competence 

by encouraging 'them to assess'their current skills, challenging 

them to accept training in areas where they lack skills needed for 

their project or program evaluations, and providing them with con-

sultation while they take their training. Whenever appropriate, 

materials ~Q teChniques developed for Product Objective 2 (i.e., 

the competency-beed packages, evaluation planning standards, 
. 

related goide:li..I:res,. and correlated, measurable technical assistance) 

should be used to improve subgrantee competence. 

Process Ob,jecti ve 3.2. Through selected dissemination acti v­

ities (discussed ~the technical paper on dissemination in this 

volume) oc;rp and Regional staff working on project and progranl eval-

uations arrouldhelp sub grantees adopt positive attitudes t~ard at 

least the following aspects of evalua.tion planning. First the most 

useful evaluations attempt to improve rather than prove inter\l'entions 

used in projects and progress. Second~ such eValuations must collect, 

dissemins.te ~ and promote the use pf information that ena.bles key 

decision makers in criminal justice agencies 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 1nit should maintain this same control over 

all proposals for program (intel'regional) evaluations. In both 

cases ~ the eValuation planning standards (described in PJ;"ocess 

Objective 207) 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 subgT.antee' s contract will 

specify that at least the following preliminary information be' 

available for the evaluation design: 

~. At J.east one key customer (besides OCJP central and 

Regional staff") of that project or progra:.n eValuation o 

2. At least one top-priority need for d9cision information 

of that c:ustamer, the OCJP, and the Regional staff •. 

3. The eval.uati.on objectives the subgrantee agrees to 

achieve in order to produce the required information. 

For project evaluations, examples of decision needs of the 
, 
<: 

. . 
• ~. It .. ~ .... : ... 

OCJP are listed under Process Objective l.l~Additional. information":;··' 
- ". . 

needs of the loc:al pl8l'lJling board must be ide"ntified by-:each sub-· 

grantee. Invariably, from the Regions I viewpoin.t the top-priority-

needs must be ones held by the county board 01 supervisors or city 

council, and the criminal justice agencY' most 1.nvolved in the proposed 

project also must be specified and met by the subgrantee.. Staf'1" 

~ ." ..... 

, ..... 
; 
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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. 

It is hoped that the above regulation will have a positive 

effect on subgrantees' evaluation commitments and actions. If sub­

grantees receive OCJP training and encouragement to imple~nt this 

deeision-based approach to evaluation, they should recognize th~t 

these additions increase the relevance "and long-range usefulness of 

their projects' results.. They should realize also that the required 

evaluation pJanning activities force them to look ahead to specify 

the desired effects they 'Would like to produce and to monitor 

their progress in terms of those desired outcomes. In other words, 

they should rea.l.:ize that they, too, are important customers of their 

evaluations s:n..d. should be able to use timely inf,ormation to improve 

their proje.c:t -e:ff.ort. and impact. 

Proc:ess Cfo,tec:tive 3.4. Regions should reCluire that selected 

proj ec.t suhgr.ant:ees produce, by the end of the fourth month of the 

first yes:r of" the contra~t.f>. ~: a~ceptable, updated' evalua.tion. ~e~:i.gn. 

and s~edule,inclUding"milest'ones' by which the impiem~ntati~~ ~f 
that design can be monitored. Evaluations should be designed to 

supply the decision~making needs of OCJP 9 the Regions ~ and sub­

grantees (as well as the lo(~al ~i ts of govermne!l1.; and criminal 

justice agencies they represent). A subgrantee who does not produce 
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evidence that his or her proposalis design and schedule have been 

updated and are now feasible and desirable should receive no fiscal 

support beyond that 120-d~ limit until the requirement has been met. 

OCJP staff should establish a similar requirement for sub grantees 

of program evaluations G 

Process Objective 3.5. Regional staff members should require 

that eaen selected grant shal.l have an eValuation admj,nistratol" who 

'Will be held accountable for the eValuation Plannj.ng prod,ucts and 

sc:hedule of activities specified in the OCJP contract •. 

Process Objective 3.6. Regional staff members should require 
'.' 

that each selected project has at least a. three-member Evaluation. 

~ 

Planning Review Panel that meets at least twice a year with project 

staff'. These l!leetings should be coordinated by the project I s 

e-vaJ..uatio:a ad:mi:ni.strat O:i". After each meeting s panel members should 

submit copies of their individual reports to the project staff and 

the :proj ect. mcm:ttor from the Re gi onal off! ce • Similar requirements 

should be estahlished for program eValuations conducted under 

QCJP' s Eva.l.uation. Unit. In all cases, the panel should provide 

regardless of whether or not it ldll be follmred. 

Process Objective 3.7. OCJP and Regional eValuation planning 

statt should verbally encourage sub grantees ,Who recognize and use 

, 
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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 Commmi ttee on EvaJ.uation Planning Areas and Levels. 

The alternatives identified and validated by this committee 

should stimulate subgrantees once they recognize that rig-

arous evaluation designs are not necessary for each project. 

In fact, little more than structured monitoring might be 

appropriate in many instances. 

24 The results of Product Objective 6, which include models of 

eValuation pl~ng activities conducted in each functional 

category of crl1ninal justice. Such models will demonstrate 

" . the dos end don'ts"of project and program evaluations and 

their pr~~ purpose will be to illustrate that evaluation 

planning can be done in each functional category and can 

produce useful information. 

Product Object.ive 4: To Employ More Rigorous Acceptance Standards 
for Proposals, Interim Reports, and Eval­
uation Products 

'~~'. 

Through regul.e.r1.y sChe~uj.ed meetingsr.oyer the- next ,:five . years " 

current steff of' the OCJP Evaluation Unit' and .theRegions Caswell as 

.' , 

any personnel added because of recommendations summarized under Product 

Objective 2) should develop and consistently use rigorous criteria 

for determining the acceptability of the evalUation aspects af pro~ 

posals, eValuation interim reports, and final reports or other products 

of project and program evaluations. 

.' . " 
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Process Ob,lective 4.1. OCJP and Fegional staff assigned 

to develop the above criteria should make them consistent with 

evaluation planning standards designed for subgrantee use and 

produced by the Ad Hoc Committee on Standards and Guidelines. 

The format of these criteria will tit the des:J.gn of :I,nstruments 

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

sections in proposals as well asevalua.tion products ot a.ll ' 

types. Such techniques will include detailed checklists and 

rating systems 'With scales graded accord:i.ng to explicit $' 

objectively observable characteristics of proposals or reports. 

All criteria should be made available to subgrantees so that 

they will know how their products will be judged and can 

determ±newhether their contract's objectives have been sat­

isfied. 

Process Objective 4.2. Selected project and program 

evaluation personnel in the OCJP Evaluation Unit and the 
'. .-_ .. 

Regions:. s:haul.d,be assigned responsiblity for ensuring th'at 

planning standards. Staft should be allocated so that this 

100 percent review process gradually becomes a reality~ Ulti­

mately, proposals, reports~ and other evaluation products not 

meeting the above criteria should not be accepted~ In the 

case of proposals, fUnding possibilities should be delayed O~ 
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dropped; in the case of reports, continued funding should be ter­

minated and contractual obligations should be designated as unful-

filled. Alternatives should be explored for (1) taking legal action 

against 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 

~~ff responsible for project evaluations should provide monitoring 

assistance for the evaluation-planning activities of each selected 

project discussed in Process Objective 3.4. Staff of the OCJP 

Evaluation Unit should maintain similar monitoring responsibilities 

for all program evaluations and be available to assist Regional 

staff on project evaluations whenever necessary_ In all cases, 

these monitors of e~~uat.i~n compone~ts.should coordinate their 
, ' '~.'., \ .... ~~~.- ,'" ", ." -- ~~.. . . 

~:r6rts with regular'R~gioti'~a~d OC'.rP :~entra:l' staff~embers :Who . 

monitor all projects and programs. The OCJP Evaluation Unit should· 

be the coordinator of the evaluation monitoring process. The staft 

of this unit should use the program specialty talents of OCJP per­

sonnel who have demonstrated expertise and fami~iarity with the 

projects and programs being monitored. 

. : 
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Process Objective 5.1 The basic evaluation monitoring pro­

vided by these staff members should be fairly routine :i.f the 

::recommendations embodied in Process Objectives 3.4 through 3 .. 7 

are accepted. These recommendations should lead to 'greater and 

earlier specification of evalua~i~n-plann:I.ng parameters, stra,tegies S' 

and schedules for project and p~ogram eva~uation. , In these cases, 

monitoring 'Would)e facilitated, thereby irlvolving little 'more than 

progress checking, and further facilitated if Bubgrantee~~ contr~cts 

specify the methods to be used in monitoring 'theil'" progress, in­

~uding the number and dates of required site visits. Since con­

tracts are complicated, specifics such as these must be given 

priorities along with other basic information. 

Process Objective 5.2 Critical in the type of monitoring noted 

above is the prevision of technical assistance that helps project 

and pro~evaluation staff improve their activities during each 

phase o:f' their -e.:tforts. Process Objective 2.7 recommends that 

evaJ.uat±an: s:bd'l" of: the Regions a~d the' OC.rP '~al~a~io'~~'~~it;:-b'e 

.' . 

" . :rra:±n.ed' ,to provide', this !;fY'P~, ,of; mori:(t6:t-ing:.~~ s i:stari~~l~id:):~~:U;~" 
:._ --::. - ~'. ~ " ."~ l. . .;,.~ :.~ •• ,.~'~ .;:;~~:~~:'-;' :'; ~l':;~;:.~~-:.:~ .•. ~~ .. :~~~:.' ... ;~~<.~ -;~.~~~.:~.~>~~';.'~: "":",,.~ ... ;. :'~~.::~"!t<~;~~~::;f~:~.:·w~~t~~.~~.~~·: .. -;--~-~";!",,,,-;:~j;,:;',,~ .~;~;;l"~;;;;:;;~_":~ 

':!hec.kl.ists buil.t on obj ecti yes to structure and standardize the 

he~p provided. In addi tion ~ these staff members shoUld take com .... 

petency-based training that orients them to the administration o~ 
. 

contracts and increases their skills in handling problems ot con~ 

tract performance. The total effect of this a?~l~oach to monitoring 

will emphasize a helping, ra.ther than a policing $_ l"ole for monitors. 

r 
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Product Objective 6: To Incr:ase the Number of Program 
Evaluatlons and Demonstration Models 

To increase the number of program eValuations and demonstration 

project and p~ogram evaluations, the OCJP Evaluation Unit uorking 

closely with evaluation staff members from the Regions over the 

next seven years should produce ten three-year program evaluations 

(eve~ly distributed among the criminal justice functional cate­

gories) and ten demonstration project evalua.tions, similarly dis-
. . 

tributed~ that can serve as models (printed, audiovisuals or 
I 

'Visitation) for how to improve eva.luation methods and results at 

the project level. 

Process Ob;ective 6 1 Workl'n 1 1 with ~~~~~w~~~~~.~ g c ose y evaluation staff 

members from the Regions, the OCJP Evaluation Unit should initiate 

two new pro~eva.l.uations in two additional functional categories 

each year' :rar the next five years. These should not be confused 

nth the cl!rst:er evaluations being conducted during 1973-74; pro­

gram evaluations .should be more rigorous. At least one program 

evaluation should be conducted in each o:r the seven fUnctional 

categories ~ and ther~ainingthree. ,evaluations will be assigned 

. to'categories 'r :n~ .a.nd:V~~:; '"Th~';i~o':st~ie~r'i~r~-f~f4-:~'5 have :~: .. :., . 

already been proposed, in the areas of community-based alternatives 

to incarceration ar-d juvenile delinquency diversion. However, these 

will evaluate existing projects. Efforts should be made in sub~ 

sequent program evaluations to include projects prior to contract 

formulation. 

~ ,~~ -.:. . ...,:.: .~ ,~:~~<it.!· 
~l':"-' ~ ,.~~~ ~-. 

f .•• ~"' ~ .... ~ 
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Process Objective 6.], Working closely vTith evaluation staff 

member13 from the Regions, the Eva.luation Unit staff should ensure 

that the remaining eight progra.1! evaluations capitalize on the 

procedures of the two initiated in 1974-75. In addition, in co~ 

operation with the Regions" they should attempt to use a Request 

for Proposals (RFP), rather th~ a sole-source ap~~oach'fn funding. 

That is, public or private agencies should. compete fOT funds to 

conduct these studies. state government agencies should be pre-· 

~erred but should have to demonstrate their expertise as rigorously 

as any oth~x competitor. 

Process Qbj ~ve 6.3 In designing these program evaluations, 

~uation Unit and Regional personnel should meet at least the 

following reqo::i:.:r"emellts. 

L At least: ten: projects will be involved in each study. 

2. These ten projects will be selected from at least five 

Regions.,. e.acll. of which must place high in their Regional 

fnnd±ng:.p:ti.or:i:.ties . the . ~ctional ,category. o:i' ~he .. J>rogram 
, "'. :. ";:", -.~ "'-~_'.'.<'"~""'._.:'.~' "-:.' ._.' -' -:.', -. ~'~~"~~-.. < .~~:;'\'.;..-::~'<;~--:'.-::'~:~~.:-:~:_<_.:I:"':':.~;:--

its Regional plan, 'Will seek subgrantees to initiate the pro­

ject or projects that will participate in each program ev~lua-. 

tion. Regional funds will be used to fund the action components 

of th~se projects; OCJP funds will be used to support the evalua ... 

tion components. The components must also meet the eValuation 

, . . . 
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requirements of the Regions. 

4. The evaluation staffs of all Regions will participate in 

the project selection. 

5. Each program evaluation will be jointly monitored by the 

OCJP Evaluation Unit and by the evaluation personnel in the 

Regions where component projects are located. 

6. The gene:ra.l purpose of ~ach program evaluation will ,be to 
establish a series of comparable project evaluations so that~ 

for ~ach functional category, OCJP can identify exact.ly what 

interventions work with whom (or what operations) and under 

what conditions. 

Process Objective 6.4 In addition to the above program evalua­

tions, the. OCJP Evaluation Unit and Regional evaluation persormel 

should cooperate to select and monitor ten project evaluations as 

prototypes ~ar improved project evaluations proposed and conducted 

by subgrantees (or their consultants). These ten studies s and the 

program eval:ua::tions.,. sh0lll:d also be distrib~ted among the seyen -, . 

'* '~~:;::<d~ 
of: 

functional ce.:tegori.~s":. 
- -.~ . 

.. ':.. ~ . . . .i.,;'r.· .. ~::;<~:·"~ -.';' ,.,:: .;..... . ,,;:-;;.... ~t-~-:<·,.: .... -' 
• .. :Proce·ss O'bjecti~;;6'~'5' ~ng,.each of the ne.xt five yea:rs;:~-' .. '-:------

Evaluation Unit and Regional evaluation staff should identify, 

from among those project proposals being considered by Regional 

planning boards, a group of projects having a high probability of 

successful impact. These should be large two-year projects having 

possibilitiea for wide application a.nd generalization. Each year 

these staff members should select two projects for which the 

"' .......... , •• <' 
, ' 



I 
! 
1 

-121-

subgrantees are willing to improve their proposed evaluation 

designs t.o provide models of cost~effectiveness,. cost-efficiency. 

and cost~benefit analysese 

Process Objective~. Using dissemination and diffusion 

techniques (such as those suggested in the technical paper on 

dissemination in this volume) OCJP Evaluation Unit and Regional 

evaluation personnel should ensur-e that the :t.~esults of the ten 

prototype project eValuations are used to improve other proJect 

evaluations in the process or planning stage across the OCTP 

network. 

Product Ob!!e.<:ti ve 7: To Use Third-Party Evaluations More 
Judiciously 

By July l" 1917, project and progra:m eValuation planning stafr 

of OCJP's Evalnatian unit and of the Regions should have encouraged 

the adoption a.r apoIi~ restricting the use o~ outside or third~ 

, . 

~~ .. -~.:~:~-::~:;~:~;;~.;;:~Ji:;f~;~::\;:~:!;~~i;~~I;~~~~;~;~ 
, Process Objective 7.1. Between July 1 and December l~ 1974, 

I ~ , 
1 , 

I , 
1 . . 

a task force o~ Evaluation Unit and Regional evaluation. staff 

should cooperate to survey the current ~~d the desired use or third­

party ~valuators in criminal justice agencies in each region .. 

Process Objective 7 .2~. By December 31, 1974, the OCJP Evalua~ 

tion Un! t staff and this task force should produce a report or tIlis 

• < 

. . 
.. ~~~. ~;~ .... ". 

1'~. ' 

" 
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survey's results, conclusions regarding the pros and cons of the use 

of third-party evaluators, and recommendations for regulating· future 

evaluations of this type. 'I:his task force should consider the 

possibility that there has been indiscriminate use of third-party 

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

that "outside" evaluators are the only persons who are both qualified 

and objective enough to conduct well-designed evaluation~. In fact, 

it may be found that the majority of OCJP central and Regional staff 

and sub grantees propose third-party evaluators as the panacea for 

a:ny and all eValuation problems. Overuse of such studiefJ seems to 

have contributed to the proliferation of poorly designed, conducted, 

and reported eVal.uations. Many outside evaluators seem to have con-

ducted premature summative evaluations of the overall worth of 

projects that are only embryonic. In these cases, it would have been 

better to per:ta:r:m formative evaluation studies to assist project 

starr in improving their interventions and procedures. 

One of the reeommend8.tibristhis'task iorce '~h~~id'~ori~'id~;'l~ 'to~ 
~ of 4' 

'--. 
restrict outside eval.uatorsi;o only tne :toiloring tn,es of 'i.nve sti ... , , .. 

"- .. ,'. - : .. -~":~~:':.~~~:,;.:~.':: _ . ·.~,';;.:-; .. :~~~:N".~:~' '". ·'ij.;'~; ... ~ .... ; .. :-·-,.:·~~\·~.~:_.~ .. ::-:":~.::::..\~ .. -'~ .. : .. i __ - ' .. -, .. '._~_." ,-: ~ 

ga.tions: 

1. Summative evaluations to judge the overall "worth If of' a. 

project's interventions after staff members have implemented formative 

evaluations alloring -chem to revise and improve thelr interventions. 

2. Project evaluations when it is impossib~e for the Regional 

or OCJP Evaluation Unit staf'f assigned to train and assist project 

personnel to conduct their own formative evaluations. 



, . 
;. " 

1 . .. 
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3. Program evalua.tions such as tho~e discussed under Product 

Objective 60 

Process Objective 1.3. Between January 1s 1975 and July 1, 

1971$ Evaluation Unit and Regional evaluation staf~ should train 

subgrantees to acquire and pra.ctice skills for conducting formative 

evaluations of their own projects and interven.tions. Training 

alternatives specified under Product Objective 2 should ~e used in 

this process .. Included should' be the use of an appren~icesb.ip 

model; subgrantee evaluation staff should work close~ with quali­

fied Evaluation Unit and Regional consultants to improve evaluat:i.on 
, 

p 1 ann jng. During the same period, these OCJP personnel should 

seek adoption of a poliCY for all OCJP network third-party evalu~ 

a.tions. that. "Will. be used only as indicated in Process Objective 7.2 

and unlythrougtt a competitive bidding process~ In all such casei!, 

OCJP staff TDemi1ers vi.ll closely supervise the writing and distrib,u-

\ . , . 
/,~ 
~ .. 

~ i-
I 
\ 
; 

; 

tion o£ the RPP:'·s.~ the development of' detailed criteria f'o::- choq'~ing .. ~,,'. ~.' 

m:d~ the- 1JS~ ~~. ~idd~rs' c~nfe~eli'C~~';' :~~~~ ~he_ ~~~~~~~b~_~;~~'.::;~i~~~:::!:~~:~;;~!~~>i;>: t 
con . . - " -5 ~~"!!~ ... : ,_. " . ': ·::;:_::~i:-"~~~~.'.·· .. :. :;:~~~~j;<~~~3~~;E,}:?~/:~:~~~~t~~: R 
the outside eva:1.ua±.ars. '" ...;...;.-. '. - -.' ..' - .-. -~:. -... ".:.-~; ~:~: .. :;~:~~.:": '-':. ~~ "'~ -"",::,,,.~,~~,,::,~' r 

~roduct Ob.1ective 8: To Expedite the Storage and Retrievlll of n 
Evaluation Information }1, . 

To expedite the stora.ge and retrieval of evaluation ini'o;t'mation. ~l 

during 1974-75 ~ a. twelve~JI\onth stuely' of the feasibility of a sta.te~ 

wide accountability system should be completed. This system would 

produce relevant 8.."'1d timely a.ate. for overall' impact evaluat:Lon of 

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

:1-

! 
t 

I 
./ 
i 
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local project revisions and improvements and WOUld. supply inf'ormation 

accountable to the evaluation decision needs and objectives of' 

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

eies, (2) Regional staff' and board. members, and (3) OCJP staff and 

council membeTs. During 1975-76, if the f'easibility study is success-

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

prototype system in three Regions of vw~ing levels of complexity 

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

assigned in each of' the next three years to revise and expand this 
-

system to additional Regions in 1976-7~( and to the balance of the 

Regions in 1971-78. A full-fledged trial should be possible in 

2978-79. 

Process ObJective 8.1. During 1974-75, a task f'orce of 

project and program eValuation staf'f members f'rom OCJP's Evaluation 

Uui t and theBegions should assign aclequate personnel (at least a 

systems analyst and a computer programmer) to work on the feasibil-

ity study to he .completed during thn.t year. They should investigate 

a. ~tatey.ide accOuntabili~y'sy~tem that has at -least the f'~llowing 

characteristics ;. 

1. It is basically a composite of twenty-one regionrl.de 

a.c-countabili ty systems. 

20 It uses the f'ollowing types of reliable· data which sub-

grantees (who have received the 1~ype of competency-based training 

described under Product Objective 2) are required to produce: 

(a) the measurable impact objec1~ives of each project, (b) the 

.. 

----, -----,"'-, ~- " .. ,_'~-'''''' 
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characteristics' of the intervention('s) .actualq implemented,. 

(c) the characteristics o~ the target persons or operations, 

(d) objectives-related results obtained by 'these persons or oper-

a.tions, and Ce) unanticipated side effects that were produced. 

3.. It compares the above data to information col.lected on 

each Region v is general goals and annual prioriti.es}l to help Regional. 

staff' dete-.rm:ine whether or not they have met their priority 

objecti Yes (and progressed toward their goals) a.11(]. what their next 

year's priorities should be .. 

.4. It should protect the confidentia.l! ty of indi vidua.ls 

involved in project and program eValuations ~ 

5., It necessitates redesign of grant applica.tion f'orms, 

l-edesign. o:f inte:ri:m. and end-of'-year reporting procedures and forms ~ 

and the dev~ of' a capacity within the OCJP central and 

regiQnal. o:f":f"i'ces :f"or processing and storing in master tiles the 

::i.ni'or:ma.tian: on. these f'orms. It encourages OCJP development of a 

r 

complete project-and-program au~ ting capacity t.o inclu4e not only . 't. 
a :t"isca1.· "~'... ;. '.', . ,~.',.,;.: :.,'".:' ';~:,:,::,:.,/. ·: .• ::,~{:,;,';t •. .';.';.,/;.<~l.;.'\::,,;, I k·· 

,. ._ . _. . .. ~ b.trt:.~ "oauQ.:Lt,of each subgrantee's degree.. ot:· co 'liiii:i" ::~;::ds~··~.;:,;:;~.::.;··f;'1'. : 
~ .~~..: ~<- ,:':' ~.:.. ..::. ~~~''{'":.;*~:i'':~~'' :;,:--:,:·:-.. :-,;:~~~;,{.,;,:"'·:~'·~:;!J7.~:~~;,{.~4~.;j:~;t~;~~1J~t,~~;}~;;:-: ; 

e repY4V~g procedures developed for item 4 above~ 

6 .. It employs the most up""to ... date data.-processing equipment 

anq techniques 0 

Process ObJective 8.2. ByJulylS) 1975" the OCJP executive 

sta.ft' srloUld recei VEl the task f'orc~' s reports and debriefing on 

the feasibility study and should decide whethe~ 'or not Phase II 

I. 

, 

':." \ l 
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--a pilot-test of a prototype accoun~ability system in three 

Regions-- will be initiated. Similar decisions should occur 

respecti vely by JuJ.y 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 

atatevide system. 

Process Objective 8.3~ If' approval is obtained for one or 

more of Phases II through V ~ the same task f'orce and the account-

ability system staff members should slowly evolve the regionwide: . 

and statewide systems 0 Benefits produced should include: 

1. An increased awareness of outputs (accounta.bility for 

results or benefits) among local, Regional, and state decision 

makers, who in the past seem to have focused their attention only 

O~ inputs (far example, costs, staf'f activities, staff operation)~ 

2. The establishment of a data bank from which meaningful 

research evidence can be generated indicating what effects a given 

intervention can be- e.xpectedto have when implemented in a given 
. .... .;':""' .. 

manner under given conditions. 

Product Objective 9: To Establish an Evaluation Resource 
Service 

The OCUTP Evaluation Unit coordinating with evaluation planning 

staft in the Regions should establish an Evaluation Resource 

Service at a central loca.tion in the state~ This service should 

assist criminal Justice personnel from any locai, Regional? or state 

agency in California in finding resource materie.1s and persons to 

... ________________________ ...... _,' L~ __ ~ _.1_ 
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help improve their evaluation planning efforts. 

Process Objective 9.1. Between September 1 and November 30, 

1974't a task force of OCJP and Regional. personnel (composed primarily" 

of proJect and program eValuation staff from the Evaluation Unit a.o.d. 

the Regions) should des5.go, a set of gui.deline~ for the proposed 

Evaluation Resource Service and a Job description and COD~eten~ 

an~sis for staft' to initiate and maintain the sern co.. The 

equi valent of a full-time mateI'ial-and~medi8, special.i.st and 8, full­

ti.me . s~creta.ry/clerk should be recommended. An annual budget 

should be aJ..:.tocated for the materials search, purchase, and 

reproduction process. 

Process Objective 9.2.. Between Decem:bc~r' 1, 1974 and Janua1"Y 31 s 

1975, alternate sites for the service should be explored, a. site 

selected, the fRxdJtties equipped, and staff recruited. 

Proc:esu: Ob.;ec::tive 9.3. The sel"Vice should begin February 1 s 

..1975 by ip-ftiat:ing a statewide and natiomride search-and-seek 

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

diSSeminating printed or audiovisual products in. areas such as the 

following: 

1. Statements of' meaaurable outcomes 9> object! yes s and goals 

tor each functional category in the criminal justice field., 

2" Measuremnt techniques ~ inat:ruments, and procedures k~Y'ed 

1# .. , 

" " \ 
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to appropriate objectives identified for item 1. 

3. Data. analysis techniques appropriate for measurement 

strategie~ identified for item 2 •. 

4" :M~U1uacripts and reference books on i~troductory concepts 

and principles of ev~uation planning. 

5. Similar resources at mo:re advanced levels. 

6" Competenc:r~based training packages, guidelines, and 

~andards documents produced under Product Objective 2. 



' .. 
'iI· 

'''flb '. ,."" 
. ,,~,"-G , 




