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Dearr Citizens:

This pamphlet is one of a series of reports of the Utah Council on
Criminal Justice Administration, The Council's five Task Forces:
Police, Corrections, Judicial Systems, Community Crime Prevention,
and Information Systems, were appointed on October 16, 1973 to for-
mulate standards and goals for crime reduction and prevention at

the state and local levels.  Membership In the Task Forces was drawn
from state and local government, industry, citizen groups, and the
criminal justice profession.

The recommendations and standards contained in these reports are
based largely on the work of the Natlonal Adviscry Commission on
Criminal Justice Standards and Goals established on October 20, 1971
by the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration. The Task Forces
have sought to expand their work and build upon it to develop a
unique methodology to reduce crime in Utah.

With the completion of the Council's work and the submission of its
reports, it is hoped that the standards and recommendations will
influence the shape of our state's criminal justice system for many
years to come. Although these standards are not mandatory upon
anyone, they are recommendations for reshaping the criminal justice
systam.

| would like to extend sincere gratitude to the Task Force members,
staff, and advisors who contributed something unknown before--a
comprehensive, inter-related, long-range set of operating standards
and recommendations for all aspects of criminal justice in Utah,
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EVALUATION STRATEGY

This report was published by the Utah Council on Criminal Justice
Administration with the aid of Law Enforcement Assistance Funds.
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EVALUATION STRATEGY »

The actual impact of criminal justive information and statistics systems
needs to be determined in order to have a comprehensive understanding of the
full value and deficiencies contained within the systems.

Preimplementation monitoring, implementation monitoring, and impact
evaluation are effective tools utilized in measuring the impact of systems. )

The monitoring phase assesses the internal operations, while evaluation
ascertains the external impact of the system.

Standards require monitoring consisting of a continuous review, analysis,
and assessment of the system, as well as measuring accomplishment of design
objectives. Impact evalum‘ign determines the positive and negative impact of
systems and the relationships between the features of the system and the
benefits to the user.



STANDARD 9.1: PREIMPLEMENTATION MONITORING

STANDARD

Preimplementation monitoring should consist of a continuous review,
analysis, and assessment of available documentation and milestone achievement
covering system analysis, design, development, and initial steps leading toward
actual imptementation. 7 i wystem should be monitored relative to costs {(hoth
dollars and man-hours}; milestorie accomplishment (time); and quatity {response
time, scope, sophistication, and accuracy). Both intra- and interagency consider-
ations should be included, particularly with respect to consistency with other
planned or operational information and statistical systems.

Data elements identified in the preimplementation monitoring stage should
be used only as they apply to the system under development.

UTAH STATUS AND COMMENTS

Currently, the systems under development in the Utah Criminal Justice
Information System maintain docutmentation standards as outlined in the Utah
Criminal Justice Information System development plan. These documentation
standards relate to all items covered in Standard 9.1 as they are applicable. Most
systems under development would not require response to all items in Standard
9.1,

METHOD OF IMPLEMENTATION

This standard has been identified for implementation through administrative
policy.

STANDARD 9.2: IMPLEMENTATION MONITORING
STANDARD

A key consideration in implementing systems is providing maximum
assurance that the eventual operating system meets the design objectives.

LT 1

Implementation monitoring should employ a specific series of quantifiable
measuring instruments that report on the cost and performance of component
parts and the total system. The cost/performance monitoring of an operating or
recently developed system should focus on: man-machine interaction, software
{computer and/or manual processes), and hardware {computer and/or non-
automated equipment).

UTAH STATUS AND COMMENTS

For the systems currently in operation under the Utah Criminal Justice
Information System, data elements which relate to the monitoring of the system
are integrated into management reports to user agencies charged with the
operation of the system. This practice will be continued with the implementa-
tion of all activities under development.

METHQOD OF IMPLEMENTATION

This standard has been identified for implementation through administrative
policy.

STANDARD 9.3: IMPACT EVALUATION
STANDARD

Impact evaluation should begin with an investigation of system outputs at
the component level. Once individual components have been assessed as to their
capability for supporting users, impact analysis should be conducted for larger
aggregations made up first of multiple and then total components. This process
permits criminal justice agencies to draw conclusions about the immediate and
long-range effects of various inputs.

In general, an impact evaluation should determine: (1) what information,
communication and decision processes in a criminal justice agency exhibit the
greatest positive and negative impact due to the information and statistic system;
and (2) what relationships exist between specific features of the system and the
benefits to the user.



UTAH STATUS AND COMMENTS

Currently, it is the practice of the Utah Criminal Justice Information
System to review the impact of the systems after they have been fully
implemented. This evaluation has been performed only on those systems mature
enough in their implementation to provide accurate tracking data. All
components of the Utah Criminal Justice Information System will be evaluated
in this manner as each stage of implementation will permit.

METHOD OF IMPLEMENTATION

This standard has been identified for implementation through administrative
policy.
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WHAT 1S THE UTAH
COUNCIL ON CRIMINAL JUSTICE
ADMINISTRATION (UCCJA)?

in 1068 the Omnibus Ciime Contral and Safe Stroets Act veas passed
resulting in the meation ot the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration
(LEAA) in the 1.5, Department of Justice. The acl required the establishment
of a planning mechanism for block grants for the reduction of cime and
delinguency.

This precipitated the estabhishment of the Utah Law Enforaoment Planning
Council (ULEPC). The council was created by Executive Order of Gavernor
Calvin Rampton in 1268. On October 1, 10765, the council was extanded in size
and 1edesignated the Utah Council on Criminal Justice Administration (UCCJA).

The principle behind the council is hased on the premise that comprehensive
planning, focused on state and jocal evaluation of law-enforcement ana
criminal-justice  problems, can tesult in preventing and contreliing crime,
increasing public safety, and elfectively using tederal and local funds.

The 27-member council ditects the planning and funding activitizs of the
LEAA program in Utoh, Membeis are appainted by the governor to represent all
interests and geagraphical arcas of the state. The four major duties of the council
are:

1. To develop a comprehiensive, long-rapge plan for strengthening and
improving law enforcement and the administration of justice . ..

2. To coordirate programs and projects for state and local guverpments for
improvement in law enforcement.

3. To apply for and accept grants from the Law Enforcement Assistance
Administiation . . . and other government or private agenaes, and L0 approve
expenditure , . . of such funds . . . consistent with . . . the stetewide
comprehensive plan.

4. To esteblish goals and siandards for Ltah's criminal-justice system, and
1o relate these standards to a timetable for implementation,






