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Overall Rationale For The MEP

The Pub11c Safety Planning Staff of the Central M1d1ands Reg1onak:°Jann1ng

- Cotincil provides staff support for the Taw enforcenierit and criminal stt1ce plan-

ning.activities for the Central Midlands of South Carolina, 1nc1ud1ng the Columbia
SMSA. Approximately 85-90 percent of staff time is expended in planning and ad-
ministering LEAA grant‘programs, consequentiy, planning and administration leave
dnsufficient time available fer criminal justice evaluation. Law enforcement pro- .
Jjects and programs require planning, des1gn and coordination to permit adequate
‘evaluation of the many controversial issues inherent in crime analysis. Such
issues must be addressed by federal, state, and regional planners/evaluators to

~scultivate the appropriate working environment and methodology to counter the
ofragmented p]ann1ng efforts, and the genera] Tack of evaluation expertise.

io)

Des1gn of any criminal fustice program must facilitate full evaluation of the
on-go1ng jroject and of its results. In the past, criminal justice planning placed
‘Tittle or no emphasis on evaluation design during the planning process. Evaluation

) phas generally beén approached on an ex-post facto basis which has imposed unrealistic.
- . constraints and néar ineffectiveness on the individuals charged with .evaluation

responsibility. Consequently, most évaluations have been inconclusive as to the
effectiveness and efficiency of Ttaw enforcement projects. Inclusion of.evaluation

- procedures in the overall planning process is necessary to facilitate accurate

accessment of law enforcement strategies.

New LEAA po11c1es now requ1re precise demonstraticns rather than the com-
placent conclusions which prior to the MEP had been the general pattern of project
evaluation. To.affect this, an administrative evaluator was added to the Central
Midlands. Public Safety staff whose function was to be the performanca of adequate
evaluation of every criminal justice project carrled out within the region's juris-

diction. Only in this manner was it possible to obtain the feedback. information

;nécessary for improving the allocation .of resources to the criminal justice com-
“munity and to identify those actions which prove to have measurable impact on the
sreduction of crime incidence. . Coordinated des1gn and standardization of evaluatidn
guidelinés were developed at the State level to issue that sound evaluation com-
porients were designated at the inception of the grant application. Future prospects
should include supplemental training and technical assistance for the.deve]mpment of

‘ support1ve evaluative capabilities at local levels. 'Resolution of specifit issues

inherant in crime incidence carn be realized only through comprehens1ve coord1nated
eva]uat1on on the regional p]ann1ng 1eve1 .
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specification of these items prior to project initiation. The MEP eva1uat1on : dj].ff
-was-to rectify this problem. Data collection was eventually to be performed: T P
by project personnel with the evaluator- acting primarily as an overseer of the .. S

"vtransfer of " the data from the proaect personne] to those who w111 enter 1t in

[n}

’Development of MEP Strategy

)

Thesproposed activities were those involved in developing, implementing and
ut111z1ng evaluation studies. Through these evaluations, the Central Midlands °

Regional Planning Council expected to alter the attitude of local government e
agenties toward evaluation and produce useful evaluation methodolog1es and results RS
which could be used by local government, the Reg1ona1 Planning Council and. the o
South Carolina state planning agency. , < X
4

The project was implemented pr1mar11y through the efforts of one full-time -

profess1ona1 staff member hired specifically for the grant. The only other
budgeted personnel cost was 25 percent of a. staff secretary " time.

Funds were available for computer processing of data which was accomplishet,
by the University of South Carolina. -

Projects for evaluation were selected from app11cants for LEAA funding. They i
were selected on the basis of the need for the applicant to make future decisions s
on continued funding; on the adaptability of the performance 1nformat1on indi=. 0
recting project activities; and the expectation of fund1ng requests for similar

%

The evaluations to be conducted were to be integrated with a "Geograph1Cu o
Base File" available to the Regional Planning Council. Through the usé of the R
file, project performamce was to be measured on a regional basis, crime 1nc1den'e B
rates/used as measures and the effect of demographic and soc1o econom1c factors CLER
on v1o]at1on rates was to be measured. g T

The :MEP project evaluator was"to beoresponsible for‘draftfng mghSures.and o
data collection and analysis procedures A major complaint concerning previous . - , =
Central Midlands Reg1ona1 P]ann1ng Council evaluation-attempts was the lack of ‘

the computer

The eva1uat1ohs_were proposedftr1mar11y for use by 1oca1 prOJect and

Va1uat1on stud1es “In order to: foster ut111?l"'ﬁ -
0 be. DTOV1ded per1od1ca11y to Operat]ng pro- :
ted to Bonalini i

use 't {other,cr1m1'”
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During the first year of the program certain changes took place which
altered the original strategy of the MEP. Some of these changes weré to be
expected, based on the knowledge gained in attempting to implement the original
objectives, while others were a result of events which took p]ace outside the
contro] of the Reglona1 Planning Council.

Most notable amonq the latter type of change is the fact that the state
Office of Criminal Justice Programs (OCJP) now has developed minimum performance
criteria for all program areas funded by LEAA funds in South €arolina which must

be met by any potential applicant for funding. Since the baseline data to support

the specif1ed‘measurab1e objective and the record-keeping required to report on
these minimum performance criteria is considerable, a regional council of govern-
. ments like our own foqyﬁ it impossible to enforce additional standards for our

. applicants than thosexa1ready required by the state, when it was evident that

‘these add1t1ona1~reﬂuvrements were not be1ng requ1red of app11cants from other
regions in theé state Therefore, our role in developing minimum performance
criteria had to change to one of interpreting those already laid out by the
state OCJP for our regional applicants and providing technical essistance to
them in meet1ng these requ1rements This activity constitutes a test of the
state’ minimum cr1ter1a, since’in many program areas there have never been pro-

« jects funded using these criteria.

ﬁ) In revising the MEP the strategies were reduced to accomplishing two
“magjor objectives: «

(1) changing the attitude of project and Tocal government personnel
toward evaluation; and

(2) testing state m1m1mum evaluation criteria through adaptation and
implementation bf evaluation methodologies to meet the specific
Tocal project needs and dissemination of the approach to local
governments as an input into the decision-making process.

The strategy used'in'accomp1ishing the first objective was to invo]ve the
criminal justice personnel in the initial process of program development;
adopting the minimum evaluation criteria to meet the project objectives; and
providing them with timely and understandable information. If ‘this were ac-
complished, it was expected that the negative attitudes toward evaluation would
be changed. Evaluation results would then become a useful tool in deciding
future'operations

At present the state planning agency has established minimum eva]uat1on
criteria for all project proposals. In the view of many local officials the
measures are 1nappropr1ate and doom a project to being judged a failure. In
general, the main complaint appears to be that criteria are too broad and not
likely to be affected by the project (e.g. convictions on law enforcement pro-
Jects) It was hoped (1n addressing the second) that precise criteria could be
~ developed from these minimums that were more closely related to actual project
activities and its immediate effects. Attempts were made to include measures

- which provide for political and management needs of Yocal officials which pro-

~vide the basis for determining if a proaect is considered successfu1

7
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The MEP progect was to adapt and apply evaluation methodologies to demonstrate
that evaluation could assist local decision makers as well as meet’the State Plan-
ning Agency's minimum requirements for evaluation information. -The evaluations
conducted through the MEP projects were also expected to assist local government
personne1 and the CMRPC develop better project proposals with "objectives" and

"activities" stated in quantitative terms that have been tested and changes made -
based on experience in order that they can be used to make proposals for similar
~iprojects more prer]se

Se1ection of Projects to be Evaluated

The Regional Planning Council intended to evaluate seven projects selected
from those being funded through the LEAA program. Four projects were to be
evaluated as a condition of the grant agreed upon by the Tocal units of govern-
ment receiving the action grants for FY 75. These four projects were:

1 Patrol Action Team o ‘

2 Central Business District Patrol

3. Robbery Prevention and Apprehension Team

4. Cadet Action Team. i

The grants for the Central Business District Patroﬂ | were cance]]ed by the
state on October 1975, and for the Robbery Prevention anh Apprehension Team on

February 1976. Therefore, no evaluation was conducted on either-of these proaects.

In FY 76, the following Tocal action grants were funded
5}

1 Columbia Police Athletic League !

2 Lexington County Family Court \

3. Cayce Crime Prevention Office .

4 Fairfield County Gommunication Equipment

The communications equ1pment grant was not considered for evaluation be-
cause it was purchased to address a state requirement for communications rather

than a program with a specific goal. Lvaluat1on was performed on the other three oo

projects. « ¢
Vi
In FY 77, only two new projects were funded in this reg1on They were:

9

o

1. West Columbia Crime Prevention 0ff1cer*—
2. Lexington County Sheriff's Department, Increased .Personnel.
Preaward evaluation assistance was prov1ded to both of these grants..

U
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MaJor Substantive F1nd1gg§ From Eva]uat1on

§ ' tif%ﬁé Several 1mportant f]nd1ngs were der1ved from the MEP. Some of these findings
= N were not necessarily of the same nature as the anticipated results in meeting
therobjectivesxof'the program. They were, in effect, side benefits.

¢ One of the major findings is that evaluation must be designed into a pro-
gram before the program begins. The Cadet Action Team project, which started
in July 1975, was developed prior to the MEP. As a result, the project did -
not have an eva]uable format or objective. ~The records that were to be maintained
were those necessary for basic monitoring only. Before evaluation could be con-
ducted, considerable changes had to be made in the project. The Patrol Action
Team was delayed in getting started which gave the evaluator an opportunity to
modify the objectives to insure that they were measurable. The FY 76 projects
received 1nput from their inception, prior to funding, from the evaluation
spec1a]1st in deve]op1ng meaningful and measureable objectives.

b B T gy

T S

) The first f1nd1ng leads into the second, the lack of adequate record keeping
by the local agencies. In attempting to evaluate the Cadet Action Team and the
Partol Action Team projects. it was quickly evident that the data collection and
reporting activities of the agency were nonexistent. As discussed in the pre-
Lo vious paragraph, evaluation for these projects was designed after grant award.

: When the evaluation program was developed and the agency learned of the record-
e “keeping necessary to support evaluation, there was resistance. If adequate
records had been maintained prior to the requirement for evaluation, evaluation
would not have had as much resistance. In preparing the subsequent projects for
evaluation, it was evident that the baseline data was not available because of
inadequate recordkeeping in most agencies. This resulted in a program within
the region to upgrade the recordkeeping capability of all agencies.

u)

A third finding was that the Geographic Base File can be, and is now, a very
useful tool in providing a quick analysis of criminal activities to be used for
¢ manpower allocation. The use is, however, limited to the urbanized area. The
: City of Columbia, at first reluctant to use the computer system, now has assumed
i complete responsibility for inhouse-key punching and printout. The police de-
' partment will soon have a terminal for direct input to the system.

Another important finding resulting from the demonstration MEP was that the
two year program was not sufficient time to accomplish the objectives. While
evaluation assistance was provided for all phases of a project, (desiging the
project, data collection, and analysis) no single project had assistance from
the beginning through to completion. Two projects were started before the MEP,
and: the remaining projects were not. comp]ete by the time the MEP was terminated.
B - In addition, because of the Timitation in funding LEAA projects in this region,
e there was very little variety in the types of projects to be evaluated. There -

: - really was no choice in the selection of projects to include in this program.

"E?Sched@]e*ofVActivities For The MEP Effort

‘ . See attachment 1 for the schedule of activities as they occurred-during the
- < MEP. v .
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Assessment of MEP Strategy by Staff and Local Decisionmakers

One of the original objectives of the MEP was to develop and apply evaluation
methodo]og1es which were of value to both Tocal government and the <tate plan-
ning agency. As explained previously, this objective had to be modified when,-
during the program, the state imposed minimum performance criteria to all projects.
Our role then had to change from that of developing and testing performance criteria
to that of providing technical assistance in interpreting and applying the state's
criteria. The criteria were selected by the state with no background as to their
feasibility or performance measurability. Adding the requirement for record-keeping
to support, in some instances, meaningless performance criteria inhibited the ac-
complishment of our other objective, to change the attitude toward evaluation.

o

E

Deposit these obstacles the MEP did point out some deficiencies in the existing
system which resulted in improved methods of operation. One of these deficiencies
was in record- keep1ng A major emphasis was placed on 1mprovements in this area
throughout the region. With better records several agencies found the advantages of
crime analysis which is directly re]ated to the evaluation effort of the Patrol ,
Action Team project. L . ) o

The City of Columbia also found that record-keeping and analysis could be ac-
complished more quickly and efficiently, us1ng the computer and the Geographic
Base File. This equipment and operation is being conducted soiely by the city
now with no assistance from the Regional Planning Council or the University of
South Carolina. This is proof of the accomplishment of the objective to improve
the attitude toward evaluation.

PP
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Activity

July 1975
October 1975

January 1876

April 1976
July 1976
October 1976
January 1977

April 1977

July 1977

1. Hire and Utilize Staff
2. Select Projects fdr Evaluation

3. Adoption of Required Evaluation
Criteria

4. Disseminating the Evaluation
Results

N

i

{7
i
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5. Changing the Opinion Concerning
Evaluation

Hiring of Darrow Fisher

FY 1976 Projects .

Al

Patrol Action Team

Police Athletic Leaque
Lexington Family Court
Cayce Crime Prevention

Hiring of Craig Hunter

——

FY 1977 Projects
—_—ty

Lexington Counti,Sheriff's Grant

West Columbia Crime Prevention

e e e ——§

Cadet Action Teém
Final Report

City of Columbia assumes use of
Geographic Base File on Cadet
Action Team Project

B

S

o

I )
Patrol Action Team
Final Report

4

City of’CdTambia modifies record-keeping system,ag a
result of Patrol Action Team records and analysis
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