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MODEL EVALUATION PROGRAM 
ACQU1SmONS" 

Overall Rationa'le. For The MEP 

~he Pub~ic Safety Planning. Staff of the Central Midlands.R~gion~'1r=g~anning 
Coancll provldeQs s./taff support for the law enfOrCE!l1ient and cnmlnal JU:~.~lce plan­
ning,activit'ies for the Central Midland~ of South Carolina, including tile Columbia 
SMSA. Approximately 85-90 percent of staff time is expended irplanning and ad­
ministering LEAA gra~t ~rograms; consequenfly, planning and admini'stration leave 
insufficient time available fer criminal justice evaluation. Law enforcement pro­
jects. and programs require. planning,. de-sign, and coordination to permit adE~quate 
evaluation of the many controversial issues inherent in crime analysis. Such 
issues. must be addressed by federal, states> and regional pTannerslevaluatm's to 

ocultivate the appropriate working environment and methodology. to counter the 
o fragmented phnning efforts, and the g.eneral lack of evaJuation expertise. 

D ~ 

!i Desig.'ln of any criminal i~usti ... ce program must facilitate full evaluation of the 
on-going proj!,ect and of its results. In the past, crimina] justice planning placed 

~"little:or no emphasis on evaluation design during the planning process. Evalua,tion 
G-~)hasgenerally be(!n approached on an ex-post facto basis which has imposed unrealistic 

. ;/constraints and near in~ffectivenes·s on the individuals charged with ,.evaluation 
o. responsibility. Consequently, most evaluations haye been inconclusive as to the 

effectiveness and efficiency of law. enforcement projects. Inclusion of. evaluation 
procedures in the overall planning process is necessary to facilitate accurate 
accessment of law enforcement strategies . 

. " 
New LEM policies now require precise demonstraticms rather than the com-

placent condusions which prior to the. MEP had been the general pattern of project ,," 
evaluattOrl. To,. affect this, an administrative evaluator was added to the. Central 
Mt<pands Publ i c Safety staff whose function was Jo be the performanc2 of adequate 
evaluation of ev~ry criminal') justice pl"oject carried. out within the region's JlJris­
djction.. On.ly in this manner was it possi;ble to obtain the feedback,. information 

_p~cessary for improving the· ll'llocation .,of resources to the criminal justice com-
. munity and to identify those act;~~o.n~which prove to have measurable impact on the 
cred4ction of crime incidence. "Coordinated design and standardization of evaluation 
guidelines were developed at 'the? State level to issue. that sound evaluation com­
porJents were designat~d' at the inception of the grant application. Future prospects 
should include supplemental tr~5ning and technical assistance for the devellopment of 
supporttve evalua:pive capabilities at local levels. II Reso'lution of specifilt: issues 
~nheren~ in crime. inc~dence· can ~e realized only through comprehensive, coordinated 
e:valuatlon on the· reg1.onal .planmng level .. 
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Development of MEP strategy 
',,1 . 

ThfPproposed activities were those involved.;n ,developing, implementing' and 
utilizing evaluation studies. Through these evaluations, t!le Central Midlands 0 

Regional Planning CouncH expf.~cted to alter the attitude, of locai govennment 
agenl:ies toward evaluation and produce useful evaluation methodologies'and results 
which could be used by loca.l government, the Regional Planning Council and the 
South C'arolina state planning'agency." ' 

1] 
~ 0 D 

" The project was ;mp.lemented ,pr"imarfly through the efforts of one full-time 
pr'ofessional staff member hired. specifically for the grant .. The only other 
budgeted personnel cos twas 25 percent of a" staff secr.etary' 5') time,. 

~',\ 0 

Funds were available for computer processing of data }'Ihich was accomplishe&o 
by the University of South Carolina. (\ 

Projects for evaluation were selected t'~om applicants for LEAA funding.' They 
were selected on the basis of the need for the applicant to make future d'eci.sions 
on continued fundjng; on the adaptability of the peYGfurmance information in di-" 
recting project activities; and the expectation of funding requests for similar 

'projects. '" 

The evaluations to be conducted were to be integrated with a "Geographic 0 <", 

Base File" available to the Regional Planning ,Council. Through: the use of the " 
f;le~/JProject performamce was to be measured on a ~egional b~s;s, cri".1e inci~en~e " 
rates/ used as measures and the effect of demographl c and SOClo-economl c factors 
on violation rates was to be measured. 

o 

T.,he ,MEP project evaluator was",to be responsible for drafting m~~sures and 
data collecti.on and analysis procedures. A major complaint concerning previous 
Central IMidlands Regional Planning Council evaluationGattempts was th~l'lack 6f 
specificatio{lof these items prior to project initiation. TheMEPevaluatio{l 0 

,was, to rectify thi sprobl em. "Data call ecti on was ~ventua lly to be p~rformed '<1 

by Pr'()jectpersonnelwith the evaluator acting prim~rily as an overseer of the, 
transfer of'the data from the project personnel to those who wiJl enter: it in 
the 'computer. ,'. ' " 

Theevaluationswe~)e prpposed primClrilyforuse by local prdjectand, 
governmentoffici'aJs;,Ttwasexpected~ however, that the Regional Plan)ling 
Council and the;?tate plann;ngag~ncywoulduti 1i ze the results; n' qeclsion-, 
m~'king andthe:der~lg!).Of,fut~r~ eval yationstudies. In .order to ;,foster utili-
zatiQil~,evaluatiQ~re~ult~ were'to,:beprovidedperiodicaJly:to ;operat; ng pro-

, " ,j ectpersonl1el :a'~i);l(;;{inal:'7~·portsc:lis,~emina.tec:l,toa npotenti a1usets. '., .' 

," ." '. ,. <~., 

.' '~,majOr~Obj~ctjve'Of"the,.C.MR~CprOject:'was' to'develop ,apositi\le"'opf~i()r 
amang16caJl crtminal, Jtistjicep.er$qt1nE!tc.:o'nGf~~ning'ev~:ll1atipnand have tbem ,', ,,',' 
Clciop teval uai16n'apprDache,s.d~V,~19P~c:I:,thr().,ug htheMEP. . To;moti\iil te!the~\po~;i':tiV e. " 
a tt,i tudesand;acti'Qns". 'the ;C:MRPC:p1~n.rred>tQ' ,prepa\"~ a~summC\:rYoptoje~tr~port, ,. 
wh i eh ,woul dd.9'cuwen'tthe ,eV ~ W~~t i,Qn,m~thodol091es;,re~se!lrch 'lIlethads;" ' .. measuri Og ••• , 
ins truments, _':a'na]y~ts>,prQced~r,esandmodel de~ignsfor'use'by o,thetcrimJnal ; " 
justice agend,es,~, ' ,,', .' . , , ..., . 
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Durfng, the "first year of the program certain changes took place which 
altered the' original strategy of the MEP. Some of these changes were to be 
expected, based on the knowledge gained iO attempting to implement the ortginal 
obj~ctives, while others ~ere a result of events whic~ took place outside the 
control of the Regional Planning Council. 
"" 

.J 

Most notable among 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 programareasufunded by LEAA funds in South Carolina which must 
be met by any potential applicant for funding. Since the baseline data to support 
the specified'measurable objective and the record-keeping required to report on 
theSe minimum performan~e criteria is considerabTe~ a regional council of govern­
ment~ like our ownJoUjJid i~ imposs~ble to enfor.:ce addition~l standa~ds for our 
appllcants than thdse/~already requlred by the state, when It was eVldent that 

o 0 the~e add,iti'b.nal;"'~«ilrements were not being required of applicants from other 
regions in the state. Therefore, our role in developing minimum performance 
criteria had to change to one of interpreting those already laid out by the 
state.OCJP f?f,our regiona~applicants ~nd pr?v~ding tec~nical",.pssiSi(\9;J~ce to 
them ln mee~lng these requlfements. Thlsactlvlty constltutes a test 'of the 

o 

" state'] rtlinimum criteria, s.ince~ in many program areas there have never been pro-
v jects fund'ed using these crite'ria. 

1 In revising the MEP', the strategies were reduced to accomplishing two 
maj/0r obj ecti ves :, 

o 

(1) 

(2) 

changing the attftude of project and local government personnel 
toward evaluation; and 
testing s'tate m1mimum evaluation criteria through adaptation and 
implementation ~l evaluation methodologies to meet the specific 
local project ne~~ts and dissemination of the appro,ach to local 
governments as a(ninput into the decision-making process. 

The strategy used in accompli~hing the first objective was to involve the 
criminal justice personnel in the initial process of program development; 
adopting the minimum evaluation criteria to meet Uee project objectives; and 
providing them with timely and understandable information. If 'this were ac­
complis~ed, it was expected that· the negative attitudes toward evaluation would 
be chClnged,. Evaluation results would then become a useful tool in deciding 
future operations. 

At present the state planning agency has established minimum evaluation 
criteria for all" project proposals. In the. view of many local officials the 
measures are tl"lappropriate alJd 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-

°jectsl. It was hoped (in address.ing 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 prov'ide for politi'cal and management needs of local officials which pro­
vide the, bqsis for determining if a project is considered successful. 

o 
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TheMEP proj ect was to adapt and apply eva 1 uati on methodologies to demons,trate 
that evaluation could assist local decision makers as well as meet'the State Plan­
ning Agency's minimum requiremen1;s for evaluation information. "The evaluation's 
conducted through the MEP projects were also expected to assist local government 
personnel and the CMRPC develop better project proposals with 10bJectives" and 
"a'ctivities" 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 
~rojects more precise. 

Selection of Projects to be Evaluated 

The Regional Planning Council intended to evaluate seven pr,ojects selected. 
from those bei ng funded through the LEAA program. Fouri' projects were to be 
evaluated as a condition of the grant agreed upon by 'the local units of govern­
ment recei vi ng the acti on grants for FY 75. These foun oprojects were,: 

" if 

1. Patrol Action Team (l 

2. Central Business District Patrol 
3. Robbery Prevention and Apprehension Team 
4. Cadet Action Team. 

. ,.-:) 

The grants for the Central Business District Patro1\1 were cancelled by the 
state on October' 1975, and for the Robbery Prev,ention anlti Apprehension Team on 
February 1976. TJlerefore, no evaluation was conducted 0I1eitherc;of these projects. 

In FY 76, the fo 11 owi ng 1 oca 1 actf'on grants were fUn\~ed': 
D ii 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 

Columbia Police Athletic League 
Lexington County Family Court 
Cayce Crime Prevention Office 
Fairfield County Gommunication Equipment 

-.r"""....,.. '.' . 41 
1 

.~ 
, 

... ~ 

.rJ 

I ., 
, 

The cOl1111unications equipment grant was not considered for evalua~ion be-
cause it was purchased toaddressc ~ state 'requirement for conmunications rather 0 0 0 

than. a program with a specific goal.. Evaluation was performed on the other three 
projects. (J 

II 
In FY 77, only two new projects were funded in this region. They were: 

o 
1. West Columbia Crime Prevention, Officer "= 

2. Lexington County Sheriff's Dep~rtment, IncreasedoPersonnel. 
Preaward evaluation ass·istance was provided to both of these grants .. 

\\ 
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Major Substantive Findings From Evalwition 

~/ Several impo;tant finrlfngs were derived from the MEP. Some of these findings 
were not necessarily of the same nature as the anticipated results in meeting 
the objectives of the program. They were, in effect, side benefits. 

o One of the major finqings is that evaluation must be designed into a pro­
gran!' before the prqgram begins. The Cadet Action Team project, which started 
in July 1915, was developed pridr to the MEP. As a result, the project did 
not have an evaluable' 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 input from their inception, prior to funding, from the evaluation 
specialist.in developing meaningful and measureable objectives. 

The first finding leads into the second, the lack of adequate record keeping 
,'by the local agencies. In attempting to evaluate the Cadet Action Team and the 
U)Partol Action Team project$~ it was quickly evident that the data collection and 
r~porting activities of the. agency were. nonexistent. As discussed in the pre" 
vious par~graph, evaluation for these projects was designed after grant award. 
~lhen the. evaluation program w~s developed and the agency learned of the record­
keeping necessary to support ~valuation, there was resistance. If adequate 
records had been maintained prior to the requirement for evaluation, evaluation 
would notha'Vl? had as much r·esistance. In preparing, the subsequent projects for 
evaluation, it was evideht that the baseline data was not available because of 
inadequate recordkeeping in most agencies. This resulted in a program within 
the, regi on to upgrade the recordkeepi ng capabi 1 i ty of all agenci es. 

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 

G<manpower allocation. The use is, however, limited to the urbanized area. The 
City of Columbia, at first reiuctant to use. the computer system, now has assumed 
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 
evalu'ation assistance was provided "for all phases of a project, (desiging the 
project, data collection" and analysis) no sing'le project had assistance from 
the beginning through to completion. Two projects were started before the MEP, n 

and: the rema,ining projects \·:ere not; complete by the tilPe theMEP was terminated. 
In addition, because of the limitation in funding LEAA projects in this region, 
there was very little variety in the types of projects to be evaluated. There 
rea'llywas no choice in the selection of projects to incllJde in this program. 

Schedule of Activities For The MEP Effort 

See· attachment 1 for the schedule of activities as they occurreq;:::;durin'g the 
'MEP. 
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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 
methodologies which were of value to both local government and the "t.ate plan-
ning agency. As explained previously, this objective had to be modified when,o 
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 cr;'iteria 
to that of providing t~chnical 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 t~e requirement for record-keeping 
to support, in ~ome instances, meaningless performance criteria inhibited the ac­
complishment of our other objective, to change the attitude tow~rd evaluation. 

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-keeping. A major emphasis was pl~ced on improvements in this area 
throughout the region. With better records sev~ral agencies found the advagtages of 
crime analysis which is directly rE~lated to the evaluation ·effort of the Patrol 

I 

Action Team project. 0 

The City of Columbia also found~ that record-keeping and analysis could be ac­
complished morequ'ickly and efficiel1tly, using the computer and the Geographic 
Base File. This equipment and operation is being conducted solely by the city 
now wi th no ass i stance from the Reg; ona 1 Pl ann; ng Council or the Uni vers i ty of, 
South Carolina. This is proof of the accompltshment of the objective to improve 
the attitude toward evaluation. 
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Activit 

1. Hire and Utilize Staff 

2. Select Projects for Evaluation 

3. Adoption of Required Evaluation 
Criteria 

4. Disseminating the Evaluation 
Results 

5. Changing the Opinion Concerning 
Eval uati on 
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Hiring of Darrow Fisher 

FY 1976 Projects 

Patrol Action Team 
Police Athletic League 
Lexington Family Court 
Cayce Crime Prevention 
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Hiring of Craig Hunter -
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FY 1977 Projects 
, I 

Lexington County Sheriff's Grant 
West Columbia Crime Prevention 
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Cadet Action Team 
Final Report 

Patrol Action Team 
Final Report 

o ,. 

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

d:,., 

'I I 
City of Columbia modifies record-keeping system as a 
result of Patrol Action Team records and analysis 
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