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Thitc annex contains some examples of materials produced by the Special
Programs Division of the National Institute during the course of the Natiomnal
Evaluation Program work.

A~1: National Evaluation Program Report of Activities for
December 1976 (includes list of the grantees for Phase 1
grants through that date and accession numbers for the
NEP documents store in the National Criminal Reference
Service).

A-2: The first formal announcement of the National Evaluation
program, issued in July of 1974.

A~3: An example of the letter used to solicit state inputs
on topic areas.




National Evaluation Program Report of Activities for December 1976
(includes list of the grantees for Phase I grants through that date and
accession numbers for the NEP documents store in the National Criminal
Reference Service).



REPORT OF ACTIVITIES
NATIONAL EVALUATION PROGRAM
December, 1976

I.  INTRODUCTION

LEAA has implemented a number of approaches to monitor and evaluate
criminal justice programs funded under the Crime Control Act of 1973
to determine the impact and value of these programs, as required by
Public Law 93-83, Part D, Section 402.

The core of LEAA's effort to evaluate widespread criminal justice
programs funded under Part C is the National Evaluation Program
(NEP). The NEP was first announced in July of 1974 by the National
Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice.

The following sections of this report discuss the background of the
NEP, its goals, approach and accomplishments to date.

IT. BACKGRQUND

In order to rationally allocate Timited funds, institute new programs
or phase out or change existing ones, national policy makers and state
and local decision makers require sound information concerning major
criminal justice hypotheses, project results, and nationally applicable
standards. The Crime Control Act of 1973 instructed the Law Enforce-
ment Assistance Administration to strengthen its capability to gather
such information through evaluation of law enforcement and criminal
Justice projects and programs receiving LEAA support. Section 402(c)
of the Act designates the National Institute as a major participant

in the development of this capability:

The Institute shall undertake, where possible, to evaluate
the various programs and projects carried out under this
title to determine their impact upon the quality of law
enforcement and criminal justice and the extent to which
they have met or failed to meet the purposes and policies
of this title, and shall disseminate such information to
State Planning Agencies and, upon request, to units of
general local government.




In response to this legislation, LEAA established in late 1973 an
Evaluation Policy Task Force responsible for developing recommen-
dations for a broad LEAA evajuation program. One of the three
major recommendations of the Task Force Report of March 1, 1874

was the establishment within the Institute of a "knowledge" pro-
gram aimed at the "production and dissemination of information on
the cost and effectiveness of various approaches to solving crime
and criminal justice problems" to be identified as the National
Evaluation Program (NEP). DOuring the Spring of 1974, the National
Institute developed the detailed program objectives and strategy

of the NEP and began implementation of the program in early

fiscal year 1975. In the Spring of 1976, LEAA's overall evaluation
strategy, including the NEP, was reviewed by an Evaluation Policy
Working Group (EPWG) and reaffirmed {n the form of an LEAA Instruction,
which 1s appended (see Appendix A).

ITI. NEP_PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

A. Qbjectives

To accomplish the knowledge goal, LEAA's National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice has undertaken the NEP, conducted
in cooperation with the LEAA Regional Offices and State Planning
Agencies. The program irvolves major evaluations of various areas
of criminal justice activity, including those LEAA supports through

its block grant program, and is administered by the National Institute's
Office of Research Programs.

Specifically, the National Evaluation Program's objectives are:

--To provide a timely, abjective and reliable assessment to

Congress and the public of the effectiveness of LEAA's
programs.

--To extend our present knowledge and technical capability in
all aspects of criminal justice.

--To test criminal justice standards and goals and, through
critical research, refine and evaluate them.

--To provide criminal justice administrators with relevant

information which they can use to administer their programs
more effectively.




8. Approach

1. Selection of Project Areas for Research

The Office of Research ®rograms, through a survey of State Planning
Agencies and LEAA Regional and National Offices, identifies the

issues and concerns that might be most effectively addressed by means
of evaluations under this program. Projects identified as being
related to these issues and concerns are clustered into "Topic Areas”,
each of which consists of comparable projects with similar activities
or similar measurable objectives. Iteration of this process at regular
intervals permits additional Topic Areas to be selected on an annual

basis. As Topic Areas are identified they become candidates for
Phase [ assessment.

2. Phase I Assessment

For each Topic Area selected, an analysis is conducted to determine
what is currently known about the project type, what additional infor-
mation could be provided through further evaluation of the project
type, and what would be the cost and value of obtaining the additional
information. In addition, Phase 1 assessments are expected to result
in the identification of areas in which the Qffice of Research Programs
might effectively undertake further research.

Tha products of the Phase I assessment are:

-A state-of-the-art review synthesizing what is now known
about the topic area.

-Descriptive material documenting the typical internal operations
of projects in each topic area.

-Analysis of available information drawing conclusions about the
efficiency and effectiveness of projects in the topic area.

-Alternative strategies and designs, with cost estimates and
anticipated benefits, faor in-depth evaluation of the topic
area to fi1l gaps in existing knowledge.

-An evaluation design for typical projects in the topic area

which will assist project administrators in assessing their
own gperations,




The Phase [ assessments giye LEAA a sound basis for determining

if intensive evaluation is warranted. Where appropriate, the des gn
for intensive evaluation is implemented as a "Phase II" evaluation.
Phase [ assessments can be conducted without extensive data col-
lection and analysis efforts through reviewing completed evaluation
projects of the type being studied and by conducting a Timited
number of site visits. While available data may not permit a
definitive evaluation, 1t generally supports an assessment of the
potential effect of a type of project and permits an estimate of
the confidence which can be placed in existing project cost and
effectiveness information.

In those instances where available data and {rior study are not a
sufficient basis for an assessment of potential effects, Phase I
field work forms the basis for the development of strategies for
obtaining the necessary data; included are definition of data
requirements, recommendation of measurement techniques, and identi-
fication of measurement points. In developing alternative long-term
evaluation strategies and designs, the grantee begins with five basic
options arising out of LEAA's structure:

a. Use of on-going block or discretionary grant projects.

b. Modification of existing or planned block grant or
discretionary programs.

c. Replication of a specific project design in a number of
Tocations.

d. Data collection on all LEAA-funded projects of selected types.
e. Use of a research design not based on particular projects.
Whichever strategy is selected by the Phase I evaluator, rough estimates

of the cost of implementation are developed, along with a specification

of the type of information to be produced and the anticipated uses
for the information.



Beginning in fiscal year 1977, the structure of the Phase I assess~
ments will be expanded to include a 1imited pretest of the Phase II
evaluation design in a small number of test sites. Original data
will be collected and analyzed and a report on the results submitted
along with any necessary revision of the Phase Il design. A Phase II
pretest should result in more conclusive results at the Phase I stage,
a well-grounded estimation of the feasibility of the Phase II
evaluation, and an opportunity to improve the Phase II design. This
expansion of the scope of the Phase I effort will entail longer and
somewhat more expensive studies, but should be justified by

increased confidence in  conclusions. In conjunction with this
change in the Phase | scope, the number of new Phase I assessments
initiated will be reduced. However, it is anticipated that a high
percent of these studies will be continued into the Phase Il stage.
This will not, therefore, involve a reduction of the resources
budgeted for the NEP.

To date, 27 Phase I assessments have been funded. Of these, 20 have
been completed. A 1ist of all funded Phase I assessments, incliding
an indication of the present status, is appended. (See Appendix B.)

3. Phase Il Evaluation

Upan the compi¢®ion of Phase ] assessments,the National Institute
selects those Puize I topic areas which will undergo long-term,
in-depth study ! uife 11 evaluations). Phase II topic area selection
is based upon the Judgements of the Phase I evaluators in terms of

the value, feasibility and cost of in-depth evaluation. The National
Institute also selects and works with the Phase II evaluator to further
develop the Phase II research design; a major input in formulating
Phase Il research designs are the in-depth evaluation strategies
recommended by Phase [ evaluators.

In implementing a Phase [I evaluation, the Office of Research Programs
and the evaluator work closely with other components of LEAA to insure
that the conditions of the research design are met. Special attention
is also given to coordination and monitoring activities. An immediate
task of the Qffice of Research Programs and the evaluator is to develop
an operational plan for implementing the design. Projects that will
be involved in the evaluation are identified and plans for managing
the projects within the cor=traints of the design are established.

Due to the block grant apprcusch to the funding of most LEAA projects,
the development and implementation require the coordination and
commitment of a variety of criminal justice agencies. Establishing
this coordination raovresents another essential input toward the
success of Phase Il ewsivations.




The initial two Phase Il evaluations have recently been chosen.
The Pnase II evaluation of the Treatment Alternatives to Street
Crime (TASC) program involves two coordinated efforts. First,
through an inter-agency agreement with the National Institute on
Drug Abuse, an evaluation of TASC client performance, in terms of
both further criminality and drug abuse, is being carriad out as
part of a larger follow-up study of drug treatment program effective-
ness. The second part of this Phase II involves an LEAA contract
to support an evaluation of TASC project cperations per se. This
contractor will work closely with the NIDA effort in order to
estimate the cost-effactiveness of TASC, It is anticipated that
this part of the Phase [l will be completed by late 1978 at a cost
of approximately $250,000.

A Phase Il evaluation of Pre-Trial Release projects is now being
procassed for funding at the $600,000 level, This evaluation will
concentrate on pre-trial crime by defendants on release, the fairness
of release criteria, and the effectiveness of release criteria in
identifying defendants who fail to appear or are in risk of com-
mitting criminal offenses while on release. Funding of this Phase II

is expected by February, 1977; completion of the evaluation will take
approximately 2 years,

In addition, a second round of Phase Il evaluation topic areas are
presently being selected. Two or three Phase II studies will be
funded during FY 1977,

4, Evaluation Products

The results of both Phase ! and Phase [l efforts will contain the
following information to the extent possibie:

-An analysis of the internal operations of the projects
studied including staffing patterns, project cost data,
organizational structure, appropriate standards of pro-
Ject output, and detailed descriptions of typical day-to-
day activities.

-An analysis of the =2ffectiveness of the projects studied
including comparisons of cost-effectiveness among diffevent
methods of operation or other program alternatives.




5. Dissemination of Results

In order to achieve substantial payoff from the Phase I assessments
and Phase II evaluations, the results of these efforts are widely
disseminated to the criminal justice system. The purpose of the

NEP is to conduct evaluations only when something can be learned and
program managers and policy makers have a need for the knowledge to
be produced. The Office of Research Programs has taken steps to see
that potential users of the Phase I and Phase Il efforts are kept
informed of progress and provided with the results.

Each Phase I assessment results in a summary report of the findings
which is printed and disseminated to all LEAA Rixgional Offices,

State Planning Agencies, Regional Planning Units, and appropriate
criminal justice agencies. Further, the full reports from the Phase I
assessments are placed in the National Criminal Justice Reference
Service (NCJRS), and are available on microfiche or on Toan upon
request. A similar dissemination process will be followed for the
products of Phase Il esvaluations. ‘

Follow up studies of the utilization of Phasa I results are now
underway and will be completed by June,1977.

IV, NEP ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND FINDINGS

To accomplish the evaluation mandate of the 1973 Crime Control Act,
there was a clear need for national level evaluations, each of which
was prospectively a lengthy and costly undertaking. Additionally,

the Institute identified a large number of criminal justice project
types - from halfway houses to property-marking projects - that
were serious candidates for evaluation. Given limited funds, however,

the prospect was for a Timited number of evaluations with payoffs
years in the future.

The National Evaluation Program was developed to respand to this
dilemma. The NEP approach of sequential collection of information
through Phased studies, described in preceding sections, has the
goal of lowering the initial cost of evaluation and thus increasing
the number of program types that can be examined. At the same time,
the NEP strives to provide more rapid turnaround of information to
policy-makers at all levels,




The NEP's innovative approach to evaluation has been systematically
implemented in 27 topic areas in the past two years. A great deal
of information about a number of criminal justice project types has
been gazthered and disseminated as a result of completed Phase I
studies, Much has been learned, and the learning continues.

A. General NEP Findings

The NEP studies have revealed a compelling need for an educational
effort in the area cf evaiuation. A startling and frequent NEP
finding is that many researchers and government officials at all
levels are unable to design or conduct a field evaluation, or even

to completely comprehend the tasks involved. It is apparent from
previous research and evaluation in the criminal justice area that
researchers are often unsure of or unable to deal with real measures,
i.e. measurement and comparisons from actual projects operating in
the field. Clearly, further research and training in evaluation
methodology and concepts would be of value.

Perhaps related to the fact that evaluation of operating projects in
the field is a very difficult task, a number of NEP Phase I's have
uncovered broad discrepancies between program theory and policy
intentions, on the one hand, and the activities of operating programs
on the other. Where this is true, an NEP Phase I is in an advantageous
position to quickly and inexpensively discover gaps between policy and
implementation. By focusing on the actual processes implemented in

the field, the NEP can identify the real strengths and obstacles in

law enforcement and criminal justice activity, resulting in improved
policy decisions at an earlier point.

For example, a primary goal of Operation Identification projects is
the return of stolen property to its owner. The Phase I assessment,
however, clearly shows that the large majority of these projects

fail to accomplish the property return goal, primarily because of
nonuse of identification markings on the part of police department
property divisions. In the juvenile area, most national experts and
policy makers supported Youth Service Bureaus (YSB's) as agents of
system reform and juvenile advocacy. The Phase I assessment of YSB's,
however, revealed that most projects are predominantly involved in

the provision of direct services to juveniles and client referral.
Juvenile Diversion and Alternatives to Incarceration projects were
developed to reduce the flow of juveniles through the juvenile justice
system, just as the juvenile system was created to divert the flow

of juveniles from the adult criminal justice system. Phase I assess-
ments in these areas show, however, that in at least some cases the
actual projects are increasing the numbers of juveniles who come:into



contact with the quasi-legal portions of the juvenile justice
system without significantly reducing the numbers processed
through the legal agencies of the systenm.

These Phase I studies and others, while oversimpiified here, have
created opportunities for decision-makers at all levels to re-examine
palicy issues in terms of more clearly drawn pictures of current
operating practices. Successive decisions, even if only to evaluate
further, can now be made on the basis of what is actually being done
rather than what was originally desired or believed.

Another finding of the NEP concerns the relevance and accessibility

of program data necessary for performance evaluation. Phase I studies
indicate that data collection varies from project to project across

the criminal justice system, and data accessibility varies with the
researchers' approach and focus. In the case of many projects examined,
relevant data was available but had never been marshalled satisfactorily
to address performance. For example, in the case of pretrial screening
of criminal cases by prosecutors, much data is available, but the

Phase I grantee concluded that unless the prosecutor's screening

policy is considered, using this data to measure success can easily
produce invalid results.

A problem exists generally with criminal justice evaluation measures
and measurement and the NEP Phase I studies are making headway toward
solving this problem. When performance measures are selected locally
or nationally without a measurement model (or referent evaluative
framework),the measures may not meaningfully relate to project
activities and will likely vary from project to project in meaning

and interpretation. There is clearly a need for improved project
monitoring and evaluation at the local level and for standard measure-
ment models and measures that can be applied nationally. The more
successful Phase I studies are developing a basis for such work.

As the NEP proceeds with additional Phase I assessments, compieted
studies are beginning to generate research indications, findings for
dissemination and requirements for larger Phase II evaluations in a
few specific cases. These studies are also producing the basis for
development of measurement models for the criminal justice activities
involved or affected by each project type examined. In order to more
knowledgably choaose future research and evaluation topics and to
comprehend overall cost-effectiveness and system effects of programs,
there is a need for larger systematic maps of the related parts of
the criminal justice system.
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B. Specific NEP Findings

To date, reports from 16 NEP Phase I assessments have been published
and disseminated to national, state and Tocal criminal justice
decision makers and/or introduced into the NCJRS loan Tlibrary. The
findings from these studies are briefly summarized below. Appendix B

1ists the 27 Phase I studies which have been funded and their current
‘status.

1. Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC)

The Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC) program identifies
drug abusers who come into contact with the criminal justice system,
refers them to drug treatment projects, and monitors their progress
during treatment. As a relatively new program, the impact of TASC

has not yet been thoroughly analyzed. Little is known, for example,
about its long term effects on either addiction or criminality because

no follow-up studies have been made of TASC clients after they leave
the program.

On the positive side, the study reports encouraging findings for

those in treatment. Only 8 percent of TASC participants have been
arrested while in the program. This low rate of recidivism during
treatment is particularly significant since the typical TASC partici-
pant is a heroin addict under a felony charge with a lengthy criminal
record. Suprisingly, the study found that 55 percent of the TASC clients
are receiving their first treatment for drug abuse. Although not
originally designed as an outreach program, it is clear that TASC has

been able to reach many drug abusers who might otherwise never have
sought or received treatment.

In another encouraging development, local governments have assumed
financing of all six TASC projects that have completed the maximum
Federal funding period. In view of the fiscal pressures facing many
Jurisdictions, this support reflects considerable local confidence
in the TASC approach to drug treatment.

2. Operation Identification Projects

This report examines the effectiveness of burglary prevention programs

that encourage citizens to mark their valuables with a unique traceable
number or name. Results show that:

-There are only a small number of participants in
Operation Identification Projects.

-Participants have significantly lower burglary rates
than non-participants, but city-wide burglary has not
decreased in Operation Identification communities nor
has the number of apprehended burglars increased.
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-Markings have not increased the recovery and return of
stolen property.

3. Security Survey: Community Crime Prevention Programs

In an effort to Timit burglaries, police departments in more than
300 communities now assist citizens in assessing their individual
security needs. These "security surveys" typify cooperative police-
community crime prevention; police depar . u>nts offer to survey the
home or business of any interested citizen and to recommend appro-
priate security measures.

The National Institute's assessment of security surveys supports the
utility of this approach. There is some evidence to document that
individuals who followed survey recommendations proved less likely

to be victimized by burglars. The report further suggests that security
surveys help to improve police relations with the community, and

cites the number of units established or maintained with exclusively
local funds as evidence of impressive community support.

However, the study also indicates that security surveys are not

being used to fullest advantage. Their benefits are not well under-
stood by the general public and many police departments lack the
resources to reach their entire jurisdiction. To realize the full
potential of security surveys, continued experimentation is called

for: first, to develop more economical and efficient means of deploying
survey units; and, second, to stimulate citizen participation through
more effective promotional campaigns.

4. Citizen Crime Reporting Programs

The types of citizen crime reporting projects (CCRP's) invoived in

this research fall into two major categories, each having three pro-
ject types. The first category consists of projects which facilitate
the means of reporting suspicious/criminal activity - whistlestop, radio
watch, and special telephone line projects. The second category
consists of projects which use an educational approach to encourage
witness reporting of suspicious/criminal activity - group presentation,
membership, and home presentation projects.

Unfortunately, the lack of well designed CCRP evaluation studies does
not allow for conclusive findings in this area. Expert opinion, how-
ever, indicates a positive assessment of the effectiveness of CCRP's.
The recommendations for Phase Two research include: evaluation of

home presentation CCRP's,evaluation of radic watch CCRP's, and a survey

of wit?ess behavior (the factors which influence witnesses to report
crimes).
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5. Citizen Patrol Projects

It is estimated that more than 800 resident patrols are currently
active in a wide variety of neighborhoods. Most have been initiated
since 1970. They often arise in response to a sudden spurt in local
crime and continue on an average for 4 to 5-1/2 years. Most are
vo]g?tary efforts, operating on low budgets independent of public
funding.

.The study identified four types of patrol: building, neighborhood,

social service, and community protection. Of the four, building
patrols appear to be effective in reducing crime and increasing a
sense of security. In public housing projects they seem to act as

a mediating force in encounters between residents ard the police.
Lack of data makes it difficult to draw conclusions about the other
types of patrol, although there is evidence that neighborhood patrols
perform valuable services. Overall, those patrols with carefully
selected and well-trained members, established administrative pro-
cedures, affiliations with community organizations, and positive
contacts with Tocal police are most Tikely to succeed.

These findings suggest that citizen patrols can be an economical way
to help prevent crime in the community. A common concern about such
groups -- the threat of vigilante activity -- is not borne out by this
study. It appears only an occasional problem, and one that can be
minimized by careful planning and review of patrol operations.

6. Traditional Preventive Patrol

This project has resulted in perhaps the first systematic description
of the traditional preventative patrol function, i.e., a specification
of tha interrelationships among its component sub-systems and, for

each sub-system, an i{dentification of its inputs and processes. The
analytical framework focused upon two categories of patrol inputs:

modes of transportation for patrol and patrol officer characteristics;
and three patrol processes: supervision, task assignment and deployment.

Major findings show that:

® An unprecedented opportunity exists for increasing the
productivity of the patrol division by entering into
directed patrol activities oriented toward serving the
explicitly defined needs of the community. Programs in
the area of directed and interactive patrol and community
profiling for example, constitute significant attempts
to improve the delivery of all services.
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Evidence indicates that significant opportunities exist

to enable police departments to restructure officers’

time in order to provide for the delivery of these directed
services without jeopardizing the ability of the depart-
ment to respond effectively to calls for service. In
support of attempts to restructure and better utilize
officer time, it is noted that sufficient technology and
equipment exists to permit the fine manipulation of
deployment patterns which can reflect the desires of the
patrol command and the needs of the community.

Research on patrol modes indicates that while the patrol

car remains the appropriate vehicle of choice for general

patrol duty assignments, alternative modes can be effectively
utilized for specific purposes, i.e., in high-density

commercial and residential areas, foot patrol seems to

have a favorable impact upon the community; bicycles have been
found to be of utility in patrol directed against burglaries;
motor scooters have been found to facilitate patrol in urban
areas, but the associated problems of officer safety and vehicle
reliability are of considerable concern.

While the paramilitary organization of police departments

and its orientation toward close supervision of patrol

officers has been viewed as the most effective way of

maximizing officer attention to duty, indications are emerging
that increased emphasis upon officer initiative, the inclusion
of officers in the planning process, and the assignment of
officers to duty in direct proportion to the level of demand for
services all improve the officers' orientation toward duty and
may in turn minimize the need for such close supervision.

Select Patrol Strategies: Specialized Patrol Ope=ations

Twenty-one projects using the patrol tactics of civilian dress, mechanical
devices, and/or uniformed tactical units have been classified into
project families (low visibility, high visibility, and combined Tow/high
visibility patrols). The three types of specialized patrol are further
analyzed by uses - location oriented, crime oriented, or suspect oriented.
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Major findings related to success and failure indicate that high/1-~
visibility patrols are more effective at apprehension than deterr nce
while the reverse appears for the high visibility and low visibility
patrols. Researchers concluded that a sound knowledge base on
specialized patrols does not exist, although tentative conclusions
indicate that the combined use of civilian dress =nd uniformed tactical
units may be the most successful approach,

8. Early Warning Robbery Reduction Projects

In these projects a police-owned alarm system is installed in stores
to signal police when a robbery is in progress. Stake-out patrols,
usually cruising, unmarked cars, are stationed near vulnerable,
storefront businesses such as convenience stores and gas stations.
These patrols receive a direct radio ajarm from the nearby store
when a robbery is in progress. The goal is the apprehension of

the offender at or near the scene of the crime with the stolen

money or goods.

Early Warning Robbery Reduction Projects are a new development and

it is still too early to firmly assess their value, but the results

so far hold promise. A field survey of 22 EWRR projects--approximately
half those currently in operation--shows that almost all communities
surveyed reported robbery reductions in stores participating in EWRR.

By enabling police to respond quickly, the program appears to increase
both apprehensions and convictions.

9. Team Policing Projects

This report investigated the impact of team policing programs upon
expanding the role of the patrol officer, combatting crime, and
improving police-community relations. The information contained in
this report relies heavily upon formal evaluations of team policing
programs in fourteen cities, including Albany, Charlotte, Detroit,
Dayton, New York City, Palo Alto, and San Diego. Team policing
projects are classified into five program types-basic patrol teams,
investigative teams, community relations teams, and full service
teams, both generalist and multi-specialist. The review of these
projects indicates that several team policing programs have failed
because of the inability of departments to implement the most basic
components of the program. Where team concepts have been operation-
alized, however, several departments have demonstrated that team policing can

improve the performance of patrol, investigative and community
service activities.




-15-

The most serious shortcoming in the evaluation of team policing has
been the failure of evaluators to carefully monitor the extent to
which planned program activities have actually been implemented by
team managers and officers. Because of this problem it has not
always been passible to determine whether the concepts of team

policing or extraneous variables are responsible for the evaluation
results reported.

10. Pretrial Screening Projects

This project reviews pretrial screening of cases by prosecutors, its
utility as a decision-making tool and the factors governing its use.
The key finding is that the prosecutor's policy regarding the pro-
secution and disposition of cases -- however derived and communicated
to sub-ordinates -~ is directly and measurably related to charging
procedures. Without knowledge of the policy, data on dispositions
may be misinterpreted. When the policy is known, charging practices
become understandable and, on the whole, rather predictable. Despite
the importance of a clearly defined charging policy, however, the
study found that prosecutors typically pay little heed to developing
and articulating charging practices.

The study identifies four distinct charging policies, ranging from one
which accepts for prosecution virtually all cases with the required

lega’ elements to another which accepts only those cases which have

been judged 1ikely to result in conviction after trial. Other policies
include one which emphasizes the defendant's rehabilitation through
diversion from the criminal process and another which stresses efficiency,
i.e., early disposition of as many cases as possible. These four policies
are not exhaustive, the report notes. In any prosecutor's office, a
mixture of policies may be operating for different types of cases. Using
this study as a guide, however, a prosecutor who articulates his

charging policy can interpret aggregate dispositional data more coherently
and can predict what the data will show. For example, in a system

that emphasizes accepting only those cases likely tc be won at trial,

a high percentage of rejections at the charging level and of guilty

pleas to original charges would be expected. When the existence of the
legally-required elements of the gffense is the chief criterion con-
trolling the charging decision, a low percentage of original rejections
and of gquilty pleas to original charges can be predicted. The data
obtained in this study support these expectations.
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11. Pretrial Release Programs

During the past fifteen years, major reforms have taken place in the
area of pretrial release of criminal defendants. A major, though nc .
surprising, findingof this study is that these programs have, often
dramatically, brought about a change from almost total reliance on
money ball as the means for obtaining release prior to the 1960's

to extensive use of release on recognizance and other non-financial
forms of release. Unfortunately, i1t also found that few careful
studies have been carried out to evaluate the impact of this change
relative to important issues such as pretrial criminal activity on
the part of releasees. Even the question of failure to appear rates,
which appears to be universally accepted by these programs as a
measure of effectiveness, has not received the amount of careful
documentation which would permit drawing definitive conclusions about
the success of these programs or about the comparative value of dif-
ferent types of pretrial release.

12. Court Information Systems

There 1is a new and growing awareness that information handling within
the courts 1is significantly important in the processing of cases. This
realization, together with increased caseloads, has produced consi-
derable interest in information systems among those concerned with
Judicial administration. Thirty jurisdictions have already developed,
and are operating, comprehensive court information systems, thirteen
of which were visited during the course of this study. Those court
information systems provide not only day-to-day court operational
information processing but data useful for court management as well.

For a variety of reasons system development projects were not carried
out in accordance with the best management practices. For instance,
specific statements of system goals and objectives have not been
prepared; comprehensive requirements analysis has rarely been performed
before system development; and the involvement of court operational or
managerial personnel in the development process has been minimal.

Yet, ninety percent of the resulting court information systems were
on-1ine and operating, processing data and yielding reports. No formal
quantitative evaluations of such systems were uncovered, although
system development project costs ranged from less than half a million
to over four million dollars and annual system operating expenditures
require from one hundred thousand to over one million dollars.




The assessment concludes that court information systems are evolving
into a useful, integral part of normal court operations. However,
their potential for assisting in court administration and caseflow
management activities has not yet been realized. Recommendations
have been presented to provide (1) a more rational approach to
system implementation, (2) a method for evaluating existing systems,
and (3) greater utilization of system capabilities.

13. Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency

Analysis of the major explanations of delinquency indicates primary
orientation of theorists and researchers to one of three focal points,
rather than to the interactive aspects of all three levels of explanations.
Attention is typically given to the conceptual classification of theories
and assumptions according to whether the major focal point is the
individual, social institutions, or social interaction.

Major assessment findings include: extreme programmatic weaknesses in
the areas of client identification and program evaluation; intervention
strategies seldom linked to either assumptions about causation or
identification procedures; parental consent requirements and program
screening procedures which inhibit the delivery of services to large
numbers of youth; and the overall inability of practitioners, admini-
strators, and policy makers to address those individual, interpersonal,
and societal conditions from which delinquent behavior emerges.

14, Juvenile Diversion

This report examines projects that strive to divert juveniles from

the formal juvenile justice system, which is thought to stigmatize

them and encourage u2linquent behavior. In theory, and as traditionally
defined, diversion is the process of removing a juvenile from the system
altogether, with or without referral to another social agency outside
the system. In practice, however, the report concludes that diversion
has come to mean minimizing the penetration of a juvenile into the
system through referral to a program within the system or to one closely
related to 1t. According to this report, a program within the juvenile
Justice system has a greater chance of adding to the system's costs

and to the number of juveniles within its control.

This change in diversion program emphasis leaves open the question of
how to view the experience of juveniles in diversion projects. Will
there sti11 be stigma attached if diversion programs are perceived

to be an integral part of the formal juvenile justice structure?
There 1s 1{ittle research to answer this question or, for that matter,

whether diversion to programs completely outside of the system also
1s damaging.
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15. Alternatives to Juvenile Incarceration

According to this study, there has been a trend toward thé increased
use of community-based facilities but not a major decline in the use
of training or reform schools. The result is that many programs are
serving as a supplement to incarceration rather than replacing secur
institutional care. A major exception is the network of community-
based programs developed in Massachusetts since that state closed its
training schools in 1970-1972.

The study highlights the need to assess community-based programs as
an integral part of the juvenile justice process. If not viewed in
terms of systemic impact these programs run the risk of "widening

the net" - a problem that has been pervasive in major programmatic
reforms.

16. Residential Inmate Aftercare (Halfway Houses) for
Adult Offenders

The study of halfway houses was based on the review of 55 evaluations
of house programs and the survey of an additional 153 halfway houses.
The study maintains that few methodologically sound evaluations of
halfway houses have been completed because of the use of insensitive
outcome measures and vague program goals and objectives. A review

of existing evaluations suggests some conclusions about halfway houses
which include: houses are as effective in preventing criminal behavior
in the community as alternatives which involvé community release; the
placement of a halfway house in a community neither increases crime
nor decreases property values; houses assist their clients in locating
employment but not necessarily in maintaining 1t; houses are able to
provide for the basic needs of their clients as well as other forms

of release; at full capacity, houses cost no more, and probably less,
than incarceration although they cost more than parole and outright
release; the avajlable capacity of halfway houses is only partially
utilized at present, thus driving up actual per diem costs; and

evaluations of halfway houses tend not to produce changes in actual
house operations.

V. IN SUMMATION

As indicated above, the conclusiveness of judgemental assessments made
possible as the result of Phase I efforts vary widely as a result
primarily of four factors: (1) the quantity of evaluative information
available 1n the topic area, (2) the quality of evaluations performed
in terms of validity, reliability, and generalizability, (3) the
numbers of existing projects available for site investigation, and

(4) the quantity and quality of information available at those sites.
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The sixteen projects discussed are those for which Summary Reports
have been published and/or full reports have been made available
(see attached Status Chart) through November, 1976. Based upon
program experience during the first two years of the NEP,.the

Phase I modifications noted earlier have been introduced to the
program. The inclusion of pre-testing of the Phase II design should
allow for more conclusive assessments during future fiscal years.

Upon completion of Phase I's a number of options for future effort
based upon these studies become possible: (1) selected individual
topics can be focused upon in order to help fill identified knowledge
gaps through various funding mechanisms: Phase II's, Exemplary
Projects, Prescriptive Packages, and/or special conferences, (2) a
redirection can be implemented at the Phase II level which either
increases or decreases the scope of the area investigated at the
Phase I level, or (3) topic areas can be combined into clusters,
e.g., a single patrol Phase II might be defined from the input of

the Phase I's on traditional and specialized patrol and early warning
robbery reduction projects. The support of Phase II efforts has been
initiated with the funding of TASC and the cail for papers on Pre-
Trial Release. Continued review of Phase I findings 1s underway in
terms of the varying types of follow-on options noted above. Only
through the performance of Phase II evaluations and other follow-on

activities will the full potential of the National Evaluation Program
be realized.

We hope that this report has proven of interest and value. Any
comments and/or recommendations concerning the NEP or this report will
be appreciated and should be addressed to the Special Programs Division:

Richard T. Barnes, Director

Special Programs Division

National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice

LEAA-DQJ

Washington, D.C. 20531

202/376-3910




S

Appendix A to this Progress Report is LEAA Instruction 12300.5, dated
May 20, 1976. It has not been reproduced in this annex to The Urban Institute

Report.
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NATIONAL EVALUATION PROGRAM: PHASE I GRANTEE OQRGANIZATIONS
December, 1976

Operation Identification Projects

The Institute for Public Program Analysis
230 South Bemiston

Suite 914

St. Louis, (Clayton) Missouri 63105

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC)

The Lazar Institute
Suite 840

1800 M Street, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20006

Pretrial Screening Projects

Bureau of Social Science‘hesearch
1990 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Select Patrol Strategies: Specialized Patrol Operations

Institute for Human Resources Research
7315 Wisconsin Avenue
Bethesda, Maryland 20014

Early Warning Robbery Reduction Projects

The MITRE Corpaoration
Westgate Research Park
McLean, Virginia 22101

Citizen Crime Reporting Programs

Loyola University of Chicago
Department of Psychology
6525 N. Sheridan Road
Chicago, I1linois 60626




10.

11.

12.

13.

Fretrial Release Programs

National Center for State Courts
1661 Lincoln Street

Suite 200

Denver, Colorado 80203

Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency

The Center for Vocational Education
The Ohio State University

1960 Kenny Road

Columbus, Ohio 43210

Alternatives to Juvenile incarceration and
Juvenile Diversion

University of Minnesota

Department of Criminal Justice
Studies

314 Social Sciences Building

Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

Traditional Preventive Patrol

University City Science Center
Washington Program Office

1717 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Youth Service Bureaus

Boston University
Metropolitan College

Urban Affairs Program

755 Commonwealth Avenue
Boston, Massachusetts 02215

Team Policing Projects

National Sheriffs' Association
1250 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 320

Washington, D.C. 20036




14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Citizen Patrol Projects

The Rand Corporation
2100 M Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20037

Patrol Support Systems: Crime Analysis Units

Foundation for Research and Development in Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice, Inc.

515 Woodcrest Drive

Bloomington, Indiana 47401

Detention of Juveniles and Alternatives to Its Use

School of Social Service Administration
University of Chicago

5801 S. E1lis Avenue

Chicago, I11inois 60637

Security Survey: Community Crime Prevention Programs

International Training, Research and Evaluation
Council :

Suite G

10500 Sager Street ,

Fairfax, Virginia 22030

" Residential Inmate Aftercare Projects (Halfway Houses)

for Adult Offenders

Program for the Study of Crime and Delinquency
The Ohio State University Research Foundation
1314 Kinnear Road

Columbus, Chio 43212

Court Information Systems

The MITRE Corporation

Advanced Program Development/Justice Systems
P.0. Box 208

Bedford, Massachusetts 01730




20. Institutional Furlough Programs

University of Alabama
School of Social Wark

P.0. Box 1935

University, Alabama 35486

21. Intensive Special Probation

Georgia Institute of Technology

School of Industrial and Systems
Engineering

225 North Avenue

dtlanta, Georgia 30322

22. Employment Services for Releasees in the
Community

The Lazar Institute
1800 M Street, N.W.
Suite 840

Washington, D.C. 20006

23. Street Lighting Projects

Public Systems Evaluation, Inc.
929 Massachusetts Avenue
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

24.  Policing Urban Mass Transit Systems

The MITRE Corporation

Criminal Justice System Research Department
Westgate Research Park
McLean, Virginia 22101

25. Institutional Education Programs for Inmates

Lehigh University
School of Education
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania 18015




26.

27.

Police Juvenile Units

The Police Foundation
1909 K Street, N.W.
Suite 400

Washington, D.C. 20006

Coeducational Correctional Institutions

Koba Associates, Inc.
2007 S Street, N.W.
Suite 302

Washington, D.C. 20009



NATIONAL EVALUATION PROGRAM: PHASE I REPORTS AVAILABLE

FROM T4E NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE SERVICE

December, 1976

1. Operation Identification Projects
NCJ - 28907 Evaluation of Operaticn Identification: Evaluation of
the Program's Effectiveness
28908 Evaluation of Operation Identification: Survey Findings,
Other Evaluations of Operation Identification, and
Evaluation of this Study
28909 Evaluation of Operation Identification: Summary of the

Assessment of Operation Identification's Effectiveness,
and Plans for Evaluating a Single Project

2. Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC)

NCJ - 32493

32494

32495

32496

32497

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC):
A State of Knowledge Review

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC):
Analytical Framework

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC):
Evaluation Design for the TASC Program

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC):
Evaluation Considerations for an Individual Froject

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC):
An Evaluative Framework and State-of-the-Art Review

3. Pretrial Screening Projects

NCJ - 30003

30004
30005

30006

Design for a Phase II Evaluation of Pretrial Screening
Programs

Design for a Single Pretrial Screening Project Evaluation

Issues in Pretrial Screening

Pretrial Screening in Perspective




4. Select Patrol Strategies: Specialized Patrol Operations

NCs - 30380
30381
30382
30383

30384

National Evaluation of Selected Patrol Strategies:
Literature Search

National Evaluation of Selected Patrol Strategies:
The Universe and Selected Project Descriptions

National Evaluation of Selected Patrol Strategies:
Project Families, Synthesis Framework and Measurement

National Evaluation of Selected Patrol Strategies:
Assessment of the Knowledge on Specialized Patrol

National Evaluation of Selected Patrol Strategies:
Study Designs ‘for Local, Multiple Project and Field
Experimental Evaluations of Specialized Patrol

5. Early Warning Robbery Reduction Projects

NCJ - 32498

32499

Early-Warning Robbery Reduction Projects: An Assess-
ment of Performance

Early-Warning Robbery Reduction Projects: Individual
Project Evaluation Design

6. Citizen Crime Reporting Programs

NCJ - 34140

34141

34142

34143

National Evaluation Program Phase I Report: Citizen
Crime Reparting Projects Final Report

National Evaluation Program Phase I Report: Evaluation
Manual for Citizen Crime Reporting Projects

National Evaluation Program Phase [ Raport: Oesign for
Phase 11 Research on Citizen Crime Reporting Projects

National Evaluation Program Phase I Report: Towards
Increasing Citizen Responsibility, Surveillance and
Reporting of Crimes




7. Pretrial Release

NCJ - 32738 Phase | Evaluation of Pretrial Release Programs:
Tssue Paper
32739 Phase I Evaluation of Pratrial Release Programs:

Evaluation Framework

32740 Phase I Evaluation of Pretrial Release Programs:

Assessment of the Present State of Knowledge Concerning
Pretrial Release Programs

32741 Phase I Evaluation of Pretrial Release Programs:
Designs for Phase Il National Scope Research on
Pretrial Release Programs

32742 Phase I Evaluation of Pretrial Release Programs:
Single Program Evaluations

8. Prevention of Juvenile Delinquency

NCJ - 32487 Theory and Practice of Delinquency Prevention in the
United States: National Evaluation Program

32488 Theory and Practice of Delimquency Prevention in the
United States: Review, Synthesis and Assassment

32489 Juvenile Oelinquency Prevention: Priority Areas
for Evaluation and Research

32490 Principles and Guidelines for State and Local

Administrators of Juvenile Delinquency Prevention
Programs

9. Alternatives to Juvenile Incarceration

NCJ - 32497 Community-Based Alternatives to Juvenile Incarceration

10. Juvenile Diversion

NCJ ~ 34472 Juvenile Diversion: Final Report

34473 Juvenile Diversion: Key Issues

11. Traditional Preventive Patrol

NCJ - 35438 Traditional Preventive Tatrol: A Site-Specific
Evaluation Design




12.
NCJ -

13.
NCJ -

14.
NCJ -

15.

NCJ -

35439 T~aditional Preventive Patrol: A Design for Phase II
Research

35440 Issues in Traditional Preventive Patrol: A Review and
Assessment of the Ljterature - Bibliography

35448 Issues of Traditional Preventive Patrol: A Review
and Assessment of the Literature - Phase I Report

35449 Traditional Preventive Patrol: An Analytical
Framework and Judgemental Assessment

Team Policing

34480 Issues in Team Policing: A Review of the Literature

34481 Neighborhood Team Policing in the United States:
An Assessment

34482 Monitoring and tvaluating Team Policing Programs

Citizen Patrol Projects

34856 Patrolling the Neighborhood Beat: Residents and
Residential Security

34857 Patrolling the Neighborhood Beat: Residents and
Residential Security - Case Studies and Profiles

Security Survey: Community Crime Prevention Programs

34858 Recommendations concerning Phase II Research of the
Security Survey

34859 Plan for Evaluating a Single Security Survey Program

34860 Assessment of the Crime Prevention Physical Security
System

Residential Inmate Aftercare Projects (Halfway Houses) for Adult
Offenders

36379 Residential Inmate Aftercare: The State-of-the-Art




36380 Residential Inmate Aftercare: The State-of-the-Art,

Supplement A - Survey of Residential Inmate Aftercare
Facilities

36381 Residential Inmate Aftercare: The State-of-the-Art,
Suypplement 3 - Abstracts of Evaluations Reviewed

36382 Residential Inmate Aftercare: The State-of-the-Art-
Single Halfway House Evaluation Model

36384 Residential Inmate Aftercare: The State-of-the-Art-
Phase Il Evaluation Design

16. Court Information Systems

NCJ - 37882 Court Information Systems: A Single Court Information
System Project Evaluation Design
37883 Court Information Systems: Preliminary Findings and
[ssues
37884 Court Information Systems: A Judgemental Assessment
37885 Court Information Systems: An Assessment Framework
37886 Court Information Systems: Phase II Study

DOJ-1977.01




NEP PHASE | ASSESSMENTS
NOVEMBER, 1878

TOPIC AREA

APPENDIX B

FUNDING
STATUS

GRANT
STATUS

PUBLICATICN
STAYUS

/

FY 1976
Operstion ldentification Projscts

Traatmant Altematives to Strset Crims (TASC)

Pretrial Scresning Projects

Ssiect Patrol Strrtegies: Spacisizad Patrol Opsrations

Early Waming Robbery Reduction Projects

Pratriel Raletse Programs

Prevention of Juvene Dednquency

Alernstives 1o Jursods Incarcenation

Juvende Dhversion

Traditional Preventive Putrod

XXX

Youth Sorvics Burssua

Teem Policing Projects

Chtizen Putrol Projects

XX X XXX PP XX XX

Patrol Support Sywtema: Crime Anelysia Units

Datendon of Jvenkes and Altamstives o s Um

XX

Sacurity Survey: Community Crims Preveston Prograew

X

FY 1978
Residenthal inmata Attarcare Projects (Haiterry Homes) for Aduit Offesders

Court Intormetion Systame

XX

Intitwtionsd Firlough Prograes

X I I o s I x < X X x| < X

Intaneive Special Probetion

Employment Sarvices for Relseses in the Community

Street Ughting Projects

Policing Urben Mase Transit Systsms

Institutionsl Education Programs for lnavetes

SEXX XXX XX XXX XX XXX XXX XXX XX

XXX XX

FY 1977
Police Juvenda Unita

Cosducstionsl Correctionsl instfttrtes

XX
XX

Corructionel Osta Systerns

Basic Pofics Training Programs

Altsrnctive Schools for Disruptive Youth

Citizen Victim Sarvice Projects

XXX XX

O Full reparts can be odtained on a lean basis by writing the Natlonai Criminal Iwstice Reference Service, P,0. Bex 24036, S.W. Post

Offlce, Washington 0.C,, 20024, Attention: Evaluation Clearinghouse.




The first formal announcement of the National Evaluation program,
' issued in July of 1974.




UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
NATION::;L INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE
- WASHINGTON, D. C. 20530

July 1974
THE NATIONAL EVALUATION PROGRAM

The Office of Research Programs in the National Institute
of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice is currently implementing
the National Evaluation Program which-is described in the en-
closed material. Basically the program consists of a series
of phased evaluation studies in various areas of criminal justice
activity including those LEAA supports through its block grant
program. Each of these studies will concentrate on a specific '
Topic Area consisting of on-going projects having similar cbjectives
and strategies for achieving them. In a "Phase I Evaluation" of
a Topic Arez, basic information related to the area will be
collected and assessed and a design for further in-depth
study will be developed. Where appropriate, this design will be
implemented as an intensive "Phase II Evaluation Study”.

An initial T1ist of candidate Topic Areas has recently been
selected and is provided below. Various criteria were used in making
these selections including size of LEAA commitment, interest of
state and local administrators,feasibility in terms of applying
evaluation techniques, likelihnod of available data on wnich to base
conclusions, and potential for identifving further research needs.

TOPIC AREAS FOR PHASE I EVALUATION

° PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION PROJECT
'f YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS

f DETENTION OF JUVENILES

f RESIDENTIAL PROGRAMS FOR JUVENILES

f NON-RESIDENTIAL.PROGRAMS FQR.JUV;NILES

? ALTERNATIVES TO JUVENILE JUéTICE SYSTEM PROCESSING
- ° DELINQUENCY PREVENTION PROGRAMS

° PRE-TRIAL SCREENING

° PRE-TRIAL RELEASE
® COURT INFORMATIOM SYSTEMS




,  COURT ADMINISTRATION AND UNIFICATION
° ALTERNATIVES TO CONVENTIONAL ADJUDICATION
° EXPANSION OF COURT PERSONNEL AND SERVICES
° POST ADJUDICATION ALTERNATIVES T0O JAIL
© INDIGENT DEFENSE PROGRAMS
® INTENSIVE SPECIAL PROBATION
° FURLOUGHS FOR PRISONERS
° CORRECTIONAL PROGRAMS FOR WOMEN OFFENDERS
° INMATE AFTERCARE PROGRAMS
° NEIGHBORHOOD TEAM POLICING
° SPECIALIZED POLICE PATROL OPERATIONS
° PREVENTATIVE PATROL
° POLICE CRIME ANALYSIS PROJECTS
° POLICE COMMUNICATIONS, COMMAND, AND CONTROL
© EARLY-WARNING ROBBERY REDUCTION PROJECTS
° CRIME SCENE INVESTIGATIONS
® TREATMENT ALTERNATIVES TO STREET CRIME
¢ CRIME PREVENTION THROUGH CITIZEN ACTION
It is anticipated that additional Topic Areas will be selected
dn a continuing basis to reflect the most current needs and
interests of the potential users of the results.
The National Institute will award Phase I tvaluation Grants
to qualified individuals and organizations with experience
in evaluation. A short paper describing-in more detail the tasks
required in a Phase I Evaluation is available on request. A
qualification statement should accompany such requests. Please
address inquirtes to:
Dr. Richard T. Barnes
National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice
LEAA

U.S. Dept. of Justice
Washington, D.C. 20530




We are optimistic that this new program represents a major
step forward in developing capabilities for program evaluation
in the criminal justice field and utilizing the results of these
assessments in the administration of our programs to assist state
and local governments in their efforts to reduce crime and
de]1nquency and improve the administration of cr1m1na1 Jjustice

in America.
i_%\b\ 4\\@ \ \K}%f

Gerald M. Caplan
Director




THE NATIONAL EVALUATION PROGRAM OF THE LAY
ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

PROGRAM OBJECTIVES

LEAA has identified the production and dissemination of ipfor-
mation on the cost and effectiveness of various approaches to
solving crime and criminal Just1ce problems as one of its major
evaluation goals. . -

- ‘National policy makers and state ahd local decision makers
need sound information concerning major criminal justice hypotheses,
project results,  and nat1ond11/‘apo11cab1e standards. To meet

these needs LEAA's National Institute of Law Enforcement and
Criminal Justice is undertakwng a Mational Evaluation Program
(NEP) to be conducted in cooperation with the LEAA Regional
Offices and State Planning Ag=nc1es The program wWill involve
major research studies to evaluate various areas of criminal
justice activity including those LEAA supports through its
block grant program, and will be implemented through the
National Institute's Office of Research Programs.

Specifically, the National Evaluation Program will help:
--To provide a timely, ObJeCt1V° and reliable assessment
to Congress and the public of the effect1ven°ss of
LEAA's programs.

--To extend our present knowledge and technical capab111tj
in all aspects of criminal justice.

--To test criminal justice standards and goals and, through
critical researchy’ refine and evaluate’ them.

--To provide criminal Jjustice administrators with relevant
information which they can use to administer the1r
programs more effectively.

PROGRAM DESCRIPTION AMD IMPLEMENTATION

1. SELECTION OF PROJECT AREAS FOR RESEARCH

The 0ffice of Research Programs, in consultation with State
Planning Agencies and LEAA Regional and MNational Offices, will
identify the issues and concerns that might be most effectively
addressed by means of evaluations under this program. The
projects identified in this manner as being related to these
issues and concerns will then be clustered into "Topic Areas,"

- each of which will consist of comparabla projects with similar

.
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objectives. TIteration of this process at regular intervals will
permit additional Topic Areas to be determined on a continuous
basis. As Topit Areas are identified they become. candidates for
Phase I Evaluations as described below.

2. PHASE T EVALUATION

For each Topic Area selected for evaluation, a relatively

short analysis (four to six months) will be conducted to
determine what s currently known about the project type, what
_ additional information could be provided throuch further evaluation

of the project type, and what would be the cost and value of
obtaining the additional information. In addition, Phase I
Evaluations are expected to result in the identification of
areas in which the Office of Research Programs might effectively
undertake further research.

The products of the Phase I Evaluation will be:

~-A quick but usable assessment of the project type
based on available data and documentation;

‘--Alternate strategies and designs for further evaluation,
--with rough estimates of cost and expected results.

The Phase I Evaluations will also give LEAA a sound basis for
determining if intensive evaluation is warranted.

Phase I Evaluations can be conducted without extensive data
collection and analysis efforts by reviewing completed evaluations
. on projects of the type being studied and by conducting a 1imited
number of site visits. While available data may not permit a
precise evaluation, it will generally support assessment of the
potential effect of a type of progect ama permit an estimate of
the confidence which can be placed in existing prOJect cost and
effectiveness information. :

Where the Phase 1 evaluator finds that Ffurther evaluation
efforts would be justified, he will outline general strategies
for obtaining additional information. In developing alternative
long-term evaluation strategies and designs, he should start with
five basic options arising out of LEAA's structure:

a. Use of on-going block or d1scret1onary grant projects.

b. Modification of existing or p1anned block grant or
d1scret1onary proqrams

¢

c.. Replication of a S)GCTI]C project des1gn in a number
of locations.



. d. Data collection on all. LEAA-funded proaects of
selected types

e. Use of a research design not based cn particular
projects.

Whichever strategy is selscted by the Phase I evaluator, rough
estimates of the cost of implementation will be developed, along
with a specification of the type of information to be produced
and the anticipated uses for the information.

3. PHASE IT EVALUATION

Upon the completion of Phase I evaluations, the National Institute
will select those Phase I topic areas which will undergo long term
in-depth study (Phase II eva]uat1ons) Phase II topic area selection
will be based on the assessments of the Phase I evaluators in regard
to the value, feasibility and cost of in-deoth evaluation. The
National Institute will also choose and work with the Phase II
evaluator to further develop the Phase II research design; a major
input in formulating Phase II research designs will be the in-depth
evaluation strategies recommended by Phase 1 evaluators.

In implamenting a Phase IT evaluation, the Office of Research
Programs and the evaluator will work closely with other components
of LEAA to insure that the conditions of the research design are
met. Special attention will also be given to coordination and
mon1tor1ng activities.

An immediate task of the O0ffice of Research Programs and the
evaluator will be to develop an operational p]an for implementing
- the design. Projects that will be involved in the evaluation
will be identified and plans for managing the projects within the
constraints of the design established. Due to the block grant
approach to the funding of most LEAA projects, the development and
implementation will require the coordination and commitment of a
variety of criminal justice agencies. Establishing this coordination
will be essential to the success of Phase II evaluations.

-

4.. EVALUATION PRODUCTS

The results of both the Phase I and Phase II evaluations will
contain the following information to the extent possible:

~--A complete analysis of ‘the internal efficiencies of the
projects studied, showing, for instance, the average

staffing for such projects, staff qua]*r1cat1ons and salaries,
organization, operating budgets, and cost per client (or

other appropriate standard for project output), and !

Sy
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--A complete analysis of the external effectiveness of the
projects studied, showing, for instance, the rate of
‘recidivism for persons passing through the program, or
rate of reported crime or average police response time.

5.  DISSEMIMNATION OF RESULTS

In order to achieve substantial payoff from the Phase I an
Phase II evaluations, the results of these efforts must be made
available to and utilized by the criminal Jjustice system. The
purpose of the MNEP is to conduct evaluations only when something
can be Tearned and program managers and policy makers have a
need for the knowledge to be produced The 0ffice of Research
Programs will take active steps to see that potential users of
the Phase I and Phase II evaluations are Pept informed of progress
and provided with the results.



An example of the letter used to solicit state inputs on topic areas.
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCENMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
NA’I [ONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEMENT AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE
WASHINGTON, D. C. 20531

NATIONAL EVALUATION PROGRAM
TOPIC AREA SELECTION

The Special Programs Division of the Office of Research Programs
is currently developing the National Evaluation Phase I Program
topic list for fiscal year 1977. As we initiate the third year
of the Phase I Program, we would like to emphasize the importance
of State Planning Agency and Regional Office participation. SPA's
and RO's have provided invaluable assistance in providing input

" into the top1c area selection process for fiscal years 1975 and
1976 and in subsequent technical assistance to Phase I grantees
as they identify existing projects and programs in their respective
areas. The interest and cooperation of SPA and RO personnel has
proven one of the most essential ingredients for the success of
individual projects and the overall program.

We have appended a brief description of the National Evaluation
Program (see Attachment 1) for recently hired personnel who may
not be familiar with its objectives or products. I also urge
interested personnel to call upon any of the Special Programs
Division staff (202/376-3677) for more detailed information.

We have also appended a status report (see Attachment 2) on the
Phase I Program for 1975 and 1976 which includes a discussion of
our tentative plans to initiate Phase II activities later this
year. A list of Phase I Project Directors and their addresses
is also included for your information (see Attachment 3).

The initial list of topic areas under consideration for funding
during fiscal year 1977 (see Attachment 4) has been prepared in
a format which will ailow you to indicate thes relative priority
of these suggested areas. We anticipate funding six to eight
Phase I studies in 1977 and would appreciate your rank ordering
six to ten topic areas which you feel will provide evaluation
results most useful to you. Please note that space has been
provided on this form for comments on topic areas noted as well
as for additional topic area suggestions wh1ch you may have.
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Criteria you may wish to cons1der in mak1ng your priority decisions
include:

°Project or program types which you expect may be related
to future funding priorities in your agency.

°Areas of the criminal justice system which you feel require
- assessment or reassessment in order to assist you in other
planning and/or management decisions.

°Experimental project or program types which you or other
agencies would fund were there existing information on
relative effectiveness/efficiency.

°Projects or programs which receive considerable funding
but where future support is under question due to lack
of information on effectiveness.

" The National Evaluation Program has a primary -objective to provide

useful information to state and Tocal decision makers about the
effectiveness and efficiency of various approaches to law enforce-
-ment and criminal justice. In order to achieve this goal, input
from the SPA's and RQ's is essential. I urge you to participate
in the establishment of topic area priorities and look forward to
receiving your suggestions for new topic areas. We would appre-
ciate yaur response as soon as possible so that our analysis of
combined State and Regional Office input can be initiated.

We would also appreciate your input on final products disseminated
under the National Evaluation Program. Your office has received
three Phase I Summary reports to date, entitled "Operation
Identification Projects", "Pre-Trial Screening Projects", and
"Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC?" We will continue

to disseminate NEP Phase I Summary reports as they become available.

(See Attachment 2, Status Report.) Your comments on the usefulness
of these documents in your planning and program activities will
be highly appreciated.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,

HRual M, Celon

Gerald M. Caplan
Director

N wr——— Gy
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Attachment ¢

Responding Agency:

PRIORITIES AMONG POTENTIAL TOPIC AREAS FOR FY 1977

Please indicate below the topic areas for which you feel Phase I
studies would generate the most useful information for your agency.
Indicate six to ten topic areas by priority ranking, using the
number 1 for the topic of highest usefulness to you. If infor-
mation would be useful to your agency for less than six topic
areas, number only those. Add topics of interest to you which

are not present on this list under "other".

Topic Areas

Courts

Crime-Specific Prosecution Units -

Paralegal Programs in the Criminal Adjudication Process
Psychiatric Services in the Criminal Courts
Interpreting Services in the Courts

Court Reporting Systems

Adult Corrections

Institutional Diagnostic and Classification Units
In-Service and Pre-Service Training Programs for
Correctional Personnel

Legal Assistance to Inmates

Correcticonal Data Systems

Institutional Counseling Programs

Palice

Police Legal Advisors

Police Education Programs

Police Community Relations Programs
Basic Police Training Programs
Police Organized Crime Units

Police Minority Recruiting Programs
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Priority
Ranking

Topic Areas

Al

i

duvenile Justice

Alternative Schools for Disruptive Youth
Juvenile Court Intake Units

Forensic Sciences

Education and Training Programs in the Forensic Sciences
Crime Laboratories

Community Crime Prevention

Citizen Victim Service Projects

Please also complete the attached form, pp. 3-4 at Teast for those
topic areas you have indicated as priorities and for any additional
topic areas you have suggested.
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POTENTIAL HOW MANY PRESENT ANY COMMENTS
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Crime-Specific Prosecution
Units

Paralegal Programs in the
Criminal Adjudication Process

Psychiatric Services in the
Criminal Courts

Interpreting Services Th the
Courts

Court Reporting Systems

Institutional Diagnostic and
Classification Units

In-Service and Pre-Service
Training Programs for
Correctional Personnel

Legal Assistance to Inmates

................

Correctional Data Systems

............

Institutional Counseling
Programs

Police Legal Advisors

Police Education Programs

Police Community Relations
Programs

Basic Police Training Programs

Police Organized Crime Units

Police Minority Recruiting
Programs




RESPONDING AGENCY

POTENTIAL
TOPIC AREA

(PROJECT TYPE)

HOW MANY
FUNDED BY
YOUR AGENCY

1-5
5-10
Over 10

PRESENT
STATUS IN
YOUR STATE/
REGION

ESTIMATED
EXPENDITU

RES

FY 1975

FY 1976

Considering
Starting
Underway
Completed

ANY COMMENTS

AVAILABLE (Attach additional
EVALUATIONS | pages, where necessary)
IN YOUR

STATE/REGION

)

QU (=]

> =

Alternative Schools for
Dicruntive Youth

Juvenile CZourt Intake Units

Ecucation and Training
Programs in the Forensic
Sciences

Crime Laboratories

Citizen Victim Service
Projzcts

Gther:




) Assessments of the actual results of each Phase I effort
by both U.I. and NILECJ staff.

o Follow-up surveys of field users of the summary product.
o Follow—up interviews of National LEAA users of Phase I

Teports.

o Interviews and meetings with LEAA and NILECJ administrators
about desired changes in the nature of Phase I studies
and their reports.

This material was examined and synthesized and led to the final work

description displayed in A~3. This work description is now in use in the

conduct of Phase I studies.

Iuprovements in the Ability to Specify the Nature of the Work

The ability to describpe the approach in detail can be partially
illustrated by considering the amount of specific guidance included in the
work description. Early in the program much of the detail had to be supplied
by briefing and discussion meetings. Table B-l presents an assessment of the
specificity of the initial work description in terms of:

Statement of the Activity to Produce the Product
Statement of Expected Items of Content in Product
Descriptions of Product and Product Items
Descriptions of the Activity to Produce the Products

Examples of the Products
Methods for Carrying Out Activities

O 0 0 00 o

F'ch of these steps represents an increasing ability to formally specify what
a product is and how it is to be produced.

As the worl progressed and the information described above was collected
and analyzed, the level of specificity of the guidance was improved and
additional examples beyond those in the guidance were developed. Table B-2
presents an assessment of the February 1977 guidance in terms of the same
elements. An additional row has been added to include project characteristics
and universe information (previously transmitted in briefing sessions). A

final row has been added for lisld tests of measurements proposed by grantee.




ANALYSES OF THE SPECIFICITY OF THE NOVEMBER

TABLE B-1

1974 PHASE I WORK DESCRIPTION

Statement of Statement of the Descriptions of Descriptions of Method for
the Activity to Expected Items of the Product and the Activity to | Examples of [Carrying Out
Product Product Content of Product Product Items Produce Products] the Products|Activities
1. Issue » "issue & substance of expert None None None None None
Paper views & opinions.., drawn from
availlable peneral knowledge &
past findings"
o "gathering of general knowledge"
e "gathering past findings"
2. Project e "thru field work & telephone o description of what activities |(includes description of None None None
Flow interviews... develop a each project actually carries what information was to be
Modils detailed picture of inter- out & how they are... related developed & presented in
ventions" «+.0» effort or personnel the flow diagrams)
s "collect any available... allocations, important kunown o a process flow diagram
information" or potential intervening vari- & an accompanying
ables, potential points of description....
measurement....
3., Framework [e 'framework that encompasses e can be used to describe the (includes description of None None None
the apparent underlying chains of assumptions linking what was to be included in
operation assumptions...." expenditure.... to impact.... framework)
"created thru a synthesis Included will be potential
of knowledge----" measurement points, ... data
elements... methods of
- measurement
4. Assessment |e '@ judgmental assessment in e assessment... of success or None None None None
of Topic terms of the framework...." failure in tople area
Areas o "statvement of the quality, s gaps in present knowledge &
reliabilicy & accuracy of the importance of these gaps
the assessment...." e range of performance
s confidence in data
5. Evaluation |e "the assessment, the framework... None None None None None
Design for are to be used iIn developing...
Phase II designs"
e "contains both technical design
& discussion of costs & value ;
.».. of the designs"
e “designs should estimate
importance, feasibility...."
6. gig?igt e "represents an adaptation of e containg key data elements & Nome None None None
Fvaluation | the same framework developed the measures & comparisons
besign ia (3) to a single ... project" to be used




TABLE B-2

ANALYSES OF THE SPECIFICITY OF THE FEBRUARY 1977 WORK DESCRIPTION

Statement Description of |Description of Method for
c ts Statement of of Product the Product the Activity Examples of| Carrying Out
ommen Activity Involved| Content Items| (Format, Items) | (Process) the Product| Activity
0. Defining Project| Previously transmitted in briefing Y v
Characteristics | sessions. es es Yes Yes Yo No
and Universe
1. Issue Includes idea that a linkage must Yes Yes No No No No
Paper be made to the analysis (previously
transmitted in briefings).
2. Project Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Ne
Flow
Models
3. Framework Changed ro models for measurement Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes No
and further developed through See An D
a feasibility study. ¢ nex D)
4, Assessment Yes Yes Yes Yes No No
of Topic
Areas
5. Phase II Yes No No Yes No No
Evaluation
Design
6. Single Project Dropped as being too much additional Yes No No No No No
Evaluation work for a single grant of this
Design nature and timing. To be produced
separately,
7. Field Test of Added to provide actual field Yes No No No Yo' o

Measurement
Design

experience and data gathering
experience with measurements
proposed by the grantee.

T gt



Illustration of the Growth in NEP Capability

Figure B~1 compares the growth in capability as illustrated by the wor’
descriptions.l The table shows the elements of instructions {(for each pr duct)
that were available for the first work description, available for the second
description, and that have been recently developed. Some of the additional
squares can be filled in by using available research material (e.g., Elements
of an evaluation design are called out in Urban Institute Working Paper 783-10,
Design of Evaluations, Joe Nay and Peg .lay, November 1976).

Note that additional material has been added in most of the desired
product areas. The single project evaluation design--a badly needed product—-
proved to generally be too much work to carry piggy-back on these high work-
load short term efforts and is being pursued separately. On the other hand,
the basic Phase 1 approach was modified (in time and money) to include a
6 month field test (following the main study effort) during which the measure~
ments and measurement design produced and proposed by the grantee are tested
in the field. This is aimed at providing a much sounder basis for the
decision upon a Phase II evaluation and for estimating the size, cost, and
yield of a Phase II. This intermediate step has been included in studies
being let at present and will be tested in the upcoming series of studies.

Finally, the recently completed feasibility study into the production
of models for measurement (Annex D to this report) has provided a description,
procedures, and limited examples for this work and is now available for use
in the NEP program.

The figure demonstrates the increase in specificity that can be obtained
in an approach to buying information when the approach is implemented, the
process and its results are studied over time, and the information gathered

is used to tailor and improve the basic appreach to buying information.

1. Growth in supporting examples, capability of NILECJ staff and
product quality occurred as well. The work description is used here as a
keying device to give a simple illustration of capability growth over time.
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B-1

Work description for a Phase I Study
Under the National Evaluation Program,
NILECJ/LEAA; November 1974.
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Preface

This working paper contains the "work description' presently in use by
LEAA for defining the Phase I portion of the National Evaluation Program.
This program is being conducted by the Office of Research Programs at the
National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice. The development
of the work description has been a joint effort by personnel from the NILECJ
and The Urban Institute.

This work descriEtion represents an attempt to fashion, from a general
evaluation approach,t a suitable vehicle for meeting the particular require-
ments of LEAA for this program2 at this point in time. A revision will be
issued once sufficient experience is accumulated in using this description
to indicate areas in which change is needed.

Two concepts have been strongly emphasized in the design of this program.
One is an ordered plan for the sequential purchase of information in well-
defined Criminal Justice topic areas. That is, a small amount of information
is generated during topic area definition. During the Phase I studies,
additional information is purchased in order to determine what is already
known about an area of interest, what may yet need to be known, and what
the likely costs are of filling these needs. In this way the agency can
pass through a series of decision points before each commitment of resources
to buy further information, especially before purchasing full-scale evalua-
tions of programs. Within a single Phase I study, the emphasis is upon an
iterative approach rather than a single cycle of information gathering and
analysis.

The second factor emphasized is that the operations of actual existing
intervention projects are to be the basis for development of assumptions
linking money to activity and activity to outcome. This assumption frame-
work is then used as the basis for both the assessment of present knowledge
and the evaluation design. The heavy emphasis on designing around ''what's
out thera" grows from the fact that the National Evaluation Program is an
attempt to learn from a variety of projects that are already in the field
(indeed, in some cases completed). They vary greatly. A Phase I assessment
will determine what has been learned from them and what can be learned now
and as they recur again. An assessment based upon what may actually be
measurable in the field aids in deciding whether further information can
be obtained from past and existing projects, or whether further research
or an experiment will be required.

1. As reflected in the Working Paper "Urban Institute Plan for the
Design of an Evaluation,'" by John D. Waller and John W. Scanlon, The
Urban Institute, March 1973.

2. The Report of the LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Force, U.S. Department
of Justice, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, March 1, 1974.
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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

A. THE NEED FOR A
NATIONAL EVALUATION PROGRAM

The LEAA Evaluation Policy Task Force, a joint effort of State Planning
Agencies (SPAs) and LEAA representatives, has recommended that certain types
of information can best be produced through nationally coordinated evalua-
tions. This is especlally true of information that indicates whether a
particular idea for reducing crime or a particular approach for improving
criminal justice is likely to be successful under a variety of conditions,
organizations, and management.

State Planning Agencies and local criminal "justice system administrators
select, direct, and control the projects implemented under the LEAA grant
programs. Although particular types of projects are now often operated with
some frequency throughout the country, it is difficult for an SPA or cr. minal
justice system administrator to obtain comparison data on similar proje: ts,
‘to determine in advance whether a type of project under consideration h:is
been generally successful or unsuccessful in other communities, or to f:ad
out what effect emphasizing particular components of a project may have sn
its success or failure. The major reason for this problem has been a lez:
of comprehensive evaluations that covered similar types of projects and
collected similar information about each project.

B, THE NATIONAL EVALUATION PROGRAM

The Office of Research Programs of the National Institute of Law
Enforcement and Criminal Justice is beginning a program to produce this
type of information for use by SPAs and local administrators. Evaluation
information about particular topic areas commonly encountered by SPAs and
local administrators will be produced. Each topic area will contain a group
of projects that appear to have similar goals and methods and which are
common enough tc be of interest to many SPAs and local administrators.

In each topic area an attempt will be made to assemble what is known
about the methods, outcomes, and effectiveness of projects of that general
type and to determine if the present knowledge~-when assembled--is sufficient
to be useful in planning and funding decisions by the SPAs and local agencies.
If the present knowledge does not appear sufficient, designs will be developed
specifying how such information could be obtained and at what cost., After
consultation with a coordinating committez, an effort may be made to obtain
missing information. In each topic area examined, there may be as many as




three steps: a Phase I investigation, consultation with the evaluation
‘coordinating committee, and in many cases a Phase II-evaluation.

In each topic area examined, the Phase I investigation will cover the
collection, synthesis, and assessment of what is already known and one or
more designs for evaluations that would £ill any gaps in that knowledge, if
such gaps appear to exist. A consultation among NILECJ, LEAA, and SPAs and
local administrators will take place once the product of Phase I is in hand.
The mechanism for this consultation will be an evaluation coordinating
committee composed of representatives from the national office, the regional
offices, and the SPAs. This consultation will address whether present know-
ledge of project results is adequate and, when it is not, which of the pro-
posed evaluation designs should be impleémented to obtain additional needed
information. The production of that additional information, when necessary,
will constitute the Phase II evaluation in the investigation of the topic
area. By proceeding in this way, the National Evaluation Program can
capitalize on the projects and information already existing and at the same
time tailor its outputs to the actual needs of SPAs and local criminal
Justice system administrators.

It 1s expected that some of the Phase T investigations will either be
adequate in themselves, will demonstrate the infeasibility of further evalua-
tion in that topic area, or will indicate that the cost of obtaining more
accurate knowledge is higher than its possible value to LEAA, the SPAs, and
the local administrators. In the other cases, however, a Phase II (an actual
field evaluation) will be implemented based upon the design developed during
Phase I, or selected portions of that design. This document describes only
the work effort to be conducted during Phase I in the topic area described
in Section II below. The contractor or grantee selected for a Phase I effort
will neither be assured nor prohibited from conducting the Phase II evalua-
tion should such an effort be implemented.
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PARTICULAR TOPIC AREA DESCRIPTION

The following examples are brief samples of the type of particular
topic area descriptions that are being included in this section.




4 SAMPLE

PERSONAL PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION PROJECTS — IDENT

This Phase I topic area encompasses projects involving local marking
of items of personél property with identification number$ for use in recovery
of and identification of stolen property. Typically, the numbers are
registered with the Police Department and a distinctive decal prominently
displgyed by the property owner to deter theft. An individual project will
be taken to inciﬁde any publicity compaigns; registration programs; recgrds
systems; uses by authorities in recovery, prosecution or deterrence; and
the degree to which the available information is made a standard part of
‘investigatory, recovery, or prosecutlon efforts by authorities. Identifica-
tion projects are funded by LEAA, insurance and other private agenéies, and
by loq?l police departments themselves. Further scoping of the topic area
will be a joint effort between LEAA/NILECJ, their technﬁcal advisor, and
the grantee.

¥nown issues involve effects on overall burgléry and tbeft of property,
displacement of crime, the development of identification numbers that are
both permanent and do not vioclate personél privacy, and degree of usage ]
by both citizeﬁs and police.> This topic area is éxpected'to invol§e pri-

marily efforts of and effects upon citizens, police operations, and criminals.




5 SAMPLE

TOPIC AREA: PRE-TRIAL SCREENING OF CASES BEFORE A
DECISION TO PROSECUTE OR INVESTIGATE FURTHER

This topic area is intended to investigate projects that involve .arly

screening out of cases that the prosecuting attornéf decides not to prosecute.
A variety of projects have been funded that affect the flow of cases froﬁ

the police to formal prosecution investigation and case preparation. Proje;ts
may be screened out begause of insuffiéient evidence, ameliorating circum-
staﬁces, availability of diversion mechanisms, or other crite;ia, implémenting
mechanisms, and effects on the work of the police, the prosecuting attorney's
pffice, and the'persons.invol§ed. Further scoping will be determined jointly

by LEAA/NILECJ, their technical advisor, and the grantce.

Known issues include effects on workloads and successful court prosecu-

\ P
)

tions, alternatives available loca;ly, effects on backlog, necessary informa-
tion linkagoes, police arrest and investigation techniques, effects on and
types of linkages to diversionary programs; and cffect; on the accused.
Review of these projects 1s expected to produce better understandiﬁg of |
their mechanisms for having effect and the .effects on case flow from

arrest to a decision to prosecute. Both police and prosecutor operations
will be direcctly involved with linkages to other programs to be determined

and laid out where they exist.



A\ 6 . SAMPLE

TOPIC AREA: YOUTH SERVICE BUREAUS (YSB)

Youth Service Bureaus will be taken to include programs that acﬁ either
as a substitute gz‘as an alternative to'passiné juveniles unne;essaéiiy through
the juvenile justice system. The Califérnia Youth Authorigy répor£1 ;doptéd
the "butterfly" hunter approach. If'a project was thought to be a YSB,
they studied it. Based upon this and o;her completed work, several models
of alternative é&pes of YSB's commonly encountered will need to be developed
and used in this assessment. The key bounding parameter which will be used
at present 1s that the project is multi-method or multi-service oriented
and creates or aims to create an alternative to passing juveniles through
the courts. Further scoping will be accomplished through joint aéforts
by LEAA/NILECJ, their technical advisors, and the grantee.

The report referenced above (and an extensive additional literature)
outlines many of the issues involved. Work on this grant will involve an
orderly approach to representative models of activity in the field and the
issues involved in each model. Projects in thi; area may be expected to
involve ‘police, possible prosecutors, tﬁe juveniles, a myriad of local

social agencies, and in some cases, courts.

.

1. Robert L. Smith (Project Director); National Study of Youth Service
Bureaus; California Youth Authority; SRS Publication: (SRS) published by
BEW, 73-26025.
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SUMMARY OF THE PRODUCTS AND THE
WORK REQUIRED IN A PHASE I INVESTIGATION

This section summarizes the required products and the relationship of
the work to be accomplished to those required products. Section IV then
examines each part of the work effort in further detail.

A. REQUIRED PRODUCTS

The products required from the Phase I investigation of a particular
topic area may be summarized as follows (numbers in parentheses refer to
Exhibit 1 page 5 ): :

(1) Paper outlining the issues and substance of expert
views and opinions in the topic area drawn from available
general knowledge and past findings.

(2) For projects in the topic area, a process flow diagram
of the intervention actually made by the project and an
accompanying description of the project keyed to the flow
diagram,

"(3) A framework(s) thaé represents a synthesis of the

assumptions that underlie the projects (or families of
projects) in the topic area and can be used to describe
the chains of assumptions linking the expenditure of
funds to project activity or intervention, the project
activity or intervention to immediate outcome, and the
immediate outcome to the impact on the problem addressed
by the topic area, Included will be potential measure-
ment points, suggested data elements to be measured, and
methods of measurement for testing the assumptions. Also
included will be a listing of those factors affecting a
project that are believed to be under control of the
project and those Ilkely intervening factors not under
the control of the project.

(4) A judgmental assessment in terms of the framework, its
operating assumptions, and the specified data elements of
the success or failure in the topic area and a statement
of the quality, reliability, and accuracy of this assess-
ment made on the basis of present knowledge. This assess-
ment will also point up gaps in present knowledge and the
importance (or unimportance) of these gaps in making an
authoritative assessment of success-or failure.
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This must be a publishable summary of the known
quantitative results in the topic area. It should include
the best data available on both the costs and effectiveness
of projects in the topic area.

® (5) An evaluation design based on the framework developed
above for f£illing gaps found in present knowledge in order
to produce an authoritative and useful assessment of success
or failure. This design should estimate the importance,
feasibility, methods, and costs of obtaining measurements
to further test the assumptions laid out in the framework
(where that appears to be necessary).

® (6) A model data collection and evaluation design for use
with single projects of the type included in the topic
area at the state and local level. This represents an
adaptation of the same framework developed in (3) to a
single local project.

B. RELATION OF THE WORK
EFFORTS TO THE PRODUCTS

Exhibit 1 displays the various portions of the work effort during
Phase I and relates this work to the products to be produced. At the left
gidy of the exhibit are three knowledge gathering activities. These relate
to pencral knowledge in the topic area, past evaluation or research findings
in the topic area, and descriptions of the actual interventions being
carried out at existing projects. The earliest product required is a
paper on the topic area (1) combining the two types of available knowledge
and further scoping and illustrating issues in the topic area. The first
draft of this paper will serve as a discussion point with NILECJ of the
approach being taken by the grantee.

Through field work and telephone interviews, the grantee is expected
to develop a detailed picture of the interventions that are actually being
carried out by existing projects. This information--while not expected to
be in publishable form--is the second deliverable product (2).

In order to produce a general basis for evaluation in this topic area,
a framework that encompasses the apparent underlying operating assumptions
of existing projects and the likely points and methods of measurement is
to be created through a synthesis:of:the knowledge collected. This frame-
work (described in more detail below) is the third deliverable product (3).
It should be adequate in detall to support both the Phase II design for the
topic area and the design of a model evaluation for local use by single
projects as well. o

The framework is to be used as a basis for performing and presenting
an assessment of the present state of knowledge (4). This assessment, the
framework, user needs, and the descriptions of the actual projects in the
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field are to be used in developing one or more designs for the collection
and analysis of any additional evaluation information that is needed
nationally (5). This product contains both the technical design and also
discussion of the costs and value of implementing various portions of the
design. )

Since the framework contains a detailed basis for evaluating the type
of project considered in the topic area, it is alsoc to be used to produce
the model data collection and evaluation design for use with single projects
at the local level (6). This product should contain key data elements and
the measures and comparisons to be used.

The exhibit is not meant to imply that the activities necessarily take
place sequentially. It is rather more likely that development of products
will in each case be an iterative process of development and improvement
over time as more information 1s produced., TFoér instance, some working
framework or model will probably be necessary in order to assess the field
interventions efficiently. But discovery during the field work of the
actual interventions that are made in practice will probably cause the
grantee to significantly alter the initial framework used. Similarly, the
topic area paper will be expected to be revised as field work begins to
indicate that particular past findings either appear sound or may be faulty.
Each activity is described in more detail in the next section.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE WORK
REQUIRED IN A PHASE I INVESTIGATION

A. GATHERING OF GENERAL
KNOWLEDGE IN THE TOPIC AREA

This activity relates to general qualitative or loosely quantitative
knowledge that is not necessarily evaluative or project specific., It includes
background material, past research, historical development, views of experts
in the topic area, and similar material. Familiarization with and development
of a broad perspective on the key issues involved in the topic area is the
emphasis in this activity. This should serve to establish the context and
background of the problem area, the general goals to be achieved, alternative
approaches both within and outside the topic area. A bibliography of sources
used should be developed.

B. GATHERING PAST
FINDINGS IN THE TOPIC AREA

In contrast to the review of general knowledge, this activity involves
the review of available (or those discovered in the course of the effort)
findings of fact In the topic area. This should'include past evaluation
studies; project descriptions or reviews; discussions with or by operators,
auditors or evaluators of past projects; and other data of a quantitative
nature that may already be available from past projects in the topic area.

A bibliography of the sources discovered should be developed. This activity
is both to aid in issue development and to gather past data for assessment.

C. DEVELOPMENT OF A DESCRIPTICN OF THE
ACTUAL INTERVENTIONS MADE BY THE PROJECTS IN THE FIELD

A goal of the Phase I investigations is to produce in an orderly manner
knowledge of known reliability about the success or failure of actual pro-
jects, in the process additional lines of research may be developed. The
grantee will be expected to use the actual operations of the projects in the
“opic area as the basis for the Phase I work. This will require development
2f knowledge of exactly what interventions or processes are being implemented
at the projects in the field. -

This knowledge is expected to be developed through site visits to a
sample of projects and by telephone interviews with other projects in the
topic area. The desired information is not to be confused with grant requests
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and similar project descriptions that are statements of intent, but rather

is a description of what activities each project actuallyl carries out, how
they are in practice related to each other, and how they are related to other
efforts.

The information collected should be specific enough to construct a
detailed flow diagram, and an accompanying narrative description, of what
project activities actually form the intervention into society (or into the
criminal justice system) that result from expenditure of funds by the project.
In cases in which the LEAA funding is only a portion of a larger effort, it
may be necessary to detail project activities including the additional non-
LEAA funded activities in order to accurately describe the totality of the
intervention made by the project and its effects on the criminal justice
system or the larger society. Additional non-LEAA funded projects may be
included in the sample where this is appropriate.

For each project considered, the flow diagram2 developed and its
accompanying narrative should describe the activities of that project and
their relationship to each other, effort or personnel allecations, important
known or potential intervening variables, potential points of measurement
and potential measures for process activities, immediate outcomes, and impact
on the problem.

To take a property registration project as an example, suppose that funds
are made available to a police department for such a project. It may be
determined that the police department relies upon a publicity campaign to
generate inquiries, provides each interested party with a registration kit,
maintains a log of citizens who have identified their property, and uses
this information to trace stolen material. The exdct actions, or intexven-
tions, of the project and the cost, method, and amount of effort of each
action is to be determined and reduced to a flow diagram. The detailed
accompanying narrative will describe what actually constitutes this project
at this police department. It will include the effort involved, likely
measures and measurement points, and potential uncontrolled factors that
might affect outcoma.

1. The continued use of the word "actually" is an attempt to reinforce
the point that Phase I grantees are attempting to discover and descFibe the
objective, measurable actions that take place in a project. Thus, if a
project is described as "improving the communicationm, dispatch, and efficiency
of patrolmen" and the only action taken by the project is to purchase and
issue a number of hand held two-way radios; the latter description is preferred.
On the other hand if the project made .an extensive measurable effort to alter
and redesign dispatch techniques as well, a @escription of that process should
be included. I

2. The continued use of terms like "framework," "flow diagram," etc, is
intended 'to imply that all causal links in the project will be specified from
the expenditure of funds to the production of an impact in the soclety or in
the criminal justice system.
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Another department with a similar project may train officers, reserves,
police auxiliarles or citizen groups; equip them with property registration
materials; and send them door-to-door to assist citizens in registering
their property. The registration lists may then be used to notify second
hand stores, pawn shops, etc., of stolen goods on a routine basis. In this
case, perhaps, a strong effort in prcsecution of receivers of stolen goods
may be coupled with the registration project. Clearly, the second projec.
will generate a different flow diagram and description of its actual im le-
mentation process. Another department may be found to implement property
registration only as part of a larger organized burglary prevenvion program.
Yet another different detailed description and narrative will be generated.

The purpose of collecting all of this information is to develop system-—
atically a set of descriptions of the nature of the intervention actually
made at each of the projects in the fleld., This information will be the
raw material for all subsequent steps which attempt to develop a common
framework for discussion of the topic area. It is an attempt to draw out
the diversity (or similarity) in intervention :echniques and methods, under-
lying assumptions, goals, and the amounts of effort put into the different
projects in the topic area.

The field visits are intended to anchor the information acquired even
more firmly in reality by validating on location the tentative project descrip-
tions which have been developed from documents and exploratory telephone inter-
views. Through these attempts to validate and obtain more precise detail
about the several activities involved in particular projects, a more accurate
assessment of the similarities and differences among projects in the topic
arca can be developed. Once a good understanding of the operational reali-
ties of projects in the topic area is obtained, it should be possible to
begin to expand the set of descriptions of actual projects by using struc-
turced telephone interviews., Further cases will probably arise during this
telephone effort where field visits may be necessary to get an accurate
representation of an operating project.

During this phase the grantee will be expected to collect any readily
available evaluations, performance, and cost information, but not to produce
evaluative data through his own efforts. Grantee may use his own judgment
as to making additional attempts to obtain internal breakdowns of projects
costs by activities, beyond those readily available from projects, either on
a general basis or small sample basis. Such breakouts may become a factor
in attempts to attribute success or failure to components or emphasis
within projects. ' ' '

The information developed during this step and described here is to be
carefully assembled and filed by project. It will be a necessary factor in
each of the following steps. While it is not necessary that it be in pub-
lishable form, this set of project descriptions is considered a product
deliverable to LEAA, It must also be deliverable to the Fhase II evaluation
contractor. in cases in which a Phase II effort is initiated.
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D. WHAT TYPES AND ACCURACIES OF
EVALUATION INFORMATION ARE NEEDED?

Questions of how far to go in developing data, what size of samples are
necessary, how much detail to include in flow diagrams, etc. are heavily
conditioned by the needs of the intended users. A similar problem must be
addre<sed in the design phase when attempts are made tec contrast the costs
of possible designs with the wvalue of the information that they produce to
potential users. The grantee should collect information indicative of the
most potentially useful levels and types of information from potential users
in the field in the course of the data collection effort above. A user state-
ment for each topic area will be developed jointly by the grantee and NILECJ.

E. DEVELOPING A FRAMEWORK:
THE SYNTHESIS OF A BASIS FOR
EVALUATLON IN THE TOPIC AREA

Using the information developed above, each project file will next be
assessed by the grantee to determine the apparent assumptions of those oper-
ating the project. Each project is to be described as a chain of assumptions
involving ewpenditure of funds to produce an intervention, intervention to
produce an immediate outcome, and impact of that immediate outcome on the
problem. (Note that this step is not to determine what those assumptions
should be but, as nearly as possible, what they actually are at present.)

An effort will be made in each case to develop these underlying assumptions
for cach project considered in terms of hypotheses that might be tested.
For instance, in the first property registration project described above,
the hypotheses set for the actual operation might look something like:

® The publicity campaign will generate inquiries from
¢itizens,

) A significant portion of those who inquire will identify
their property and post announcement stickers on their
premises,

° The registered and posted property will deter burglary,

® Registration will result in more recovery of property
and more successful prosecutions,

e More successful prosecutions will reduce burglary by
reducing the number of burglars and receivers of stolen
property both through convictions and through deterrence.

Review of the second property registration project described above
would produce at least two different assumptions.
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One of the objectives of the Phase I investigation is to determine the
assumptions that appear to be represented by each of the actual activities
of a project and to determine if, at what points, and by what means these
assumptions are measurable and testable. This is the reason for determinin-
whether the activities and their underlying assumptions form a plausible,
testable chain of activities extending from the expenditure of funds to the
goal of the topic area (in the example, presumably, the reduction of burglar-
ies). For each project involved, the grantee will have produced in the
intervention descriptions a flow diagram of activities with a detailed
narrative, the apparent underlying assumptions keyed to these activities,
and a list of potential measurements of evidence of both the activities and
their results. All of the projects considered will be described; however,
it is not expectecd that all of the projects will produce plausible, testable
assumptions.

As the information that was gathered is analyzed on a project by project
basis, the grantee will attempt to develop a general framework(s) for describ-
ing the projects (or particular families of projects) within the topic area,
This framework should contain a representation of the major elements or
activities of significant numbers of projects in the topic area in a way that
could lecad to plausilbile testing of assumptions linking the expenditures of
grant funds to the desired outcomes. Not all projects will exhibit all of
the activities displayed in the general framework., Actual project descriptions
will be compared with the general framework to determine the degree of homo-
geneity (or heterogencity) in characteristics of the various projects in the
ficld and the possibility (difficulty) of linking of causes to effects through-
out the topic area (or throughout a family of projects within the topic area).
Irn the progress of the actual research, of course, the framework will be
modificd and adjusted. Some framework will be necessary to begin information
collection; continuing information collection may be expected to suggest
altcerations in the general framework.

As the work progresses, criteria are to be developed for selection of
projects (or sets of projects) most suitable for evaluation purposes in the
topic area. In addition this work should lead to a firmer idea of what types
of projeccts belong within the scope of the topic area. The grantee should
be aware that some projects within a topic area may turn out to not bear
much resemblance to one another in terms of activities and operating assump-
tions, but only in terms of overall goals.

This framework(s) is a key product of the research performed in Phase I,
since it serves as the basis for assessing the present state of knowledge
about the topic area, for the development of the evaluation design and as a
general basis for further evaluation in the topic area. It is a deliverable
product. The framework will include definitions of important measurement
points in the process and the deflnltion of the key data elements to be
measured at each point.
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F. ASSESSMENT OF THE PRESENT STATE OF
KNOWLEDGE ABOUT PROJECTS IN THE TOPIC AREA

The grantee wlll be expected to organize and to assess the performance
information already available and that collected or discovered in the course
of this study in terms of the framework created above, in order to provide a
quick orderly assessment of the present state of knowledge in the topic area.
The grantee is to state from the existing data what appears to be known in
terms of the assumptions included in the framework, what gaps in information
and knowledge exist, and what confidence might be placed in the presently
available results. This will involve not just the simple use of past f£indings,
but an assessment of their accuracy and reliability in terms of what has been
learned in this phase.

As with performance data, the Phase I grantee is expected to collect
and relate all existing or easily available cost and/or effort allocation
data from the projects both to the specific project descriptions and to the
general framework created. .

The Phase I grantee may or may not be able to evaluate the success or
failure of the projects in the topic area at the end of Phase 1. He must
assess and summarize the state of knowledge presently available about
success or failure. By using a general framework for assessing the existing
information, the present state of knowledge about success can be explored
to determine the nature of gaps in the information about both the internal
assuuptions and activities of the projects and the impact of these assumptions
o1 activities on outcomes. This assessment should be a separate end product
as well as a consideration in suggestlng alternative Phase II evaluation
strategies. :

This product should summarize grantec's best judgment of what is known
and how accurate that knowledge is. This product is expected to be given
wide distribution and should be useful to both practitioners and researchers.
It is likely in some topic areas that there will be lack of comparability
in many cases, omissions of needed data, etc. Nevertheless, grantee is
held in this assessment to the task of making a professional judgment of
all collected information and placing confidence limits on the answers given
in that judgment.

The assessment will encompass:

e Determination of ranges of performance and effectiveness
of projects within the assumptions outlined in the framework.

® Confidence in data available in previous studies, problems
in previous work.

e Ildentification of any factors seen likely as leading to
success or failure

. Clear gaps in present knowledge and why.
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. Costs of alternatilve versions of projects in topic area.

e Alternatives not included in the topic area.

G. DESIGN FOR PHASE II

The framework provides a gemeral basis for any type of evaluation in
the topic area. Assessment of the present state of knowledge arranges the
known information in terms of that framework. The projects that have been
described provide an existing universe for potential measurement. The
design for a potential Phase II evaluation draws upon all of these previous
efforts and, wherever present knowledge appears insufficient, determines
through what approach and at what cost needed improvement in the present
knowledge base can be obtained., In addition, it will be necessary to deter-
mine if there is already a suitable universe of existing projects for evalua-
tion, or if specific expansion of existing projects, funding for special
data collection efforts, funding of additional projects with similar opera-
tions, or other augmentation will be necessary to produce sufficiently
definitive answers. (The ideal finding, of course, would be that present
information is sufficient and no further evaluation needs to be carried
out.) The design must address these technical questions of how to obtain
missing information; it must also address the question of how valuable it
would be to obtain various levels of certainty.

For local use, it 1s important to determine whether sets of projects
(or fawnilies of projects) nationally have large and significant impacts,
or tenerally have a small or non-existent impact.l LEAA/RILECJ is not
imcvrested dn distinguishing impacts that are too small to be of practical
importance. In this sense, the ideal finding (in a case requiring further
evaluation) might be that a sizable group of projects of a similar type
appear on the basis of collected information to be generally effective or
generally ineffective. The design effort for the Phase I1 evaluation could
then be concentrated on developing the methods and estimating the costs
for producing an accurate evaluation? of the effectiveness of projects of
this type (improving the accuracy of present knowledge). Results of the
Phase II evaluation, along with detailed descriptions of the type of
project, could then be made available nationally for use by SPAs and by
local officials.

However, in this type of highly decentralized enviromment, what is
generally found is that the projects are similar in intent but dissimilar
in selection of, or emphasis on, particular intervention activities and also
dissimilar in the level of results produced, often ranging from obvious

1. To successfully spread a technique or approach across the country,
that technique or approach must succeed over a variety of conditions and
with average personnel and management. Thus "sets" of projects with similar
outcomes are a more powerful demonstration than single project successes.

2. The grantee should offer NILECJ a choice among evaluations producing
definitiveness and accuracies of different degrees. These should be associated
with their expected costs.
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successes to obvious fallures. In these cases it becomes necessary to

develop an evaluation design based on a general framework of activities and
including sufficient numbers of operating projects that mathematical tech-
niques can be used to assess the degree to which various operating assumptions
are valid. 1In some cases, efforts may be necessary to attribute the apparent
effect that project components had on the success rates for the projects
involved. The grantee will estimate the Importance, feasibility, methods

and ceet of obtaining various measurements to test the assumptions given in
the framework. :

Where further evaluation appears warranted, the grantee will estimate
the importance, feasibility, methods and cost of obtaining controls, compari- -
sons or relative comparisons for testing operating assumptions and establish-
ing effectiveness. As applicable, the grantee will discuss the necessity for,
cost of, and potential methodology for attributing success to particular
components within a type of project.

In summary, the design effort determines whether additional evaluations
are necessary, vwhat evaluation options should be considered, and what universe
of projects would be necessary for making the tests suggested, and specificly
details those designs and their expected costs.

H. SINGLE PROJECT EVALUATION
DESIGN FOR STATE AND LOCAL USE

Using the framework as a basis for design, grantee will develop and ,
drrerily @n evaluation strategy for use by state and local users that is/
applicalle to a single project typical .of the topic area. This will include
wen wurecents (standard data elements) and comparisons to be made at the
locul level. This should be simple and specific enough to be implemented

. dircctly by a local project




ANNEX B

The Development of the Guidance for a Phase I Study

Introduction

The development of the guidance (or work description) for a Phase 1
study provides an example of the growth in capability that can be obtained
when a systematic process is followed, the results examined, and improvements
made. This annex contains three documents:

B-~l: Work Description for a Phase I Study Under the
National Evaluation Program, NILECJ/LEAA; November 1974.

B-2: Reporting the Results of a Phase 1 Study (Guidance
Memo: NILECJ to Phase I Grantees); June 2, 1975.

B-3: Work Description for a Phase I Study; February 1977.
Improvements in the ability to specify and describe a Phase I study

through the work descriptions will be discussed briefly in this annex.

Information for Improving the Guidance Over Time

The first work description that is displayed in this annex (issued in
present form in November 1974) was available early in 1974 and was in essen-
tially this same form throughout the first 27 Phase I studies. Considerable
effort was put into briefings elaborating various aspects of the work descrip-
tion for monitors and grantees. After the first 17 Phase I studies came to
completion, the following material had been generated concerning the work
descriptiomn.

o Interviews with grant monitors and report users
concerning strengths and problems.

o Interviews with Phase I study Principal Researchers
concerning strengths and problems.

o} Work description copies marked up by Principal Researchers
and NILECJ staff to indicate strengths and weaknesses.
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*,y;“;‘ﬂ NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF LAW ENFORCEME!'T AND CRIMINAL JUSTICE

X WASHINGTON, D. G. 20530
4 :
373 . "
To: National Evaluation Program June 2, 1975
* Phase I Grantees .
. 75
From: Richard T, Barnes
NEP Coordinator
Subject: Répofting the Results of a Phase I Study .
Reference: "Work Description for a Phase I-Study under the National

Evaluation Program;" August, 1974; NILECJ/LEAA (Attached).

I. INTRODUCTION

Each Phase I Study calls for assembling--in a structured way--
available knowledge in a particular topic area. A determination is then

made of what is "known" at present and what is "knowable" with a reasonable

amount of further investigation. The particular structure of the work
requirements and products is explained in detail in the reference cited
abové (pages 7-18). Each grantee should periodically review both the
work description and their own proposal in the course of their work.

As part of the National Evaluation Program, each final report will be

- carefully reviewed against other final reports and.against the products

required in the work description.

As yet, no final Phase I Study products have been received, critiqued
and used, although some will be arriving soon, Therefore, we are stil}
dealing with a rather abstract question in ocur attempt to develop the
most useful format for the final report. Our feeling is that the type
of arrangement described in this memo will be the most useful and
‘accessible format for use, both here at The Institute and for a

variety of distributions that will be made soon after the report is
delivered. As we gain further experience with actual reports from
these studies, we will forward further information to you.

"II. THE FINAL REPORT

Some grantees will be delivering each work product as a separate
document, some will be combining them into a single final report,
according to the terms of each grant. In each case, the final reporting
of the work is expected to draw its structure from the work products
referenced in the work description, Where a single final report is
submitted, each work product is expected to be reported in a distinct
section of the final report, These sections are described in the
reference cited and are reiterated with illustrative questions
in an attachment to this letter., Since tne products are designed to
build one unen the other, thisg arrans-cennt should ginnlify prosentation
and reduce duplicaticn. Additional sections or appendices may be addea
by authors,
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The work product report, or.section of the final report, that is drawn fr
Work Product 2 (field work) should contain the final topic area definitigns
selected, the universe of projects considered, the method of sampling,
the projects contacted or visited, and any appllcable summary data a
universe of projects or about those contacted. The field collecti
Work Product 2, while deliverable, are.not required in publishab
The field collections themselves may be submitted in triplicate,
bound.

ut the
s made in
form.
loosely

By design, the time and resources available to a Phase I grantee are very
limited. Careful use of both is essential and demands that the grantee

keep primary Phase I goals (as described in the work deScription)

uppermost in his mind as he paces his activity. It also means that the
grantee avoid the temptation of going beyond what & Phase I calls for.

We are not expecting a thorough and academic treatise on the pros and

cons of all issues and all philosophies underlying project designs;

rather, we expect a catalogue of what those issues appear to be. We are
expecting a concise "snapshot" of what ¢ach topic area looks like in
keality, based on surveys, phone surveys, and site-visits. We are expecting
‘to know what "success" means and how it can be measured in the topic area.
We are expecting, a determination of how much "knowledge" exists, what that
knowledge implies, and what additional information, or research, would be
‘necessary to support or reject the conclusions drawn from prior research and
presently available data. We are expecting evaluation design(s) that, if
implemented, would produce such knowledge nationally and locally. We are
expecting estimates of the cost of carrying out such an evaluation. We

are expecting a design showing the owner of a single such project what

he could (and should) monitor and evaluate.

III. THE FINAL SUMMARY

Researchers interested in the full technical details will be referred
to the full final report(s). For policy makers and operational personnel,
such detail may not be appropriate. Based on comments upon my February 27th
memo on format, the Phase I grantee should deliver to the Institute the
following summary. This summary material should be succinct, not
highly technical, but written with programmatic personnel in mind, and
should be capable of standing alene (although it may contain references
to the full final report). Also, it should be suitable for wide
distribution: camera ready copy - typed on 8 1/2 X 11" paper with all
margins to be 1%, The page count given below is intended as an upper
limit, In many cases, summaries can be much briefer and still convey
a sound representatlon of the content of the flnal report,




e

, . Page 3

o A 40 page (or less) summary that summarizes the material
in the main report representing VWc 'k Products 1,2,3, and 4.
This summary will cover issues, field work, synthesized
framework, and assessment of what is known in terms of the
framework. It should be capable of standing alone for
distribution.

IV. RELATION OF NON-~SUMMARIZED FINAL REPORT MATERIAL TO THE SUMMARY

Work Product 5 (Design for a Phase II) will either be reported
separately or. be represented by a section in the main report (depending
upon the terms of your particular grant). Persons conaidering whether
to approve a Phase II evaluation will be initially given the summary
above and Work Product 5. Since Work Product 5 would always be
accompanied, when distributed, by the summary above, it need not repeat
material contained in the summary.

Similarly, final Work Product 6 (Single Project Evaluation Design) should
be suitable for local administrators. Since Work Product 6 results would
always be accompanied, when distributed, by the summary above, final

‘material from this work product also need not repeat material contained
in the summary.

The summary and these last two work products will undergo a rapid review
process and subsequently may be disseminated to the LEAA Central Offices,
LEAA Regional Offices, and State Planning Agencies. They will provide the
earliest representation to become available of the results of your Phase I
.Study.

This approach should allow us to provide operational personnel with useful
feedback which is as rapid as we can make it. In addition, Phase I final
reports will receive consideration for publication in full with wider
dissemination. The grantee’s final report will undergo the standard

NILECJ internal and external review process, and a decision as to publication
will be made. Regardless of that decision, this final report should be
publicly available (through NCJRS, NTIS, or SSIE).

V. REVISING AND IMPROVING THE APPROACH

Since the NEP is being developed to be a continuing activity, we
are interested in learning about both the problems in understanding
it and the problems of executing such a study. The Urban Instiute will
be contacting you (both during your project and following it) in order to
collect information about the usefulness of this approach and your
problems with it. The material gathered will be used both to improve
the NEP approach and to prepare a case study of the execution and
results of the NEP. Copies of the final case study report will be
made available to the grantees for their comment and use.
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VI. ENCLOSURES FOR YOUR USE AND/OR INFORMATION

(1) List of the six required work products annotated with
illustrations of the types of questions that might be answered in .ach
work product, ‘ '

(3) TASC Phase T background brochure. The Lazar Institute, the
NILECJ Phase I grantee assessing the Treatment Alternatives to Street
Crime Program, has brepared an exemplary brochure which sucecinctly
describes their project. They are using this brechure to provide
*nterviewees and other Sources of information with a basic understanding
of their activities., It promises to facilitate cooperation and conserve
valuable interview time, and is included as an example you might wish
to emulate,

(4) List of all current Phase I grant project directors and their
addresses., This ig provided to facilitate the exchange of information
and the opportunity for commiseration among Phase I grantees,
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ATTACHMENT

LISTING OF THE SIX REQUIRED WORK PRODUCTS
ANNOTATED WITH TLLUSTRATIVE QUESTIONS

Briefly (see work description .for more detall), the work pro icts .
required are:

Work Product

-1, 0 Issue paper drawn from general knowledge and

past findings. .
2 o Flow diagrams of existing project intervention

activities and accompanying descriptions (not
required to be in publishable form).

3 0 A synthesis from the information collected of a
framework(s) for use in analyzing existing
activities in the topic area.

4 o An assessﬁent-—in terms of the useful measures
and comparisons shown by the framework--of what is
presently known about interventions in the topic
area.

5 0 An evaluation design based upon the framework and
all prior knowledge gathered. The design should
cover what is not known that could be authorita-
tively evaluated, how such evaluation(s) would be
performed, and probable cost(s).

"6 . 0 The design of a project evaluation in the fornu
" useful for a single local project.

I am optimistic that some important questions can at least be partially
answered as a result of each Phase I Study. Representative questions are
given below to illustrate some of the areas that you will be addressing.
Additional questions may be drawn from the attached work description and
from your own work.

Issues:

What are thg theoretical issues and ﬁypes of interventions believed
to be promising in the topic area?

What seem to be the 1mplementatlon problems and operaticnal issues in
the topic area? . . .




-

)
}
i
|
I

Universe of Projects:

Field

What are the defining characteristics of the universe of projects
or activities which properly fall into this Phase I area?

Which projects are comparable because the basic activities engaged
in are similar, which are comparable only through similar measurable
objectives, and which are ncon~comparable? (It might be well to
remember that in order to proceed to the other work tasks at least
some sets of comparable projects must be selected for study.)

Based on the definiton of the universe, what data are available that
describe this universe, i.e., numbers of prOJects of a type, funding
levels, characteristics, etc.?

WOrk:

; .
What sampling method was followed to select the projects to be
contacted by survey, phone, phone interview, and/or on-site visits?
What information is now being collected by the projects, or could
be, which makes it possible to monitor project progress or evaluate
success? Is either monitoring or evaluation being carried out?
|
Wha§ flow and function diagram(s) shows the actual interventions
made by projects and indicates the basis for and measuring points
of assessment data? What comparisons would be made?

What assumptions represented by actual activities best describe the

strategvy of intervention carried out by the projects visited? For

purposes of evaluation, should we depict more than one general
project family or type within the topic area?

Synthesis of a Framework:

What basic assumptions appear to represent the actual activities in
the field; beginning with the money spent to produce project
activity, the project activity to produce an immediate outcome, and
carrying through from the immediate outcome to the impact upon the
problem addressed. -

What flow and function diagram(s) could be 'synthesized from the
previous products to represent a typical project(s) in its Criminal
Justice System context? Where on the diagram do intervention
activities, immediate outcomes, and impact occur? What would be
measurable? Vhere on the framework?




I
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-3, .

Assessment of Known Results:

Phase

From your work, what relevant data are now available? How accure .e or
reliable do you think these data are? Why? Who is collecting ‘aem?
How are they presently used? What conclusion can be drawn wit' what
degree of confidence?

From the past evaluations collected, what evaluation resu” .s are

now available? How accurate or reliable do you think this knowledge
is? Why? Can additional calculatiocns be made from existing data?
Which of the measures suggested above are satisfied?

13
Are there, or have there been, some obviously proven successes or
failures?

Are there environmental or exogenous factors which must be accounted
for (or measured) in order to evaluate success or failure?

What are the information or evaluation gaps? How important are
these gaps in making authoritative statements of success or failure
of projects? . ‘

Using the framework(s) from Product 3, show what would be needed to
make an assessment of success or failure of projects ih the topic
area.on activity measures, outcome measures, and impact measures,

II Evaluation Design:

Having identified the gaps in our present knowledge, what
additional data would be required to produce a valid .
evaluation of success or failure in the topic area at the levels
of project activities, immediate outcomes, and impact on the
problems defined? How feasible is it to collect such data? How
costly? :

What measures and comparisons would be used? How are these related
to the flow and function diagram.

Should a Phase II evaluation be performed in this topic area?
What would it consist of? What would it prove beyond what is
already known? How could the evaluation information recommended
be used? How much would 3t cost? i

Evaluation Standards for Individual Project:

-Adapting the framework and measures devéloped in the course of
your study, what common evaluation design is feasible and should be

implemented for individual projects of thnis type? What activity or
output related data should, at a minimum, be routinely collected for
monitoring and how could such information be used? What measures
should be adopted by a single project? These recommendations will
hopefully te a step toward the developmant of evaluation standar-s

for onllrsl Sus B A S
LT ClrLinE ‘,'.A.\ N PUUNVLAOLAC .
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I.

INTRODUCTION

The National Evaluation Program (NEP) of the lLaw Enforcement Assistance
Administration (LEAA) is conducted through the Special Programs Division of
the Office of Research Programs at the National Institute of Law Enforcement
and Criminal Justice. The program is administered through a series of specific
grants and contracts from the National Imnstitute.

A. BACKGROUND

In response to evaluation provisions contained in the Crime Control Act
of 1973 (PL 93-83), LEAA established an Evaluation Policy Task Force composed
of representatives of State Planning Agencies (SPAs) and LEAA. The purpose of
the Task Force was to develop a comprehensive evaluation policy for LEAA.
Identifying the "production and dissemination of information on... various

approaches to solving crime and criminal justice problems'""as a major evaluation
goal, the Task Force recommended that LEAA undertake a National Evaluation

* Program (NEP). Recognizing that "certain types of infqrmation can best be

produced through a nationally coordinated evaluation,'" the Task Force suggested
that the NEP capitalize on the action grant program by building evaluation
designs around operating projects so as to assess whether a particular concept
is likely to be successful under a variety of conditions, organizations, and
management.

Under the action grant program, SPAs and local criminal justice system
administrators select, direct and control implemented projects. Many of the
implemented grants fall naturally into groupings of projects that have similar
activities or objectives (e.g., preventive patrol, pre—trial screening...).

1. U.S. Dept. of Justice, LEAA, "The Report of the LEAA Evaluation Policy
Task Force," March 1, 1974, p.l7.
2. Ibid., p.5.




Yet despite the fact that projects of similar natures are and have been
operated with some frequency throughout the country, it has been difficult

for an SPA or criminal justice system administrator to (1) obtain compariso
data on a project type, (2) determine whether a type of project under con ‘der-
ation had been generally successful or unsuccessful in other communitier, or
(3) find out what effect emphasizing particular components of a project type
might have on its success or failure. The major reason for this problem has
been a lack of comprehensive evaluations that cover types of projects with

the same activities and collect similar information about each project.

Both because of these problems and because of the Congressional require-—
ments for better oversight information, the Office of Research Programs of
the National Institute of Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice launched the
NEP. It is expected that experience with the program will lead to an under-
standing of the methods required to successfully gather, collate, and present
information that is usable--and used--by SPAs and local administrators.

In consultation with state and national law enforcement officials, NEP
persennel compiled a list of projects and clustered them into objective-
related topic areas. The types of information required for each topic area
were assembled and a general plan was conceived for satisfying the require-~
ments. That plan for gathering knowledge is implemented in two distinct,
successive phases: Phase I and Phase II.

The Phase I studies are designed to specify more accurately what exists,
what is known, and what the real information needs are. In each topic area
an attempt is made to asscmble what is known about the actual activities,
outcomes, and effectiveness of existing projects of that general type and
to determine if the present knowledge--when assembled--is sufficient to be
useful in planning and funding decisions by the SPAs and local agencies.

If the present knowledge does not appear sufficient, designs are developed

specifying (1) what, (2) how, and (3) at wvhat cost information should be
obtained. '

Phase II studies take the next step of systematically collecting evalu-
ation information from selected projects based on what was learned in the
Phase I study.

B. THE APPROACH

The NEP approach differs from more traditional research and evaluation
efforts in that (1) it employs a methodology designed to obtain comparable
measurements from a wide variety of projects which, because of the necessary
absence of "experimental rigor," are often adjudged '"mon-comparable," (2) the
same detailed work plan is followed by all research units in order to insure
both that all elements of interest will be systematically investigated and




that unambiguous information will be easily accessible to users, and (3) it
contains a mechanism for the evaluation of the NEP itself so that, while the
basic approach is held constant over time, a continucus assessment of its
progress and yield will lead to improvements in the process as the program
matures.

The essence of the NEP approach is the sequential accumulation of
knowledge, the identification of "knowledge gaps,”" the systematic comparison
of the estimated cost of filling those gaps to the expected vaiue of filling
them, and a regularized procedure for making stop-go decisions.

The elements involved in the NEP approach are:

o The identification of areas of interest by the expected
users of the information, i.e., national law enforcement
and criminal justice officials, SPAs, and local admini-
strators.

) The grouping of operating projects into "topic areas" of
expressed general dinterest.

o} The systematic investigation of topic areas with paramount
effort directed toward on-site observation and analysis of
projects as thevy operate in their environment.

0 The presentation of results in the form of flow diagrams
which display the salient characteristics of each project
observed and which are used as the touchstone of discussions
about each topic area. e

o Assessments of what presently is and is not known in the topic
area.

o The creation of evaluation designs for the purpose of
gathering information to £ill specific, identified "knowledge
gaps."

o A staged review process to determine when the information

gathered is "enough" and/or whether the purchase of addi-
tional information would be worth the price of purchase.

The NEP follows a structured approach divided into two formal phases.
Phase 1 covers the collection, synthesis and assessment of what is already
known. Many Phase I investigations are either adequate in themselves, demon~
strate the infeasibility of further evaluation in that topic area, or indicate
that the cost of obtaining more accurate knowledge is too high when compared
with its possible value to LEAA, the SPAs and the local administrators. 1In
the other cases, however, Phase II (an actual field evaluation) is implemented
following the conduct of the Phase I.

3. Under a grant from NILECJ, the Urban Institute is serving as a
technical advisor and is preparing a case study of the entire NEP effort.




The sequence of events is:

Dissemination

of Results
Topic Area Conduct of Review by ,////;vPossible
Selection by > a Phase 1 > NILECJ, of > Phase IIL
NILECJ and Study Research, Evaluation
the SPAs Evaluation, &

Implications Research (other
than a field
evaluation)
is Tndicated

Dissemination \\& Possible Further

This document describes only the Phase I work effort to be conducted
in a topic area.

S



II.

OVERVIEW OF A PHASE I STUDY

Each grantee will undertake an extensive study covering the collection,
synthesis and assessment of what is known about a given topic area. While the
studies will include a review of general knowledge and reported findings of
facty, its main thrust will be to build upon observation of actual projects
in the field.

A. WORK TASKS

Nine work tasks (discussed in detail in Section III) will be accomplished:
Task A: Development of criteria for the inclusion of projects in the
toplc area; inclusion of projects; surveys of the included

projects.

Task B: Description ¢ the actual interventions made by operating projects
and creation :: =quivalent flow diagrams and measures.

Task C: Creation of a sywchesized flow diagram aud measures for the topic
area.

Task D: Compilation of general knowledge in the topic area.

Task E: Compilation of past findings of fact in the topic area.

Task F: Compilation of expectations for projects in the topic area and
specification of methods and points of measurement to show

whether expectations have been met.

Task G: Assessment of the present state of knowledge about projects
in the topic area.

Tagsk H: Design of an approach for aobtaining more information.

Task I: Test of field feasibility oi the measurements designed.




B. PROCEDURES

The tasks outlined above, taken together, constitute a Phase I st .
In order to complete the tasks, it is necessary to follow prescribed ocedures.
Table II-1 describes the procedures. The Phase I process is iterative and the
tasks cannot be performed sequentially. Many of the tasks develop information

that is used to refine the products of other tasks. Thus, usually several tasks
are dependent on the procedures outlined in the table. The final column of

the table indicates the tasks dependent on the procedure described in that

row.

The most important step in each Phase I study is to determine and describe
the activites that actually occur at operating projects within the topic area.

Flow diagrams are to be created that are equivalent (for measurement pur-—
poses) to the actual field activities of a set of operating projects. These
diagrams are to be comnstructed on-~site through observation. Other activities
directly affected by the projects, or directly affecting the projects, are to
be included in each flow diagram. All previous (or proposed) measurements of
expected process, outcome, gnd impact for each project must berassessed in
terms of the equivalent flow diagram for that project. Process, outcome,
and impact measurement points and measurements must be identified, defined,
and discussed in terms of the project flow diagram.

The flow diagram is used to form a basils for discussion of the extent
to which the applicable, desired measurements already have been made and to
bound the possible (or likely) range of further answers that could be obtained
through measurement. The flow diagram and its related measurements serve as
a framework for the assessment of what is known and what is not known for each
project that is visited.

The grantee or contractor accumulates both the detailed knowledge of the
activities performed by a set of actual operating projects and also a wider
knowledge of the topic area. The grantee or contractor then draws on this
information to synthesize general flow diagrams (and related measurement
points and measures) for use in addressing expectations about similar projects
(or similar sets of projects) in this entire topic area. Past research,
monitoring, and evaluation information throughout the topic area are then
agssembled, examined, assessed, and presented in terms of the synthesized
flow diagrams. What is known or not known about expected performance in the
topic area generally is then discussed and designs for developing missing,
but valuable, information are developed for use in two ways, nationally and
by single isolated projects. The cost of executing these designs is estimated.
Finally, the grantee or contractor will r= asked to field test some portions of
their own designs for collection of data and information.




Proceduta Deacription Purpose Qutcome Dependent Tasks
Acquire liat of Cowpilation of the namea and locations of projects Creation of a pool of List of candidate projecta. A-H
projects related that apear to fit the topic area., Data {s gathered projects for investigation.
to the topic area from a variety of sources, e.g., granta lists, snowhall
(univerae), interviews, speclalized journals and trade publications....

Define and detail bDevelopment of criteria for inclusion of praojects withia " Limitetion of universe to be List of criteria for inclusion A-I
tople area. the toplc area, These criterfa may include {among others) considered. of projects.
" functional descriptions (e.g., Pre-trial Screening
b progrens will include only non-felony cases) boundaries
(evg., Pro-trial Screening will include activities between
booking and seeking an indictment), and activities (e.g.,
screening for community ties).
Match universe list Process of iteratively reducing the pool of candidate . 1. Reduction of the liat of 1. List of projects of interest. A,0,C,2,F,G,H,
vith critaris for projects and vevising the critaria for inclusion. candidate projecte to a
inclustion of projects manageable aize.
within tople area. 2, Revision of é¢riteris for 2. Revised description of topic ares.
project inclusion in order to
ensure an adequate pool of
' projects of {interest. ~
Acquire and examina Compilation of the known theories, methodologles, laws, 1. Creation of a hasis of com- Outline of theories and putative facts. B,D,E,F,GC,
| both general knowledga research studies, evaluations, and other material aunication with the people
of the topic area and relevant to ths topic area. Data is gathered both from iavolved in the projects of
specific findings of the generally available literature and from sources : {ncerest.
v fact relevant to the contacted during the performance of other activities 2. Developrent of a base of
topic area. associated with this project. theoretical knowledge and
’ . hard data.
Dotermine level of Classificatfon of projects according to the amount of Determination of hnw the Stratification of projects into levels A,B
interest f{n each of information to be collected about thew, This ia done by effort for the i{nvestigation of passing interest (information needs
the projects listed. “"scanning" the projects through surveye, telephone inter- of actual projects is to be satisfied by survey), moderate interest
vievs, and the like, to aee which projects (1) actually allocated (information needs satisfied by tele-
exist, (2) operationally fit the developed criteria, phone interview) and great interest
(3) will cooperate, (4) are of manageable scope, (5) have (information neceds satisfled by site
characteristica of general interest. viaits and analysis).
X -
Describe selected Description of project personnel’s expectationa of the Introductis: of reality. 1. Description of the point-of-service B,C,F,G,H, L.
\ individual projecta project’s outcome and/or impact, the administrative and . activities of each project.
| through on-site organizational activities, the point-of-gervice activitien, ] 2. Lists of expectations of each project.
I ohnervation. the allocation of resources, and the exogerous variables 3. Liata of resource allocation of each
! affecting the project. Data is gathered during on-site project,
observation. 4o At least three dlagrans for each
project to include an illustration of:
' the project from resource input to
expected outcomes; the interventiona
made directly by the project
(organized around some unifying flows);
and the project in the larger eanvizon-
. ment that may have to be explored in
TABLE YI-1 order to assess ita expectatlons.
5. List of potentinlly useful necasure-
PROCEDURES FOR ACCOMPLISHING ments extrapolated from project
R PHASE I TASKS expectations and elements of interest

indicated in the literature.
6. Liat of cavironmental charncteristics

‘ . f nart eeal oy




Procedure Description Purpose OQutcome Dependent Tasks

effort.

expected value of the information to be obtained.
This 1s a judgment arrived at by NILECJ in consul~
tation with the investigator and others.

testing in the field.

Compile composite des- Categorization of elements of intereat related to each Dieplay of all reasonable Tzbulation of all elements of C,F,G,H.
., exiption of individual project under general descriptors (e.g., “"intake criteria," options for measurement of interest.
projects and thelr "types of contact," "service rendered"). points and measures st the
environments. project sites.
Synthesize {udividual Creation of one or more "master" flow diagrams displaylng Display of widely applicable Synthesized flow diagrams illustrating C,F,G,H.
project flow dlagrams into elements of interest common to all or representative groups options for measurement points medsurement points and measures.
toplc area flow diagrams, ©of projects investigated. and measures.
Match findings of fact Discussion of putative facts, (as reported in the literature Compilation of all knowa Matrix displaying known valid G,H.
to synthesized flow and uncovered during site visits) as they relate to measure- valid medsurements of measurements reported against expecta-
diagrams. ment points indicated on the synthesized flow diagrams. interest relating to the tions and the measurements feasaible,
Professional judgment 1s exercised to separate reported topic area. indicating both what 1s known and gaps
measurements that appear valid from those of dubious valfdity. in knowledge.
Metel general knowledge Discussion of reporced hypotheses, outcomes, and theories Compilation of possible Matrix displaying reported theoretical G
to descriptions of as they have bheen applied in the projects investigated, measurements to test reported hypotheses and expectations against
polnt-of-service activ- Discussion includes applicable measurement points as hypotheses and expectations and related known activities, confirmations
ities and to synthe~ indicated on the flow diagrams and anecdotal items of interest applicable narrative commentary. or contralndications. Table indicating
sized flow diagrama. as reported in the point-of~scrvice descriptions. gaps In knowledge and unreconciled -
differences between theory and practice. e
y
HMatch "knowledge gaps"  Asscssment of whether the acquisition of given information Identification of potentially List of measurements necessary to obtain G,H,X.
to estimated level of would be of value to potentisl users. The judgment is made useful areas of further the desired information.
interest in obtaining in the context of interest reported in the literature, evaluation or research.
valid information. interviews and discussions held during the course of the
investigation, and nceds of federal and state declsiomnmakers.
Identify and/or develop Development of instruments, data collection techniques, Definition of strategy Alternative designa for monitoring and H.
methods of acquiring sampling strategy, cost-of-~research estimates and site options for further evaluation evaluation,.
the potentially useful = selection. of research.
information.
Select level~of~ Match of expected cost of alternative strategies to v‘reparation for feasibility Selected strategy. 1.

Test evaluation
strategy and
measurement
techniqueas,

Test of the selected strategy. Performed at gelected
sites, the test is relevant to queations of feanikiiity,

accuracy of estimated coats, and the value of faforma-
tion ob: sined.

Acquisition of informatisn xn
support decisions on continuing
research,

TABLE II-1 (Cont'd)’

PROCEDURES FOR ACCOMPLISHING
PHASE I TASKS

Phase IT and further research decisions.




The process of arriving at a final report is one of successive correction
through making alternate adjustments to the definitions, universe, synthesiz-
flow diagram, and suggested field data collections uvntil the topic area car “e
treated in a manner that is both consistent and belicved to be representa’ ve
of some major set or sets of the actual field projects. It is impossibl . to
perform one of these studies by simple sequential steps or s1mp1y through
classic closed-end surveys.

C. PRODUCTS

Six deliverable products are created during Phase I. They are described
in Table II-2.

The Phase I products are essentially all components of a single master
report (each product dependent on the completion of its predecessors). The
relationship of the products to one another is shown in Exhibit II-1.



TABLE I1I-2

DELIVERABLE PRODUCTS

Publishable Report

Progress Reports

Final Descriptions of
Tasks A and C-G

Summary

Summary of
Publishable Report

Purpose: Public

Circulation

Preliminary & Interim
Reports on Tasks
A, B, and C

Purpose: Verification of

Progress & Redirection
(1f necessary)

Purpose: Wide,
Quick Public
Circulation

Annexes

Detailed Descriptions
of Tasks A & B

Purpose: Dissemination
to other investigatorg
(i.e., Phase II
grantees or contrac-

Phase II
3| Evaluation

tors

Draft Report (Prelim.
Monitoring & Evaluation
Designs

Supplemental Report

| |Time To
Product | Description IDelivery
I l
1. Preliminary |Definitive description of topic area including | 6-8
Report |eriteria for inclusion of projects; list of | Weeks
|projects being considered for investigation; |
|sources from which list of projects was obtained; |
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III.

WORK TASKS

During most of Phase I, work on several tasks will proceed simultaneously.
Information gathered in the course of performing one task can be expected to
alter the work on and findings of other tasks. The sequence in which the
tasks are presented below are principally for discussion purposes. In prac-—
tice, much of the work will be iterative and interrelated rather than sc-
quential.

A, DEVELOPMENT OF CRITERIA FOR THE INCLUSION OF PROJECTS
IN THE TOPIC AREA; INCLUSION OF PROJECTS; SURVEYS
OF THE INCLUDED PROJECTS

1. DEVELOPMENT OF CRITERIA FOR THE
INCLUSION OF PROJECTS IN THE TOPIC AREA

The grantee or countractor must decide what projects are to be included in
the study. For this to be done, the topic area must be well-described and the
description must say what the topic area projects actually involve or look like
in the field. (This will undoubtedly require some informal telephone inter-
views or visits to operating programs.) FEach time that another project is
found, the investigator must decide whether it belongs in the topic area or
outside of it.

In some topic areas precise definition of what types of projects to include
will be known beforehand. In other topic areas such definitions can only be
developed as the variation in the types of existing projects becomes apparent.
In either case, the grantee is responsible for developing a written definition
that can be used to decide which projects belong within and which are excluded
from the Phase I assessment.

The definition will include, as a principal component, the criteria that
test a project for inclusion. The criteria may include such characteristics
(among others) as function (e.g., pre~trial screening programs dealing with
legal sufficiency), boundaries (e.g., pre~trial screening activities between
booking and seeking an indictment), activities (e.g., screening for community
ties), or personnel (e.g., screening by court-employed case workers).
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. INCLUSION OF PROJECTS

#

I}

In the Natiomnal Evaluation Program, the emphasis is on the assessment of
an approach when it is used in many places by ordinary people. Information
from a few pilot projects may indicate whether or not an approach can be
made to work at all. But such demonstration projects may be operated by
exceptional people or tested under exceptional circumstances. The emphasis
of the NEP is upon how well an approach succeeds or works when it is tried
in a large number of places under ordinary field conditions by ordinary people.
For this reason, a large number of projects believed to £all in the topic area
is located and listed.

The list is then screened to eliminate those projects that either turn out
not to exist or do not match the developed criteria. Of this narrowed list, the
grantee or contractor must decide which projects will be considered in the
study and in what way. The decisions are mada by "scanning" the projects
through surveys, telephone interviews, or informal site visits in order to
quickly learn more about their actual operations and to determine which projects
contain characteristics of general interest. (Some projects will already be
described in research reports and will in a sense be pre-selected because
knowledge about them is already available.)

As more becomes known about the projects, the list will be sorted into
levels of interest based on whether the estimated information needs can be
satisfied by a survey or telephone interviews, or merits site visits.

After the formulation of a synthesized flow diagram and measurement
scheme (Task C), it is often necessary to recontact some subset of projects
to assure that the synthesis has a wide enough applicability. Finally, a
number of specific projects will be selected for demonstrating field feasi-
bility of the measurements selected and recommended (Task I) or for any
recommended Phase II (Task H) evaluations.

The initial list should include most of the LEAA funded projects that
fit in the topic area. Because of the nature of the distribution of these
federal monies to the various Criminal Justice Systems, it should be expected
that projects may be included that are totally LEAA funded, partially LEAA
funded, and totally funded by others. Past grantees have found the LEAA Grant
Management Information System, telephone surveys of the SPA’s, snowballing
of information from telephone inquiries, lists from previous research studies,
and association memberships to be useful sources of candidates for the overall
universe of projects. Seldom has one of these sources alone proven sufficient.

When Tasks Al and A2 have been completed, a progress report containing
the definitions and indicating the believed major types of activities of the
projects should be forwarded to LEAA for comments. LEAA wll notify the investi-
gator within three weeks of any major modifications required.
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This preliminary report is the first deliverable product (scheduled for
6~8 weeks after starting) and should include:

1. Definitive description of the topic area including criteria
for inclusion of projects within it.

2, List of projects being considered.
3. Sources from which the list of projects was obtained.

4, Sets of similar types of projects (activities) prevalent within
the topic area.

5. Prevalent expectations for projects within the topic area.
6. Level of interest in each of the projects.

7. Preliminary plans for site visits.

3. SURVEYS OF THE INCLUDED PROJECTS

Surveys of various kinds may be used for gaining overview information.
The amount learned about projects in the topic area through this technique will
vary from simply the location of many projects that apparently fit the descrip-
tion of the universe through brief sketches of the size, approach, activities,
cost, and possible indicators of success or failure of many projects.

In surveys, less accurate and more general information is usually acquired
about large numbers of projects. This is contrasted with the site visits where
a much greater amount of information will be learned about a few projects.

The particular mixture of this staged approach of gathering ever more detailed
information about smaller and smaller samples of projects must be tailored to
each particular topic area. Telephone survey(s) will generally be a necessity
early in the project because of the tight time schedule of a Phase I assessment.
The investigator may also chnose to conduct (for background information) a
wider mail survey for later analysis. Alternatively, even the broader survey
might be conducted by phone. Surveys are either exploratory or supplemental,
however, and are not to be used for constructing models of actual projects.
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B. DESCRIPTION OF THE ACTUAL INTERVENTIONS MADE BY OPERATING
PROJECTS AND CREATION OF EQUIVALENT FLOW DTAGRAMS AND MEASURES

The major intent of a Phase I investigation is to provide information
of known reliability about the way that real projects are actually being
operated in the field. In Task B, the grantee or contractor is to observe
and describe a number of projects as they actually exist, as distinct from
the statements of intent or expectation that may be contained in their grant
applications, in other material reviewed, or received from those responsible
for them. The grantee or contractor will utilize primarily on-site visits
for observation, supplemented by telephone interviews, as the major methods
for collecting this information. This information will be the raw material
for all subsequent steps that attempt to develop a common model for measurement,
analysis, and assessment of projects in this topic area. Once a good under-
standing of the operational realities of a number of projects in the topic
area 1s obtained, it may be possible to expand the set of descriptions of
actual projects by again using telephone interviews.

The field visits are intended to:
o Anchor more firmly in reality the other information acquired; and

0 Obtain more precise detail about the actual activities that
constitute the interventions of some particular projects.

The investigator will be expocted to develop a detailed project file on each
project to which a formal site visit is made. At a minimum, the file should
contain the following:

1. Description of Intervention Activities;

2. Project Flow Diagrams;

3. - Measures of the Project Activities, Outcomes, and Impact;

4, Statements of Expected Project Activities, Outcomes, or Impact;
5. External Intervening Variables; and

6. Project Resources.

1. DESCRIPTION OF INTERVENTION ACTIVITIES

Projects will differ substantially in terms of the activities actually
conducted and the relation of their own activities to the activities of others
outside of the projects. For example, Project Ident! may be operated in police
departments as simply a marking or registration project or as a series of
activities integrally connected to a larger burglary prevention or property

1. Project Ident is a series of LEAA funded projects aimed at burglary
reduction, whose main strategy is the marking and registration with the police
of personal property.
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recovery program. It is important that the investigator define the actual2
intervention” activities being conducted on-site and the relationship of these
activities to each other and to the project expectations.

2. PROJECT FLOW DIAGRAMS

At least three flow diagrams are generally involved for each project
site visit. The investigator should first develop an individual flow chart
that describes the activities of each project visited as a linked set
of the activities that starts with the expenditure of project funds, and
includes commitment of resources, project activities, interventions made,
and expected outcomes. This provides an internal picture of the project,

Secondly, the grantee or contractor should develop a flow chart organized
around some unifying flow (in many cases a flow of people or cases) that
illustrates the direct intervention points and interventious of the project.
This second diagram is then developed into a third diagram on which is added
external non-project activities that affect or are affected by the project and
are necessary for assessing outcomes or impacts of the project. This provides
a picture of the project as seen in its enviromment. Thie investigator should be
careful to avoid introducing or modifying the actnal act1v1ties, causal links,
etc. observed in an attempt to introduce greater logic or "t'idy-up" the
project design. This task is not intended to describe what should, or could
exist; rather it must capture what does exist. Three diagrams are suggested:

o} A flow diagram illustrating the project from resource input to
expected outcomes,

‘\\ .

o A flow diagram illustrating interventions made directly by the
project (organized around some upnifying flow=--—often the flow

of people or cases will be appropriate).

o} A flow diagram illustrating the préject in the larger environment
that may have to be explored in order to assess the expectations
for- the project.

2. The continued use of the word "actual" and "actually" is an attempt to
reinforce the point that Phase I investigators are attempting to discover and
describe the objective, measurable actions that take place in a project. Thus,
if a project is described as "improving the communication, dispatch, and efficiency
of patrolmen”" and the only action taken by the project is to purchase and issue a
number of hand-held two-way radios, the latter description is preferred. On
the other hand, if the project made an extensive measurable effort to alter and
redesign dispatch techniques as well, a description of that process should be
included. ‘ ‘ )

3. Interventions of the project generally imply the transactions involved
when someone in the project does something for or to another person (in most
cases, a non-government person) who expects the project to perform those
transactions.
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Simplified illustrations of these diagrams are given in the next three
exhibits (Exhibits III-1,III-2,I11I-3), Exhibit II1I-1 is from a particular
intensive special probation project and shows the steps at the project from th.
funds received through the interventions attempted and on to the expected out cmes.
This is a flow diagram of the development of the project from resources, anp
attempt to trace the path through which resources turn into expected outc-.es.

Exhibit III-2 shows the interventicns of that particular intensive special
probation project (again considerably simplified) to illustrate the use of the
flow of cases through the project as a unifying coencept. Much more detail
would have to be added to address what happens at major points of measurement.
(See Exhibits IIL-4 and ITI~5.) This diagram shows the actual activities and
interventions ordered around a natural unifying concept of case flow.

As a flow diagram is smxtended into an elaboration that may include the

‘other parts of the c¢riminal justice system that interact with or are necessary

to assess expected process, outcomes, and impact from this intensive special
probation project, a larger more complicated flow diagram would be obtained.

Shown in Egbibit 1%XT-3 i3 an example of an extended flow diagram which
shows a pretrial screening project in New Orleans and the associated criminal
fustice system.

The second and third type of flow diagrams are the ones around which
discussions of the methods of measuring expected outcomes should take place.
Expected cutcomes can then be expressed in terms of measurement points,
measures, and comparisons related directly to locations on the two diagrams.
Detail can be expanded as necessary to iliustrate the treatment of specific
measurement prablems that are aimed at answering specific expectations of
performance. Part of the information about what the expectations are from
projects in a topic area will be collected from each of the projects visited
in the field as part of Task B and treated more generally in Task F.-
Additionally, there are generally mational, state, and academic expectations
for many topic areas. Levels of detail in treatment vary, of course, with
the particular topic area.

For each project visited, the flow diagrams developed and their accom-
panying narrative should describe the activities of that project and its
environment (and their relationship to each other), effort or personnel
allocations, important known or potential intervening variables, potential
points of measurement and povential measures. Included should be enough
about process activities go that expected process, immediate outcomes and
the paths through which impacts on the problem may be caused by these
expected immediate outcomes can be shown.
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3. MEASURES OF THE PROJECT
ACTIVITIES AND OUTCOMES

The grantee or contractor should solicit from the project management nd
staff their judgment on what measurements they would accept as plausible success
measures of the activities that they are carrying out. The definition of measure-
ments is expected to be an iterative exercise (involving the Phase I investigator
and project management as well as national expectations for the topic area) in
which the expectations of what is to be obtained from such a project and the
possible measurements of expected success are discussei together to reach some
tentative agreement on the expected outcome and impact 'of the project activities
in measurable terms.

The investigator is finally to specify each input, process, outcome, and
impact measurement discussed in terms of:

Point of Measurement

Characteristic(s) Measured

Measure and Scale (or set of possible outcomes)

Method of Measurement

Operation or Procedure for Generating Recorded Measurements
Potential Comparisons

O 00 O0O0O0

A one~page description of each measurement is to be included in the project
file. The grantee or contractor must prepare a statement of measurability for
each site visited (keyed to the flow diagram where possible) detailing what

expected process activity, outcomes, and impacts appear measurable at or around
that site, and by what means. '

4. STATEMENTS OF EXPECTED PROJECT
OUTCOME OR IMPACT

The grantee or contractor should develop narrative statements of the
expectations of the project as defined by f£ield management personnel or as
defined implicitly by the actual activities. 1In obtaining these statements
the grantee or contractor is seeking further definition of the immediate
outcome expectations (i.e., those that are expected to be the direct result
of intervention activities that are visibly being conducted). The investi-~
gator 1s also seeking to determine the realistic expectations (in the field)
of project intent, i.e., statements defining the potentially achievable
impact on some part of the criminal justice system or on the problems
addressed and how that is believed to be achieved.

4. TFor Phase I studies, outcomes are results of processes and interven-
tions of the project where there is little doubt that the project caused
the outcome and attribution of cause and effect is straightforward (e.g. 25
jobs were discovered and filled with probationers by the probation Employment
Specialist). Impacts are expected results whose attribution to the actions
of the project or to the outcome involved will be more difficult (e.g.
recidivism fell among the employed probationers, crime is lower in the city).
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While on-site, the investigators should attempt to obtain the views of
project management on the chain of assumptions that leads them to believe
that the intervention activities being conducted will lead to achievement of
the expected impacts. The investigators will subsequently need to add their
own assessment and views of these assumptions, but the management of the
project can add substantially to the investigator’s understanding of the
idosyncratic conditions that may have led to the adoption of one approach
over others that are followed in different sites.

5. EXTERMAT, INTERVENING VARIABLES

The grantee or contractor should attempt to identify any variables
outside the control of the project that could plausibly affect the validity
of the project operating assumptions detailed in 2, 3, and 4 above. The
grantee or contractor must specify which external variables would have to be
measured along with which process outcome, or impact measurements in order to
control for outside variables.

6. PROJECT RESOURCES

The grantee or contractor should obtain as accurate an estimate as possible
of all of the resources actually deployed on the project and their use. The
accuracy of such information will undoubtedly vary among project sites depending
upon the cost records maintained and the extent to which the project is operated
independently of other non-project activities. The grantee or contractor should
document the basis used, including records consulted, in determining applied
resources and the allocation of resources to activities.

During the site visit phase the investigator will also be expected to
collect any readily available evaluations, performance, and cost information,
but not to produce evaluative data through their own efforts. Investigators
may use thelr own judgment as to making additional attempts to obtain intermal
breakdowns of project performance data or costs by activities, beyond those
readily available from projects, either on a general basis or small sample basis.
Many investigators find it desirable to test a small sample of actual cases to
establish that such measurement is possible and/or to check how valid summary
data supplied by the project may be. This may be especially important im
preparing for Tasks H and I.

The information developed during all of Task B and described above is to
be carefully assembled in a separate file for each project visited. UWhile it
is not necessary that the project files be in publishable form, this set of
project descriptions is considered a product deliverable to LEAA as an annex
to the publishable report. It must also be deliverable to the Phase II
evaluation contractor in cases in which a Phase II effort is initiated.




22

Task B generates most of the information needed to synthesize the topic
area diagram in Task C. Thus the primary basis for proceeding with further
assessment of current knowledge and evaluation design flows from this work.

The investigator is being asked to describe projects in sufficient detail that
both similarities and differences among projects will be apparent. The inver i-
gator should not attempt to force into existence greater similarity in appr ach
than exists, although subsequent tasks and phases will be looking for similarity.
The investigator should be particularly diligent in distinguishing between
rhetorical descriptions of interventions from funders or peopnle in charge of
projects and descriptions of interventions as they are actually carried out by
intervenors (e.g., Is it "verify the suspect’s status as a solidly rooted
citizen" or is it "check for a verified driver’s license, telephone, and/or

home address?").

C. CREATION OF A SYNTHESIZED FLOW DIAGRAM AND MEASURES
FOR THE TOPIC AREA

A "synthesized flow diagram' is a graphic generalization drawn from the
flow diagrams of individual projects. An illustration of how the synthesized
model is derived is shown in Exhibits III-4, -5, and -6 and Tables III~1 and -2.

Exhibit III-4 (Example A) and Exhibit III-5 (Example B) are very simplified
hypothetical examples of portions of the measurement models of client flow in
two different Intensive Special Probation projects. Table IITI-1l is a tabula=~
tion of their measurement points and measures. Table III-2 is a synthesis of
the two examples, listing measurement points and measures thought to be of
general interest. Exhibit III-6 is the translation of Table III-2 to graphic
flow diagram form.

In practice, of course, the synthesized flow diagrams will be extrapolated
from more complete flow diagrams of more than two operating projects. Thus,
using the set of project files developed from the site visits in Task B, a
general measurement model for analyzing the projects in the topic area will
be developed, i.e., flow diagram material collected from individual project
sites will be used to create a flow diagram that is representative of actual
sets of projects in the field. It was noted earlier and it is again stressed
that the investigators are not being asked to develop an elaborate model of
the world as it might be, were everyone and everything rational and analytical.
Rather, they are being asked to develop a measurement model(s) that represents
the activities that actually exist to some level of detail comparable to any
further research or evaluation to be done. The measurements and diagrams which
are developed must emanate from the descriptive project files and flow diagrams
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TABLE III-1

EXAMPLES A AND B:

Example A
Measurement Possible
Point Measure
1 # Arrested for misdemeanors
2 # Arrested with probation as an option
3 # Arrested with no probation option
4 # Probation Screening Interviews (PSIs) conducted
by Intensive Special Probation (ISP) staff
5 {# PS1s not conducted
6 ISP not recommended
7 # Psychological evaluations conducted on intake by ISP
consultant (ISP recommended by ISP gtaff)
8 # Psychological evaluations not conducted on intake
9 # Adjudicated with probation or ISP as outcome
10 ¢ Adjudicated with other dispesitions
11 Adjudicated w/ISP as outcome
12 # Assigned to ISP project
13 # To be contacted, lst time
14 # Contacted
15 # Not contacted
16 #f Discuss problems of socialization by type
17 # Referrals to employment sources
18 # Not referred
19 # Employed
20 # Not employed
21 # Contacted for follow-up of probation, ith time
22 # Not contacted
23 # Further contact
24 # Type of staff contact
25 # Success (# released from probation)
26 ## Not success (# cases terminated during probation due

to violations)

TABULATION OF MEASUREMENT POINTS AND MEASURES

Example B

Maasurement
Point

W N

-~ O

10
11
12
13
14.1
14.2
14.3
15
16
17

19
20

22~25
26
27

Possgible
Measure

# Arrested for criminal offences

# Arrested with probation as an option
# Arrested with no probatiocn option

# PSIs conducted

# Adjudicated by type of probation outcome
# Adjudicated with other dispositions
# Assigned to ISP project

#f Post~sentence investigations conducted
## Post-sentence investigations not conducted
# Specific probation treatment plan provided
# To be contacted, lst time
# Contacted
# Not contacted
# Crisis intervention
# Discuss problems of socialization by type
#f Counseling by type
#f Referrals to gpecilal Rx services by type
# Not participating
# Participating by type of service
#f Referrals to employment sources
#f Not referred
# Employed
# Not employed
Repeat of contact cycle
{## Success (# released from probations)
# Not success (# cases terminated during probation)
due to violations

T4



Exampl
Measurement
Point

Ny W N

10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

TABLE III-2

EXAMPLE C: SYNTHESIS OF MEASUREMENT POINTS AND MEASURES OF GENERAL INTEREST

AS DERIVED FROM EXAMPLES A AND B

e C - Synthesis
Measure

# Arrested

# Arrested for criminal offense with probation as an option
# Arrested for criminal offense with no probation option

# PSIs conducted by type and criminal offense
# PSIs recommending ISP
# PSIs not recommending ISP

# Adjudicated with probation or ISP as outcome by type

and criminal offense

# Adjudicated with other disposition

# Adjudicated with ISP as outcome

# Assigned to ISP project

# Post-sentence investigations conducted by type
and criminal offense

# Provided specific probation treatment plan

# Not provided specific probation treatment plan

# To be contacted, lst time

## Not contacted

# Contacted, lst time

Type of contact, lst time

# Referral to special Rx service, by type

# Not participating :

# Particpating by type

# Referral to employment sources

# Not referred

# Employed

# Not employed

# Simple follow-up contact, ith time

## Not contacted

# Further contact

# By type of contact

Success - # released cases from probation

Not success - (# cases terminated during probation

to violations)

Example A
Measurement
Point

W AN W N

Example B
Measurement

|

w

1o= LN B

10
11
13
12
14.1,14.2,14.3
15
16
17
18
19
20
21

—

26
27

9¢
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and from less definitive, but indicative, information collected from projects

not visited. Similarly, it is necessary to include in this section only intend d
impacts that are of a size, probability, and well understood connection that
measurement and attribution are likely to be possible and of interest. (Fo-
example, it is not necessary to attempt to link each small project to redv.tiom
of crime in America.)

In developing a basis for further measurement discussions, it is critical
that the synthesized flow diagram and its accompanying narrative include:

o Flow diagram activity descriptions of both the project and related
activity

o Suggested measurement points and measures of process activities

o Suggested measurement points and measures of the immediate outcomes
of these activities

o The mechanisms or other logical chains through which successful

immediate outcomes are expected to produce the intended impact
effects of the project

o Suggested measurement points and measures of the intended impact
effects
o) Relative (e.g. cost per client or case or outcome) or absolute

resource levels and allocations for such projects.

In the progress of the actual research, of course, the topic area flow
diagram will be modified and adjusted. Some set of the above will be necessary
to begin information collection; continuing information collection may be
expected to suggest alterations and improvement in the diagrams and measurements.

It is recognized that some programs will require much more ingenuity to
develop the unifying flows around which to organize a measurement (e.g., street
lighting projects). Nevertheless, the flow diagram to which the measurements
are referenced 1s expected to be adequate to show the relationship between the
input, process, outcome, impact, and exogeneous measures that are adopted and
discussed. All discussions of expected outcome are to be illustrated in terms
of specific examples of these measures (see Task G), even if this illustration
shows that some issues in the policy area or in the literature are undecidable
in terms of these projects. Program and project expectations that are addressable

imply well defined measurements measurement points, and definitions of the
compa¥isons to be made.

It is entirely conceivable that analysis of the individual project files
will reveal such disparity amoung projects that no overall model can capture

the nature of the field projects without serious distortion. Some possible
outcomes of this task include:



o Projects Are Idiosyncratic

The field projects surveyed and visited reveal such dis-
similarity that an overall flow diagram and an overall
evaluation are not feasible.

o) Sets of Projects Emerge

Within the general topic area, there exists several sets of
projects of sufficient similarity within each set that generalized
flow diagrams can be deveicjped for each set,

o One Proiect Model Predominates

There exists enough similarity among project approaches
(even if not all projects follow this approach) that one
generalized flow diagram (and related measures) appears
useful for a large number of projects.

The investigator will be expected to document all finding and/or diagrams
clearly and with evidence from the project files. Should more than one
generalized flow diagram emerge, each shall be documented in a manner similar
to that required in this task for a single flow diagram. Additionally, the
investigator will be required to demonstrate the extent to which the gener-
alized diagrams describe field activities, documenting the extent to which
and in what activities field projects deviate from the models. This helps
determine whether there exists a sufficient set of projects to warrant a
larger Phase II evaluation effort and, if so, what type of evaluation would
be feasible. The models and measures synthesized in this task will be the
basis for the field feasibility test described in Task I. If no generalized
flow diagram and measurement plan can be constructed, of course, no field
feasibility test will be made and that portion of the grant or contract will
be returned.

When the diagrams and measures in Task C are considered to be fairly
well developed, there is often a need for testing larger numbers of projects
against the flow diagram(s) to see if the measurements and models are realistic.
(Structured telephone interviews are recommended for this.) This examination
can serve two purposes. First, it verifies that the diagrams being developed
can be used to describe and collect information from a wide set of actual
projects in the field, or it indicates that the diagrams need to be altered.
Second, it provides a means of confirming the existence and location of large
numbers of projects that are similar enough in terms of the model to be
considered for selection for the field feasibility work (Task I) and for any
later, larger evaluation designs and efforts. Without such verification,
any ensuing evaluation design suggested would be little value in making a
decision about what to dc in a Phase IIL. The number of similar projects
that need to be examined can be determined from the evaluation questions
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suggested and will depend upon the number of factors that must either be
assessed or controlled for and upon the accuracy of measurement believed

to be required in the final result. In any case, this effort can be a final
screening for the 3-4 locations to be used in field feasibility and testing
(Task I below).

It is important to determine if, at what points, and by what means
process, outcome, and impact are at all measurable and with what the medsure-
ments would be compared. This is the reason for determining whether the
intervention activities finally produced by funding aad the potential
outcomes and impacts form a plausible, testable chain of activities extending
from the expenditure of funds, through project activities, interventions,
outcomes, and on to the expected or desired impact of the action in the topic
area.

All of the projects visited or surveyed will be described; however, it
is not expected that all of the projects will produce plausible, testable
chains of activities. The investigator should be aware at the outset that some
(or many) projects within a topic area may turn out not to bear much resembl-
ance to one another in terms of activities and operating assumptions, but
only in terms of overall goals. The flow models for measuring any significant
group of similar projects should still be produced unless it can be shown that
there are no sizeable groups of similar projects.

The synthesized flow diagram and associated measurement points and
measures is a major product of the research performed in Phase I study. It
should be made the basis for Tasks G (assessment) and H (design). It is
intended to provide both a general basis both for future planning and for
further state and local evaluation work in the topic area. The field test
is expected to be a simple application of the approach developed here and in
Task He The work here will include definitions of important measurement
points and measures, bases of comparisons, specification of important inter-—
vening variables, and the definition of the kev data elements to be measured
at each point. It is delivered as part of the Interim Report and as a component
of the Publishable Report.

D. GATHERING GENERAL KNOWLEDGE
IN THE TOPIC AREA

This task ralates to general qualitative or loosely quantitative knowledge
that is not necessarily evaluative or project specific. It includes background
material, past research, historical development, views of experts in the topic
area, academic literature and policy statements or intents. Particular
attention should be given to stated theories and postulates which may have been
tested by the operating projects. Familiarization with and development of a
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broad perspective on the key policy issues involved in the topic area is the
emphasis in this activity. This should serve to establish the context and
background of the topic area, the general achievements expected, alternative
approaches both within and outside the topic area as seen by theorists in the
area, policy makers, and other policy oriented groups. What seem to be key
expectations for projects of this type should be drawn out and saved for use

in Task F.

E. COMPILATION OF PAST FINDINGS OF
FACT IN THE TOPIC ARFA

In contrast to the review of general knowledge, this activity involves
the review of available (or those discovered in the course of the effort)
findings of fact in the topic area. This should include past monitoring data;
past evaluation studies; project descriptions or reviews; discussions with or
by operators, auditors or evaluators of findings in past projects; and other
data of a quantitative nature that may already be available from past projects
in the topic area. The investigator need not critique in writing each individual
report found, but should perform the assessment (Task G) by examining which of
the measures called out in the measurement model (Task C) have been measured
in any past assessments or data collections, and how well. Task E is performed
to gather avallable past data and analyses for the assessment in Task G.

F. COMPILATION OF EXPECTATIONS FOR PROJECTS IN THE TOPIC AREA
AND SPECIFICATION OF METHODS AND POINTS OF MEASUREMENT TO
SHOW WHETHER EXPECTATIONS HAVE BEEN ®M&T

Questions of how far to go in developing data, what size of samples are
necessary, how much detail to include in flow diagrams, etc. are heavily condi-
tioned by the needs of the intended users. A similar problem must be addressed
in the design phase when attempts are made to contrast the costs of possible
designs with the value of the information that they produce to potential users.
The grantee or contractor should collect throughout the study information
indicative of the expected processes, outcomes, and impacts of projects in
the topic area; especially from polsicy, academic, and practitioner discussions.
These are used to assess the expzcted kinds of (and ranges of) potential out-
comes and to size designs for further evaluation sensitive encough to detect
such outcomes. In many cases, expectations will vary widely and may have to
be brought into focus by the investigators.
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G. ASSESSMENT OF THE PRESEMT STATE OF KNOWLEDGE
ABOUT PROJECTS IN THE TOPIC AREA

The investigators will complete (in Task C) a flow diagram and associated
measurements that indicate their best judgment of what should be used to
measure the activities being carried out in the topic area. In Tasks D, E,
and F, the investigators will have compiled lists of past findings of fact and
of general knowledge including expectations, theories, and postulates regarding
the outcomes and impacts of various types of information and will have recom-
mended methods for measuring whether expectations have been met.

A matrix will be created with particular outcome and impact expectations
arrayed against possible and known measurements of activities showing confir-
mations or contraindications so as to indicate gaps in knowledge and unrecon-
ciled differences between theory and practice. The investigator is to state
from the existing data what appears to be known about expectations in terms
of the measures included in the flow diagram, what gaps in information and
knowledge exist, and what confidence might be placed in the presently avail-
able results. This will involve not just the simple use of past findings,

but an assessment of their accuracy and reliability in terms of what has been
learned in this Phase I study.

Task G determines which of the recommended measurements have, in fact,
been made. Using the flow diagram and measurements developed in Task C as
a touchstone, the investigator wlll create a matrix displaying known valid
measurements reported in the literature or discovered on site visits against
the assessment measurements that are feasible for addressing expectations,

indicating which measuremenits have aiready been made and which remain to be
done.

As with performance data; the Phase I investigator is expected to collect
and relate all existing or easily available cost and/or effort allocation data

from the projects both to the specific project descriptions and to the general
flow diagram created.

The Phase I investigator may or may not be able to evaluate the success
or failure of the projects in the topic area at the end of Phase I, but must
assess and summarize the state of knowledge presently available about success
or failure. By using the model created in the course of the study for arrayin-
and assessing the existing information, the present state of knowledge about
success can be explored to determine the nature of the gaps in the present
information about the activities of the projects, the immediate outcomes of
these activities, and the effect of these outcomes (when they occur) on
intended impact. This assessment is another major product of a Phase I study,
deliverable as part of the Publishable Report. Gaps in information that are
developed in this task are suggestive of Phase II evaluation strategies.
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Task G should summarize the grantee’s best judgment of what is known
and how accurate that knowledge is. The results will be given wide distribu~
tion and should be useful to both practitiomers and researchers. It is likely
in some topilc areas that there will be lack of comparability of various studies,
omissions of needed data, etc. Nevertheless, the investigator is held in
this assessment to the task of making a professional judgment of all collected
information and placing confidence limits on the answers given in that judgment.
In many cases only monitoring or outcome data will be available (e.g. no
experimental designs, classical evaluations, or controls). This may affect
confidence limits, but such data are not to be excluded from the assessment
of what is presently known.

The final assessment will include a table outlining:
1. Assessment of Knowledgé

o] Expectations of process, outcume, and impact from such
projects,

o Determination of the probable ranges of values (for the
nmeasures developed with the synthesized flow diagram in
Task C) against these expectatiomns.

o Confidence in the data available in previous work, problems
in previous work, missing data.

o} The clear gaps in present knowledge and why (may be presented
as matrices).

o Cost information for projects in the topic area.

Alternatives not included in the present synthesized models.

o Identification of any factors that emerge as likely to lead
to success or failure.

[e]

2. A tabular presentation comparing the expected outcomes or impacts
indicated by policy or theoretical discussions (from Task F) with
measures that can potentially be made from the actual operatina
activities (Task C) and the apparent or likely impact moasures
of actual projects (from Task C) (may be presented as matrices).

3. A summary of the future research implications growing out of the
entire body of work conducted on the Phase I study (including
Task I below).

4o A summary of the future evaluation implications growing out of the
entire body of work conducted on the Phase I study (including
Task I below).
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H. DESIGN OF AN APPROACH FOR
OBTAINING MORE INFORMATION

The synthesized flow diagram, measurewents, and expectations providgfa
general basis for evaluation in the topic area. Performing the assessment
of the present state of knowledge arranges the information already known in
these terms to see if various expectations are met. The universe of projects
constructed provides a number of projects that can be used in further evalua-
tion because they resemble the synthesized flow model. Task H, a design for
obtaining more information, draws upon all of these previous efforts and,
wherever present knowledge appears insufficient, determines through what
approach, with what measures, and at what cost needed improvement in the
present knowledge base can be obtained.

It will be necessary for evaluation purposes to determine if: (a) there
is already a suitable universe of existing projects for evaluation, (b) specific
expansion of existing projects is needed, (c) special funding is necessary for
data ccllection efforts, (d) funding of additional projects with similar
operations is necessary, or (e) other larger augmentation in the field will
be necessary to produce projects that can give sufficiently definitive answers.
(The ideal finding, of course, would be that present information is sufficient
and no further evaluation needs to be carried out.) The design must address
the technical questions of how to obtain missing information; it must also
address the question of how valuable it would be to obtain various levels of
certainty. :

For local use, it is important to determine whether sets of projects
nationally have largg and significant impacts, or generally have a small or
non~existent impact.” LEAA/NILECJ is not interested in distinguishing impacts
that are too small to be of practical importance. In this sense, the ideal
finding (in a case requiring further evaluation) might be that a sizable group
of projects of a similar type appear on the basis of collected information to
be generally effective or generally ineffective. The design effort for the
Phase II evaluation could then be concentrated on developing the methods and
estimating the costs for producing an accurate evaluation of the effectiveness

5. If a technique or 2pproach is to spread across the country,
that technique or approach must succeed over a variety of conditions and
with average personnel and management. Thus '"sets" of projects with similar
outcomes are a more powerful demonstration than single project successes.

6. The grantee or contractor should offer NILECJ a choice among evaluations
producing definitiveness and accuracies of different degrees. These should be
associated with their expected costs.
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of projects of this type (improving the accuracy of present knowledge). Results
of a Phase II evaluation, should one be conducted, could then be made available
nationally for use by SPAs and by local officials along with detailed descrip-
tions of the type of project. Fortuitously, such information is sometimes
produced in the course of a Phase I during Task G.

However, in this type of highly decentralized enviromment, what is gener-
ally found is that the projects are similar in intent but dissimilar in selec-
tion of, or emphasis on, particular intervention activities and also dissimilar
in the level of results produced, often ranging from cbvious successes to
obvious failures. In these cases it becomes necessary to develop an evaluation
design based on the synthesized flow model and associated measurements of act-
ivities and to include sufficient numbers of operating projects that mathematical
techniques can be used to assess the degree to which various desired results
from the operations occur. In some cases, special efforts may be necessary if
the apparent effect that project components had on the success rate are to be
attributed to the components or even to the project involved. The grantee will
estimate the importance, feasibility, methods and cost of obtaining various
measurements to test the outcome and impact measures given in Tasks C and G.

Where further evaluation appears warranted, the investigators will estimate
the importance, feasibility, methods and cost of cbtaining controls, compari-
sons or relative comparisons for testing operating outcomes and establish-
ing effectiveness of impact. As applicable, the grantee will discuss the
necessity for, cost of, and potential methodology for attributing success to
particular components within a type of project.

Task H results are deliverable as a separate draft report concurrent
with the Publishable Report. After the field feasibility test is undertaken,
Task H results will be updated in a Supplemental Report.

In summary, this design effort determines whether additional evaluations
are necessary, what evaluation options should be considered. what measures
and comparisons should be used, and what universe of projects would be
necessary for making the test suggested, and specifically details those designs
and their expected costs. Some portion of the approach outlined may be selected,
in consultation with NILECJ, for the field feasibility and assessment below.
Specific sites for Task I should be suggested.

I. FIELD FEASIBILITY TEST OF THE MEASUREMENTS DESIGNED

The Task H results are to be submitted in draft form the 1lth month.
The designs recommended should be suitable for implementation at specific
sites in the field {which should be suggested). To validate the specific
measurements suggested for assessing whether expectations for such projects
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are being met, the investigators are expected to apply their suggested
measurements to projects in the field (3-4 sites) for approximately 5 month
and include the results in the Supplemental Report.

The procedure will be to deliver the Task H draft report at the end of
the 11th month after the start date. By the end of the 12th month LEAA and
the investigators will agree on the sites and measurements to be tested and
the investigators will proceed. The supplemental report (delivered at the
end of the 18th month) should reflect the outcomes of the field tests.
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V.

PRODUCTS

Details of the tasks given in Section III determine the content of the
six deliverable products. This section addresses their arrangement. The
relationship of the work products to one another is shown in Exhibit II-1.

A. THE PRELIMINARY REPORT

The Preliminary Report, deliverable within 6~8 weeks after Phase I begins,
will be in two sections. Section I will contain that material from Task A
which describes and defines the topic area. Section II will contain the
preliminary plans for site visits.

B. THE INTERIM. REPORT

The Interim Report, deliverable within 6-8 months after Phase I begins,
will also be in two sectioms. Section I will contain material developed
during the Task B site visits. Section II will contain material developad
during the Task C synthesis.

C. THE PUBLISHABLE REPORT AND ANNEXES

The Phase I Publishable Report shall have four distinct sections ordered
as illustrated in Exhibit IV-1.
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Section I:
Expectations, Policy,
Theory-~Tasks D,E,F.

Section II:
Topic Area Definitions and
Universe of Projects~-Task A

Section III:
Flow Model(s) and Measures—-
Task C

Section IV: !
Assessment—-
Task G

Exhibit IV-1

Publishable Report

The report may be of any reasonable length suitable for wide distribution.
The first section shall contain such material as the grantee wishes to present
from Tasks D, E, F, covering history, theory, major policy thrusts and expecta-
tions, major issues from literature, believed promise and problems, and expecta-
tions of practitioners.

The second section of the final report shall cover the final forms of the
topic area definition, taxonomies of the universe of projects, and information
from the surveys applicable to large numbers of projects in the universe
(Task A). Where possible it should include which projects are comparable
because basic activities are comparable, which only because immediate outcomes
are comparable, and which only because the jntended or expected impact effects
are comparable. It should discuss the methods used to develop the universe
and to make surveys and site visit selections.

The third section of the final report shall contain the grantee’s compleéte

work on the synthesized flow diagrams and associated measures as described in
Task C.

The fourth and final section of the Publishable Report shall contain the
complete work from the assessment, Task G. This will include the tabulation
of policy issues versus operational activities and the indications for further
research and for further evaluation. '
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All Phase I Publishable Reports will receive consideration for publication
in full. This includes consideration for wide dissemination under the standard
NILECJ internal and external review process, and a decision as to publication
will be made. Regardless of that decision, this final report will be made
publicly available through NCJRS, NTIS, or SSIE.

The Publishable Report will have two Annexes. The first Annex will cover
the final detailed report of Task A. The second Annex will cover the full
site visit reports of Task B. Each of these may be submitted in only three
copies in looseleaf form.

D, THE PUBLISHABLE SUMMARY

Researchers interested in the full technical detai-s will be referred
to the full final report. For policy makers and operational personnel, such
detail may not be appropiate. The Phase I investigator should deliver to the
Institute a summary divided into seven sections and approximately 40 single
spaced pages in total length, This summary material should be succinct, not
highly technical, but written with programmatic personnel in mind, and should
be capable of standing alone (although it may contain references to the full
final report). Also, it should be suitable for wide distribution: camera
ready copy typed on 8 1/2 X 11" paper with all margins to be 1". The page
count given is intended as an upper limit. In many cases, summaries can be
briefer and still convey a sound representation of the content of the
final report. In an occasional case, small amounts of additional material
may be included.

Fach summary will undergo a rapid review process and will quickly be
given wide distribution nationally. Generally included will be the LEAA
Central Offices, LEAA Regional Offices, and State Planning Agencies as well
as many other local criminal justice system professionals with a particular
interest in the topic area. The summary will provide the earliest representa-
tion to become available of the results of the Phase I study. This approach
will provide operational personnel with useful feedback which is as rapid as
we can make it, and with an early indication that the full report is available.

The arrangement of sections of content that have been chosen for the
summary is shown on Exhibit IV-2. Essentially, this summary displays the
highlights of each section of the final report in a readable, integrated way.

R

)

~



40

|
|Issues, Policy,Theory

Scope and Universe

Main Assessment

I
|
|
|
I
I
|
| Synthesized Flow
I
I
|
|
I
|
I
I

Policy vs. Operating
Activities

Research Indications

Evaluation
Indications

I
I
|
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
|
I
|
I
|
|
I
|
|
|
|
I

I
I
I
|
|
I
I
I
I
I

Exhibit IV-2

Publishable Summary
E. TASK H DRAFT REPORT

Reporting the results of Task H, this Draft Report will contain proposed
designs for obtaining additional information, including designs for Phase II
evaluations and for monitoring single projects. The report, to be submitted in

the 11lth month ¢. Phase I, will be the basis for decision vis a vis implementing
field feasibility tests.

F. THE SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT

The Supplemental Report will contain the final designs for Phase II

evaluations and for monitoring single projects (final version of Task H Draft
Report) and will include a full report of the field feasibility test.




Examples of Forms Used
ANNEX C

to

THE NATIONAL INSTITUTE'S INFORMATION MACHINE
A Case Study of the
National Evaluation Program

This annex contains some examples of forms created in the course of the
NEP development. They are provided here for use by researchers who may be
attempting to develop such a process on their own.

C-10:

C~11:

c-12:

C-13:

C-14:

Quiz for NEP Trainees

Forms for Survey of States

Topic Area Summary

Rating Sheet for Concept Papers and Proposals

Status of Concept Paper Form

Rating Sheet for Reports

‘The Third Telephone Call Interview Sheet (called Telephone
Interview Form used in Following Up Distribution of Traditional
Patrol Phase I Summary) and its Flow Diagram (called: A Flow
Diagram Layout for Examining the Telephone Survey used in
Following Up Distribution of Traditiomal Patrol Phase I Summary)
Blanks of the Phase II Rating Sheets

Preliminary Assessments of Issue Papers Forms

Paired Comparions Summary Sheet

First Follow=-up Interview Form with LEAA

Interview Form for Grantees

Final Follow-up Interview Form (Administrator to Monitors: 1977)

Routing Slips




c-1

Quiz for NEP Trainees
(A Cold Turkey No Book Quiz on NEP Phase I)




A COLD TURKEY NO BOOK QUIZ
ON NEP PHASE I

(From The Urban Institute)

Name the six products of an NEP Phase I by checking which six of the
following are the six key products of a Phase I study:

Are the
false:

Prescriptive Standards of Performance to ensure that
activity in these areas mevts the requirements of
National Standards and Goals.

Issue Paper outlining key issues and beliefs in the topic
area.

Opinions of nationally recognized experts in the topic area
about how effective projects are in the field.

Flow diagrams of process activities and descriptive material
from actual field interventions in the topic area.

Single project evaluation design based on the synthesized
framework and measurement points.

A prescriptive guide for further duplication of successful
projects in other locations.

Framework describing (or encompassing) actual intervention
activity taking place in the field. Flow diagram illustrating
key potential measurement points.

A definitive relative effectiveness assessment of the impacts
and causes of impact of major projects in this topic area.

Assessment of what is known (and how accurately) in terms of
the framework about projects in the topic area.

Field test of evaluation techniques in the topic area.

Design of a Phase II evaluation (in terms of framework and
missing information).

following questions, as they apply to a NEP Phase I, true or
Phase I study results (excepting the issue paper) are to be
based primarily on the actual interventions being made at

sites in the field.

It is necessary to establish a "universe' of possible projects
for consideration for each topic area.




The Phase I type of assessment of a field project can generally be
adequately made by a carefully designed, mail survey instrument.

At least three possible levels of consideration of field sites
is required: as members of the general universe, as subjects
of intensive field site work-ups, and as subjects for struc-
tured telephone interviews.

Site selection should be made by a panel of national experts.

The type of approach required in gathering information at
field sites in a Phase I study requires an orientation

and training different from the usual sociological or legal
study.

The final form of the framework for describing activity in the
field (and knowledge about these activities) must be completed
quickly at the beginning of the study based on expert views
and preliminary site visits. ‘

The assessment is expected to produce a clear picture of
the effectiveness of interventions made by LEAA in the topic
area in each case. -

The final evaluation design for Phase II must be either long-
itudinal, cross-sectional, or a form of experimental design.

These efforts should require about one year for completion.

Management of the effort should be shared on a part-time basis

by both content and methodology experts to balance both view-
points.

Previous experience with similar types of field work is
probably the best single indicator of success with the
Phase I type of project.

National recognition as a content expert in the topic area is
probably the best single indicator of success with the Phase I
type of project.

Recognition as an evaluation methodology expert is probably
the best single indicator of success with the Phase I type of
project.

Willingness to work hard is probably the best single indicator
of success with the Phase I type project.

A project of this mature is bound to be an iterative operation,
slowly improving its coatent over the course of the study.

The primary purpose of a Phase I is to get a competent, correct
evaluation design to use in the Phase II evaluation.




Forms for Survey of States
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STATE

PRICRITIES AMONG POTENTIAL TOPIC AREAS

/

On the list below, please indicate which topics it would probably be of

most value to your SPA to have information gathered about in subsequent

National Evaluation Program studies. Please indicate up to seven topics

by numbering them 1 through 7, with 1 being the topic on the list of

highest usefulness to you. If information on only a few would be useful

in your state, number only those. Add topics not already underway or on

this list under "other."

Alternative to Adult Incarceration
Institutional Rehabilitation (within Prisons)

Parole, or Supervison of Parolees (or specify specific
topic area)

Programs for Providing Support of and Services to Inmates
Administrative Grievance Mechanisms for Correctional Institutions
Family Crisis Intervention

Police/Community Relations

Police Aviation Units

Narcotics Squads

Special Organized Crime Units

Case Management in the Courts (calendaring, administration,
operation, and management)

Probation (or specify specific topic area)
Alcohol Decriminalization
Alcohol Detoxification

Other




1976
SURVEY INSTRUMENT: SUPPORPANG INFORMATION OM SUGGESTED TOPIC ARFAS ( )
STATE
SlIOULD
NEP AS- 110W MANY PRESENT
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FOTENTIAL 5 ESTIMATED
(PROJECT TYPE) S of 4 & §‘ 1| EXPENDITURES COMMENTS
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Alternatives .to Adult
Incarceration
Institutional Rehabilitation

within Prisons

Parole, or Supervison of
Parolees (or specify specific
topic area)
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STATE
| SHOULD
NEP AS- HOW MANY PRESENT
SESS THrsl IN YOUR STATUS 1IN ALREADY |
N TOPIC | STATE NOW | YOUR STATE EVALUATED
POTENTIAL 50 ESTIMATED |
TOPIC AREA v 5 || ONE YEAR .
(PROJECT TYPE) 3 o| 8| §| §| 4| EXPENDITURES . COMMENTS
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Attachment

Responding Agency:

PRIORITIES AMONG POTENTIAL TOPIC AREAS FOR FY 1977

Please indicate below the topic areas for which you feel Phase I
studies would generate the most useful information for your agency.
Indicate six to ten topic areas by priority ranking, using the -
number 1 for the topic of highest usefUlness to you. If infor-
mation would be useful to your agency for less than six topic
areas, number only those. Add topics of interest to you which

are not present on this 1ist under "other".

Priority
Ranking Topic Areas

Courts

Crime-Specific Prosecution Units -

Paralegal Programs in the Criminal Adjudication Process
Psychiatric Services in the Criminal Courts
Interpreting Services in the Courts

Court Reporting Systems

i

Adult Corrections

Institutional Diagnostic and Classification Units
In-Service and Pre-Service Training Programs for
Correctional Personnel

Legal Assistance to Inmates

Correctional Data Systems

Institutional Counseling Programs

i

Police

Police Legal Advisors

Police Education Programs

Police Community Relations Programs
Basic Police Training Programs
Police Organized Crime Units

Police Minority Recruiting Programs

T




Priority
Ranking Topic Areas

Juvenile Justice

Alternative Schools for Disruptive Youth
Juvenile Court Intake Units

al

Forensic Sciences

Education and Training Programs in the Forensic Sciences
Crime Laboratories

]

Community Crime Prevention

Citizen Victim Service Projects

l

Other

1]

Please also complete the attached form, pp. 3-4 at least for those
topic areas you have indicated as priorities and for any additional
topic areas you have suggested.




RESPONDING AGENCY

ESTIMATED

POTENTIAL HOW MANY PRESENT ANY COMMENTS
TOPIC AREA FUNDED BY STATUS IN EXPENDITURES AVAILABLE (Attach additional
YOUR AGENCY | YOUR STATE/ F EVALUATIONS pages, where necessary)
(PROJECT TYPE) REGION IN YOUR .
' g TATE/REGION
p—- 'U
= ol 2Rl
~— Ol =l
= ]qI] S l—
[en ] 5 ms.oJcH
O ] fed Nie R = [%2]
1 t|> Q| clO (] Q
oOl—|n|o Oln D)o > =

Crime-Specific Prosecution
Units

Paralegal Programs in the
Criminal Adjudication Process

Psychiatric Services in the
Criminal Courts

Interpreting Services in the
Courts

Court Reporting Systems

Institutional Diagnostic and
Classification Units

In-Service and Pre-Service
Training Programs for
Correctional Personnel

Legal Assistance to Inmates

............

.................

Correctional Data Systems

.......

Institutional Counseling
Programs

Police Legal Advisors

Police Education Programs

Police Community Relations
Programs

Basic Police Training Programs

Police Organized Crime Units

Police Minority Recruiting
Programs




POTENTIAL .
TOPIC AREA

(PROJECT TYPE)

Alternative Schools for ~~l .

Dicruptive Youth

Juvenile Court Intake Units =

tcucation and Training
Programs. in the Forensic
Sciences
Crime Laboratories
Citizen Yictim Service
Projects

Other:

RESPONDING AGENCY

HOW MANY
FUNDED BY
YOUR AGENCY

: 5=10
"Over 10

PRESENT
STATUS IN
YOUR STATE/
REGION
REGION

Considering
Startinc

| Underwan
Com leted

ESTIMATED
EXPENDITU

RES

FY 1975

FY 1976

ANY COMMENTS

AVAILABLE (Attach additional
EVALUATIONS | pages, where necessary)
IN YOUR

STATE/REGION

(7]

& =2




Topic Area Summary




TOPIC AREA

Region SPA ~ RPU

Project Title:

Size of Commitment:

Total $ or % of Grant Committed to this Topic:

Grantee:

Telephone:

Start Date: End Date:

Stands Alone: Coordinated With:
Part of

(Grant Above, Other Effort)

Description:

o G a0

Have evaluations been conducted:

Size: Evaluators:
$ or effort (Name)
(Address)
Report Available: Yes < No
Source: (Telephone)

Present Assessment cr Status:

Key Contacts:’

- . ot e o o e -




ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENT SHEET
FOR TOPIC AREAS

A, TOPIC AREA:
B. Description (attached).

c. Likely Number of Projects in the Field:
GMIS:
1973 Plans Set:

D. Discussion of Ways of Bounding This Topic Area (attached).

E. Evaluability: First guesses at the logical set of assunmptions
involved, measurability, likely intervening variables, measures
of success.

F. Risk Involved in Phase I:
G. Other Known Work at LEAA:
0ffice:

Work:




Attachment 1

FOR EACH PROSPECTIVE GRANTEE

Organization:

Name of Principal Investigator:

Attach Resume

Attach Example of Successful Completed Work (Att)
For LEAA:
For Others:

Availability:

Willing to Make Full-time Personal Commitment to Success
of this Project: {(If so, Why?) On LEAA Time Scale:

Additional Resources Available to Principal:

Technical Background:

Evaluation Background:

Subject Matter Background:

Personally Known To:

From References:

Response of Principal to:

Tight Schedule:

Constrained Approach:

Presentation of Details:




C—4

Rating Sheet for Concept Paper .

and Proposals




NEP CONCEPT PAPER AND PROPOSAL REVIEW

Please fill out the attachod check list in the order assembled. When
finished, move the last two pages to the frontand retucn to Dr. Richard
Barnes in Room 858. Decimal fractiomns (e.g. 1.5) can be used in giving

ratings.




135

THE PRODUCTS

Score the Proposal as 0 (omitted or misunderstood), 1 (clearly
described as a product), 2 (a creditable approach or outstanding under-
standing of the product) for each of the six products. (Multiply scor. on
No. 3 by 2.):

1. Paper outlining the issues and substance of expert opinion.

2. Flow diagrams of the actual field activities of a significant
number of projects.

= 3. Synthesis of a framework(s) for use as a general basis in

assessment and evaluation design in this topic area.

4. Assessment in terms of the framework of known information.

5. Evaluation design for filling gaps in knowledge laying out
methods, feasibility, costs.

6. Model evaluation design for single projects of this type.

TOTAL (possible score from 0 to l4--Any 0's must be corrected by
offerer if a proposal is requested).




THE UNIVERSE

The Universe should include an assessment of LEAA funded efforts and
others as appropriate. Score below as 0 (omitted or misunderstood),
1 (clearly described), 2 (a creditable or outstanding approach) on each

question:

Does the proposal indicate that the investigation must be
bounded to some ‘'universe" of projects and describe how this
will be done?

Does the proposal develop how projects will be drawn
(randomly, some appropriate stratification, etc.) from the
universe for site visiting and phone interviewing to produce
activity and assumption flow diagrams?

When the framework is well developed, it is necessary to
locate sizable numbers of similar projects from the universe
both to form the basis for further evaluation design and to
validate (or check) that the framework represents actual
field activity. [We believe structured telephone interviews
to a sample of (or the total) universe is one of the best
ways.] Is this covered?

Does the overall discussion of the "universe'" to be used seem

likely to provide a suitable basis for developing a descrip-

tion of the actual project activities in the field and validat-

ing it against significant numbers of actual projects?
(0 - No, 1 - Acceptable or Weak, 2 - Yes.)

TOTAL (0 tc 8 possible--Any 0's must be corrected by offerer if

a proposal is requested).




GENERAL CAPABILITY/CREDIBILITY

Answer (Yes = 4, Maybe = 2, or No or Don't Know = Q)

1. 1Is there one person in charge, devoting 100% time to this
effort?

2. Does the staff described seem creditable to accomplish this work?

3. Is there evidence of experience in field procedure necessary
to extract actual flow diagrams of activity from sites in the
field?

4, Is a reasonable schedule praovided?
5. Are you convinced that content expertise will be obtained?
6. Are you convinced that evaluation expertise will be obtained?

7. Do you think the offerer understands the iterative nature of
a Phase T study?

TOTAL (possible score from 0 to 28--any 0 or 2 should be redone
by offerer if a proposal is requested).




GENERAL SUMMARY

Topic Area

Concept Paper from

Score

Name of Reviewer Products | Universe | Capability| Total

Date of Review Possible 14 8 28 50

My assessment of this paper, as it now stands, is that it describes an
effort that:

Will fail to succeed Can't tell Might succeed

Has a good chance to produce ___ Should be very successful as a
a successful Phase T study. Phase I study.

My next step would be to:

Do nothing further with this paper

__ Ask for a redrafted concept paper

__ Ask for it to be redrafted as a proposal with changes below

Have it submitted as a proposal

Compared with others I hawe reviewed for this topic area it is:

Example: Order those reviewed to date here:
NEON, Inc.
This One €

Friendship Associates

General Understanding




GENERAL COMMENTS

DETAILED FIXES SUGGESTED

If you suggest further action on this one, outline deficiencies to be
fixed below (it is not mnecessary to list scores of "Q" again unless you

feel they deserve special mentiom):
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Status of Concept Paper Form




= Status of Concept Papers and Proposals Processed for Phase I Evaluations

LEAA DESK AREA

Topic 4e'ea Concept Papers (processed by UI) Proposals (processed by UI) ]
P Rtnd Rtnd Revd Telephone | Final
Rated to On Rated | On to Letter | Copy 1lst| Interview |Product
Revd by | Typed 1LEAA | Action i Filejj Revd by {PFile | LEAA | Action | Sent | Product | w/Grantee | Revd
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
Title:
Grantee:
Title:
Grantee:
Titrle:
Grantee:
Title:
Grantee:
Title:
Grantee:
Concept Papers Proposals
1. Date 7. Date
2. Initials 8. 1Initials
3. Date 9. Yes/WNo (if Yes, TFile,
4. Date if No, prepare copy & file
5. Redraft/ 10. Date
Request Proposal/ 11. State
Rejected 12. Date
6. Yes/No 13. Date
(if Yes, File) 14. Date
15. Date
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Rating Sheet for Reports




INFORMATION FOR PHASE I REVIEW
/
TOPIC AREA:

REVIEW COMMITTEE:

PROJECT MONITOR:
DIVISION DIRECTOR:

ORP DIRECTOR, DIRECTOR
SPO, OE, OTT, URBAN INSTITUTE

DOCUMENTS PRODUCED TO DATE BY THIS PROJECT:

(V)

Draft (D)
[Final (F) |Date Title Total Inclgded In
Pages | Review Set

(If a later document is a revision of an earlier one, note beneath title.)

This review meeting will consider Products 1 thru 4 and the Summary
as represented by the material checked (%’3 above. The meeting will
produce:

. Review Comments,
™ Position Section for Director's Letter of Transmittal,
) (Interim) Recommendations for Publicationm.

Try to read the summary and the product set.

The meeting will be ( )

in or { ) scheduled and announced soon.




REVIEW

URBAN INSTITUTE
TOPIC AREA: {

RATING AS PHASE I:

Not rated at this time:

Product Missing:

Product Distributed through Reports:
Physically Present:

Acceptable:

Good:

Remarkable:

USEFULNESS:

Mot rated at this time:
May be Mislieading:

Not Useful

Possibly Usefulw
Probably Useful:
Useful:

Qutstandingly Useful:

MAJOR COMMENTS:

Nov. o
Product:
1 2 3 4 5 6 Sum
Productf
1 2 3 4 5 6 Sum







The Third Telephome Call Interview Sheet (called Telephone
Interview Form used in Following Up Distribution of Traditiconal
Patrol Phase I Summary) and its Flow Diagram (called: A Flow
Diagram Layout for Examining the Telephone Survey used in
Following Up Distribution of Traditional Patrol Phase I Summary)




&~

t 1/04/77

Region: Iunterviewer:
Interview #: Date Interview Completed:

TITLE OF NEP SUMMARY: TRADITIONAL PREVENTIVE PATROL

Original Addressee: Comments
NMame:
Title:

Agency Affiliation & Address:

Telephone Number:

Other Persons Contacted through Ul Efforts in Order of Contact:

(1) Name: @

Title:

Agency Affiliation:

Telephone Number:

(2) Name:

Title:

Agency Affiliation:

Telephone Number:

[LAST ENTRY MADE SHOULD BE NAME OF PERSON INTERVIEWED. IF MORE THAN 3 PERSONS
CONTACTED NOTE THIS AND ENTER NAMES, ETC. OF ADDITIONAL PEOPLE ON BACK OF THIS

PAGE. ]

RESULT OF CONTACT:

Unable to locate addressee
Refused to be interviewed
_ Not able to locate copy
Recipient identified but did not read document
Recipient identified and read all, most or some of document




Hello, may I please speak to .
I’m [GIVE NAME] and I‘°m with The Urban Institute in Washington, D.C. We
are collecting information to help LEAA better assess the usefulness of the
information contained in the summary of the National Evaluation Program
Phase I study entitled Traditional Preventive Patrol.

Would you mind answering a few questions to help us with our research}
What you say will be held in strict confidence and will not be associated
with your name or the name of your department or organizatiom.

1. As of now, would you say you have read all, most, some, or none of this
summary on Traditional Preventive Patrol?

—_—

All
Most {GO TO Q. 2]
Some
Mone

-

a. [(IF "Yone,"] Why?

B ]
e

(I¥ "Hcne," ASK Q.2 AND TERMINATE INTERVIEW. INTERVIEW ANYONE PICKED UP
IN Q.2 ON A NEW FORM AND ATTACH THAT INTERVIEW TO THIS ONE.]

2. Have you shown this summary to anyone else?

No [GO TO Q.3]
Yes

a. To whom? [OBTAIN NAMES AND POSITIONS/ROLE DESCRIPTIONS]

Name Position/Telephone Number




3. I'm going to read a list of NEP Phase I summaries. Please tell me
which of the following you have read:

NEP Phase I Summaries Read |[Not Read

Operation Identification Projects
Specialized Police Patrol Operations
Pre-~Trial Screening

Early Warning Robbery Reduction Projects
Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC)
Citizen Crime Reporting Projects
‘Neighborhood Team Policing

Pre~Trial Release

Delinquency Prevention

iplternatives to Incarceration of Juveniles
lJuvenile Diversion

———r——

e e p— f— — b —

r——-L-—-'——-r——'-—F—i-———-——--—-—-——

(IF RESPONDENT HAS NOT READ ANY, GO TO Q.4]

a. [IF RESPONDENT HAS READ ONE OR MORE, ASK THE FOLLOWING:]
In general, how does this summary on traditional preventive patrol
compare with the other summary(ies) which you have read?

(2) In general, would you say that the
other NEP summaries you’ve read
are excellent, good, fair or poor?

(1) Would you say that this summary
is better, about the same, or
worse than other NEP summaries
you’ve read?

Don’ t Know

|

|

l

|

I l l

| Better 5 Excellent }

| :

l | |

| About the Same | Good |

l l I

l | l

| Worse | Fair l

| l |

i | l

| Don’t Know | Poor |

I l l
|
|
|

I
I
M
L
I
H
H
I
L
[
I
[
I
I
'l
N
I
H
H




Are you involved with traditional preventive patrol activities,
or do you have a strong interest in this topic area, or any use
for the information contained in this summary?

a. Involved with traditiomal preventive patrol (How? )-7
¥ ) [
b. Interest in topic area (GO TO
: Q. 5]
Ce Use for the information in the summary (What? D)

)/'

d. None of the above. [TERMINATE INTERVIEW]

In general, how useful to you is this summary of what is known about
traditional preventive patrol? Would you say that it is:

Highly Useful
Most of .t i1s Useful
Only Scme of it is Useful
Not Useful
Don’t Know/Can’t Say (GO TO Q.6]

a. Vhy do you feel this way? [PROBE FULLY]

Mow I°d like you to tell me your top 3 needs for information in this
topic area in order of priority. Then I°d like you to tell me

whether you see this summary as highly useful, of some use or not useful
in addressing each of these needs.

| Usefulness of Summary in Addressing
I Need for Information

Needs for Information |Highly|Of Some| N¥ot |Don’t] Not
|Useful| Use |Useful| Know|Applicable
I I I I

k)

2,

3.

I
|
I
|
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
|
I
I
|
I
I

|
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

|
I
I
|
I
|
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I




7.

10.

Does this summary contain informatiom which is new to you or others
on your staff?

No [GO TO Q.8]
Yes

a. What informatiom?

Do you have or do you anticipate any problems with the material or
information contained in the summary?

Mo [GO TO Q.3]
Yes

a. Which problems have you had or do you anticipate?

Does the summary omit information that you believe should have been
included? :

~No [GO TO Q.10]

Yes

a. What information?

In your current job do you feel you need additional information (i.e.,
in addition to what is in this summary) on traditional preventive
patrol activities?

No (GO TO. Q.11]

Yes

a. What kinds of information do you need in addition to this summary?




11.

12,

Are you planning tc order a copy of the full report?

Yes
No
Don’t Know

Have you or others in your organization done anything or do you plam
to do anything differently based on the information in this summary?

No

Don’t Know {GO TO Q.13]

Reference Use Only %
Yes, Have Done Something [GO TO 0.l2a.]

Yes, Plan To Do Something (GO TO Q.12b.]

il

a. What have you done? ) GO TO
§ Q.12¢c.
b, What do you plan to do? ' ) GO TO
3 Q.12c.

C. Was (were) this change (these changes) underway before you received
the summary, or is it fair to say the material in the summary
caused or helped cause the change(s)?

Changes already underway or planned
Changes not already underway or planned




13.

Now I am going to read a list of activities in which this summary might
be useful in helping you. Please tell me whether you see the summary
as being highly useful, of some use, or not useful in attempting each.
However, if any of the following do not apply to you, please indicate
this to me.

Highly Of Not Not
Activity Useful Some Use Useful Applicable

Don’t
Know

[READ
AND

CHECK
APPRO~ d. Assessing or developing |
PRIATE methods for assessing J

BOX |

a. Developing or funding | | | | I | | |
new patrol activities l [ [ l l l

b. Modifying or making funding | | |
decisions about existing |
patrol activities

c¢. Administering on-going |
patrol activities |

patrol activities

e. Providing unew or important |
information to your staff | | |

f. Justifying your position l
on traditional patrol |
activities

g. In public relatiomns |
activities |

T
| |
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Have any traditional preventive patrol activities in your area been
evaluated?

Mo [GO TO Q.13]

Dou“t Know (GO TO Q.15]

Qs

Yes
Are you familiar with the evaluation results?

No [GO TO Q.15]

;s

Yes
b. Are those findings generally in line with or do they differ from the
findings presented in this summary?
In Line (GO TO 0.15]
Differ
c. [IF "Differ"] How do they differ?
d.

Are copies of the results available?

No [IF "No"] Why not?

Yes [IF "Yes"] To whom would a request for a copy be made?

(N.B. WE ARE NOT REQUESTING COPLES NOW BUT SOMEONE MAY AT A LATER TIME.]

15.

Have you received other material on traditional patrol activities?

Yes

No [GO TO Q.16]




a. How does this summary ccmpare with other types of material on
traditional patrol activities you have received?

Would you say that this summary
is better, about the same, or
worse than other material omn
traditional patrol activities

(2) In general, would you say that thei
. other material on traditiomnal
patrol activities which you have
received is excellent, good, fair

| ]
[
|
vou have resceived? I or poor?
l [ |
Better | | Excellent |
l [ l
l [ |
About the Same | I Good l
' l [ l
| [ | |
Worse l | ] Fair |
l [ » l
| [ |
Don‘t Know | Il Poor I
l H l
[ |
| Don’t Know |
] |

Would you recommend the further distribution of this summary?

No [IF "No"] Why not?

[UOREIE R

Yes [IF "Yes''] To whom?




17. Would you like to have more copies of thi. summary?

[TELL RESPONDENT WE ARE NOT GOING TO SEND MORE COPIES. WE ARE MERELY
ASKING TO SEE IF MORE COPIES SHOULD BE DISTRIBUTED IN THE FUTURE]

No [END IMTERVIEW]
Yes

a. Why?

b. How many copies would you like to have?

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COQPERATION!

ADDITTIONAL COMMENTS AND OBRSERVATIONS BY INTERVIEWER:




Unable ta Locata %
. Addressee '
rm—————— SBLE Refused to be —L-A . i ;

) REQUESTS MADE | Interviewed

SELEGTED
] 'GH_SNT
L IRRRNT L yetso ¥t sble to 21

‘/Z‘H Locata Copy

None Hlave you shown sum=
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Blanks of the Phase II Rating Sheets




Al List of the 17 FY 75 Phase T Studies Showing the Ones
to be Included in the Review Cvele

TOPIC AREA

POLICE
1, Nelghborhood
Tean Policing

2, Spaocialized -
Patrol

3. Traditional
Preveative Patrol

4, Crime
Analysis

COURTS
5, Pre~Trial
Screening

6., Pre~Trial
Release

JUVENILE
7. Youth Service
Bureaus

8. Delinquency
Prevention

9. Diversion from Juvenile
Justice Systems

i

10. Alternatives to
Incarceration

11l. Alternatives to
Custodial Datentieon

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVEUTION

12. Project Identification

13. Citizen
Patrol

14, Citizen Crime
Reporting

15, Physical Security
Surveys

ADVANCED TECHNCLOGY
16. Early Warning
Robbhory Reduction

SPECIAL PROGRAMS
17. Treatment Alternatives
to Streat Crimes (TASE)

% Not yet included in this review cycle.
v Included in this review cycle.




B. Tentative Rankings on the Relative Importance Criteria

he following tables show tentative rankings on relative
importance criteria.




TABLE B-1

HOW LARCE IS THE SIZE OF THE EFFORT IN THE
TOPIC AREA COMPARED TO THE CJS IN WHICH IT EXISTS

4
'

TOPIC AREA

Tiny
]- Small
—Sizable

POLICE
1. Neighborhood
Team Policing

2. Specialized -
Patrol

3. Traditional
Preventive Patrol

4. Crime
Analysis

COURTS
5. Pre-Trial
Screening

6. Pre-Trial
Release

JUVENILE
7. Youth Service
Bureaus

8. Delinquency
Prevention

9. Diversion from Juvenile
Justice Systenms

10. Alternatives to
Incarceration

11. Alternatives to
Custodial Detention

COMMUNITY CRIML PREVENTION
12. Project Identification

13. Citizen
Patrol

14. Citizen Crime
Reporting

15. Physical Security
Surveys

ADVANCED TZCHNULCCY
16, Early Warning
Robborv Reductinn

SPECIAL PRCCIAM3
17. Treatment Alternatives
to Street Crimes (TASC)

Very Large




TABLE B-2

IS TOPIC AREA' TYPR ACTIVITY GERERALLY |
PRESENT THROUGHOUT CJS'S IN THE UNITED STATES?

TOPIC AREA

In Most CJS

In all CJS

In Few CJS
4 In Many CJS

POLICE
1. Neighborhood
Team Policing

2, Speclalized -
Patrol

3. Traditional
Preventive Patrol

4, Crime
Analysis

COURTS
5. Pre~Trial
Screening

6. Pre-Trial
Release

JUVENILE
7. Youth Service
Bureaus

8. Delinquency
Prevention

9. Diversion from Juvenile
Justice Systems

10, Alternatives to
Incarceration

11. Altermatives to
Custodial Detention

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVEWTION
12, Project Identification

13. Citizen
Patrol

14, Citizen Crime
Reporting

15. Physical Security
Surveys

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY
16. Early Warning
Robbory Radiction

SPECIAL PROCRAMS ' -
17. Treatment Alternativas
to Street Crimas (TASC)




TABLE B-3

HOW MUCH DOES THE TOPIC AREA .
ACTIVITY AFFECT MAJOR FLOWS THROUGH THE CJS?
0
+ 0]
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POLICE .
1. Neighborhood :
Team Policing

2, Specialized -
Patrol

3. Traditional
Preventive Patrol

4. Crime
Analysis

COURTS
5. Pre-Trial
Screening

6. Pre~-Trial
Release

JUVENILE
7. Youth Service
Bureaus

8. Delinquency
Prevention

9. Diversion from Juvenile
Justice Systems -

10. Alternatives to
Incarceration

11. Alternatives to
Custodial Detention

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION
12. Project Identification

13. Citizen
Patrol

14, Citizen Crime
Reporting

15, Physical Security
Surveys

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY
16. Early Warning
Robbery Redinetion

SPECIAL PRCURAMS
17. Treatment Alcernatives
to _Streac Crimes (TASC)




TABLE B-4

HOW LIKCLY IS CHANGE
DUE TO FINDINGS OF A PHASE II?.

By
H -
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= e
> ] o AR
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4 Q0 ~
- 2 28 %
TOPIC AREA = E o g &
) wn MO an
i 1
POLICE 4 o .

1. Neighborhood
Tean Policivg

2, Specialized -
Patrol

3. Traditional
Preventive Patrol

4. Crime
Analysis

COURTS
5. Pre~Trial
Screening

6. Pre-Trial
Release

JUVENILE
7. Youth Service
Bureaus

8. Delinquency
Prevention

9., Diversion from Juvenile
Justice Systems

10. Alternatives to
Incarceration

11. Alternatives to
Custodial Detention

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION
12, Project Identification

13, Citizen
Patrol

14. Citizen Crime
Reporting

15, Physical Security
Surveys

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY
16. Farly Warning
Robbery Reduction

SPECIAL PROGRAMS
17. Treatment Alternatives
to Stroct Crimes (TASG)




C. Tentative Rankings of Relative Clarity of Definition of the
Topic Areas ) .
The following tables present tentative rankings of the 11
Phase I studies on these four criteria.




Measurement
Framework

TABLE C-1
IS THERE A GOOD TRAMEWORK FOR «
MEASUREMENT DEVELOPED (OR IMPLICIT IN THE REPORT)?

o
Hoow 3
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TOPIC AREA Hoou T [aPH -ﬁ
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POLICE , ' o '

1. Neighborhood ‘
Team Policing
2. Specilalized -

Patrol

3. Traditional
Preventive Patrol

4, Crime
Analysis

COURTS
5. Pre-Trial
Screening

6. Pre-Trial
Relcase .

JUVENILE
7. Youth Service
Bureaus

8. Delinquency
Prevention

9., Diversion from Juvenile
Justice Systems

10. Alternatives to
Incarceration

311l. Alternatives to
Custodial Detention

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION
12. Project Identification

13. Citizen
Patrol

l4. Citizen Crime
Reporting

15. Physilcal Security
Surveys

ADVANCED TECHIOLOGY
16, Barly Warning
Robbery Raduntion

SPECIAL FROURAMS
17. Treatment Alternatives
to Stroat Crimes (TASC)




TABLE C-2

HOW WRLL DO THE “RIGUT' ISSUES
SEEM TO BE BROUCHT FORWARD?

4
e
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o~ o
0 [N 0
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o J O Y4 ol o Y]
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POLICE ' i

1. Nelghbecrhood
Team Policing

2. Specialized -
Patrol

3. Traditional
Preventive Patrol

4. Crime
Analysis

COURTS
5. Pre-Trial
Screening

6. Pre-Trial
Release

JUVENILL
7+ Youth Service
Bureaus

8. Delinquency
Prevention

9. Diversion from Juvenile
Justice Systems

10. Alternatives to
Incarceration

11. Alternatives to
Custodial Detention

COMMUNITY CRIME.PREVENTION
12, Project Identification

13. Citizen
Patrol

14. Citizen Crime
Reporting

15. Physical Security
Surveys

ADVANCED TECHNOLCGY
16. Early Warning
Rabharv Raduction

SPLECIAL PROCGRAMS
17. Treatment Alternatives
‘to Street Crimes (TASC)




TABLE C-3

TO WHAT DEGREE HAVE ISSUES TESTABLE
IN THE FIELD BEEN DEFINED IN THE PRESENY STUDY?
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4 Yoy 3
TOPIC AREA | Y o
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POLICE
1. Neighborhood
Team Policing

A 2, Specilalized -
Patrol

3. Traditional
Preventive Patrol

4, Crinme
Analysis

COURYS
5. Pre~Trial
Screening

6. Pre~Trial
Release

JUVENILE
7. Youth Service
Burcaus

8. Delinquency
Prevention

9. Diversion from Juvenile
Justice Systems

10. Alternatives to
Incarceration

11. Alternatives to
Custodial Detention

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION
12. Project Identification

13. Citizen
Patrol

14. Citizen Crime
Reporting

15. Physical Security
Surveys

ADVANCED TECHNOLCGY
16. Farly Varning
Robbory Reduction

SPECTIAL PROCRAMS
17. Treatment Alternatives
to Street Crimns {TASC)

Very
ﬁestable




TABLE (-4

HOW WELL HAS SUPPORTING FIELD INFORMATION L
ABOUT WHAT ACTUALLY TAKES PLACE IN THE FIELD BEEN DEVELOPED
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PoLICE . \
1. Neighborhood . :
Team Policing

2, Specialized -
Patrol

3. Traditional
Preventive Patrol

4. Crime
Analysis

CQURTS
5. Pre~Trial
Screening

6. Pre-Trial
Release

JUVENILE
7. Youth Service
Bureaus

8. Delinquency
Prevention

9. Diversion from Juvenile
Justice Systems -

10. Alternatives to
: Incarceration

11. Alternatives to
Custodial Detention

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION
12. Project Identification

>

13. Citizen
Patrol

14. Citizen Crime
Reporting

15. Physical Security
Surveys

ADVANCED TECHWOLOGY
16. Early Warning
Robbery Reduction
SPECIAL PRCURMAMS
17. Treatment Alternatives
to Street Crimes (TASG)

1. Not all Product 2's have been reviewed so these might change.
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Preliminary Assessments of Issue Papers Forms




PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENTS OF THE DRAFT ISSUE PAPERS FROM NEP

TOPIC AREA

CONTENT

READA-
BILITY

USEFUL-
NESS

BOUNDS
PROBLEM

THEOR.
LIT,

OPERA.
LIT,

CONTENT &
READABILITY TOTAL

COMMENTS

POLICE
1. Neighborhood
Team Policing

2, Specialized
Patrol

3. Traditional
Preventive Patrol

4. Crime
Analysis

COURTS
5. Pre-trial
Screening

6. Pre-trial
Release

JUVENILE
7. Youth Service
Bureaus

. Delinquency
Prevention

9. Diversion from Juv.
Justice System

10. Alternatives to

Incarceration

11. Alternatives to
Custodial Detention

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION
12, Project
Identification

13, Citizen
Patrol

14, Citizen Crime
Reporting

15. Physical Security
Surveys

ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY
16. Early Warning
Robbery Reduction

SPECIAL PROGRAMS
17. Treatment Alternatives
to Street Crimes (TASC)

C-10

Paired Comparions Summary Sheet




Evaluation

White's Most Like
TOPIC AREA Basis For and Desired
a Phase II|Research | Assessment Phase I
POLICE GB 1 CT1 BB

1. Neighborhood
Team Policing

2. Specialized
Patrol

3. Traditional
Preventive Patrol

4, Crime
Analysis

COURTS
.5, Pre-Trial
Screening

6. Pre~Trial
Release

JUVENILE
7. Youth Service
' Bureaus

8. Delinquency
Prevention

9, Diversion from Juvenile
Justice Systems

10. Alternatives to
Incarceration

COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION
12. Project Identification

13. Citizen
Patrol

14, Citizen Crime
Reporting

15. Physical Security
Surveys

ADVANCED TECHMOLOGY
16. Early Warning
Robbery Reduction

SPECIAL PROGRAMS
17. Treatment Alternatives
to Street Crimes (TASC)

CT - Can't Tell
GB -~ Good Bets
BB - Bad Bets




First Follow-up Interview Form with LEAA




NEP FOLLOW-UP INTERVIEW FORM

Division:

Persons Interviewed:

Interviewers:

Dateé:

Who from your division Are they
has been involved with NEP? still on it?
TOPIC AREAS:

Underway now:

Heading toward approval:

Active:

Abeyance:

How
much time
for each?

Will
they monitor
~-the grant?

‘-




A,

CONTENT QUESTIONS:

1.

Topic area selection:

How can you determine how much money LEAA has invested in a topic
area?

How can you determine the types of information that federal and non-
federal users need about a topic area?

Federal:

Non-Federal:

How can (or cam) NILECJ bound the topic areas to descriptions of what
activity is encompassed and included (separating the mix of rhetorical,
impact, and activity descriptions)?

How can you (or do you) assess the potential impact of a topic area
on crime and the criminal justice area?




1. (Continued)

Where did your presently selected topic areas come from?

Is there a way for different parts of NILE and LEAA to determine he
relation to, and boundaries of, a topic area relative to other topic
areas?

2. Was the work description adequate for your use?

What needs improvement?

The question of the "universe" to be sampled and examined still seems
to be a problem. Was it for your topic areas?

Suggestions for improvement?

How communicated to grantees?




Are you happy with the quality of the grantees obtained?

How many did your division contact?

How?
Do you need more to choose from?
Are there any factors that would have allowed you to locate and use

better grantees?

Do you think that the idea of having a grantee combine content and
methodological expertise will work on your topic areas?

What are the tradeoffs?

Which type should be in charge of a Phase I?




Phase I grant work:

Do you think that the grants are the proper size?

Do you feel that there is enough known about the actual activities
that take place in the CJS at the start of a topic area investigation?

How could this be improved?

Were you able to spend enough time on content direction and manning
questions with the grantee at the time immediately before the grant
was signed?

Why or why not?

Would you like to interact on the content of the study while a Phase I
is underway?

How much time wouldit take in man-months per study?

If answer is yes, will you be able to?




5

Success Measures:

Do you feel that the Phase I studies that you are buying will have

useful information?

What criteria would you use?

What results would make the results of a Phase I completely successful

in your eyes?

In

In

In

In

the

the

the

the

eyes

eyes

eyes

eyes

of your peers?

of ORP Director?

of the NILECJ Director?

of the Administrator and Deputy Administrator?




5. (Continued)

Order your topic areas in your believed likelihood of success at this
time (best first):

y,

6. How do you expect to use the direct results?

Decide on a Phase II evaluation?

Draw research implications from?

Distribute assessment or other findings?

Will you follow-up any users to see if they like it?

Will you have any reviews made?




7. Any other content issues or facets that you like particularly in
the NEP?

Dislike particularly?




Topic Area-by-Topic Area:

Any particular comments on:

e T




10

Finding Topic Areas e |
Finding Grantees 7Concept Papers—Proposals—>Approvals—Monitoring

B. PROCESS QUESTIONS:

1. In Finding Topic Areas, what additional information or assistance do
you need from LEAA? :

From outside LEAA?

2. In Finding Grantees, what additional assistance do you need or what
other processes would you like to use (inside LEAA)?

Outside LEAA?




3.

In obtaining and rating concept papers, what additional assistance or
procedures do you need (inside LEAA)?

Outside LEAA?

Did you find the U.I. rating sheets useful for rating?
After they were filled out?

Once proposals are submitted, what problems did you encounter in:

Assessing them?

Getting budgets approved?




3. (Continued)

Negotiating changes with proposees?

Getting internal approval?

Was there time to concentrate on locking up the grantees "best effort”
during the awards process (example)?

5. What suggestions for improving the process (as a process):

Topic areas?
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5. {Continued)

Grantees?

Concept papers and assessment?

Proposals?

Approvals?

6. How will you monitor each Phase I?




6.

14

(Continued)

Who will monitor?

How much time can be made available?

At what level of detail will NILECJ be able to interact with the
grantees?

How will you handle assessing the products?

Phase II or not?

Research implications?

Assessment information?




Any other process problems?

15




c.

ANONYMOUS COMMENTS:

16




Interview Form for Grantees




INTERVIEW FORM FOR GRANTEES

Interviewer

Date of Interview

Time of Interview-—Start:

Topic Area Stop:
TLength;

Grantee/Address

Principal Investigator

Phone Number

First Answer--Organization:

Person

Hello, I'm (give name) of The Urban Institute in Washington, D.C. The Urban
Institute is working with the National Institute of LEAA in developing the
National Evaluation Program.

(Name of topic area) is one of the topic areas under investigation and you have
a grant to perform that Phase I study.

I would like to talk to someone who is currently working in that area. Could I
speak to the Project Director » Or to someone who is
knowledgeable about the overall project?

(Check name of person referred to and secure telephone extension of that person.
After contact is made, ask to either conduct or schedule the interview.

Estimate time for interview 30-45 minutes. If callback is necessary, secure
day and time for callback).

(Information for callback)

Person/Title - Date/Time

(After contact is made with the person involved in the NEP, introduce yourself
and explain your position)

(Example) I'm {(give name) of The Urban Institute and would like to spend some
time with you to secure answers to questions which will help in modifying the
NEP process so that it will work more smoothly in coming years.

We will cover some general questlons about your grant, your pre-grant activity,
the instructions and guidance that you have received, and any problems you have
had or important discoverles that you have made in the process of implementing
the study. We will also accept at the end of this interview any comments that
you feel would help in revising the approach for future use, but which you would
not like to have linked with your survey response.




GENERAL

1.

Who from your office has been involved in the Phase I study of

(Fill in names, titles and phone numbers from proposal)

(Proposal)
a.

. (Interview) Tes

b.

c.

d.

Are they still working on this project?
For each "No'", when did they stop and why?

(Probe for reascns)

Letter Time

Reason

What portion of time has each member of your team been involved on your project?

Name  80-100% 60~80%

(indi-

cate

by e
letter)

Has the amount of your

grant and the length of time changed?
Yes

Nc

40-607%

What is the amount of your grant?

(If yes) What are the reasons for the adjusted amount?

Less than 40%

From Grant

¢, What was the start date?

d. What is the duration of your preject?

When were you and your colleagues first able to start working on the project?




I have a few questions to ask you about the activities which occurred
before you started to work on your Phase I project, specifically, the
preparation of your concept paper and your proposal.

PRE-GRANT ACTIVITY

6. How did you learn about the National Evaluation Program, i.e., how did
you come to submit a concept paper?

7. Who were your contacts from LEAA during the pre-grant planning activities?

8. How helpful were those contacts?
____ very helpful
generally helpful
____ somewhat helpful
not at all helpful

9. 1In what way?

10. Does your project have an advisory group? __ Yes No

(If ves)
10a. How was the advisory group selected?

10b. What is your advisory group designed to do?

10c. 1Is your advisory group a working level group, high level review,
| or how would you characterize it?

10d. How useful has ‘the Advisory Group been to you?
very useful

generally useful

somewhat useful

not at all useful

10e. In what way?




11. What guidance was given you in preparation of your concept paper?
From whom?

12, How adequate was that guidance?
very adequate
somewhat adequate
not adequate at all

13, In what way?

14, Knowing what you know now, what guidance or help would have been better?

Proposal

15, What assistance was gilven you after your concept paper was reviewed
in preparation for your proposal?

From whom?




16, How adequate was that assistance?
very adequate
somewhat adequate

not adequate at all

17. In what way?

18, Knowing what you know now, what guidance or help would have been hetter?

19, After your proposal was submitted to LEAA, how much time elapsed before
you were notified that your office was awarded the grant?

Our next group of questilons are related to the instructions you have receilved

to use in carrying out the work, Some of them were used in proposal
preparation as well,

INSTRUCTIONS

20, Did you receive the following ‘instructional materials before you proceeded
to work on Phase I of your activity?
Do you have
them now?
Yes No Yes No

Memo or material related to the universe (Aug. 1, 1974)

Work Description (Nowv. 1974)

Memo relating to Format of Phase I Products (Feb. 27, 1975)

Memo relating to the Reporting Results of a Phase I
Produce (June 2, 1975--replaces Fab Memo)

Any specilal briefings, meetings, etc.
(LIST ADDITIONAL INSTRUCTIONS)




215

22.

23,

Could you understand how to handle the
Yes No (if no) What needs impro-e-

ment/clarificat on?
Universe question?

Work Description?

February 27th Format Memo?

June 2nd Format Memo?

Have you asked for clarification/interpretation of parts which were
unclear? Yes No

(If o)

22a. Why?

(If Yes)

22b. Have you been able to get quick clarification of parts that are
difficult to understand? Yes No
From whom?

(If any are given in Quegtion 20) What were the issues raised inm special
meetings or briefings?




Now that you have started to work on your Phase I, the following
questions relate to the implementation phase of your project.

IMPLEMENTATION

24, Did you encounter any problems ir finding

25.

26.

Background information

Past research

Historical development

Views of experts

How did you review the literature?
Reviewed abstracts

Scarmed
Studied

Other (specify)

_No

Yes

{(if yes, get comments

How did you locate experts in your topic area?




27.

28.

Did you encounter any problems in getting past findings in

Past evaluation studies

Project descriptions or reviews

Discussions with or by operators,
auditors, or evaluators of past
projects

Quantitative data from past projects

GENERAL COMMENTS:

When you drew up your bibliographic list,

No

included which was not used in preparation of

Does the bibliography include. . Yes
Material cited ‘ ‘
Material paraphraséd

Material reviewed, but not used

Material not reviewed

No

Yes

(if yeé, get

comments)

was reference material

the issues paper?

Yes No




Univeyfse of Projects

29:

What information sources did
you use to find projects that

fit in your topic area?

a.

Inside LEAA:
NILECJ

30.

How

useful was that

information?

n

very useful
somewhat useful
not useful at all

31.

In what way?

National

] ]

very useful
somevhat useful
not useful at all

Regional

1]

very useful
somewhat useful
not useful at all

Other:

1]

| ]

very useful
somewhat useful
not useful at all

very useful
somewhat useful
not useful at all

Outside LEAA:

SPA

n

very useful
somewhat useful
not useful at all

Other:

n

n

very useful
somewhat useful
not useful at all

very useful
somewhat useful
not useful at all




32.

33.

34'

Did you locate operators, auditors or evaluators of past projects?
Yes No

32a. How did you accomplish this?

How were site visits selected? (LIST MEASURES APPLIED)

There are two main sources of actual data that are applicable to the
measures that you are interested in, old reports and those existing
in the field at particular projects. Did you discover useful data

in old reports

in the field

34a. Were you able to assess how accurate these data were?

Reports

Yes

No

Field

Yes

No

How? (GENERAL COMMENTS)
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~35. There are two kinds of problems in conducting the work: (a) deciding what
is to be included in specific products and (b) implementing those decisions
by carrying out the work.

(a) Could you tell me first any initdial (b) Now what are the more important
problems that you had in bounding problems that you are running
and deciding what should be in each into in carrying out the work on
work products? your work products?

Product 1 (Issue PFaper)

Product 2 (Fleld Work)

Product 3 (Synthesis)

Product 4 (Assessment)

Product 5 (Design of Phase II)

Product 6 (Single Project Evaluation)




11

As you considered the report on your project, did you have any problems in

36.
interpreting the memo, '"Format of Phase I Products' dated February 27?
No
Yes (if yes) What was unclear? ;
37. That memo was then replaced by one relating to reporting the results of
Do you have any problems

your Phase I Study, dated June 2, 1975,
interpreting it?

No

Yes (if yes) What are the problems?

Summary:

Specific deliverable products (1, 2, 3, 4, 5 or 6):




38, Which type of monitoring by LEAA is this grant under?
tightly coordinated monitoxing
periodic monitoring

very light monitoring

39, Who i1s your principal monitor?

40. Has this been continuous throughout the grant? Yes No

(If not) Who else monitored?

(name) (period)

(SAY AFTER QUESTION 41--last page--)

THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION. IF YOU HAVE ANY ADDITIONAL PROBLEMS, JCE NAY,
WILL BE HAPPY TO CALL YOU ABOUT THEM. WOULD YOU LIKE HIM TO CALL T0U?

Yes No

(If yes) I WILL HAVE JOE CALL YOU WITHIN THE NEXT FEW DAYS. THANK YOU AGAIN.




41.

13

We are interested in any additional comments you may have about

areas which have not been covered in this interview. This statement
from you will be detached from this interview and will be regarded con-
fidential. Do you have any comments which will assist us during the
next year when additional areas for investigation willl be selected by
LEAA for assessment by the National Evaluation Program?
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Final Follow-up Interview Form
(Administrator to Monitors: 1977)




Final Follow-up Interview Form -~ 1977

Date:

Interviewees:

Interviewers:

We are here to talk about the uses and usefulness of the "“tional
Evaluation Program. In your area, ...

1

1. Could you please tell us of:

Any specific uses that you have been able to make of the NMational
Evaluation Program:

Any uses that you know of:




2.

How we”d like to discuss the value and/or problems of the NEP from
several different perspectives,

ae

Could you comment on the value (or problems) that the NEP was to
those above you in the agency?

The value (or problems) for you perceived by your peers?

The value (or problems) for you directly?

The value (or problems) to others?




Could you give us any actions that you took as a result of or based
upon the NEP? First those springing from

a. the work efforts themselves?

b. and then from Specific Products?

Now we’d like to consider demands upon you for work or information due
to the NEP. Could you comment upon the

a. amount of your time taken:

b. amount of work required:

c. affect on other important things:




Specifically, the National Evaluation Program was part of an effort
to help meet these goals:

a. To provide a timely, objective anc reliable assessment to Congress
and the public of the effectiveness of LEAA’s programs.

b. To extend our present knowledge and technical capability in all
aspects of criminal justice.

c. To test criminal justice standards and goals and, through critical
research, reiine and evaluate them.

d. To provide criminal justice administrators with relevant information
information which they can use to administer their programs
more effectively. .

129

Could you comment on its effectiveness in meeting each of t'iese goals:

ae




Do you have any recommendations for future NEP changes in the following
areas:

a. Appropriateness of phased purchase approach to buying
informatdion:

b. Topic area selections so far:

c. Approach for tepic area selection:

d. Appropriateness of funding mechanism:

e. Getting full usage out of the resulting Phase I reports:

Other:

h
.




7.

Did you review NEP Projects?

Which ones?

Yes

No
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ABSTRACT

As part of the National Evaluation Program case study and assistan .e
work, a continuing assessment of Phase I products was made by The Urban
Institute. In addition, a series of joint assessments were made by an
LEAA Special Programs Division/Urban Institute team. Each time that the
Phase II review committee met, these assessments were drawn upon to produce
summary indications of the appropriateness of various topic areas for
Phase II work at their stage of development at that time. The set of
working material used in the November/December 1976 review has been largely
reproduced in this paper seo that the reader can see what considerations were
used. The final determinations of the Phase II review committee and the
Director of the National Institute following the two major reviews in 1976
are reproduced in the case study report in Annex E as E-2 and E-3.

General results are presented first in this paper. These are followed
by development oi various relative ratings of the Phase I topic areas and
their Phase I reports in increasing levels of detail. An explanation of the
factors used is given at each stage. As with the material provided to the
March meeting, the worksheets were included so that members of the committee
could re—examine any specific assessments.

In some cases assessments were preliminary or were based on prelim-
inary material that could have changed over the next few months. Each of
these cases was examined for this review, however, so that future changes
would not be expected to sharply alter the selection of topic areas for

Phase II efforts, as made by the LEAA review committee in November/December
of 1976.

Staff work and review of each individual Phase I study is accomplished
by the responsible monitor and by the Special Programs Division and includes
a formal meeting by an individual Phase I study review committee. For this
reason much staff work had been accomplished by the time that the Phase II
review committee met to deliberate. Membership on the Phase II review
committee is then by senior officials. These meetings are designed to
include:

Deputy Director, National Institute;

Director, Office of Evaluation;

Director, Office of Technology Transfer;

Director, Office of Research Programs:

Director, Special Programs Office;

Supporting staff and other senior officials concerned.
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INTRODUCTION

The first round of meetings of the NEP Phase 1L Topic Ares Selection
Committee was held in March of 1976. At that time, a set of selection cri-
teria (described below) was generated and adopted by the committee for
screening the Phase I results and selecting candidates for Phase II evalu-
ations. Eleven completed Phase I topic areas were screened at that time.
The four following topic areas have since become the subject of on-going

evaluation efforts:

TOPIC AREA TYPE OF EFFORT

Neighborhood Team Policing [An OTT Replication/OE Evaluation

Pretrial Release An NEP Phase IIL Evaluation
Diversion (Juvenile) An 0JJDP Evaluation
TASC An NEP Phase II Evaluation

Since the committee last met, all 17 Fiscal Year 1975 series Phase 1
studies have been completed and 2 Fiscal Year 1976 series Phase I studies
have been received. For the convenience of the committee, these 19 Phase I’s
have been pooled together and re-rated relative to one another. These ratings
include Urban Institute ratings of the reports, Special Programs Divison/
Urban Institute joint ratings of the topic areas, and inputs from the NILECJ
review committee meeting for each study. Exhibit T displays the topic areas

considered in this assessment.
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List of the FY 75/FY 76 Phase I Studies
Included in this Review Cycle

. ‘Evaluation
TOPIC AREA Inc.:ludEd .ln Work Now
This Review | ynderway
POLICE

1. Neighborhocod

Team Policing

4

2. Specialized

Patrol

3. Traditional

Preventive Patrol

4. Crime

Analysis

COURTS
5. Pre-~Trial

Screening

6. Pre-Trial

Release

JUVENILE

7.

Youth Service .
Bureaus

8.

Delinquency
Prevention

9.

Diversion from -Juvenile
Justice Systems

10.

Alternatives to
Incarceration

11.

Alternatives to
Custodial Deteuntion

COMMUNITY CRIME.PREVENTION

12.

Project Identification

13.

Citizen
Patxol

16.

Citizen Crime
Reporting

15.

Physical Security
Surveys

ADVANCED TECHNOLQGY

16.

Early Warning
Robbery Reduction

SPECIAL PROGRAMS

iv.

Treatment Alternatives
to Street Crimes (TASC)

is.

Court Information
Systems

19.

Halfway Houses

\‘\\:\\\‘\\"\}"‘\‘\\\f\'\\\\-\

Exhibit 1




1I.

SUMMARY

The criteria adopted previously by the Phase II Review Committee in
working sessions and explained briefly below in this paper were used to
re-rank the 19 completed Phase I studies relative to each other. The topic
areas which are considered the most attractive for Phase 1Ll evaluations
(listed roughly in order oﬁ their rankings) are:

Halfway Houses,

Crime Analysis,

Early Warning Robbery Reduction,

Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC),

Court Information Systems (as Court Caseflow Management),
Physical Security Studies,

Diversion from Juvenile Justice Systems,

Alternatives to Custodial Detention (Juvenile), and
Pretrial Release.

Two of these, Pretrial Release and TASC, are already underway as NEP Phase 11
evaluations., Diversicn is underway as an Office of Juvenile Justice and
Delinquency Prevention (0JJDP) evaluation, and Alternatives may be included
under the 0JJDP pgeneral research programs. The remainder are discussed in
this summary.” Tge details of applying the selection committee critetria to

' /
all of the 19 topic areas are also given in the body of this paper.

A. HALFWAY HOUSES

This Phase I study deals with houses that a%e halfway out of confine-

ment for prisoners. The study is well executed and reported, and provides

an excellent basis for designing and exscuting a Phase II evaluation. The

right issues seem to be brought forward in the report, supporting field

¢




information is provided, and several important issues appear testable in
the field. The activity involved is widely applicable and holds an

important position in the criminal justice system.

B. CRIME ANALYSIS

Crime analysis appears extensively in tﬁe criminal justice system
and holds important potential for success or failure, dependent upon an
understanding of how it can properly be carried out and utilized. The
Phase I study produced extensive data from the field and seems to have
brought forward the proper issues for assessment. The present version
v% the report is somewhat hard to read, but the grantee is working on

a more compact, detailed summary.

C. EARLY WARNING ROBBERY
REDUCTION (EWKR)

Early warning robbery reduction ranked high on the original round
of committee deliberations and continues to do so. A solid report, good
framework, testability, and the posg¢ibility of a successful series of
applications are the attractive features of this topic area. Negative
‘ factors are the small size of the topic area (store robberies) and the
fact that only a small part of the entire criminal justice system (CJS)
would be affec*:ed.

A combination might be most feasible heré. Results of various studies
have indicated the feasibility of diverting police patrol efforts, and the
Special Patrol Phase I Study indicates an approach to assessing various

special patrols. Early warning robbery reduction may be one fruitful tactic

for such modified patrol efforts.




D. COURT INFORMATION SYSTEMS

»

This Phase I study has produced a good framework, field information,
and access and entry into a set of those courts with major information
systems. Both a research effort and a potential Phase II study are indicated
here. The Phase IT study would not be in court information systems per se,
however. With the base laid down in this report, an extended Phase II
should be possible in the area of court caseflow management and administration.
Court information systems are only of value in terms of their impact
on the operation of the courts. The Phase I study has located and
examined a family of court information systems. ' The Phase II would
complement this by examining the structure and céseflow of the associated
court systems and evaluating their attempts at iﬁproving caseflow and

court administration.

E. PHYSICAL SECURITY SURVEYS

This Phase I study is well done and well reported. The right issues
seem to have been brought forward, supporting field information has been
produced, and the issue of concern would seem to be testability in the
field. There is some question how widespread the activity actually is
and whether it has a major effect upon flows and functions in the criminal
Jjustice syste;}y‘The Northwestern Research Agreements Project is examining
all four of the ébmmunity crime prevention topics to determine how best

to continue in this area.
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APPLYING THE PREVIOUSLY APPROVED COMMITTEE
SELECTION CRITERIA TO THE PHASE 1 REPORTS

A. INTRODUCTION

Two sets of ratings, one of the products themselves and one of the
topic areas as topic areas at the present state of knowledge, have been
pulled together now so that they could be examined simultaneousiy in a
qualitative way to assess the relative possibilities for further work.l\v
Since many of the topic areas are non-comparable, only the relative extremes
(highest an& lowest) have been displayed below.

That 1s, ratings that were the highest and lowest in each category and
against each criteria have been singled out to determine 1f some reports and
some topic areas seem to dominate the top and bottom of the list of 19 by
accumulating many firsts or lasts among the ratings. Fortunately, this was
true and, as in the last cycle, it appears possible to distinguish at
least three levels of topic area:

a. those where further evaluation appears appropriate,

b. those requiring further study, and

c. those where there is not a sufficient basis for proceeding or
where further work would appear inappropriate.

The ratings were made by Urban Institute and Special Programs
Division (SPD) members who had read all (or a majority of) the Phase I

reports. In cases where report material or assessments were not final,

1. A summary of research implications is being prepared separately.
A review of the single project evaluation design work has already been
submitted.
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a reexamination was made after the material was prepared o see if the
relative ordering was likely to change in the future. None of the overall
relative rankings shown are expected to change sharply when these interim
ratings are finally revised.

Because of the diverse scope and nature of the original topic areas,
absolute ratings are probably not possible in most cases. Therefore,
tentative criteria were chosen by the selection committee that can‘be
used to.force a relative ranking of the topilc areas on each criteria.
Some topic areas dominate sevefal of the lists of criteria and thus
become obvious selections. Because different research divisions have
received their final products in different forms——some as individual
~ products, some as a combined report——the entire report effort generated
by each Phase I study, was examined when applying each criteria.

On the basis of the material available after the completion of the
Phase I study in a topic area, four families»of criteria were adopted by
the selection committee:

) Criteria A--Ratings of products produced

] Criteria B--Relative importance c¢f the topic area

. Criteria C--Relative clarity of definition of the tonic area

¢ Criteria D--Relative degree to which the present material
provides the basis for requesting a Phase 11 ppbposal.

Each of the criterila are discussed below.

Ratings of the actual Phase 1 study products in each case are then
considered and are supplemented with ratings of the topic areas as topic
areas, now that further information has been obtained. All of these sources
of ratings were then combined in an attempt to order the topics relative

to one another.




B. RATINGS OF THE PHASE I STUDY
IN THE TOPIC AREA

The Phase I work statement describes seven products that might be

characterized as:

Product l: Issues

Product 2: Field Work and Collection
Product 3: Synthesis of a Framework
Product 4: Assessment of What is Known
Product 5: Possible Phase I1 Work

Product 6: Single Project Evaluation Design
Summary

In some cases (depending upcn the monitoring desk) these have been delivered
as separate products, in others as a combined report.

For each Phase I study, an assessment has been made of the content that
represents each product as to its relativg rating as meeting Phase I study
requirements and as to its believed general usefulness. Exhibit II displays
(product by producti the highest and lowest rat}ngs recei&ed. Thus tradi-
tional pafrol was tied for the top rating (gg? )oﬁ the issue paper gProduct 1)
for both NEP requiremegts and general usefulness. On the other hand,

Neighborhood Team Policing tied for last ( @ ) on the rating of their synthe-

sis of a framework (Product 3) in terms of meeting NEP requirements.

C. AGSSESSMENT OF TOPIC AREAS AS TOPIC AREAS
(NOW THAT THE PHASE I REPORTS ARE IN HAND)

P

This assessment is made on the basis of the latter three criteria
mentioned above and was made by a joint UIL/SPD team, incorporating assessments
made in the NILECJ review committee meeting for that study. A brief summary

of the criteria precedes the ratings.




Summary of Extreme High and Low Ratings of the Products

Rating as a Phase T
Study by Products

Reneral Usefulness of
Contents by Products

Balfway Houses

TOFIC AREA . Product Product -
1 2 3 4 5 6 Z|1 2 3 4 5 6%
1. Neighborhood Team Policihg %ir ‘
2. Specialized Patrol
3. Traditional Patrol D 1)
4. Crime Analysis @@ %@@@
5. Pre~Trial Screening R
6. Pre-Trial Release @
7. Youth Servjce Bureaus
8. Delinquency Prevention
9. Diveréion from JJIS @
10. Alt. to Incarceration A
11. Alt. to Cust. Détgntion
12. Project Identification
13. Citizen Patrol b
14. Citizen Crime Reparting . i+ |
15. Physical Security Surveys : @ @
16. Early Warn. Rocbd. Reduction @ @@ @
17. TASC | D S O
18. rourt Information Systems @
19. ) DS ©

’

Dérived From The Reports Submitted in Each

Topic

SUMMARY

@ To‘p Ratings or Tied for Top in its Columm
W Lowest Ratings or Low Ties in its €olumn

Exhibit 2

Aread
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Criteria B: Relative Importance of the Topic Area

The 19 cases being considered were ranked relative to each other--
including the information in the completed Phase I1°s--in terms
of four sub-criteria:

HOW LARGE IS THE SIZE OF THE EFFORT IN THE TOPIC AREA
COMPARED TO THE CJS IN WHICH IT EXISTS? That is,
Traditional Patrol is likely to be a large portion of
the effort in a CJS compared to Project Ident activities.
This criteria orders the topics (as presently bounded)

in terms of their proportional size.

IS TOPIC AREA TYPE ACTIVITY GENERALLY PRESENT THROUGHGUT CJSs
IN THE UNITED STATES? This is an ordering on how omnipresent
the activity is likely to be. Traditional Patrol occurs in
nearly every department. WNeighborhood Team Policing at pre-~
sent probably occurs much less often. There are only a few
Early Warning Robbery Reduction (EWRR) Programs at present.

HOW MUCH DOES THE TOPIC AREA ACTIVITY AFFECT MAJOR FLOWS
THROUGH THE CJS? An activity such as pre-trial screening
sits astride the major flow of cases from police to prose-
cutor. On the other hand EWRR affects those patrol units
attempting to catch commerical hold-up men.

HOW LIKELY IS CHANGE DUE TO THE FINDINGS OF A PHASE II?
Is solid information likely to cause alterations of the
CJS as soon as it is developed and becomes known?

An ordering of the 19 projects on these criteria was made and those
receiving the highest and lowest orderings noted. These are summarized
in Exhibit III and the full orderings are displayed in Attachment 1.

Criteria C: Relative Clarity of Definition of the Topic Area
These criteria are intended to order the topic areas—--again on
the basis of Phase I results~-in terms of how well the area has
now been structured for the design of a Phase II evaluation.

It is important that this definition be one that will hold up
both against the theoretical issues involved and against actual
field practice where measurements will be taken during a Phase I1I.
The sub-criteria are:

IS THERE A GOOD FRAMEWORK FOR MEASUREMENT DEVLLOPED (OR
IMPLICIT IN THE REPORT)? Phase I grantees are supposed
to develop a good measurement framework or model that
shows what the testable issues are in terms of the actual
activity taking place in the field. Sometimes this may
not be in the report, but the information necessary to
develop it may be there. Some reports display very
little of their field work and are (or seem to be) based
principally on theory and past reports, others contain
extensive site visit information.




11

HOW WELL DO THE "RIGHT" ISSUES SEEM TO BE BROUGHT FORWARD?
The reviews to date show that views differ (even among
experts) on what the "right" issues are. This criteria
calls for a forced ranmking on this question.

TO WHAT DEGREE HAVE ISSUES TESTABLE IN THE FIELD BEEN
DEFINED IN THE PRESENT STUDY? This criteria is aimed at
whether the issues are laid out to match the framework
and the field activity well enough to form the basis for
a design.

HOW WEL!, HAS SUPPORTING FIELD INFORMATION ABOUT WHAT
ACTUALLY TAKES FLACE IN THE FIELD BEEN DEVELOPED? It is
of some importance not to go to the field with a Phase II
and discover that the nature of activity to be measured in
the field is radically different than what was planned to
be measured., Yor this reason, this tentative criteria
forces a ranking of the Phase I reports in terms of how
well they marshall their information about the actual
process activity taking place in the field as discovered
through the field visits.  Is it merely anecdotal or broad
based and systematic? Does the information shown provide
a convincing match with the framework and issues? In some
cases, Work Product 2 material (available in R. Barnes’
office) has to be examined in order to rate this properly.

As with Relative Importance, a summary of the highest and lowest
rankings on Relative Definition is provided in Exhibit 3 and the
full rankings are displayed in Attachment 1.

Criteria D:

Relative Degree to Which the Present ﬁaterial Provides the

Basis for Requasting a Phase II Proposal

It was initially intended to develop the rankings for this
criteria family directly out of the Phase II design section of
the Phase I report. Tentative assessment criteria were to be:

A. DATA:
e AVAILABILITY
o OPERATIONAL DEFINITIONS AVAILABLE
s UNIVERSE OF EVALUATION DEFINED
B. PROVISIONS FOR MAiNTENANCE OF EXPERIMENTAI CONDITIONS
C. PROPER OR SOUND COST AND LENGIH ESTIMATES
D. . FEASIBLE TYPE OF DESIGN SELECTED
E. PROJECTED STAFFING
F. RELATIVE PROBABILITY OF OBTAINING USEFUL OR DEFINITIVE
RESULTS FROM DESIGN
G. VALIDITY QUESTIONS IN TERMS OF DEFINITIONAL STATUS AND

DESIGN.




Summary of Extreme High and Low Ratings
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| 1. Neighborhood Tesm Policing D B
: 2. Specialized Patrol
3. Traditiomal Patrol @,
4. Crime Analysis @
5. Pre-Trial Screening
6. Pre~Trial Release
7. Youth 'Service Bureaus .
8. Delinquency Prevention
9. Diversion from JJS
10.  Alcr. to In.carceration M
11. Alr. to Cust. Detention @@@
12. Project Identification 20 @ o
13. Citizen Patrol 3 EE
l4. Citizen Crime Reporting x
15. Physical Security Surveys & @ @@
16. Early Warn. Rob. Reducticn = m@%
17. TASC
18. court Information Systems @
19. 4Halfway Houses

Derived from the Information
Presently Awvailable About the
Topic Areas

¢
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Lowest Ratings or lLow Ties I
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However, we know through the contact with grantees that in
many cases {especially large topic areas) most of the time
and money went into issues, field collection, framework,
assessment, and summary. Thus the designs were a hurry-up
final product produced at the end. Partly because of this,
they vary widely in the degree to which any set of the above
geven criteria can be evaluated. To answer this criteria,
one must generally comsider the material in the report as a
whole.

In the March meetings, the Phase II Review Committee decided to
compare the topic area reports by assessing the relative basis
available in them for requesting a Phase IL design. The selec-
tion committee did that by attempting to rank them into the
following rough categories (One category is not necessarily
worse than another for selection, siiice a Phase II could be
proposed and let with a 90 to 120 day conditional design or
field examination cycle as the initial activity.) However, we
took the highest category to be the ones most ready for direct
implementation by NILECJ. The categories are that the topic
area report as it now stands provides a basis for Phase II
proposal development that is:

° READY TO USE NOW.
* PHASE II DESIGN NEEDS MODIFICATION.

. FURTHER DESIGN NEEDED, BUT MUCH IS IMPLICIT IN THE
PRESENT DOCUMENT.

* HEAVY FURTHER DESIGN IS NEEDED AHEAD QF PHASE II,
BUT COULD USE PHASE T MATERIAL.

] WOULD MEED TO GO INTO THE FIELD IN STAGES ANYHOW,
PRETEST, BUILLD MONITORING CAPABILITY, AND/OQR
AUGMENT SITES. PHASE I MATERIAL VALUABLE.

. IT WOULD TAKE VERY HEAVY DESIGN EFFORT TO GET TO
A PHASE 1T DESIGN FROM THESE DOCUMENTS.

e DON'T DO PHASE II BASED ON THIS REPORT ALONE.

. PHASE 1°S AND RESEARCH EFFORTS ARE PROPOSED INSTEAD
OF PHASE II’s.

The ratings of the 19 topic areas are summarized in Exhibit 3
(highest and lowest) and displayed in detail in Attachment 1.
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D. COMBINING THE HIGH AND LOW RATINGS

The high and low ratings were combined for all four of the criteria in
an attempt to see if some topics dominated and others fell quite low.
results are displayed in Exhibit IV. It was then decided to order them on
the basis of highs minus lows, using Criteria D (Is the basis for a Phase II
evaluation action present?) to break ties, since it is important to any
subsequent NILECJ action. When this is done, one gets a table like Exhibit 4.
The topic areas are reordered--from the most suitable to the least suitable~-
in Exhibit 6.

The final ordering was then examined by each of the people who have read
most of the studies to see if it seemed reasonable or violated common sense
belief in terms of individual studies, topic areas, or relative rankings.

Ne major arguments were found with this ordering. It seems consonant with
the information and studies in hand. It is only fair to note that if major
conflicts had appeared between the results qf these orderings and the sub~
jective beliefs of the major reviewers, then the scheme for marshalling all
of this information would have been restudied. The ranking scheme is con~
sidered to be more of an aid to not overlooking things. It is not presented

as an objective method of measurement.
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Extreme Highs, Lows and Highs minus Lows
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~ TOPIC AREA g vg 5
= S =]
1. Neighborhood Team Policing +L -3 -2
2 Specialized Patrol )
3. Traditiomal Patrol +3 -1 42
4. Crime Analysis +8 +8
5. Pre-Trial Screening +1 -1 ¢
6. Pre-Trial Release ” +1 +1
7. Youth Service Bureaus / =5 =5
8. Delinquency Prevention -1 -1
9., Diversion from JJS 4 -l 43
10. Alt. to Incarceration -3 -3
11. Alt. to Cust. Detention |3 +3
12. Project Identification +3 -4 ~1
13. Citizen Patrol | -6 -6
l4. Citizen Crime Reporting * | = -4 —4
15. Physical Security Surveys. | +5 =2 +3
16. Early Warn. Rob. Reduction 48 -3 45

v . + N . . ..___._.-.-.;

17. TASC e
18. court Informafion Systemsf 3 43
19. Halfway Houses -~ ' T +8

Exhibit 4
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2 1o
Summary of Critical Ratings and Dispositions o2 o)
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« 3] 2
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Bases S RV V] -]
TOPIC AREA for a i b R
Ph.II Sums |3 2|8 Hi8 &
POLICE . OTT
1. Neighborhood 3.5 -2 : .
Team Policing Replication
2. Specialized 3 -2 *
Patrol
3. Traditional
Preventive Patrol $3 +2 %
4, Crime %
Analysis 7 +8
COURTS
5. Pre-Trial *
Screening b.5 0
6. iri—'rrial 4 +1 | Underway
eLease Phase IT
JUVENILE .
7. Youth Service 2.5 -5 %
Bureaus
8. Delinquency ) "
. Prevention 1.5 -1
9. Diversion from Juvenile |7 +3 Underway
Justice Systems , 0JJDP
10. Alternatives to *
Incarceration 2 -3
11. Alternatives to
Custodial Detention +3 *
COMMUNITY CRIME PREVENTION
12, Project Identification 9.5 -1 *
13. Citizen . _ %
Patrol 1 6
14. Citizen Crime ’
Reporting 7 -4 *
15. FPhysical Security 7.5 +3
Surveys *
ADVANCED TECHNOLOGY
16. Early Warning ,
Robbery Reduction 8 +5 *
SPECIAL PROGRAMS
17. Treatment Alternatives 9 +3 Underway
to Street Crimes (TASC) Phase 11
18. Court Informaticn 7 +3 . %
Systems
19. Halfway Houses 8 +8 *
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IN ORDER OF INDICATIONS .

FOR A PHASE' IT

PRESENT STATUS OF
THE_TQPIC AREA

f,
Suitable

i,
1. Halfway Houses
2. Crime Analysis Suitable
3. Early Warning
Robbery Raduction Suitable
"4. Treatment Alternatives
to Street Crime (TASC) Undexway .

5. Court Information

Suitable as Case

Systems Flow Mapnagement
Physical Security .

6"‘Su:veys Suitable

7. Diversion from Juvenile Underway

Justice Systems

18. Alternatives to

Study not

Custodial Detention Complete
9. Pre~Trial Release Underway
Requires

10. Pre-Trial Screening

Further Study

11. Traditional
Preventive Patrol

Requires
Further Study

12. Project Identification

Not Suitable

13. Delinquency Prevention:

Not Suitable

14, Neighborhood
Team Policing

QTT Replication
Underway

’

15. Specialized Patrol

‘Not Suitable

16. Alternatives to
Incarceration

Not Suitable

17. Citizen Crime
Reporting

Requires -
Furt

18. Youth Service Bureaus.

~

Not Suitable

19. Citizen Patrol

Not Suitable

Exhibit 6

Ordered by Rough Indications of Suitability for a Phase II Evaluation




Results of the November/December 1976 Phase II Reviews.
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Director, NILECJ

FroM -, NEP Phase II Review Committee

supject: Committee Recommendations

DEPARTHMENT OF JUSTIC &
LAW ENFORCEMENT AS3SISTANCE ADMINISTR/ [TON

DATE: Januar 3, 1977

The attached memorandum sets forth the recommendations of
the Phase II review committee resulting from a final
meeting held during December, 1976.
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» LEAA FORM 133178 (8B~72]

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENRT OF JUSTICE

ﬁ /‘ an Ayor ] 1227 LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION
..{x. O fl/O[y (Z?Z{ g/./

TO : Gerald M. Caplan, Director ' ' DATE: January 3, 1977
National Institute ‘

rroM : Richard T. Barnes, Director
Special Programs Division

‘'susjecT: National Evaluation Program Phase II Review Committee Recommendations

I. BACKGROUND

The first NEP Phase I review was completed during March, 1976.

At that time, 11 Phase I studies had been completed and were

considered competitively for Phase Il endorsement. A copy of -
the memorandum which presented review committee recommendations

(with your annotations) is appended for your reference.

(See Appendix A.)

The full committee meeting for the second round of Phase II
review recommendations was held on December 3, 1976. This
memorandum sets forth the priority areas for Phase II funding
agreed upon at that meeting. The second round of review
sessions was initiated with Urban Institute ratings of
individual reports ‘and joint Urban Institute/Special Programs
Division ratings of topic areas. For this purpose, all 19
completed projects were considered (even though follow-on
funding has been initiated for three areas selected during
the first round of reviews). The inclusion of all comp?eted
projects provides: '

"o resulting comparative ranking which includes all
FY 1975 grants. This is particularly desirable in
view of the ongoing Urban Institute case study.

°the opportunity to reassess topic areas which were
‘excluded from funding consideration due to possible
but unrealized alternate program desk funding

°an underscoring of highest ranked areas as they received

higher ratings than those 11ready being processed for
Phase II funding

S Sim amg———. K R P




II.

The final priority-ordered ranking of the 19 topic areas
serves as the basis for the recommendations'set Torth below.

PHASE I's REVIEWED AND REVIEW CRITERIA

To date, 20 Phase I studies have been completed (See Appendix B:
status chart). Because the products from the Assessment of
Institutional Furlough Programs are being revised, only

19 topic areas were considered in thls second round of
recommendat1ons

Rev1ew criteria established during the first round were again
applied as defined below:

A. Ratings of Products

Each Phase I effort results in seven products:

°Issues Paper
°Interventions Paper
°Synthesis of a Framework
°Assessment of What is Known
°Phase II Evaluation Design

© °Single Project Evaluation Design
°Summary Report

In some cases, depending upon the monitoring desk, these
have been delivered as seven separate documents, in
others selected products have been delivered as combined
reports.

. For each Phase I study, the Urban Institute has assessed

" each product in terms of (1) its relative rating as
meeting Phase I study requirements and (2) its general
usefulness. (See Appendix C, "Working ilaterial for the
NES)Phase II Topic Area Seiection Committee", Exhibit 2,
P. "

B. Relative Importance of the Topic Area

The 19 cases were ranked compérative]y on the basis of
four sub-criteria:

°Amount of the topic area activity relative to overall
activity of the criminal justice system in which it
exists (Does the activity represent a relatively
large, medium or small portion of overall criminal
justice expenditures or manpower?).




°Extensiveness of topic area project types or activity
' throughout criminal justice systems in the United

States (Does the activity or project type exist in

all, most, some or few criminal justice systems?).

°Extent to which topic area activity or project type
affects the flow of defendants, victims or cases
through the.criminal justice system.

°LikeTlihood of program change as the result of a
Phase II evaluation.

Clarity of Definition of the Topic Area

°Development by the Phase I grantee of a good measurement
framework or model specifying data collection points
which should be used to address Phase II evaluation issuss.

°Extent to which the "important" {ssues seem to be defined
for purposes of Phase II evaluation.

°Extent to which the defined issues are testable through
field investigation.

°Degree to which the Phase I assessment has resulted'1n
a detailed, accurate descr1pt1on of the topic area activity
which occurs in the field.

Feasibility of Phase II Design

-Each study was ranked, with the highest rating accorded

studies which produced feasible Phase II designs, through
stages of increasing modifications reeded, to the lcwest

ratings whereby phase II designs cannot or should not be

developed from available documents.

A more detailed discussion of the review criteria is
contained in Appendix C, pp. 6-17. Exhibit 6, p. 17,
provides a final status listing of topic areas in the

order of suitability for Phase Il support.




The review committee also addressed two additional
factors in formulating final recommendations. First,
current and planned Institute research and evaluation
outside of the NEP was considered in order to address
the question of possible overlap or duplication between
Phase II evaluations and other projects. Second, the
Committee added the criterion of potential benefit from
the topic area activity or project type, that is, the
extent to which the Phase I indicates that a project type
appears successful and has significant promise for other
Jjurisdictions which might adopt it but requires further
evaluation for a definitive answer,

II. PHASE II RECOMMENDATIONS

It is anticipated that one or two Phase II evaluations will be
undertaken during FY 1977 in addition to the TASC, Pretrial
Release, and Juvenile Diversion (NIJJDP) studies. Based upon
the ratings of topic areas and review committee discussion,
the following topic areas are recommended as candidates for
Phase II consideration:

A.

Phase II Support Recommended

The following topic.areas are most highly recommended for
FY 1977 Phase Il funding. These efforts could be developed
as RFP's based totally or primarily upon Phase I products
with only limited additional input required.

1. Halfway Houses

This program area involves longstanding issues of major
import as halfway houses are utilized.on a nationwide
basis. Halfway Houses was ranked as the .most- suitable
of the 19 projects considered for Phase II consideration.
The Phase I study was well executed and reported and
provides an excellent basis for designing and implementing
a Phase II evaluation: the proper issues appear to
have been addressed, supporting field work is available,
and several important issues appear testable at the

) Phase IT level.
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Caseflow Management Research

Findings of the Assessment of Court Information Systems
indicate that the potential of existing systems to assist
in court administration and caseflow management has not
been met. .Therefore, neither the information systems

nor related caseflow management work in the field merit
Phase II evaluation at the current time. Instead it is
proposed that both the courts and their associated
infermation systems be carefully examined in order to
develop a set of potential solutions to the problem of
applying systems' capabilities to caseflow management.
Potential solutions could then be field tested, monitored,
and evaluated. Detailed site survey information available
from the Phase I effort could be utilized to initiate this
research effort. Field work in 4-6 systems of the 13
original sites is suggested. (See Appendix D, Position
Paper on "Caseflow Management in the Courts" for an ex-
panded discussion on this proposed research )

Apprbved. | D1sapproved

Primary Responsibilities: , * OE, ORP
1=

.~ Investigation Toward Phase II Development Recommended

The following topic areas would require more extensive
input/investigation by SPD/Program Desk staff prior to
the development of RFP's.

1.

Early Warning Robbery Reduction Projects

Early warning robbery reduction ranked high on the
original round of committee deliberations and continues

to do so. A solid report, good framework, testability,
and the possibility of a successful series of applications
are the attractive features of this topic area. Negative
factors are the small size of the topic area (store
robberies) and the fact that only a small part of the
entire criminal justice system (CJS) would be affected.
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A combination or expansion of scope might be most ﬂ%f ,sﬁ
feasible. Results of various studies have indicated *dy - ¢
the feasibility of diverting police patrol efforts, R
end the special patrol Phase I indjcates an approach . » #¥
to assessing various special patrols. Early.warning iglf}'i.‘:
robbery reduction may be one fruitful tactic for such e T
modified patrol efforts. N
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Further support ih this topic area was suggested but ~.7. e
postponed in view of possible duplication with planned gf;.zq

program desk research on pretrial decision-making. As ST
that effort seems to have been shelved, it may be desirable-?
to reassess the feasibility of Phase 11 support. Expan- .QK??
sion in scope to research on prosecution management B
may be most desirable. Close coordination with the p b
Courts Branch in development would be required. %ﬁﬂ 7l
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Crime analysis appears extensively in the criminal justice
system and holds important potential for success or
failure, dependent upon an understanding of how it can
properly be carried out and utilized. The Phase I study
produced extensive data from the field and seems to have
brought forward the proper issues for assessment. The
present version of the report is somewhat hard to read,
but the grantee is working on a more compact, detailed
summary.
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Rhase Il Development Work Underway F45%Jf“'

Community Crime Prevention

The options for Phase II support by combining the FY 1975
CCP topic areas are currently being investigated by staff

of the Northwestern Research Agreement. A preliminary paper
was returned to the grantee for expansion. The Phase I
efforts involved are: Citizen Crime Reporting Programs,
Citizen Patrol Projects, Security Surveys, and Operation
Identification. It appears appropriate; esp°c1a11y in view

.0of the new legislative emphasis on community crime prevention,

that the NEP support follow-on work in this area.
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Results of the February/March 1976 Phase II Reviews.
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LA\‘I ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

TO : G@raYd M. Caplan ‘ ' pAaTE: March 31, 1976
Director, MILECJ . , .
FrRom ; RichardiT. Barnes, Directori-s3> :
waem e o oos SPEETET Programs Divigion-e e e

supjectr: National Evaluation Program Phase II Review Commitiee Recommendations

I. Back qround

The National Evaluation Program (NEP) was Taunched by the
Institute in 1975 as a major component of the LEAA Know]edge
Program recommended by the Evaluation Policy Task Ferce in March
1974. On a continuing basis, Lh° NEP will implement a series of ;
K phased evaluation studies. Each study focuses on a spacific “top1c
~ area” whick in turn relates te a universe of opat at1ng projects in
the field. Topic areas are selected to ref]edt the expressed
needs of a variety of users, including LEAA central and rea.ona1
offices, SPAs, and the research comnunity itself.’ Develcpment of
a knowledge base in a selected topic area is initiated with a
Pha'se I stucy. These studies are aimed at providing the Institute
with (1) state-of-the-art reviews which 1ay out the issues, review
past research, and provide us with a concise picture of current
: operaticnal reality, and (2) razcommendations regarding further.
Ty evaluation and research needad in the area, i.e., recommendations
regarding a continuation into a Fhase II study.

The Implamantation schedule for the NEP called for the funding of up
to 20 Phase I studies in FY 75. Based. on the findings end reccmimandations
regarding Phase II studies provided by these FY 75 grantees, it
was further planned that the Institute could expect to fund 2-3 4
Phase 1I studies in FY 76. In fact, 17 Phase 1 studies were awardesd
., by the end of FY 75 and, as of February 19756, 11 of these studies
-t 'had subfiittad theif;final reports to the Institute, complete with. |
«Twen oo Phase 11 recommendaticns (cre remaining 6 studies will be completsd
+in the naxt 2-3 months). To meet our objective of funding scme
Phase 11 studies this year requires (1) aoprova1 by the Institute
Director of a set of candidate Phase 11 topic- areas choosen from
among the 11 completed studies and (2) ide nt1f1cat1on of potential

B
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Phase II grantecs and development of quality proposals for
processing and subiission to the LEAA Administrator.

To assist the Director in his selection of candidate .opic
areas for continuation sLud1es, a Phase II Review r ocess has

" been approved (see Appendix A) and a Review Conmldﬁee
~estabiished viith the " ToT IO menbership:

1. Geoffrey M. Alprin, Director, Office of
Research ‘Programs

2. Richard Linster, Director, OFfice of Evaluation

3. Paul Cascarano, D]Pector, 0ffice of Tecnnoiogj
Transfer

- Betty Chemers, Office of the Direcﬁor
. John Plctett h f1ce of the D1rector

4
5
6. Richard T Barnes, 0ffice of Rasoarch Programa
7. 'r1cnah1 Mulkey, O .r1ce of Research Programs

8

. Joe Hay, Urban Institute (TechnicéT Advisor to ! EP)

. Ny

This Comnittee has met twice to review and d1scuss the 11

potential Phase II topic areas. This memorandum transmits
the Cormittee's recomnendat;uns concern1ng Phase IT studies
to the Director.

In mak1ng its recommendat1ons, the Committee feels uhat a

Tew genera] coservations are in order:

A) The amount of effort involved in coirg from an

.~_. -approved tcpic area, to-implementation of a Phase I

<" study will vary from case to case. .IA part,+this

reflects the amount of detailed desian work accomplished

by, the Phase I grantee, and, in part, it reflects
variation in the complexity of the original topic
areas themselves. co

.
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B) The NEP is an LEAA Program and, particularly in the
implementatien of Phase II studies, this will frequently -
require coordination of several LEAA O0ffices or

divisions. Such coordinated efforts tyvically require
additions] time and effort in the development and review

of project proposals, but when successful, can have much
Targer payoffs. Every‘effort should and will be made to
achieve the Y 1976 Phasz II objectives, but some delay

may be unav:zidable if ihz necessary inter-office coordination
is to be orchesiraizd iu such a way that the goals -of

the Phase II peniouf the NEP are fully achiaved.
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. Phase I's Reviewed and Review Criteria

The recommendations of the Phase II Committee are based '
a review of the eleven Phase I assessments which were

completed as of February 29, 1976, as follows:

- =Specialized Pagrol
—Traditiona],Pféantive Patrol
~Pre-Trial Screening

-Pre-Trial Release

~Yguth S&rvice; Bureaus .

- "1aguency Prevention
.~Juvenile Delinquency Diversion

-Alternatives to Juvenile Incarcgration

w1 tays - ~Pperation ddentification - e e =
. 'ﬂ":—-';:-:-f‘. é‘ :.-—-:"." :"‘::-:?'"-; Q~.|.- '.‘: - - .'.: ' -'-; - ' Eadi ° . v.'u‘w - ':l: . " : te
TR = -+ s-Early Warning Robbery Reduction t
¢ ~Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC)
o RN




Page 4

- mem = e . .

-

ot - o e St 4L s b

‘,—Ja-u._-“

e T A e ”EXtEht‘bO-Hh]C] the™de lwned issues are testable EEREE

Review criteria adopted by the Committee included a set
suggcstud by the Urtan Institute (working under their gran.
to provide sugport during implementation of the NEP, ‘
#75-N1-9G- OODO) these are: : '

A. Relative importance of the topic area

-Size of the tecpic area activity relative to overall
activity of the criminal justice system in which

it exists (Does the activity reprasent a relatively
large, madium or small portion of overall criminal
Justice exnenditures or manpower?).

-Extensiveness of topic area project types or
activity throuchout criminal justice systems
in the United States (Does the activity or
project type exist in all, most, some or few
criminal justice systems?).

-Extent to which topic area activity or project
type affects the Tlow of defendants, victims or
cases through the cr1m1na] Jjustice sytem.

-L1ke]1hood of program change as -the result of a
Phase II evaluation. ‘

-B.  Clarity of definition of the topic area.

-Development by the Phase I grantes of a good
measurement framawork or model specifying data
collection points which shculd be used to address
Phase II eva]uat1on issues. .

. -Extent to which thn “Ymportant” issues seem
to be derlncd for purposes of Phase IT evaluation.

e ] 'ﬂ'\_ - "- IS BN {\ —c
- a

. L

SR through field investigation.

iDegree to which the Phase I assessment has resulted
in a detailed, accurate description of the topic
arga activity which occturs in the field.
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C. Extent to which the Phase I material provides the
basis for requesting a Phase II proposal.
1 .

A more detailed discussion of these criteria is contained in
Appendix B attached. ~The Uriczn Institute also drew up a
preliminary ranking of the eleven candidate Phase II

topic areas in terms of these criteria (see Appendix C).

In addition, the Committee was suppliied with conies of the

Urban Institute reviews of each af the-eleven Phase I's

(see A,p_nd1x D), and a synopsis of the Phase II recommendations
from each of these Phase I's (see Appendix E).

Two additional factors were considerad by the Review Committee
in formulating its recommzndations. First, current and
planned Institute research and evaluation outside of the NEP
was considerad in order to address the question of possible
overlap or duplication between Phase II evaluations and other
projects. ?econd the Committee added the criterion of
potential benefit from the topic area activity or project
typé, that is, the extent to which the Phase I indicates

that .a project type appears successful and has significant
prox1se for other jurisdictions which micht adept it but
requ1res further eva1uat1on for, a definitive answer.

Phase I1 Recommendations ‘ B o '

" A.  Recommended Phase II Topic Areas for Fiscal Year

1976, :

‘ The FY 1976 MBO plan calls for the Institute to undertake
two or three Phase II evaluztions during this fiscal year.

" Based upon its review of the eleven completed Phase I

assessments, the Committee recommends the following as the
FY 1976 candjdaie Phase II topic areas: .

., < v . ;
1. Pre-Trial Release: The Committee rated this topic
area relatcively high on the review criteria. It is fell
that pre-trial release 1ssues .are longstanding, of national
import 'and have not been adegquately addressed through prior
research and evaluation. A Phase I[I evaluation of pre-trial
release programs should have videspread impact on the operation
of these pregrams. Also, the Phase I'in this topic area
lays a sound basis for a full scale evaluation, and thevre

would be no significant overlap betwsen such a Phase IT and .-

~
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o Hfiriher recommends that if a Phase II evaluation
is undcvoai in this topic area, it should be implemented

and monitored by the Spacial Programs Division, with the
assistance of the Courts Division, ORP.

The Conﬁéd'

Y

Approve | - Disapprove

2. Juvenile Diversion: The Review Committee likewise rates this
topic area high on all the criteria, and feels that the
issues involved are of national importance. Further, a Phase
IT evaiuzZion. in this area would dovetail with the diversion

. initiative being undertaken by the Office of Juvenile Justice
and Delinquency Prevention this fiscal year. Preliminary
discussions with' the NIJJOP indicate both strong interest
on their part and the feasibility of such an approach. A

- cooperatiyc effort would allow us a unique opportunity to

" build into the demonstration sites proaram variations
of interest for evaluation purposes, and allow us to easily

_ . . arrange for.the cesired data collection efforts. Also,

35, thedTLOG0P fas-evaluation money which it is willing to pool”

;.. with NILECJ Phase II money to fund such a Phase 1I evaldation.'

’

Approve _ __~ Disapprove {/ (x——-’“
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‘The Committee further recommends that if a Phase II
evaluation is undertaken in this topic area, it should
| be jointly implemented and monitored by the NIJJDP and
the Spacial Programs. Division. Funding for the demonstration
) projects would be so]e]y Trom 0JJOP; the national level
v et evd luatTon” wodld The” JOTHETY Fuided by NILECJ and NIJJD?.

+ Approve ) ‘ . Disapprove

3. Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime (TASC): As in the
. case of Pre-Trial Release and Juvenile Diversion, TASC
rated high on the review criteria. In particular, the
Phase I assessment of TASC forms a strong basis for a
Phase II. i

In the Committee's view, two other cons1derat1ons recomhend
_a TASC Phase II. First, TASC is a major discretionary
program that has invelved the expanditure cf some 21
million dollars (4 million this fiscal year) and is
continuing to expand. Also, the .TASC program manager
in ORO has strongly endorsed a TASC Phase II, which -
should facilitate the project level cocperation necessary
to carry out a Phase II. Further, if the agency is to
continue its support of TASC at the current level and if
state and local jurisdictions are to make enlightened
decisions concerning support of TASC functions upon the
completion of federal discretionary funding, conclusive
. evaluation of the program's long-term costs.and benefits
. seems essential. Second, it is felt that TASC has
- .: .. wConsiderable pOuEWt]H] for jurisdictions which do not
e T T now have such prejects, provided the program s achieving
T 7 its 'goals and this can be documented; a TASC Phase II
should provide us with a def1n1t1ve answer concerning
TASC success.

g,

"Approved Disapprave
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... Approve - Disapprove

The Committee further recormends that if a Phase II
evaluation is undertaken in this topic area, it she 1d
be jointly fimplemanted and monitorad by the OFfic.

of Evaluation and the Special Programs Division nd
coordinated with ORO. . :

Approv o~ - Disapprove
. s , :

Possible FY 1977 Phase II Topic Areas.

The Committee's review indicates that two other topic
areas from this first set of Phase I studies should be
desighated candidates for Phase II evaluation in FY
1977. These are:

1.  Pre-Trial Screening: This topic area rated very

high on the review criteria, but further work is necessary

to coordinate the Court Division's proposed pre-trial

decision~-making research project and any pre-trial
_screening Phase II. Preliminary review, however, suggests

that duplication of effort could be avoided through '

careful coordination. D e o

“:Zf“far'ly E:‘.afin‘i.ng-??obber‘y Reduction (EWRR):™ Although .-

"~ this-topic -area had'mixed ratings on the review criteria,

a number of factors sugcast it as a candidate Phase II

topic area. First, the Phase I assessment of EWRR indicatss
that as a project type it has significant potential for




JROVER - YU R

Page 9 .

other jUTTSO]Cu!GAS hwch might. wish to 1x01erent it, but a
full field evaluut10n {s necessary for a definitive 1uﬁqe—
ment on its utilitv. Alsa, the Phase I forms a good basis
for further evaluation, and indicates that a thorough
evaluation of -EVRR is very feasible. Last, it appears that .
a Phase 11 evaluatian of this tepic area would be

,consmdrngly less expensive than mnst other proposed

Phase II's,

Approve . Disapprove

Possible Phase IITopic Areas Réquiring Further Work.

.The Committee identified t ‘0 possible Phase IT topic areas,
. each of which would vrequire additional staff work and ‘

would pe based upon-more than one Phase I. These are:

L

1. Police Patrol: The Phase I assessments of Traditional

"Patrol and Specialized Patrol suggast both further research

and evaluation. The Committes feels that one or more

. Phase II evaluatich topics relating to pauro1 or Tacets

thereof can be dEVQ]uDQd on the basis of these FPhase I's,
but further staff work is required to define the approzriate

. topics. For example, we m1ght consider a Phase II which
would replicate the Kansas City Patrol experiment.

;"The Police Division, SPD and OE will work together to
s develop Phage 1. tepic area suggastions Tor-cons1c°raplon
'_ﬁ*““'at‘tne Cammitte” s nukb review cycle (sée IV be1cu) '

In addition, the patro1 Phase I studies represent valuadle
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input for ORP planning of future poTicg research.

2. Community Cr1|e Prevention: Based on its reyfew of
the Operation Identification Phase I and preliminfry
results freom the Phase I assessments of Security Surveys

and Citizen Crime Reporting, the Committee feels that

‘a more general CCP Phase II topic area should be developad.
The Phase I assessménts indicate that very often CCP
efforts are undertaken-simultaneously by the scme '
administrative unit, making separate evaluations of thessa
types of activities difficult, if not impossible.

SPD has arranged for the review of the CCP Phase I's,
upon their completion, by Morthwestern University
under the tecihnical support component of their Research
Agreement; this review will address the question of
.appropriate CCP Phase II topnic areas. Also, SPD and OE
have beaun work on synthesizing a general Phasa II CCP
topic area out of the Phase I assessments. These two
o efforts will result in recommendations for consideration
SO "by the Phase II Review Committee in the second review,
‘cycle (see IV below). :

PR Y

-

‘D, Phase I Topic Areas Not Recomm-nded for Phasa I1.

The Committee reccmmends that three Phase I assessments
not proceed to Phase Il at this time. These are: Youth
Services Bureaus, Alternatives to Juvenile Incarceration,
and Juvenile-Delinquency Prevention. The Phase I
assessments in these areas found a very broad rance of
diverse activities, fraquently overlapping between topic
-areas, vhich would make full scale evaluation excaptionaily
~difficult and costly In short, considerable additional

.- d e o -worV Jds.necessary in these areas to icentify mrnauabJO
w0 ‘4,;55-; -Phase.1l:topics. ™ Tae Committee feels that the NIJJDP:

.o is the apprepriate Source of expertise to perform this
work and shouid make recommendations to the Phase II
Review Committee concarning appropriate juvenile
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- Approve £

detinquency Phase II topic areas in the future.

,S;EB—N<Z:,;//” .
~-Apprcx11 e e emmeer— Disapprove
J * .

’

. It should be nut;d that the e three Phase I's have
alreacy been of considerable benefit to the 0JJDP
by providina a ccwceotua] basis for planning both
Juvenile L11qu v discretionary action programs
and research.

-under its own program.

IV.  Future Phase II Tonic Area Selection

The Committee recommends that the Phase II topic area

As a result of these assessments, NIJJDP
has identified issues and topics for further rescarch

selection piocess, as presently organized, be institutionalized

as a continuinc, periodic procedure.

If this reconmendation

is appr0veu, the next review bjc]e of the Ccmnittee would occur

at the end of fiseal year 1976 or beginning of
quarter.

FY 1975 Pnase I's and any- comp]eted FY 1976 Phase I's.

Q0

the trangition
Such a review would encompass the remaining six

47‘\'<:______,,,—

Disapprove

¥
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HEP PHASE | ASSESSMIENTS

JOVEMBER, 1670

TOPIC ARZA

/

Pv Lttt

FUIROE
STAT

HG
Us 7

/ CRANT 7
STATUS

PUCLICATION
STATUS

FY 1375 1

Opstation Ideatlication Progcts N e ™ X
Treatment Alternainvea ta Street Cruns {1ASC) )‘\' ES i s
Pratred Scrasnmg Prosects e N o /’\-
Sotsct Patred Stratnums: Spacihesd Pasred Oparstisns - K Tl 4
Loy Viaing Rekbesy Reductn FPropets x A v Y
Citizan Crins Repedting Proprems ) A 7

Protrizl Relaran Programs : x /\ :/
Preventon al Juvants Definquoncy < g - A
Alternatives 1o Juvenide Incarcoratin X } R A 1 X
Juvenita Drverrion x E < e X
Traditional Proventive Patrol b . e A
Yeuth Sexvica Burssrs W P ¥

Team Poiscing Projscta X e o

Clilzon Patrol, Projocts bt e -~

Petrol Support Sysioms: Crima Anelysas Usats X X X

Datention of Juvmidss end Altrmativea to hy Uzs pie X /(

Sscurfty Survay; Communily Caume Preventisn Progruvns x '/\ >(

FY 1976

Residentinl Inmate AMevcare Proects (Halthersy Howszu) for At Offexdens ~ X

Court lnlmmalbq Systoms

Inatitutional Furlough Programs

XX

Intonaive Specidd Probution

AN

Esnployment Servicos for Roha;e- In t Comnmumay

Street thting Projnets

NN

Policing Urben Mazs Transit Systerna

\.
~

.

Iratitutionel Educeton Pregrome for Inmatos

XIXIX XXX XX

X

FY 1977
Polica Juvende Uixis

Coeducationd Corroctonal lnztitutions

XX

XX

Crime- Speciic Pmmnm Units

Correctional Data Systama

Baxic Pokce Trammg Programs . .

XXX

Ahsrnative Schools fur Dangrtive Youth

X

Cittran Victim Sornca Projects

X

v
‘

O Full reparty can be oblained an 4 losn dacis by weiting the Matiens! Crimingl Justice Kelorence Service. P.O. Box 24036, S,W. Post

Qffice, Washinglon D.C., 20024, Altantisn  Crslaation Clearingheuse.
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