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INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this bulletin is to provide a framework and programmatic guide by 
which the administrator can manage 'an evaluation. 11 Evaluation refers to thOSe 
research activities that are meant to inform the management of an agency or 
decision making by other officials. 2..1 Evaluation in this context is a 
potentially valuable tool which has not sufficiently fulfilled its promise 
because of flaws related to lack of utilization and propel" research methods. 

Ut.ilization is a problem because many studies do not provide information which 
has value to administrators. and decision makers..3/ Although a study may 
contain hundreds of pages of text, it may not be providing answers to key 
questions being asked about the managelllent of an agency or for decisions by 
external policy makers. Because many studies are long and complex, they are not 
read by those whom the study is meant to inform. Too often, the description of 
the methods employed is complex and employs a terminol.ogy that is 'usually 
unfamiliar to nonresearchers. Still other studies are well conceived, but are 
not utilized because decision makers and administrators do not fully ullderst.and 
the need for evaluation. Not only do they hold themselVes apart from the study 
effort, but many administrators have little commitment to listen to the study 
findings, utilize the data or correct any problems that may have been 
identified. The study becomes a hollow exercise, which may be displayed on the 
administrators or decision makers shelf, but is never found as input into the 
management of an agency or the decisions of a jurisdiction. Al though many 
studies overcome these problems, there are far to many stUdies which are not 
utilized. 

/1 
In addition to utilization problems, the methods employed in Iijany studies are 
inappropriate for the problem being examined. Many evaluations present an 
impressive array of statistics and tables. Closer scrutiny may suggest that the 
methods employed do not support the conclusions that have been reached. An 
excessive amount of data is gathered as a substitute for appropriate data. Key 
research decisions are presented in such complex termino,logy that it is 
difficult for the nonresearcher to understand practical dedisions affect the 
quality of the information being gathered. '.1'00 often, the terminology is taken 

jJ 

3/ 

Although this bulletin was written specifically for the pretrial administrator, the. procedure described is 
applicable nol; only to administrators in other fields, but also to decision milkers and. researchers who want a 
systematic procedure for intervening in the pre-evaluation process. 

The term researoh and evaluation will be used interohangeably. Both terms will refer to those activ;!'ties 
which are meant to ~ the management of an agency or decision making by other officials. This bulletin 
does not make a distinction between research and evaluation~ though this distinotion 1s often made in aotual 
practice. Some refer to evaluation as having a policy orientation with a streDS OD informing deoision makers, 
while re.~earch is meant to build theories. I In fact both fields WOUld, be improved by greater oross 
fertilization. Academic research informed by an understanding of polioy, oonsiderations and evaluation 
research informed by better theory would both be substantially improved. 

:In this bulletin administrator will refer to the program offioial who. is direo.~ly in oharge Of the man/lgement 
of a pretrial agency. Decision maker(s) refers to those offioials external tl) the agenoy who make deoisions 
about the agency. Suoh a distinotion does not overlook that the "adm1nistratol,fI is lilso a deoision maker for 
his/her' ageilcy and .the 9riminal justioe system as a whole. 
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by the nonresearcher as an indication that the choice of methods is a 
ritualistic exercise. The quality of evaluation, from the vie~~oint of method, 
has also been relatively poor • .!V Complexity in many studies disguises a lack 
of appropriate procedures necessary to answer key questions. Although there are 
many fine studies which overcome these problems, there are far too many studies 
which choose methods that ca.nnot answer the particular questions being asked. 

It is also a fair assessment that evaluation has not reached its full potential. 
If widely and appropriately implemented, evaluation could dramatically improve 
the quality of manag1iment and decision making. Rather than blaming researchers, 
administrators, or decision makers for this state of affairs, it should be 
recognized that evaluation in criminal justice is a relatively young discipline 
which has been experimenting with a variety of evaluation procedures. As these 
experiences have accumulated, it is now possible to provide a framework to 
overcome the two problems of lack of utilization and inappropria~e methods. 
This bulletin defines a series of steps which can be executed by the 
administrator and thus may lead to an improvement in both utilization and 
me,thod. 

This bulletin shifts responsibility for the planning of the study from the 
researcher to the administrator. A "typical'l study involves a contract between 
the agency and researcher, where the researcher is commissioned to do an 
evaluation without any clear indication of agency needs. The administrator too 
often leaves it to th€.\ researcher to plan and execute the study based on the 
dictum "the researcher knows best". The lack of involvement by the 
administrator means that. key questions may not be answered and important methods 
may be ignored. Thert~ is little sense of ownership of the results by the 
administrator since the study was prepared outside the context of the agency. 
One of the ways to overcome such problems is to actively involve the 
administrator in the evaluation process. At the very least this may involve a 
close interaction between the evaluator and administrator during the conduct of 
the study. More is called for in this bul1e'l:~in in that the administrator should 
plan the evaluation, while the researcher should execute the study. Through the 
planning process the adm.inistrator plays a dominant role in the pre-evaluation 
by defining the questions that should be examined, the method that should be 
employed, and the final product that is to be produced. 

To give the. administrator such a dominant role means that terminology must be 
simplified cihd the evaluation process must be "demystified". Research need not 

i! be dominated by a complex jargon. It should be understood as a logical method 
of answering questions dealing with agency impact on defendants and community. 
Research methods are not an exercise in ritu,al, but rather have sound reasons 

!I For example see the Phase I reports issued by the Law Enforoement Assistanoe Administration (LEAA) through its 
National Evaluation Program. A number of artioles whioh reviewed the literature in pretrial alternatives 
reaohed similar conolusions. These studies inolUde: . 

Uovner-Pieozenik, Roberta, ~rial Interventiqn Sttategies: An Evaluation of Policv Related Researoh and 
Po!:tOymakeJ' Peroeptions, Washington. D. C.: Amerioari Bar Assooiation, 1974; Mullen, Joan I Pretrial Servioes: 
An Evaluation of policv Related Researoh, CambridBe, Massaohusetts: Abt Assooiates, 1974; Toborg, Mary, 
National Eyaluation Program. Phase I Summary B~port. Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime <rASC) Pro1eot, 
Washington, D.C.: LEAA, 1976; Kirby, Miohael P. ,'Findings I, "Reoent Researoh Findings in Pretrial Release", 
Washington, D. C. : Pretrial Servioes Resouroe Clmter, 1977; Mahoney I Barry, An,.J:valuation of Polioy Relat(,A 
Researoh on the Effeotiveness of Pretrial Releasle Programs, Denver, Colorado: National Center for Sta\,\e 
Courts; Thomas, Wayne H., National EyaluattvD Program. Phase I Summary Report, Pretrial Release Programs;~ 
Washington, D.C.: LEAA, 1977; and, Kirby, Miol~.ltel P., Point Scale, "The Effeotiveness of the Point Soale", 
Washington, D.C.: Pretrial Servioes Resource Center, 1977. 
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for their use. Thus, this bulletin suggests ways to simplify the terminology of 
evaluation so that administrators can become involVed in the planning of an 
evaluation and decision makers can be expected to make fuller use of the final 
products. 

Since the approach suggested in this bulletin may be faulted on the grounds that 
in giving the administrator a dominant role, the objeotivity of the study may be 
impaired. In fact, responsible administrators have and will take the necessary 
measures to avoid this criticism. They know that the "rationalizing" approach, 
which attempts to justify the project's existence, may produce apparently 
impressive figures but is of little value. The fact that an administrator 
defines the problems anQ method does not mean that objectivity has been removed 
from evaluation. Rather, there is more objectivity since the methods will 
bet tel" support the cC)ficl usions reached and the final report is more apt to be 

,utilized by both administrator and decision makers. Even in the method 
described below, objectivity is preserved since the researcher is still 
responsible for data gathering, conclusion formulation, and development of a 
report. 

The Durpose of this bulletin is to describe the activities required Qf. the 
administrator if it good evaluation .Qf. the agency .i§. to M produced. The 
guidelines in this bulletin suggest the ways in which the administrator can 
become the manager of the study during the pre-evaluation period. The pre­
evaluation period extends from the stage at which the research project is 
concei ved to the point at which the researcher begins the technical aspects of 
the study, such as duta gathering and analysis. 

This bulletin proposes a format by which the administrator can intervene in the 
eValuation process in a meaningful way. Specifically, it presents six steps 
that should produce an effective evaluation. These steps, with the exception of 
Step 6, should be approached in sequential order: 

. 
• Step I-Understanding the Value and Limitations .Qf. Evaluation: 

the framework by which the administrator develops a realistic 
conception of the evaluation process. 

• Step 2-Developing it Working Paper: an informal document which 
acts as a plan or road map that the administrator uses in 
managing the study during the pre-evaluation period. The 
working paper describes the analytical structure of a study, 
incl uding the goal statement, questions, assumptions, 
comparison, and outcomes. It also provides a work plan which 
incl udes the data gathering and data analysis activities of 
the evaluation. 

• Step 3-Preparing it Proposal: 
development of a budget, 
evaluations. 

the structure of a proposal, 
and sources of funding for 

• Step 4-Preparing it Request ~ Proposal (RFP)! suggestions 
for writing an effective RFP. A well-written RFP, whioh 
represents the culmination of the previous 3 steps, is 
crucial to the creation of a well-done evaluation. 
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• Step 5-bploying .a Researoher: Framework for seleoting the 
most effeotive researoher. This step will also desoribe the 
strengths and weaknesses of various types of researchers. 

• Step 6-Working li1.t.h Policymakers and Staf!.: the way in whioh 
the adminfs'crator involves looal officials in the pre­
evaluation period. Since the purpose of an evaluation i:~ to 
provide information for both management and deoision mak,ers, 
they should be involved in the planning for the evaluation. 
The staff also can be a valuable adjunct both in defining 
topics for examination and improving proposed data gathering 
procedures. 

This bulletin' is a guide for the administrator either contemplating or actually 
pursuing an evaluation. In addition to presenting present six structured steps 
in the evaluation process, it provides many helpful hints and insights which 
Address the types of questions raised by practitioners when invol,ved in the 
evaluation of their program. Many practical questions are addressE~d such as: 
how can the researcher be held accountable? what are "p:lources of funding? what 
are some important methods t'lhich must ba employed? how. pan cost savings be 
realized wbile still completing an effective evaluation?) The format has a 
separate section devoted to each step in the pt-e-evaluatio',n stage. Ea,ch section 
contains an introduction which summarizes that step; a)! discussion where the 
administrator will find specific information for implementing that step; and a 
concl uaion in the form of a checklist of specific procedures. The check list 

\ serves :'both as a summary for the chapter and a list of the specific procedures 
that can be used in implementing that particular step. Many an administrator 
who deqides to sponsor an evaluation should find it useful to detach or copy the 
check list, both for checking items as they are completed and for dissemination 
to others involved in the evaluation such as researchers and staff. 



INTRODUCTION 

STEP 1 
UNDERSTANDING THE VALUE 

AND LIMITATIONS OF EVALUATION 

The first step of the s~~quence proposed in this bulletin may appear self-evident 
but is often overlooked. 5J The administrator should develop a realistic 
conception of the eval1.\8ktion process. This framework is necessary for two 
reasons: the need to convince others and the need to formulate realistic 
expectations. The administrator must be convincing about the value of 
evaluation when dealing with others. (S)he must be able to justify the 
expenditure of funds for the evaluation. Others, such as policymakers, must be 
convinced that the evaluation is a meaningful exercise upon which to base their 
decisions. Staff members must be convinced that disruption in activities 
brought about by data gathering can be justified either by more effective case 
management or by enhanced credibility of their agency with deCision makers. 

On the other hand, the administrator favoring an evaluation should also 
understand its limitations. (S)he should avoid unrealistic expectations of what 
questions it can answer and its impact on decision making~ The administrator 
who understands the limitations of evaluation can deSign a study which will 
overcome or at least limit its problematic features. 

The two following sections will describe the advantages and limitations of 
evaluation and provide a realistic conception of the evaluation enterprise. Q/ 

THE VALUE OF RESEARCH 

Some administrators see research as disrupti ve to routine servioes to clients 
and courts. They may feel that research is lacking in value' because it does 
not support the primary miss,ion of the agency. However, research can be a 
valuable adjunct to program management, decision making, and in developing 

5/ A prior step implicit in this discllllsion is the identification of the evaluation study. Many times researoh 
and eValuation is not systematic all)' developed, but rather ariaes from a prooess of serendipity. Researoh 
conceived in this way oan be highly Vllluable, but all too often becomes a 1I0ne-shot" atudy, not followed up by 
any systematio reaearch strategy. A preferable state of affairs is to view researoh as part of the planning 
prooess of an agency, providing empirioal data when key decision$ must be made. 

M There are many works available on the advantages and disadvantages of evaluation. .Among the most' useful 
disoussions are: 

Cook, Thomas and Pollard, William, "Guidelines: How to Recognize and Avoid Some COlDIllon Problams and 
Mis-Utilization of I<;valuation Researoh Findingstl l Eyaluation, IV, 1977, pp.161.4; Cox, Gary, "Managerial 
Style", EvalUation Quarterly, I, AU/luat 1977, pp, 499-508; Chelimsky, Eleanor, "Improving the Use of 
Evalua!;ion: An Agency Perspeo!;ive". tlashington, D.C.: National Conferenoe on Evaluation, 1977; Weidman, 
Donald, et. a1., Intensive Evaluation for Criminal Justioe Planning Agencies, Washington, D.C.: LEAA; 1975; 
Adams, Stuart, Evaluation Researoh iD-Qorreotions, Washington, D.C.: LEAA, 1975. 
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support for the larger pretrial field. As long as the evaluator sees its 
purpose as informing management and decision making, there will be little doubt 
about the value of research. 

This section describes the arguments which support the val ue of research in a 
pretrial agency. These con$iderations are grouped into three major topics 
referring to the general acceptance of evaluation, and the importance of 
research in informing both management and decision making. 

There appears to be an increasing g§Deral acceptance of evaluation, not only 
among methodologists, but also among administrators and decision makers. 
Evaluation, as a discipline in crimin~\\l justice, has progressed through the 
identification of more appropriate methods. These methods have also been more 
olearly communioated to the lay audience \'ihich must be, the consumer of the 
evaluation. As these changes take place, evaluation is becoming a more 
effective tool in management and decision making. There are two reasons for 
this view. 

• If a program is operating effectively, impact evaluation 
provides a quantitative definition of program success. ~/ 

It can also identify the procedures which are responsible 
for the successful operation of the agency. 

, Quantitative information provides an objective analysis of 
the impact of an agency or a program. This view has been 
cogently discussed by Glaser: n(S)ubjective impressions are 
based on private feelings rather than externally observed 
even:ts ...• By their very nature subjective evaluations tend 
to be biased, no mat tel' whether people try to be unbiased. n 
~/ : 

Evaluation is of paramount importance in effectively and accurately informing 
decision makers of the impact of a pretrial program. This is important not only 
to the local dectsion makers t but also to national decision m.akers who must 
disseminate criminal justice innovations. From this perspective, evaluation has 
the following advantages: 

• Evaluation is often required ~?en funding decisions are made 
about programs. Law Enforcement Assistance Admj,nistration 
(LEAA) funds usually terminate after a three year period, 
with the expectation that tQe local community will provide 
permanent funding for a program. lf the county or city has 
a finite number of new programs it can support, especially 
in this age of scarce fiscal resources, then programs must 
demonstrate their effectiveness before permanent local 
funding is provided. 

ZI Impaot evaluation is defined in step 2. 

1JJ Glaeer, ban1el, Routinizing Evaluation, Rockville, Maryland'.: National'Institute of Mental Health, 1913, pp. 17 
apd 16. 
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• Lack of research validating innovations and new practices in 
the criminal justice system can be a handicap to the 
dissemination of those innovations. Such validation is 
required in a numper of sites before tbe long-term existence 
of an innovation is guaranteed. 

• Pretrial agencies can be "crippled" if a sensational event 
involv ing one of l,ts clients is publicized. A series of 
newspaper articles or a political campaign by a candidate 
for public office stressing community protection can be 
destructive to the political support of any pretrial agency. 
One way to overcome such events is to provide research which 
demonstrates that the program has a positive impact on 
clients and community. 

• Agencies that can supply data on the characteristics of 
defendants as well as the performance of other actors in the 
criminal justice system may have an influence on policy far 
beyond what their size would indicate. 

Evaluation is also valuable in improving the management practices of an agency. 
Among the reasons for this perspective are: 

• If an agency is not operating up to expectations or if the 
quality of the operations is limited, then evaluation can be 
a useful diagnostic tool. Evaluation can define problems in 
the agency and suggest solutions. 

• Resear-ch allows the program to make more sophisticated and 
info~med program decisions. Many important deoisions, based 
upon conventional wisdom, may not be supported where -there 
is a systematic analysis of a problem. When ineffective 
agency processes are identified through research, they can 
either be altered or funds can be diverted to more effective 
procedures. Such procedures can improve the everall se~viOe 
delivery system of any agency. 

• Many pret~ial programs face constraints by courts and 
prosecutors on the types of defendants they can accept as 
clients. Too often jurisdictions allow release or diversion 
of defendants Charged only with minor offenses. Specialized 
,research can be used to examine the impact that pretrial 
has, or can have, on more serious offenders. 

LIMITATIONS OF RESEARCH 

There are many good reasons for undertaking evaluation. Unfortunately, many 
evaluations are incomplete, improperly done, or of limited utility. In order to 
avoid these pitfalls, the administrator should be awal'e of the problems and 

',,{'" 
~--~\\\ 
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limitations of evaluation. Many of these problems t!!?e caused by the improper 
implementation of evaluation, rather than by the limitations of the evaluation 
concept. 

This section describes the three major limitations in research and evaluation: 
quality of execution, skepticism of' evaluation, and implementation difficulties. 

Evaluation is often criticized because of its poor execution. This problem has 
been chronicled in many reviews of the literature. Among the more startling 
indictments was one provided by the LEAA' s National Evaluation Program (NEP) 
which found that evaluations anslV'ered few of the important questions for 
criminal jusUce decision makers. "A startling and frequent; NEP finding is that 

.. many researdhers and government officials at all levels are simply unCible to 
<;iesign or conduct a field evaluation, or even to comprehend .completely the tasks 
involved." flIFortunately, many execution problems can be overcome with careful 
eValuation planning. The problems to be avoided include: 

• Allowing the evaluation to address the wrong quesltions and 
overlook the type of information requested by decision 
makers. 

• 

• 

• 

Completing an evaluation after a decision has already been 
made. 

Inadequately communicating evaluation findings. For example 
Vojtecky argues "There's a place for the 125 page evaluation 
complete with computer printouts and statistical tables. 
However, the place is not the District Association of 
Government meetings or the County Commission or the State 
Planning Council. Evaluations must talk to decision makers 
in their ow language. Not 'the Chi,.Square of burglary 
arrests is not significant ,~t,_ the • 05 level'. But,' wi th 
six more officers they made l~ri.:~h arrests than before'." .1QJ 

'" ~ < ... 1 . 

Over-utilization of relatively weak findings. Improperly 
done research in evaluation can be worse than not having any 
information at all. Kelly has argued that there are 
"numerous instances of well known evaluations of major 
programs which were methodologically or conceptually 
unsound. In some instances decisions to terminate or reduce 
programs have been justified on the basis of those 
evaluations. It is a clear lesson that concern over 
utilization must emphasize appl'opriate use rather than just 
greater use." 1.11 

9..1 Barnes, Riohard, et. al., "Purohasing Eval uation and Researoh in a Federal Blook Grant Program: LEAA I S 

National Evaluation Program", Evaluation, IV, 1977, p.199. 

j]j Vojtecky, Steve, Eyaluation for Decision Makers, Utah: Utah CounQil on Criminal Justice Administration, 
February 1977, p.5. " . 

.111 Kelly, Rita Mae, "Utilization of Evaluation Research in the Fe<!,eral Decision to Fund Local programs", 
Washington, D.C.: Annual Meeting of Amarican Political Science Assoc~ation, 1977, p.2. 

""'---. ............ _0.-'''''-'. ~_~ __ ~ __________ ~ _____________ ~ _________ _ 
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Whether or not evaluation can answer important questions is a matr(~er of 
skepticism for some. The administrator shOUld anticipate these arguments and be 
prepared to diffpse their potential impact on the evaluation and its 
utilization. Among the arguments for suchan approach are the following: 

• Some:administrators and local decision makers do not believe 
the effectiveness of agencies can be measured. They may not 
understand the contribution of evaluation to increasing 
program effectiveness and are suspicious of the results of 
program evaluation. 

• Some claim that evaluation as a method has not attained the 
degree of sophistication necessary to demonstrate that it 
can identify the "causal" effects of programs on clients .12./ 

• Some are skeptical that evaluation reports can have any 
impact on decisions. ~I 

• Many claim that program objectives are difficult to identify 
and still more difficult to quantify. Broad-based programs 
may have multiple goals and objectives, many of them 
conflicting. 

There are also 1mplementation difficulties in evaluation: 

• Evaluations can be expensive. If neither staff time nor 
funds are readily available, outside funding must be used. 

• BureaUcracies do not provide incentives for undertaking 
evaluation. Admil{listrators recei ve support for most of 
their activities with the exception of examining the impact 
of their work. There are rewards for spending money 
properly, starting new programs, and maintaining good 
relationships with the public and funding agencies. Few 
organizations are rewarded for using evaluation to improve 
agency effectiveness. 

• Program evaluations are often misused. As an example, 
opponents may use an evaluation as a tool against continuing 
a program. Evaluation becomes threatening rather than a 
valuable instrument in management and decision making • 

.1.2./ Proper use of comparison can overcome this problem (see Step 2) • 

.13./ This is a misunderstanding of the uti1:!.zation of evaluation which takes place in a political context. 
Evaluation does not autom~);ically translate itself into public policy, but must be used by proponents aild 
opponents of various pOlit:i.cal views ,; 
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CHECKLIS~I FOR 
STEP.1 

The key advantages of eValuation i~a: 

[] General Acceptance 

o Informs Decision Making ! 

o Informs Management 

The key limitations of evaluatiqn shoUld also be reviewed, 
including developing counter arguments and designing 
procedures to eliminate the mOre problematic aspects of 
evaluation: 

[] Execution Problems 

[] Skepticism of Evaluation 

[J Implementation Difficulties 
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STEP 2 
DEVELOPING A WORKING DESCRIPTION 

INTRODUCTION 

The second' step proposes the adm:i,nistrator translate his/her conceptual and 
technical understanding into a written description of the evaluation project. 
The working description is a document produced by the administrator which 
defines the analytical structure of a study. It also describes the key 
;technical issues relating to data gathering i\ analysis, and dissemination. The 
'document is produced by the administrator fof. his/her sole use. This phase is a 
roadmap assisting the administrator in managing the evaluation. 

The working description need not be a complex document. It is no more than an 
outline which sketches the key decisions in the evaluation process. A more 
refined document will be created when the working description is translated into 
a formal proposal or RFP. If the administrator attempts to make the working 
description too formal and thus more time consuming, there is always the 
possibility that (s)he will bypass Step 2. 

In approaching this task, the administrator should first develop an 
understanding of the nature of evaluation. (S)he should do considerable reading 
and thinking so (s)he can conceptualize the key analytical and technical 
elements in the evaluation process. It must not be assumed that outside 
evaluators know more about the evaluation process than the administrator. Many 
administrators have a better intuitive understanding (though they may not 
necessarily be able to articulate it fully) of evaluation questio'hs and 
processes than researchers. Often, the administrator assumes that the 
researcher is the only one who understands the evaluation process and, 
therefore, allows him/her to proceed without any direction. 

These comments about the researcher lead to a series of considerations that 
should frame the administrator's role in this step: 

• The administrator will have to interpret research to 
nonresearchers. If (s) he does not understand the proj ect 
(s)he will not be able to explain the evaluation findings to 
others. 

• Evaluation is a .logical and not a statistical system. 
Complex statistical notation 'does nothing more than provide 
a shorthand way for researchers to interpret study results. 
For purposes of decision makers, these complexities should 
be eliminated. 
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• The logic and problems addressed are familiar to all 
administrators: outcome variable~ such as failure-to-appeal" 
(FTA) and recidivism; ~isk level of defendants; impact of 
practices such as notification; etc. 

• Administrators must be willing to learn the key concepts in 
evaluation. There is a lot of nontechnical material on 
research and evaluation written for administrators in all 
fields of criminal justice. Administrators should avail 
themselves of a variety of literature and workshops on this 
topic. j.!V 

• The administrator must be assertive rather than submissive 
in dealing with resea~chers. If the administrator does not 
understand the key research concepts, (s)he should demand 
that research procedures be explained in simple terms. 
Nothing should be accepted on "faith" (e.g., the researcher 
knows best) • If a procedure cannot be traced by the 
administrator, it should be discarded from -the study. 

• Evaluation is meant to inform management and decision 
making. To "inform" means that the "information" being 
transmitted must be understood. In p~eparation for their 
subsequent working relationship, the administrator must 
learn some research terminology, and the researcher must 
learn to communicate in a language more a~tuned to 
nonresearchers. 

Regular and accepted procedures should be employed. New and 
innovative procedures, more appropriate for journal articles 
and not understood by most evaluation· consumers, should be 
eliminated. 

When drafting _ the wo~king descript~on, the administrator needs to consider two 
major areas: analytical issues and technical issues. 

J!/ There are a numper of works on evaluation methods which have been prepared for non researchers. For example 
see: 

Performance Standards and Goals for Pretrial Diversion, Washington, D.C.: National Association' of Pretrial 
Services AgenCies, 1978, pp.117-130j Mahoney, Barry, An Evaluation of Poliov Related Research on the 
E.rf~.Q.tiyeness of Pretrial Release Programs; Kirby, Michael, "Suggested Research Practices in Pretrial Release" 
(and Pretrial Diversion), unpublished paper, Washington, D.C.: Pretrial Services Resource Center, 1978; Kirby, 

\ Michael P., "Design Considerations in Evaluation", Bellringer, March 1978, ISl:lue 115, pp;10-14i Weidman, et. 
al.; Intensive Evaluation fot Criminal JustiQe Planning AgenQiesj Adams, Evaluation ResearQh in Corrections; 
Fitz-Gibbon ~ carol Taylor and Morris, Lynn Lyons, How to Design a Program Evaluation. How to Deal with Goals 
and ObjeQtives, How to Present an Evaluation Report, Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publications, 1978. 
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ANALYTICAL ISSUES 

This section briefly discusses the following key elements of the analytical 
structure of an evaluation: 15/ goal specification, problem, assumptions, type 
of eV'aluation, type of design and the outcome variables. This analytical model 
suggests that once the problem is defined, then the last elements become 
self-evident. An example, depicted in Chart I, will be use.d to illustrate each 
of the elements. 1Q/ 

CHART I 
KEY ANALYTICAL ELEMENTS IN EVALUATION 

ANALYTICAL 
ELEMENTS EXAMPLE 

Goal Specifioation Reduce the rearrest rate for defendants 
during the pretrial period. 

Problem Do the agency's services to defendants 
actually reduce their rearrest rate? 

Assumptions 1. The agency wc,rks with defendants to 
reduce rearrest during the pretrial 
period. 

2. The rearrest rate of defendants 
would be higher if they were not 
receiving agency services. 

Type of Evaluation Impact Evaluation 

Comparison Experimental or quasi-experimental 
design 

Outoome(s) Rearrest rates of defendants 

Goal specification, the first analytical element, involves identifying the 
intended consequences of a program I s activity. Unless the agency's goals are 
defined, evaluation is difficult since it is not known what the agency intends 
to accomplish. Goals are often defined in such gEmel"al and global terms as to 
make them useless for evaluative purposes. Goals must be measurable, specific 
and delimited by time. They should also define the group or institution upon 
which the program is supposed to haV'e an impact. W Examples of hopelessly 

J5.I This discussion is only introduotory. Another bulletin being prepared by the ResoUroe Center, 
"Suggested Research Practices", deala with the logic mOl'e fully. 

~I The example is equally applicable to pretrial release and diversion agencies. 

J1I The more speCific descriptions of, goals arli! often referred to as objectives or subgoals. 
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general goal statements include: decreasing recidivism; improving the courts; 
making defendants productive members of society; and reducing needless pretrial 
detention in the United states. The example in Chart I is a useful goal s-ince 
it is 1) measur·able (rearrest); 2) defines a target population (defendants) .1Ji/; 
3) has time perspective (pretrial period); 4) is specific (reduced more than if 
not in program). 

Once the goals of the agency are identified, the administrator can more 
effectively define the particular problem to be examined in the evaluation. 
The problem is a olear and precise definition of what the research is to 
examine. In the example, the problem is in the form of a question. "Do the 
agency's services to defendants actually reduce their rearrest rate?" A 
multitude of other possible questions could be raised about the agency: is the 
agency cost effective? are its management practices sound? are there other 
internal procedures that could produce lower rearrest rates? Unless the problem 
can be stated precisely, the researcher will not be able to produce a study 
which answers the important concerns of the agency. The researcher is not a 
mind reader. In the absence of explicit cues, the researcher will examine 
problems that (s) he feels are important. These mayor may not be the concerns 
of the agency administrator. Though many studies end up being judged irrelevant 
to the agency's needs, the researcher is not always to blame where the agency 
has not precisely defined its concerns. 

The assumption underlying the problem must also be explicitly examined. The 
examination of assumptions often requires tracing through the proj ect logic or 
the wayan agency affects defendants. The above example includes two 
assumptions. First, the agency works with defendants during the pretrial 
period. For a release agency this involves notification and supervision of 
defendants. For a diversion agency, it involves counseling and referral to 
other community services. Both sets of procedures are aimed at reduction of 
rearrest rates. The second assumption is that the defendants' rearrest rates 
would be higher if they were not receiving agency services. 

The next element, based on the prior analytical elements, is the type of 
evaluation. For the type of problem defined in the example, an impact 
eValuation is most appropriate. By definition an impact evaluation can 
determine the effect that an agency is having on defendants. ~/ 

Depending upon the type of evaluation chosen, a particular ~ of comparison 
will also be required. Comparison is another name for research design. The 
findings of an evaluation have to be applied to some standard (e.g., goal 
statements, Standards and Goals, good management practices, or control groups). 
Comparison is especially important in impact evaluation. To gather data solely 
on agency clients does not suffice for impact evaluation. Many agencies report 
low recidivism rates for client groups (e.g .. , 10 percent for diversion clients). 
However, such information is of little value since the agency may be taking 
low ... risk defendants (called "creaming") who would have low recidivism rates even 

lal Clients and defendants are being used interchangeably in this bulletin • 

.19.1 Impact evaluation (often called impact assessment) is viewed by many as the only form of evaluation. There 
are a number of other forms of evalu.ation such as process evaluation, monitoring, specialized research; etc. 



-15-

if they were not in the program. Thus, the results ~or agency ·clients must be 
compared to another group with similar characteris'tics (except fol" program 
participation) in order to determine actual program i~~pact. If randomization is 
used, this other group is called a oontrol group and an experimental design. If 
non-random procedures are used to select the second group, the design is called 
quasi-experimental with a comparison group. 201 

Outcomes are those client characteristics whioh the researcher is examining 
(e.g., recidivism and failure-to-appear). Given the problem stateme:p.t, the 
choice of an outcome will be self-evident. Measu,ring the outcome will be more 
problematic. The administrator should be aware (if some of the nuances (e.g., 
arrest or conviction to measure recidivism) invl>lved in measurement. In the 
example, rearrest is the outcome and would have to be defined more precisely for 
research purposes. 

In summary, the analytical structure of an evaluation can be illustrated by the 
following diagram: 

Goal 
Specification - Problem > Assumptions -> Evaluation 

!.-.. ______ ....1 EJ- I TYl>' of 
>,--c_o_m_p_a_r_i_s_o_n ..... - >I Out come I 

The placement of the elements in a logil':!al chain means that they are both 
related and must be approached sequentially ";fo:r a proper evaluation format. 

TECHNICAL ISSUES 

The technical issues in evaluation refer to data gathering, processing/ analysis 
and report preparation/dissemination. These are the steps which are to be 
executed by the researcher. The administratolr should have some understanding of 
these issues, so (s) he can pr1;~parc€'ail adequate budget and choose a capable 
researcher. The following lists items for each set of issues. 

Data Gathering: 211 Although data gathering will be the responsibility of the 
researcher, the administrator will be called upon to assist the researcher in 
obtaining information from his files and gaining aocess to data in other 
offices. The administrator should be aware of some of the key issues so that an 
accurate estimate can be made of the costs and time involved in this phase. 
There are a number of texts which further discuss this topiC. h~ 

.2.11 

2,2.1 

-Select data gathering technique (e.g. court records). 
-Are data available? 
-Are data complete? 

There are numerous works written for non-researchers and administrators on this important topic which are 
identified in Footnote 14. 

This list is based on a work plan developed by the Criminal Justioe Evaluation Training Center program on 
evaluation funded by LEAA. 

Two of the best works are: Miller, Delbert, Handbook of Research DMign and Social M§asurement. New York: 
David McKay Company, Inc. j 1977, /lnd Bab!;ie, Earl, TM Practic§ of Social R§search, Belmont, California: 
Wadsworth, 1975. 
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-Who will obtain the data? 
-vlhat time periods will be examined? 
-What type of sample will be used? 
-When are data needed? 
-Will data be verified (determine if accurate)? 
-What are the major problems foreseen in data gathering? 
-Develop code book (the system for gathering data). 
-Develop data gathering forms. 

~ Processing lllli! Analysis: The administrator will not have involvement in 
this phase of the evaluation project. This is the phase during which the raw 
data collected earlier is key punched, processed through the use of' a computer 
and the results examined by the researoher. ~ 

-Data coding (move raw data from forms to coding sheet). 
-Key punch. 
-Cleaning data (make sure key punched data is accurate). 
-Prepare data for statistical.analysis (combining data, 
creating an index, etc.). 

-Statistical analysis by computer or hand calculation 
(figures, charts, tables, statistics, etc.). 

Conclusion Formulation: This phase is solely the task of the researcher , 
although the administrator should have the right to comment on a report and to 
be informed of any negative findings as soon as possible. Administrators should 
not tamper with a report's conclusions, unless they are clearly erroneous and 
not supported by the data. The administrator should also insist that the 
researcher produce a set of recommendations based on the findings. 

-Analysis of statistical results. 
-Drawing conclusions from data. 
-Formulating recommendations. 
-Obtaining commentary on report. 

Report Preparation/Dissemination: 24/ The administrator will reinvolve himself 
in the project once the conclusions have been formulated and the report has been 
prepared by the researcher. Al though the administrator should not tamper with 
the findings, (s) he can insist that the report will communicate findings in a 
clear and concise manner. The administrator should also understand that other 
forms of disseminating a report are not only effective, but should also be part 
of the planning for the evaluation. Although the report itself is the final 
part of the researcher's activities, it involves a humber of mechanical, but 
time-consuming steps to make it an effective document. Too often, insufficient 
time is given to report preparation, so that much earlier hard work is negated 
by not completing this crucial task in an effective manner • 

.2l1 One of the best desoriptions of oomputer usage for the non-researoher is Hy, Ron, Using the Computer in the 
Sooia1 Soienoes: A Nonteohnioa1 Approaoh, New York: ElseVier, 1977. 

~I Fitzgibbon and Morris, How to Present an Eya1uation Report, provides a desoription Of key issues in preparing 
a report. 
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-Select target population. 
-Select forms of oommunioation: 

• Continual Interaction (e.g., informal discussions 
during the evaluation). 

• Written reports. 
• Oral presentations (television, radio, newspapers, 

legislative hearings). 

-Mechanics of the Report: 

• Determine report structure. 

• Write report. 

• Design report brochure. 
• Type report. 

• Proofread. 
• Print. 

-Disseminate to target audience. 

CHECKLIST FOR 
STEP 2 

An informal working description of the proposed evaluation 
is based on the following criteria: 

0 Analytical Issues: 

C1 Goal Specification 

0 Problem 

0 ·Assumptions 

0 type of Evaluation 

0 Type of Comparison 

0 Outcomes 

o Techrlical issues: 

o Data Gathering 

o Data Processing and Analysis 

[] Conolusion Formulation 

o Report Preparation/Dissemination 



INTRODUCTION 

i/ 

II 

STEP 3 
PREPARING A PROPOSAL 

A proposal is a formal statement requesting funding for an evaluation. It sets 
forth a statement of the problem to be examined, justification for the funding, 
the analytical structure, and budget for the evaluation. If the funds are not 
already available or a research unit does not exist in-house, a proposal for 
funds will have to be made to an extE~rnal agency or foundation. 

In writing a proposal, the administrator should rely heavily on ~ ~: 
Deyeloping s Working Paper. The final proposal is nothing more than a clearly 
written (and edited) version of the earlier step. The administrator who has 
informed himself/herself about evaluation procedures and developed the ~vorking 
paper, should be able to write the proposal with minimal assistance. Though 
some administrators seek outside help to prepare the proposal, it might be more 
beneficial to obtain that assistance in step 2. Whatever assistance is 
obtained, it should include collaboration with the administrator so (s)he 
continues to learn about evaluation. 

The following sections discuss various aspects of the proposal. These include: 
1) Guidelines for writing a proposal; 2) The application; 3) The budget; and 4) 
Sources of evaluation funds. 

GUIDELINES 

Since funding sources vary in the procedures they employ, the administrator 
should frame the proposal to meet particular stylistic and substantive 
requirements. General guidelines suggested here should be viewed in the context 
of the needs, style and requirements of the particular funding source. 
Specifically, four areas must be considered in drafting the proposal: content 
issues, tenor of the proposal, mechanics, and external factors. 

p~ntent issues, dealing with substantive considerations, are understandably the 
most crucial aspect of a proposal. Since the administrator will have prepared a 
working paper, (s)he will be familiar with the key substantive issues. These 
should be reflected in the proposal in the following ways: 

• A single theme should provide a framework for the study. 
The single theme should limit the propensity of many 
proposals to examine ~ number of unrelated topics. 

• A proposal should demonstrate an understanding of the major 
analytical issues (e.g., design type, outcomes to be 
employed). These should be stated as explicitly and simply 
as possible. 

• Technical issues involving accesS to datat research 
facilities, and confidentiality should be addressed. 
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• Key statements should be completely documented. For 
example, if a statement is made that overcrowding of local 
jails is a problem, the proposal should fQotnote studies, 
newspaper clippings, and empirical data to demonstrate the 
point. 

The tenor of the proposal deals with providing a realistic desopiption of 
the research projeot. 

• The proposal should be as specific as possible, avoiding 
broad genera1i~ations and grandiose statements. 

• The study should not promise more than it can deliver. 
Funders quickly recogni~e what cannot be accomp1:ished with 
the funds being requested. 

• The budget should be realistic in terms of the tasks, but 
not larger than that which the funding agency can make 
available. 

• Supporting evidence of the need for the study is oruoial. 
If, for example, a cost evaluation is necessary because the 
local jurisdiction will not institutionalize the program, 
this should be documented with newspaper clippings, letters 
from decision makers, ru1d copies of City Council minutes. A 
sense of dooumented urgency provides the proposal with a 
greater chance for obtaining funding. 

Concern with tbe mechanids produces a more attractive and readable dooument, 
whioh reflects on the professionalism of the administrator. The typical review 
committee will he simultaneously reading a number of other proposals. The more 
readable a proposal, the greater chance it will be singled out by these 
reviewers. The following guidelines can assist in preparing a mare attractive 
document. 

• The proposal should be well written, and undergo several 
drafts. 

• The proposal should be relatively concise, clearly written, 
and well organ:lzed, yet it should not be overly brief. If a 
proposal is too brief, the reviewer may feel that the issues 
were not adequately disoussed or understood. A good 
proposal is able to strike a balance between conciseness and 
completeness. 

• The Use of devices, such as tables, charts, and subheadings, 
should be employed to make the proposal appear as 
professionally finished as possible. 

The proposal should contain a minimum of jargon. Misuse of 
terminology will create skepticism about the administratorts 
knowledge of the topic. 



·---71 
II 
/i 

If 

~---------""'-.------"-. --,,--------------

\\ 

-20-

• Despite the need for documentation, the tendency to footnote 
every sentence should be avoided. Only the most impol:'tant 
statements need to be footnoted. 

• An abstract, not to exceed one page, should be attached to 
the beginning of the proposal. The abst'l'act should clearly 
state Wh~lt the evaluation intends to accomplish. Many 
proposals are unsuccessful because the reviewers are not 
presented with a simple explication of the study's essence, 

Wot"king with,. ezternal sources can also improve the quality and funding chances 
of the propof3al. \) , 

• 

• 

The proposal should be circulated for comments to both 
administrators and researchers before submission. Sources 
of commentat"y include local decision makers, uni versi ty 
professors at local institutions, research speCialists of 
national organizations, and local planning agencies. 

Contacts should be made with the funding agency both before 
and after submission of the proposal. After submission, 
phone calls and face-to-face meetings can be used to deal 
with questions and provide further information and 
clarification. 

The administrator should consult closely \V'ith the research 
specialist of the funding agency to determine not only what 
is required in an application, but also the preferred 
format. Whenever possible the administrator should attempt 
to obtain copies of other proposals which have been funded 
by that source. 

THE APPLICATION 

A funding agency provides either a standard form or allows the administrator to 
n 

use his/her own fot'mat. Whatever the format, some generally accepted topics 
should be addressed in a proposal. zs.1 The following defines each of these 
topics. Appendix I contains a more complete description of how each of the 
topics might be addressed. These topiCS include: 

A. The Problem Statement: There should be a cleat' but brief 
statement of the topic to be examined. The author should 
also indicate the rationale for the evaluation study. 

" II 

o 
There are a number of works on preparing a proposal. Among the most useful are Krathwohl, David, .!iQJLtQ. 
Prepare a Research Proposal, Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University, 1965; Miller, Handbook of Research 
Design and Sooial Measurement, pp. 461-83 i Fitzgerald, Delores, Money '78, "Funding Resources and the Pretrial 
Field - 1978"1 Washington, D.C.: Pretrial Services Resource Center', 1978. 
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Literature Review: This describes the field, some of the 
research problems and questions, and the more important 
findings. 

C. Methodology: The analytical structure of the study should 
be described (see Step 2). It should include goal 
specification, problem, assumptions, type of evaluation, 
design and outcomes. 

D. Research Procedure: The technical issues of data gathering 
and data analysis should be described here (see Step 2). 
'rhough the evaluator will be responsible for this aspect Of 
the project, there should still be some indication in the 
proposal on how the st,udy will proceed. 

E. Final Report: The preparation and dissemination 0:£\ the 
final report should be reviewed. \'\ 

F. Working Guide: This should include the project schedule. 

G. Bu~: The budget should state both a listing and 
justification of various expenses. 

H. Choosing an Eyaluator: The method of selecting the 
evaluator should be discussed. 

I. Supporting Evidence: Letters fI'x"om key officials documenting 
the need for study should be appende~. 

THE BUDGET 

The budget is a difficult document to prepare .A~i the very best, a budget 
involves an "informed guess" of 'Hhat the project wi).l cost. At the very worst 
the budget can seriouslyundet'estimate the total amQunt of cost,s ,and 
difficul ties involved in the e~eoution of the study. The ability of the 
evaluator to complete his/her job efficiently and effectively is unknown. The 
reaction of the funder to the quality l;Jf the ,proposal and tbesize of the budget 
is highly problematic. . 

The budget is also a "game" involving strategic considerat:l.Qns by both, funding 
agenCies and those preparing proposals. The administrator will often prepare a 
proposal requesting funds for the most elegant study. 'I'he funding agency has 
the choice of accepting, rejecting or scaling down th~ proposal. If the latter 
is chosen, the administrator making the, request mustha.ve an understand'ing of 
the funding level at which (s)he can riO longer pt'Qpet'ly implement a viable 
study. 

The budget is based upon a number of factors including the type of evaluation 
(an impact evaluation costs more than other forms of evaluation); data problems 
to be encountered (hand-written dockets are more d:J;.fficult to gather data from 
than computerized data); sample size; and the type of consultant to be employed. 
The size of the evaluation budget may also be affected by the size and 
importance of the pretrial agency itself. 

--------------------~---------~-.---- . 
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The same pr'6J~ct can be awarded widely varying budget amounts 'depending upon 
what the funding source wants to make available. An impact evaluation for 
example, can be. done for $8,000 or $40,OQO. The $40,000 proposal ~eans that the 
agency will: employ a higher quality evaluator (or at least not take a chance 
on an unknown person); have more applicants for the RFP; examine more problems; 

/7 and put more effort into the c'final report. A smaller proposal will requlre the 
6/ administrator to assist the evaluator in the implementation of the study and 

perhaps to involve the proj ect staff in data gathering. . 

Given these constraints and strategies, this section will describe some key 
features in budgetary procedures: 1) ways to lower the budget; 2) specific 
costs; and 3) working with the funding source. 

Administrators are often looking for procedures to lower the cost of conducting 
an evaluation. The size of the award may be lower than expected or the 
administrator may prefer to examine a larger nUlnber of problems than normally 
possible with available resources. A number of procedures can be employed to 
maximize available funding: 

• Research procedures can be selected with lower cost as a 
goal, while still maintaining an acceptable level of 
validJty. These include the use of a smaller sample, and 
limiting the number of outcomes and cost. 

• The size of the budget can be reduced substantially if some 
services are provided by· the· program staff or stud~nt 
interns. In addition, such costs as printing and computer 
time can be absorbed by the county/city, local universities 
or donations from private firms. 

• The budget should not be overloaded with senior advisors and 
peripheral consultants. These items consume evaluation 
resources which could be better used in paying a competent 
project director and employing more clerical personnel. 
However, such advisors can be helpful if used periodically 
in assisting on key decisions for the evaluation or' 
assisting the project director when (s)he has difficulties. 

• The administrator should have a full-time evaluation 
director for the period of the study or, ~t the vei:>y least, 
for the. data-gathering phase. 

• The cost of various types of consultants will vary widely • 
If the administrator is able to prepare an effective RFP, 
then a less prestigious (and less costly) consultant can be 

• 
employed. -:.' 

The cost of publication will be sub$tantial. It is 
suggested that a relatively short eight- to ten-page summary 
of the evaluation project be prepared for dissemination. 
The publica:tion function might also be kept with the agency 
rather than with the evaluator. The . project can probabJ,y 
obtain a lower cost by printing ... either in-house or by 
requiring bids. 
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8 Depending on the amount of data and analysis, computer time 
can also be substantial. The administrator may find it 
advisable to negotiate a job rate rather than per hour fee. 

8 If the amount of available grant monies is limited by the 
funding sources, there may be ways of expanding the funds 
available. One way is to tie together a number of 
activities, which individ.ually are elig~ible for funding. 26/ 

When initially preparing the budget, the administrator should anticipate a 
number of specific costs: 

• The administrator should try to anticipate data gathering 
problems. Outside of the salary for the project director, 
the data gathering activities will consume the largest 
portion of the budget. There may be thorny problems such as 
the need to verify records in a series of different offices, 
and the need to trace cases through handwritten dockets. 

• If data is being gathered for computer processing, then key 
punch facilities will be required. The researcher will have 
to hire a firm to do the key punching; he may have to key 
punch using his own facilities; or perhaps the agency itself 
can defer some of the costs of the evaluation by using its 
clerical staff to do the key punching. 

• If a private consulting firm is used, it will require a 
profit margin. A university, on the other hand, will have 
an overhead cost figure. The profit and overhead figures 
must be computed into the'budget request. Failure to do so 
will mean that later substantive work will have to be 
deferred in order to pay for the overhead or profit margin. 

• When developing the personnel items, the fringe benefits for 
the employees should be included. A rule of thumb is to 
incl ude a 15 to 20 percent margin for fringe benefits. 

• In some jurisdictions a consultant can be chosen at the time 
that the budget is written. The consultant may be willing ,', 
to sign a contract committing himself/herself to '., that 
budgeted amount. Where this cannot be done because o~ legal 
requirements concerning bidding procedures, the project 
administrator should approach a variety of consultants in 
the community to determine what they would charge for the 
project. . 

~/ For example, information might be concurrently gathered on pretrial procedures, court dispositions, and p' 
characteristics of detainees. Beoause t!:te funding source may want the additional information, it may also be 
willing to provide addition,\~ funding. Another way of aooomplishing the same thing is to develop a "model 
evaluation" whioh can be used by othel" jurisdictions around the state or oountry. The fUnding source may be 
willing to allocate additional resources to develop this model. However, suoh a cQmmitment means that the 
project will have to prepare a dooument Which is more general in oontent and has implications beyond the 
jurisdiotion. 

~I 
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Close consultation with 'the staff of the funding sourc~~ is important. This 
should take the form of at least one face-to-face meetil~g and numerous phone 
calls. Follow-up should also take place after the sub~'ission of the budget. 
During this process, important issues need to be consider~,~, such as: 

. :~ 

• If the funding source is a State Planning Agency:, the state 
plan should be examined to determine the total b~Qget amount 
and specific project awards (including thei types of 
evaluations funded). 

• The budget should be examined by 'those in lithe local 
community who regularly deal with the funding sou\i'ce. These 
may include the local law enforcement plannihg agency, 
intergovernmental grants office and a grants offi()er for the 
city or county. 

• There should be some conception of what the funding source's 
auditors will accept in terms of expense documentC1\tion. The 
budget should be developed so that difficult fiscal 
documentation problems are not faced at a later date. 

The actual procedure used in constructing a budget is not difficult. A budget 
chart is the first item which should be prepared. An example of a budget chart 
is presented in Appendix II. The budget chart first identifies all of the 

,functions to be performed in the evaluation (e.g., prof,9ssional staff, data 
gathering, report writing). Then, the methods by which eaclh of these functions 
will be carried out need to be specified (e.g., data gathering will involve 
part-time clerical assistants). Finally, a cost is appended to each method 
(e.g., 500 hours of clerical time at $3.00 per hour plus 10 percent fringe 
benefits). Once the budget chart is completed, it should be shared with others 
and compared with sim,ilar proposals to determine if it is both complete and 
adequately covers all the necessary functions. The budget chart will probably 
not appear in the final proposal. Rather, it will be used to prepare a summary 
budget. The summary budget organizes the items by categories. 

Rather than requiring that a consultant stay within the budgeted categories the 
administrator might only use the budget to justify the amount of money being 
requested from the funding agency. The grant funds could be used to sign a 
udirect cost u consulting contract with the evaluator. The evaluator would then 
be responsible" for the payment of all costs including supplies, materials, and 
personnel. 2:.[/ The agency would not have to monitor and docume~t individual 
expenditures. However, the agency would still be responsible fO';; awarding the 
contraot using proper procedures. And the disbursement of fees wiuld have to be 
based on actual work produots. ~ # 

21J This bUlletin argues that the researcher shoUld be judged and paid by the quality of his performance and not 
solely on his/her ability to document expenditures. 

~I LEA A makes a distinction between a contract (which has agency stipulations on activities) and a grant (where 
the researcher, has control over the planning and work activities). In most circumstances I the former is 
preferable, 

~I 
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If this option is chosen, a payment schedule should be included in the proposal. 
The consultant will incur expenses during the coui-se of the project. At the 
very least, (s)he must pay for supplies and personnel. To leave the consultant 
without any funds for this purpose would be unrealistic. However, to make 
payment without any work products means that there will be no fiscal controls on 
the quality of the consultant's activitiE\s. Therefore, a procedure should be 
devised for payment of the consultant at various points in the project. This 
might involve payment of actual expenses only (e.g., supplies and personnel); or 
it might involve paying the consultant a percentage of the total contract' at 
various time periods, based on work products. ~/ 

SOURCES OF EVALUATION FUNDS 

Sources of evaluation funds described in this section include: State Planning 
Agencies, Federal agencies, foundations, and local government. The summary is a 
description of the factors which must be taken into account when dealing with 
those particular sources. 

The most fertile source of funds for evaluation purposes of the local 
jurisdiction is the State Planning Agency whioh has been set up by the La.w 
Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA). The proposed reorganization of 
LEAA "may" result in some changes in the structure of the State Planning Agency 
and LEAA' s support of evaluation. State Planning Agencies operate under a 
number of names such as: SPA, Governor's Crime Commis,'Pion, and Law Enforcement 
Planning Agency. The State Planning Agency may provide funds for 'either an 
outside consultant or a staff member of the agency to conduct the evaluation. 
An examinati~n of the state plan will offer' insights into the amount of funds 
available. State Planning Agencies normally operate on a funding cycle, so 
funds cannot be expected for at least a year after application. Often the State 
Planning Agency requires an eValuation component if they fund a particular 
agency. State Planning Agencies may fund evaluations ranging from $7,000 to 
$50,000 depending on the size of the eval uation and their own inclination. 3.Q./ 
The size of the award will be much larger in states with very large urban 
communities and complex criminal justice systems and considerably lower in rural 
states. 

Evaluation funds may be provided by the local jurisdiction. However, municipal 
and county governments are not usually inclined towards funding a research or 
evaluation project, with the exception of the provision of matching funds for 
thoseproj ects funded by external sources. Local governments generally prefer 
to set up their own policy analysis units which are responsible to the local 
government rather than to the agency being evaluated. Such policy-analysis 
units cannot be expected to carryon extensive evaluations of pretrial agencies, 
but they can be useful sources of' advice when the pretrial agency is executing 
an evaluation • 

. a.9/ For example, if the contract is for a one-year study, thert 25 percent of the total contract oould be paid 
every three months, minus a retention fee (usually 10 peroent). The retention fee is paid at the satisfactory 
completion of the total project. Mother possibility is the payment of peroentages of the total fee as 
various work prodUcts are completed. However, the' problem 'with this optio~ is that the consultant will inour 
greater costs at the beginning of data gathering. An initial paymtl1lt may have to be larger onoe the 
consultant has demonstrated that the data gathering has taken place • 

.3Q./ Although State Planning Agencies provide some large amounts, most continue to be in the $12,000 to $15,000 
range. 

II 
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Foundations may also fund small research projects with a public policy foous. 
However, foundations seldom are fertile sources for evaluation funds. Personal 
contact with members of the board of directors of the foundation and. a direct 
appearance is helpful and may be required. Unless the budget of the proposed 
evaluation is very small or other funding sources are unavailable, it is not 
advisable to. invest time in trying to obtain foundation funding. 'In addition, 
foundations generally feel that they should not fund projects for which 
governmental funding is normally available. 

Federal agencies also provide research funds. 311 However, Federal agencies do 
not provide research and evaluation monies to aid the locality in management or 
decision making (though this may be one by-product of the study). Rather, they 
may be interested in: theoretical concerns affecting human behavior; policy 
considerations that have nationwide implications; and studies that help 
determine if innovative practices have an impact on defendants. The 
administrator who hopes 'to obtain federal funds must use a far different funding 
strategy than with other funding sources. Specific types of proposals which 
Federal agencies tend to view favorably include those which: 

• Reflect programs that are controversial, innovative or have 
wide application. 32/ 

• Use either a highly innovative or a rigorous methodology.31/ 

• Employ a researcher with credibility based on reputation, 
knowledge, specialized skills, or objectivity. 

• Examine programs or methods with a potential for widespread 
utilization or replication. 

Another means of obtaining assistance from Federal agencies is through those 
consultants who have already been awa~ded national contracts to study the kinds 
of topics described above. The special requirements of these studies may mean 

.31/ Federal agencies include the follol~ing: The LEAA and its researoh arm the National Institute of Law 
Enfo~cement and Criminal Justioe (NILE), the National Institute of Corrections (NIC), the National Institute 
of Mental Health (NIMH) f Department of Labor (DOL), Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW), and 
the National Soience Foundation (NSF). There are numerous sources of information on Federal agenoies. Eaoh 
of the agencies alluded to has a bidder's list for which a researcher and/or program is eligible. There are 
national publications, such as the Commerce Business Daily, whioh regularly announce RFP' s, awards, and 
contractors. Newsletters in various fields make announcements about sourceS of funds. These include the 
'QdJninal Justioe Newsletter, The Pretrial Reporter, and the NILE Research Bulletin. For a more extensive 
discussion of this topic see, Fitzgerald, Money '78 • 

.3Z./ The wider the nature of the program and the more extensive j,ts effect on the oriminal justice system, the 
greater the ohance that it may reoeive funding for an evaluation, An example of this is a new statewide 
program in pretrial release or pretrial diversion. If the proj eot has an innovative praotioe (suoh, as 
restitution in a diversion program) or if there is a great deal of oontroversy as to whether the type of 
program is effective (suoh as the oontroversy over the impaot of diversion), an evaluation projeot will have a 
better ohanoe of being funded. 

33J If· the method being used to obtain the data is highly innovative, then the evaluation projeot may have a muoh 
higher ohanoe of being funded. For example, the projeot may want to do a point soale validation, whioh by 
itself may not be funded. However, if the point soale validation is put in the oontext of testing various 
statistical methods, it may be funded by the national souroe. The proposal should be franied in terms of a 
me~hod whioh is rigorous. As an example, quasi-experimental designs are the least whioh will be aooepted, but 
experimental designs would be espeoially weloome by these funding souroes. 
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that pretrial agencies can obtain effective and useful evaluations without cost. 
~/ Since such a study is attempting to answer national questions and produce a 
broad analysis, the program administrator may have to negotiate with the 
consultant to obtain the specific information needed by the pretrial agency. 32/. 

CHECKLIST FOR 
STEP 3 

o The working paper prepared in step 2 is the basis for 
the proposal. 

[] A proposal is based on the following criteria: 

[] Content issues 

[] Tenor of the proposal 

o Mechanics 

o External Sources 

o The application has standard questions which must be 
addressed. 

[] Construction of the budget includes the following 
concerns: 

[] Specific cost. 

o Ways to lower the budget, if necessary, without 
compromising the integrity of the study. 

o Working closely with funding sources. 

o A variety of funding sources are available, each 
recuiring different strategies. 

o state Planning Agencies will be most likely to 
fund an evaluation. 

o Federal agencies often fund research projects 
which will provide local services. 

o The local jUrisdiction and foundations are far 
less apt to fund an evaluation. 

3!1 There are numerous examples of these national studies: On-site visits can provide management and evaluation 
information for the local community and provide a comparison between the local program and programs in other 
jurisdictions. Extensive data gathering can prove to be the basis of a sophisticated evaluation. Many times 
contractors are asked to study the same community in a variety of different projects to maximize the amount of 
knowledge and information gained from that particular jUrisdiction. Therefore, an extensive profile of the 
community can be obtained from the number of stUdies. There are numerous speCial programs that provide funds 
for evaluative type of activities. An example. is the jail overcrowding problem. The jail overcrowding 
project includes funds for planning and implementing a data base which can be u~ed to answer evaluation-type 
questions. 

~I There are a number of techniques which can be employed to obtain this assistance. The contractor may be asked 
to design and implement a management information system. If information is being gathered for a more general 
predictor study, the contractor should develop a point scale validation with local implications. Even though 
a more general report will be prepared for national disseminatjlon, the national oontractor might agree to 
prepare a speoial report whioh could be used by the local jurisdiotion. The national contraotor might also be 
willing to return to the oommunity to speak to decisioij makers on the findings. 

1 
II 



STEP 4 
PREPARING THE RFP 

INTRODUCTION 

The RFP (Request for Proposal) is normally used to solicit bids from consultants 
(~ for a research or evaluation project. 3&1 It sets forth the specifications for 

the project, including expectations, limitations, schedule, and work products. 
The RFP is prepared from both the earlier working paper (Step 2) and the 
proposal (Step 3). Though the RFP is normally used. to solicit a funded 
researcher, it is equally applicable to other types of researchers (e. g. , 
volunteers, students, in-house unit). Even when no funds are provided to the 
researcher, the RFP or' contract can explicitly define the relationships and 
expectations between researcher and administrator. 

The HFP is a meaningful standard against which the agency may gauge the progress 
and quality of the final report. This has led one author to describe it as the 
most important item in the evaluation process: "It is often possible to predict 
the ultimate success of an evaluation by reading the RFP - before the contractor 
is selected and without any other knowledge of the program." 3l.I 

\\, If the program administrator follows the prior steps, the RFP will be prepared 
as .. part of this process. The administrator will be knowledgeable about 
evaluation and able to explicitly state his/her needs. The administrator who is 
unwilling to go through these steps would do well to consider employing a 
consultant to write the RFP. This could be either a researcher or a program 
official who is familiar with research considerations. One day of consulting 
time CQuld be used to examine the overall needs of the program: Two additional 
days of consulting could be given to the actual preparation of an RFP for the 
program. For the cost of three days consulting fees, plane and hotel costs, the 
program will have developed an RFP for a more successful evaluation project. 

In addition, there are national and state resource centers, technical assistance 
units, and clearinghouses which can provide assistance in preparing an RFP 
wi.thout cost . .3..e.1 This may involve on-site activities, critiques of RFP' s and 
proviSion of source materials. These organizations will also provide advice for 
the duration of the study. 

o 

3Q/ Contractor and consultant will be used interchangeably in this section. 

31/ WeidIl\an, Donald, IIWriting a Better RFP" , Public Administration Reyiew, XXXVII, September, 1977, p.714. There 
are a number of reasons for this statement: 4 good RFP is a culmination of the previous steps. Since a great 
deal of thought has already been given to the study/ little is left to chance. A good RFP also requires that 
an evaluator use proper methodology (no matter how diffioult) and prr,duce management-oriented doouments. 
Evaluators can take a "weak" RFP and complete the requirements of the COil tract with relatively little effort. 
Many a contractor uses a weak RFP to justify issuing only a "prelimina.ry report", or to suggest having a 
second study conmissioned. An explicit RFP provides oriteria which can be used to withhold payment from 
oontractors who have not provided a satisfactory evaluation. This knowledge can encourage more effective 
performance by the contractor • 

.3!l! For example, the Pretrial Services Resource Center provides this assistanoe when pretrial topics are involved. 
The Criminal Justioe Training Centers provide assistance for those who have participated in the evaluation 
workshops. 0 
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HINTS FOR AN RFP ~/ 

This section offers 18 hints for producing an effective RFP. The reader should 
remember that these are a cUlmination of the prior steps in this bulletin. 

Hint 1-Explicitly state the questions to be examined. It is not 
enough to request that an evaluation be performed to show whether 
the agency is effective. There are many possible ways to examine 
this question. Many methods are available, ranging in level of 
rigor and acceptability. Many different outcomes can be used, 
including som~ which are of only 'passing interest to the program. 
In the absence of specific cues, the researcher will have the 
flexibility to examine those questions which are of interest to 
him/her, rather than those which are important to the agency. 

Step 2 of this bulletin provides a method by which the 
administrator can explicitly define the questions to be examined. 
This analytical structure includes goal specification, problem, 
assumptions, evaluation type, design and outcome. A separate 
chart should be prepared for each question. If this structure is 
employed in the RFP the researcher will be given accurate and 
understandable information on the conduct of the study. ~ 

Hint 2-Keep the problems ~ in number and establish priorities. 40/ 
A study cannot do a good job of answering more than two or three 
major questions. Information is not free. If a large number of 
questions are to be examined, then more funds must be provided. 
If not, lower quality analysis may result or the evaluator must 
use his own funds to answer the additional questions. Even if a 
small number of questions are identified, fiscal and time 
constraints may preclude examining all of the questions. Setting 
a priority on the questions will mean that the most important 
problems will be examined. The most effort and most rigorous 
methods will also be applied by the r',esearcher to the higher 
priority items. 

Hint 3-Be careful when several kinds .ru: studi~ ~ being 
contemplated. Some argue that if various studies aN3 required, 
different teams ought to be funded for that purpose. l!.1./ 
According to this view, the skills required for management (( 
evaluation as opposed to an impact aSsessment are considerably 
different. 

Many <'agencies do not have funds to undertake two or three 
separate proj ects. As a result, they may try to integrate the 
numerous questions and data gathering activities. For example, 

39.1 The format. in t.his sect.ion was first used by Weidman, "Writing a Bet.ter RitP", although this bulletin has added 
numerous suggest.ions and differs from Weidman on a few key point.s. 

l!.Q./ Weidman, "Writing a Better RFP", p.716, 
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programs often want both an impact assessment and a cost 
evaluation. Viewed as different enterprises, these require 
differen:t levels of expertise. However, there are areas where 
the two types of evaluation overlap. A cost evaluation must have 
an impact evaluation using a research design to determine what 
would happen to agency clients if the program were not in 
existence. l!2/ It could be most useful to have the two studies 
performed simultaneously. 

This illustrates \ the concept of "sunk costs" in a research 
project. Sunk costs include learning about the particular 
agency, developing familiarity with court records, and gathering 
data which could be valuable for other purposes. In order to 
take maximum advantage of sunk costs (not to repeat them in a new 
project with a new study team), combining a number of different 
studies into one can be a useful approach. Despite this 
suggestion, the comingling of various studies does have dangers. 
Procedures should be stated to make each aspect of the study a 
separate report and to maximize the quality of each aspect of the 
study. .!!:il 

Hint 4-Be explicit about important constraints.!!1 Limitations in 
the analysis or access to the the data should be clearly stated. 
There are a number of problems which will affect both the 
validity of the study and the costs incurred by consultants. The 
researcher may have to gather rearrest data, but will not be 
allowed direct access to police department records. (S)he may 
not be given direct access to clients, judges, and district 
attorneys. The use of experimental design may be the best way to 
evaluate the impact of the program on the client, but the 
administrator may object to experimental design because of legal 
or ethical considerations. 

Hint 5-Point out major data gathering difficulties and availability. 
Agency, court, and law enforcement records are often lacking in 
quality, and can be misleading and incomplete. Researchers often 
have to work with handwritten dockets which have illegible 
handwriting making the gathering of information difficult. These 
problems should be pointed out in the RFP. The additional time 
required to gather and verify this data should be estimated. 

~/ For a discussion of cost evaluation see: Kirby, Michael P' I and Corum, David, "Cost Effectiveness Analysis: A 
Case Study", The BeHringer, III, November 1977, pp. 6-8 j and Pryor, Donald, el;. al., Pretrial Diversion 
Program in Monroe County. New York: An Eyaluation, Rochester, New York: Center for Governmental Research, 
Inc., 1977 • 

.!I3J There should be separate reports for each study. The evaluator should use a consultant (or an additional 
person on the study team) to supplement 'those areas with which he is Unfamiliar. The various studies shOUld 
be approached systematically. The project should not become ISO large and grandiose that it cannot be 
completed • 

.!ill,! Weidman, "Writing a Better RFP", p.714. 
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Hint 6-Ask for the use of standard evaluation procedures. ~ RFP's 
often curb the use of tested methods and encourage greater 
creativity by a contractor. Not only is the reliability ~f such 
methods questionable, but practitioners and evaluators alike will 
have more difficulty interpreting the results obtained by new 
methodologies. It is unfortunate that the use of "new 
methodologies" often involves the use of more complex statist.ical 
techniques (whose value is unknown or controversial). 

The proposed contractor should be allowed to depart from 
generally used methods only when standard methods are clearly 
inappropriate. The justification for such a change should be 
understandable and convincing to the administrator. The RFP 
should note that changes will not be readily accepted and will 
require substantial explanation and documentation. 

Hint 7-Keep the analysis simple. Evaluations are often a "mish-mash" 
of complex statistical analysis. Given the audience for which 
the evaluation is intended, this ought to be avoided. For 
example, the RFP should indicate that the data will be presented 
in a readable form. The contractor should be expected to prepare 
a small number of simple tables. Other forms of display such as 
pie charts and bar graphs should be encouraged. Cross-tabulation 
tables should be the most complex form of analysis allowed. 1!Q/ 
Too often, evaluators use complex statistical analysis under the 
guise of a "high level of sophistication". These techniques 
cannot be understood by most people who mak:e decisions about a 
project. Additionally, complex analysis does not allow the 
administrator to check the figures and thus understand how they 
were derived. 

Hint a-Specify and require comparison. Step 2 indicates that for 
many questions, experimental or quasi-experimental design is 
required. Jil./ Without design considerations, many studies are 
of little value. In addition, when doing quasi-experimental 
design, the comparison group must be validated for equi valencle . 
The RFP should clearly state that payment will not be made UnIE)SS 
a properly drawn comparison or control group has been selected. 

Hint 9-Use attitudinal data with~. A number of studies have 

}IT/ 

purported to examine the clients of a release or diversion agency 
through an interview. This procedure shoUld be discouraged, o~~ 
at least the limitations should be recognized. Defendants area 
highly mobile group who are relatively difficult to locatie after 
their release from a program. If client interviews are used, it 

llil1, p.715. 

Cross tabulation tables describe the relationship between two variables or types of information (e.g., age and 
rearrest). 

Step 2 discusses research design in greater depth. Research design involves comparing agency clients with 
another group. If the two groups a,'e selected by random procedures I the study uSeS experimental design and 
the second group is called a control group. If the two groups are seleoted by non-ralldom (paper and pencil) 
procedur~, the stUdy is using quasi-experimental design and the second group is called a oomparison group. 

~ ~ 

(:) 
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should be expected that there will be a high percentage of 
defendants refusing to respond to either an interviewer or a mail 
questionnaire. In other instances defendants may distort their 
opinions fearing further criminal prosecution. 

Oth(~r studies have attributed great reliability to statements 
made by decision makers, judges, and program personnel. 
Concl.usions on the effectiveness of administrative practices 
cannot be made solely on the basis of such interviews. The 
conveptional wisdom of actors in the criminal justice system can 
oe misleading. Such' opinions may be defined by a "halo" effect 
where respondents see their actions from a very positive 
perspective. Attitudinal data should only supplement objective 
data and the evaluator's observati6ns. 

!U.n.t... 10-ReQuire 1! clear separation between ~ results of the 
an;alysis and the evaluator's judgement and intuition. There is 
no such thing as an "objective opinion". 48/ Attempts to 
discredit the evaluation with decision makers will be successful 
when the evaluator's opinion becomes intertwined with the 'data. 
The RFP should clearly state that these aspects of the report 
Nill be separated. The objectivity of the evaluator should not 
only be welcomed, but it should also be encouraged. Many fine 
studies have been tainted because the author beoame an avid 
supporter of the agency. This is not to suggest that the 
evaluator should refuse to make judgements. The evaluator was 
partially chosen because (s)he was removed enough from the 
proj ect to make sound judgements. 

Hint 11-Identify expected wgrk products.. All of the work products 
should be explicitly described. If it means the production of a 
pamphlet or a report, this should be stated. On the other hand, 
it may i~volve convincing decision makers about the effectiveness 
of the program. These accomplishments should b~ stated in 
empirical terms. If the goal is to communicate research findings 
to decision makers, this can be stated in quantitative terms 
(e.g., meet with City Council Budget Commutee three times, meet 
with county budget officials tWice, and give three interviews on 
television) • 

Hint; 12 .. M;ake the prospective contr;actor provide guarantees Qll. 
confldenti;ality. The confidentiality issue is important to 
administrators and researchers alike \,pecauseof state and Federal 
legislation. Information will be made available to the 
researcher which includes client names and identif·iers. The 
researcher should provide an indication in his/her response to 
the RFP on how the confidentiality of defendants will be 
maintained. This should involve assurance for both the research 
director and his employees. Provisions for either the 

.!!.al Weidman, "Writing a Better RFP", P.716: 
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destruction of the data or elimination of all identifiers at the 
earliest time should be discussed. Safeguards for the 
computer-stored data should also be provided. ~ 

However, the demands for confidentiality should not be so great 
so as to "cripple" the evaluation project. 5.Q./ If, for example, 
the resear'cher is told that names or other identifiers will not 
be available, then information cannot be gathered from other 
sources (e.g., rearrest information), nor can the accuracy of the 
agency data be verified. 

Hint 13-Have the evaluator demonstrate his/her competence. 
Eva! uators are frequently asked to perform tasks for which they 
do not have the necessary competence or required experience. It 
would be inappropriate to ask an anthropologist who is familiar 
with qualitative analysis to do an impact evaluation or to ask an 
educational evaluator to conduct a study of a criminal justice 
agency. The less background or experience the evaluator has in 
either technique or subject matter, the more time the program 
administrator will have to spend teaching him/her about· the 
specific evaluation type, the criminal justice system, and court 
records. 

If an evaluator from the local community is used, a specialist in 
evaluating pretrial agencies using the methods prescribed above 
may not be available. Therefore, the response to the RFP should 
be written in such a way that the evaluator can indicate why 
(s)he will be able to handle the procedures with Which (s)he is 
not familiar. Experience can be an important requisite. The 
evaluator who has worked with court records and has a track 
record of doing previous evaluations, can be of great value to 
the agency. Technical competence may not be quite as impo,rtant 
as an understanding of the criminal justice system. 

The RFP should state that the evaluator is expected to provide 
references and copies of prior work. If the evaluator does not 
have extensive prior work, examples of his/her writing for other 
purposes should be examined. Some indication should be sought 
that the inexperienced evaluator understands policy issues. 

Hint 14-Keep the publication Qf ~ report ~ ~ agency. Funds 
should be allocated so the agency can publish the report itself. 
The agency may have access through the county or city to 
inexpensive printing facilities. This procedure provides the 

!!.2.1 

.5.Q./ 

Performance Standards and Goals in Pretrial DiVersion, p. 103-116. National Advisory Committee on Criminal 
Justice Standards and GoalS, Criminal Justice Research and Deyelopment I Washington, D. C.: Goverrunent Printing 
Office, 1976, pp.38-43. 

This statement reveals the cla.ssic conflict between protection of the defendant's privacy and society's right 
to accountability from public programs. 
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agency with the ability to publish those parts of the report 
which it finds to be most valuable. (The program may want to 
publish a short summary document.) Other parts can be available 
in a smaller number of photocopies, making mass distt:'ibution of 
more valuable aspects of the study possible. If the 'report is of 
unsatisfactQryquality, this enables the project to rewrite the 
document, which would not be possible were it published on a 
massive sc~Lle. HO\-lever, the basic obj ecti vity of the report 
should not be tampered with by ordering changes in data and 
interpretation. 

Hint 15-Curb ~ tendency of contractors to suggest extensive 
analysis ~nd subsequent studies to gain another contract. Monies 
for a study are sometimes spent to suggest why the study cannot 
be executed with the funds available. More extensive analysis 
and methodologies are proposed to be implemented at a later time 
with additional study. The RFP should state explicitly that the 
contractor is expected to conduct the study as described. 

Hint 16-State explicitly what ~ to be included in the proposal from 
the consultant. The agency should be explicit in What it expects 
from the proposed contractors in the response. .. The information 
which is required should be relatively brief and easy to extract. 
If it is to difficult to prepare a response to the RFP, many 
conSUltants will not respond because they have other time 
constraints. These constraints are more important with smaller 
evaluation contracts because the contractor cannot expect a large 
financial gain. 

The items that might be included in the proposal should be 
described. The length of presentation for each topic should also 
be stated (e.g., no more than two pages on qualifications). In 
addition, the proposed contractors should not have to guess the 
amount of money which is available. The contractors should be 
encouraged to bid the maximum amount, ... unless there are county or 
city guidelines to the contrary. 

Hint 17-Consider using ~ fixed ~ contract. The RFP should require 
a fixed cost contract from which the consultant pays all the 
expenses out of the fee. This save time for the agency since it 
does not have to keep detailed' expenditure records on hourly 
wages paid, number of pencils used, etc. It also precludes the 
anxiety of justifying specific expenditures to an auditor. 
However, the agency is still responsible for the proper conduct 
of the study. 511 

Hint· 18-Describe ~ penalty for non-performanQe Qf the ~!ntract. 
The best way to ensure appropriate work products from the 
researcher is to be willing to withhold payment or make. partial 
paynlents. In order to be legally binding, the critleria for 
performance must be explicit (see hints 1 through 16) and the 

.5.11 See step 5, "Budget li , foi' a mOi'e extensive disoussion of this point. 

1/ 

Ii 
II 
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penalties must be described. A provision should al",so be made for 
oancellation at any time for unsatisfactory performance. An 
explicit schedule of when work products are due can be an 
effective oriterion to define non-compliance. The administrator 
should consult an attorney to create provisions whioh are legally 
enforceable. 

Not only should the RFP indicate the penal ties, but it should 
indicate that the administrator will enforce the prooedures if 
::)atisf'aotory products are not provided. The payment to the 
evaluator should be based on performance and work products and 
not on documentation of expenditures for the evaluation. This 
accountability is necessary' if evaluation is to substantially 
improve. 

CHEC[{LIST FOR 
STEP 'I 

o An R)!'P 13hould be prepared s;!.nce it is a strong 
predictor of the quality of the final study. 

o An RFP can be prepared by the administrator using the 
prior three steps or through the use of a consultant. 

[J The following topios are addrassed in an RFP: 

0 Questions to be examined 

0 Kind of studies oontemplated 

0 Constraints 

0 Data gathering problems 

0 Standard evaluation methodologies 

0 Simple analysiS 

0 Specific design 

0 Careful use of attitudinal data 

0 Separation of analysis and judgement 

[] confidentiality 

0 Souroes of aooomplishment 

0 Competence of evaluator 

0 Publioation of report 

0 Completion of contrsct 

0 Content of proposal 

0 Type of contraot 

0 Non-oompliance 
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STEP 5 
SELECTING A RESEARCHER 

INTRODUCTION 

This section will discuss topics related to the selection of a researcher. This 
includes sending the RFP to a broad range of evaluators so that there is 
sufficient choice in selection. Once the respcnses are received, the 
administrator should develop explicit criteria) that will be used to select the 
researcher for the evaluation project. Finally, the administrator should 
realize that researchers come frOm a variety of organizational backgrounds, each 
of which has its advantages and disadvantages. Each of these organization types 
will be discussed to provide an understanding of the procedures that will have 
to be tmplemented to maximize the strengths Of each type. 

WHERE TO SEND THEllFP 

One of the more frustrating aspects of se.lecting a researcher is to not have 
anyone to choose from. An administrator is not able to find anyone suited to 
the particular project in the community and selection of an appropriate 
researcher from outside the community or state may not be possible because of 
the greater costs involved or local r~quirements. The problem of finding 
researchers to respond can be solved by using the procedures described below. 
To maximize the number of researchers responding, the difficulties of writing 
tne document must be minimized. 

There are many sources which can provide information of evaluators in the 
community. These include: 

• The local criminal justice planning agency. 

• The research specialist at the State Planning Agency. 

• Other administrators whose agencies were evaluated. 

'\ • The grants officer at the local university. 

• Telephone book - yellow pages. 

• The local office of the Small Business Administration. 

• Newspaper repor'ters' 

• The city or county bu~~et office. 

• Directories of organizations that do policy research. ~/ 

521 These are availa~le fro~ oollege or,publio libraries. 
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Based on this search of materials, the RFP should be sent to a broad range of 
persons. Al though not everyone will respond, some will pass the document to 
colleagues and friends interested in the topic. Among the persons who should 
receive the document are: 

• Local evaluators identified by the above procedure. 

• Departments in the local universities who might have some 
interest in the topic: Political SCience; Public 
Administration; Public Affairs; Criminal Justice; Sociology; 
Psychology; Social Work; Economics; Education; Urban Affairs; 
etc. 

• National resource 'centers and clearinghouses. 

• Universities in adjacent communities. 

• Advertisment in the local legal newspaper. 

• Announced as:Jlewspaper article in local newspaper. 
, '-:. .~ 

SELECTION CRITERIA 

This section discusses the criteria used in selecting a researcher. The 
criteria are defined on the basis of quality of response to the RFP, prior work, 
and the interview. 

The act of selecting a researcher must be understo,od in the context of the' 
earlier discussion, e.g., the administrator chooses the researcher to execute, 
not to plan the evaluation. Decisions _are made by administrators and public 
officials. The job of the evaluator1s to provide high quality data and 
caref·t;llly formulated recommendations based on the research format first 
identified in Step 2. T,he administrator has already provided a precise standard 
of his/her expectations in the RFP. It is up to the administrator to indist 
upon the execution of the RFP as written. The administrator must be willing to 
enforce the contract, even if it means that an evaluator will not be paid for 
unfinished work. Finally, the administrator should have some understanding of 
the criteria (s)he will use in selecting a researcher. This requires the 
preparation of a check list based on the elements discussed below. 

The quality of the response to the RFP can be used as one of the major criteria 
in selection of an evaluator, or to narrow the list of potential evaluators who 
would be examined more intensively. The criteria which can be used to judge the 
response to a RFP include: 

• The knowledge of research, cr~minal justice, and data 
gathering issues. 

• The amount of thought and insight evident in the proposal. 

• The COmpleteness of the proposal in discussing the important 
issues -." An unwillingness to respond to the information 
requested may portend a later unwillingness to complete the 
research as requested. 

(J 
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• Prior work experience is an indication of familiarit.y with 
the. activities in the upcoming evaluation. However, prior 
experience should not be considered without an assessment of 
the quality of the work. 

• Ability to communicate to the administrator, as evidenced by 
the wl"iting style of the response. 

• The manner in which the response describes research issues 
and procedures. The willingness and ability of the 
researcher to communicate will be most evident when highly 
technical issues are addressed. 

• The' way in \-lhich the researcher intends to study those 
procedures 01" methods with which (s)he is not directly 
familial" . 

The above describes ways. of judging the researcher's competence in order to make 
some initial judgements about whether to further examine credentials. However, 
the RFP should state that the response is limited to a particular number of 
pages. The response should never be judged on length. 

Prior work should be used as a basis for making a decision on the particular 
researcher. This means that the administrator must contact the various agencies 
that have used a particular researcher. The following methods should help in 
assessing the experience offered by the researcher: 

• The general reputation of the researcher should be discussed 
with users. Not only should resea.rch ability be discussed, 
but the contribution to research utilization is important. 

• The ability of the researcher to ()omplete the study for the 
amou..r:lt agreed upon in previous ccmtracts is important. If 
additional work was requested by the agency, a reasonable 
additional fee should have been negotiated. 

• Follow-up services, especially when related to the study, 
are crucial. Some researchers may offer follow-up services 
without additional cost. 53/ 

The extent to which the general. staff was competent and eq.sy 
to wot"k with is crucial. This is especially important in 
the case of data gathering staff that spends considerable 
time with the agency. 

• Was the extent of work completed in keeping with the 
researcher's contractual obligations? 

5.3.1 Although this seems unrealistic, many researchers, especially those in small firms or universities, will 
provide follow-up at no or small cost to the agency. This is especially true of researchers who are 
attempting to "make a name for themselves" or are Using an agency contact for other purposes (e.g., sources of 
internships) • " 
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What was the quality of the final report? Was the work of 
practical value to the agency? 

• Did the researcher meet deadlines? 

• Did the researcher adroitly manage his/her staff? 

Once the response to the RFP and the prior work have been examined, the 
administrator should schedule interviews with the two or three strongest 
candidates. The interview can be used to: 

(I Discuss key points not covered adequately in the proposal. 

• Discuss some of the key criteria presented above under 
response to the RFP. 

• Judge whether the researcher can verbally communicate to the 
administrator or selection committee. The researche~ should 
be presented with issues which require spontaneous response, 
rather than a rehash of the response to the proposal. 

• Describe the participation of particular evaluation staff. 
Often, the contract is awarded because of the special 
expertise of a staff member. If this is the .case, his/her 
participation should be explicitly discussed and entered as 
a clause in the contract. 

• Any final quest.i..:::ns about cost (form of payment, retention 
fees, and overhead) need to be thoroughly reviewed. 

TYPES OF RESEARCHERS 

In most situations several types of researchers are available to the 
administrator. Each system brings its own advantages and disadvantages. These 
options include the in-house unit, private firm, university researchers, and 
students. 

No study exists which demonstrates that one form of researcher is superior to 
another. HoweVer, there are more than subtle differences in the style and 
performance of the different types. This section will attempt to define these 
differences, based on the literature that exists and personal observations of 
the author. Certainly, there are numerous exceptions to the trends described 
below. Rather than excluding anyone based on the description below, the 
administrator awarding an evaluation contract should be aware of possible 
problems which could be created by emple'ying a particular type of evaluator. 
Procedures can be developed to limit the more problematic characteristics. 

The In-house Research Unit uses the agency's staff for conducting research. Not 
only is this unit involved in research and evaluation, but it may also be in 
charge of statistical reporting and the general computer operations of the 

/J 
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agency. This unit is probably less involved in actual evaluation and more in 
monitoring, statistical reporting, and specialized research (mini-studies).5!1 

The in-house research unit is not only an often-used alternative in the criminal 
justice field, but is highly regarded for the quality of its work. A .~ecent 
study of the utilization of research indicated that in-house research units were 
top ranked by consumers. 521 Among the advantages of the in-house research unit 
are the following: 

• The in-house staff is familiar with the activities and 
operations of the agency so that a socialization process is 
not necessary before beginning a project • 

., Since information about the program is already being 
collected, the cost of additional research will be 
relatively small. There is a greater efficiency since data 
can be simultaneously gathered for a number of projects. 

• Utilization may be more apt to occur since the researcher 
and program administrator have day-to-day contact. 

• The researcher is a staff member rather than an outsider. 
There can be greater contact and trust in working with the 
staff to create more usable research. 

• Since the in-house staff may supervise the computer system 
of the agency, data from the management information system 
can be easily adapted to research purposes. 

• There is greater continuity since the researcher is at the 
project for a lengthy period of time. 5&1 

As with any form of research, the in-house unit has a number of problems. These 
include: 

• The credibility of . in-house research units in terms of 
objective results is more apt to be questioned. The 
potential for producing only favorable results is viewed by 
many as a problem since the researcher is a member of that 
organization. 

5.!1/ There are three major types of in-house research units: large in-house units that may also have other 
data-based activities (e.g., New York City Criminal Justice Agency); a small agency that occasion~lly directs 
staff time into research; and statewide units (Florida diversion and Kentucky release systems). 

5.5J Adams I Stuart, "Impacting Criminal Justice Through Research" I Uniyersity of Cincinnati Law Reyiew, 45, 1976. 

W As an example j the Pretrial Services Agency was able to conduct an experimental study of the impact of 
supervision on defendant outcomes. Though the researcher had to wait two years for the cases to be disposed, 
this was not a problem beoause he remained on staff working on other research and data-based projects. 
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• Too often in-house research staffs gather immense amounts of 
data at great cost to the organization. If data gathering 
procedures are not thought through, they will not be cost­
effect! ve. If the line staff is required to gather the 
data, this may also unnecessarily intrude into their day-to­
day activities with defendants. 

• The in-house staff may not have the necessary continuity if 
it is disbanded when a Federal grant expires. Cities and 
counties appear to be reluctant to include a research staff 
position when providing the permanent funding fop ca program. 

• Because in-house staff are oriented toward the management of 
an agency, their reports, often of an internal nature, are 
less elegant and complete. If the consumer is a program" 
director, nothing more than a memorandum is usually 
provided. The description of the findings may only take 
place in a staff meeting. This may preclude the development 
of documents for external consumers. 

• If staff members are civil service employees, removal for 
low quality work may be difficult. 

• Many problems result from the in-house research staff's 
rela tionship to the organization. It can prove very 
difficult to inform agency administrators of problems in the 
organization. And, if part of the research involves rating 
the line staff, a great deal of discomfort may occur in 
interpersonal relationships between researcher and staff 
members. 

The private consulting firm offers another type of researcher. The private 
consul ting firm's staff can range from one person who is "moonlighting" from 
his/her regular job to a very large professional organization with dozens of 
employees. Consul ting firms can be either not-for-profit or profit making 
concerns. 51.1 

There are a number of advantages to the private consulting firms: 

51.1 

• Normally, they contain a number of employees with 
programmatic and methodological sophistication. 

• The private consultant has the flexibility to subcontract 
more difficult aspects of the evaluation. This firm can act 
as a broker, and thus search for and select the best 
researchers in the field. 

In the latter case the firm operates as a private business, extracting profits from the contracts. The profit 
margin ~ay mean that it may have to charge higher fees. The not-for-profit organization operates under more 
stringent regulations, and is not allowed to distribute prof;l.ts among owners or shareholders. Overhead funds 
maY be used to embellish the organization (purchase a computer, provide better working facilities) and provide 
benefits (health, life insurance) for the employees. 
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• Private consultants do their work in a businesslike fashion 
and are more apt than other types of researchers to complete 
the project on schedule. 

• Private consultants, especially accounting firms, have 
credibility with local decision makers, especially local 
legislators who themselves are businessmen. 

Among the disadvantages of the private consultant are the following: 

• Once a contract is completed, the experience and knowledge 
gained by the consultant is only available through further 
contracting. 

• Consulting firms often conduct "boiler plate" evaluations, 
where they use the same format for every study. This 
provides a document, which may not be especially suited for 
the needs of the client. 

• The private firm may be susceptible to a conflict of 
interest when subsequent eva.luation monies are to be made 
available. 

• The private consultant may have a jargon that is complex and 
difficult to understand. 

University professors are a major source as evaluators of the pretrial release 
and diversion agencies. They represent a variety of disciplines including 
sociology, psychology, political science, criminal justice, public 
administration, public affairs, and even in some cases anthropology and 
economics. There are three types of consultants with an academic background: 
the "individual", the research institute, and the consulting firm. 

Advantages in using a university professor as a consultant include the 
following: 

.. The university professor may have fewer pressures in terms 
of conflict of interest. The university is his/her source 
of employment and objective research is the major value of 
the university. 

• University researchers are usually skilled in methodological 
techniques such as statistical analysis, research design, 
and data gathering. 

• Universities contain computer systems and "statistical 
packages" especially developed for the analysis of data. 

• Since the university professor receives a salary from that 
i~stitution, (s)he can do a research project at a much lower 
f~e than the private firm or the in-house research unit. 
Some professors may even do a project gratis for the 
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exposure or for access to the data. Public universities 
proclaim a public commitment and may be willing to undertake 
research and evaluation projects without charge or at a very 
low cost. 

• University instructors are more apt to continue working with 
a project after the completion of the contract. This is 
especially true ~ince the professor may continue to use the 
data for either classes or for journal articles. 

Benefi ts other than the research proj ect may accrue as a 
result of using the university. A good relationship with 
the faculty members may mean that the agency can later gain 
access to stUdent research projects and internships. 

Despite numerous advantages to the use of university professors, there is not 
widespread admiration. of their work products. According to a recent survey, 
consumers have a relatively low opinion of university professors. ~/ Some of 
the disadvantages of contracting with university professors are: 

• Some university professors find it difficult to communicate 
to real-world decision makers. They may use a tortured 
academic jargon and rely on highly sophisticated statistical 
techniques. Unfortunately, too many evaluation reports by 
academicians are long and contain extraneous data. 

• University researchers are often described as paying little 
attention to the needs of the organization. 

• University researchers may tUrn the evaluation research into 
their own academic research interest. Far too often a 
research project is more attuned toward gathering data for a 
journal al~ticle than ltinformingll decision makers. 

• Academic researchers are not aware of the time and action 
constraints under which the administrator operates. 

University stUdents are a fourth source of research assistance. Students 
trained in a variety of academic disciplines can be useful sources of research 
and evaluation assistance. Students are available at both the graduate and 
undergraduate level, with the former having more credibility and advanced 
training. Students come to the evaluation through an internship, a 'research 
proj ect in a course, master I s thesis or honors paper, or as volunteers after 
academic graduation or during the summer. 

There are a number of advantages to using stUdents: 

• They serve without cost. 

• Students tend to be interested, enthusiastic, and committed 
to the agency with which they work. 

IMams, "Impaoting Criminal Justioe Through Researoh". 

\ 
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• Not only do students have a knowledge about the techniques 
of evaluation, but they have access to professors who can 
guide them and provide advice throughout the project. 

• If a masters thesis, dissertation, or honorspl"oject is 
being used, the amount of time spent on the project can be 
as long as a year. 

• The use of students means that computer time and other 
resources may be available without cost. 

• In addition to the research, using a student opens up other 
internship possibilities for a progra,m which is short of 
staff. 

Among the disadvantages of using students are the following: 

• Continuity is probably the biggest problem with using 
students since projects may not be completed. Student 
activities cease at the end of the academic term. Since 
reports are the last element of a project, they may be done 
haphazardly. 

• The work of students tends to be of lower quality than the 
other sources of assistance. This requires more supervision 
from the administrator in monitoring the work of stUdents. 

• Students have not had their academic learning tempered by 
practical experience. 

• Students may have problems in writing and organizing their 
ideas. 

• A research or evaluation project done by stUdents is apt to 
have less credibility with decision makers. For the same 
reason a research project by students may not be readily 
used and accepted by the agency itself. The lack of stature 
means that student suggestions may not be heeded. 

• BecaUse the stUdent is not paid for the work, administrators 
have less control in obtaining the final work products. 

The use of stUdents is an attractive option for many programs because of the 
cost factor. A number of procedures can help improve the-quality of student 
resear'ch and evaluation. These include developing schedules, working with 
professors, focusing research projects, giving students access to data and 
inmersing the student in the agency. These are discussed at length in 
Append ix III. 
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CHECK/..IST FOR 
STEP 5 

[] The criter~a for selecting a researoher inolude: 

[] Quality of response to the RFP 

o Prior work 

o Interviews 

[] The advantages and disadvantages of' eaoh type of' 
researoher should be examined so the more problematio 
aspeots oan be eliminated. The types of researchers 
inolude the: 

o In-house unit 

D Private oonsultant 

[] University professor 

o Student 

[] If students are used, prooedures must be developed to 
guarantee prop'er completion of the project. 

(I 
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STEP 6 
WORKING WITH 

DECISION MAKERS AND STAFF 

INTRODUCTION 

Working with decision makers and staff, one of the most important and least 
recognized steps, takes place throughout the previous five steps. ~/ Decision 
makers should be prepared for the execution of the evall:lation. An evaluation 
document is of little value unless it is utilized. This means that evaluation 
and decision making need to be amalgamized. Decision makers should be informed 
of the evaluation, involved in its preparation, and targeted as the readers and 
users of the results. 

On the other hand, tension can easily develop between the researcher and the 
host agency. The staff may resent the presence of the researcher especially if 
it deters them from working with the clients. They may also resent the 
potentially negative and harmful effects of the evaluation. Procedures, 
however, can be used by the administrator to improve the relationship between 
staff and researcher. 

WORKING WITH DECISION MAKERS 

Key decision makers should be involved both early in the pre-evaluation period 
and during the conduct of the actual study. A broad range of decision makers 
might be implicated in the study, including: 

• Court personnel. Judges, public defenders, defense bar, 
clerks, and prosecutors should be made aware of the nature 
of the study. 

• Funding agencies (e.g., State Planning Agencies, County and 
City budget officials). It is important to determine the 
type of information that these decision makers require for 
making the most crucial decisions about the agency. 

• Cooperating agencies. These include referral agencies such 
as employment, counseling, drug, and halfway houses. 

• Law enforcement agencies. In addition to their arrest 
function, the police or sheriff's department often has 
charge of the city or county jail. Sheriffs' departments 
and local police departments may contain the records that 
are going to be needed to gather information about rearrest, 
recidivism and prior records. Contacts should be made so 
that law enforcement agencies are prepared for the data 
gathering staff. 

59/ Step 6 is plaoed last not beoause of laok of importanoe but beoause it ooours throughout 'the earlier steps. 



--------.,!.---------------

-47-

• The media, including local newspapers, radio and television. 
The administrator should hold discussions with reporters on 
the criminal justice IIbeatll to inform them that empirical 
data will be available. It would also improve utilization 
and involvement of the reporter if (s)he were asked whether 
there is information they might find helpful. ~/ 

The administrator should convey the nature of the project to various officials. 
There should be an attempt to solicit from the decision maker the type of 
information (s)he would find most useful. Decision makers can offer many useful 
insights (in common" sense terms) on the information which needs to be obtained. 
The administrator must communicate to the decision maker a sense of excitement 
about the project. Every attempt should be made to get the decision maker to 
"buy into" not only the ~ogic of ~he study but to utilization of the results. 

In contacting decision makers, the administrator may want to consider asking 
them or their representatives to serve on an advisory committee. The advisory 
committee involves a group of decision makers who advise the program and 
evaluators about the conduct of the study. QJJ The advisory committee has four 
functions; 

• Provides advice on the study. 

• Involves key decision makers in the study for possible 
implementation of recommendations. 

• Creates a group, possibly without a vested interest, which 
can guarantee the objectivity of the procedures. 

• Creates a group to interpret the study to other decision 
makers. Not all decision makers have the time or 
inclination to read and assimilate a. report. Further, they 
tend to be generally skeptical of reports prepared by 
"consul tants". If one of the fellow colleagues describes 
and vouches for a study, they are more apt to accept its 
results. 

In selecting the members of an advisory committee, the following criteria should 
be employed: 

• Will the person attend the sessions on a regular basis? 

• Does the person have an interest in the study results? 

• Is the person important to the agency? 

• Is there a mix of those with a data-based background and 
those who have more of a political focus? 

W The media is not often referred to in the context of decision makers. GiVen the impaot of media on local 
decisions and its oOlDlllunication of studies in a form to whioh decision makers respond, this designation is 
clearly appropriate. However, some WQuid argue that prior involvement of the media creates so many problems 
ttiat it should be aVOided. 

~ An adviSOrylcOmmit~ed funotioned effeotively in the evaluation of the Monroe county Diversion Program. 
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WORKING WITH STAFF 

The staff should be informed that an evaluation will be undertaken as soon as 
Step 1 of the process begins. The value of the research should also be 
propagandized to the staff. Though some staff members may not understand the 
complete mechanics of an evaluation, they can appreciate it as a survival issue. 

Not only should the staff be informed of the evaluation during Step 1, but they 
also ought to be involved in its planning throughout all of the steps. All the 
staff members, not just the administrator, should understand the analytical 
structure and technical issues of the evaluation. This will allow the 
administrator to solicit advice from staff members on both their problems and 
informatiqmal needs. The administrator should recognize that his/her needs and 
the remainder of the staff's will be greatly different. Staff members might 
also be asked to cOlIlDent on the various documents generated (e .g., RFP and 
proposal) • Such requests will give the staff a sense of participation and 
involvement in the evaluation. 

If the evaluator wants some information, (s)he will have to supplement the 
meager amount of data which is usually contained in evaluation records. The 
eValuation staff may meet with resistance. from the agency staff. A solution is 
to assist the agency in developing a comprehensive, though easy-to-implement, 
management information system which contains the necessary items. Many agency 
records are poorly conceived and difficult to complete. An evaluator who 
develops a record system' requiring less effort will have gained the support of 
the staff. 

There are often conflicts in data collection procedures. The evaluator may ask 
the program staff to fill out extensive forms about their clients. Even worse, 
the researcher may directly contact the client, thus breaking the "perceived'" 
chain of trust and relationship between the staff' member and the client. The 
solution to such difficulties is very simple. First, extensive data collection 
forms should not be filled out by staff members. . Not only is this disruptive, 
but data gathering by· program staff provides data of questionably validity. If 
extensive data needs to be collected, it should be done solely by the research 
staff. Staff members may not have the necessary commitment .to the accurate and 
careful colleotion of the data. Staff members also have a vested interest in 
the results and could conceivably distort the information. 

Second, the evaluator should have rapport with the staff members. This means 
some level of sooializing with staff members, knowing them as individuals, and 
working with them side by side: Realization of the tensions and problems under 
wMch the staff member operates is absolutely crucial. Before beginning the 
evaluation of a pretrial release agency, as an example, the evaluator might 
conSider spending some time working as an interviewer. 
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CHECKLIST FOR 
STEP 6 

[] Key deoision makers should be oontaoted about the 
possibl~ oonduot of a study. 

t:I Key deoision makers inolude: 

o Court personnel 

o Funding agenoies 

[] Cooperating agenoies 

[] Law enforoement agenoies 

o Media 

E:I An advisory board provides an effeotive meohanism 
for influenoing deoision makers. 

[] Prooedures aan be instituted to ore ate a sense of 
staff partioipation in the .evaluation. 

t:l Potential conflicts between researohers and staff 
members should be oarefully avoided. 
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sUr~MARY 

In this bulletil:'/- six steps are proposed to the administrator who wishes to 
( 

conduct an evaluation. Eae:h of these steps has been re-stated in the form of a 
checklist for easy guidance. Shortcuts have also been suggested for the 
administrator's involvement. An example 13, using a consultant to prepare an RFP 
or proposal, rather than basing it on the earlier working description. Using 
the consultant, especially one attuned to the considerations discussed in this 
bulletin, may produce a worthwhile RFP or proposal. It does, however, remove a 
learning experience which will make the administrator more attuned to possible 
utilization of research and evaluation. Not only is knowledge gained, but the 
administrator develops ,an emotional stake in the procedure and results. 

Al though this bulletin has described his/her role in the pre-evaluation, the 
administrator should recognize that there will be involvement beyond this point. 
The administrator will want to monitor the evaluation process, especially by 
assisting the evaluator in any data gathering problems. Since evaluators may 
find it difficult to meet deadlines, the administrator must set forth and 
monitor a timetable. And the administrator will want to react to the tentative 
findings produced by the evaluator. If an advisory committee is selected, the 
administrator: should encourage meetings on a regular basis. The administrator 
will also be involved in the dissemination of the final study. This will 
involve choosing those parts of the study that are most appropriate for an 
external audience. Clearly, the administrator needs to be j,nvol ved in the 
evaluation from start to finish. 

One of the major problems with evaluation is its lack of a user orientation, 
although by definition evaluation is meant to inform management and decision 
makers. Too often evaluation is seen as overly methodological. It becomes a 
doctllllent that sits on a shelf and gets little use from anyone. It is hoped that 
this bulletin has contributed to alerting the administrator to methods where 
(s)he can both manage and utilize the evaluation. The evaluato'r is a small cog, 
albeit an important one, in the total evaluation process. If the evaluation is 
not methodolog ically propel' and utilized, then the EJval ua tor I s role has been a 
hollow exercise meant only to collect a consulting fee. 



APPENDIX I 
REVIEW OF SPECIFIC ITEMS IN PROPOSAL 

A. The Problem Statement: 

• There should be a clear but brief statement of the problem to 
be examined. 

-As an example, a problem statement might indicate: The 
eValuation would examine the impact of a diversion program on 
the recidivism rates of clients. This impact evaluation 
would be based on a quasi-experimental design using a 
comparison group selected for one year prior to the program's 
inception. 

-A statement such as that contained in the example alerts the 
reviewer to the key aspect of the study. It is brief and 
clear, but highly descriptive.'\ 

-The importance of the statement should be highlighted by a 
visual technique such as underlining and capitalizing. 

-The above statement should be in the first paragraph of the 
proposal. 

-The administrator will want to amplify on this basic problem 
statement with additional paragraphs. 

• Justification: The author should indicate the rationale for 
the project. 

-Why was it developed? 

-How will it be used? 

-Does the administrator have an appreciation of good research 
practices? 

-Is the budgetary size and importance of the agency sufficient 
to justify outside funding of the evaluation? 

-Is the problem being studied precisely defined and can it be 
examinedgi ven the funds being requested? 

-Is documentati9n available through newspaper clippings, 
statistics, l€ifft~Cl->S from the jurisdiction, consultants, and 
independent analyses recommending further study? The actual 
documents should be briefly described in this section, but 
should be physically placed in an appendix. 

-Why is this type of study (e.g., impact evaluation) and not 
another type to be conducted? 
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-Are there benefits to the funding agency from the conduct of 
the study? 

-What benefits are there to the local jurisdiction and the 
criminal just ice system? 

-A~~ the limitations of the evaluation recognized? 

B. Literature Review: This section describes the field, some of the research 
problems and questions, and some of the more important findings. 

• The reviewers may not necessarily understand the pretrial 
-<. field. Thus a two- to three-page review of the key events and 

developments of the field is important. It is not necessary 
to offer a' comprehensi ve review. However, a short paragraph 
should describe four or five of the key publications in the 
field which the proposal reviewer might want to examine. 

• The historical development of the agency should be described 
in the context of the above developmeiits. The ways in which 
the pretrial agency is similar to or different from the trends 
shOUld be briefly discussed. 

• The empirical studies, which are applicable to the problE:lm, 
should be discussed. 

-Key pieces of literature should be presented and used to 
justify the need for a study. This section should show a) 
what is known about release or diversion; b) what are the 
methodological difficulties which have prevented the field 
from knowing more; c) are there stUdies in progress which 
overcome these problems? 

• There are numerous works in both release and diversion which 
provide information on these topics. 

c. Methodology: This section provides the analytical framework for the study. 

• A SUDlIDal"Y statement (no more than a single paragraph) should 
show how the problem statement is related to the outcomes and 
research design. In essence this involves describing the 
log,;i.c from step 2 (e.g., problem, assumptions, type of 
evaluation, design, and outcome). The purpose of this section 
is to demonstrate that the framework is really an integrated 
one. 

• The outc.ome variables should be defined and operationalized. 

-Using an example of an' impact evaluation of 
outcome to be examined could be recidivism. 
recidivism CQuld be defined as: time period 
one year, etc.); rearrest or conviction; etc. 

diversion, the 
The aspects of 
(three months, 
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• The research design should be clearly described ~ 

-The logic of research design should be discussed. 

-The reasons for incorporating research design into the study 
should be explained. 

-The particular design selected should be clearly described. 

-The strengths and limitations of that particular design 
should be discussed. 

-The reasons for selecting that deSign should be discussed. 

-Any problems in implementation should be presented. 

-The reasons why this deSign could be implemented should be 
discussed. 

-If' using quasi-experimental design, the question of drawing 
an equivalent comparison group should be addressed. 

-Key literature should be alluded to for purposes of 
documentation. 

D. Research Procedure: This section describes the data gathering and data 
analysis techniques. Though the evaluator will be responsible for this 
aspect of the project, there should still be some indication in the 
proposal on how the study will proceed. 

• Data gathering techniques: Each of the data gathering 
techniques should be described. Only the techniques directly 
applicable to the question should be used. Most likely, this 
will include the use of court, police and agency records. 
This section should describe questj,ons relating to sources of 
data: access to the data; problems in data gathering; number 
of cases; pre-test; sampling techniques; confidentiality 
requirements; validating and checking the accuracy of the 
data.' !' 

• Data Processing: 

-Will there be manual or computer processing of data? 

-What facilities will the consultant have to provide? 

• Data Analysis: 

-There is a tendency in proposal writing to indicate that 
"sophisticated" analysis techniques will be employed. 
Proposals often indicate that techniques will be used which 
are not appropriate for the purposes of the study, thus 
lessening the credibility of the proposal. 

\.1 
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-For most evaluation documents nothing more sophisticated than 
percentages are required. 

E. Final Report: A system for disseminating the report should be described. 

• The system should be practitioner oriented. This may include: 

-A short brochure describing key findings. 

-An executive summary (similar to an abstract). 

-A press release. 

-Verbal descriptions to key decision makers. 

-Dissemination to the media. 

• If a larger, more technical report is prepared, it should only 
be disseminated to those who would utilize its contents 
(program staff, other researchers, special requests, etc. ) • 
The short brochure should be the only published document. The 
small number of copies required of the larger document can be 
inexpensively photocopied. 

F. Working Guide: This section describes the project schedule. 

• The number of months required to implement each aspect of the 
project should be described. 

• A chart should be used, so that a professional description is 
presented. 

G. Budget: 

• See Step 4 for a discussion of this topic. 

H. Choosing an Evaluator: 

o See Step 5 for a discussion of this topic. 

I. Supporting Evidence: 

• Letters from key officials documenting the need for study 
should be appended. 

• Letters from researchers indicating the validity of the 
approach could prove useful. 

• D Key newspaper clippings and articles should also be appended. 

, -~ 
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APPENDIX II 
BUDGET CHART 

The chart below provides a list of functions that must be accounted for in the 
budget. Some of these functions .can be contracted out, while some can be done 
in-house. The size of the items is relatively high, assuming a large 
evaluation. The actual costs will depend on the complexity of the evaluation, 
cost of living, local funding practices, and type of researchers selected. 

FUNCTION METHOD COST 

Professional Staff Project Director Salary of $20,000 plus fringes 
Consultant 4 days at $135 
Advisor 4 days at $135 

Travel-$20Q for plane fare 
Parking fees 
Ground transportation 

Per diem-$35 per day ($140) 

Planning Use agency staff No additional cost 
Secretarial No additional cost 

Data Gathering Part-time students 500 Hours at $3.00 per hour 
plus fI'inges 

Project Director No additional cost 

Data GatheI',ing $5 . 00 per hOUl" for 100 hours 
Monitors plus fringes 

SecI'etary 1/2 time for one year $5,000 plus fringes 

I Data Pr-ocessing and 

I 
Professional Staff No additional cost 

Analysis Computer time Flat fee of $500 
Programmer 4 days at $100 per day 
Statistician 2 days at $135 per day 

Report Writing Professional Staff No additional cost 
Proofreader 4 days at $50 per day 
Secretarial No additional cost 

" 

1:--) 



FUNCTION 

Printing 

Travel 

Indirect cost and/or 
Profit Margin 

Equipment 

Supplies 

Postage 

Photocopying 

Telephone 

Special session for 
Report Presentation 

Meeting facilities 
for Advisory 
committee 
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METHOD 

Design Consultant 
Printing Contract 

Within City 

To visit funding 
source 

Visit other projects 
as model 

,', 

60% of wages and 
fringes 

None 

List specific-some 
will be in overhead 

For evaluation 
To send out report 

Long distance 

:1 

Agency Seminar Room 
or Lunch meeting 

COST 

2 days at $100 
$1,000 

200 miles at 17c per mile 

2 trips-500 miles 17c per mile 
Per diem for meals-$15 per day 
for 2 days 

2 plane trips for $500 
Per diem for meals-$15 per 
day for two days 
Ground transportation and 
parking $30 

$300 

$200 
$200 

8c per page-estimated $1,000 

$200 

$50.00 

No cost ~ 
\ \ 

, , 
~ 
\ 
\1 
~ \ 
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APPENDIX III 
SELECTING A STUDENT RESEARCHER 

This appendix provides a list of procedures which can be used to improve the 
quality of student research. The list is divided by: obtaining students, 
pre-evaluation procedures, and agency relationship to the students. 

OBTAINING STUDENTS 

• The agency should investigate the possibility of using 
students who can make a long-term commitment to the project. 
These include a student in a masters thesis, an 
undergraduate student in an honors project, a student with a 
year-long paper and a large number of credits, a six-month 
internship, etc. The longer the student can be involved in 
the project, the more appropriate and useful the project 
will be for the agency. 

• Another strategy is to obtain a student through a work-study 
program. If a qualified student is identified at the end of 
the sophomore year, the agency can train that student for 
the position and expect to have him/her available for the 
next two years. The problem with using work-study students 
is that qualified students are not always available t<hrough 
the program. Rather than looking for course qualifications, 
it is suggested that a bright and articulate student be 
identified. That student could not only be trained by the 
agency, but (s)he could also be expected to take university 
courses which will assist in the evaluation and. research 
enterprise. The advantage of using the work-study student 
is clear, for the agency pays a small percentage of the 
student's salary, which can be as low as 70 cents an hour. 
Many work-study students are available full time during the 
summer. To find out if a contract . can be arranged, the 
administrator should contact the financial aid office of a 
local university. 

• To provide continuity, the agency might consider the 
possibility of a part-time paid research position for the 
student after the academic responsibility is completed. 

• Students who have had prior internship activities or actual 
exposure to an agency are to be preferred for evaluation 
purposes. 

• The administrator should be aware of the training whioh the 
student has reoeived. A stUdent with some baokground in 
criminal justioe and evaluation is preferable. A background 
in statistics is not neoessary though some baokground in 
data analysis and knowledge of cross tabulation tables is 
absolutely neoessary. 

0-' 
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PRE-EVALUATION PROCEDURES 

• A document similar to an RFP should be prepared for the 
students so that expectations are made explicit. 

• Student research proj ects tend to be unfocused. The 
administrator should not only view the project in the 
context of the prior "steps", but also should insist on a 
clear .and focused statement of purpose. 

• Before allowing the student into any type of research 
activity, the student should act as a staff mem,ber serving 
clients for at least a month. It is only with this 
intuitive understanding of the agency that the student can 
proceed meaningfully on his/her project. It also means that 
(s)he will have contacts with other staff members, thus 
developing interperson31 relationships which will be useful 
in the later data gathering phase. 

AGENCY RELATIONSHIP WITH STUDENT 

• A realistic schedule should be developed in the RFP so 
progress of the study can be gauged. 

• Students working on these research projects often become 
frustrated because they are not able to obtain the necessary 
data. Agencies often provide the student with excuses that 
they are busy with program activities 01" the computer has 
not yet produced the information. It is only fail" to the 
student (and ultimately to the research needs of the agency) 
that producing necessary data should be a priority. A staff 
member, preferably the administrator, should be assigned 
responsibilities for both consulting with the student and 
making sure that necessary data has been gathered. 

• The administrator should understand the project better than 
the student , notwithstanding the academic expertise of the 
student. 

• A continuing cOJ;ltact with the student's professor is 
necessary. Perceptions of the student and agency should be 
exchanged in his/her presence. It must be remembered that 
the professor is an extremely busy person, much like the 
administrator, and has many other day to day activities 
which preclude direct supervision of the evaluation. It is 
up to the administrator to insist upon contact and 
supervision. 

• The administrator should stress that a final product is 
expected. Negotiations should take place between the 
professor and the administrator so that no grade is assigned 
until the final product is completed to the satisfaction of 
the agency. 

~; 
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