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'!hi@ :aporrt n b&zad on t:he axpe:ieﬁ’*bs of ahe 12 H@del Evalnntton
:Emg:am {HEP) grantees that developed a implemented their approsches .

~ to evaluation. Without their mnmgng ‘to experiment with nev d@pproaches

bk :ai:w‘ in :!.t wauld na’ have been ponible. '

- 1ist of persons who p

T acd be subjcst to evaluation themgelmﬁi. this mpnrt and the 1assoni; con=

e 'Iha mmzs wiah [#:o recegnize the HEP parﬁic:lpants for cheir opmﬁ,ess R
: ,'am.i cooperation in. th: h program,. ‘Bhey provided extensive documentation = -
. on theiv projects, .a,nq pubmitted to extensive inserviews and surveys. The
‘authors are grateful j}mr the time and effory u;mmied. Unfortunately, the
: tovided iufomtian gver a savetal—yur per&od 1; *oo S
‘meﬂm tﬂ gi.ve imn:e» SR
.v 'ﬂm iﬁ? anﬂ this usassmt also dependsd on the effarts and ataif -
- of 'me Katiopal Institute of Law Enforcement sud Criminal Justice mms). i
- The initiel grant to The Urban Institute was swarded when Gersld Csplan ¢!
was Director of the National Institute, 2nd was continuad by Blair Bwing. ;

N _%a principal NILECJ staff mewber on the MEP wis Dr. Paul Lineberry, whp
‘. ‘experded many hours with the authors apd in overseeing the grantegs. B

i effo:t; are: Joel Garmer; Victoria Jaycox; Richard Pau; and Joln Spevacek. ,
T ;_,;Tha:lr Support a..d caapazation weze asaantial and are app:s@i;atad. .

e " :_,'1'_*!@ Urbsn Institute contributed to the MEP and this report by pmzf»:«ming

provided msny msighna inco the managenent and evaluation sctivities g&ud-
ded, and cout:inuall.y pushed fw: 8 synthesis that wouid nl:mriﬂn. mnﬁyg, i
B guidance to al!. government nanagmta and avaluxmrs.

Gthar Natiaml Inu;itum ‘personnal coutributins to ;he MEE gud this

Finally, mny mmbcra of the Program Evalmti,un Rssmrch P:oaru w

" £ield work or reviewing producte. 'i'bey :!.nclm!e: R:Lclzatd Schnidt” Josap,
*‘»H‘helay, ﬁnd Smet clarmu. : _ ,
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This :@rrl: pr&aeﬁts ﬂ:a;!ings izcm an asaesgmm: of 12 attwpgs To
devalop and demonstrave =odel evelustica: systens; Some were sneccuful,
some were not, and four ave still undervey at this time. The experiences
encouztered provide insighta and guidsnce for those wfth & responsibilisy
or intuesr. :ln Mving waiuuioa aﬁke & aif.fafemm in gavernmt ngara—
410“0 i : ,5

The 12 mdel oﬁfntu were £.mdeé. s:hrough gmnm £zam T?mo Nat.ioaal
Institute of Law Enforcement and cnimna Justice {HILBM); ‘agd copstitute
The Haticzal Institute®s Model Evaluation Program (MEP). The granﬁuu vere
sslected through a competitive prossss from proposals submitted by State
Plapning Agencies (SPAs) and Regplionul Plsoniug Units (RPUs). The SPAs R
and RPUs are sgenciss established By the Cmnibus Crive Control and Safe - J
Strests Act of 1968 to satyy set the plans ‘j";fme, £unding process-author~ b
ized by the/ict, Duting raceny fiscal years, these sgencies psr¢icipated e
in the snoual sxpenditure of over six~hundziad millizu dollsrs in grante
for pmjvzﬁs at e otazé and local lavels of government. Io msny cases,
the 5Pl and RPUs erz cosponents of staiw and reglonsl orgenizations per=
formizg other fupctions thin those suthiprized by the Safe Strests Att.

Wor /examplé, the EPU is part of a Council of faavmnu Gt sm ot!aar

reglonal pegantzation of local governmsuts. -

The 5PAs sud RPUs have responsibilicy for dave;oping comprlhﬂnﬁiva- o
pians for the expenditure of funds awerded to them, aud for administering
the award and ‘expenditure of gerasts crested with those fundse The spec~
121«: roles and responsibilities of the SPAs and BPUs vary swoug states

and regicas. The fptofmnioml statfs of SPAs range firom foud to mearly ST

geventys . Fusnds e eigrded tH stutes on 2 formula bssis, with t:ha la:ger

states receiv:l,ng eha l.ax'gwt allosation. , L
oLy e

'rim Law M@?mm& Aduat.mm Mniatrat:ion (LEM) hu overall
responeibility for administering the Osnibus Crime Act. The ‘;mzmizmg :
leginiation and LEAA placed monitoring and evaluation: mquitag nce on the -
$¥Ag, vho in turn place rsguiresents og or ‘Faceive cooperation from|the o
RPUs. Over the yesrs, LEAA, the SPAs und RPUs havs esphasized walwtian, R
and Wave iuvested heavily dn it, The Model Jvaluacion Program 1e but one
of the LEAA ‘dnd-National Institute effcrts to affack wﬁnmma in ﬂ;tse T
criminal justice a:u t:hrongh cwaluacion. ¢ R

In davaloping progwsals ,ﬁor s:hu $2.000,000 se::‘aszaef g MEp
SPAs imd Rliﬁs were givm extamw ﬁt Z'_ m
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1." LESSONS DEAWN ‘POl me 0wl
MODEL, EVALUATION PROGRAM . i

wi'The Mndel Evaluation rrcgram (HEP) af the Law Enforcemen: Assistance
~ ¥Administration (LEAA) was successful in identitving buth the potential and
fgthe Limitag 1ons of a divarse,set of evaluation systems, and the types of
 qpe:aLianal problem with which evaluaticn management must be prepared*»e
: | ‘faaalva. |
Thia dacument summarizes and syuthesizes tha expariencea of state aﬁd
\4»7local agencies thaa participPEeﬁ 1n she MEP. The presentan¢ i 1s aimad
}at petsons who may wish to develop an evaluation capability iﬁ s sgvernm
?mant agency, nan gn-an evslua:ion system, or are part of such a system.

- This chapter summarizes the 1esaung drawn from tha MEP. The 1esadn§
- ata osganizeﬁ in three sections. (1) "whac evaluation syscems can and "

= %nn¢: de" presents lasaans on the ucility of eValuation, (2) “what evalu— s

'a*“ an capaoilitiea can and canuot be aet up" preaenns leaeons on nhe imple-" fﬂ

_iniae" prasauts lesaena on tha ptohlems nhac avaluationAma
Ny ;
“ﬁ prep&qed to resoLVe.

nagers ahould

Ta. the di 33@ 1;65« ;s¢.aagons, che cerm eValn |

vnd prqg ‘m participanns 13 gtvqn in cha Prefaca.k Also, br1‘b"'



‘7conditions encountered in ehe MEP, buﬂ are given ‘as’ univetsal statemanta,?““

,b”'fD of Ghapter III. Those unfamiliar wi h the MEP may wisk to review :his AR

aince they coincide with similar conditions found in other government*"

L 8831_1_(21980 . ) ‘ . o ‘ RN L

A. WHAT EVALUATION SYSTEMS
CAN AND CANNOT DO °

Thfée duécomes anticipated for the MEP sites were:
) production of avaluation information for specific uses (which they
speciﬁied), with

) utilization of the 1n£ormati6u to
| .9 'achieve’agency objectives.'

Succesées vere realized on the first two outcomas, but not on che thizrd.

The successes and failmres of the MEP aites 0n these outcomes are the bases

”f ; for'thgjfpllowing six»lessops on‘what gvaluationvaystems can acgomplisho .

[EE PR "EVALUATION. SYSTEMS CANNOT BE EXPECTED T0 HAVE A MEASURABLE IMPACT ON ,
", ..., THE PERFORMANCE OF STATE PLANNING AGENCIES AND REGIONAL PLANNING UNITS, !

"'i=]ﬂ; fjudged to hava such objectiVes.)

. " 'SINCE THESE AGENCIES DO NOT HAVE OBJEGTIVES' REGARDING THEIR PRIMARY
" .MISSION THAT ARE BOTH VERLFIABLE A.ND mm.xsnc. (No P site vas

k‘*WFOne purpose of the MEP wis "cé cesc in what ways the affecetve uae bf

f”avaluation informntion can help atate and local (planning) agenciee*dﬁhieva

]""their ﬂbjeatives'“? Fb: LEA@qfunded agenciea, theeauthdrizing lagislatioﬂ

‘:macerial before proceeding wich tha 1essons learned. The 1essona reflect‘f‘ e f;‘

e

[N

Spaeifies :he raductiou of crime and ﬁhe imprévement of che ctiminal juati¢%‘ ‘ﬂ ‘

Planuing aa&ucies 1nv01v&d in gha MEP préviaad, ﬁ;; o
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becweanjche MEP and aggncy objeccives¢ Theae oquptivap turnqd out not.

to be 1n tazma that cauld ha:mﬁaaured and documnnted. Furtharnote, 1n

many. \;c.ama At was. impossibie to determine what the agency vas trying to

accomplish--other than disburse grant funds and meet. federal administra=- . -
tive requirements. o R o e e Qf
Several of the ;zmyzggagaqéiea appeared te be well admxniataged,:wigh j ;%

a sense of purppacg\di:action and;grqérass,wias,pigh a;he:‘aganciei,;tha -
agencies judged to be well administered had objectives which had not been . 'TE
translated into measurable terms-"move local agencies toward adoption of
national goals and standards,” "increase the number of successful inncva-
tive projects continued by local agencies." However, the agencies had
staff functions in placeé which appeared to be trying to bring sbout.thase
objectives. That is, significant portions of the planning agqngy,adgig§ng4
trative budget and mansgemeat attention seemgd,p}aua;ply lgpksd';o,;hs e
types of rhetorical objective put forwerd. The difficulty w@qjj:hag‘q\iqn,;.U
in these cases, the objectives and progress are nocLmaa;utablgwgrgygrigﬁr o
able. Where agencles appesred to bo well administered toward iame‘abjgcé -
tive, it always aagﬁsd,snraighnforwgrd to ::gnslgtg‘:hetqr;cnlyapj,cggy’,? 
intd_yp?ifiahlq.magaugau, evpnjhhpnghbtha;athcigp,hu4“n9t~:q%agauh§:~pgqgg'

.. Nome of the MEP demonatrations was used to formulate nna-u:&bhv#ﬁ#m‘»%

objcctives and. svaluate progress in. achinving‘them. ;n thc ahanncu ofiauch'

:'objeetivnn, it is impossible to say if the cvaluacion qya:nqn ﬁadc L d&ﬂﬁar-"l-

ence in wsenc.v\@sh&;wgm%ﬂ» - No one can .=h°yn msha; the. amstvzmamwu |

"b&ttnrgvhnd whéeher prog:amb gﬁd‘prﬁjecna 1mntqv&ﬁ§>‘ﬁﬁﬁdr currunc~£admgq%5?  




“ "“i'(anﬁ”of eizhc sitcﬁ jtaduead‘auch'1n£otmaeidu~)‘ ’ﬁ'unf‘ g

;;aalf of the aight coﬁp~at¢d HE? sites demnnn:tated thatathcy pncﬂucmd {{n',‘ f

*fff'iufarsacian thas wag gonuidered ta ba useful. unaful mnanav (1) the user‘z‘_ e
A”t5.»3c1aisad it wau usaful- (2) the user cited instancus of using the 1nfo:mt~‘
1:{'s10n, and (3) theze wns evidence that the,use citad~u&n imyoreant to che

ipatfcrnance ﬂf the uanr 8 funenicn» This medns that half chc MEP sitea

: 1'w¢re ablm to’ fund paopla vhb ‘could use evaluati@n 1n catrying out :he fune-

;” tian £or which ehey ‘were reapoasible.

PORIPY - W RS &

The limitation of the iy a“ Bucceas criteria for &valuatian vas’ raisad i,' ;ﬁ

in Lgaaon~1 nbuva. vOne gan document if,ehe 1nfo:mation was uaed, bu:‘nog.

" vhether the use was correct or made a difference to the effectiveness of
}v*~itha‘funcﬁion5 or whether the function 1s important éb'chq paiﬁarmanec,of R ;f

an agancy, a prmgram, or a project.\ Thus, "uaa“ is a nasassaty’but not.

vfsuﬁficiant condition in judging whather &n evaluation system contxtbutes -
?;1'to 1&proved agency performance. 3

Tha funceions setved by che MEP<rangad ftom tachnical asaintanct '
”"aetvices Eot ahbsrnnceen to county boazd deciaion procennes. “b grouﬁed

”'3Q th¢ functibns snrvaa into two ‘arksts fcr evnlunci@n 1n£oxmation: Phoject o

¢ f‘ 0wars1ghc nnd Issue Identifieatiou. The Projac eraight markgt cnnstata d

Ebt ﬁha Ia “ﬁﬁQJL.tHQTZ’

r;:aantv: uamn iﬂauns abaut pnlicies or ptogcaﬂs.



;" ?},

: '5_tnd how 1&«13 tsr?s&. Oﬁi uarkmﬁ nppaare CD ba quitc connnn; she anhar .

Trelactvely uncaanon. ;

3‘ - i
%
e

";‘,,gggggg;gg,v (Qucrof thrce wete useful.)

\

i

%

; "f' ﬂ_~ Threa of thc HEP sites aatﬁupccd to previde 1n£brmation fnz uas by ﬁhn

E’ . ‘staﬁf of - Staﬁn Planning Aseasy. One aita damonstratnd chat chc ?lannins

; ‘Agcncy naeded and uhcd avaluation 1nformation;’twa'dcnnnstratnd :ha: cho
agency did not. ﬂaed or use cvaluatien 1nfornscioni “he auecaanful’HEP 91ts

é . was ons whcre SPA nanagnmnnt hed eraated a toject 0versighc utrkst whica

‘used evaiuanion 1n£ormac£on to influnnce Lriminal juatica nystgn actions dﬂ; {:'
}#ieaion i
cﬁ affen:ina the opwrahion of chc ctininal justica ayacuno Althnugu thiu

‘_thc projecca fmndedo xh@ ageney acntvieiac wnzakditeccad towardg

  nisaionrr¢1ated objactive wus not wnll deﬁinad and -matutabla, tha agancy

'. had in plnce aeaff functiona which wnre txpscued ga and did ugm avnluuniou

‘.infarmation for the puxpasﬁ oﬁ qchiavins tka obj¢cciva.

Tha othar two sicns stt¢n@ecd to use avaluarian 1n£otancion“to {i;é%_

R R " I‘j‘\

d@}ffﬂunetionm w;rn moc p&#ﬂniﬂ&r&r&&ntqd to LBAAKﬁiaaions Qﬁ




defined thu uset ta he locsl criuinal justice agencias, rathnz thnu tha

; *va1anning agencyo Apparently ?hetc 1; a sisaificant laaent dannnd £or

: ); avalustion 1n£otmaeion and uvaluation assimtance f:nn thts group o£ ustrw.‘:7i 

Theaa three HEP aitns uaed three diffatant machanitma &o identify and
"s maat th& nned' e ‘fﬁ“; B ;. 3 b SR PR in," FRn

”Q_ 5;7ppov1dn tgchnical assis;anca upon réquase £ asancies undertaking
' .icheir 09n evaluncions, ' SRR -

L

éu_car:y aut studies upon tequeat fzom agenniaa,

e fassign planniug agency avaluacton ceans co user groupa which dirccc
' the avaluation affe:t. S S

Ax least,gee.othcz sLte a:acmpccd o saxve 1ocal eriminal jus:ica azau;iet
and failed- !he ou:coma ﬂndicaees that cae dcmnnd is not ctaatcd by simply

‘ ‘  providins informn:ione '

5. »,'An EVALUATION svs'rx-:xa cm INCREASE 145 cmzcns OF mmxcmc; USEFUL IN=
S0 FORMAT: __SERVING USE ) EDS, ALBEADY_EXIST,
O ALLOWIHG THE USERS TO OWN m STUDY. (rour of es.ghr. did 802

E Four oﬁ the eight complatad aites can be simgled out as auccasaful 1n

p:aducing useful informa:ions' Hhon chu!a sitaa a:a cunttastad with othcr
aitea, two faccors atand out: (1) Y deuand £or nvdluation 1nfosmntion ale~
xe&dy nxisted- and (2) chu uaezn £01t chey owncd the 3tudies.

T
” o

e 3ﬁ_ . Ruche: than 1dent1£y aud nurve an nxiaqing densnd. uavaral sitac 8t~

eenpeqd so creata F denand tor avalun:ion 1ufo:mac£an by ptoviding 1n an
”1" ddnonueration nr pilot taac baaai._ The evalustors producad 1n£oruation “ .' 13§

whieh thay thaught VQuld ba ulaful to othc:l ot ﬁuuld cauan othnru to caknf‘f'

k §?lxct1pn. !br axangln, onc sitc cha: expuctad uha créatidn o£ ccrcain typgs ;;f',}

»;tv:iuation infor&a:ian WGuLd causa cha sna uo eteata new planning fﬂncnfw 'fig
%&bﬁm whm:awuluatarn:wpgq guay;iu* and “luilly”guenaad wrong» In th‘.‘ ___M‘ :
' 6 up) ”&&pxa#nﬁd aaminzqctiog with what ;hgy reaoive&, buc fgw




Having a demand for 1nformasion is not equa:gd to having an adminis—
trattve tequirament to produce evaluation info:mation. Administrativa .
requirementa did not enaure useful 1n£ormation. An existing demand for -
evaluation meant that people.were available to describe the inﬁormation
they wanted and why they wanted it. Such demand was associaced with a,
management systems already in placo, or an isauej;nvoload with the def
livery of criminal justice sexvices. o '

The most succeasful evaluation systems allowed the user to own ‘the .
study. Thas is, the ugers felt the gtudy was anawering queaticus they
wunted auswered, and 1n a wuy they undera:ood and agreed with. Ownerahip

requited active user ditection of, or participation in, :he evaluation.

iy
7
{
:
3

When the users had either caken steps to produce the 1n£ormation on cheir
own, or stayed 1nvolved with che design and production p:oceas, then the

information tended to be uoed.

by ol NGRS PROTCC TR

6. . PLANNING AGENCY EVALUATION SYSTEMS CARRYING OUT INTENSIVE EVALUATIONS
TO TEST PROGRAM CONCEPIS WILL NOT BE SUCGESSFUL (Three sites at~
. tempted to, but none sucoeedcd.) :

Tyt e

Three MEP sites attemptad te produce high quality, disseminative ine
formation about thﬁ,concﬁg‘nfﬁcc;tvonéagognd»£mpnaca of selected program

concepts: such as Youth Service Buteauﬁ»(isna) and~$phﬁ$ﬁliPolioﬁ-Units”W» -

T T A ey A T e T

é (SPUs) o Theae systems vere degigned o develop “knouledga" about prograu

M caoncept in the form of scienuifically accapeablo rcaearch ehat wouid hw
widely disseminatad and’ usoqwmﬁ criminal juscica‘planniﬂg anﬁ prdgramming. ‘
Sone ntudies umrc.complnﬁad. byt uono ot tho sicen aucoaeded in cnﬁﬁtng

?N the concépz. Elthor the doucn#bod 1u£o:matiou WEs not produccd, oﬁ‘&ho

o progtama Wers not 1np1¢unnﬁnd oﬁfftcianﬁly to provﬁdw - opportunmcy ca»

_nast the concept. S

T s L



: ‘ﬂ £und1ng E:om aggncy‘reaourcme.“”‘

”j?within ptngtam areaa ﬁikes 1t difficult or impossxbie»xo characnerize
';~aczivities and objectives by aimilnr measures. Second, there is nsually fxiflfé
 quound‘to be an enormoua difference‘bétween what projects do and whac the S

' p1anning agency thinks they are doiug. CGnsequently, che objectives andf’ .

"fevaluation questiona the agency i intereated in are frequently inappro-‘3'

"evaluation is only one cost 1nva1ved 1n successfully doing intensive evaluau ,Q{
'fnions.v The cest of well designed and implemented projegcs has to be connrl

"‘sidered alao. The. HEP experieuce 1ndicates chat planning agﬁncies and LEAA

Two ch&racteristica of SRA and RPU projects diaable :he "knowiedge" .

“;*fbuilding evaluations., First, the variation that occurs among projects

: priate for the projects 1n place. A

State Planning Agencies app&tently do not have the zesoutces and capa—f 7*ﬂ

‘j vb11ic1es to be developers and teseers of program concepca.. The cost of

,“,

bave underescimated uhe coec of develuping ﬂell defined program coneepts

_and 3etting them implemented in’ several locations as designed.

’

B mm EVALUATION sxsn:ms
- AN AND cam:o:r BE SET UP

‘ The &Ef ﬁinea ware eXpecced to davelop evaluation systams gailcred

‘;$ito chnir néeds ‘and” capabilities. lf the tested. system appeared success~ -

B  £uL’ nhey wura expected to ﬂnsnitutionalize the aystem by continuation of

\', :

In all except one cssa, ‘an avalugtion 1nﬁormation ptoduccion process =
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- Of the seven sites that tested a system, thre# had some success in
institutionalizing it. Hnwever, even in thege cases, the basted.systema
were significantly modified, and there is great uncortaiaty whather the
continued systen will perform as tested.

The experiences of the MEP sites in attempting to develop and ineti-

:utionalizg evaluation systems are summarized in the following five lessons.

1. IF FUNDS ARE EARMARKED FOR EVALUATION, PLANNING AGENMCIES ARE ALMOST
CERTAIN TO SET UP AN INTERNAL EVALUATION SYSTEM THAT PRODUCESQ OR
HELPS P PRODUCE, INFORMATION. (Seven of eight did so.) i

Seven of the eight completed MEP grantees were able to establish a
system that produced some evaluation information. In several cages, the
systems and products fell short of what had originally been planued.. For
example, fewer products were produced than anticipated in most sites, sows
data were not collected and some that were collected were not analyzed,
some analyses were not feasible, and certain planned data bsqes yare non
created. Yet a majority of the intended products vereAperuu@ﬁ, and it
was demonstrated that grants for evaluatiocn systems will produce evaluge
tion output,

W,

[\

€

DEVELOPMENT OF AN EVALUATION CAPABILITY DOZS NOT ASSURE INSTITUTION-
ALIZATION OF THE CAI CAPABILITY. (FIVé af aicht sitps not moutinuad)

Five of the eight completed sites aze not continuing thﬂ evaluatioa
actiVities ope:aced duting the MEP. Discoatinuation is due d a vatiety
of reaaons, such as: changea 1u the aperaeioa of .the plnnning asaucy,
lack of funding, and failuxe to 1mp1emeut or’ ‘build. suppatu Eeﬁ aexuctﬁd

aspecta oﬁ\the éesired vyatem. e e e “’1f@g}:ﬁ i Q’% ,.n;f.”




thtee of the aitea are attemptingvto canuinue tbe evaluatxon aﬁsiviw‘”'

iftics tesced undar cha MEP and 1nscitu:ionaliee=%&eaﬁ %bﬁavaf, sufficient

 §fjchgnges havexbaan,mad& to make it uucertaim as to whether the instituaion/ /if'

‘ﬂ;ialization will succeed. Reagons for the mn»ertainty'include.  gh;gges in

f?ﬂkay:genscnnel;»changing.reaponpibility'far key fuactions; and.changes in="fu

'tﬁg7§13nning‘aggngx;itgglff

y gﬂSUCCESaFUL IN ESTABLISHING/EVALUAP.
TION SYSTEHS IN LQCAL CRiHINAL AUSTICE AGENCIES. (Four &ﬂ;empta,
thrae unsuccesaful) R . :
_ Four sitea planneﬂ to develop an evaluationagapabiliuy in lecal oz
: sta:e agcucies that could funpetio ;iéaeﬁaf?énc of the planzing agency.
" One gzanu ia aeilL under waye The tﬁfee?complecgd,aﬁfes were unaﬁle to

,4trana£ar an iadenenﬂent ca@abiliey to local c:imiﬁél justice aiengiesa,'

>1;5When their-strategies appeated te be infeasibla, these sites changed their: . )

o objactives and g2t up evaluatiou syetema jntetnal to che ?lanﬂing agency.

| Savernl sices demans:ratedrchat an in—house RPY evaluatioﬁ system can

ﬁif,pxovide usefnl evaluacion 1nformation and asgistange to local cfiméaal

"”7'vjustice ageucieﬂ- nouaveﬂ to dage, no plann&ng agency has been abla to

'Vi57:deﬁnnstt&ge tha: it can cause thesa Local agene%es'to set up their owa’

4at&9nAsyst¢m§~

Eiad "ﬁ":’é -

| 'they cparated, whac thay'cos:, and what they produced. Some”lv"

puoducts. ntherg ptoducgd none, une, or a faw. Somg MEP




11

staffs performed all the evaluation tasks by. followitg a formalized ap~

proach, whereas others wara aﬂ; hoc, aud others took op only a portiom of

the tagks involved in performing an eveluation, leaving many tasks to .

eoutractors or cther zgencies.

In general, evaluations wcilizing complex research designs did mot
appesr. A few studies used comparispn groups or p,.ze/pom; asnalyses, but
most were descripiive o:.*‘véran.:aingd' planned vézs(;;,@;;evgmng comparisons. y

'fh@ grantees did nef -exi};ihim éonaistenf: relationships smong cost and

prddixqt’:‘s;marv'_eﬁfectae Az could be expected, the sites with: S5re MEP funds
tended to directly haadle most of the zvaluation functions, whereas tbz ‘
smaller grautees had more iustances 9£ jointly performiag some tasks with
local =sguncies. However, excaptions existed, and no basis was eﬁﬁiﬁ:@@

for au optimum rule of how much Zunds to make avallable for evalustion.

5. ZHE ONLY CHARACTERISTIC OF AN EVALUATION SYSTEM ASSOCIATED WITH
UTILITY WAS 7HE DEGREE OF INVOLVEMENT OF THE usna‘, I8 _THE Em.tmmn
ACTIVITY. N e

. The more a usez g;@géﬁitmd to or dependent on evaluation resules,:
f the more utility the study wae liksly to have.. The four sites judged ae -
i producing useful informstion had significent user involvement invested inm

; the éandugc of the atudys. } ‘

3 The users became involved in estzblishing the evaluaticn designi, , | é,‘i

data collection snd amlynin. and d.iaaeuinp.:mg-mpmttm ‘Thia. involwn

mant allowed direection to be 3&%&1 that ensured tha study wnld butur i

Sy ¢ AT RS ke Ve

megt user expectations, and. tmqugnciyg,md : uq @!}; . BE8T gublmlyfé mdamiugm

4
e
w

end .dtgseninating. I:hw :nsuz.f:s to. athcrs. i

; '.!.'he user mvalvmnr &oes have ;l.ta cuacs,, Most of. chc nxagm am Mm:a

a,/fuwam m eim

| '\‘:\ | , «
' \ o: 1@::31 efﬁﬁc'&al.a \havins mura)’ ot,her rcawm biliﬁi




"f a,.ﬂa‘affort, Baé onca :he,affo:t is‘
vas:ed, they>tsnﬁ cohﬁant te realize the r&ﬁ@&ﬂﬂa Invalving tha uéar7‘

‘/alna cagcs ;he evalaatc time, ; invescuant which can be Buhlt&aﬁiala

/

WKAI’O?ERA?IOKAL PROBLEMS MAY ARI5K
1IN SETRING UP AND. OﬁﬁRAIING :
S EUALQAEIO& S%STEHS '

~,Ehi*HEP;sitdgkﬁﬁzgiﬁtete&,diﬂer&e sets éﬁ probloms ‘in dbvelsgﬁhg~r

ﬁvﬁva%ﬁﬁ%iggyeapablity and using it. In aaﬂawcasea,'cﬁﬁ?ﬁféﬁiéms-could not

- be acanlved, and it was necessaty £o change strategiuﬁ %aagsmasminn¢4§§~g;;

In cha éad, mnst gices were ahlc to accomeﬁate 2ha problems and produca :

. 4?-evaluaaionsa uownvar, delaysg cost avarsnns» and less thanm desi;eﬁ prcdw :

L ucts ofgan resulted.

Aay evaluation mannge: or pracaitioner will- eugquntar soma oE aha
prdb;ema aad shpuld ptuvida time sud resources so deal aﬂth chem. ’ﬁhg
uight speciﬁic gzablema highlighne&'haze aze those that saemnd to racur
mosc efaen, or be most t:oubiesomu to thie H@P‘ai:ese The extentn‘hey
would raapy&ar in some othe: sice is a functiau of thn ﬂwgagqagna. ersaw“v‘

o nizag&anal, aﬁa &nyirugﬁaatal aharaeteriﬂ:ﬁua of gbae planﬂing sgency.

'“f-bgulg,ha p:ayarad to dﬁﬂlv uauy of cha pzabia&a ﬁﬁ”ﬁﬁﬂ ¥ 
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2. czm SEEVICE am.zg MAY CAUSE DELAYS. o e

AN _"""“‘3!&*':;/%5‘1; e B SR ATy f..g.x;‘;;\g“\%.) S

“

1. STARE.TURNOVER IN. THE ‘EVALUATION UNIT WILL LAUSE DELAXS AND DISRUP= o
TIQHSo '

Al;’the.ﬂs? sitea expe:ienced some staff tutnover, and half experienced

&= TS S

significant ptoblems. wlthout stnff, the wuvk does non procaede Bun even
if replaﬁamnnmm can be ﬁound, p:oblems of iuadequate skills or familiatlty
wiﬁh tha.problema ac hand necessicazg ttainiug and cime to bring people up
to spaad. In the MEP :hese cond‘tions led to delays and abandgzﬂsnt of

aome taakag The p;ebiems were sufficiencly severe that one siue was con-

tent to ﬁpatate af;er &he ME? with a smaller staﬁf, ;natead of actempting

s e St R

to fill poritions vasated inﬁwugh atttitzon.

'1‘

Seversl aisaa %ad difficulty initiating wntk due to Eheit inakility to
obcain atafﬁ.* ”asit&qaa had ta be: antbarized gnd fil&ed through a civil
Saz%iaa syaten chat moved slow&y and 4id Bot: gﬁnerate adequate caﬁdidaeaﬁ‘

The efrsct was® zo dalay work or cause ie to be stretclied out over- longer* s

thag - pks‘nei variode., . . L e e v
o = ,54‘-‘:‘ /
3. PIWAY BWM. e

- S¢veral of tha taatad @valuation syseems expeetﬁd ene pﬁojactttca pran'; .
vi@e dasa for cha analysia by the MEP eeamw Thzs apprdach Wbmkad well far

many projecta, but did not work at all fox others. Project refumal to

report data seqss ko b part ‘a poiiulcal ytoblem: aﬁd P@V"/ f '

lﬁm. ' | : . .;"‘ ) 77'

& i Ly e e T

JJ

Sﬁvetal uation oﬁfiees nelieved they did nos h&ve the?"utha:ity'lf"'

i . . vy rf




‘ondi:iona. Ona 8ite had to pramiag aemg prajects that data reporta&

. uldlnat be uaed 1n refundinggdeciaibnaok3 L\;fifiiiv -

Tha collection and reporting of data iﬁ a aignificaas cést to whomr g
| .*;er perfoms it-_ By f»mansfers:ing ehe responaibilit:y eo the pz‘e:]acts e
'{”*Jfbeing evaluated, he cost wa& transiatred also.» Since the hn” ﬁites did

':?VTnoc provide additiona1 resourcea to “he proj%a:s, the cost was an extma |
i ; bur&en often unanticipated by sha prcje”?, Consaqueﬁtiy many projecta _QJ .
}  ,cou1d not or choose nct to coeperate. Someaprojects'stated that thevcustf{

;Jffof the :epo:ting requirements were beginning to eutweigh any expected proj-=r“

L feﬁt baaefits. .

¥

b PROJECT FILES MAY CDNTAIN LESS DAﬁA THAN EXPECTED OR BEQUIRED FO
' -';PLANNED EVALUAEION.

S Saveral evaluaqions depenﬂed on existiug project files for datau
 , Evaluatian analyais plana were develope& on tbe aasgggtion thnt ehe data
"‘T‘would exist and would readily be available. This:frequsntly ‘Wag not chs

ii; k¢nsa.‘ Either daca Weze missing, or. extensive errota, discrepannims. and

“’fgganerana onher sources of informauion- The reaults were delaya in and

wqﬁtau qbandonmena of promiaad analyeaa.

;L!inconsistencies We:n»diacovetud. The discovery of theae cnnditions ra- V%:T!;.(

“?f{quired the redesignAnf analysis plans. and che allocation of tesautcas co S



'}vIn fact, ehe oppoaica occurrea. Backlogs developed, procesains waa 814

SOme of the problems can be tracea to the lack of adequate planning

"‘and managementu; Pata flows quickly overwhelmed existing‘capacitiea LD

: handle the situatxon. When evaluatars began to analyze tha proceaued

-data, ;hey were dissatisﬁied with the methad msed to format and scote

;,';. .\\ .

bxlthem. Theﬁdata vere éiﬁher reprﬂcesﬁed in a form. usabla by the. analyst,

e R

. ’ or»pottions of the analyaia were dropped.

 6e cenmc:rms ouz EVALUATIONS HAS ITS own SET oF pnoﬁnms. | L

TR e

T L o f; . ; ’v val el ;~ o
[ S v . W
L used contractots or coneultants 1u lessar roles. Eh approach to wbtainw

R : - RN :,, i ey

tng evaluation capabiiity avoided such problems ae thoae poaed by Givv

'1;;'Service, but still encounteredAproblema of ita own, if}:--

T 8
Yk e

quickly. The cmmnetitive process requirea extensiva tima and‘atafﬁ g -

‘ sources to implement.

Once a conctactor ia aelacted. aeaffing pr'




iCommunication and decieion mechaniema between the agency and contractor

ﬁneed to be establ&ehed.. Thoae ME? aitea that did this worked effectivel?‘oﬂ

R ,’.‘ .
-

e gwith their conttactors.= R ,f5:31*;,7”_;"‘.;3;<,~ : ST P

7. '-»W&MMW' |
S CLEAR OR SHIFTING INFORMATION REQUIREMENTS.« o

"e‘_Earlier 1: wes potnted out that che ownership or iovolvement of a user
'”f‘j in a study increased the chances useful 1nformation would be produced. While:
"'fuae would go up, cosc also goos up 1f the. user has unclear or shifting in~.‘ ;
- formation requirements, | - .
In some ceeea this prob%em was experienced when xesolucion of ¢ eeign

e‘issuee oould not be obtaiaed. In cther casee, the problem developed when

f'ahifts 1u requizemente caused a ohange in data collection and analysis

w3 EW L L

|  vactivities aﬁter they had been initiated. A major problem is that, when _f

V:J'given an opportunity to eak queetione, moet people will do 80, The reault

’fis a. large set of quaatioas, all of which cannot be answered. Not having

]

Tfﬁ”d mechanism to priorﬂtize question&, many evaluators try to answver most

| “fff‘Of them, and aubsequently spread resources too thin to answer any question

f'adequacely ox in a timely feahion. A | . ‘ , e

S T
L

3. 'gfnxvsnsxon OF EVALUATION uur.c STAFF 'm orm«:a PLANNING AGENGY mxcuon RS
© -+ IS A DANGER STGNAL,

*\,thﬂ evaluation eetivici&a aupported in most sites were new managementfi ‘a%“

i it Y

' M‘Jthﬁ“n”wet ﬁuncﬁinna beoeme ﬁargets fpr Eilliug the aap., xn chiaf* “
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‘evaluatioo capabilitya
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The sites that were most successful in implementing evaluation systems
prevented the MEP Evaluation Unit from diverting evaluation staff to carry
out other planning agency functionﬁ.w This was accompliahed either through
a strong management process’ whioh mointained ‘the integrity of the Unit, or
by organizational arrangements which made diversion difficult to initiate.
One site made a policy decision ‘during the MEP grant period to abandon in=
house evaluators because it could not ﬁoep che evaluatoro from being di=-
Verted to o:her tasks by the Board of Directors. It waa believed nhat )
less diveraion could occur if the evaluators were obtained on a coutract

St

basis.

D. THE MEP MESSAGE:
USER 'INVOLVEMENT:

The MEP demonetrated that it is easy to get evaluation information :
produced but much harder to produce uoeful information. Thare are Fo
Yright" methods or system; there are no easy aooweﬂs. Deciaion maéoro  ;
have to want the evaluation results, and be willing te invest time and N
resources in obtaining information if it is'to have 'utility. Evaluation =
cannot make a difference by juet existing.»;

The remainder of this document aiocuoseo in greatet detail the losaons

summarized here. Examples of the sites’ experiences’ sre prévided to demon-
strate and support the pdints made. -»"ohé';sﬁwaxrseexammes the *ﬁéuéc&aa ‘of the o
'MEPs in demonstrating that evdludtion cAn makd fa differenqe. »The stvéﬁégiea
used to develop evaluation capability, and the typeoﬂof syo&eﬂ ﬂe@alo#od nre ‘_];%V
'deacribed in Chapter TIIT.' Winally, Ghaptor rvlpreoenta th&‘ﬁﬁjormimplombnw F
‘tgtion and operatiow ptoblemé“ancountered ‘during ‘the' HE?. Th« iﬁt&#ﬂaﬁtcn

is struccured to provido 3u1dance to others attempting to eatablish a uaaful

!
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A :z SUCCESS OF ‘THE ‘msmn
N am.xmm SYoTEs

Twelve Mbdel Evaluation P:agram sitea were funded. As of January

S 1978, eighc of the eum1Ve had completnd thait HEP demanstration, fout
"were still in progreaa. This chapte» discusaae che deunnatrated snccasa

#
e

‘;;‘of the evaluatiun sys:ems tastad at che eisht comyleted sites. Section "

s

-’A provides an everview of nhc progtam outcomaa. Seccion B prnsen:n the

'"thtee types of outcoma originally projected for cha MEP thac are naad

‘hete as cticeria in aeaessiug ehe succaaa of the programe The rationala

BRSNS

’ifor :he critaria and tha manner in uhich thay are applied are developad

h'thera also, Sactions G, D and E asaesa ehn perﬁetmance of the pragram

ol
1
7
o
e
i
B
o
3
e
b

,*relaciva to tha Lhtee criteria, and Snction ? givea factors that affeceed

! : [

;‘}auccesa. G
' * i
R omvml OF THE MODEL . . .o v ]
BVAL!IATION pmsm ov'mmms S

foA;f,? Threa cnicetia were ucgd uo unanu:m tha nuccelu of an evaluation - uyn- :'“f

tam © did ic hqlp aasacien uchiave chair abjaceivua, did 1: 1denciﬁzjand

15,%}maaq.a real damand for evaluacion 1m£m:maﬁiona and wnﬂ 1& continuad afnsr 3 _i&

e L . S e . k;
Wi L S e . . . : . Lok
g Lo M . ST L

;auncdsu’onrche fizs* ezitexia.
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were any of the sites able to demanpgtncﬁ.thii the evaluatioﬁ»Sysééms helped -

the agenciss achieve their objecttvea. ‘

Of the eight sites, only one failaed to. produce eveluntion information.
‘Examination of how the information was uscd at the geven remaining sites
led to the comclusion that four sites had demonstrated that chey iéentified
and met a real demand for information. Two other sites appeared to be pro-
viding a free 3ood service for‘which ehare wuu not a clear need. The remain-
ing site was gssociated with the produc;ion of useful informationngut i?
wvas not demonstrated that the MEP system was the principal';eaaon the iﬁ;
formation was produced and used.

The MEP sites were sble to develop information for tweo gypes cf user
nerket--one associated with the design an@Amopitoring onLEAA £unéed proj=~
scte, and one associated with identifyiﬂs'og raegolving 1sauea;abou§ p:oéfnm
operations for agency management or policy makers. Fbur3MEP:sitep‘éceem§ted
to meat & third typa of market=-developing ané disseminating knawiédge-Jgnt'

failed to produce the required information.

Three of the eight tested systems ware continued initiglly by;tha Plann— ,

ing agency at the end cf‘the HEP, but the long-term fate of these ﬁhréaéia |
uncertain. The diseontinuation decisfons at che five other MEP aices were
based on a variety of judgments, iacluding: f£ailure to 1myl@ment deaited
svaluation system; ptoducc yuzceivad as not uaaful, and severe sgency budget

cuts prevent continumtionmqg”

Figure 1 summarizes che te-ults of tha Madel Evaluation Pxogram grantu.

. Figure 2 summarizes the lovnl of produnnion and 1nvaasmant auons nhe oight

coaplated«sitaa, Tha followiug saccionn of thiu chaptor daﬁina tha auceusn o

. . "&
g N A
. ) . I S ) to




.1 FIGURE : OUTCOM:S OF THE MODEL EVALUATIOH
Production of Information
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FIGURE 2: BRODUCTION LEVELS ACHIZVED BY MEP SITES

| ' ~{ Number i l Here subatan— i
| MEP Budgzt* | of Analyses | proximate | tial non-MEP
| (Rowaded to | or Studies | Cost per { resources used
1 £1,000) | Coupleted i Study 1 to do the studies?
Central Oklahoza | $108,000 | 6 | 518,000 | No-
Illingis | $250,000¢ | 17 | $14,700 | No
" Ventura 1 $ 74,000 | 18 | $4,000 | Yes
Alameda | s$la40m0 8 | $8,000 | Yes
Michigan (Reporting | $142,000% | 4 | $35,500 | Yes
System) | | | P 1 '
Michigan (Intensive) | $190,000% | 2 | $95,000 | No
'] Columbia § § 56,000 | 4 | s22,400 | No
' Jacksonville 4 $ 85,000 | 7 | $12,140 ) No
| Pennsylvania 1 $261,000% | 0 | Not Appii- | No
| : ] ' - | cable

N
H

*Two year grants include 50 percent second year naﬁch;
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zs. ma succzss camma soa
' THE WODEL- EVALUATION PROGRAMS: ‘\\ I
. AGBIEVEMENI OF AGENCY OBJBCTIVES,
. USE. m comnmmu

Ehe original ﬁadel Evaluaciou Progtam tequeat ﬁar ptoposalAcbntained
?three auccass c:iteria.‘ (1) evaluatiou informacion wuulé be 0aed. (2)
’T,Zevaluacica wnuld cantzihuee ta the achievemana of agency objaccives, anﬁ

‘Tff}(3) the demonstrated evaluation system would be Qancisueﬁ if it P'GVed t° _”

£

*

_.jbe useful. Ac.: tb.e tims of the. px:og::am announmement, it ramined an o;:sn
'eﬁquastion cf how to measuze aad apply :he cri eria o salacn grautaaa ox
’7*§asseas success.‘ '

‘”f, The nature of the pxosram rQQﬂitad chat theas criteria be defined

: aas each sigﬂ:dcveloped and 1mplemented 1zs prqgram. At the anaﬁt of cha

W~fpfas$aﬁ; ehere wae ,ace:nainny auons all parties Anvolved as to h°v Vuse,”
;§hwachievemgnt p‘ gpangy objecttvea," and ”cnntinuatian" would be. inea:wg f

’“ptctcd”by the MEP agancien‘

:ﬂ‘tion‘Pro ram Annogncf"nt, ﬂhahtngton, n.c., ng
miniattatioggyﬁhll 1974. ;‘:H : L




tlm praduct:l.on process
t.ha product‘ R

. ‘m

pz‘xxiucl:s ddentif;i.e&., M.so, ctm stamw of.‘ the avamasian systm & ,_&e&




‘. nt&* «qrzmceiga evaluaCioa.infa:mapizﬁf_
“Did they absorb the inforpation? -~ -
s Did it/gggy‘de,1ﬁ£9tmnﬁicu.r%§y did not have?
w,i,,ma-:ﬁey find it uﬁeful’” L
How did they use. AT R KR :
- Could the g!ﬁéhﬁify deaisiona or actions affecta& by the evalu- .
B atiuy-ayncem7 = . :

F;‘gﬁenuly. people 1n:etviawed wnuld say the infozmation was useful and

uaﬁu. uut had é_ﬁﬁiculty-deacribing thénus;. uoreover, lt became ebvious bag"ﬁ
fﬁ5that differencea existed among the ‘cases of use¢‘ Some ugers cl@sﬁly
% f wantedﬂ nee&ed, andﬂused evaluacion infaxmataoaahu“make a differencau~

in programs and polieiea.' GthegﬁfWera unable za ahow :hat ehe,iﬁ;armn-~

cion made,alﬁiﬁrétence, aomatimaa acknowledging they could get alcng

"

’"’”ﬁwithout it. These latter usetB ﬁppea:ad Lo be getting a free good (1eé.

avaluatiam) for which theza waa no clear need.' Thereﬁo:a, tha :hird cbn-'

. e ,’,_,. i

5jditi0ﬂ_neaded co attr&bhte "uae“ was &atablish é.' successful use. requiredg ‘

L. P A

. f agﬁﬁénca :hac the umu?cited ‘was 1mnettant co the parﬁotmauce af cha’usat
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sources, and MEP processes and policies after the grant was over. Inter~ -

The data to apply the cxitggi¢gjg£-"impot;agge".wezetgxggg_grgm:‘,éa}'i -
terviews with users, ¥£? persosnel, and 52A and RFU personcel; and (b) site
observations ofkaéenéy'opé;étiods, MEP'éctivitiéagméiéuéEP-iﬁtéréction with-
users. ;f ' - Hh#ﬁf;yﬂi;;» L

The discussicn oﬁﬂg@ﬁtﬁi§%iﬁAthis‘repéit‘1g}deaigaed:to.iden:ifyubnch‘

the uses cicedg4ﬁﬁdgco,suppcrt a conclusion as to whether the MEP served a

real markeg:for evaluation; one in which,ihe'infggmgtion.mgde.a“diﬁﬁg;ggggo

-+ . “Contribution to the achievement of agoncy objectives" was undefined -

at the start.of the program, and remained in the.end to bg.undgfinggg.igﬁi
agencles were examined aad agency manggemeng was interviewed toAdg;a;ggnga 
whether differences in. agency performance could be documented snd attributed
to the Model Evaluation Program. As will bgad;aqussgq,%u,S&;;}cqﬁgﬁbelqwm
the concept of "agency objectives” has not hogggape:étionally.defined'by
State. Planaing Agencles or by Reglonal P%anning'Unitsg‘énfby'ch@ Law
Enforcement Asaistéﬁca:Aééiniaﬁéétggﬁ;j fha‘;m;i;ségiqégfoﬁ,;his outcome
are gignificant. The: 'Pi-‘“é,@’?e??i@%%SW”‘.’-‘*@'Lﬁﬁﬂ"éﬁi@%’fﬁ%ﬁ@imH“‘_"Fﬂs “uge" -

of information, rather than &emonstgabléfiﬁété#eﬁent'1niégéhcy;p:ogxgma

or policies.

-

?COntinuatioﬁ" wés:ﬁeéénted‘byftrédkingﬁtbﬁ,géiﬁtéﬁénce,qﬁ.HEPVre-_

Sk ¥_oax P -' o :
A REE the 2 AR WL T k

RN SRS S A T k2
KA P9 L SNSRI el

views were held with sz;geradﬁn91 éndiégéhéy»gdﬁaﬁeﬁéﬁsf:@¢QQFUG£n£7éon 3

Cd L ,'55} Yo et waren Ty AR N " ‘.,:‘."‘ R R : !l‘.;:i‘,}w; :
tinuation decisions and reasous for them. . . - 7
LTl e e TS L Bt et

C. MEP CONIRIBUTION T THE ACHIEVEMENT = =
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criteria uged to select MEP.
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”"fffdegraE‘to which che evaluation program gcals and objecciwea a:e
‘ directly relacad to achieving agency objactivea, and 3

o‘ o

ff'2. 1ikelihood tha& the evaluation p:ogram will help the agency achieve
T 1:8 objectivea.

.'gThe ME? 3ranteea, then, mighs'have been expecced to monitor progresa caward
~overnll agency overall objectivea and provide information that would enhauce ‘9
_agency achievement of thoae objecnivea. Hbst ME? p:opoaals desczibed the
& _33encies’ objeczives aud how the MEP wns expected to help achieve chem, but

'*f  chey did not- provide a, basis for management or evaluation of the ME? project

5 ar the agency. v"ﬂ . | =:'v. S ;"“, . ‘;-j
Agancy objectives wete rhetoricastatements withouc undetlying defiui«

ucion ‘o’ measutement ayatem. j.'

R

f._a'. introducing change and enc: a:aging innoyv
‘vacmn..., ‘

e e e 1mpr0ve the quality and effnctiveness of
’ criminal justice programs and projecta ° .’.,

Y efraisa the 1eve1 of consciouaneas regarding
goals aud standa:da o 8 ol

o 6 pravide overall coordina:inn o o 0}

‘f s oo improve the quality of plann&ng. .o m?

Theae concapts are no& i*“erencly ﬂnmeaaureble or unattainable, rathet, the
“}uu AT l .

“agenciea :ace&ving MEP 3rauhs had not defined them.' »
2 Graneee objectives for the MEP panallelpdﬂnhoaa for che agency. .ﬁheyf‘f'7
Do : ; L AT J PR ’hx - 5“‘;’ ..
,;Tw;fusmprovemﬁnt of the eomprsh&ustv& Plaﬂning ;fi‘f
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» ance on che eeveral meeaures proposed co monitor this objectiVe:

27

increaeed amount of relevent objeccive 1nfor~
mation o s 8}

: 1nc:eaae awareness (cf) the need for evaluan
tlon o 3

provide decision makers with the information
they-need to implement management by objec-
tives (or goale) systems.’ - - .

E

Grantees did not describe how the MEP would help the State Planning Agen=

‘cies -or Regional Planning Units achieve their objectives, or what those

ohjectives were.

The legislative statement authorizing LFAA documents implies that
SPAs or BPUs will operationally define such objectives as: 1mptave-the\ .
criminal justice system, reduce crime, or increase safety. Yet, in neithar

the agency plans nor agency interviewe were descriptions of how the agency

@
“a

would define, achieve, and measure such objectives ideptified.
This is not to say that the'agencies had no objectives toward which B

they were working. Several appeared to be wellvadeinisteted, with é
sense of purpose and direction. The difficulty is that the directives
and the objectives wire not measurable or verifiabie. Performance end
progress were subjective determinations made by agency managemenc-w"things
lock like they are getting better," or "this year g plen)is better than |
last year’s." '

‘ Where agencies appeared to ba well administerad,*it~alﬁaye aeeﬁe‘
straighitforward to traus*ate cheir rhetorical ijectives into: ver&fiable o
measures. Figure 3 showe how one might define aud mohitor an objeetive |

frequently cited by agenciae-~“co putidn place &nnovnctve prajecta thaﬁ

perform wall and are' adopted and continued by staﬁe and local agencias."‘ )

Any MEP project could’ heve been daaigned to imprave the agancy 8 perfotmri‘ 5:,;q

e e




?IGURE 3: ItLUSTRAEIOH‘O? 0“2 T¥PE OF
AGENGY‘OBJECTIVE ﬁEING TBAE?ED,OVER TIHE
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Glvén Year
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‘Deaign and Ihplemancation‘ /
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‘f,Percenc ptojecns meeting SPA project deaign aud
implementation standards -

~ - PBercent projects that ‘received a "high petformancg"t fgfffaf:f
- - rating and a recommendation for “local continuation"
‘ffrom,n LT review. panel of jocal. officials and . exphntsa

j‘?ercanc pnojects that vere cancinued by local ngency
at the aama or increaapd Opexatins level = .. A
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g better. prajecc,,evaluntion.ana mnnitdixng’designn leadins tp wore
succassful project -iwplementation; e
e better evaludations of projects leading to more 8elece1ve and
- more ‘persuasive necommandatione £or local continuation; snd
® access co evaluations ‘lead to more,concinuatiau decisionsg

‘ As Figu:e 3 1mpliea, 1£ agency objactives were measurablc, it. misht bn

poaaibla to aasociate the ‘MEP with “cont:lbuting to: the. achievenant o£

agencyvobjaccivea." No: agency was obeerved*to define aad monieor 1ts S

rhetorical objectives ih this way. - ?n e o "3' CEEL
If one cannot measure agency: parfo:mance on its rhetorical objectives,

then a dilemma exiats ag to what objeccives, if any, can be maaaured?

Resolution of the dilemma requircs ohe to ignore the rhetoric and exdmine

:, REF B

the activity of an agency eo exnract.a set oﬁ measurable objectives f:on

agency actilons. Following this 11ne of reaaoniug, SPAs and RPUs were found

to have as an objective the funding and administrative monitoring of . sub-

grantaes. That is, they fuund subgrantaes to ca:ﬁyvous'prodecta»uﬁgeacqblq}
to the local criminal justice officials, and in:compliance with fgﬁsgg;gxfﬁ
guideilines and regulations. The grants management function may inyolve;. . .
technical asaistance to aubgrantaes, as:vell as monitoring progtgss and .-

evaluation of results. ‘LEAA requires:that qqm&.laval‘ofﬁﬁvakuaniqn_-~ng7 5

(monitoring or more intensive) be ecarried outs - - ..;-ﬂ; EXER SERNRTY S

‘When' the staff.functions of an' SEA/RRU have no-overall maasyzab;e objec~ |

tives other than selection and funding of :subgrantsy: und<cqmpliqucq to;; fgdarak'?f}

guidalincs aud regulations, pne than haa an addittona&vdilcmnAainéasqenaius

A‘«fﬂf":'"

Whnt happmned 1n ptactica waa nhac the avnluation inﬁogmgaian‘grau

ghe MEP was dimsqminated tos




: LQSRAs/BPUs for uﬁ§ 1n1formn1?dncision :ocenaas such aar-“f

"ffﬂranewal,

a‘_i sPA at‘ﬁf tn hclp éﬁrry out thair func _ns such‘aa providiug
i ftechnical assistnnqe &nd preparing’the; omprehanaiva plan,

l5“ﬁfsub3ranteea fur thﬁit 1nformacisn, aad

’f3 f§ criminal Justica syscam ofﬁiciais for :hait informatian. i :;;K;”Qp

jﬁnnw ehay wara euppaaed ta use.- 1t *and for what puzposa, were 1e£u co cha

;

ﬂ:"diecrattan oE the user.‘ Succeas of evaluacion on ehe,criteria of achiavins

";4'agency objectives thua reducea to an assaasmeac of iua utility to uaeta.

L D. HALF THE MEP SITES WERE ABLE . P
’@ﬂfgﬁ;}@‘. Tommmmuammanmwr\« - DA
o For EVALUATIQN WAS. smvm

R we concluded thac four of the exght MEP aites studied demonatrated 3
HN?that 8 msrket for’ evaluanion was idencified -and sarved.; They producud ' 111: ¥f
a _i§eva1unt1ve informnticn, and there-is evidanee that the use of cha: infor= . :ﬁiff@
. maeion ﬁhda ‘a: diiference o tha perfoxmance of the usez’s £unction. of - 5.‘ 5ﬁ'"§
*T,cha fout :emaining aieeb, tvo: did not get their information product uaad,i ‘ a;z
g third 1eft ic ugel : '“eshar aa can be: attrbbuted to. nhe MEP; anﬂ, tnaf :”¢7Q€
*{thehe fou*th caae. there was AP information ptnducad- r,';»i "vQ* | “Qg

mhe MEP sicun autemptad{co ude evaluation né aupporc threa difﬁe:ont{ﬂq”

of‘daciaion pxnceas (dk marketg for evaluaxion)‘ v”“Vgﬁfg;fg_f§$ﬁ‘]' S

‘Pre &nt*ﬂversi“hﬁz The SPA, REU. subgrantaa proceas wharcby
projects are. fundad, deaignad, mnnitored and routinely assesaa T
S _tmdinz dacis;onu. R R B "-:uw RN

1asua deﬁcificaeion., Thq uae of qd hnc atudias by dsg&ai¢nﬁm;k1ng




: & , o
efﬁecttvg"programneqncapts, telying haavilg on :escarch ﬁcanﬂaxﬁ
o,ptoducaf ig ;}&ality evaluation.inﬁotmstion on. programwcnst

f‘fOne'or mnteisitas'ware-able to demcustrate that useful infozmation could;’

M5 ?be produced fo: thaiﬁirst two ma:ke:s, ?rajece Overaighc and Iasua I&enti _fﬂ g

7,:£1cation. None of‘the chree MEP sices nhae attampted it were,able'caf“
,.   1praduca the evaluaﬁion 1n£ormncinn required by the Knowiédge.ﬁévelopmanc‘ﬁi'
| Thi# nection deacribes the 11m1tations of che use critarion. the T
ffcypes of usa anuounnetad, and the achievemana of the MEP aitan oﬂ,aach
x';type of uae. . Sy S ' LR

N

P S0ME an:umus 01? 'rmz,
 USE_CRITERION ,

Tl study had to raly heavily on uger petceptiona oﬂ usa. The twu major{_:ab




.x’;‘r‘, i

N “Svateation F fmm 1 e 7T S
; &nfornation }9-»i;p;1n£0rnation wnuld ‘g*fif;Subgtanhees wuulds“
Cwould be |l be delivered as- .;;gu;;éaﬁ‘;nndify projects gv :

~ ' .gechnical assistance | . | as a result of -
1. to subgrantees. . .-f * the technical

: p:qﬂucad.,'n‘.

- asslstance.A '«‘*3, “‘ ﬁy
! Hesult
= Projccts ﬂbuld %
T j4wperform»becter N i
S .. as & result of . -
. ‘the asslstance. ' -
. 7~01autly. ona would 11ke to judge ehe worch or contribucian of che cechnical |
' ,' ‘atsiltance function tn tarms of improvement in project deaign or perferm— 'Q
 fanca‘ Aﬁ deacribsd enrliet. agenciea vere. noc sat up to permie this level
- of avaluation. Inatead, zhe function of the ptimary uaer, in thia casa
‘!daliwer :echnical asnistanca (Uaa I), uus examinad and the quastian asked* _‘] ff

"'“Qid ‘the svaluncion syt:em make a diffetanca to the petformanee of ehat

0

75'fuﬂction?" In ochur wo:ds, could che primary uger 1&antiﬁy changea or |
‘ :;:%1nscnnceﬂ of cﬁch;i;al gggiatanca attxibucable to che evaluacian? Thn . b
." nnaelannnc did not go furchex €0 evaluata the - technical assietance function
'.:fitqalf. rhun, ona night say thac being ﬂuccasatul on the "uae" ctitarion¥9

?13 a nacaaaa:y. but nuc aufficient, condition for judgiag an. evaluabian f"‘

BRI ) T i_

” .sysncn eo'bu benufiaialn.
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of prbjcecmvovan tins. nmha
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| All tép:eaent stratagies £or 1mproving the criminal juacice sys:em; HoWh

3
% ';"‘1. v ”? e Ix

ever, each uses evaluation 1n a diffetent way for a diffexent immadiate

P fq»'".**i?_'-'

e -,

puxposc. COnaequencly. the uses ciced and signifieance of thoae useu

differ amnng tha threa models.

e

‘The rojact ersight mndel uaea the evaluacion aystem to halp |
design, monitor. manage and evaluace projecta funded by the SPA or RPU,

The uses commonly cited under this mndel ate.

e evaluation designs lead to better project deaigna in aubgrant
applications; R

@ mnonitoring a project uncoveted problamn_wﬁich uare\cor:ecteaﬁ’

e evaluations affected decisions to rafund or continue the ptojact;
and

e project performance 1mprav€d over time“és';*fééulthaffSPA or RPU
technical assistance initiated by evaluatiom: information.

The primary users in this model turned out to bafone-on more oﬁuchc m'
fulldwing: - the subgrantee taking action .on his or her own iniciattgu;
the SPA and RFU staff assigned to monitor and giva asaiaeaune‘to subw .
granteea, the. SPA and RPU decision-making bodies daciding on subgrant.j
refunding and subgrant. specisl conditions. CE ) |

The difference the addicional avaluntion inﬁarmacion would. make dn o
the adequncy of project design and in project'parfornanca wm#”nevnr dﬁﬁ“}“?
cribed in measurable terms, or recorded by thaquP aigga.h Thn succans
neasure for evaluetion :elied“qn@tha'priuatyWqutfufpgncgpz;onngaipgargf%t
nation use, and ita’inﬁlaance ouwptojecnvdesign OfAﬁthdrﬁlﬁbawk“ifﬁjfﬁhq@

Issue Identification is'different from Pro; arckcvonei hﬁ‘ln tha; L ,i'@ﬂ@

L RS EERA

1) ie daes not huve a role in daaigning ptojaccs and progrnnt;b&&nm
avaluuciun, and 2y it.ia not an omsoing) t»utinaastnaking oi nomu gﬂbup

B e

, ,.Idﬂntif-icﬂﬁio"“ mudial. umm he: avaluuciam =

L



tOposed puliciea~and pragrams.

. v"

Ad hoc, non-routine studiee are _3A;73-

ﬁ fa policy deciaion was changed and reconsidered,

M'V” ic'ua g:anc“as lec to deal with same problem idencified,
”f}é fan agency was reﬁrgauized, or e o L R 5
E**_‘Q a ptogram was. :edesigned.

f{lrhe p:ima:y uaexs are the decisioupmaking individual or group who acknowl-v

;f ;ad3q*thac an. 1ssue aziscs or must deal with' it. i ot
ot The Issue Identiiicatio“‘model attempts to taise and zesolve iasués.

5 If many of theae atudieé werc done and nothing wrong was ever found, then, .

at sﬁme point, ann wuuld hava ‘to question their utility. (The rojec ./ ,4T¥?
;f 0varn1ght mnﬂel, qn th& cther hand, eeeks ta avctd 1ssuas by cateful plann—5 1‘

g and mnuitaring, and che eatly cqtracnion o£ potential problama-) The

SEE YRR N 2

"Succgﬁs meauura for évaluaticn iu the Isaue Ideutification modal relied on

<a~.3d

S R

'7ﬁfprimary‘uaers pgrceptians of the. 1mpacn of information on.their attitudew

"'lﬂand ‘oft thair ﬂecisions. The difficulty with 1utezpreting uscr opininn in

,¢§thia Iaaug model ia thuc anyﬁhing can.be an isaue, and the cost of raiping

5

et mﬂis not botne by tha usat. Issuea idancified ranged ftom “proiact

‘ﬂQare no&;adaqpaCQ,“hta ”ahould.va buildra prison.“ Tharefore, evi—

. %}:\.



fprnsrams work best §or wonlt), undcr what conditions. Whnxuaa in the ochez i
A 5twu'mudala the 1nformation addresael specific ptojecnb~or issues, in the

owled'e Develo‘mant msdel, general statements about the cost and per~

ffarmance of gome ptogram coneept are 3euera:ed and suppdtced by scisntif- Em
? 7§'11cally acceprable rasearch. ng usaagcgpnnn;y ciged un@a:wthewqugl'igy-> ff
i ;}fﬂ;cxuggs | | | o
%b ;fff ]f€ic the identification of optimum ptogram‘models' ‘E
Lo :fo.o setting of funding priorities among programs in the C@mprehensiv& o
? 5555    }xe zizgimination of program and project models to state and local ; 

R - agencles. ﬁQ
é ”f'*ihéfpximaty user was usually identified te be the SPA or RPU in either &  ?
E ';‘ fdiénediﬁation role or in setting its owvn funding policiles. auccass indi~ ’ﬁ
?: : cato:s ior this model would be the numher of Ypractices" cnncluaively {f
i‘  ':}:eva1uated, and tlie number of decisions influenced by :hat-inform&tiogs“~ j  5'€§§
i aﬂtf:idf;hE”MEP no ona was able to successfully implement this unde£§Qf :n f1, | .é
; = " It should be nuted that a less rigorous type of knowiedgq_dogalgppgpél

'*'~6c¢urs in the other tvo wodels of uge. SPA and RPU staff can develop -

1 ‘knowiedge about what does and doesn’t work through ‘their experianca with’

é‘ :viﬁig:ajeccs. The knowledge will be softer by research standards ‘and 1asa ’7‘% }'ﬁf‘f
%'N"[u'accussible, but it can be equally valid and useful. . L S

; | ‘Table 1 shows for which markets the sites planned to develop 1nforma~ R
?l' tion, aund for which markets they actually produced 1n£ormatmon, Tgbla”" lv

;b summarizes conclusions about which sites ‘produced information that vas umad,

é - i.e., which sites idenuifiad and gerved a :eal merket for avaluation‘ - o

8 3.  PROJECT OVERSIGHT

Four sites accempced to sarve cha Projacc Oversigh msrkat, anly oue, _; Y




*5,7,'f--‘trasx.a 1t “TYPE OF USE FUR wm:cﬂ MEP. SITES - -
" PLANNED T DEVELOP INFORMATION - S S
 VERE ASLE S DEVELOP- mzoanmma G e R

l Issuu Raising | RS |
SR | &nowledge
| Deve].o"./ 1

nlinois | | ,/ ‘  : P . Cr -
Panneylvan:la g : s " 0 : | i
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Michigan | |
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Syat:aa) 1

aBwee e amt
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Hichigan IR I
| (iatensiva |
| Evaluation) .1

e e
—— e S—

J:mkwuvilla R R RN AR |
| Colwmbta © 4y -
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t J - De\velopad intomtion R e ‘ o
x Flnnud to but: did‘ not deval.op such :I.nfomt;cg L
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| Iilinoies

" Golumblar  Tsolated cases of 'uses that affacted the- crimi\
e e 1 _systeu.' Bnubtinl k33 use can be attxibuted 80

mchigmg o . comidared 3“@¢“8£M9 witb “338 Citad. -

¢ Oklahomat . 0 © Iﬂfﬁmtion sor. chia'_mtket not produced.:

N

' Ecr Iasue Identificacion

 'ceutra1 '4"‘ mera claim 1n£ormacion useful, but few usea cised, andf'“

‘1‘Qk;ahpgg,i» uane c:icical to funcnion‘of user.a'wﬁ~~ =

 Venfura: Succeaaful 1n£armacinn aged to asstst uzor perfotn
e ‘1. etiminal justicc funct&ans.5‘_f : s

o Aiaﬁﬁda{ ‘vSueccssﬁalo Uses. citad that wege aigniiicant,and o
L . ‘Qdepended an the info:m&cion produ’cﬁ.v_‘vV B

- :Succasnfulo Info:mncion uaed co alter managcmnut and.
g,program operatiqns. .




Es Threa of the foux @imas weaa ahle aevelop infvrmation to test in j kE

vand Illinqﬁa :estﬂdvatandardizad SQA pzoject xeporting aystems. ,Ebffsuchf4

;ﬁhaKPro:act50varaj‘ht uatkac*’ Hachigan, Ilfinaia and Calumbia._ Michiganff

.Jyateus, sll ptaj@ccs fundad ﬂnder a ”chgxam Element" in tha State Plan 3 Ll

:‘3anu1d be definad aud measuted uaius a cemmon set af mnasures developad by i%ij

;tha SPAo cOlumbia (RPU) used a different appzoach—-a :egioﬂal evaluacoz

.*)fto help snbgrantees deﬂign projacss and avaluations to. meet bEA requirmv;i .

'"f;f m&n:ao, A fouzth site, Central Oklahoma (RPU), developed a project deeisnsiT-f
?.f’-mathadalogy for use by SEA sungantees and local agenc:teaﬂ but did nou & afi?!
"~;‘tast it. Ea:e we-d scuaa tha usa of che information ptoduced at zhe chna@f‘

”f-aitea tha: did praduca 1nfnrmaelon.£or the Pro ens Oversi he market.  ¢17'

Hichigan gRegorting sxataml

Hith 1ts “ﬁtandard evaluation system,“ Miehigan damanacrated

]

‘fghﬁt 595 mﬁﬁ%aeﬂﬂﬁt can ereata a damnnd for evaluation informacion within v,‘f'ﬁig
'@:f‘ths SEAm The s;andand ewaluation aystem developudsgroceaa and outcame

“f,j;)data on aimi;ar prajecta uaing cammsn, acandard repnrting inscrumenca. R

fﬂhe ﬁyetem*was pilat tasted on 20 proiects 1n 4 program areas. Ic waa

fto prqduse 20 projecc aﬁaXyasa and 4 mnlti-prozecc analysea ou the mﬁ“
*grcsraa are:a..‘.‘ | B ” IR ‘

Ac the tima chis r@port'wma writceu, chigan wnn atill carrying s

vfbuc chamcomputer aﬁalysas and exgetieneing snme dxfficulcy wich the QOMSv_fEC?

'ﬂ‘ugag cgn;tgcto:, anwevk:, cha S?A program ataff ware familiar with the

"dﬁsignqzand th@ daea, and had axpariancﬁ in uaing simiiat types of 1n£or~';l5'



‘1"~abcuL value of a prcgram element. 2
- Pind grods conclisions on.wha/,ﬁ;anda.
'f{;out, and gc—lonk an chac.‘ a

o Canirm whahﬂre hﬁVé endoraad'&nd‘en_
i ceutage locala Ho;putanp dallara,

*

2 (In the past) used on individual basin
to 1mpr¢ve pfojectsv. . s and: in sacting

"7~jthe‘239§‘ The 5pac1alists cauld identity having«uﬁe"




Each of the program speclalists, when asked, lield that the standard evalua-

tions were necessary, and‘that they should continuve to design such gvalhav

#me one to aix months to pe:foxm ‘the

_aﬂmin strative work--hiring, etc. Then
we fund:for a period of" providing serv~-
~dcess ‘

" one methodology for a type @f program

appeatred. superior at one-fourth the:

- cost., As a result, we revised the

(alternative education program). :
« « o found that lower pupil/instruc-
tor ratio and taking pupils to alter-
native educations . « « proved to be

‘effective.

“tions for.other projects and  programs.

(3) Thete Is Evidence Thau the Use Cited Is Important to the Pet»
formance of the Matket.ldentified:
exists a real demand for the evaluation system:
‘ment of its own resources into evaluaﬁion, SPA managgment's interest and
support of the systenm, tﬁe existence of a £ormal decision-making process

which uses evaluative iﬁformation, and the support of the data collection

by RPUs and projects.

by :ha;cqmﬁitmentf0£ managemenc.cimé and its program staff time ﬁo"evalua—
tion activities. Management invested a significant amount of program staff
B tiﬁa (that is, nonmaValuatien staff) in training to increase staff evalu-

Q}ft»f . ation capabilihy. ”he‘program specialiéta‘are aLSO‘raquired to aLloéate

g ;ﬂ,ﬁ’;fard avaluatioua for mheir projects.

and. mla.»

The Hichigan SPA demonstrated that the information was wanted

: ;their time on an oﬁ-going baaia Lo the design and implementacion of atand= -

" 'Vvatiqn stéff paxsonnel 13 excapcioually high 1n compariaon to other SPAs ‘_‘

‘Fbur observatione indicate that there

SPA management’s investe

*Tha‘level oﬁ'involvemanu of nonﬂevalu~,
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" Durding the course of the MEP, we interviewed six members of
the SPA top management, and all were aware of the MEF, supportivé, and
participating in it. Moreover, they all were expecting improved performance
from the program staff in terms of well-désigned projccts and better staff
assessments and recommendations. Management demonstrated its support for
the system by demanding participation ia the training program when attend=
ance began to slip.

The need for evaluation arises by the unique decision-miking
process that exists in Michigan, and the role the program specialists play
in it. The Michigan SPA management is unique in that its governing Cormmis=
sion has delegated a great deal of policy-making and funding authority to
the SPA managem2nt. Thus, the Director and the line-supervisors constie-
tute an active and strong deciszion-making body. For planning and grant
review sessions, they have required that the program specialists bring
forward evaluative information on projects and programs. iIn addition,
the program specialists Qra respensible for giving technical assistance
to potential applicants and subgrantees on project desiga and.qper&t;ona.
Intervieuws with six of the sixteen program speclalists confiigéd chelexist-
ence of these roles. The progtam Specialists used the scandazd syscem to
help defiue projects, to help monito: projes.e, and to accumulate axparcisa
ca programs.

BN

Finally, the reaponaa of other noanPA accors lends e:edi-'

bility to the gystem. The Michigan MEP inwesced :ima in maating with

4

regional staff and projecn acaff :o review and discuss the standatd 1nacxu—

By L S [F T B

ments and reporcing raquiramen:a. Mo:eovar, site visics wnra made to each

project co verify the applicability of the instrumant and nhe projact 8




\’\_ :

gaﬁility to'cblléct thé“ﬂataQ The recorded commggts of xegional and ptojent N
i »r;<ate£f indicate that the evaluation syatem was viewed as necessary, appto~f \”

*”f fpr1ate anﬂ usmful. Subseqnent data reporting wad'generally goods

(4) The.Infozmation Hsed Is Attribntable to the MEP Evaluation ‘

:J. Syastem: The MEP acandazd evaluation is, in effect, a furcher devalopmmnt

 and taprovensnt. “f an evaluﬂtion and management system that, already existed

’:'at;the SPA. Qur ianterviews and reviews_of site material indicate thac.tha
lﬁﬂiﬁmhid ﬁak§~a;significanc diffétence in,ehe’quantiti.and quality of
project information floving‘between gubgrantee aﬁd~p£ogram specialists,
.,ﬁrio:,tb the MEP. projects wera reqﬁ#réd to gepért summaxcy

data on standard factons, bgt the requirem&nt'was not enforcad or umomnitored.

':Rsporﬁing~wna,aﬁﬁtty,‘énd reports varied in quality and comprehensibility.’
. The fgp@tta from similar projects were ndt compargble. With the' standard
_iﬁstrumag;a, anzoréament, central analysis and ctoss-yrojegt analysis, the
speclalists were axpacting more detail, more questions answered and clearer
‘answers.

b. Illinois

. The Illinois prnjact reporciug system did ot demonstrate that it -

broduced information chae was used. This syscem was sinmilax in form, but
 noc in oparaaion, to :he Michigan reporting system. Standard reﬂorting ﬂ
inscruzanta wnée used by subgrantees to routinely teporc data which the
: SFA would proceas and analyze. Tha Illinois syatem developad evaluation.
"vpackagas estimated to provide data collactian Lnstrumente Eor abou: 60 pet-
‘“‘cant of the fpnded p:chcts. The syscem produced 16 yreject analyaea and

";1 multinptoject analysis during ehe MEP to :est the use of the product. E
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The primary users were the SPA granta management -and technical assistance
steff, and the SPA evaluation staff which participa:ed in some reviews of
applications for continuation funding.

(1) Usefulness of the Information was guescionable~ Five program

pe:sonnel (3rancs managers andAtechnical assistance staff), seven evaluators

and two SPA management persounel were incetviewed. The general view of the ~

»M
evaluation informatiﬁn was. (1) that it was not used to monitor prcjncts,

and (2) that it may haVe beeu useful for grant review committees, but there
were other, equally significanc sources of information. |
Four of the five program staff described the information as W
not uéefﬁl: o V
" e Oné was not aware of the inﬁormationvhe was receiving £o£u
his project areas. Over the past year, he had not used

evaluation office preducts, or had. much contact with the
evaluation office staff. ‘ R Lo o,

® Two stated that they receive the evaluation data submitted
by projects, but do not read or file them. They asserted
that they did not 'use the data for managerlal purposes.
When refunding decislons axe to be made, they will read
the results of an evaluation 1f they are available. ' ;zu:

@ One claimed that he does not use the evaluation data. for«
monitoring purposes. Monthly meetings with projects and
telephone calls provide a better mechanism for feedback. aud
diacussion. _ S

(%

A fifmh peraon claimed chat he did use the avaluation reporcs as a bagis

N I A

for developing special conditions on gome gtants. Similarly, four of the '

REAE TR 7 . i

seven evaluatora identified the grant raview process as where tha 1nfarma~

tion was useful.

ug'

- (2) citaciona of Use Were Fewz Special conditions on. 8rants and .

]

project gu&deline davelopmeut waré cited as che pzimary usas.‘;

i}

B




" was no sign of a great demand among progtam petsonnel- the claim that the

'ldaveloping special conditions e o« o Buch AT
F as ensuring that the intended targee papu« S ey
LR 'lation wag: being aerved. o R

as a result of some informnl analyses with,s
the data » .» » Original guidelines on what Ly
cons:ieuted a defetred proeacucion project e
vere. mndifiad. ' , o :

Thesa were the nnly specific usea directly attrihuted to the infotmauion.'
Wbile fuxther prabing mighc have uncovered Gchera, mpst people 1ntar~
: viewad implied that the information ptoduced wag no: essential. g

(3) The Evidence Was that the Use cited Was Ncc Neceaaagz to the

- Performance of :he Harke: Identified~ Several observations led one to quas- :

cion whether the information praducedfmade a difference or was needed. There

- evaluators and tha evaluaeions concributed co che grant xaview process was
 not supported by management, and the casual 1mplementation of the syatem
| mﬂkes it suapect.

Iutarviewn with program ataff produced no evidence that thay o ?"

required or wanted the information. Most seemed to have their own sourcea;
‘kqf 1nfotmation cn. which they wpuld rather tely. . They did not invest sig; »
'anificant amounts of their own time in developing or uaing the 1n£ormution.‘

Neither of tha.th management level persons in;erviewd claimad

[T

,g"that che ayatem made a diffetence after a year of opatatian. When aaked 1£

MEP had mada a difﬁetance and its products used, one SPA managar atatad thaca S
: He d1d not think thare had been use,
'+ except to respond to a specific LEAA
AL request for data. He found it hard to
e differentiate vhether thege had been any
SR ‘ change over the year in the amount of
data that. oxisted. - He stated that there.
- had never really beem a problem with the
v ‘lack af a daca baaa, even rhough data




:"ydeficiancias did exist on occasion. Haww'fxﬁ"
o - ever; there was not such a- matked changa
U ‘;d,;in data qualiuy that’ it was noticeable to

.q". :

’ﬂr; 2

”” the othar managet 1nterviewed could not identiﬁy any payoff, othen than
more detailed prajecc deacriptions in the 1977 comprehensive plan.J ‘f"le
B Managemant also claimed that the inclusion of the evaluatara
1n the gtant teview pracesa, the primary use cited by evaluatora, juat did
not works T
The staff was already over-committed and =~
~ did not have time to allccate to ghe,acm‘a :
tivity. Also, the project designs were
of such.a poor mature that the evaluation:
review was not really feasible axcept on’ b
a superficisl nature. ’ ‘
'However, one managet judged the effort of prcducing the evaluation inforwh:_ff’“"f
mation worthwhile, since it did lead to “some apecial conditions aimeﬂ f?’
an‘tightaning up the projects.” The<att:ihution'of this qffect to'tha '
ME? was more uncertain to the other managet interviewed. When racamman-
dations were made to the Executive Committee concerning a program‘pr a
'pxoject, he would not know the source of the information uséd to aupporﬁ :
the racommandations. ‘ ‘ P = w};:’(’ |
Finally, tha avaluation gystem wag implemauctd iﬂ such a way

that it 15 difficult co tate its praducca serioualy.‘ Many prdjecna wara

‘ told than the data would noc be used in making mefundingfdacisiong. rbz 'ji,nlﬁ;gﬁ
-~ the daca that uere aubmic:ed, chere waa no qualicy control evar :ha dnta, i

or aetempta to carrect aNxoxss Data 0r analyses Wara,navcr feﬁ back to

= AL‘;, T
’ Ll

the pt@jecta for :aViaw or validatidn. There were 10 analyaia;piana pr

; REER-

| x routine: devalbpad for mhch o£ uhe reportad

R

N” Lva1idity. and mﬁilicy o£ cha pzdduct are ﬂuapect¢

*

'.Q‘ ”’In,nhOtt,‘

by




(4) Informatian ﬂse Ié Axttibutable to the Ieated Evaluation
’<§2gg__ Ihe information produced and the use that did occur are attrib— 5 
unable co nhe svaluation syutem tested ag part of che MEP‘ The reportn
_f;ehat ware ptcducad were obtained ftom data cbllected wi\h she evaluatiouv
755;packagea developed for che syatem, and through analyaes canducted as part
wf{of ehe syatem.“ ' |
S '_ The aystem itself is only partially attributab&e to the MEP.
The Xllinoia SPA had begun develepment and operation of the evaluation
‘system using standardized aata systems pric. to receipt of the MEP. In
.fact, 17 of the 36 evaluntion packages. eventually developed were developed

;;‘:‘bor being developad prior tc the MEP grant award, and reports produced

49vélopad'during;the~MEP utilized the pre~MEP data collection instruments.

:Tﬁé MEP grant served to accelerate the development process and provide
 some activities not previously planned.

The 1imxted level of operation of the system achieved is,‘
therefora, not solely due to the MEP; Howaver, the number of standardized
eﬁ#lnﬁcion 1hatrumenns, the amoun§ of data collected, and the number of

}‘tebofta‘produced would not have occurred without the augmentation with MﬁE
- funda. Furthczmora, oparacion of the system to the point of breakdown |

‘wauld noc have been realized. Thus, much of the information,produced and‘ ‘
;fi ‘1eauone lea:ngd are due to the MEP; the overall system cannot be anttibutad'

"7i{ to the pxognam.h;'

‘n"

et fég‘ Columbi
| The Columbia MEP was asenciaced with information chat was used by

;both Lhn projact directdra and che SPA. However, it 1is unclear whether

» i
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the production of the information can be attributed to the MEP. Our obser-
vation of the activity of the MEP and*inéetvigws with participants raiée
doubts about the MEP contribution.  '

Coiumbia establiéhed an evaluation assistance capability rather |
than a set of designs and procedures as did Michigan and Illinois. An RPU
position was established with the MEP grant to help loczl subgrantees meet
SPA evaluation requirements and, at the same time, to develop information
that they, the subgrantees, could use. This facilitator was involved with
eight prejects over a two year period. At the end of the grant, six people
responsible for six different projects and SPA evaluation personnel were
interviewed.

(1) Subgrantees Perceived the Information To Be Useful: Four of

the six subgrantees interviewed claimed they had used the information in

decision making; f£ive of the 8ix said they plan to uge the information.

(2) Subgrantees Primarily Cited Examples of Intended Use: One

subgrantee claimed to have modified his project based on information
developed in the evaluation:

e Crime trend data developed by the study ware used to shift
police manpower and equipment (participating in the ptoject).

Three of the subgrantees cited how they planned to use the informacion in
programn planning and design. '

Info:mation changed our way of thinking.
Now more prevention orienteds s « « Plan
to use it to dabida'uhére to set uwp pre-
ventive patrol.

Plan 'to use geogiaplilc data of study to

plan new programs. .« Found that largest

single group (of clients) comes from R ]

public hdusinngcharefora, Ll ana up SRR

'aatellica agency in chose areass - :
T Y (RS L




. uses the information it :equi:es projects to produce. Early in the graat

bkﬂg? [ R

' Using the resulta of the utilization of

. man. and equipment in this study to £ind

Sa better procadnre to ellocace men and
j‘equipnant.._.»' , e

*A fifth planned more decailed avaluationa as a resulc af the experience¢

wa have redesigned the avsluation after
. locking at the results. Now changed to
collect more detailed data. Will need
12 months: bafore can use data.

(3)  There 1= Evidence that the ﬂsas Cited Are Im crtant £o the
Market Identified;' The market for evaluation in Columbia is created in -'?

| apdrt,by‘SEA requirements that evaluations be done, and in part by the
interest of the subgrantees to use information.

There is strong evidence that the SPA accually reviews and

ﬁ;the MEP evaluator prepared evaluation progress reports for subgrantees that
B directiy led to tha SPA cancelling two projects. This action caused the
local agency lavolved to taka'the evaluation requirements and the ccateat
‘ &f'reports nore aariously;’_ |
o As the ﬁBP-work evolved, the project personnel were investing

_ théir own tine and‘effo:b'in evaluation actiVities. Four of the six claimed

g

o to have developed paaittva attitudea towards evaluation as a result of the

o f MEP exparieuca. Fox example. ' S - ‘ ~§;
| ‘Now I feel good about evaluations aud can :,‘
see what chey do and what impact they have. o

fSeQ accompliahments of an updated record o
:syatem-;  ' _ . :

»,G»uqv we can. nall uhere ve were, what we did,

eﬁ,anc whete ve: ate going.
! u’x.#.u‘-‘l,
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Much of the MEP effort went toward working with one agency
(Police Department) on two of its four subgrants. The SPA, the MEP evalua=-
tor, and the Police Department acknowlédge & positive change im the agency’s
attitude towards, and investment in, evaluation. However, this was the

agency that saw two grant cancellations associated with evaluations.

(4) While Information Was Generated and Used, It Is Not Clear

that the MEP Was Required for this To Have Occurred: The production and

use of information cited could be attributed to the SPA avaluasién systenms
There 1is no clear cut evidence that the RPU evaluator did‘ox did not make
a difference to that system.

Four of the six subgrantees believed that the evaluation
activities carried out by their projects could have been done without the
reglonal evaluator. The other two view the regional evaluator undextaking
research~type activities they would not have had the skills or resources
to do.

The role of the MEP evaluator most frequently idengifiedkbyw
local personnel was one of answering questions and giving advice concern=
ing the evaluation requirement of the subgrant. One project claimed there
was no involvement worth mentioning, whereas three projects identified
involvement in setting up data collection and;analyaia_procedu:qggyand o

soms JRSPAGRALION A7, the THE1EHRERRLOR wi the procedures. Four of the .

six persons interviewed identified having someone to answer evalgation
questions as the main adﬁantage of having & regional evaluator. i, .
. The. SPA evalustion.director claimed that, from the $PA per~

spective, the regional evaluator may mot have added.to:the information. . .

‘available, but that the"MES‘hppgﬁred.to«haﬂe;hplyﬁd;iﬁﬂﬁiﬁﬂﬁiﬂyalizﬁ;«’cﬂﬂ




Avevaluaticn act&vity in the Columhi,.Police Departmsnt.‘ As 1ndicated
" ;£33311er, following’teceip: of qua:terly repo:ts, the SPA cancelled THO
'o£ the granta and raquixed a xedesign of the third. The reporce had
'beeg,p:epa:ed by thegregional avaluator. The SPA staff claimed thac
the,aith#tian would GVenﬁﬁaliy;haVe'éome to the actention of theix»
'moﬁitom:and resulted in similar action:without ﬁhe MEP evaluator’s
kactivitiea. That is, thevcining;miy have been accelerated, but the
actions weould evéntuélly have éccutred. The MEP evaluator did not
share that opinion,

- The RFU, in the final progress report to the Matiomal

.xnstitutgfor the MEP project, cites the changes in the Columbia Police
ﬁaparﬁmént as evidence of achievement of the objective to improve local
sttitules toward evaluation. An SPA evaluator concurs in this view by
noéins that without the presehce of a regional evaluator working with
the Department on SPA evaluations, its acceptance and use of ev#luation
may not have occurred. .
| In summary, the regilonal evaluator appears to have had an
1d£luehce on two subgrantees. However, overall, the uses cited are ten=
ﬁa:iven'and the rolg-of the evaluator ié not consistently a siganificant
one actqnb'projecta.- Counsequently, the éxpétiencg at the?Columbia site
| iskaﬁqgeé't0~be inconclusive. |
A ISSUE wmmmmrmn , R
| Four stean dcmonstqatad thaﬁ 'hey uene*ahle to preduce information

, n?;ﬁusad 1n the xasue mntkat. xn all. five HEP siues attempsed zo serve. the

f"fwrkgu.

Michigan, Vannura and Alameda warg auccassful at pmoducing uaeﬁulQ: e
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kAaa strung as the other three sites. The Caﬁtral Oklahoms effort was o

- judged not to be succeasful in aarvins this use.

’i"infcrmatien. Jacksonville had some evidence of auecena, but it wma ‘mot - _;51 

Ali of the five sites p:odu¢ed & numher of segarate studies whick

téiaed issues about ‘some criminal juactceaprogram ot project. Each site
differed in approach and type of studys

® !ichigan‘ Carrlied out under contract two innensive evaluations o
covering two program areas and. involving forty-three projects. sl

¢ Ventura: RPU evaluator gave techmical assistance to 18 local
ageacy evaluation efforts, most of which would not have been
done or have; been as useful without this assistance.

i P

e Alameda: Eight studies in two program areas were carried out
by RPU staff, with control of the studies delegated to local
agency officials designated as users.

e Jacksonville: Seven studies vere carried out by RPU staff,
- some upon local agency activities, some on RPU subgrants.

i ACOG: RPU staff produced six individual project evaluations
using a common evaluation design approach.

The following is a discussion of how this information was.deeéribed as

being used.

Sa Bau »
| The Michigan SPA produced two intensive evaluacions on two program

- L

elenents covering forty-three projects. The users of the 1nﬁormation w& a

the SPA top management, and its progran staff responsible for ths yrogram '

element. Five mambers of a nine meuber maaagement group and two pragram

to . . : ‘: S ‘”f»ﬁf("

apecialists wers interviewed. o . ,'_w;“xw ‘~5f‘w;:';l y-,. ‘t1,4f’nf

"

(1) Haexs Peraeived the Evaluation aa ﬁuiu’f

' users wate familiar with ona or both aE*:he studibsq e “"’

R -

|  4;331e €0, cite the a;udy findings'  5>‘:.; j,g T




'[f_mora time in the field, anﬁ giving technical assistance to subgrantees

_ All but one person iesponded“that:‘v(l) they believed the
.study_iindings; and (2) they felt that they had reaeivgd new information.}

The new information was descrihad ass

@ Sgecial Eolicn Puit Studg g 1))

SPUs are not 'as effective as program
speclalists have implied; program
apecialists get to be proponents.

SPUs did not do what they Baid they fg
wouid do. i

Informasion on project implementa-
tion strptegy and problem gave us
statistical analysis or the way SPUs
function, which we did not have be-
fore the study.

¢ Youth Service Bureau Stuly (YSB)

Surprised that impact on crime not
there.

¥5B not doing what we thought.

Y58 nof: a unitary coacept; are all

things to all people; no common=-

ality of business.
Respondents claimed that this information changed or reinforced their atti-
tudes toward the program.

{2) Users Could Cite a Number of Oxganizational and Policy Changes

under Way or under Discussion: Several respondents said that the two studies E”

led to a major change in SPA policies regarding how program staff spend

-tueir‘tﬁme» The SPA has put new emphaais on program specialista spendimg

'2'dq:ing'the‘prcpaaal writing and project design phase., The two studies
,had coﬁcludethhéé the prajects were not operating as agsumed by tha SFA,

";  or aa plannad in grant propesalae Interviews wish the speeialists con=

| d f£irm3d chau thaae palicy changea had been 1aauedn
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"Egch user vesponded to the use question differenmtly. In

the aggregate, Michigan has taken-or plans to take the following types of

TGS g T e e

action based on the étuéy:'

, "é Change the SPA glanning and funding proceas or
f criteria:

( " Change or’tighten proposal requirements.

e « o change tequirements before new
‘grentees can submif proposals.

s o o in administrative review (we
are) using the studies to ask appli~
carts if they are doing what (they ,
planned).

® Shange how the grogram sgecialists sgend their {
timeo . . . . .

We now have program specialists in
the field to participate (with sub-
grantee) in (praject) design. . . .

+ « o encourage YSB staff and pro-= . . . ..
! gram specialists to' do a better
{ . job in tracking and monitoring. .

: « « « spending more time in che‘

i , , fleld « o « there is an office ,

' policy *o glve more technical

. gsgistance « » o give technical . . . . g0
assistance before funding and

_ belp clean up the detalls.

o Provide technical sssistance to subgrantess.. ...,

Used results in techanical assist- =

) ance discussfons with YSB di:ectora.
‘We are fundiiig a project to give = ‘
; technical assistance to all ctate e

¥SB projects, and will use this
. study and leasons from this astudy.

_®, Disseminste the informatdom. . . ..o oot

Y R SLT N PN AL |

T S

MWrote a new section for the Com= .., . ... ..
miaaion on younh dive:sion oy P f

o

i




« o » Sent it to state YSB organi-
zationsa '

o s a discuss results with projegta

¢ Discuss the igglicanions of the report in the
».mnnagemenﬁ 8!0“20 : :

Used it in internal diacussions at
" the S?A»

Used it in discussions, but noﬁ in
decision making.

(3) There Is Evidence zhat the Use Cited Is Important to the Per-
formance of the ggggggz Management’s reactlsn to the findings and iavest=
~ment of pon—evalq#ﬁion staff time in the effort is evidence that the atudy
-~ ia making a difference. n
The changes made by Michigan in organizational policies indi-
cate that the raéulta of the study are being taken seriously. The study
results wera ovetwﬁelmiugly ﬁegacive:

& Theze was no evidence of effects on crime and on the
criminal Justice system.

e Projects were never 1mplemgﬁted as plannsd or empected.
" The contractor concluded "that the apparent lack of project effects is due

to imglamantation £ailure, rather than conceptual failure." These f£indings

"j"cauaed nichigén>SPA‘management to re~examine its administrative policies

liangkchange them, ﬁich;gan‘plans to go ahead With future iﬁtenai?e evalua=
tioﬁé;ﬁbut with cightéf prgjéct deéigna and SﬁA monitoring of implementa=-
tion. | | | |
o Tha Michisau SPA also devoted a relatively significant por-

ﬁfgiou of management and pragram staff time to' gulding and reviewing the

'ijfimplementgtiou oﬁ theae studies. While the involvement was not as big aé‘l
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with the standard evaluations, there was participation by non-evaluation
personnel.

(4) The Information Used Is Attributable to the MEP Evaluation
System: The two incénaivé evaluations wéfe funded directly out of the MEP
grant.k The contract was a pllot test of both the utility of intensive
evaluations, and the phased contracts used to carrxy out the studies. The

production of the information and its utilization are directly attributable

to the MEP.

b. Ventura
The Ventura RPU demonstrated that there existed a demand for evalua-
tion information among criminal justice agencies, and a market for techni-
cal assistance in evaluation. §
By providing technical assistance in evaluation, the Ventura MEP
was involved and partially responsible for the production of 18 studies.
The users were officials in local agenciles.

(1) Ugers Perceived the Evalustion Infeormation To Be Useful:

Eleven local officials were interviewed concerning the usefulness of evalua~
tion results. Several were ugers of more than one study, so the user sample
is 14, ©Cf the 14, 13 chought the information produced was useful, and opnly
1 remarked: "We could have gotten along without it,"

(2) Users Claimad‘the‘Studies We?é Informative, and sbout Half
Could Cite Program Changés‘that Resulted: The following gelected quotes
and descriptions illustrate the cdﬁméatawof the users.

e Inforﬁacive;(bix bf thicteen)

(Drunk Driving Study) It put to
rast the argument that we ought



"ﬁﬁfl

to do”sdméﬁhing,diffetenﬁ than
the way we’re doing it now. The

‘study validated our general belief
_that there didn’t need to be a

change in:our policy with regard
to the drunk. driver-«District ‘
Atcorney.

(Jail Study) It helped in overall

v placning=--Police qfficial.

(Sentencing Pattern Study) Con-
tributed to more knowledge hased
on hard data of what is going omn,
and what has been going oun. The
problem is that the f£inal report
has not been published, and rela-
tively few people have read it
==Judgea.

Three respondents commenting on the
same gstudy indicated that it is
affecting opiniong, and that they
could have used it; however, at the
time of the interview, the State
Attorney General had ruled that that
type of program could no longer be
operated. Sc the study has been
shelved until such time as the
Attorney General’s ruling is changed.

Changes in Operation (seven of thirteen)

(Witness Utilization Study) We ad-
justed our calendars .so as not to
hold officers uinecessarily. Also
introduced a one day delay in jury
trials to reduce officer overtime
-mJudgeo

(Organizational Scudy) A few times
had thought that a couple of super=
vigors (officers) were a little
arbitrary with the troops, and that
some team training or supervisory
training might be necessary. But
after veading the report, decided
that dida’t need to do this=~Police

~ Chief.
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" over, the user interviews indicate that when local ofﬁicials :ecetved the

intervieved were familiar with the results of the study, and.moat cauid“

really was necasaany. ‘Based on. the uger sureys aud QbsesVation oﬁ MEB acw‘f5f ;V
“the 1n£ormation praduceﬁ. S a ,,  .f*'«' b f‘ TR

fyﬁgfzg he dana than,wnulﬁ nnt hwvu haan done wiﬁhouz ehe MEP¢

(Victimizatian Study) ‘Some of the
things lesrned caused us to insti~-
‘tute a bu:glary task force at

o chtistmaa t&ma—-?olice Chief.

(3) There 18 Eviﬂenca’that

thevﬂses Cited Are Im ottanc o t'a

Perfarmanca of the Market Iaentified* Three observatinna indicate that

thexe exiated a real~market for the gvaluation information. initiative. of

the local agencies in undertaking these evaluations; the investment of

- local resources in dolpg. the studies; and the nature of the uses cited.

Host of the evaluations which the BRPU participated in were
local agency effeorts undernaken'ac‘thé in1tiative of the agency. The
agency usually had invested its own resources and carried out many of‘ .
the necessary steps on its own. The MEP was in a supportive role, pro=
viding resources and/or technical assistance and/or services,1

The Ventura RPY added to the quantity and qualityvof‘eyékuén'
tions that the agencies wanted to do. Having the evaluations unﬁérway withfr‘

out the MEP indicates that they wanted and needed the information. More= \

information, they used it to change policias and operations. All users

cite planned or actual uaea. e
(4) Tha Inﬁormation Uaed Is Attribucable‘to the MEP‘ Since Vennura o

was acting in a tnchnical asaistance :ole, one might queauion wheﬁhcr ehe MEF

tivities, e concluded that the Vantuma MEE ‘was responsible fow much of '; xf’

¢~-\a_‘

Eleven of the f"“”““ﬂ users mid t:hat z:ha MER '&Mbl.ed s 's udv:!i :
Ten qiaimaﬂ



5§

‘thé-MEP iuvolvemmnt‘improved thgsquality5o£4ﬁh§ atudy. In many>¢a$es‘the;"

 MEP evaluator provided resources. ox. agsistance which the projects probably

3could not have gotten easily on their owm 1n1tiative~-e.g., computer time,

&

programming assistance, and analysis capability.

c. Alameda (Detention Studiesz "

The Alameda MEP expetiénces demonstrate that a market for evalua-
tion information exists.among‘loéal.officials that can be serVed'through a
Rﬂgionak.Planning Unit. The Alameda RPU carried out two sets of studies
during the MEP which involved two different mechanisms for serving the mar-
ket. In one case, the market could be aeﬁved through existing local organi~
zations: evaluation informatior was provided to a local decision~-making
body on controversial issuas surrounding'che construction of new detenticn
facilities and the operation of pre~trial detention programs. In the
other case, a mechanism for serving the market was established: the RPU
brought together local officials concerned about an area. of criminél Jug=-
tice; provided thém evaluation informatioﬁ that identified lssues; and
they lobbled for action on the issues. Experiences with the detention

Btudies arespresented heté. The following subsection, (d), discusses

 the Juvenila studies.

The studies of pre-trial detention services and facilities were

 conductad for the -Alameda County Board of Supervisors. The Board and

Ccunty Administration were to make decisiona on the futuxe of the. serve.

”1ces and facilicies, aod issues existed en which there were rncognized

e
oo

inﬁormation gapao The RPU offered to xill the iﬁformation gaps with~‘

‘ffstudies of the iBBUQSa The Board publicly approved chﬂ RPU performing

‘Z fgfjthd studiea and receivad twn complaued rnporta at a,public heaning. R

: o k
A A U
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One report addressed the jail facility issues; the other the operation of
the pre=trizl service activities. Subsequently, staff and the public re-
viewed the reports, and actions were taken on the issues that had been .
studied. . e

(1) Local Officials Perceive the Deteantion SéudimawAsABeingrUae—
ful: Ten local officials were interviewed concerning the utility of the
detention studies, and documents from‘é dozen other gources were reviewed.-
Information was obtained frem‘County Board members, County Administrators,
local agency heads and citizen groups. All evidence indicates that the
evaluation studies were used and considered useful.

All persons interviewed were definitely aware of the stud-
ies, had read them, and had used them in developing positions or action
plans. A member of the County Board claimed that the study coanvinced
him that plans for selected jail facilities could not be dalayed due to
the performance of pre-trial services. Another board member cited the
pfﬁvision of additional information and;options for planning jail facili-. .
ties as the primary uses of the infggma:iog. |

Four of the ten persons interviewed cited the studies‘§§ _

a catalyst to decisions on reorganization of the pre-trial services organi-
zations. They claimed it was known that changes would ocgur soom, bug, the.
study helped focua‘attqu:iqn on issues -and provide an information base for
acting. -The reverse finding was txue on the detention facility studies. . :
Four officials stated they balieved that the dehaggafchat;ptgcééde¢ &, ..
decision had been extended by the introduction qf;inﬁdtqpéiqn from éhe

study. "It opened up for debate options that.had héeq,iagdlvgd long ;.‘gggh;,a

and thus delayed inavinab;e dacisi@ﬂ&eﬁ;Jn»t513{ragardnin wggﬁgﬂéﬁpqggyggﬁy' 




fkaqg" ,

’i'(2)‘;UﬂetéfCited'Instanéésvof Uain'_ﬁhafbeﬁencidn-Studi&a: “The: *
‘users of the etudy on. che pre-tzial servicae cited the study as the catam~,,ﬂ.ffﬂ

lyst that led to the. raorganization of the Divia‘nn of Pra—crial Servidea.

Varioua orgauizational schemea we:e debated, judges and other officials-

_cook public ponitiona, and @ new ‘scheme was eventually adopted by the

Do et et

| CQunty. While the change was attributed to the study, the mudifications

did not reflect the atudyvs recoumendations. ,Thennewrorganiza:ional

 arrangement included the transfer of the County Office for Coordination.
of Preberial Sarvices from the Proba:ion Department to direct support
of che cpurts.

| ' In the case of the Deterntion rapo:i, the County Board was
committed tdlmake a décision on tew jail‘factlities for pre-trial deten= . -
tion. | The quautious to be decided involved the size and cnnfigutacion o

'df the facilieies. After publication and review of the teport, a deciaion m ;

‘-wga mxﬁe that differed ‘both from the position previoualy recommanded by | v

j}j.ﬂ | ;the County Adminiscrato:. and tha options given in the RPU”s raporta

S 3 Thata Is Evidence mhat the Use Cited Is Iggdrtant to the L

VUnera' Function. The demnnd exhibiced for the evaldation 1nformation

1prav1de evidence of the 1mpottance of the 1n£ormation to the COunLy
 gavexumant and the :esolutidn of the- 1asue. The atudies ﬁere initially
‘taqunsced by tha Caunty Bcard, and ;he Bonrd priot £ racaipc of nhe ME? {,7f

¥

'had iunhorizcd funda fn: conduct of a amaller atudy in the ‘Same area.

”3counzy funds wera evnntﬁally ucilized to completa the scudiea.
| SRR mll petBOnn 1nt¢rv1qwad concurred in the point that pbe
““**ﬂf,ﬂf\,aeudtn.a had an afiﬂt:t: iﬁ ¢han31us ':he orsani%ﬁ*m -of P‘a"“““l ”’7‘”1"38

v utcoma oﬁ eha decenﬁxbn 53311ity da“‘“*””“" The. changes ad
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mot"follow:the MEP ‘recommended actions, but wére aimed at resolving the
issues studied and raised.

(4)  Information-Used Is Attributable to the MEP: Lacal ¢fficials
had acknowledged an information gap prior:-to thé MEP and had initiated:
actions to fill it. However, the information production process was
assumed and expanded by the MEP. In particular, the expangion of the
study effort to the organization.of the pre~trial services is directly

due to the MEP.

d. Alameda (Juvenile Studies)

The studies of the juvenile justice system were conducted under
the guidance of a Juvenile Justice Committee of citizens and ‘local offi«
cials.éetahlished by the RPU., The Committee was charged with studying -

"~ juvenile justice practices in Alameda, -and using the study résults to
define model juvenile justice practices and get them adopted. ' A geries
of five studies were completed and provided to ‘the Committee for use in
defining lgsued and taking actions on them.

For thisg set of studies, the tims iovested by local officials in
evaluationfsuperv1qidn, review of findings, preparation of recommendacibne,
and: ‘lobbying, indica;ea~that there was a serious need and desire for evalu=-
ation. Also, ldca; officials vere able to identify changes’ in.policles,
funding decisions, and operasions resulting from the gtudies.

(l) Local Officiala Percalved. the . Juvenile

9St:udies As Bain Usew

|. BRLTITEE RO v AT

ful. Six mambers of‘tha Juvenile Justice Commitcee and adix local officiala

working 1n juvenile justice ware 1nterviewed conaerning “he utility of tha

‘9"51.

studies. All interviewed were familiar with cha studies, aud could dea~ ‘

Y TN O O STUR I U S Rr s S

‘?vcribeahaé they uged thd-.studies. All claimad ghae the gtudiea wera uaeful.
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The ‘8ix intarviawad memhara of the. Juvenila Justica committoa

used the atudies to develop recommendationa for changes 4in the 1ocal juvew
.vnila syscam, and-to 1obby for: ehe changes.l They-discuaaedgthe gstudies 1n‘
meetings, use@athg q;udieaace angwenfquesgioﬁs’thei.raiaed.earligr, and
f_ﬁrepared-cq@ez~leﬁ:ets.fé:'tranémictingithé'raports‘to_oﬁher-gkoups..
' The local OEficiéis.uéed fhe iﬁformation;toi

e alter programs vhey managed;

o develop granc applications to remedy 1dentifiad problams.
o ® i:guest changes by other agencies with which they worked.
'__The officials claiméthhat the studies'identified gaps or problems in
juvenile gervices in:a manzer that permitted them to take remedial actiona.
'The use" qccurred by direct provision of results to uhem by thelevaluacora,
by-meetinga with ;he evaluators and Committee  to discuaa the results, and
by receipt of the final reports, Three of the officiéls cited the existence
~ of the information produced by someone outside their organizations as being
extrehely*uaefula They wete aware of the problems‘dcéumeuﬁed, but hed been
" uneble to convince others of them prior to ﬁhevevaluéticn.. _
" (2) Users Cited Instances of Using the Juvenile Studies: Several
instances. were cited of where the ntiliz#tionlof évaluation;informatibn
could be essociated with decisions and with changés in the loecal c;iminal
f 5,1uac1ce syéﬁem. ”The.usea“cieed\fall into three categories:s
| | ® Infotmative | |

A8 elted above, the evaluation atudies were a source o£

information for participants in public meetings and hear-

- dngs conce:ning organization o£ servicea and lncatian of
. Jail facilicieao : ‘

"6' Adminiatracive and Program Changea

- s;Savetal naw or modified services weza introduced by juvanila'; f
v,;gijjustice dgencieﬂ to ova:cuma prahlem areas or aervice gaps ;‘ **

AN e P e il S R
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' identified by the studies (e.g., nurse practitioners added
to Juvenile Hall to increase health services; Recreation

" GCoordinator added to Probation Department; intake procew
dures modified to better serve short- and loug=-term detain-
ees; and changes in group counselor classification).

Modification of juvenile recordkeeping proceduiea by local
communities to make them more uniform throughout the Couaty.

e Develogment_of G:ant Applications

Information from the studies was used to support two graant
applications aimed at resolving juvenile justice problems
identified through the studies.

(3) Ihere 1s Evidence that the Use Cited Was Necessary to the Per-

formance of Important Fuoctions: The effort put into the evaluation efforts
by the users demonstrate the value they attributed to the activity. The
Juvenile Justice Committee mewbers met routinely, reviewed products and
the progress of the work, helped obtain data, and actively participated in
the dissemination of results.

The availability of the evaluation information was cited by
sevéral persons interviewed as being essential to initiating action on
problems. Agencies were Awarevoﬁ the problems, but required documenta=

tion of the issue to convince others to take action.

(4) Evaluations Used Were Attributable to the MEP: Some evalua= |
tion activities of the type supported were planned and partially initiated |
prior to receipt of the MEP, The MEP assumed and expanded these activities.
Without the MEP, the number of issues examined would not have been under-

taken.

e. Jacksonville

. The Jacksonville RPU utilized the MEP to expand an existing

,.Evaluation‘Unit to provide additipnal planuing and evalqationainformacian

P s .
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S cb‘1ocalbdec1310p_makerser'The_ére-HEPvaaluati¢n Uﬁit focused“ou*the
évgluatién'oﬁpLEAA funded pfojecﬁé; the MEP unit expanded study areas
to cpve:_oﬁhef parts of the criminal justice system.

The seven studies were found to be useful by local officiala, .
and some use could be cited. ‘Although many program decisions were associ-
ated with the studies, it 1s unclear to what extent those decisions were
affected by the studies.

(1) Local Offielals Claim Evaluation Information Useful: Eleven
local officials were interviewed in Jacksonville to determine whether or
not the studies conducted under the MEP were useful to ﬁhem.l Three of the
interviews were conducted prior to the end of the MEP, but after completion
of studies which were of specific interest to the persons interviewed. The
other eight interviews were conducted after the MEP grant had terminated.
Most of the persons interviewed were satisfied with the studies of pro=
grams on criminal justice components with which they were feamiliaz. Sam=-
ple responses were: |

Had positive feelings about what they
read; e.g., » « » 18 one of the most
significant studies in a long time,
and good product.

Felt that what had been read had been
useful, e.g., reports reinforced some
ideas already held; report provided
clout to implement policies and proced-
ures whick might otherwise have been
resented; some planned to use reports
-in future decision making; committee
formed to decide how to implement recs-

;.*if1  - o _ ‘ommendations of the COmrectional Master
‘ - ’ ' Plan.

1 Thqee integviewad inciuded'~ two judges; the sheriff; a member of

the she?iff‘s staff; a court adminis:ratar, the Director of Jhckaonville -
'D&partmann of Human Reaourcas, tha Director of Jackaonville 8 Department of

of the ctty oﬁ'Jackaonville. the Director of am- evaluated progr:am9 and the
Dix or of the Gommnnity Ra}a;ions Commission. EEICTADIN o

”:fﬂeglnh, welfare and Bio-Envirbnmental Services; Chief Administrative ‘Officer
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‘ Functions. The Correctional Masaur ?lan Scudy do@a saem tu hsva haan -

,"fneed for and imgoxtanca of the evaluahi@n iﬁfotmatian 13 leaa evidant

All responses were mot positive, however. One person expressed neither

~positiv§ nor negative £éelings, and another negativa feelingé.

Recammandations o » o not applicable
« « « and probably illegal.

The Co:rectienal'ﬁaste: Plan appeared to be the most widely
read and most controversial of the sfudies. It was viewed by sgeveral offi-
clals as containiﬁg recommendations worth implementing or worth further
study and; in fact, the MEP Unit was asked te do a cost analysis for one
of the programs proposed in the study.

(2) Some Uses Cited: Some use could be cited from six of thu.
studies. :Most activi;& wﬁs assocliated with the Correctional Master Plan
Study:

Criminal justice agency personnel and
City Council members made decisions
based, in part, on information pro-
duced, @.g., to build a juvenile shel-
ter, postponement of decigion to build
a jail, introduction and partial pass=~
age of legislation which would enable
Jacksonville to form a Department of
Corrections independent of the sheriff.
Initiated a pre=trial intervention proj-
ect.

Other uses cited were:

° included evaluated project in the RPU‘s . annual funding

. planj-

¢ changes in project activicies.

o discontinuation of project vhich had uncettain futute
before the atudy.

3) SQme Information Necessatz to Performance of xgggrtant ‘

* .

°fit1°al to =h3 planning proceaa. mhe.infcrmagion was used to affact ff‘ L

decisiona 1" &, process thac was 1nitiated 1ndependenﬁ of the MEPc ThB{:;;QA”*
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in the other studies. However, six_e£ the seven studies performed were
requested either by a loeal criminal justice agency or the advisory coun=
eil to the RPU. These requésta indicate that at least at one point in
time, the information was conaidetéd as needed by local decision makers.
(4) ZIpformation Use Atctibutabie.to.tha MEP Project: The major
uses that did occurléan be acttibuéable to a combination of exiatiﬁg is=-
sues and the provision of appréptiate 1nf§rmation on the issues. While
the MEP did not create the izsues in all cases, a component of the Jackson-
ville system involved seeking out and responding to issues. Thus, the pro-
vision of appropriate information in a manmer that 1n¢feased the chanFee
of it being used can be attributed to the Jacksonville evaluééion system.
f. Association of Central
Oklshoma Governments
The Central Oklahoma MEP produced six demonatration evaluations
aimed at ptsviding;useful 1n£arma£ion to the management of the evaluated
prdjecta. While those receiving the information claimed it was useful,
they cculd cite few uses. Furtﬁer, the uses cited did not demonstrate
that the evaluation information supported a critical function. On the
whole, the Central Oklahoma apgroach did not create or‘demonstrate the
existence of an evaluation ﬁarkeﬁ, or show that evaluation made an ‘
_important difference in local ﬁfiminal justice a?exatiohs.

(1) Local Officials Claim Evaluation Infarmacion ﬁaeful. Seven

s local officiala ware interviewad concetning the. utilicy of the evaluation

,,information produced by the Central Oklahoma MEP. The officials were the o

Jmanagera 05 ;he projects that had been evaluated, and were in a poaition to

ibafaware of all local uses of the MEP evaluationa- All aeven,wate aware of

S,
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the .contents of the evaluation of their respective projects. They had read
the reports, discussed. them with the Central Oklshoma staff, and dissemie
nated them to others.

All the local officials btelieved the reports had been of
benefit to them, and the agencies in which they worked:

¢. Gave an understanding of what was happening that was
previously unavailsble,

o Indicated the need'for better data coliection.

. Doéuméﬁted some pioblemé.

] Providad information that would support funding requests.
Only one petson indicated how the atudies would have been more uaeful by

scating they were too descriptive and did not identify preferable gservice

Naltwrnatives available in the p:ojects.

Five of the officials claimed that the evéiu#tiousbééiéuof
sufficient”uae that they wﬁuld participate in ahehAégain if éiQen ﬁhe‘oppot-
tunity. Alsc, five of the officials claimed that, given the choicé betﬁaen
applying‘resources td evaluation or to addiéibnal projeét acti§iﬁi@s, they
wo;ld chose‘evaluacion. | -

(2) F;w Uses Cimed' While all projects claimed the aﬁaluécibh

proc&ss and p:oducts were useful, few actual uses that affected criminml
juatiee sys:em operations could ba cited. The uses cited by ufficials in-
terviewed and in Ccntral Oklahoma documents vere limited to.

Q modification ot record systems (four ptajects),
® support grant funding requests (two projects);. :
o madify projeut deﬂign {one projecc).

. 1

The fitst usge 18 actually due to the avaluation process, as

. " . LR H . L R
' S e Y SIS

weil as the information produced. While ﬂonducting the evaluations, ‘Central
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Oklahoma peraonnel‘encountared discrepancies ard gaps in existing raéqfd
systems that 1nhibited the evaluators. Modificatlons were daveloped in
these systems to meet the needs of the evaluators. and project manugens.
Those mudifications were continued by the local agencies after.completion
of the studies.

Information from two of the evaluations was used in appli-
cations for continuation grants. The grantees claimed the information was
requested by the Oklahoma Crime Commission, but they do not believe that it
affected funding decisions. If the information had not existed, funds would
still have been granted. Central Oklahoma evaluators sghared this opipion.

One project macager ldentified a part of his project that
was modified on the basis of evaluation informaticn. The project included .
a component aimed at increasing public awaremess of the project activitles.
The awareness was discovered not to exist, and remedial actions waxe pro—=
posed., .

(3) Use Did Not Serve a Critical Fupstion: On the basis 6f the

follbwing factors, it is concluded that evsliuation did not serve a critical
function: level of local resources committed; uses cited; and lack of an
existing decilaion process to be served.

The local projects cooperated in the evaluations, byt expended
little staff time and resources on them. A decision was made during the
first moath to abandon plans to ask the projects teo collect new data for
the evaluatiouns. The RPU manggement ceonciuded that ‘it would be unzeascn=
able .to le vy data requests whan grant funds had not been made available

to the projects to provide data, or the request had not been made prior
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to award of the project grant. The projects cooperated with the evalugs -
tione by: reviewing and approving evaluation designs; submitting to in= -
terviews; making proiect and agency records available to the evaluators;
and by reviewing and commehting on final products. The cooperation was
judged excellent by both evaluators and managers, and no major problems
with the relationship were identified by the managers. Howeéver, major
sarts of the planned analysez had to be dropped due to the lack of data

nd restrictions adopted on requesting the projects to produce additionsl
8ta.

As noted above, there were no uses cited that affected the
criminal justice system’s operations in a significant way. A review of
existing record systems could have produced the majority of uses echieved.
Given this level of use, it was conclﬂded that a real need for evaluation
information was not discovered or demonstrated.

The primary customer for evaluaticn information was the
management of the project or the agency operating the project. The evalua-
tion results were given to the managers in draft form and as final producta.
The managers were free to utilize the infeormation as they saw fit. Two of
the six evaluated projects incorporated the evaluation into the process of
requesting continuation of the projects, and all claimed to have dissemina-
ted copies to local officials having cootact with the projects. - But none
of the managers interviewad could identify a local or state decision
process that depended on ¢he information to function.

(4) ‘Evaluations Used Are Attributable to the MEP: The evalua=~

tions were completely funded with MEP funds and would not have occurred
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without the MEP. Other svaluations were conducted concurrently on half

of the projects as a result of grant requirements imposed by the Oklahoma

Crime Commission. Thus, sonme evaluations would have occurred, but not of

the type undertaken by Central Oklahoma,

5. KNOWLEDGE DEVELOPMENT

No site was able to develop information to test in the Knowledge
Development market. Three sites had planned to do so, but fell short
in practice. TIwo different strategiles were attempted--one relying on
standardized project data reported by subgrantees, the other intensive
nulti-project evaluations of a program zrea. The results of these
efforts raise questions about the feasibility of the "knowledge" build-
ing evaluation.

Twe sites attempted to rely on reported data, Illinois and Michigan
("Standard"). The Illinois system originally was to link project data
with data on area crime and population characteristiecs to carry out com=
puterized program impact aaalyses. The system was unever implemented be-
cause of several operational problems. For exampie:

@ 'The standard designs for a program area frequently fit only one
projact.

o The link between computerized project and socioeconomic data Lases

. Was naver set upe.
An Illinois senior manager summerizad their experience as follows:
When we started we were shooting for the moon,
but we didn’t have a rocket or know how to build
one. Now our sights are set lower, but we know
~how to get there. '
The Michigan standard raﬁorcing system attempted to measure program

. ptoca#p and outcome indlcators; it_did not attempt cosé-effectivénesa and

0L

v
i
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iﬁpgcgvanalyees. In addition to being a monitorimg tool (ptojecé”ébei— ”

aighc), Michigan hoped the standard system would emable it to draw con-

clusions about the effectiveness of program concepts. ,Implaﬁgntiug-the

system required some accomodation of the standard instruments for varia- - .

tion among projects im a program area. At thé,time this raport was
written, Michigan had not‘aompleted any cross-project ;nglysea. There
is, however, a queation about the validiﬁy of the standard imstiuments,
and vwhether the project data can be aggregatd for a program avea. This
issue .18 raigsed dramatically by the two toatractor intensive evaluations
carriéd out under the Michigan MEP.

There were two attempts at doingkintensive evalustions of program
concepts: Michigan’s contractor evaluations and Pennsylvania’s phasad
approach to evaluation. Michigan carried out intensive evaluations of
two program areas which indicated that the programs had nc‘effect on crime,
criminal justice system or clients. The connractor labeled this an impla~
mentation failure, rather than a failure of the concepcs tested. He che
cluded that the projects’ operations aund objectives deviated markedly from
what was describ&d in plans and subgrants, and expected by the SPA. The

concepts to be tested had never been implemented.

Pennsylvania tried a phased approach to evaluat;on-che'firet‘phaae _'

vas to group similar projects, develcp measures, and iden:ify "best"“proj;

ect models; the second phase would be a more intensive evaluation of ptoj~ e

ect models. Pannaylvania was_ unable to- complata Phase I.. One oﬁ the '

e
reasons cited waa ‘the great divetsicy of projeuts.fundéd uuder any one

program element. Common objectivea and measures were noc regﬂily apparen:. mf,g

i M ) i N . 2

.
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Evidgntl&, two chaxac:eristics.of SPA/RPU projects teund tovdisable_the

_'"knéwléﬁge" bﬁilding evaluations:

0 .Variat1on among Projects within Program Areas

. Some agencles retrosrectively attempt to group projects according s
to similar activities and/or similar objectives. They find that
projects: with similar names (i.e., Youth Service Bureaus) ox
projects funded under a common program title (i.e,, Youth Diver-
sion Projects) have major differences in activities and purpose.
For evaluation purposes they cannot be grouped and characterized
by similar measures. . '

e Difference between Project Operations and Agency Rhetoric

A problem that can occur with or without variation among projects

is that the prsjects are doing drastically different things than i
assumed by the agency. Thus, the cobjectives and evaluation ques=’ E
tions the agencies have are not appropriate. An evaluation will

show "no‘effect" in terms of agency chjectives because the proj-

ects are not doing what the agency thought they were doing.

These characteristics can be traced to the inability of'%gency pro~
posal review, technical assistance, and monitoring functions to assure
the level of project definition and implementation needed to do "knowl-

edge development" evaluation.

E. SITE CONTINUATION OF THE
EVALUATION SYSTEM TESTED
The ultimate test of the utility of the evaluation system is whether
or not it is continued. OF tﬁe eight completed MEP sites, three plan to é
continue a version of the systems they tested: Jacksonville, Ventura and
Michigan. However, even in these three cases, the systems tested will be
significantly modified. Iab16-3 summarizes the continuation results.

. In dropping the MEP evaluation systems, the sites went to some alter-

.

Qﬁnative; in most cases, tv what they had bekore MEP, in a few cases to a

P §

[




TABLE 3: CONTINUATION OF THE TESTED SYSTEM

| Continuation Decision |
| on Tested System | Site Rationale for Decision

Michigan (Reporting | Modified and Continued | System essential to SPA subgrant management strategy.
System) | |

Ventura | Modified and Continued | High demand for technical assistance from local agencies.

Jacksonville | Modified and Continued | Demand for studies was confirmed.

Michigan (Intensive) | Not Continued Contractor-~SPA interactive design process was disruptive.
Intensive evaluations will be performed under a different

process.

Illinois | Not Comtinued | Reporting system too expensive to implement across all
| ! projects.

Alameda | Not Continued | Studies controversial and evaluation capability too
| | expensive. In-house staff vulnerable to diversion to
| | non=evaluation tasks.

Central Oklahoma | Not Continued | Funding not availsble

Columbia | Not Continued | Funding not available

Pennsylvania | Not Continued | Original Phase I-II methods could net be implemented.

&L
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new‘app:oaéh. Sometimes it is arguable'whephe: a gystem was beingﬂcpn%
tinued or discontidued. Several sites claimed they were continuing the
system when, in fact, no essential components of the system remained. In

- this report a site is saild to continue its MEP evaluation system when i:_
has formally allocated resources to: (1) carry out activities tested under
the MEP; (2) produce products whose utility vas demonstrated under tﬁe‘MEP;
énd (3) carry out those activities tested that are essential to produce

the information product. Sites can modify systems by deleting unneces-
sary activities, and by changing who carries out the tested activity--and

are still viewed as coutinuing the system tested.

1. CONTINUATION: MICHIGAN,
JACKSONVILLE, AND VENTURA

a., Michipan (Reporting System
Michigan pllot tested a reporting system om four program areas.
The evaluation'system had the following characteristics:
e a design phase carried out by SPA program staff;

‘e standardized instruments used by subgrantees to collect and
report dataj;

o interns collecting data on site and monitoring the reported
data;

¢ central, computer data processing;

[ ] ‘projecc tabulations and multi-project (program) analyses of
- process and outcome variables;

e a new evaluation office with formal responsibility for managing
vthe evaluyation system.

Continuatioh would maan“expansion of the répoiting system to other program

: areas, and retention of aufficient system components to aasure production

t“:f; of uaeful infarmationh

o ,‘1'."




.Funding limicaeions have cauaed Michigan to mcdify tha d&xl collﬂc-‘f;;ff
tion, da:a processing and data analyais componenca aubstantially.. Thrcc bf. | ‘
the fout intern positions have been dropped, thus" limicing the on-sice cbllecniéf*
tion and monitoring of reported data. Soue of theae»responaibili&iau-will -
be cransferred‘to SPA p:osram ataff. For new ptogram areaa, with :ha excnp-
tion of juvenile ptojects, there will be no cen:ral, compncarizad data proc—   ;£€
esains, subgrantees will submit summary dacac S - i
Despite these changes, it appearg‘chat Michigan aill‘EéJable to -
produce the project tabulations and multi-project comparisons, while re- - |
taining several of the tested features that made the system wnxk. the desisn 2',i
phase, standardized 1natrumancs, and an SPA evaluation office with reap@n—
.sibility for the system. The SPA has established a two person evaluatinn
office (plus one intern), and already has program staff carryins out design
work for additional program areas under the direction of the avaluadidnt -
office. : o |
There is some question as :0¢whéther'che tested systamaW1Il"be’
successful as modified. The tested system had studeut interns carrﬁins
out a number of functions (sitae data collectibn, monitoring data £low,
.daca procassing, report writisg) which now will have ;o*be*cgrried oué-
by the SFA program staff. It remains to be seen whether thé‘p:osram staff
have, or can create, the time needed to do the work. Michigans policy 4s

that they will.

be Ventura . — P

A
s

‘The syatem tasced by Ventura had the RPU evaluation étﬂff (pna *f

peraon) aerving as an evaluation reaourca fot loeal criminal juaeica agcncy




76

pa:sonnel. Thé‘expeiiencé indicated that.this resource was very much in
aémand by local agencies.

| . The system tested had the following characteristics:

.  o awdeﬁand;fgp'eValuacioﬁ asgistance fromvlocal agencles;

® an RPU evaluator with evaluation skills and resources availe
able to use in technical asaistance;

‘e an RPU evaluator with the ability to diagnose the information
needs of local officials and meet them. «

Continuation would requgre the RPU to secure funding for the position and
£111 it-with the appropriate person.

Ventura plans tc continue to provide the service but at a lower
level of effort, due to funding constraints. A positiog for an evaluator
wag funded through a aubgfan:, and at least half the evaluator’s time was
to go to ché technical assistance function. In addition, funds from the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act are being used to create addi-
tional'évéluation positions which the RPU’s evaluator will be azble to use.

- ‘The uncertainty in continuation lies in the recent departure of
the MEP evaluator. Since local observers attributed much of the success
of the MEP to this person’s technical and interpersonal skills, it is not
clear whethei the RPU will be able to find a Feplacement. However, the
REU still plams to "provide technical assistance to any criminal justice
agency undertaking evaluation gnudies." The position has been created and

recruitment is underway.

i Co Jacksonville

| antinuation of the Jacksonville Project would involve maintain=-
v5ving che in~houue evaluation staff and performing evaluations in response
‘   :¢5;°°3; requq:na, The in-house staff has been maintained at a lower
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1avel.(foutp than duriﬁg the MEP (six), but at a higher. level than bhefore
the MEP (twq). The remaining staff is performing studies similar to. these
conducted during the MEP, and responding to local requests for,evqlqation

information.

The size of the in-house staff 1ia a function of available funds,
experlences with the level of demand, and prior problems with incteésing
staff size. During the MEP, demand for information did not exceed the
staff capacity. Studies were pérfotmed in response to local officiéls'
request for infdormation. Based on the requests received during thé EEP,
the RPU believed that requests could be meﬁ 7ith a sligﬁtly smaller staff
than maintained during the HMEP. .

Upon receipt of the MEP, the RPU doubled .the size of the existing
evaluation staff. Algo, several times during the grant period, staff
turnover necessitated recruitment and training of new persomnel. These.
staffing activities were found to be time consuming and,.con several
occasions, did not result in the needed evaluation capability. Con-
sequently, when through attrition the MEP grant ended with a compeceng‘5 ‘
but smaller evaluation staff, the RPU was content to stay at that level.
and avoid capability building problems encountered during the MEP,

2, DISCONTINUED } . S s o
Five sites did not continue the MEF systems testad: Michig&@;(lnggpg

sive); Central Oklahoma; Illinois; Columbia; Alameda; and ?ann@ylvangg,

In four sites discoutinuation is clear cut and ackngwledged by the site.

In two cases the ccnclusian‘is less clear cﬁan—niqhigan (Incggg;vgagﬂgﬁgdu

Illinois. Here some part. or version of .the tested system was caxyied 9R.-:



.?s.

Hoﬁﬁ#er, we‘concluded that the change in therpréduct or the absefice of sys=

’ ~ tem components necessary’ to produce information were so severe that one

éoﬁld’ﬂot say that the tested system.was judged successful and is being

‘continued.

| :“ Hichigé; pilot tested multi-project impact and effectiveness
.avaluatioﬁé 6n tﬁo program areas. 7The evaluation system had the following
charégteriatica: |
R ’ov 6%& la:ge contract to a u;iversity research center;

e a phased contract calling for & design phase in which Michigan’s
information requirements would be documented and analyzed;

e program apeclalists guiding the contractor design work.
Contiﬁuatien of this component would mean that Michigsn would carry out
saveral -inteasive evaluations of programs annually using 2 university
v,teéearch qgnter‘and the phased contrdct approache.

. Michigan has decided to do three to four intensive evaluations
a year. They will be contractor efforts and funded with grant monles,
2a:hei'than through an SPA budget item., The contractor will recelve
suidance in a design phase from SPA program staff, and will be monitored
by and responsible to the SPA evaluation office. However, it is con-
fcﬁuded‘that‘the.tested system is not being continued for two reassons:
i 'd1§cqngiuuétion of the phased apéroach and the éeasibility issue raiged
}B"y‘ the field test. - |
‘ | | \‘ ﬂicﬁiganvia dféppingbone design activity from: its testrd system.
«fThé?¢$iéréct§r‘will not be asked to collect data to identify SPA informa=-

" tiod Heeds. This activity was viewed as disruptive and: non-productive by
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the SFA. Instead, the contractor will develop a design based on diScussianspéf"f

with progran specialists and subgrantees, and submit the design to the

evaluation office for comment.

It waa, however, this interaction among contractor, progfam spe-
cialists and manzagement that made the intensive evaluation system differ-
ent than what Michigan had done in the past. Maay agencies hire cuntractoré;
-to evaluate a number of projects. The design phase in the MEP fielﬁ test

raiged'issues, affected what the contractor did, and affected the users.
Finally, as a result of the fie:. test, there remains some une
certainty about the feaaibility of producing information om what effects
projects have under.diﬁférent conditions f£rom intensive evaluations.
Recent intensive evaluations have found no effects of programs, and have
raised issues about whether programs and projects as designed and imple-
mented by the SPA have plausible relationships betwsen activities and
effects which could be tested. The SPA has decided to place more staff
time in giving assistance to subgrantees duiing project design and imple~
mentation phases. Whether the SPA can successfully implement a number of

similar projects with similar objectives remains to be seen.

b Illinois
I1linois used its MEP to develop standardized. reporting instruments L
that would cover all evaluz¢1e funded projects originally estimated to be |
about 80 percent of chase funded. The evaluation system to be set up had vf‘i f¥
the following oharacteristics. ‘ E

o project reporting instruments standardized for each program
¥, " . areaj : . S

9 all‘evalhkbie‘pzograms'cdﬁere&; - S '7 ;‘3“;;ﬂ'vf~ o
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o  central computerized processing and analysis;

¢ routine project and multi-project analyses of project processes,
outcomes and impacts.

Continuation would require establishment of the data flow-from subgrantees,
an& fﬁn&ing of the central processing and analysis capability ian the SPA.

Illinois’ experience with the system was negative--it was not able
to'implemenc acrose all eligible projects.the data flows and data processing
capabilities it had envisioned. During the MEP, Illinois had been able to
cbtain and prdcess data from only 25 percent of the projects provided data
collection instruments. Moreover, in most carzs, the standardized instru-
ments could only be applied to one project in ome class, making multi-pfoj-
ect analyses infeasible.

As a result of these problems, a decision was made to drastically cur-
tail the system rather than invest the resounrces and energy required to
implement it fully. Illinois planned to continue to use the standard in-
struments on about one~fourth of its projects as a monitoring tool. There
are no plans to perform oa a continuing basis the project and multi~project

outcome and impact analyses using standardized forms.

¢« Central Oklahoma

Central Oklahoma tested a project evaluation system in which RPU
evaluation teams used readily avallable project data augmented by selected
surveys to do quick evaluations of project performance. The 2valuation
system had the following characteristics:

e routine short duration project evaluations;

@ a standard evaluation framework followed on each study;

e RPU in-house evaluation teams carried out data collection
and analysis. ‘

Continuition would have required funding of the RPU evaluation positions.

o

e
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| #mdvegiont. The professfonel stuffs of SPAS range from Four to néably
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;f} umd toﬂ: thn usn oﬁ REU ovuluntorp by July 1975.

 v”; Al diucuaacd helow. the bulk oi the MEP ﬁundn aupportqd & doubling
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I. INTRODUGTION

Michigan -] Office of Criminal Juatice'Pragrams (OCJP) raceived a8 tun _'} :
yaar Model Evaluatiou Program (WEP) gzant, Septembet 1975 e Novgmber 1977,
foz 8247 575» OCJP’a objective was tp make tha deaign and una of ovalua— o
nion a8 :asponaibility and on-going aaeivtty cf the OcJP planning and gzants o
i manazummnc stnfﬁ. | |
| OGJP implamantnd two avaluation gystems and was abla to damnnnq:uts )
s that the informmcion was uaed. One aya:em waa coneinued sftazwehe~HB¥, thq
ocher ayatam was nat cuntinued as’ tested. | | | | |

Prior to the KEP, ecJap had an ev&luacion ayatem on paper, buc had not ;_;;
uniformly lmplnmqncnd 1t acrona progruma and projecce; The sysnum consiated
-of pzoject monitorins,aud data collectian uaing a aac of scanda:d evaluatian
m&asurea. Tha cumprehcnsive Staca Plan idennified evaluauion maaaurns (1n~ ‘N”
spaction £;ccor3 nnd evaluatioa Eactors) for. each eype of g:pstam in thc o
pﬂan.- Suhsxancaee wmre aakad to aubmic summn:y data qunrcerly. Howmvn:. |
chara were uo uniﬁorm rapbrciug :aquixements placed ou subgrnncaaa.‘ Implev,ﬁj&
maucation of avaluation requirementa waa left to tha &isergtinn ofr'”ki”’ ;
u&l ocdp gran: managat:. GVJP managamenq fale :hat ch@ axisgi rali
";iyutem Was uot ptoducing aufﬁiniant avaluazion 1n£ormati¢n.ft.;il’i:f

iztd matnta lnd to unevon implemantncion nnd utilization.
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P:iar eo she MEP. OGJP «valaaeion consiazed af.

(1) a sysrem in which all projaccs fundad within<a *rogram elsment R
were to be measured on selected "evaluation faetcxs" and Mge
",spaceion factn:s" 1istad 1u the comp:ehenaivg state Plan, and o

L) i

“{2)"thc oeenﬂional 1ntcim3 of conhracna té evaluate soma aet of QGJP
- prajacta. ﬁAb« L , Dk .

Thblo l illustrntag eha evaluation and insneccion £actors.1 -

*The OGJE had no Evaluanion unic or bwdg«c. The grants manageaann stafﬁ “ﬁuﬁ

\

L wag rhaponlible £o: cqmplecion of the inppaetian facuora (effort andﬁinput S

C,« &

unacu:eu). Tha ambgrantcas weéra raaponaible for cqllecting daza on ﬁha avnl- o

untian ﬂactora ( lfact. ouﬂguﬂ or change maaaures). Data wera tabuxateﬂ and

aubmittad by thm oubgranceen ;a qunr:e:ly and final repouea. Be$owting by
: R ’wf 4\"" Y A
o uubgrauteon waw conuiderad Qo ba apoesy. : '
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T making Process are loossly structured and ndust upos pres
~dictions of each staff w:. ﬁm at" £ bav y n um.mi PR
1nt:¢raat m cvﬂ.uae e v 1 '
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‘iAzcivc psrcicipstiaa o£ OCJ? s:afs in eht dasign, inplsmantaticn :
~-sud ‘use of standixd and inscnniva avaluacionn.»xgg.

::‘   A coaaon evalu:tion framaunrk uacd by all ataff. »”* o

'Cba fA sat of stnndaxd nvaluatiuna producad frd& data collaatea anﬁo‘-; _ ,,g}”g
.. xmpozted by projeccs ubing - standard,inscrgugnns de:ignnd by chP ' g
vs,;svaluation tud pzugraa anaff., - . “ _ ‘

-:foJ“A sac of 1ncansiv¢ evaluatians carried oun under cnnctac:. but
”‘~'vwinh the: pstticipation of OCJP staff 1n :ha design phasa. 3

e A OcJP avaluntion pclicy establishing cantrol and rnsponnihility . ng‘;*;¢
R;J‘for chc evaluatian £unctioun and its role 1n OcJ?. . . ' Lo

Thn MKP was to havc tha :wm evaluation syscemn optrating indepandently
: : and concuttently. Figurcl 1 and 2 are‘simplified,illumcrationa o£ tha
'“3 avaluatiou systems envisioned by OCJP. ’ B ' ”!‘ _f'
;f;;?f}' i! For standard nvalua:iona, Figure i; the evaluauion dcaisn would he

v‘ ‘ L L,&
devclmped joinclv by the OGJP program specialiecs and the evaluntion unito

Thc pragram spacialiacs and the evaluation unit wer¢ ca design standard

dnta collec:ion 1nscruments and analysis plana for p:ojenta of a givan
%r?: eypa. Group seasions. called "application groupa,” ware set up to carry
“‘ aut thc dasign func:ion. Once the designa vere produced :hey would be
'Z?f;” ‘ 1np1cmnutad by: ehe evaluacion unit.. Thin part of the evaluaton system
:elicd on da:a collnctad and reponced by p:ojac:s.

”";“ Fbt intanatvc avaluatian, Figuxa 2, Hichigan Stane UniVeraity 8 ?,' SERIEE
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mw 2 CHAMGES IN GOTR av&wmtos pagTIcE
© THAT MEP PLANNED T TEST - LA

. . RN ~——T Syeten | Systen 7 o
charactcriatim eﬁ zhﬂ besioo o prdor | under o f e
Ev:luxg;og Systems i ] k0 MEP | MEP Plan '

Standard Evaluacian

. Husuru £or Pxojceu ‘Iypu R 1 !oa I Y_c's'
c lmalysu Plan (Ptojsct anﬁ ?regrm} I Yo | Yes
. s:nmh:d ?fajecc Reyu:ning Ins:rumnts i ixov | Yes. | _
: ') Fuml 1’:ojm:t &.wzcing chuiremnt: ’;l:v No | Yes | :
1 o o QGJP $ca£f on-sita Data Collection | No. | Yes ‘ | -

v 0 Cencral %mpntcrizcd Dat.a Procensi.ng fkl ‘Ne | Yes

‘ ‘@ Qunlity Control mra: Data | No | Yes

i Rout:i.na P:ojac!: and Prosrm Analyees '
and Rﬁgbru . v | No | Yes

 Use of Eveluation by OCJP Staff . | Some | Yes

1 e GOJP Review of Staff Designs znd ' ,
sulf Uaﬁ of Ewaluation S ] Ne | Yes

| o Ar'ceau £o Staff ’trsinmg in Svaltmtmn I No ,‘ . Yag -

‘. Snwdatd Ev:luacion Dasigns foz a).l B o S
Prostau Arua S S | Hoo | Xes
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& ’ ‘ntc‘ uva !:.\mluntion

n ﬁom:uctot Amlysu of ocm ST e S
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mnma:ctnr Inglauntat:!,cm of tma:l.ga- ;:-‘_|? Yes |- Yes . o
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. Deciaioma oﬁ aaequacy of projent progr&sa and adhe:eﬁca to grant
conditions. , g ‘ .

OCJP 18 also the state budget office for stste criminal juscice agencies
and,; therefore, anothar OGJP use of evaluacion was staced ass
) w
® Deciaiona aa :&commeudations to make ao the Gove:nor on ataCe
agency budgets and programs.
A number of additional OCJP funations were identified which evalua=-
tions would support.
e OCJP provides information for decisions by local agencies and
goveraing bodies on whether to contiuue a project with local
' money.
e 0CJ? disseminates evaluation results to state and local‘dﬁéﬁciea.
¢ OCJP gives programmatic advice to applicants aad nonéapﬁiicéﬁﬁa;

@ JCJP glves applicants technical assistance in evaluation design,
thus improving their projecta.

e O0CIP identifies and "sells" successful programs to criminal
justice agencies,

The MEP was set up to involve the program specialists, the direct
user, in evaluation design aad review work. Involving the user was
expected to incmeasé their use of evaluation informatiom in the vifious

decision processes and staff functions.

3. UNIT OF EVALUA&;QN

Tha‘acaudatd and intensive evdluations were to be done on OCJP fudded

jrojects. The units of ﬂnqﬁysia were to be "program element' dnd 1ﬁdiv1du ,

“"uai'ntbjaéts QCJT’s CGmprahanuive ?1an 1a organized by progrum elﬁngaries

(a.g., Gommunicy Rninnagwacian Programs) and within categoriag By ﬁtasrém

alnmaunq (Jail Inﬂuce Rahab%lination, Probation and Parole Imp*évemunn)-

A prasr;m alamauc is a group of like projects. For each progrem alstient,
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“

tha plan hésfa‘deaeriﬁuian af - nha projecn's obj&ctives, aathodn aud p:an

cedures. and avaluation criteria.

4,  EVALUATION FUNCTION
The organization of the 0CJP &valuation function involved‘tﬁa following = '

actorsg:
7
OCJP top management;
Directér of Planningj
Evalugtion Conrdinatox.,
interns;
 program specialists,
trainer; and. ‘ .
contractos, . . - , -

sesoccse

The MEP vas the respomsibility of the Evaluation Coordimator who reported
to the Pirector of Planuning (see Figure 3). The standard evaluatioﬁ was to

be carried out by in-house ataf£-student interns and program apecialiats.

The intensive evaluation was to he carried out by a contractor, with guido
ance and input from pragtam.specialiets. The ptogram.specialists.and‘OQJE ¢:
management were to receive txaining in evaluation,

- Table 3 aummarizes the iuvolvemanc of the diffexent actors in the cwo

eévaluation systems. The incerna were only in"OIVed in the scandard QValua~

tion, the ¢ontractdt onlvaith the incenﬂive. The trainer and program

specialist had a heavy and direct iole in the staqda:d avaluation. Tha.'

program speclalists worked with.the intensive evaluation conczé@tor‘du:ing

the deaign phase.
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TABLE 3a

RESPONSIBILITIBS IN OCJP
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o ‘Sclaction ot:

.

'V,Ab 2tag:au Elanuns

Q»grojcscq

| & Evaluation

Qgpdcians
" Desigas
® Measures
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»
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IIf. HICHIGAN'& EXPEGQATIONS R
AHDEHE&IBNGE T

K3
oy LW

The Michigan MEP granc ran £tom Saptember 1975 until Decembe: 1977.

%
{%
K

@

fv’Du:ing thac period, chey wcta able to set up and operace both evaluation

a syntems. Twu 1ntanatve evaluacione and four acandaxd evaluationa were pro—

.

_ ’duced and fad into OCJP decision ptoceaaea and staff funcciona.

Thia chapcer dascribes OCJP expectationa for the HEP and its experi- ’

"’ence in 1mp1emancing it. Seccion A deucribea the scrategy 0CJP uaed to 'm",kﬁ

at

Laet up and teat the evmluacion ayacema. Section B describea the tesults

of the strategy. . The following chapCe:.diseusaes the,users' reac:ions Lo 'f,ir

" the 1u£otmanion ptaduced and OCJP deciaions on continuation.

L’, B . N
S A. MICHIGAN’s STRATEGY L |
SR © - AND EXPECTATIONS - .. . co

" Tha Michigan atrucegy for developing and testing che planned evalua—
N R S

: tion ayatem cansistznd of aeven major auaps. 'Ewo wete int:ended to estab'- S

) “gliap au in-houae capabilitys o . T m“‘; ‘ . ,;:~;f” ' ‘jﬁ“i
‘“ﬂ.W"‘:f“‘ o acquire acaff and concraccora to devalop and test :he sysaem, and ﬂﬁ»L”
L ‘1;; o davqlop a(cutriculum and train OGJP ntaif in a common approach ‘ -

s $0«avaluation,‘ *g o :_i’:ﬁiﬁﬁ ff LR o f;* e

‘;Twaﬂwéra inhﬂude& to invalve the OCJ? a:aff 1n‘:h&'avaltation procaes byr . @ ””
‘,'3,’11 ; x

eacabliahiuz "applicacion gsoups" fbr th&adesign and disaemihatig }fm,.‘t¢‘
' »f “an"td avnluations, and - | -

s :h:“ »‘»
»: !‘J‘ﬁjtn‘“ 5. . ot

eacahliahiﬂg an4in¢houap user 3roup to - parcicipa;e in igtensiva
rgValuation deaign with nhe concruccq;¢
R : LU :x;t, “];;‘Q,vﬁg;ﬂﬁ

.




"aVailnbla for appiica:ion gtqups and 1ntenuivc demign 3raupna It wis

[; éuEP exparienca and aacabliah a loug ranaa ewaluagion Polieyfb,

wa

Q establish an evaluation policy 3 Qup, i S (e ”
The relatiannhip ‘m°“3 “h‘ ltﬂPB 13 shown in Fisutl é.‘ ﬁ@?#‘ﬁ@ Skiéfi§ ff ;ﬂ
delczibe each. : ' T R =vfw 

For che fira: atep, OGJP decided to hira an evaluation caordinatar eo

run tha MBP, and to provide ehe coo:dinaco: with the follnwing pnzuonnnl: :f

e fout studenc 1ncerua to help wieh chg trd ning anﬂ stnndard qvalun”%f
at::lpn, S N ‘ AR L L

® 8 trainer under connract to dcvalop thc currieuluu. pravida cuain-v*”
' ing, and guida the qcandn:d evaluation dasign pracass, and ECAnE

° a $190,000 concracc with Michigan Stace Un&vatuiey (usu) ﬁon :wo
' iutanniva evaluationn. .

In nddition, the encire OCJP utnff (40 paople) uure ta bl trained.and

ing progzam.v Each OGJBﬁ:@pSﬁ ppraon wua :o r‘fc$V% 50
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