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INTRODUCTION

The Justice Research and Statistics Association (JRSA) is working with the Office of Juvenile
Jugtice and Ddlinquency Prevention (OJIDP) on a project to develop and enhance juvenile justice
evauation cagpacity in the states. The god of this project isto provide useful resources and practical
technical assstance to loca and gate policymakers, program administrators and staff, and eva uators to
grengthen ther ability to implement and utilize evauation studies and ther findings. During the first
phase of the project, JRSA conducted an assessment of the status of juvenile justice evauation efforts
in the states and territories by surveying key evauation stakeholders, including juvenile justice
specidists, State Advisory Group (SAG) chairs, and Statistical Anadysis Center (SAC) directors. (See
Appendix A for copies of the survey instruments.) This assessment focused on the eva uation practices
related specificaly to projects and initiatives funded by the Formula Grants Program, which was
edtablished under Title 11, Part B, of the Juvenile Justice and Ddlinquency Prevention (JJDP) Act.

The first wave of surveys was sent to the SAC directors, JRSA’S primary congtituents, in
February 1999. Section 111 of this report summarizes the findings from that survey. In addition, JRSA
complied aligt of dl of the juvenile justice-related reports and publications completed by the SACs
between 1994 and1999 (see Appendix B). Inlate May, a more comprehensive assessment survey
was mailed to the juvenile justice specidists, who oversee the Formula Grants Program in each Sate.
Findings from the juvenile justice specidist needs assessment are summarized in Section | of this report.
Findly, to capture the perspective of the state policymakers appointed to review and establish
programs and policies for the Formula Grants Program, a brief questionnaire was sent to the State
Advisory Group (SAG) chairsin late May 1999. As provided by the JJDP Act, the SAG isan
advisory board appointed by each state's governor. SAGs consst of 15 to 33 members who have
training, experience, or specia knowledge concerning the prevention and treatment of juvenile
delinquency or the adminigtration of juvenile justice. Findings from the SAG survey are summarized in
Section |1 of thisreport.

Conclusions based on the findings from dl three surveys are provided in Section IV of the
report. The results of this assessment will be used to help determine the scope and content of the
training and technica assstance JRSA develops to address the juvenile justice eva uation needs
identified by these key groups. A nationa Advisory Group, with representatives from each of the
juvenile justice stakeholder groups surveyed as well as two evauation experts, will review the findings,
discuss the implications for the states, and provide feedback regarding future project activities.
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Results of Surveys of
Juvenile Justice Specialists

Surveys were sent to the state juvenile justice specidists to identify the evauation practices and
technica assstance needsin the states, especidly asthey rdlated to the Title 11, Part B Formula Grants
Program. The survey was announced a the Codlition for Juvenile Justice annua meeting in early April
1999. During that meeting, JRSA held afocus group sesson with the regiond juvenile justice
specidigsto gain their input about the content and format of the questionnaire.

Of the 56 states and territories, 48 replied to the survey (an 86% response rate). This section
summarizes the findings from the juvenile justice specidist survey.

State Evaluation Practices

States assess the effectiveness of ther juvenile justice projects/initiatives funded by the Formula
Grants Program in anumber of ways, making it difficult to creste clear categories that capture the range
of evauation activitiestaking place. In thefirgt survey question, the juvenile justice specidists were
asked to sdlect from a continuum of evaluation activities the gpproach(es) that best describe the
evauation practicesin thelr dates. The activities ranged from basic program monitoring to a date
policy requiring al subgrantees to earmark funds for evauation. The intent of the question wasto begin
to establish an overdl picture of the nature and scope of the current State assessment activities, aswell
as the state policies that support those efforts.  If none of the descriptions accurately characterized their
date, the juvenile justice specidists were asked to write a brief description in an “ Other” category .
Table 1 summarizes the proportion of the statesinvolved in specific strategies to evauate projects
funded by the Formula Grants Program. The numbers in the columns represent the number of juvenile
justice specidists who listed that gpproach, and the percent is the proportion of the total 43
respondents.

Table1: State Evaluation Practices Reported by the Juvenile Justice Specialists
Number of
Evaluation Practice States Using
this Approach
On aregular basis, the state collects information from projects, such asthe 42 (88%)
number of clients served, the race/gender of the project participants, and a
program description.
All subgrantees must submit an evaluation plan with their grant application. 31 (65%)




The state contracts for or conducts evaluations of specific programs. 23 (48%)

All subgrantees are required to set aside funds for evaluation. 3( 6%)

Note. Percentages are based on the proportion of the 48 respondents. Multiple responses were
permitted.

The most frequently-mentioned eva uation approach used by the states to assess juvenile justice
programs is basic program monitoring. Almost dl of the juvenile judtice specidists (88%) indicated that
they routingly collect standardized program informetion such as the number of clients served, the
demographic characteristics of the program participants, and a genera program description. More than
haf of the states (65%) require the subgrantees to include an evauation plan with their grant
application. However, only three states (6%) indicated that they require al subgrantees to alocate
funds specificaly for evduation. In 23 sates (48%), the state agency either conducts eva uations of
programs or contracts with outside evauators to assess specific programs. Four of these states
reported that they set asde money specificaly from the Formula Grant Program or Challenge Grant
Programs to fund evauations.

Specidids responses to this question show that the mgority of the states collect basic program
monitoring data, which can serve as afoundation for a program evauation. Fewer have policies
requiring evauation plans in subgrantee applications, and even fewer require subgrantees to pecificaly
earmark funds to conduct an assessment.

Satisfaction With Existing Evaluation Practices

In the second survey question, the juvenile justice speciadists were asked, “How satisfied are
you with the evauation practices in your state? Table 2 shows their responses to this question.

Table2: Juvenile Justice Specialists Satisfaction with Evaluation Practices
Satisfaction Level Number of Juvenile Justice Specialists
Satisfied 5 (10%)

Somewhat Satisfied 22 (46%)
Not Satisfied 19 (40%)
No Response 2 (4%)




Only five juvenile justice specidigts (10%) indicated that they are satisfied with the existing
evauation practicesin their sate. As one specidist wrote, “ Given the resources available, the existing
sysem issufficient.” Almost haf (46%) of the juvenile justice specidigts reported thet they are
satisfied with parts of their state evaluation practices and not satisfied with others. Responses such as
those were categorized as somewhat satisfied. For example, one specidist wrote, “The evauation
practices themselves are top-notch and riva those of any other state. However because the evauator is
severd steps removed from any contracting or funding decisons, in practice, the evauation tends to
have minima impact on progranming.”

A large proportion of the juvenile justice specidists (40%) responded thet they are not satisfied
with the evduation practicesin their date.  Their reasons for dissatisfaction are listed below inthe
order of the most frequently mentioned reason to the least frequently mentioned:

1. evduations are process rather than outcome oriented;

2. thereisalack of funding to conduct evauations,

3. the qudlity of reporting and data collection by the subgrantees isinadequate;

4. itisdifficult to compare across programs without common performance measures,
5. subgrantees and state staff do not have the expertise;

6. thelarge diversty of programs makesit difficult to develop standard evauation outcome
measures.

It isimportant to note that of the 41 juvenile justice specidists who were either somewhat or not
satisfied with current evaluation practices, 16 reported that their states are actively involved in reviewing
the evauation process or have recently implemented policy changes to increase the quantity and qudity
of the assessments. Some of the evauation policies recently implemented included: 1) requiring
subgrantees to set aside evauation funds; 2) requiring evauation plans of subgrantees; 3) conducting
evauation training for al Formula Grant Program subgrantees; and 4) the state collecting and
aggregating outcome data from individua programs.

State Advisory Group Use of Evaluation Information

Beyond use as a monitoring tool by the juvenile justice specidists repongble for overseeing the
Formula Grants Program, evauation data is also collected to assist decisonmakers charged with
determining the merits of grant applicants for new and renewa grants. In every state, a State Advisory
Group (SAG) is appointed by the governor to establish program policy and review state plans and
Formula Grants Program gpplications. Because the SAG is the primary policymaking body overseeing
the Formula Grants Program, the juvenile justice speciaists were asked if they provide evauation
information to the SAG in their sates, and if 0, how the SAG uses the information.

Of the 48 respondents, 33 (69%) reported that they do provide evauation information to their
SAGs. According to the juvenile justice specidigts, the most frequent uses of evauation information by
the SAGsinclude: 1) planning and program development; 2) determining continuation funding; 3)



deciding if programs should be replicated; 4) informing the annua grant review process, and 5)
reviewing contracts for independent evauators.

Twelve of the juvenile justice specidigs reported that they do not generally provide evauation
information to their SAGs. However, many of the juvenile justice specidists who do not currently
provide information reported that they plan to in the future.

State Decisonmakers Requests for Evaluation Information

The next survey question sought to determine which state decisionmakers other than the SAGs
request evauation information from the juvenile justice specidists. Table 3 showsthe specidists
responses to this question.

Table 3: State Decisonmakers Requestsfor Evaluation Information

Have any of the following people ever requested

evaluation information on the Formula Grants Program Yes No Don't

proj ects/initiatives? K now

Representative from the State Legidature 19 19 10
(40%) (40%) (21%)

Representative from the State Executive Office 15 18 15
(31%) (38%) (31%)

Representative from the State Budget Office 9 26 13
(19%) (54%) (27%)

Representatives from the State Legidature were the most likely policymaker group to ask for
information about the assessment of juvenile justice programs and initiatives.  Approximately onein
three juvenile justice specidigs reported that they have responded to requests from the State Executive
Office. The fewest number of requests for evaluation information came from representatives from the
State Budget Office who were mentioned by only nine (19%) of the juvenile justice specidigts. Other
agencies or individuals who have requested datainclude: 1) the state Auditor’s Office; 2) representative
from Congress; 3) univeraty students, 4) the state Office of Contract Management; and 5) local
officds. Fifteen of the juvenile justice specidists reported that they have not received arequest for

evauation information from any of these policymaker groups.




Recent Evaluation Training and Technical Assstance in the States

| dentifying the existing resources avallable to sate and locd juvenile justice program
adminigratorsisa first step in the process of building evauation capacity in the sates. The juvenile
justice specidigs were asked the following question: “Ligt the evauation-related training or technical
assigtance that the gtate Juvenile Judtice aff or Formula Grants Program subgrantees received in the
last two years” Because thereisafairly high turnover rate among the juvenile justice specidistsin the
dates, it islikely that the number of evauation training sessions was under-reported in the survey.

Twenty-seven Sates (56%) reported receiving some form of evauation training or technica
assistance in recent years, for atotal of 51 sessonsin dl the sates. It isimportant to note that of the 27
states who received some form of evauation training, seven states were the recipients of three or more
training sessons. In other words, seven sates benefitted from almost haf of the 51 training sessons
reported.

The most frequently mentioned eval uation topics addressed during the sessonsincluded: 1)
introduction to program evauation; 2) how to develop performance measures; 3) how to implement the
Title V Community Sdlf-Evauation Workbook; and 4) how to improve the sa€ s juvenile justice
datal/information system. The mgority of the training/technical assistance identified by the specidists
was held in their own Sates.

Juvenile justice specidists were aso asked to identify who attended the 51 training sessions.
Juvenile justice specidists or other state agency staff attended 75% of the sessions, progpective or
current subgrantees attended 56% of the sessions, and other local sites or State Advisory Group
members attended 10% and 4% of the sessions, respectively.

Table 4 describes the organizations that provided the evauation training and technicd
assistance.

Table 4: Evaluation Training and Technical Assstance Providers

Training Providers Number of Training Sessions
Research Consultants/Firms 15 (29%)

State Juvenile Jugtice Agency Staff 13 (25%)

Bureau of Justice Assstance (BJA)/Office of Juvenile Justice and 11 (22%)
Ddinquency Prevention (OJIDP)

Universties 8 (16%)

Locd Government 4( 8%)




The digtribution of providers conducting evauation training and technica assstance sessons
wasfairly even. State and federal government agencies were responsible for 57% of the sessons,
while research consultants/firms and universities conducted 29% and 16% of the sessions, respectively.

Future Evaluation Training or Technical Assistance Needs

Juvenile justice specidists were asked to assess the need for evauation assistance in their
dates. More specificaly, specidists were asked to describe: 1) the type of evauation training or
technica assstance that is needed in their ates; 2) who should receive thistraining; and 3) whether
funding is available for out-of-town training for key juvenile justice groups. Table 5 indicates the types
of evauation training needed in the Sates.

Table5: Training and Technical Assistance Needs |dentified by the
Juvenile Justice Specialists

Type of Training/Technical Assistance Number of Juvenile
Justice Specialists

Soecific Evdudtion Skills 23 (48%)
Basic Program Evduation Training 14 (29%)
State Evaduation Practices 13 (27%)

Note. Percentages are based on the proportion of the 48 respondents.

Almogt haf (48%) of dl the juvenile justice specidigts identified training needs in pecific
evaudion ills. The mogt frequently mentioned training topic in this category was identifying and
developing performance measures, which was listed by one of every five juvenile justice specidids.
Other frequently mentioned topics included: 1) outcome/impact evauation training; 2) cost/benefit
andysis, and 3) how to evauate small programs.

Training topics faling under the broad category “basic program evauation” were listed by 29%
of the juvenile justice specidids. This category captures comments which identified the need for
generd and introductory evauation training such as: 1) congtructing alogic mode; 2) performing a
needs assessment; and 3) learning basi ¢ research methods.

A number of juvenile judtice specidists (27%) requested training and technical assistancethet is
related to improving overal state evaluation practices. This category incorporates responses which are
related to the development of a more systematic and standardized evauation processincluding: 1)



defining standard outcome measures for smilar programs, 2) using sandardized outcome measures for
comparative purposes, and 3) developing a prototype evaluation model. Other training topics
mentioned by the specidists that are related to the need to improve the state evauation infrastructure
include: 1) improving the grant application process; 2) creating more reliable reporting systems; 3)
developing more comprehensive and vaid information/data systems; 4) increasing the distribution and
use of evauation studies and findings, and 5) developing partnerships between statellocal government
and universties.

Table 6 ligs the juvenile justice stakeholder groups that, in the opinion of the specidists, would
benefit from evaduation training or technical assstance.

Table 6: Juvenile Justice Stakeholder Groupsthat Need Training
Accor ding to the Juvenile Justice Specialists

Who should receive thetraining? Number of Juvenile

Justice Specialists
Prospective and Current Subgrantees 40 (83%)
State Juvenile Justice Agency Staff 32 (67%)
State Advisory Group MembersState and Local Juvenile Jugtice 27 (56%)
Policymakers

Note. Percentages are based on the proportion of the 48 respondents.

Prospective and current subgrantees and state juvenile justice agency staff are the groups that
would benefit the mogt from evauation training, according to the juvenile justice specidigs. In addition,
over hdf of the specidigs (56%) listed the State Advisory Group members/state and locd juvenile
justice policymakers as juvenile judtice eva uation stakeholder groups who should receive training.

Since limited funding is often a barrier to attending training sessons, the juvenile justice
specidists were asked about the availahility of funds for key groups to attend out-of-town training
sessons.  Table 7 summarizes the responses to this question.

Table 7: Funding Availability for Evaluation Training
Arefundsavailablein your state for the following Yes No Don’t Know
groupsto attend out-of-town training on
evaluation?

State Advisory Group Members 42 (88%) 2 (4%) 4 ( 8%)
Juvenile Justice Specidist 42 (88%) 1 (2%) 5 (10%)
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Formula Grants Program Subgrantees 16 (33%) | 17 (35%) 15 (31%)

In the mgority of the states (88%), there is funding available for State Advisory Group
members and juvenile justice specidigs to attend an out-of-town eva uation training. On the other
hand, only 33% of the juvenile justice specidigts indicated that the Formula Grants Program
subgrantees have funding available to attend non-loca training sessons.

Factors That Facilitate and Hinder Evaluation Efforts

Juvenile Justice Specidists were asked to indicate those factorsin the states that foster the
juvenile judtice evauation efforts, and those that hinder those efforts. Table 8 summaries their
responses to this question.

Table 8: Factorsthat Facilitate and Hinder Evaluation Efforts
According to the Juvenile Justice Specialists
Factor Facilitating Factor Hindering Factor
Staffing 23 (48%) 30 (63%)
Funding 21 (44%) 30 (63%)
State Infrastructure 16 (33%) 11 (23%)
Evaluation Environment 15 (31%) 9 (19%)
L eader ship 15 (31%) 5 (10%)

Note. Percentages are based on the proportion of the 48 respondents. Multiple Responses were
permitted.

Steffing

Staffing was the most frequently mentioned factor that both facilitates and hinders juvenile
justice evaduation effortsin the sates.  Juvenile justice specidists who reported that skilled people
support their state’ s evauation efforts described situations such as: 1) having knowledgeable juvenile
justice staff or loca program administrators who, as one specidist wrote, are “able to conduct
evauations or contract out for them, and work closdy with juvenile justice programs to develop
evaduation materids’; 2) partnering with locd univerdties to engage in evauation activities, and 3)
having research and evauation divisons within state government to support their efforts.

Unfortunatdly, saffing was even more frequently mentioned as an impediment to sate
evauation efforts. The specidists who responded in this manner mentioned issues such as 1)
insufficient number of g&ff; 2) saff/program adminigrators lacking the knowledge of evauation
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design/techniques, 3) not having a person in aleadership postion to guide others through the process,
and 4) high aff turnover. Many of the juvenile justice specidists commented thet there is a great need
for training for both sate juvenile justice saff and locd program adminidrators. One specidist Smply
stated, “ They would appreciate any help provided.”

Funding

After gaffing, funding was the next most frequently mentioned factor that impactsjuvenile
judtice evduation effortsin the dates. Three funding Strategies were viewed as facilitating evauation
activities: 1) earmarking funds for evauation in each subgrantee’ s award; 2) dlocating specific Sate
funds out of the Formula Grants Program award to conduct evauation activities, and 3) funding
evaudion efforts with Federd Drug Control and System Improvement funds.

More specidists viewed funding as hindering rather then facilitating evauation in their Seates
Difficulties with funding incdluded: 1) smdl project awards resulting in limited adminigtrative budgets to
fund an evaluation; 2) afederd pass-through requirement (67%) that limits monies available for
evauation; and 3) the perception of subgrantees that evaduation will leave no funds for the program
itsdlf. Although many specidiss indicated thet insufficient funding was the issue, othersimplied thet the
short-term nature of grant funding was the hindrance. For example, one specidist wrote, “It isan
unredlistic expectation to have smdl, short-term grants track long-term outcomes given the cost and
time that it would take.” Another reported that, “ The short duration of funding makes outcome
measures difficult to track until after grant funds have been expended, and the obligation to evauate
then isimpossible to enforce.”

State I nfrastructure

Specidigtsidentified Sate infragtructure issues, such as evauation-related policies and data
gystems, as other factors that affect evaluations. Policies that facilitate evaluation include: 1) requiring an
evauation plan as part of the grant application; 2) requiring subgrantees to incorporate an outside
evauation component; and 3) creating a andard evauation system to collect datafor comparative
purposes. The lack of effective policies, such as those mentioned above, was identified as a hindrance
to evauation by many of the Sates.

Insufficient state juvenile justice data systems also present barriers to program assessment.
These barriers include: 1) not having basdline data collected and maintained by crimind justice agencies
to determine the impact of programs, 2) no uniform measures collected among agencies; 3) difficulties
obtaining data such as neighborhood crime trends from the police; and 4) administrative procedures
devel oped for direct-service projects that are not appropriate for evauation projects. Thetension
between the competing god's of standardizing state evauation policies and practices and developing a
system that accounts for the diversity of projectsisillugtrated by this account from one of the juvenile
judtice specidids:
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Every grant-funded projectsis different, therefore, evaluation measures will vary. That is ok,
but there is constant demand for statewide results of whole funding programs rather than hundreds of
separate sets of results for individud projects. We hope to develop common measures that are valid. It
is unredlistic to expect relatively small federd grant programs to produce statewide impacts (e.g., a 3%
reduction in recidiviam). What isredigtic is a sound evaduation of individua projects, and aggregating
those results to the extent possible

Evauation Environment

The category “evauation environment” captured arange of comments thet referred to the
overd| acceptance in the Sate that evaduation is criticd in the development of effective strategies that
improve programs and initiatives within the juvenile justice sysem.  According to the juvenile judtice
pecidigs, a supportive evauation environment is one in which key juvenile justice evaduation
stakeholders possess the following: 1) adesire to know what works, 2) a shared belief that evauation is
necessary to determine program effectiveness and impact; 3) leaders who advocate outcome
evauationsinstead of just process evauations, and 4) the desire to use evauation findings to enhance
date and locd planning.

Conversdy, an environment thet is not supportive of evauation is described as one in which: 1)
subgrantees do not recognize the vaue of evaluations and therefore do not make the effort; and 2)
ideologica support for rigorous evauation practicesis lacking.

Leadership

Juvenile judtice gpecidigsindicated that the commitment of organizations and key individuasin
leadership pogtions influences evauation practices. The organizations and individuals most frequently
mentioned included: 1) State Executive Office; 2) legidative branch of the state government; 3) loca
government officias; 4) and juvenile justice adminigtratorsin state and local agencies.  Examples of
supportive leadership practices that have improved eva uation efforts are provided in the following
comments from the specidigts:

¢ “Legidative and executive branches interested in outcome measurements and recidivism when

dlocating funds for juvenile judtice, delinquency prevention and reduction;”

& “Leadership among the Governor, Lieutenant Governor, and the SAG to formulate sate

policy and fund programs that are effective based on empirical research with measurable

objectives,”

¢"The SAG and the rlated agency structure must be supportive of evauation efforts or they

will not occur. Without this structural support, the resources necessary (to conduct evauations)

would not be available”

Five juvenile judtice specidigts d o identified the lack of leadership effort to make evaudtion a
priority as a hindrance to evauation, which isillusrated by the following statements:

¢"1'd like to see more leadership &t the federd leve on this subject, especialy in providing a

gructure and funding to implement agood and condgtent system;”
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¢ “[Ther efforts are hindered by the] lack of concern for overdl program effectiveness by the
SAG and the fact thet it is not a priority by the agency.”

Summary

The purpose of surveying the juvenile justice specidists was to gain the perspective of the state
daff responsible for overseeing the Formula Grants Program.  According to this needs assessmernt,
88% of the states collect basic program monitoring data, and 65% require an evauation plan from
subgrantees.  The mgority of the juvenile justice specidists are not completdy satisfied with the
exigting evauation practices.

One of the main reasons for dlocating resources to evauation is to enable policymakers to
make empiricaly based decisons about funding and replicating programs. But not al of the Sate
Formula Grants Programs are under the same leve of public scrutiny. The findings indicate many of the
SAGs receive evauation information on the programs being funding by the Formula Grants Program to
assigt them with decisonmaking and state planning. However, 25% of the juvenile justice specidists do
not routinely provide information to their State Advisory Group, ether becauseit is not avallable or not
requested. Additiondly, athough 50% of the juvenile justice specidists reported that they had requests
from at least one key policymaking group for evaluation information, 31% of the specialists reported
that they had never received arequest for information from representatives of the State L egidature,
State Executive Office or the State Budget Office.

The evauation training and technical assistance provided to the states should be targeted at
improving both the individua evauation capecity of state and loca adminidtrators and the date
evauation infrasiructure, according to the juvenile judtice specidigts. Individualy focused training topics
identified included an introduction to basic program eva uation and developing specific kills, such as
how to develop measurable outcome indicators. The technical assstance topics identified were related
to improving the overdl state evauation process, included creeting standardized evauation models,
improving the data systems, and devel oping partnerships between the state and the academic
community. As Table 4 indicates, universties conducted only 8 of the 51 training sessions, which may
indicate an underutilized resource. It is aso important to note that the group least likdly to having
funding available to trave, the subgrantees, was identified by the specidists as the stakeholder group
most in need of evaluation training.

Findly, the factors most frequently mentioned by the specidists that both facilitate and hinder
current eva uation efforts were gaffing and funding. Beyond training the existing date and loca seff,
the juvenile justice specidigts indicated that their states would benefit from having additiona steff
respongible for implementing and monitoring evauation activities. Although some juvenile justice
specidists described successful funding strategies being used in thelr states to facilitate activities,
insufficient funding was reported to be a problem. Specidigts are concerned with the unredistic
expectation that very small programs have the resources necessary to conduct long-term outcome
evauations

14



SECTION I



Results of Surveys of
State Advisory Group Chairs

This section summarizes the findings of the survey of State Advisory Group (SAG) Chairs. To
obtain the perspective of these juvenile justice policymakers on the Formula Grants Program, a brief
survey was developed which asked the SAG chairs to assess the evauation policies and practicesin
ther sates. The survey was announced at the Caodition for Juvenile Justice annua mesting in early
April. During that meeting, JRSA held a focus group sesson with the regiond SAG chairsto acquire
their input about the content and format of the questionnaire. The SAG chairs were mailed the survey in
late May.

JRSA received 23 responses in total, but the responses represent only 20 of the states and
territories. In one Sate, both the juvenile justice speciaist and the SAG chair replied to the survey, and
in another both the chair and an additiona SAG committee member responded. The SAG chair of one
date that recently became digible for Formula Grants Program funding returned the survey, but did not
have any experience upon which to make recommendations. Therefore, the findings presented are
based on 22 responses from 20 states.

Satisfaction with Existing Evaluation Practices

The first question in the survey assessed the SAG chairs overdl satisfaction with the exigting
evauation practicesin their states (Table 9). Of the 22 responsesto the SAG survey,

Table9: State Advisory Group Chairs Satisfaction with Evaluation Practices

How satisfied are you with the evaluation practicesin your state? | Number of SAG Chairs

Satiffied 3
Somewhat Satisfied 7
Not Satisfied 12
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3 chairs are satisfied with the evaluation practices, 7 are somewhat satisfied, and 12 are not satisfied.
Those who reported being satisfied with the existing evauation practices are in the process of, or have
recently implemented, changesin their evduation system with the assstance of universities or consulting
firms

The vast mgority of the SAG chairs who responded were less than completely satisfied with
evaduation inther gates. A concern with the overal qudity of the assessments was the most frequently
mentioned issue. More specificaly, many respondents expressed frustration with the limited numbers of
outcome evauations being conducted. For example, one chair wrote, “Too often, grantees submit little
impact evauation data, and are not held accountable.”

Other issues mentioned regarding the quality of evauations included: 1) the need for on-sight
vidtsto verify monitoring reports; 2) not enough cross-ste and long-term evauations; 3) poorly defined
goals and objectives, and 4) the limitations of using salf-assessment methods as andyticd tools.
Additiond reasons given for not being satisfied were insufficient staffing and limited funding.

Evaluation Training and Technical Assistance Needsin the States

In Question 2, the SAG chairs were asked to identify the types of evauation training or
technicd assstance needed in their gate. Overdl, 15 of the SAG chairsindicated that they did have
evaluation needs, 2 reported that they did not need assistance, and 5 were unsure.

Stateswith Training Needs

Of the 15 chairs who reported a need for evauation training and technica assstance, the types
of training requested fdl into three categories. 1) basic program evauation training; 2) specific
evauation kills, and 3) the state evauation practices.  Table 10 shows the number of the SAG chairs
who identified needs in the three categories.

Table 10: Training and Technical Assistance Needs | dentified by the
State Advisory Group Chairs

Typesof Training or Technical Assistance Number of SAG chairs
indicating thistype of training
or technical assistance

Basic Program Evduation Training 7
Specific Evduation Skills 4
State Evauation Practices 4

Seven of the SAG chairsindicated that their state would benefit from basic program evauation
training for both the SAG committee members and loca program adminigtrators. One chair wrote,
“[We need] training on evaudion in generd - what it is, how to do it, why it isimportant, and how it
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relatesto the SAG.” In addition to generd evaluation training, other chairs commented that states
could improve their evaluation capacity by identifying and using existing resources, such as survey
instruments, that have aready been devel oped.

Four of the chairs indicated that states would benefit from training in specific evauation skills
such as facilitating outcome-based planning and conducting outcome evauations. Findly, four of the
SAG charsindicated that their states need technical ass stance to standardize and smplify the existing
date evauation practices. According to one chair, “There isaneed for more consstency in the
process, [it is] too random, ad hoc, and inconsstent to be of much value. Thisis contributed to by state
systems which are fragmented and under multiple agencies.” Other examples of comments associated
with sandardizing the evaduation process include requests for: 1) asmple evduation insrument; 2) a
step-by-step format that standardizes the process; and 3) common terminology for evauations and
outcome measures.  Another chair stated, “The critica need isin developing gppropriate evauation
systems that address each of our program/service ddivery sysems.”

States With No Training Needs/Unsur e of Training Needs

Of the 22 respondents, 2 indicated that they did not need evauation training or technica
ass sance because they have contracts with aresearch firm or auniversty. Asone chair reported:
“We use competent consultants for our evauation needs” The remaining five chairs were either unsure
of their training needs or unsure that training would be beneficid. For example, one SAG chair wrote,
“[Thereis] no need to train if [there are] no fundsfor evauation.” A second chair indicated that training
would only be necessary if OJIDP s expectations related to program assessment change. More
specificaly, the chair wrote, “1 don’t fee we need any TA unless the OJIDP is requesting evauation of
programs to measure causa relationships between program activities and outcome objectives. If
OJIDP requires this, then 1 would recommend the funding be increased to insure providers can not only
develop a more comprehensive evauation plan, but so implement it.”

Factors that Hinder and Facilitate Evaluation Efforts

Questions 3 and 4 asked the SAG chairs, in their professiona opinion, what factorsin their
dates fogter the juvenile justice evauation efforts, and what factors hinder those efforts. The aggregated
responses merged into the following categories: 1) saffing; 2) policies, 3) funding; 4) leadership; and 5)
evauation environment. Table 11 describes the number of SAG chairs who mentioned each of the
above factors.
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Table 11: Factorsthat Facilitate and Hinder Evaluation Efforts
According to the State Advisory Group Chairs

Factor Facilitating Factor Hindering Factor
Staffing 10 15
State Infrastructure 9 4
Funding 2 8
L eader ship 5 1
Evaluation Environment 2 3

Stefing

Staffing was the most frequently mentioned factor that both facilitates and hinders evauation
effortsin the sates. The category staffing includes state juvenile justice staff, SAG committee members
and locd program adminigtrators. Approximately haf of the chairs indicated that they have
knowledgesgble saff in their states who are informed about evauation.

In contragt, 15 chairs listed staffing-related issues as barriers to their states' eval uation
practices. Theseissuesincluded: 1) limited knowledge of evauation; and 2) insufficient number of staff.
One SAG chair reported that their stat€' s ability to conduct evauations is impeded by the “limited
availability of knowledgeable individuals or organizations that can provide guidance throughout the
evauation process.” In fact, another chair recommended: “We need a position within the JJPA agency,
funded from adminigtrative budget to coordinate the on-going process eva uation activities and develop
and implement long-term program evauations.”

State Infrastructure

Exigting juvenile justice evauation policies and practices, or the state infrastructure related to
the Formula Grants Program, was the second most frequently mentioned factor influencing the Sates
evauation efforts. Policies and practices described by the chairs that facilitate evaluation efforts
included: 1) requirements by the granting source that evauation be done; 2) standardized format for the
guidelines and criteriafor grant recipients and evauators, 3) the requirement that an evauation plan be
part of the grant proposa; and 4) the requirement that funding be set aside for evauations.

Specific policy-related issues identified as hindrances to evauation included: 1) policiesthat are
inconsistent and not clearly understood by grant recipients; 2) the lack of a policy that links evaluation
results to funding decisions; and 3) policies that prohibit access to data from other youth service
agencies such as school systems. A comment from one SAG chair illudtrates the frustration that some of
the chairs have with the existing evauation palicies. “[We have] inconsstent policy statewide asto what
evauation means, what we redly want, and whether we are willing to fund it.”

19



Funding

Of theten SAG chairswho listed funding as afactor, eight believeit is a barrier to current state
evauation efforts. The primary concern was with alocating limited Formula Grants Program funds to
evauation, rather than additiona programming. This concern isillustrated by the following comment
from one of the SAG chairs “Funding is just enough to conduct programs, and eva uations would take
away from those funds.” In light of the fact that many programs receive smdl grant awards, it remains
unclear to many of the chairs how to determine or justify the proportion of dollars that should be spent
on evauation.

Leadership

Five of the chairs indicated that strong leadership from the SAG, other policymakers or juvenile
justice adminigtratorsis a key component of effective evaluation practices. Severa chairsindicated that
the SAG plays an important role in advocating evauation and monitoring.

In contrast, the “lack of cooperation of the adminigtrative officias with the SAG” was listed as
an example of leadership presenting a barrier to program evauation. “Increasing and improved federd
monitoring of practices and procedures’ was identified by one chair as aleadership strategy that would
enhance eva uation practices.

Evduation Environment

This category incorporates comments which refer to the overall acceptance in the state of the
ideatha evauaioniscritica in the development of effective Srategiesto improve programs and
initiatives. A supportive evauation environment was described by the respondents as one in which key
juvenile justice stakeholders have the “desire to know what works.” However, to know what works,
evauations must be theoreticaly and methodologicaly rigorous, according to three of the chairs.

The lack of a systematic approach to assessing programs and initiatives, distributing the results,
and incorporating the findings was identified by three of the respondents as e ements of an unsupportive
evauation environment. For example, one chair reported, “ The justice system in generd, but
especidly the juvenile justice systemn, does not yet have a system focus that would promote the
development and use of effective evauation tools”  Another chair indicated, “We need to address
the question of what we do with the results or findings of an evauation? If the results are negative, what
form of technica assistance do we provide to improve programs.”

SUMMARY

The findings from this needs assessment indicate that most SAG chairs believe that the current
evauation practices related to projectsinitiatives funded by the Formula Grants Program are not
completely effective. Asdated earlier, the mgority of the responding chairs were less than completely
satisfied with the existing evaudtion practicesin their Sate.

Saffing was the most frequently mentioned factor that hinders evauation efforts. Basic
program eva uation training and training in specific evauation skills are needed to enhance evauation
capacity in the states. The second most frequently mentioned factor is a systemic issue: evauation
policies. SAG chairs noted that technical assistance is needed to support the states in the devel opment
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of more standardized evauation practices, ranging from improving the granting process to the cregting
consstent outcome measures.

SAG chairswho indicated that they are satisfied with their existing evaluation practices are
those whose tates, with the help of consultants and universities, are aready in the process of increasing
thelr evauation capacity. The drategiesthey are using - improving the system through policy changes
and improving state and local knowledge through training - are Smilar to the needs identified by the
remaining SAG chairs.
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SECTION I11



Results of the Surveys of
Statistical Analysis Center Directors

Thefirst wave of the assessment surveys was sent to the Statisticd Andyss Center (SAC)
directors, JRSA’ s primary congtituents. The directors received the survey in early February. Of the 52
SACsin the gates and territories, 42 replied to the request for information, which is an 81% response
rate. This section summarizes the findings of the from the SAC director survey.

Juvenile Justice-Related Research and Evauation Activities

Table 12 summarizes the data analys's, research, and evauation activities that the SACs have
conducted in the last five years to support their state juvenile justice system. Thisinformation was
derived from the directors' responsesto the survey, with additiona information taken from the JRSA
annua directory, Criminad Jugtice Issues in the States, which catdogs dl the SAC reports and research
activities. As Table 12 shows, the SAC activities could be classfied as addressing three mgjor aress:
the juvenile justice system; community-based initiatives, and school-based initiatives. Within the
category juvenile justice system, research was conducted on topics such as juvenile day reporting
centers, court programs, programs for specid offender populations, and data analysis for the Formula
Grants Program three-year plan. Gang studies and assessments of loca delinquency prevention
programs were categorized as community-based initiatives. Research and activities that were included
in the category “school-based initiatives’ were evauations of programs such as DARE, school resource

officer projects, and student risk assessment surveys.
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Table12: SAC Juvenile Justice-Related Resear ch and Evaluation Activities

Juvenile Justice-Related Resear ch and Evaluation Activities

StatesInvolved in the Activity

Juvenile Justice System

Facilities

Juvenile Facility Studies (detention, corrections)

AK, DE, KS ND, WI, WV

Juvenile Day Reporting Centers

IL,NC

Boot Camp Evaluation

LA, OK, PA

Courts

Juvenile Transfer to Adult Court Studies

TN, TX, WA, WV

Drug Court Programs DE, IA,IL, VT
Court-Appointed Special Advocate Program Evaluation/Evaluation of the VA

Juvenile Court Data Analysis CA,IA, MN, MT, NE
Teen Court Evaluation MN

Programs

Juvenile Sex Offender Program Evaluation IL, OH, TX
Substance Abuse Intervention and Prevention Program Evaluation AR, CO, ID, MI, OH
Evaluation of the Continuum of Juvenile Justice Services VA

Gender-Specific Initiatives DC, MN

Other Research Activities

Disproportionate Minority Confinement Studies

AK, AL, DE, 1A, IL, IN, KS, MA,

Juvenile Justice Policy Assessment

DE, IL,NC, PA, TX, UT, WA, VA

Cost Studies

DE, TX

Recidivism Studies

DE, IA,NY, TX

Juvenile Violent Offender Studies

AL, DE, IL, NE, NM, VA

OJIDP Formula Grant Program Activities (such as supporting research,
monitoring projects, analyzing data, writing reports, and administering or
conducting process/outcome eval uations)

AK, IA,IN, MA, MO, OH, RI

OJIDP TitleV Evauation Activities

MA, PA, RI

Development and/or Assessment of Juvenile Justice Information Systems

DE, HI, IA, KS, ME, MN, RI, UT,
VT, WV

After Care Program A ssessment

CO, PA

Community-Based | nitiatives

Community-Based Juvenile Delinquency Prevention Program Assessments

CT,DE, ID, OK, PA,RI, TX, VA

Gang Studies

AR, IL

School-Based I nitiatives

Cops and Kids Program Evaluation MA

DARE Program Evaluation IN, KS, MA, NM, PA, OK, SD
Community Police Officers/School Resource Officer Evaluation KS, NC, OH, PA
School-Based Probation/Student Assistance Program Evaluation PA

After School Program Devel opment and Evaluation NC

Peer Mediation Program Evaluation MA, Ml

Student Risk Assessment Surveys/ School Security Studies

AR, MN, MT, NJ,NY, TN

Cognitive Skills and Devel opment Program Evaluation

CO
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AsTable12 s hows, thelevd of involvement of the SACs with juvenile justice evaluaion
effortsvaries. Thefindings of this survey showed that eight SACs are participating in four or more
juvenile justice research activities: Dlaware, 1llinois, North Caroling, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas,
Virginia, and West Virginia. It isaso important to note that seven SACs are responsible for at least
one of the activities (data andys's, monitoring, assessment and implementation) related to the OJIDP
Titlell, Part B, Formula Grants Program. Those states are Alaska, Indiana, lowa, Massachusstts,
Missouri, Ohio, and Rhode Idand.

The increased involvement of the SACsin juvenile justice research and planning in the last few
years can partly be attributed to the introduction of the State Justice Statitics (SJS) Program for SACs
in1997. This program supplanted the State-Level SAC and Information Network Program, which
was funded exclusively by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS) and provided partid support to state
governments to establish and operate SACs to collect, analyze and report satistics on crime and
justice. The new SJS program provides funds from BJS, aswell as other Office of Justice Program
(OIP) agencies, for SACsto conduct research on specific issues. Each year BJS, JRSA, and sdlected
SAC directors determine the SIS program themes. Other OJP agencies provide supplementd funds
for SAC projects under specific themes.

In 1998, the juvenile theme/topic requested was research, analysis and eva uation related to the
provisons of the Juvenile Accountability Incentive Block Grants (JAIBG). SACs could submit
applications for up to $50,000 in additiona funding to conduct one or more studies related to states
certification for JAIBG grants or topics related to the 12 JAIBG program purpose areas. According to
JRSA’s assessment, 18 SACs played arole in the implementation of JAIBG in their Sates, which
included activities ranging from data collection and analysis to program development and evauation.
The juvenile theme was unchanged in the SIS Application Guiddines for FY 1999, and supplementa
funding was again available for JAIBG-related projects. Thus through the new SIS program, the SACs
have recelved support to conduct research that examines critical juvenile justice issues. (See Appendix

B for alist of recent SAC juvenile-justice related reports and publications).
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The mgority of SACs participatein at least one of the following activities, which support

juvenile judtice evaudtion effortsin their dates:

1

2)

3)

4)

5)

Respond to requests from juvenile justice advisory councils, legidators, state agencies,
and other commissions to provide descriptive data and reports that assst
decisionmaking processes,

Produce an annud report that provides satistica dataand analysis on juvenile and adult
crimetrendsin their state;

Anayze and report on population forecasts of juvenile offenders and indtitutiona
populations,

Participate on advisory boards'committees that assess, develop, or improve crimina
and juvenile justice data collection and evauation activities,

Provide funding or contract with other organizations, such as universities or research

centers, to conduct eva uations of juvenile justice programs.

Other Organizations Conducting Juvenile Justice Evaluations

Quedtion 3 in the survey asked the SAC directorsto list other organizations involved in juvenile

judtice evaluation in their states. Table 13 shows the organizations listed by the SAC directors.

Research indtitutes and universties were cited by 40% of the directors as other organizations

conducting juvenile justice program evauationsin their sates. Other state organizations conducting

juvenile judtice evauations included: 1) state family or youth services; 2) gate crimind judtice planning;

3) state juvenile justice departments; and 4) governor-appointed commissions.
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Table 13: Organizations Conducting Juvenile Justice Evaluations

Organizations

Number of Times M entioned

Research Ingtitutes or Centers

12

Univerdties

[
o

State Family or Y outh Service Agencies

State Crimind Justice Planning Agencies

Consultants

State Juvenile Justice Departments/Offices

Governor-Appointed Commissions/Councils on Y outh

Legidative Auditor’s Office

Legidative Andy4’s Office

State Juvenile Justice Council

Legidative Budget and Finance Committee

NI DN DN A RO

Factorsthat Facilitate and Hinder Evaluation Efforts

Questions 4 and 5 in the survey asked the SAC directors, in their professond opinion, what
factorsin their sates fogter juvenile justice evauation efforts, and what factors hamper those efforts.
Although their responses were varied and the examples were often specific to their state infrastructure,
the comments converged into sx themes: 1) funding; 2) saffing; 3) evauation environment; 4) data
systems, 5) date infrastructure; and 6) legidative interest.

Table 14 shows the number of SAC directors who listed factorsin these areas. The numbersin

the columns represent the number of directors who listed that factor, and the percentage is the

proportion of the total 42 respondents. These factors are listed in the order of the most frequently

mentioned to the least frequently mentioned.
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Table 14: Factorsthat Facilitate and Hinder Evaluation Efforts

According to the Statistical Analysis Center Directors

Factor Facilitating Factor Hindering Factor
Funding 16 (38%) 16 (38%)
Staffing 9 (21%) 14 (33%)
Evaluation Environment 12 (29%) 10 (24%)
Data Systems 3 (7%) 11 (26%)
State Infrastructure 7 (17%) 9 (21%)
L egidative Interest 9 (21%) 3 (7%)

Note. Percentages are based on the proportion of the 42 respondents.

Funding
Funding was the most frequently mentioned factor that both facilitates and hinders program
evauations of juvenile justice activities. It was named by 38% of the directors. According to the

responses, two drategies that states are using to fund evaluation efforts are:

1) eermarking funds in state agency budgets, and 2) lobbying their sate legidatures to set aside
resources specificdly for juvenile justice research and planning. In addition, one director wrote “The

availability of funds from federd sources such as OJIDP makes (eva uation) more feasible.”

Although SAC directorsidentified successful funding strategies, insufficient financid resources
remain aconcern. Legidatorsinterested in reducing the rates of juvenile delinquency are enacting
legidation for specific programs, but often do not gppropriate the additiona funding for an eva uation.
As one director pointed out, “ Thereisllittle State genera revenue to support implementation and
evauaion.” The point was aso made that “ Evauations that may not meet academic sandards dso
provide good information, and the redlity is that resources do not exist to dways do forma academic
gudies. Therefore, we need to find aless costly means of getting reliable data that are good enough.”

Saffing
After funding, staffing was the most frequently mentioned impediment to eva uation efforts.
Staffing issuesincluded: 1) not having enough staff; 2) staff not having adequate knowledge or time; 3)
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not having cooperative relationships with other agencies; and 4) not having a senior staff person
responsible for evauation activities. Nevertheess, many SAC directors wrote that the knowledgesble
gaff in their offices, aswell as other state agencies, produce sound research. For example, one SAC
director reported, “What evaluation is done is facilitated by the existence of the Juvenile Justice
Advisory Board and ardatively wdl-staffed Department of Juvenile Justice Research Unit.”

Evduation Environment

This category captures arange of comments that refer to the SAC directors perception of the
dates “receptivity” to program evauation for juvenile justice efforts. According to the SAC directors,
a supportive evauaion environment is one in which one or more of the key evaduation stakeholders
(grant adminigtrators, practitioners, sate agency heads, advisory group chairs, and legidators) share a
sense of responghility to respond to the demand for accountability, a desire to know what works, and a
willingness to alocate resources to understand how policy changes affect the system as well asthelives
of youth.

On the other hand, an environment that is not supportive of evauation is described asonein
which thereis alack of commitment to good research, practitioners and policymakers are impatient for
findings, and evauation is not thought about during the program planning stage.

Frustration was dso gpparent in comments such as, “ Evauations, even when conducted, are
not used in practice to make decisions; agencies such as public safety receive funding regardless of
evaduation results”  And, “Evaduations will only be conducted if they are required and failure to do so
resultsin apendty.” Another SAC director commented that “Eva uation findings need to be presented
inaway that is more understandable and useful for policymakers and practitioners. Researchers need

to find better ways of communicating findings to people making decisons.”

Data Systems
Approximately 26% of the SAC directors indicated that data systems are a hindrance to
juvenile judtice evaduation efforts. The overriding concern is that data from the exising sysems are
unreliable and insufficient. In part, thisis the result of data originating from different agencies (courts,
law enforcement, and corrections) that do not record the same information. One director wrote,

“Thereisalack of data or databases at statewide or local levels which store timely, integrated
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information on juvenile processng offenses and supervison. Thereis resstance by service providersto
collect evaluation-related data, and there is no accountability for grant-funded service providersto
provide data and facilitate efforts” Another commented that thereis “no comprehensive juvenile arrest
data, and very summative court statistics with no breskdown by offense or offender type.”

It isimportant to note that some of the data system limitations are purposeful. Unlike adult
crimina history records, juvenile records are consdered private, even among state agencies. Therefore
the system never intended to provide easy access to youth records. As aresult, the information that
can be used as outcome measures for evauation islimited. Recent legidation in states such as
Pennsylvaniaand Illinois requires that youthful offenders be fingerprinted for felonies and the creation of
juvenile crimina history records. Both data sources will increase the capacity of anadyssin the states to
conduct longitudind studies, specificaly those addressing recidiviam.

A few datesliged their data system and the receptivity to data-informed policy as pogitive
factors. One director commented, “ Support for unbiased factud analysis of problemsis evident in our
legidature and adminigtration.”

State I nfrastructure

The SAC directors mentioned four common themes within the overarching category labeled
“date infrastructure’:

1) Collaborative Partnerships: Many of the directors indicated that having strong, collaborative
relationships with loca and state agencies, universties, and other research organizations has resulted in
the SAC being more involved in juvenile judtice evaugtion effortsin their Sates.

2) State Granting Process. Although strong partnerships are vauable, they aso present
problems in state adminigtrations. A director wrote, “ The types of grants we are writing, especialy the
partnerships, do not fit into the existing government fiscal grant adminigtration and contractua
processes. Thishasresulted in it taking more time to implement program eval uations once
conceptualized and gpproved than anticipated.”

3) Decentralized State Juvenile Justice Systems: States that are large with geographically
dispersed populations often operate highly decentraized juvenile justice systems. Asaresult of the
decentralized systems, data collection procedures and reporting formats can be very inconsgtent. This
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makes it difficult to conduct evauations that require multijurisdictiond involvement. A few of the SAC
directors commented that thisissue could be addressed by implementing a more standardized
evauation system. One SAC director indicated, “ There is a need for either the OJIDP or a Sate
agency to take the lead and develop clear expectations and standards for juvenile justice evauation.”
For example, a state could creete an evauation plan that identifies different levels of evduation
(monitoring, process, impact) that are required for programs at certain points in the program lifecycle.
4) Oversght Committees: It isimportant that the committees or advisory groups overseeing the
juvenile judtice systems in the states are committed, both ideologicaly and financidly, to evauation.

Legidative Interest

The public concern with increasing juvenile violence in recent years has prompted state
legidators to focus more closdy on juvenile justice issues. As discussed above, the SAC directors
indicated that legidation has been passed to implement new juvenile justice programming, and in some
cases, money is being earmarked for evauation. The Minnesota SAC successfully lobbied the Sate
legidature to fund Teen Courts and to set aside resources to conduct an evaluation.

Legidative interest in juvenile ddinquency is dso being met with apprehenson, inthat the
implementation and evauation of specific programsis being legidatively mandated, but the mandates
are not being funded. Unfunded mandates force state agencies to use monies not specificaly
earmarked for evauation. And findly, the SAC directors acknowledged that even evauations
conducted under legidative mandate sometimesfail to affect policy. For example, one director wrote,

“A large-scade assessment of the impact of race on the [Sat€ 5] juvenile

justice systemn did not lead to any significant changes in [the legidature g| policies or practices.”

Summary

The findings from this survey indicate that the mgority of the state SACsareinvolved in a
number of juvenile justice-related activities, which range from data collection and descriptive statistical

andysis to conducting comprehensive program evauations. The two juvenile justice research areasin
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which the largest number of SACs areinvolved are studies related to disproportionate minority
confinement and efforts to document and improve exigting juvenile justice information systems.

Comments from the SAC directors aso reved the need for additiond training and technica
assstance to support evauation efforts. According to the SAC directors, funding is the main factor that
ether hinders or foders evauation effortsin the dates. If the money is not specifically set asde for
evauation activities, they are much less likely to occur. One out of three SAC directors indicated that
thereis aneed to ether increase the number of staff who have evaduation expertise, or to provide
training for existing personnel. Approximately 25% of the SAC directors stated that the evaluation
environment in their sate is a hindrance to the juvenile justice evauation efforts. Both of these factors
present barriers which can be addressed through training and technica assstance designed to increase
the evduation knowledge and awareness of staff respongble for conducting evauations as well as
juvenile justice planners and policymakers who use evauation results.

Findly, an important god of the assessment phase of this project is to identify the existing
juvenile justice eva uation resources in the states. One juvenile justice area to which SACs bring
expertise and experience is the development of juvenile data systems. Onein five SAC directors
indicated that they are involved in juvenile justice system data improvement projects. Quality program
evauation efforts require accurate and reliable data. Since the SACs are respongble for crimina
justice data collection efforts in the Sates, they are in a postion to improve the juvenile justice
evaudion capacity by playing a gnificant role in the identification and development of credible juvenile
justice data systems.
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SECTION IV



Conclusions

Although some of the states surveyed are satisfied with their evaluation practices, it is clear from
the assessment that the mgjority of the juvenile justice specidists and the SAG chairs are not completely
satisfied with the status of current efforts. When the findings from the three surveys are summarized,
what emerges is the need to enhance the juvenile justice evaluation capacity on three levels. 1) the
individud levd; 2) the date levd; and 3) the relaiond levd.

Individual Level

The assessment findings consstently indicate that maintaining a knowledgesble staff is essentia
to evauation efforts. All of the juvenile justice stakeholder groups surveyed were asked to identify the
factors that facilitate and hinder the evauation effortsin their sates. For dl three groups, staffing was
one of the three most frequently mentioned factors. Additiondly, the SAG chairs and the juvenile
justice specidigts, when asked to identify the training and technical assstance needsin their sates,
reported that subgrantees, SAG members, state juvenile justice administrators and policymakers would
al benefit from training designed to improve their ability to conduct and use evaluaion studies and their
findings. Theindividud training topics most frequently reported included specific evauation skills such
as deve oping outcome measures or conducting a cost/benefit andyd's, and basic program evauation
traning.

These findings suggest the need for training and evauation technica assstance materids that
are accessible to a broad base of juvenile justice stakeholders, with diverse backgrounds and skills,
who have the need to improve their understanding of introductory program evauation terminology,
methodology and techniques. In order for the materias to be meaningful to awide audience of juvenile
justice stakeholders, evauation terms and program examples should be specific to the fidld of juvenile
justice.

Sate Leve

The second leve of assstance, according to the needs assessment findings, should be directed
a improving the state juvenile justice evauation sysem asawhole. Enhancing the eva uation capacity
of individuas does not address the need, identified by dl three juvenile justice stakeholder groups, to
develop more standardized, consistent and useful state evauation policies and practices. Currently,
basic program monitoring is the most common assessment activity taking place in the states. Few dtates
and territories require subgrantees to submit an evauation plan with their grant gpplication or conduct
evauations of specific programs. Only three of the states have a policy that requires subgrantees to
earmark funds to conduct evauation activities.

Ancther training and technical assstance area that was identified by both the SAG chairsand
the specidists is how to improve state evauation practices. The significance of a systematic gpproach
to building evaluation capacity was supported by the finding that state infrastructure, which includes
evauation policies and practices, was cited as afactor that facilitates and hinders evauation effortsin
the states by al three stakeholder groups. The limitations of making changes without regard to the
entire evauation process are illudtrated by the stakeholders' ingghts regarding funding as a factor that
facilitates and hinders evduation efforts. Although insufficient funding was reported to be a sgnificant
barrier to Sate evauation efforts, the respondents also identified the need for more consstent evauation
funding policies and practices. In other words, without a State strategy to prioritize the programs to be
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evauated and a policy which dlocates specific funds for evaluation activities, just providing increased
financia resources to the states may not diminate funding-related barriers to a more effective evauaion
sysem.

The assessment a0 revealed the perception that the juvenile justice leaders a the federa and
date leve are not setting evauation priorities and clarifying expectations - OJIDP s expectations of the
date juvenile justice agencies, and state juvenile justice agencies expectations of local governments and
individua programs.

All of these rdaed findings suggest that technical assstance is needed in the states to facilitate
the development of more standardized and consistent state evaluation policies and practices.
Implementing a more systematic Strategy to assess the impact of juvenile justice programs may cdlarify
the expectations of state and locd adminigrators, aswell as provide more vaid and reliable information
for policymakers.

Rdationd Levd

Finally, the assessment disclosed the need for technical assistance to develop state and locdl
evauation partnerships with date agencies or private organizations with evauation cgpabilities. The
dates that reported being satisfied with their existing evauation practices have utilized and fostered
relationships with existing organizations that have evauaion expertise. Univergties, research firms,
Statistical Analyss Centers (SACs), and other state government departments were identified as
organi zations with the capacity to facilitate the creation of more effective Sate evaduation drategies.
According to the SAC director survey, the mgority of the SACsareinvolved in juvenile justice
research and planning activities such as responding to data requests for the Formula Grants Program
Three-Y ear Plan and conducting independent eva uation studies of specific programs.

These findings suggest the need for training and technica assistance that helps create sustainable
gate and loca evauation capacity and promotes eva uation partnerships that support the devel opment
of effective and useful state-gpecific juvenile justice evauation efforts. A few saes either have, or arein
the process of developing, a Sate juvenile justice evaduation srategy, but they remain in the minority.
The lessons those states have learned, as well as the practices and procedures they have implemented,
may be useful for other states and territories committed to improving their current eva uation efforts.
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State Juvenile Justice Specialist
Formula Grants Program-Evaluation Needs Assessment Survey

Your Name/State:
State Juvenile Justice Web Site (if applicable):
E-Mail Address:

We would like to learn about the current evauation practices in your state for projectdinitiatives funded by the Office of
Juvenile Justice, Formula Grants Program. Please remember that thisis NOT an evaluation of OJJDP or
individual states' administration of the Formula Grants Program. It is a needs assessment survey to identify the
type of training and technica assistance that would increase the juvenile justice evauation capecity in the sates. If you
have exigting documents that answer a question, fed free to attach them to the survey rather than writing out a response.
Please note that we will not identify individual Juvenile Justice Specialists or their states when we summarize
the findings from questions that ask for your opinion.

1. States assess the effectiveness of juvenile justice projects/initiatives funded by the Formula Grants Program in a
number of ways. Bdow isalig of four different gpproaches. Please mark the box next to any of the approaches
that describe the evaluation practicesin your state. If none of these descriptions accurately characterizes your
date, please write a brief description in the “ Other” category.

All subgrantees are required to set-aside funds for eva uation.

The gtate contracts for or conducts eval uations of specific programs.

All subgrantees must submit an evauation plan with their grant application.

On aregular bags, the state collects information from projects, such as the number of clients served, the
race/gender of the project participants, and a program description.

Other:

2. How satisfied are you with the evaluation practices in your state? Please explain.




3. Do you provide evauation information to your State Advisory Group? If yes, how do they use the information?

4. Have any of the following people ever requested eva uation information on the Formula Grant Program
projects/initiatives?

EVALUATION REQUESTS YES | NO | Don’t
Know

Representative from the State Budget Office

Representative from the State Executive Office

Representative from the State Legidature

Other:

5. Pleaseligt any evaluation-related training or technical assistance that the state Juvenile Justice saff and/or the
Formula Grants Program subgrantees have received in the last 2 years. Thiswould include training and technica

ass stance on topics such as devel oping performance measures, cost-benefit analysis or hiring an evauator. For_each
training, please describe the topic, therecipient, and who provided it.

TRAINING TOPIC RECIPIENT TRAINING PROVIDER

6. What types of evauation training or technica assstance do you think are needed in your state?

7. Who should recaive this training?




8. Arefundsavailablein your state for the following groups to attend out-of-town trainings on evauaion?

STATE GROUPS Yes | No | Don’t Know
State Advisory Committee Members

Juvenile Judtice Specidist

Formula Grants Program subgrantees

9. Inyour opinion, what are the factor s that facilitate juvenile justice evduation effortsin your sate (e.g., policies,
available funding, knowledgegble Saff, eic.)?

10. Inyour opinion, what are the factor s that hinder juvenile justice evaduation effortsin your state?

11. Provide any additiona comments or ideas you have regarding the evauation of Formula Grant Program
projectsinitiatives.

12. Please send JRSA the following:

U A copy of any final evaluation report (process or outcome) that has been
completed in thelast 2 yearson ether projects funded by the Formula Grant
Program or evaluations funded by Formula Grant Program. This does not
include program monitoring reports or routine data collection.

U  Blank copies of any standard program monitoring reportsor performance
report formsthat are used by your state.



Thank you very much for your assistance with this project.

Please mail or fax by May 17, 1999

Attention: Merideth Trahan
E-Mall: mtrahan@jrsa.org
Justice Research and Statistics Association
777 North Capitol Street, N.E. Suite 801
Washington, DC 20002
(202)842-9330
FAX (202)842-9329



State Advisory Group Chair
Formula Grants Program - Evaluation Needs Assessment Survey

Your Name/State:
E-Mail Address:

We would like to learn about the current evauation practices in your state for projects/initiatives funded by the Office of
Juvenile Justice, Formula Grants Program. Please remember that thisis NOT an evaluation of OJJDP or

individual states' administration of the Formula Grants Program. It is aneeds assessment survey to identify

the type of training and technical assistance that would increase the juvenile justice evauation capacity in the Sates.
Please fed free to use additional sheets of paper to respond to questions.

1. How satisfied are you with the evauation practices in your state? Please explain.

2. What types of evauation training or technical assstance do you think are needed in your state?

3. Inyour opinion, what are the factor s that facilitate juvenile justice evauation efforts in your state (e.g., policies,
available funding, knowledgeable staff, etc.)?

4. Inyour opinion, what are the factor sthat hinder juvenile judtice evdudion effortsin your state?

5. Provide any additiond comments or ideas you have regarding the evauation of Formula Grants Program
projects/initiatives.

Thank you for your help. Please mail or fax by June 14, 1999.

Attention: Merideth Trahan
E-Mail: mtrahan@jrsa.org
Justice Resear ch and Statistics Association
777 North Capitol Street, N.E., Suite 801
Washington, DC 20002
(202) 842-9330 * FAX (202) 842-9329




State Statistical Analysis Center Director Survey

JRSA-Juvenile Justice Evaluation Capacity Project
Name:
E-mail:

1. Inthelast five years, has the SAC conducted any juvenile justice program evauations? (If you
haven't aready sent JRSA a copy, please do.)

2. Hasthe SAC played any other role in Juvenile Justice Program Evauation?

3. Inthelast five years, what other organizations have conducted juvenile justice program eva uaions
inyour state? Thislist could include: a) universties, b) state government evauation g&ff, €)
independent research firms, or d) legidative evaluaion agencies.  Please write the names of the
organizations and the name and telephone number of contact people.

4. Inyour opinion, whet are the factor sthat facilitate juvenilejustice evauation effortsin your Sate
(e.g. palicies, avallable funding, knowledgegble staff etc.)?

5. Inyour opinion, what are the factor s that hinder juvenile justice evaduation effortsin your sate?

6. Please provide any additiona comments or ideas you have regarding juvenile justice eva uation.

Please mail or fax by February 26, 1999
Attention: Merideth Trahan (E-Mail: mirahan@jrsa.org)
Justice Research and Statistics Association
777 North Capitol Street, N.E. Suite 801
Washington, DC 20002
(202)842-9330
FAX(202)842-9329



APPENDIX B:

SAC Juvenile Justice-Related Reportsand
Publications



Statistical Analysis Center
Juvenile Justice-Related Reports and Publications (1994-1999)

ALABAMA

Juvenile Rape in Alabama. Aladbama Statistical Andyss Center, Alabama Crimind Justice
Information Center, June 1999.

1995 Juvenile Victims of Violent Crime. Alabama Statistical Analyss Center, Alabama Crimina
Justice Information Center, January 1, 1995.

ARIZONA

Enhanced Drug and Gang Enforcement Reports (for years 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998). Arizona
Criminal Justice Commission, 1995-1998.

Drug, Gang and Violent Crime Control Strategy 1996. Arizona Statistical Analyss Center, Arizona
Crimind Justice Commission, April 1, 1996.

Predictors of Gang Violence Potential: Development of an Instrument for Enforcement. Arizona
Saigtica Andysis Center, Arizona Crimina Justice Commission, March 1, 1995.

Street Gangs in Arizona (for years 1994, 1995, 1996 and 1997). Arizona Sttisicd Analyss
Center, Arizona Crimina Justice Commission, 1996-1998.

Substance Abuse and Public School Students. Arizona Statistical Andyss Center, Arizona Crimina
Justice Commission, December 1, 1995.

Substance Abuse and Public School Sudents 1997. Arizona Statistical Analyss Center, Arizona
Criminad Justice Commission, January 1, 1998.

COLORADO

Evaluation of the Reasoning and Rehabilitation Cognitive Skills Development Program as
Implemented in Juvenile ISP in Colorado. Colorado Statistical Analysis Center, Colorado
Divigon of Crimind Jugtice, August 31, 1996.

Juvenile Violence Prevention Sudy DUF Challenge Grant. Colorado Statistical Andysis Center,
Colorado Divison of Crimind Justice, December 1, 1998.



Substance Abuse Needs for Treatment of Arrestees (SANTA). Colorado Statigticad Andyss Center,
Colorado Division of Crimind Justice, October 1, 1995.

CONNECTICUT

Implementing Safe Neighborhoods: An 18-Month Assessment of Program Activities and
Accomplishments. Connecticut Statistica Andyss Center, Office of Policy and Management,
September 1, 1995.

Sate Safe Neighborhood Program Evaluation, Connecticut Statistical Analysis Center, Office of
Policy and Management, September 30, 1997.

DELAWARE

City of Wilmington Operation Weed and Seed 1992 to 1996: An Evaluation. Delaware Statistical
Anayss Center, Delaware Crimind Justice Council, March 1998.

Delaware Juvenile Secure Detention, 1992-1994. Delaware Statistical Analysis Center, Delaware
Crimina Justice Council, April 1, 1995.

Delaware Juvenile Secure Detention, 1995. Delaware Statisticd Analyss Center, Delawvare
Crimina Justice Council, March 1996.

Delaware Juvenilesin Secure Facilities: 1996. Ddaware Statistical Andysis Center, Delaware
Criminal Justice Council, October 31, 1997.

Eastside Substance Abuse Awareness Program Evaluation. Delaware Statisticd Andyss Center,
Deaware Crimina Justice Council, January 1994.

Evaluation of the Juvenile Drug Court Diversion Program. Deaware Statistical Anaysis Center,
Delaware Criminal Justice Council, March 1, 1998.

Juvenile Justice System Information. Ddaware Statistica Analysis Center, Delaware Crimina
Justice Council, March 21, 1997.

Juvenile Victims and Their Perpetrators. Delaware Statistical Andysis Center, Delaware Crimina
Justice Council, October 31, 1997.

Operation Safe Streets. Implementation, Program Process, and Impact Evaluation. Delaware
Saigtica Andyss Center, Ddlaware Crimind Justice Council, June 1998.

Youth Rehabilitative Services (YRS) Cost of Success for Fiscal Year 1997. Delaware Statistical
Anayss Center, Delaware Crimind Justice Council, January 1, 1999.



DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Female Offense Trends: An Overview 1990-1994. Didtrict of Columbia Statistical Anayss Center,
Office of Grants Management and Development, August 1, 1995.

FLORIDA

SAC Notes: Florida Drug Crimes and Juveniles. 1989-1995. Horida Satistical Andysis Center,
Florida Department of Law Enforcement, January 1, 1997.

SAC Notes: Juvenile Crimein Florida. Florida Statisticd Analyss Center, Forida Department of
Law Enforcement, November 1, 1995.

Youth Crimein Florida, 1991-1995. Florida Statistica Anaysis Center, Florida Department of Law
Enforcement, November 1995.

HAWAII

Juvenile Robbery Arrestsin Honolulu: An Overview. Hawai Statistical Analyss Center, Crime
Prevention and Justice Assistance Division, Department of the Attorney Generd,
January 1, 1999.

Media Presentations of Juvenile Crime in Hawaii: “ Wild in the Streets.” Hawaii Statigtical
Anayss Center, Crime Prevention and Justice Assstance Division, Department of the Attorney
Generd, February 1998.

IDAHO

Idaho Youth Report 1996: An Evaluation of Idaho’s Byrne Funded Youth Programs. Idaho
Statigticd Andysis Center, Idaho Department of Law Enforcement, September 1, 1996.

ILLINOIS

Assessment of Disproportionate Minority Confinement in [llinois. lllinois Statigtical Andyss
Center, Illinois Crimind Justice Information Authority, September 1, 1995.

The Compiler: “ Family Violence,” lllinois Satisticd Andyss Center, Illinois Crimind Justice
Information Authority, June 1, 1996.

The Compiler: “ The Juvenile in the Criminal Justice System.” lllinois Statistica Analysis Center,
[llinois Crimind Judtice Information Authority, August 31, 1996.



The Compiler: “ The Juvenile Reform Act of 1998.” Illinois Stigtical Analyss Center, lllinois
Crimind Justice Information Authority, January 1, 1999.

The Compiler: “ Street Gangs and Violence.” lllinois Satistica Anayss Center, lllinois Crimind
Jugtice Information Authority, September 30, 1996.

Early Warning Sgnsfor Street Gang Violence. Illinois Statitica Andyss Center, Illinois Crimina
Justice Information Authority, February 1, 1996.

Evaluation of Illinois° Gang Crime Witness Protection Program. 1llinois Statigtical Andys's
Center, Illinois Crimind Justice Information Authority, June 30, 1998.

Evaluation of the Cook County Juvenile Drug Court Program. Illinois Statistical Analysis Center,
[llinois Crimina Jugtice Information Authority, June 30, 1998.

Evaluation of the Juvenile Day Reporting Center in Illinois. Illinois Satigticad Andyss Center,
[llinois Crimina Jugtice Information Authority, June 1999.

INDIANA

Minority Group Representation in the Indiana Juvenile Justice System. Indiana Satigticd Andyss
Center, Indiana Criminal Justice Indtitute, August 2, 1995.

|IOWA

Criminal and Juvenile Justice Plan: 1994 Update. lowa Statistical Analysis Center, lowa Division
of Crimind and Juvenile Justice Planning, February 1994.

KANSAS

An Assessment of Kansas Criminal History Records: Adult and Juvenile Records Audit Report.
Kansas Statistical Anadysis Center, Kansas Sentencing Commission, April 1, 1995.

An Evaluation of School Resource Officer Programin Kansas. Kansas Statistical Anayss Center,
Kansas Sentencing Commission, April 1999.

Preliminary Evaluation of Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.) in Kansas. Kansas
Statigtical Anaysis Center, Kansas Sentencing Commission, June 30, 1997.

Report on Juvenile Offenders. Kansas Statistical Andysis Center, Kansas Sentencing Commission,
March 1, 1995.



LOUISIANA

1996 Juvenile Crime Analysis. Louidana Statisticd Analyss Center, Louisana Commisson on Law
Enforcement, January 1, 1996.

MAINE

Maine' s Kid Count 1994 Data Book. Maine Statistical Analysis Center, Maine Department of
Corrections, May 1, 1995.

Violence Among Children, Adolescents and Young Adultsin Maine: Part 1. Maine Statigtica
Analyss Center, Maine Department of Corrections, February 1994.

MASSACHUSETTS

Cops and Kids Grant Program Final Report. Massachusetts Statistical Analys's Center,
M assachusetts Executive Office of Public Safety, 1998.

Disproportionate Minority Confinement in Massachusetts. Massachusetts Statistical Andyss
Center, Massachusetts Executive Office of Public Safety, September 1997.

MICHIGAN

Ottawa County Juvenile Court on the Disproportionate Representation of Minoritiesin the
Juvenile Justice System. Michigan Satistica Andyss Center, Michigan Justice Satidtics
Center, Michigan State University, August 31, 1997.

Reducing School Violence in Detroit: An Evaluation of an Alternative Conflict Resolution
Intervention. Michigan Statistical Analyss Center, Michigan Justice Statistics Center,
Michigan State University, September 30, 1996.

MINNESOTA

Individual-Based Juvenile Court Database. Minnesota Statistical Analyss Center, Crimina Justice
Center, Minnesota Planning, June 30, 1998.

Judging by the Data: Offendersin Minnesota’'s Juvenile Courts. Minnesota Statisticd Anayss
Center, Crimina Justice Center, Minnesota Planning, June 1998.

Juvenile Justice by Gender, 1993. Minnesota Statistica Analysis Center, Crimina Justice Center,
Minnesota Planning, February 17, 1995.



Juvenile Justice: Minnesota. Minnesota Statistical Analyss Center, Crimina Justice Center,
Minnesota Planning, January 13, 1994.

Minnesota Youth in the Justice System. Minnesota Statistica Anaysis Center, Crimind Justice
Center, Minnesota Planning, August 31, 1997.

Overview of Juvenile Justice in Minnesota in 1993. Minnesota Satistical Analyss Center, Crimind
Justice Center, Minnesota Planning, January 11, 1995.

MONTANA

Youth Risk and Trend Factorsin Montana 1990-1995. Montana Statistical Analysis Center
Montana Board of Crime Control, April 15, 1996.

NEBRASKA

Juvenile Offendersin Nebraska. Nebraska Statistica Analysis Center, Nebraska Commission on
Law Enforcement and Crimina Justice, December 1, 1995.

Juveniles and Violence. Nebraska Statistical Analysis Center, Nebraska Commission on Law
Enforcement and Crimind Justice, September 1993.

NEW JERSEY

Drug and Alcohol Use Among New Jersey High School Students: 1996. New Jersey Statistical
Analyss Center, New Jersey Department of Law and Public Safety, 1996.

NEW MEXICO
Controlling New Mexico Juveniles Possession of Firearms. New Mexico Statistical Anayss
Center, Ingtitute of Social Research, April 1, 1998.

Policemen in the Classroom: Albuquerque Adolescents Opinions About D.A.R.E. New Mexico
Statistical Analysis Center, Ingtitute of Sociad Research, April 1, 1995.

Profile of Youthful Offender and Serious Youthful Offendersin New Mexico’'s Prisons. New
Mexico Statigtical Andysis Center, Indtitute of Social Research, September 13, 1996.

Risk Assessment and Placement Classification for Juvenilesin Custody in New Mexico. New
Mexico Statistica Anaysis Center, Ingtitute of Socia Research, October 25, 1996.



Trends in Juvenile Referrals and Confinements in New Mexico: Information Report No: J-2.
New Mexico Statistica Analysis Center, Indtitute of Sociad Research, October 30, 1996.

NEW Y ORK

Disproportionate Minority Confinement in New York State Phase I1: Assessment. New Y ork
Statigticd Andyss Center, Bureau of Statisticd Services, New York State Divison of Crimina
Justice Services, January 31, 1997.

A Study of Safety and Security in the Public Schools of New York Sate. New York Statistical
Andysis Center, Bureau of Statistical Services, New York State Divison of Crimina Justice
Services, June 1994.

Technical Report: Adjudication of Youth in Division for Youth Custody 1995. New Y ork
Statigticd Andyss Center, Bureau of Statisticd Services, New York State Divison of Crimina
Justice Services, October 31, 1996.

Technical Report: Service Needs Youth in Division for Youth Operated Residential Programs
1996. New York Statigtica Analyss Center, Bureau of Statistical Services, New York State
Divison of Crimina Justice Services, January 1, 1996.

Technical Report: Youth in Division for Youth Custody Served by Voluntary Agencies’ 1995.
New York Statistical Analyss Center, Bureau of Statistical Services, New Y ork State Divison
of Criminal Justice Services, August 31, 1996.

Youth in Care: 1995 Annual Report. New York Statistical Andysis Center, Bureau of Statistical
Services, New York State Divison of Criminal Justice Services, August 31, 1997.

Youth in Care: 1996 Annual Report. New York Statistical Analyss Center, Bureau of Statistical
Sarvices, New York State Divisgon of Crimina Judtice Services, October 31, 1997.

Youth in Care: 1997 Annual Report. New York Statistical Andysis Center, Bureau of Statistical
Services, New York State Divison of Criminal Justice Services, September 1998.

NORTH CAROLINA

After School Program Strategy and Effective Practices. North Carolina Statistical Anayss Center,
North Carolina Crimina Justice Analysis Center, November 1998.

Juvenile Crime in North Carolina: A System Impact Assessment. North Carolina Statistical
Anayss Center, North Carolina Crimina Justice Analysis Center, 1996.



Preventing School Violence by Helping Communities Help Children: School Resource Officers.
North Carolina Statistica Analysis Center, North Carolina Crimina Justice Analyss Center,
January 1, 1995.

Sarting a School Outreach Programin Your Community: An Effective Practices Outlines for
the School Resource Officer. North Carolina Statistical Andysis Center, North Carolina
Crimind Justice Analyss Center, April 25, 1995.

SystemSats: Juvenile Arrestsin North Carolina: An Age-Specific Analysis of 1976-1994 Arrest
Trends. North Carolina Statistical Analysis Center, North Carolina Crimina Justice Analys's
Center, December 31, 1996.

SystemSats. The Juvenile Justice System in North Carolina: Past, Present and Project Trends.
North Carolina Statistica Analysis Center, North Carolina Crimina Justice Analyss Center,
August 31, 1996.

SystemSats: Understanding Juvenile Crime Trends and What Can and Cannot be Done About

Them. North Carolina Statistical Andysis Center, North Carolina Crimind Justice Analysis
Center, July 1, 1997.

NORTH DAKOTA

An Analysis of Detention of Juveniles and Incarceration of Adultsin Local Facilities. North
Dakota Statistica Andysis Center, Information Services Section, Bureau of Crimina
Investigation, September 1, 1998.

Report on Arrests of Juvenilesin North Dakota, 1984-1994. North Dakota Statistical Andysis
Center, Information Services Section, Bureau of Crimind Investigation, November 1, 1995.

Report on Arrests of Juvenilesin North Dakota, 1988-1997. North Dakota Statistical Andysis
Center, Information Services Section, Bureau of Crimina Investigation, September 1, 1998.

Report on Arrests of Juvenilesin North Dakota, 1986-1995. North Dakota Statistical Andysis
Center, Information Services Section, Bureau of Crimind Investigation, October 31, 1996.

OKLAHOMA

D.ARE.: APilot Sudy of the Oklahoma Program (Norman DARE). Oklahoma Statistical
Analyss Center, Crimina Justice Research Center, April 1, 1998.

D.ARE.: APreliminary Evaluation of the D.A.R.E. Programin Oklahoma. Oklahoma Statitica
Analysis Center, Crimind Justice Research Center, January 1, 1997.



A Justice Perspective: Satus Report on Boot Camps. Oklahoma Statistical Andyss Center,
Criminal Justice Research Center, August 31, 1995.

Linking Residents to Objectives in the Oklahoma City Weed and Seed Program. Oklahoma
Statistical Analyss Center, Criminal Justice Research Center, January 5, 1998.

Survey and Evaluation of Weed and Seed Program in Oklahoma City. Oklahoma Statistica
Analyss Center, Crimina Justice Research Center, May 1, 1998.

PENNSYLVANIA

The Justice Analyst: An Evaluation of Pennsylvania’s Motivational Boot Camp. Pennsylvania
Satigicd Andyss Center, Bureau of Statistics and Policy Research, Pennsylvania Commission
on Crime and Ddlinquency, July 31, 1996.

PUERTO RICO

The Abuse of Minors. Puerto Rico Statistical Andysis Center, Crimina Judtice Information System,
January 31, 1996.

RHODE ISLAND

Juvenilesin Rhode Island. Rhode Idand Statistical Analysis Center, Rhode Idand Governor’ s Justice
Commission , February 1, 1995.

Weed and Seed in Providence, Rhode Island: Evaluation and Program Summary. Rhode Idand
Statistical Anayss Center, Rhode Idand Statisticd Analysis Center, Rhode Idand Governor’'s
Justice Commission, January 1993.

SOUTH CAROLINA

Juvenile and Young Adult Firearm Use in South Carolina. South Carolina Statisticd Analysis
Center, South Carolina Department of Public Safety, 1995.

SOUTH DAKOTA

Law-Related Education for Adjudicated Youth. South Dakota Statistical Andlyss Center, South
Dakota Attorney Generd’ s Office, September 1, 1995.

South Dakota Drug Abuse Resistance Education (D.A.R.E.). South Dakota Statistica Anaysis
Center, South Dakota Attorney Genera’ s Office, September 1, 1996.



TENNESSEE
Crime on Campus 1995: A Statistical Summary of Crimes Reported on the Campuses of all
Tennessee Ingtitutions of Higher Education (annual). Tennessee Statistica Analyss Center,

Tennessee Bureau of Investigation, March 1996.

TEXAS

Applesto Apples: Comparing the Operational Costs of Juvenile and Adult Correctional
Programs. Texas Statistical Andyss Center, The Crimina Justice Policy Council, January 31,
1997.

The Changing Profile of the Texas Youth Commission Population. Texas Satigicd Andyss
Center, The Criminal Justice Policy Council, September 30, 1996.

Determinate Sentencing: Examining the Growing Use of Tougher Juvenile Incarceration Palicy.
Texas Statistical Andyss Center, The Crimind Justice Policy Council, January 10, 1997.

Examining the Decision to Commit Juveniles to the Texas Youth Commission. Texas Statistical
Anaysis Center, The Crimina Justice Policy Council, February 1998.

Juvenile Processing in Dallas County. Texas Statistical Andyss Center, The Crimind Justice Policy
Council, January 1, 1996.

An Overview of the Texas Youth Commission’s Specialized Treatment Programs. Texas
Satigtica Anayss Center, The Crimind Justice Policy Council, 1999.

An Overview of Texas Juvenile Justice Population Trends and Dynamics. Texas Statigtica
Andyss Center, The Crimind Justice Policy Council, November 1, 1998.

Preparing the Juvenile Justice Systems for the 21% Century. Texas Statistical Anaysis Center, The
Crimina Justice Policy Council, March 31, 1996.

Projection of Juvenile Justice Populationsin Texas Fiscal Years 1999-2003. Texas Statitica
Andyss Center, The Crimind Justice Policy Council, September 1, 1998.

Review of the Implementation of the Community Youth Development Project. Texas Statistical
Anayss Center, The Crimind Justice Policy Council, February 28, 1997.

Review of Tougher New Juvenile Justice Palicies, Juvenile Crime Trends, and Projected Juvenile
Correctional Populations. Texas Statigticd Andyss Center, The Crimind Justice Policy
Council, January 29, 1998.



A Satewide Strategy for Reducing Youth Risk Factors Related to Criminality. Texas Statistical
Anaysis Center, The Crimind Justice Policy Council, August 1, 1998.

UTAH

Juvenile Crime in Utah: Report to the Governor and the Legidature, January 1995. Utah
Statistical Anayss Center, Utah Justice Commission, January 1, 1995.

Juvenile Justice in Utah. Utah Statigticd Analysis Center, Utah Justice Commission,
December 31, 1996.

Strategic Plan of the Advisory Committee on Disproportionate Minority Confinement. Utah
Statistical Anayss Center, Utah Justice Commission, January 1, 1995.

VERMONT

The Dataline: Juvenile Delinquency in Vermont. Vermont Statistical Andyss Center. Vermont
Center for Justice Research, December 31, 1996.

The Dataline: Youthful Offendersin Vermont. Vermont Statistica Analyss Center, Vermont Center
for Justice Research, September 30, 1997.

VIRGINIA

Evaluation of the Virginia Court-Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) Program. Virginia
Satigtical Analyss Center, Department of Criminad Justice Services, April 31, 1996.

Evaluation of the Guardian Ad Litem (GAL) Pilot Project. VirginiaStatistica Anayss Center,
Department of Crimina Justice Services, December 1995.

Evaluation of the Richmond City Continuum of Juvenile Services Pilot Program. Virginia
Statistical Analysis Center, Department of Crimina Justice Services, December 1995.

Juvenile Murder in Virginia: A Sudy of Arrests and Convictions. Virginia Saisicd Andyss
Center, Department of Criminal Justice Services, July 1996.

WEST VIRGINIA

Juvenile Detention Needs Assessment. West Virginia Statisticd Analyss Center, Crimina Justice
Statistica Anaysis Center, February 1, 1998.

Juvenile Detention Needs Assessment Report-Attachment. West Virginia Staigtical Andyss
Center, Crimind Justice Statisticd Andyss Center, June 1, 1997.



Juvenile Offenders and Probation. West Virginia Statistical Analyss Center, Crimind Jugtice
Statigticd Andysis Center, June 1, 1998.

WISCONSIN

Arrests of Juvenilesin Wisconsin 1985-1994. Wisconsn Statigticd Analysis Center, Wisconsn
Office of Justice Assistance, duly 1, 1995.

Arrests of Juvenilesin Wisconsin 1988-1997. Wisconsn Statisticd Andyss Center, Wisconan
Office of Jugtice Assistance, November 1, 1998.

Juveniles Detentions in Wisconsin 1974-1994. Wisconan Statistica Andysis Center, Wisconsin
Office of Justice Assstance, November 1, 1995.



