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ABSTRACT- ~

-

During the development/pilot year of the Niagara County
Evaluation Planning Project conducted by JnD Research,

13 participating groups (4 administrative, 8 direct service,

and 1 functioning in both capacities) developed a total
of 95 Gaal Attainment Scales.

-

™

-

Results of an assessment of the evaluation indicated that

the process and the evaluation team were extremely well

received.

- All groups scored at or better than the expectJ level.

pors
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'INTRODUCTION
o - ‘.
The first Niagara County Comprehensive Plan submitted to the New York State Dw:snon
for Youth ipn December, 1977 amculated as its major ob;ectwe and first pnonty the
development of a youth service delivery system designed to meet the needs of all ngara
o - ’ County Youth. Instrumental in the achievement of this objective was the deveIOpment
g of an e\(alugtlon mechamsm whmh could be used as-a basis for cogent decision making.
Resultingly, JnD Research was requested to plan and develop over a multi-year period
! | ‘a comprelensive evaluation system to be used 10 assess s:ervi'ces and functions within the
‘Youth Semce System including, the processes incorporated in the comprehensive plan itself.
. The evaluatlon design submltted to Niagara County by JnD Research eontams two major
components. These are: ' y A
o 1. the e\‘ra.luat_ion of those units which provide direct service to youth such as
_(a)' Youth Bureaus, direct sen'(ice functions; '
(b) Youth Service Projects; ‘
. (c) Community Agency; and
® ! (d) Recreational Services; and
; - 2. the evam/ation of those units which oompri'se the management level of the Youth
Service System; that is, those units which are responsible for management functions
such as plannmg, coordmatmg, and m&mtonng Included in this component are:
{a) Youth Bureaus, with the except:on of their direckservice function;
, . ' {b) Youth Boards, and . . _ | \
- {c} Administrative Committees associated with Comprehensive Youth
o ' _ Services Plahning. |
| Jhe sfrategy, called goal attainr‘ent scaling, used with both of the abéve components:
- ] ailows for maximum program and project input in a facilitative, non-threatening climate.
' Incorporating a comphance model, the system is structured aroun¢the degree to which
predefined objectives are being attained (formative or process gvaluation) and the degree
to which these objectives have been attained (summatwe or productllmpact evaluation).
The system has a special appeal because all of the evaluation tasks dre performed mutually
® by the evaluétors and the spécific group partigipating in the evaluation process. The system,
the::efore, provides for a highlly individualize& evaluation while simultaneously establishing a

base for systematic, standardized comparison:

.
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More spemficaily the procedure Operates as follows:

At the beglnmng of the project year, a set pf objectives for a particular task area is
generated by relevant\staff and the evaluators. An instrument is then deveIOped which
ranks attainment of these ob;ectlves along a‘flve level eontlnuum The expected level (0)
is the middle level of that continuum. Attainment of this levei is both realistic and possible
as perceived by the group. The remaining levels of the continuum are much less than
expected (-2), less than expegted (-1}, more than expected (+1), and much more than
expected (+2). ' S ,

The number of scales developed is dependent on tne number of objectives selected for
evaluation since separate objectives or functione within a task area form separate SéO(eS
on the instrument. Onc? the scales have been developed, they are weighted to indicate
relative importance. '
~ Scales are defined using both narrative and quentitative statements. The selection of task
areas the delimitation of objectives, and the scale definitions are mutually determined by
the evaluators and program personnei Scale completion is also undertaken mutually. In

this way, the evaluation is as much%elf evaiuation as it is an outside evaluation.

in addition to the process evaluation afforded by goal attamment scaling, enumerative
evaluation is also utilized since the quantitativé statements within the scale definitions and
the scale weights‘ contribute to'a numerical score for the scale. By summing across scales, a
score for an entire instrument is also obtained. /q.

The finalized, mutually agreed upon instrument is administered several times during the
course of the project year when \appidpriate to provide process feedback and at the final
meeting to ascertain a measurement of impact.

In general, at the conclusion df the development and implementation period, the
establishment of this evaluation eystem should enable funders and funded proiec'ts to
f\unctlon more effectlveiy and will enable funders to ascertain funding priorities based on
sound, systematic resuits
'.,JnD Research was funded by the City of North Tonawanda for the first planning,

development, and pilot year of this pQroiect. The remainder of this document presents the

final project report for that first year of funding.

0



FINAL PROJECT REPORT
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‘ 4
JnD Research was funded for the current year on July 1, 1978. and completed the
corftract within a six month period. The major requirement was the development of"

/ . . 4
a series of evaluation planning guides with a selected group of agencjes and .adminis-
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trative units.
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-~
- . DEFINITIONS -
V4
o Evaluation Plannmg Guide (see Appendix A)
. ‘ Thls guide serves as the lmsss for the Niagara County Comprehenswe Planmng Evaluation

&

Project and utilizes a 5-scale format. Each scale on the guude consists of 5 vertical oells or

levels, headed by a descriptor. Entitled ’Function’’, this descriptor states the general area

. oy

° _.
of administration or service and identifies that specific aspect which the particular scale is
. intended to measure, |
Each scale contains 5 measurement levels. These are: -
® : | much less than expected:  value of -2 { '
less than expected: - value of -1 S
= expected (is most likeiy '
to happen; can be reahs— value of 0
tically attained) '
o
_. more than expected . value of +1 -
) much more than expected value of +¢ .
Each scale also contains an indicator”’ located in the middle cell {or expected level). This
@ “indicator’’ is the operationalized variable or way in which the specific aspect of administration
. . ’.’
or service will be measured. '
A “weight”’, placed at the top of each scale, is that number which has been assigned to the
) scale to reflect the relative importance of that scale to all other scales written by arr agency or
o _ an administrative unit. |
Scale Type: ’ )
»
Py singular - One scale in the group of multiple - Two or more scales in the group
vertical cells of vertical cells. (referred to as a
. set of subscales) .
‘ Measurement:
® | }ingulér scales muitiple scales $
simple frequency sirﬁple frequency
simple percent. simple percent
comparitive percent- wnthm cell cumy!ative-frequency
e.g. 95-105% of October cumulative percent
® ‘ attendance ra



Review Possibilities:
singular séaleslk

at the end of the project year

at the end of the-activity (total . -

. ' i.e. encompassing entire activity)

at the end of the activity (predeter-
o mined interval i.e. encompassing
part of the activity)

Preview Possibilities: “
singular scales
B at the beginning-of the project year
. . at the time of mutual égfeemeni-

. &
® s at the start of the activity (if this
. o occurs after the start of the projett
_year)
. no previéew (logically Unnecessary
e.g. scale is a research study)

,
v b

=

the scale welght

Wi
R; the review score for a scale
[ J

Rj = xjw;
. P, the preview score for a scale
. Pi = XIW' *
C; the change score for a scale

Ci = Ri-Pi

the seore for a Eevel or cell on thg,gu‘iﬂ' (+2 to -3)

for that agency or unit.

mulfiple scales

at the end of the project year

- L

at the end of the activity (total

for clarity this date is underlined on each gmde)

at the end of the %ctmty(predeter
mined interval)

at the end of each subscale in the set

multiple scales: -

y at the beginniné of the project year

0 oat the time of mutual agreement

at the start of the actmty (if this
occures after the start of the project

year)
at the start of the 1st subscale in the set

at the start of each subscale in the set

no preview

Note: In instances where no behavior has as yet”’
occurred at the time of preview (e.g. no néwsletters
printed yet, no significant requests for aid) the no
frequency category or lowest cell (-2] is assumed

.

GRAND REVIEW One review scor® for an agency or sdministrative unit. Ingludes all scales
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The Grand Review score can be calculated using the goal attainment scale score formula

developed by Dr. T. J. Kiresuk and Dr. Robert Sherman. This score typically has a mean

o of 50, a standard deviation of 10, and a thcoretical range of O to 10. The formula is
présented below:
' n 4
o 10 € w;x;
- \ -_:1
G.A.S. = 50 +
Lo H
§, 00
e
P n n
® | umgw? v elEwp?
Jd = i=1
, where
® . x; the score on the ith scale gf the evaluation plannil;g guide’
w; the relative weight of the ith scale
p a weighted average intercorrelation of the scales or the
, = - expected overall intercorrelation among goal scores.
) : o ‘This value must be assumed. ‘
n  the number of scales on the evaluation planning guides
constructed by an.agency or administrative group.
® \ A simpler formula developed by JnD Research can be used to give a quick visual indication

of overalil placement og:he 5 level continuum. Since this,is not as rigorous as the above
formula, the summary statistic provided by the Kiresuk-Sherman forr;)ula is to be preferred.

. The JnD formuia is presented below:
. /}' " a .
- . . /
} ' : wiX;
. ’ ‘ ' i=1
® ' Visual Indicator (V.I.) = 2 — ——

.gwi Yi
i=1

‘ * ‘ . \ ‘ where
¢ r : ' : ¢ /the numerator is the score achieved, .
S the denominator is the highest score possiblé, and
. : |
- \) y; is the highest level completed for a given scale .
¢ o

ERIC 10 -k



Product Evaluation:

N
. ' { '
Py For this pilot year, review scores will be established for all scales and GRAND REVIEWSs
. calculated for each agency or unit.
Process Evaluation: .
: _ Inaddition fo the feedback provided during-the design period by the design process'
¢  itself, change scores will be utilized as part of a process evaluation.
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Sample - s , .
- Aninitial planning meeting with the Steering Committee of the Niagara County Oomm

<hensive Plan determined that sixteen groups would be contacted and asked to participate

~inthe evaluation process; ten direct service agencies and six administrative units. The specific

groups to be contacted were selected at that meeting. These were:

_ Direct Service Agencies Administrative Units - b
North Tonawanda Youth Bureau - North Tonawanda Youth Board
Alternative Learning Center ’ N ra County Youth Board )
_Project CARE : ra County Youth Bureau  *
Kenan Center . h ral Committee s i
Center for Young Parents Evaluation Committee
Lewiston Recreation Commission Program Committee

Mid City Coordination Commission

- Child Maltreatment Project ' .
Green Circle & ‘ . ,
Big Brother/Big Sister -

The direct service agencies were invited to attend a presentatron in Lockport. ‘Atthat °
meetmg, JnD Research presented an overvjiew of the process and invited the agencies to

partlclpate Nine agencies attended y'rat meeting and all nine agreed to panrmpate The ..

Mndout distributed at that meetmg is presented in Appendix B.

Telephone follow-up to arrange dates for a first meeting with the nine partlclpatmg C
agencres were made by JnD Research staff. The decision to omit the tenth agency (Mld
City Coordination Commission)-was made by‘members of the Steering Committee. One e

agency (Green Circle) participated for half of the process but terminated for the present
year due to an internal administrative change. o ‘ ,
The administrative units were also contacted by telephone. Initial contact was mede by
the Steering Committee with a fo!iow -up call from JnD Remrch staff to set up dates for
v meetrng Two units agreed to participate at the request of the Steering Commnttee (Nragara
County Youth Bureau and the Evaluatoon Committee). A presentatlon by JnD Research
was made to the two Youth Boards and the Program Committee of the Niagara County

Youth- Board As a result of that presentatxon the North Tonawanda Youth Board and

the Program Commlttee of the Niagara County Youth Board agreed to partscspate The

-
?

Steering Committee made the decision to omit the Rural Comrnrttee for the present year. .
Ultimately, thirteen groups agreed to participate with one group (Project CARE%
‘e . : ]

12
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functioning in two capac:tles That is, Pro;ect CARE agreed to construct scales for its

. diréet service functlons as well as its admmtstratwe functions. ¢
Figure 1 which follows presenits the sample for this first yesr. ﬁtso pfesented'are the

Ly

* total number of different peop1e from each group who were mvolved in the prom

[

‘ . ' .‘ ) .<§ ‘Jm_ . " '...
o . Groups Ro:.of Diffemt.wtpgnts .
. Direct Semce Agencies. ’ | -,

' . North Tonawanda Youth Buteau 2 (entire staff) |
Alternative Learning Center -3 o
Project CARE »3 ' |

., »Kenan Center =~ T . 5
for Young Parents ‘ 3 plus 3 who observed-once

‘ ‘Lewiston- Recreation Commission

1 (entire staff)

Child Maltreatment Project . * - o ,
Green Circle - . , Ll b '
.. Big‘ Brother/Big Sister -, " .Zm . : .o,
| E 26pNs 3=28 : B
Admﬁustmtwe Units . ° ‘

North Tonawanda Youth Board = | 6 : '
Niagara County Youth Bu 9 plus 3 who observed once 1
Evaluation Comimittee 6 plus 1 who attended once L
Program Committeev 4 ) .
. Project CARE . __3 as above-eliminated fmm,grand\tot'al‘ .
’ ' 27 plus 4 = 31 ' o
: : TOTAL 49 plus 7 observers = 56 L.
—- ) £ -
/ »
Figure 1 The Sample. ~
. ‘ \, -
) <

1
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» Procedure . o - :
® in order to complete the procedure. each qepup partlclpated in four tot-slx meetmgs le <

mmal meetings (¢hree to five) were usad to introduce the process to ehcut functlons and to
deﬂgn spales. The last hgeetmg was used to evaluate the attainment of ob;ectwes, ftmctiom
or ser}tees outhnm on the scales.” Session forms were completed for each meetmg by the ,
JnD Rmarch staff member ‘who led the group -Copies of these forms are presented in -

Appendix C. Also mcluded are sessnon forms for the meetm@th the Steermg Gommittee
» -

(\

and the premntatlon in Lockport.
The first meeting was used to familiarize the partccnpatmg group with the goal attainment
. scaling process. To accomplish this an overvuew of the process was presented whlch was '
generally completed in not more than one h ur. Forthose groups whlch had pamclpated
j' ) ‘ in an mtmductory presentatlon the familiafization was shortened accordingly. The over-
® view was purposely kept bnaf because an u,ndemandmg of the theory becomes relatively
. clear.only sfter a group begms to take an active role in generating their own scales. Typwally
‘ the overvlew contmned a presentation of the history of goal attainment scaling, a definition of
pertmem terms, and a description of hew the use of this method could benefit the group.

’

With the oompletson of the more formal part of the meeting, the group was asked to talie a
o more active role. This was accomplished in two ways. First, the agency or admmsstratwe unit
; briefed the evaluation team on its functions and services. Second, group members were asked
| . " tolist the groups functions and/or specific areas of servnces Dependmg on .Ehe size of the
group and the type of functuons mvolved each group member may have listed functlons or
*services independently. When all members had made some type of list, the lists were shared.
. A new list was then made utilizing the.input from each group member. [f the group was small,
o _the first step (i (‘ndependent listing) was omitted. Generating and categorizing the list of functions
into task areas usually required all of the time remaining in this first meeting.
During the second meeting, the hst of functlons or task areas were rewewed and revised.
_Wher the group agreed that the task areas were workable, the process of selecting indicators
began. ThatT” operational objectives (specific measureable objgctives) were generated for
selected task areas. In some cases it was possible to devise md'cat%rs for all selected areas
_ during this second meeting. The third q(eetmg was 3hen spent completing the design of the
K scales. Weighting was aiso accompli{beé at this time. -Some groups, however, needed more
. time to delineate functions and desig\r‘jscales’and sgbéequent meeting's were planned and
scheduled accordingly” | ” |
Regardiess of the humber of meetincés required to complete t’he initial phasé of the process,

v ' i 1»(*1'1‘ .- k&

L.
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consulltati'on related to planning and management Qvas provided by the evaluatiogi mﬁr. L
-This was included generally upon request and was especially inipprtanf to make sure each ..
group mentber knew what data was necessary for the mluatton how ‘to go about eollectmg
- it, and What his particular respons:bjlity was. Because'it pro\nded help in Organiuﬂonal
slulls it aided the, group funct‘io}as a working unit eommmed to the evaluatlon process
® ) while also. hopefully helping the group ta provide its service in 8 more effectlve manner. N
.- . Scalg review was conducted at the fourth or final meeting. Data was pfesented to
 substantiate the level reached for each scale 3yd a preliminary score calculated for all scales.
. The last meeting was also used to evaluate the evaluation process itself. Before.the.scales
@ ' were rated, each participant was asked to com.plete a questionnaire entitled ”-Reac.tiom"
(see Appendix D). Response to this questionnaire was voluntary and anonymous. .
4n addition to maﬁagenimt‘conml'tation, planning aid was also provided to some groups
by establishing scales which contained process review dates. That is, objectives were oper-
ationalized on a quarterly or semi-yearly basis as well as on a yearly or end of project basis.
. Figure 2 (page 12) summarizes the procedure section by presenting the number of
meetings he'ld with each participating group aQ'd' the number of scales developed.
® - , It should be noted that JnD Research was funded for the current year on July 1, 1977.
‘ As a result, the propedure originally designed to‘operat;z over a full year period was con-
densed ihto a half year. Optimaltly, objectives and their acoompanying scales should be
established at the beginning of the pro;ecg,y,ear Since this was not the case, some change
was necessitated in the focus of the evaluatnon for theé present year. That is, each group '
. * had to backtrack, In a sense role play by pretending that the scales were bemg designed as
of last January. For those groups whose services and functions were clearly delineated,
@ t'hiswaf. not a problem. For others, the delay resuited in some confusion. Therefore, it is
strongly recommended that in future funding years, every attempt be made to initiate the
procedure at the. beginning of thg_project year. -




. Groups'. . No. of Mestings  No, of Scales

»

Direct Service Agencies
North Tonawanda, Youth Bureau
Alternative Leaming Center
Project CARE
Kenan Center .
Center for Young Parents
Lewiston Recreation Commission
Chijd Maltreatment Project -~
Green Circle
Big Brother/Big Sister

=3

ANLDOIDOOG
N OUENOOW

\

/
Administrative Units

North Tonawanda Youth Board
Niagara County Youth Bureau
Evaluation Committee

Program Committee (
Project CARE

WoOaoON

g
anaQA

"«
Figure 2. Procedure Summary
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RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

_ Thls sectxon presents the results and conclusions for the current year 's mvolvement
Part | of the section presents the results and conclusions of the pilot evaluatlon Following
an ovemew summary, (fcgqre 3, page 14 ), data for each partlclpatmg group are presented

"separately. These mclude the final evaluation plhnmng gulides wnth rating and. a summary
_ sheét. Each individual group sheet contains a review score for each scale, preview scores and
a change score (in the orie case where this was appropnete) and two grand eview scores.

, Part |1 of the section presents the results end canclusnons for the evaluation asessment

(Reectlons)

&

Part |. Pilot Evaluation Results and Conclusions p

When interpreting any goal attaiﬁment’ summary score (i.e. Grand Review), it is extremely
important te remember that a score of zero (or 50 using the KiresulgSherman formula) is an
acceptable, even good, score, since the expected level is that level which is most likely to occyr
and which has been mutually accepted as being reehstlc

Examination qf the overview summary and the mdmduel group summary and sheets which
follow indicate that all participating groups received scores at or above the expected level re-
cardless of the method tsed to obtain them. Thiese results demonstrate each groups overall

_compliance with its objegtives.

~
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at least once during the month

¢.

® @
@ ® . @ @ ® @ ® JnD Reseallh o
L NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PRAJECT -
Unit/Committee/Agency_NDBItLIQNAHA.NDA_ml[EH_MEAIL_ Date of Mutual Acceptance__9/14/78
. | (direct service function) | ‘ } e
Function- Youth cgnter] Function-Youth Center| Function-Youth Center Function- Youth Center| Function-
FINAL Reduction in delinquent | Self initiated participation | Confidence: Attendance .
behsvior CVC * : Significant requests for aid .
- ‘weight = § Jweight =_4g weight = 4 weight = g weight =
& .
MhUCh }!‘ess- . . ¥ * less than ‘ less than'.' i h a6% .
(TR P R ) .
results : : . >
lModerﬁtely : L g o ' ‘ ‘_
eexsseéte%" the. ,|Tsees% - 58 58 t10.14% 10-14% Ta5.04%
results ) ,
: ooy e We 1517% 15-17%
: « | Tuesday than Wednesday - N
Expected o | on the average, between | 812 9.12 different youth making 96-106% of the ,
the hours of+5 & 10, " different youth significant requests per October attendance 3
_ in census tracts 231 & per month month . '
« 232 ‘ '
Moderatgly - . , h
e than the !
gl%rected : (11} 25-44% 13-18 13-18 18-20% 18-20% 106-110%
results ' ’ : .
Much more 1 more than more tha? _
than the (2)| less than 25% t18 T8 20% 20% \ more than 111% .
expected . ‘
results
Datefs) of None 10/1 1/1 for1 nn Nove -
Date(s) . of December 1, 1978 10/30 11/30 10/30 11/30 11/30-
Review , o ~
&pnfication/ TVC crimes,violations, volunteering for and/or Records (1) all requests ¥ of differant youth
. complaints. doing a responsible act. noted for a month period. .
Definition P ng
initio Data collected weekly e.g. working in kitchen, (Z) Requests rated by a baseline established .
woek of 9/18-11/83 participating in tourn- - team as being significant. from October data
. (3)% of different youth A
Any exceptional day aments. making sighificant requests (10/30)
wiil be eliminated i.e. determined.
o, holidays, inciement (4 %= 3
d H weathor.  XT/XW total of individuals attending b

T
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NIAGAR&COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT -
Umt/Comm:ttee/Agen
: - = Date of Mutual _ML_
(direct service function) , Acceptance
, Funct:m{ g ropout Function-Dropout Function Mire-A-Youth| Function-Hire-A-Youth FunCtiOHHiraA—Youth
FINAL ,  Program - Program Program Program
» Contracted Serviced Requests Service - (A Employer sat:sfactton
weight = - 3 . weight = 4 weight a’ 3 weight = 3 M‘a& weight @ 2
Much less >
than the . .less. tha:: Yois loss than
expected (22| less than 75% less than 18% 15 15 15 - 905% 90% 0% - | less than 61%
results " . .« A v
_ -
Moderately . | W T \
less than the - t . : : :
expt.icted - Ayl . 7587% T18-24% he23 T1523 1523 00-24% 90-24% '90-24% | 61-70%
results - ) . 7 '
v wat
Expected te8.62% of reported | 25-35%% of possible” .| 2427 2427 24.27 | 9598% To5-88% 9598% | 71-80% satisfied
Results . youth contacted youth serviced. ' employer requests ‘f)‘fll e:ppfopﬁate requests employers
v I .
Moderately ‘. ,
more ggan the | g397% 36-45% 2835 2835 2835 |199100% 09100%'20100% | 81-80%
results / ' :
Much more ‘ : more thanL, .
than the {22} more than 98% more than 45% 36% 36% 36% Tmore than 90%
expect
results
M Date(s) of .none
Preview none n 9/“1 10/1 11/1 __nona
Daé:{/ﬁ)ewof 12/1 12/1 8/30 10/30 11/30 | /30 . 10/30 11/30 [ 12/
Clarification/ review date includes sen;i od = i' | monthly monthly . eriteria = % of
finiti .| all reports received up . n schoo note all régquests 1. note of appropriate respondents who
Detinition to 2 weeks prior to ?:{g'bgFD empmmm requests fo question
review date. 4. in mil 2. determine of appro{ "Would you use this
5" Reported youth-those 6 refer;:els to appropriate priate requests filled iEl":w iasein" g
- referred by schools, ) 3. determine % 2/1 valuation per
~ governmental units, or kﬁ%&%gﬁlms 8/1-11/30
other agencies. parental referra
' L7 N 8 9
: 2
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NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT . : :
Unit/ Commnttee/Agency__NQ’ﬂ'H mNAWA{VDAJQMT H QLMEA____ Date of Mutual Acceptance_Q/17/78 -~
(direct service function) ° ‘ _ . .
Function- Tefnporary Function-Tempo Function- Tem ry Function- Temporary Functior® v
FINAL |Homes for Displaced” Homes for Di rg;m Homes for Displaced Homes aced ' .
. - | Youth Program - |Youth rogram Youth Progrem g
Host Families - Initiat Placament Permanent Placement ’ Transfer . ,/w
weight = & weight = § weht = g - weight = 3 weight = .~
hd Py
. -
Much—tess ' , | " 7
;';%gct’tefée“ 121 | lessthan7 ~ Mess than 70% Messthan 80% E____,m
résuits - o ' . o T .
:\ﬁo'dergtely he , . ; ' o
ess than the
s ectod ol 78 079% 80-89% . 65-80%
resyits & : .
nf) more than 5 days shail |° 8 ‘
‘ - . elapse before arrangefnents| 81-87% - % of placed
ﬁ:?gﬁ?g 0 9-11 host families 80-90% - % of serviceable | for permanent placement | runaways removed from N
‘ . available youth placed with host have been initiated for host family within 5 @
family within 24 hrs, -95% of placed youth. days.
Moderatﬁly - ' \
Torscted " ¢ | Ti21a t91-100% 95-100% t8g-95%
results ' ‘
T ~
Much rr}nore " than 14 * o
than the more than more than 95%
expected A
results
Date(s) of . : .
Preview F———-nml ,111 - 1/1 . 11
Date(s) of , ., ) ' ‘
Review 121 ' 12/1 121 121
¥ £
Clarification/ aach transfer based on each transfer is counted
‘e a request for placement . asone. eg., youth
DCflmvtIOn Ch:f?ge is oougteql as transferred 3 times in
S one. 15 consecutive days is ’
- counted as 3.
2 |
10 . 11 12 13 » - ) o 1
e
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N

@ .
B - ] ’
Scale Review Level , Weight - : - Review Score .
‘;‘: # / 1 A .1 + 5 [ | - 5‘
& ~’.l' ¢ ‘ - “
2 S+ 27 - t4=8-4612 °° + &
~ + 2 . R => f2 "-
3 -1 g +'4=' : ' . :"2
+2 +4=§>_ 2 R
4 -1 +5 5
5 0 '+3 0
6 - 1 +4 14
7 -1 + 3= _
-1 + 3=3)-12/3 - 4
2 +3=6" |
‘3- + 1 "+ 3=
0 +3=0)6/3 + 2
o+ + 3= .

, 9 +2 +2 +4
10, +1 + 4 +4
1 + 1 +5 +5
12 1 +5 - b
13 + 9 +3 +3

+ 5

Review Score = 5 X \
G.A.S.=51.67
V.1.=0.11 2

-k Coe

0 o —

3

2
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. . NIAGARA COUNTY COMPﬁEHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT g :
Wi ALTERNATIVE LEARM&ENTER (N.TON S.H. S) . %K
'..ln|t/Cc>mrmttee/Agencu _ - H o , Date of Mutual AceeptaneLa OBER 19, 1978
- . - ’5‘0" y i ’ * . .
‘ 7 —— . A.h ¥ . - .7
+ + | Function-/mproved t FqﬂctiogMu&d . Function- /mproved Function- Public Function- Reduced
. Instructional Climate* | Mis , | Student Attitude | Relations : Misbehavior
INAL ) out of Complaints : Referrals to ALE
weight = 3. : ' ;!yn. '.lj weight @ 3 weight = o weight = g
Much less ‘ - .
than the , T A ,
expected (21| less thag2.00 » . i | geeater than 36 less than 76% greater than 6 greater than 36 )
results . . I L ol _ .
P S A
P e R
lModerately h ' _ L L, . v
e ot ¢ n| 200-248 Y 3.3 " 75 84% 6 - 31-36
results g ' T S : :
o R toY ' .
{ . ] }." L
' . . | *
, ' . 4 N
* Expected ‘ A o e | s " ton anes
Resuits =~ 0| 2.50-299 .-| 25-300utofschopl ‘| 85-956% indicated the 5 complaints 20 - 30 teacher referrals
( averbgescoreon - suspensions 5|, ALC experience affected to ALC ,
) questionnaire . " R ' their ednduct pesitively. ) ‘ ’ N
. . f ) 3 .,} . - . . - -
’ il i M - §
Moderately . : c ' v ' ¢ : ' A ’
more than the - ‘ . e .- 3 ° . ) . : '
expected |- T300. 350 . a2 T greater Yhan 96% 4 14.19
results g - . L ‘ B .
Much more ) A S . e ' R v ‘
g;?)récttelée clad. gréater than 3.50 < _.] less than 19 AN ' - less than 4 ) less than 14
results R n ' ; ok L o r | .
Datels) of ; ) '
Preview 2 - - ’
Datels) of\ | December'1o, 1978 - | Decewmber 18,1978" December 18,1978 ' |  December 18,1978 December 18, 1978
1 - - , o )
24 . -
Clarification/ |. Faculty questionnaire to | From Oct 2 to Dec 15.: * .| ALC monitor will Unsolicited parent From Oct. 2 to
Definition ~ be, distributed on 1" “(suspensions othsr“than interview each student. complaints concerning Dec. 15.
X ©} "\ Dec. 7.(1,2,3,4 scale) - for tmancy) . From Oct 2to Dec. 16 ALC from Oct 2 to
© ' Average will be taken. . s 1 Dec. 15.
. - . ; L . . \. %
. ® ) . - Y o ' . \
" H) * ) .
o) ; ' 3
- . 1 _ 2
— = = 29
) ' (S ‘




Clarification/

Definition

® @ @ i & ) LN
e ‘e ® ® - e o @ .JnD Researgh
NIAGARA CQUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT
" Unit/Committee/Agen ALTERNAT/IVE LEARNING CENTER (N.TONS.HS) bete of Mutusl Acceptance OCTOBER 18, 1978
) . . ) . . . -. , .
;;J.nction-j Reduction Function- Function- * Fgﬁc:idn- Function-
isbehavior , , .
: F(NAL Incidence of repeaters | |
weight = § weight = weight - \ ., we'.gm' - weighg = s
- A‘s‘gchj less o ‘
‘;,p‘;c,'e';f (21| grester than 81% -
results
Moderately ‘
less than the '
expected k] 71-81% ‘
result§
" —
Expected | ]
’ Resu‘ts 0 66'7,0% mmmrs‘ ! »
p—— S
Moderately .
more than the )
expected (11| 54-64%
resu!ts C : :
. 3 , 1‘ .
" Much more 1+ .
than the 121l Viess than 54%
expected .
~ results 7
Datels) of
Date(s) of Decamber 18, 1978 .

Based.on last year’s
more class - this

year’s Juniors.

From Oct 2 to Dec. 15

g

-zz.
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ALTERNATIVE LEARNING CENTER ‘
o .
« | Scale No. Review Level . Weight - Review Soore
® 1 + 1 ' +3 '+ 3
Z i +4 +4.
3 +1 ,  +3 “+ 3
4 + 2 T 42 .+ 4
(] - _
5 AN 0 ., .+5 ‘ 0
6 + 2 . +5 . +10
. +24
o - .
[ Review Score=24  °
G.AS. =66.69
. o .
7 - V.= 117 2
- A
0
+1 _‘,____
7 ‘ 42
®
»
@
o
“
| §
o 5" o
3.2
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NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT

/

' o . . @
JnD Research

¢ Date of Mutual Acceptance__ 11/8/1978

i H - . .
Unit/Committee/Agency M‘ ' rau
. ) ' . -
Functio.n- Recreation | F unction- Recreation Function- Recreation Function - Recrestion Function- Recreation
" FINAL Field trip program Field trip program ‘Skating (handicapped) | Drop-in center Free skating
weight = 4 weight = 4 weight= 2 weight = 5 weight = 8
Much less ‘ -
;m (-2) tiess than 500 0 70- 79% less than 279% less than 170
resuits .
Moderately - .
less than the 1 ;
expected (-3) 500 - 629 1 ¢ 80 - 80% 200 - 279% 170 - 199
results . - \ ‘
—— E—— p— —
- Expected 0 630 - 650 2 90 - 95% t280 - 320% 200 - 230 ,
participants new schools participation increase in participation participants g
—
Moderately
more than the <
expected (1) 651 - 662 3 196 - 100% 321 - 400% 231 - 250
results
Vi
Much more LY / ‘ _
,;:apr;ctt:’e {2) more than 662 more than 3 mpre than 4()0%/"'Q 1.more than 250
results
Date(§) of - ‘;{ T
~ Preview - T§
Date(.s) of December 20 December 20 Deoembe’r 20 December 20 December 20
Review
- - , ‘ v
Clarification/ Total number of Number of new schools | % of total enroliment increase from 1st Enroliment 3rd week
Definition student participants which participate who participate Thursday in October thru n December
from October 1 thru 1st Thursday in December
December 20.
¢
24 1 R
1 2 3 4 5
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NIAGARA couﬁnv COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT 4nD  Research
Unit/Committee/ Agency KENAN CENTER - Date of Mutual Acceptance___11/8/1978
L J
’ . .
Function-Art Function- Art _ Function- .l , .
AL ; istionk %ppreclation unction Function Function
Art exhibition Art exhibition
weight= 3 weight= 3 : w‘eg' ht = Mh* - weight =’
Much less |
:Tp';;t?; 21| 200-219 less than 5%
resuits
h ]
Moderately
,Lefp;c"tae"d the ()] 220.239 5-14%
resuits .
R
R L] T A
Expected 4 oany . _—
-0 240 - 260 15 - 25%
Results ( attending art exhibition | new attendees S ﬁé
! ,
v . ; . S S S S,
Moderately SR
more than the . .
expected (1) | 261-280 26 - 36%
results ' .
Much more /t
;Tp';ctt;le 12) 281 - 300 Tmore than 37% *
results
Date(s) of ~ ‘ y
~ Preview ?
Dateve(i:)wOf December 1 December 20 ( N
R c <
' Total number attending| % of new sttendees to art B .
C:)a;'lffi:‘c;%%n/ efh?bi't'i‘:,',',' f";; Sa " exgibri'?i‘gn qaelgulat%dofgr ’
20 to Nov 27 ?davs starting December
30 3
6 7




/ KENAN CENTER , ,\\
® .
Scale No. Review Level Weight Review Score -
- .
@ 1 -1 + 4 - 4
2 CH 1 + 4 + 4
3 + 1 + 2 + 2
4 0 +5 )
o | 5 0
5 + 2 +5 , +10
6 0 . +3
7 +2 ) +3 +6
. to. < - +18
® Review Score = 18
; ‘ G.A.S = 60.84
&
V.l..=0.72 -2
X
o__
. +4f __X
; R +2
x
\
- o '
&
.,
; /
o
. p &
_ .
J a5




~

-

L 4

~ 34




.. : . . . - ' | . . ‘ . . . ‘ .‘ _ JnD Mrch .-‘

. NIAGARA COUNTY COMPR EHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT : .
Unit/Oommittee/Agency W ‘ : " Date of Mutualxccceptance_ullm&__
. | Functioh-, Gro F on- Effectiveness qﬁmétion- Individual | Fyn Function- Counselmg
' evaL 1 axmqgling }" a'roup Coumling Counseling ; t"‘ Il‘l:yf Coumeimg ths
weight= § N weight = & weighte § ) weight = 8§ | | weight =
Much less - | . .
than the (.2) §OOr 0- 26% less than 7 25% - 49% . _oneorless -
expected : S S— _— y
results : .| mor® than § o more than 20 - : 4‘ ¢ | nine or more
o - . L ' . .
Modefately ) f 1 ) ,
" less than the - f1-2-3 ' 26% - 50% 7-9 ' 50% -64% . . 2-3
‘ : : . ' ‘ . ° . e .
) {14 discrete grou written exam admipistered| average per week attend- on the average, students’ Ton the average 4 - 6
Expected 0 week gr m':nths ]l ina pre-post fashion with aneem f 10 - 15 students wiil attend - 76% 7 visits per week durmg
" Results pt, Oct. and Nov. the average vement scheduhd for months .} of scheduled sessipns over @ | Sept. Oct. and Nov. * ,
‘ , score being W Sept ct sndiNov. 3 month period ‘ 3
- ‘ - — —
Modera:;lv . | . i :
than the ' : _ . :
‘::g:cm (11 = “ 1% - 75% te-20 76% - 80% > | 18 .
results . -/ -
/ . .
Much more , | 7 |
e .21 |.Bgrou 76% - 100% more than B0%
~ | results L , . v
. ) Dg:“(?) of nt; preview
eview :
. D;te(is) of | December 8, 1878 | December 8, 1978 December 8, 1878 December 8, 1878 Decsmber 8, 1978
. eview — : -
‘ Clarification/ | Possible 6th group wilk For December 1978 no . Thess are continuing Effectiveness as a function Counseling visity include | &
- Definition be highly specialized in testing wil be done but cases. of girls keeping scheduled visits to other schools;
scope and will desl with a testing instrument This covers students counssling sessions. visits to homes for .
adoption issues. will be completed. from Nisgars County {school absentesism not follow-up;
only. included) . visits to hospitals.
- R W . _
. - ‘ . 0 N
411 U 2 e 3 L 4 5 |

= L
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NIAGARA: COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT inD Regearc
Unit/Committes/Agency YOUNG PARENTS Date of Mutual Acceptance_'7/! 0/78
Function- G:mmalinJ Funmon Education Function- Education Function- Function-.
FINAL Visit Effectiveness Outreach Effectiveness
weight= 3 weight = 2 eight = 1 ' weight = weight =
Much less Small Indian Regervation School
. than the . (-2) not admitted or more NONE - jess than 4
expected 71 than 60 minutes /visit | Noms -
m’lts . » one
Moderately
Jlessthan the ta.6 )
. 'expected 1-2 .
. resulits - ‘

. Mtb:ﬁintain tvkit&pnnnfatom " 7 - 9 contacts for new
Expected contact in a session school outside those referrals from a school
Results 0 for 10 - 20 minutes/ normally worked with visited over the course of
. R visit for months of, for the 3 month period 1 year, ‘
' : Sept, Oct, and Nov. estimate for 3 months ‘
ST (3-6) . ' .

. — . M R
Moderately . T . | :
more than the . . :
expected (1 20 - 45 minutes/visit "11-16
results , 6-8
Much more . ‘

;:apr;ctt:de {2) 45 - 60 minutes/visit 2 visits & presentations more than 15
results . more than 8 /.:‘_.Aw
Dgrt:‘(:gwof ' no preview ‘
\ ’
Date(s) of December 8, 1978 December 8, 1978 December 8, 1878
Review
Clarification/ Minimally 10 to 16 Due to the subject matte, |  Only eamcts not the Center and deal with
Definition minutes is needed to the amount of time to necessarily new admissions | Young Mother issues. '
make an approgh deal with preliminaries to Center. This includes
asssssment pilan, for the presentation has |  resultant visits, hook-ups,
been extensive. Presenta- other presentstions, etc. -
tions can be made to stu- There is considerable
. dents or grqups of school variability among schools
w 6 7 profg 5. 8in Niagara County to use

*  (con‘t)
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CENTER FOR YOUNG PARENTS:

. | w ¥
Scale No'._ Review Level Weight Review Score
) ! 0 + 8 .o
N 2 not evaluated )

3 41 +5 +5

4 not evaluated ]
o 5 - 0 +4 . 0

6 not evaluated

7 0 o+ 2 0

x 8 ~ * foo -

~ %
\_\ . : ¥ .~
® ~ Review Score = 4
v ' | G.AS. =53.42
 V.L=0.32 -2
1
* 0 —
. +1
+2
L)
®
@
‘ Vs
K
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NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT

. —
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Unit/Committee/Agency—LEW/STON RECREATION _COMMISSION

-

JnD Resea&‘ |

.,Datg:of Mutual Acceptance_/0/11/978

Function- Recreation

Function- Publicity

Function- Recreation

Function- Recreation

Function- Recreation

; “host’ locations.

FINAL i lizati jon [ t - enrollment
complaints brochure utilization tion rate retention rate
P . _ 5-6 basketball swimming
weight = 4 _weiqht - 2 ' weigm = 5 ‘ weight = 5 weight - ‘
‘Much less N .
than the . ‘
expected a1 7.8 less than 30% less than 60% less than B1% tess than 15
results .. ) W P4
Moderately . ' ‘
'ee,f;eétr;?j" the ] s-6 30 - 44% 60 - 69% 51 - 64% ts. 17
results f . ‘ :T
. Expected . . ' 1+ . . ) .
Results 0| 3-4 complaints 45 - 5% of respondents 70 - 80% retention of 85 - 75% retention of 18-20 total
_utilizing brochure. ) participants participants. _enroliment.
Moderatgly h .
expected |t | -2 56 - 70% 81 - 94% 76 - 82% 21-26
results
»,
Much more - ' 1
than the 21 9 more than 70% more than 94% mare than 82% more than 2%
expected .
results
D3é9(5.) of December 15 December 16 December 8 " Decsmber 8 October 30
eview |
Clarification/ |  winter programs 160 phone calls 5- 6 grade B. B. primarily grades 3-8 adult volley-ball
Definition conducted in a variety of | % using brochure program program.




LEWISTON RECREATION COMMISSION

N e
Scale Review Level Weight Review Score
13 + 1 ) + 4 . + 4
2. +.2 +2 + 4
. 3 0 +5 0
4 + 2 ) +.5 +10
5 = R +4 -4
+14
[ ’ 2 ]
Review Sql:zre'= 14- ~—
G.A.S.=60.43 -
V...=0.70 2 .
| I
0
‘ +41 X
‘ +2 _
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. » Child Msitreatment Project - Direct Service
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. @ 9 ‘o ° ® ® o @ JnD Researgh ¢
T ‘ NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT I \ ‘
- Unit/Committee/Agency CHILD MALTREATMENT CENTER - NIAGARA FALLS Date of Mutual Acceptance_ 10/10/78
Function- Visiting Function- Visiting Fupction- Visiting Function- Public Function- Public
Friend Program Friend Program Friend Program Awsreness Amqms
FINAL . .
weight_+__4 weight = B "weight = B weight = 4 weght = 4
Much less :
5',1?,2“‘;3"’ (21} 7orkss none less than 3.6 fower than 7 less than 12
results .. ' ”
Moderately .
less than the - 1
expected N 71098 1 3.5104.49 7t0 11 120-22.9
results , . -
: |
the aversge number of fthe majority of volunteers | 4.5 - 5.49 average X of ¢ 12 to 14 public 23.0 - 27.9 the average
- volunteers for the 3 will work with 2 volunteer hrs. per worker tatiohs for the # of people in attend-..
Expacted 0 months actively engaged per week given to the months Sept-Oct-Nov. ance per presentation.
Results in the program will be program. :
between 10 and 12.9
&
/
Moderately
more than the ) . 1f \\15
expected {3 and 14.9 3 6.5 t0 8.49 169§ - 28.0-34.9
results . _ ‘
‘Much more . .
than the | 15 or more more than 8.49 more than 16 more than 36
expected '
rQUils
Datp(s) of . :
szw 4 :
Date(s) of 11/31/78 11/31/78 11/31/78 11/31/78 11/31/78
Review
Clarification/ “Actively engaged"” Statistics for months of Includes work with - Months of January thru |
Definition includes: Sept, Oct, and Nov 1978 | families (supervision) June are heaviest
training, (% year) and training. months. September-
, supervision and circulat scale (no mote thru December are more
; phasing out. than deslireable. moderate.
: poirft of deminishing
return)
' , Majority=61% of actively -
o ! _engaged volunteers. 3 4 5 (

91
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NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PRO!LCT

Umt/Committee/Agency_.CHlLﬂ_HALmﬂmmwm F. ALLS Date of Mutual Acceptance 10/10/78

® JnD Researa ®

Function- Public Function- Core Team Function- “Core Team | Function- , Function-
Awareness Meetings Diagnostic . B .
© FINAL ‘ Services }
S _ |
weight = 2 weight = 3 . weight = 3 weight = | weight =
Much less ! o
than the ‘ . [
expected (21 less than 8 1 or less ‘ incomplete evaluation - b !
results ehd or review P ‘4
j -
Moderately .

" less than the : ,
expected N 814 2 meetings 1 evaluation /
results . . :

- —
Expected Trhumber of requests for 3 cors team meetings Tat each core meeting ' ’
Resp:ﬁs 0 printed material over per quarter there will be conppleted o -
the 3 months Sept-Oct 1 evaluation and!! ,
Nov = 15-18 requests - review . «
- - 5 + .

Moderately .
more than the: | 1821 V4.5 mestings per 1 evalustion end 2
?ggﬁ&e quarter reviews or 2 evaluations
Much more
than the {2 more than 21 8 meetings per quarter
expected
results

_ Datels) of \

& Preview \
Daée(s) of 11/30/78 11/30/78 11/30/78
eview ' & o
Clarification/ the max number of Functioning of any _
Definition core meetings possible mesting of the core .
per quarter as gover team.

: by funds is 6 meeti Note: this does NOT

5 D) per quarter include core team in- 5

M~ service functions

6 7 8

/—/\



CHILD MALTREATMENT CENTER
ScaleNo. . Review Level . Weight Review Score
1 +2 +4 . +8
* 2 o +5 0
3 not evaluated
4 +1 .+ a4 | +4
6 1 +4 - 4
° RN
; 6 0 +2
7 +1 +3 g +3
8 0 , +3 0
+ . . . _ .
4 [ +11
N
| .
-
'.\ ) Review Score = 11
: * G.AS. = 5663
. V.1.=0.52 2
- P | :
0
® r 4 _*
+2 ]
@ f'\
} .’
@ ’
R
C o : .
@
. ~— . 5{1
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. @ JnD Re h
| NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT , ' .

~

\
Function- Recruitment | Function- Recruitment | Function- New Assi Function- Maintenance | Function- Service to
of new volunteers of minority volunteers | ments - matching vol- | of present matches, Little Sisters
FINAL : unteers with children unmers with children| .
, far year
weight = .5 “ Jweiant = 2 weight = 2 weight = 3 weight = 1
<
Much less -
than the : .
expected (21} 6or fewer less than 8% 6 or fewer 24 or fewer 16 or fewer
results
Moderately .
less than the ,
expected . D 7109 8- 10% 7t09 . 26-49 16 t0 17
results . .- .
Yo0-15 new volunteers 11 to 15% of new . 10 - 16 new matches of 50 to 75 maintained 18 - 20 Little Sisters
E:spflcttsed 0 (total) during months volunteers will be minority| volunteers with children matches serviced by Dec. 1.
Sept, Oct and Nov. volunteers over 3 months
Sept, Oct,and Nov. ’
! b N
Moderately A -
more than the ’ : : , .
expected (] 161018 16 to 20% 16-18 - .78 to 80 121.22
results .«
Much more t %
than the {2) 19 or more over 20% 19 or more 181 t0 85 23 or more
expected h
results
Datel(s) of
Preview
Date(s) of Dec. 5, 19 Dec. 5, 1978 : ‘
Review ec. 5, 1978 ec. b, Dec. 5, 1978 Dec. 5, 1978 Dec. 5, 1978
. ¢
Clanflc.a.t:on/ months Sept, Oct, Nov.Dug new volunteers numbers of matches presently servicing
Definition g’ change inmEb:N‘Wbe actusily matched with held constant over 17 - 18 little sisters
' irector numbers may . . . o Pro-
reduced (Thers maybe 1 d1l'dl.8ﬂ, not simply the year. in Big Sisters Pro
less staff member). recruited and held In a ' gram.
This is strictly an identif- volunteer ‘‘bank” Sept . _
= icatlon of vofunteers not Oct-Nov usg:gy high .
> since prog NS anew .-
i 1 placement. 2 . 3 with each fall. - 14 5
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NIAGARA, COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT .
i - BJ/G BROTHERS /8
Unit/Committee/Agency— / - ERS/ [G_ SISTERS Date of Mutual Acceptance. 1023/78
.o Fung}ion— Rate of _ i *uncﬂon Positive Function- Function- Function-
: _recidivism change in child’s attitu '
FINAL ad
weight = ‘s weight = 4 weight = weight = weght = )
18
Much fess ’ " /
than the ' A g ¢ \ .
expected (-2 | 26-650% rate of recidivism | under 60% -
l‘esults ) 0
:\ﬂoderg;ely he . f
:,f‘pec‘ted” the (11| 21-50% rate of recidivism |. 50-74% :
results C : o
—{
E:,pjﬁi"d o | nomore than s 20% rate | 176-00% of chitdren will
: of recidivism exhibit a positiye change ‘
in attitude. . -
Moderately
more than the
expected Ml 1019% 91-95%
results : LY
Much more
than the (21| Ytunder 10% 86-100% ‘
expected .
results
Dgte(s) of
: view
Datels) of December 5, 1978 Ducember 5, 1878
Re\”ew -
W Clarification/ | During the 3 months of Possitive attitude change | Scale 8 continued.
Definition Sept, Oct, and Nov, as indicsted by improved - ’ .
cumulative behavior will be document] Dsta from two sources:
Retidivism means any ed through feedback from 1. case workers
further mﬁw behavior mﬁ"al source {e.g., records
gtln‘l:r;g‘ i& ::'ntnct v;fith social agsncy or parent). 2. poum r::,pom ]
5 8 8 agency. . d iculttoobtain) 5 .
%)
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® -
' BLG_/BROTHERS/B!G SISTERS
. 12
Scale No. Review Level Weight ‘ Review Score
o 1 . 0  +5 0
2 +2 g + 2 , + 4
3 it 2 + 2 +4
« LY
4 '{@ +2. + 3 + 6
. 33 ¥ . .
b . + 1 | , + 1 + 1
- : 6 . + 2 ' + 5 +10
7 : | 0 + 4 0
® i 26
1 _
- /o
| L Review Scors = 26
® . , G.AS. = 67.50
V.l.=1.14 a 3 'y
0
+1 -
o .2 — N
@ P
‘ '.' \
[
° -
0O -
L |
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NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLA%N!NG EVAI’)ATION PR&ECT g JnT@Research e
Unit/Committee/Agency ' PROJECT CARE Date of Mutual Acceptanoe_W["Ma
‘ (direct service function) . )
- _LOCKPORT NIAGABAFALLS L OCKPORI NIAGARA FALLS :
Function- Participating Function- Participating Function- Committed Fusnction- Commi‘tted Function-
Youth Youth Youth ‘ Youth .
FINAL .1 .
weight = 4§ weght = 1(5) weght = B weight = (B} ‘weight =
Much less B A
than the . . .
expected (211 tessthen 46 less than 8 less than 36 0
T results ‘
- + — -
:\noderﬁtety N ’ . _
eoected Tt 45-54 g11 .| Tasae 0 .
results v , |
Expected ‘ activoyouth 16660 |  activeyouth 1215 | 4045 0
Results 0 committed youth . committed youth

Ty
Moderately . A
more than the - . 61-66 18-18 | | 4660 0 -
‘expected m - -
results /, .- o
i 7 e >
h.p‘ uch ':nore // o - . .
than the ; N ) ~ 4g ) t
exnected L . more than 86 more than 18 more’thz?n 50 0 .
results / ’ .
Datals) 07
Preview .
Date(s) of 3/30 6/30 9/30 12/30| 3/30 6/30 9/30 12/30 | 12/30 12/30 not included in
Review ‘ : GAS
] —
e ' '
Cla”ficapon/ Active = trained youth Active = trained youth ? Committed = § months Committed = 6 months )
Definition presently visiting (indludes] presently visiting (includas participation in.any participation in any
. initial visit} or awaiting a initial visit) or awaiting a match. Count taken match. Count taken
Mch. mt Wkén mch- count t&ken durim &-d mk of during 3fd week of -3
during 3rd week of during 3rd week of
quarter. s quarter quarter. quarter. '
; (" o . Note: Service will not"
£ \ have been prqvided for
. la ' \ 1b 28 2b 6 months by review date
\
- \ K ! 8 (;
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NfAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING *EVALUATION PROJECT dnD Research
" Unit/Committee/Agency Date of 10/27/78
26 function) Mutual Acceptance
_._LOCKPQLRT NIAGARA FALLS ~ LOCKPORT NIAGARA FALLS LOCKPORT & NF
Function&rticipatfns# FunctionParticipating | Function-Committed | Function- Committed | Function-/nteracti
' ; ] - L unction-/n ion
FINAL Seniors Seniors jors Seniors (number of visits
weight = 4 weight = (4) weight = 5 wsaight @ (5) wgight = 5
Much less nde
than the unaer
expected (-2) less than 30 lessthan . 3 less than 26 0 45% 45% 45% 46%
results '
Moderately N : .
less than the : 1 . :
expected (-4 30-34 34 26-29 0 45-48% 465-48% 45-48% 45-48%
resuits . L. \
[rn— T ——— ‘
. ‘ 4{951% 49-51% 40-51% m:l
pe ct B. ‘) ' of randomly ssmpled ybuth
E’e‘sults ' o active seniors 135-40 active seniors 167 - 30-34 seniors have been 0 seniors have been have made or attempted 10
Y s visited for at least 6 visited for at least 6 make at least 3 visits that
months months month. g
. [ . ‘ '
\ 1\
Moderately '
more than the , . ,
expected (1) 41-45 89 35-40 v 0 52.55% 52-55% 52-55% 52-56% -
results
- Much more
"~ than the o L more than
_ expected (2) more than 45 more than 9 more than 40 0 56% 55% 56%  156%
results
Date(s) of
Preview /
, — -
D;:;(.s) of 3/30 6/30 9/30 12/30| 3/30 6/30 9/30 12/30 12/30, 12/30 ﬁémm in 2/30 6/30 8/30 11/30
iew ﬂ
Ciariﬁmtion. Active = presantly being Active = presently bsing Committed = § months Committed = 6 manths Samole: outh randor -
“Definition / visited (includes initial visited (includes initial participation in any match participation in any myﬂ. ;ctive |-2 ‘
visit) or awaiting a visit) or awaiting a Coung taken during 3rd match. Count taken iTo be incho.dedm in sa ! }
match, match. week of quarter, during 3rd week of ity
Note: visitati visitation must be possible.
g:;;wl’r.: Ju"’"' sitation |g g not possible if person
n Y- is out of town or .
o u{rmsti\ec'q.. Attempted
) ‘ , LI t i
(s 0 1 3 3b 4a ab ~ . v by sion NOt to visit
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NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT @ o .
Unit/Committee/Agency— —PBQIECT GABE : Date of M ceptince_1027/78
; “ | (dirsct service function) A 3 utual’ Accepta
_LOCKPORT NI . | ,
Function- gnio’ Function- Sen/or - Function- Function- Function-
i tisfection Ve ;
FINAL . Intersction & Interaction - .
waght = 4 ‘weight = {4) - w‘tigm - weight = ] weight =
hich Jo ' b
;xpgcttede (-2 | loss than 65% hpﬂhan?% ' . ;
results ‘
Moderately . " ‘
less than the . :
expected (1] 65-72% 65-72% .

results

Expected
Resuits

Moderately  °
mare than the t '
expected (] '78-89% 78-89% ‘
resuits -, \ :
|
- A
Much more ‘ , | )
~than the 2 90-100% 90-100% [
expected
results ) |
Datel(s) of )
view
Date(s) of 12/30 12/30 |
Review .
. - - - ' '
Clarification/ Administsred to all Setisfaction Rating Scale: | 3. | recommend Scale:
Definition seniors who have part{- - . ' Projekt Care to other 4 = strongly agree
- cipated for st jeest 3 1. 1 sm enjoying my ex- people. 3 = agree:
- . months. Critera = % of perience in Project Care. | 2 = disagree
respondents who score . 4. | think that is 1 = strongly disagree
2.6 or higher on Satis- 2 i could no enjoying his/her experience
faction Rating Scale. longer come to visit { in Project Care, 5
wouid like snother youth '
(O o Ga gbto visit me.
RIC T0 , -
57
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®

) . PROJECT CARE: DIRECT SERVICE FUNCTION
)
® . : .
¢ Scale No. Review Level Weight | Review Scpre
la— 0 + 4=> | '
- 0/2 0
* 1o 0 + 4= |
2a . +5 | -5
2b not evalugted . this  year , o
. ] & 0 9 + 4.= .
d S o
3 0 + 4=
4a -1 +6 -5
. 4b ‘ not ewaluated this vyear |
®* - 5 - ¥2 +5 - - +10
6a + 1 +4<4 V
| : ‘o>4/2- +2
f ‘b 0 + 4=
. ;"‘;l (. + 2
’ . ]
’ &\ ;' « . >
L L - .
e * Review Scoré = 2
¢ : . G.AS.=51.16 -
2 V.. =007 2
: 4
Y X .
o +1 _
. o K +2 -
) , . .
‘\" ~ - e
o : 3
. + j'
‘ i e(‘l

" e

~8 A
/
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JnD. Research
NIAGARA COUN Y LOMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT .
Unit/Committee/Agency - PR}QLEGL.C%BL . Date of Mutual Acceptance_.lQlZZZ&—
- {administrative function i
- LOCKPORT & NF LOCKPOR NIAGARA FALLS LOCKPORT NIAGARA FALLS
- Function- Publicity Functlon- Youth Function- Youth Follow-up . Follow-u,
FINAL _ Recruitment | . Recruitm?nt Funmof}’mts to seniors. Functnor}sm to samgrs
weight= 3 >~ . e ‘weight = 4 weight = (4) ' weight = 4 weight = (4)
Much less - | ] : .l
thanthe - | tessthdh . loss than_ * ¢ less than
expected 2 14 31 less than 180 less than 115 75% 75% 75% 75% | 75% 75% 75% 75%
. results '
' Moderately : : | - S
LBS tha::jthe (1) | 41-50 3140 |_180-199 116- 129 76.84% 75-84% 75-84% 75-84% | 75.84% 75-84% 75-84% 75-84%
results ‘ ' bt ) ~ - ] ‘ . '
_ Expetted . |s1e0 . a1e0 200 - 240 130 - 150 85-00% 85-90% 85.90% 85-00% * | 85.00% 85.90% 85-90% 85-90%
Results ' axposures contacts contacts  visited at least once per quarter | visited at lsast onee per quarter
. by project coordinator by project coordinator
L . T “ .
" » "u_— e _ — " S R
Moderately " .
more than the + . . ' N .
expected (1) | 61-70 » 81-80 241.- 260 151 - 186 .. 01-95% 91.95% 01-95% D1-95% | 91.95% 91.95% 91-05% 91-95%
results . : L
Much more . ;
than the gmore than 4 N - A more than more than
expected (2) 70 60 more than 260 more than 165 _ .
results 95% 95% 95%  95% gi% 95% 95% Tos% |
] Data(s) of . 11 11 | , )
ev',ew [~ 3rd and 4th quarters " . i
Date(s} of 9/30 12/30 12/30 12/30 3/30 6/30 8/30 12/30 3/30 6/30 9/30 12/30
Review,
Clarification. ! Exgsure includes: h Number includeg initial Nulmber inciudes initial, Seniors visited more than 1 Seniors visited more than
Definitio sites brocures are contact through lectures .| , contact through lectures once in any given quarter " ance in any given quarter
i : n “distributed referrals or walk-ins. referrals or walk-ins, only counted once. anly get counted once.
# of media spots (radio For 1978 last quarter wilt For 1978 last qyarter will
orT.V.) be evaluated. be evaluated. -
#oof articles published .
¥ of speeking engage-
£ 4 ments. (includes presenta-
S stions to senior citizens) | o, . 3a 3b ? ()

N

NS
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) PROJECT &ARE: ADMINISTRATIVE FUNCTION
@ .

' Scale No. _Review fevel . .  Weight " Review Score
. 17 o+ 2 + 3=6 :
® , 6>12f2 + 6

+2 + 3=
7 2a . + 2 +4=8
" ) 12/2 + 6
+ 1 +
® .2 4=94
a - : + 1 + 4=
. . :>12/2 +6
3 . + 2 + 4= N
. +18
| .
Review Score = 18 .
G.AS8.=7233
: " V..=164 -2
o 1
‘ 0
41
+2 X
. -
o '
@ .
. \ ‘
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NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT
Unit/Committee/Agency—VOR TH TONAWANDA YOUTH 8 Date of Mutual Acceptance.__9/18/78
(administrative) .
) Function- By/aws Function-ProgVa_m : ,uncuon meam Function-Budget Function-
Implememanon Committee mlttee Committee
FINAL ‘ Monitoring: monthly
Recommendation re:; Reeommendatron;e of bureau funded
initial funding continuéd funding u% Jlne |tnms
weight = 4 ' weight @ g weight = o we A, weght =
I\auch rl‘ess
than the
expected {(-21 | less than 6 5 out of 7 less than 35% less than 8 - -
results : )
Moderately .
less than the .
expected vl 5 6 outof 7 35-45% 8
results
—
Expected '
: geffns 0 | 76 tasks have been 17 out of 7 checklist 46-55% of programs 9-10 monthly budget
. imptemented or acted tasks completed. visited at least once reviews conducted. — |
upon during the year: -
Moderately . .
more than the 7 56-70% : t11-12 Cloe
expected 8N Y
results
Much more
~than the {2) mors than 70% v
expected P
results
Datets) of 1 '
Proview = Al
Date(s) of 12/718 12178 12/78
Review
) Ml K
g . !
Clar sf |c'a*t:on/ gy tasks identified from checklist visitation is fqr evaluation monthly review checklist
Definition LAWS 1. notify public and does not inciuds 1. line by line analysis
1. meetings §. review all requests initial contact for 2. took for dlmmncbs
2. of business conduct Interviews. funding. 3. acceptance of reco
3. election of officers 4. recommend acceptances mendation for aneviaxinq
4, submission of names 6. foad d ncles.
5. presiiing officer 6. notify all refusais 4. reco ndation for
8. standing committees 7. tran in line items if
Y 7. Byisw review {manditory . programs. NECENMATY.
.« J or credit-without it -2 .
1 is assumed) 3 . .

4



. @ e .~ e e .- o ® ... o ® @)D Researc® .
‘NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVA!.UATION PHUJECT . / !
Umt/Qommlttee/Agen TONAWANDA _YOUTH BOARD Date of Mutual Acceptance
(sdministrative} .
Function- Publicity Function- Publicity - Function- Pubhc:ty Function- junction-
drafe Committee - Committee _ Committee '
ra a. .
‘Meeting notification i Press releases List of names
weight = weight = weight = weight = weight =
Much less | -
;Tpgct%e -21 | less than 90% ___ _number ___number
results . ; -
IModer'a:;ely h R .
ec;s;ecttedn e (n]| soom —>aumber ___number |
results : . ‘
m——
g Expected 100% prior notification - board member names pub-
Resulits 0 in Tonawanda News of —_number of press lished in Tonawanda News
' regular Youth Board releases ____number of times per
meetings year. .
e ) .
Moderately ) Ve
more than the :
expected ) ___number ___number
" results
"Much more <
than the’ (2) number N
expected
results -
Date(s) of '
Preview 7
Date(s) of
. Review
Clarification/ number to be determined | open for discussion
Definition number to be determined
7
' B 8 . e ) ,
L}
\ T

.zg.
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53. .
NORTH TONAWANDA YOUTH BOARD

‘-

¢,

TASKS FROM THE BYLAWS

To have 8 minimum of 8 meetings with quorum. |
All quorumed meetings will follow the prescribed ?rder/of business (unless voted

2 against by a majority at any particular meeting.)

3. Two officers will be ‘elected in October..

4. Elected officer's names wili be submitted to the Mayor.

5. Meetings will be conducted by the appropriste officers.

6. Membership for six standing committees will be filled.

7. The Bylaws will be reviewed in October. . '
~ PROGRAM COMMITTEE CHECKLIST : /\

1. Notify public c‘:'f available funding (RFP)

2. Review all incoming requests.

3. Conduct interviews with all requestors. .
4. Recommend acceptances. :’:&
6. Provide feedback to all refusals. . e
6. Notify all refusals of appeal of decision right.

7. Reconsider rejected pr8irams if funding becomes available.

Q‘ \ ~ .
'BUDGET COMMITTEE CHECKLIST

1 Line by line analysis. _

2. Look for descrepancies. ' -~

3. Acceptance of recommendation for alleviating discrepancies.

4 Recommendation for transfer in lipe items if necessary.
&

Prepared by

JnD J Research
9/18/78

«
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« | |
NORTH TONAWANDA YOUTH BOARD

£

Scale No. Review Level Weight
1 + 4
2 +5
*3 not evaluated this year
4 + 1 - + 4 ;
1. 5 not finalized§ this year |
‘/e/ : not finalized this year
7 not finalized this year |

+ 4

Review Score = 4
G.A.S.=54.20

V... =0.31 -2
-1
[ o x
- +1
+2
_ |
~
TN



A



—

Clarification/
Definition

.‘8"

® i R . ' "
¢ ¢ o ® o - ® ~\---'JnD Researd®
_ NIAGARA COUN'Y COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVMUATIG\PROJECT
H R
Unlt/Conmlttw/Agencwwr BUREAU Date of Mutual Acceptan/:e 9/7/78
, (sdministrative function) N
. \ -
" Function- - Planning Function- Planni Function- Plannin Functior- Planni. Function- ,,Dfannmg
Evaluation Emlua’t,)gon Evaluatﬂ:n ‘"fvaluart'}gon ¢ Evaluation
FINAL Neegls analysis/Geographic Needs analysis/Geographic Needs analysis/ Sources Needs analysis/Sources Needs anei m/Sources
Dropouts : Youth crime Teen age pregnancy Youth Umﬂpiovment \%{i
weight = B weight = B weght = B weight = 3 1ght
Nll:Ch rI.'ess
than the ™
expected (-2)'] Ngss than 9 *less than 9 L)) W ' 0
results . ‘ ’
Moderately, - 1.
less th%n the ol o ) . B )
expecte ’ 14 9-14 1.2 1 1 b
results ! \\
Expected .
Results o] Complete data for Complete data for ’ data from 3 sources data from 2 sources data from 3 sources
15-17 municipalities r"-municipalities summed for county in the county ‘in the  county
Maderately . - ‘
more than the . » 1-2 (of above 3}
expected Ml 1819 18-19 with breakdowd 34 45
results remainder summed '
Much more ) 1. t ! .
than the (2) 20 20 3 or mol® sources . more than 4 more than 5
expected . with breakdown :
results ] -
Date(s) of
Praview 1/28 1/78 1/78 1/28 1/28
Date(s) of 12/78 12/78 1278 . 12/78 12/78
Review

20 total municipalities
1-2 towns 4 villages

3 cities 1 reservation
Data received from.school
districts,(11 maximum)
Nov 176 thru Oct 30.77
data used in planning
June 79

n

1

1977 data used for
planning June 1979

[ Potenﬂal number of

sources undetermmed at
this time.

Data from Nov.Dec.77
.and the first 10 months
of 78-hopefully.

‘Potential number of
sources undetermined at
this time.

Data from Nov.Dec. 77
‘and. the first 10 months
of 78. hopetully.

Potential number of
sources undetermined at
this time.

Dats from Nov.Dec.77
and the first 10 months
of 78B. hopefully.

Q]

.99-
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NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT

Un n/Commntec/Agency_NWW-u———

P

(adm:mstrat[ve funt'ttan]

JnD Resea*h

Date of Mutual Acceptance 9/7/78

S Functuon Planning Function- Planning Funcuon Planning Function- Planning Function- Planning
: mmmg ming Programming Programming| Programmi,
: FINAL A\'ﬂﬂﬂblll‘v of Programs | Availability of Programs | Avaijlability of Programs Avallabmty of Programs | Availability of Programs
g ’ Cujgural Recrdationg) Educational Youth Advocacy Counseling
- weight = 2 weight = 2 weght = 4 weight = B weght « 4§
. . . \ .
1° Much less » £ { 4 . .
than the - ~ : ‘ * -
expected - tarp %o 0| % ol % 0 |*0 0 |*0 0
results ' ‘ *
n.&.‘ 4
: '°{Modergtely h ’ . !
' ess tha * .
: oxnected T mft th 1 11 1] 1] 1 1
! results o -
- % ¥
. t A -
. B - : *
. . .
‘ie Expeot” R Al . » . .
~ 1 Results ] 0 | 2 zones served 2 | 2-zones served. 2 |2 zones served 2 | 2 zones served 2 2 zones served 2
. : £
L
\ .
ks \‘ - R
Moderately a X ;
more than the’ ,
-~ expected Y13 5 313 3|3 ' 3 3 3 3 é3
results : ¢
L]
Much more N “ o
than the 2| 4 ala L IEE P T4l 4 Ta| a s
expected : '
* results y :
grt:te(,s) < 5/31/78 6/31/78 5/31/78 5/31/78 5/31/18
. Paéﬁé‘\:)e‘;of ] 11/31/78 11/3%/78 11/31/78 11/31/78 11/31/78
we e Fos Scales W11 4 % AV _ _
Clarification/ | #Country-wide program 5 total zones Procedute: te: there are 2 is redundsat since
Definition services at least. 2 zones . Prewew-survw# of &, ies in each area- preview and review
' one of which has to Purpose: to map programg existing programs. - ne for preview and gre usually done on
be rural before and after funding. | Review-surveys=of funded ne for review. This the same scale.
- programs and add to#* -
, QD - of existing programs.
'v‘ "< .
»
Q 8 7 8 ° v o« ‘g w0 \
ERIC & 3 !

- Lg.
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NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT Sy
Unit/Corﬁmittee/Agency—-MBA—‘MLmiwg——ﬁr | Date of Mutual Acceptance__9(7/78
‘ (administrative function) : _ |
? ) ’ s
. Function- Pimnmg”J Function- Tmim'ng . Function- Training Function- Function-
FINAL | Avaitabitity or Programs | Agencies re monthly | Agencies re proposal \d
Crisis Prevention expense reports applications ,
weight = 6 weight = B weight = b N weight = weight =
1 Much fess ' |
than the .
expected tat% ol -7 7 <71 more than 40
results A ' . . S
:\Aodergtely - o N o Lo o .
epected T |1 Lo 179 19 79 3340 '
- results ' | o
L - - * 3
Expected - . " ' 3 - s }
Results : 0 2 zones served 2] 10 10 10 28-32 follow-up
L ‘ ’ correctly completed contacts
reports . > . °
% :
Moderately .
more than the ' : '
expected ml 3 3] naz na2 naz (12227
results ‘ : *
- H
Much more t ' _ L
than the 2] 4 4f 13 - 13 -~ 13 less than 22 ' «
expected ‘ 4
resuits
Date(s) of .
" Preview ' ’,_m none _ _nong
Date(s) of (- 11/31/78] 9130 , 10/31 11/30 | August 1, 1978
el & . :
Clarifigation/ monthly review or.
' Definition 'see prg_v;%us scales mzm"zf; '::ght
. 1  places. . .
X — ‘ , maximum=13 reports
’ s L
. ’ ’Q.‘i .
' + 1" ' .
/ 12 . 13




-

leu.(/Coﬁ:nittee/Agehcy

(administrative function)

L}

NIAGARA_COUNTY YOUTH BUREAU

. | .. o @ ;D Rese¥en
NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT

Date of Mutual Acceptance_ 9/7/78

Function- Puﬁh'city | Function- Publicity Function- Publicity Fun(:tion- Publicity Function- Publicity
FINAL" | acticles published Perticipation by outside | Participstion by outside | Formal staff Formal stafl
sxternally ' sources * sources (con‘t) presentations presentations (con’t)
o weight = 4 weight = weicht =5 weight = weight = 37
+ Much less ' .
;’;‘:)'(‘,m‘e'&e |l 2 < <7 [ %6 B a6 5| (80 o 0 less than 3
results -
Moderately - . .
Lef;ec‘t';%" the | | 24 46 710| 1626 1626 1526 1628 60108 23 23 0 1 37
2results ’ _j#
L | .
Expected 5 614
- o 24 57 810 11.13] 2733 278 27.3327-33 71106132 a5 45 1 23 : o
Results articles published ' outside sources outside sources presentations presentations
o .
Moderately 4 _
more than the ' : « . . . . Y e
expected m| 56 810 1113 1416, 34-45 34-45 34-45 344 133-180 67 67 2°45 15-21
results . : t
Much more . ' .
thgg the 2l 6 y10 N3 Trne|l 46, 45 745 545 7 180 v7 )7 %2 55 tyar, |
expected . p
results ;
gr';:i(es\’m of 11 111 11 . ,f
Datels) of 3/78 6/78 9/18 12115{ 3/18 6/78 9/78 12/78 | 12/18 3/31° 6/30 9/30 12/31 | . 12/31/78
- eview '
. P articles published quarterly review, year end sum}nary quarterly réview.' year end \summary
Cianf'tc.afnon/ extemaﬂg but origin- outside sources having '’ pmarranggd public
Definition ated by or written articles printed in the ntations relative
with staff. NEWSLETTER’ : to general bureau
“Horizons” ‘ fungtions {not training
‘ ' or counssling)’
Su ‘ . ) )
14 15 8
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,  NIRGARA COUNTY YOUTH BUREAU
p v 0%
* .
! - - T |
b Scale No. Preview Level Proview Score . Review Level Weight - Revisw Score
o R .2 10 +2 +5 +10
| 2 - 2 -10 .+ 2 +5 +10
| 3 .2 .10 -1 +.5 - 10
| 4 - 2 6 -1 +3 . 3
® - 5 -2 6 -1 + 3 -.3
| ‘6 -2 . 4 -1 +2 . 2
7 . 2. . -8 +2 + 2 + 4
8 P R 42 +4 +8
d 9 . 2 210, +2 +5° +10
. 10 - 2 - 8 +2 + 4 + 8
1" .2 F 10 +2 +5 +10
® 12 not evaluated '
| 13 ° none + 1 +5 +
‘ 14 - 2 - 8 o+ 2 +4 +
' 15 -2 710, . +5
® .‘ 16 .2 -6 o +2 + 3 + 6
L 110 +54
° S 5 -
Change score - -118%o + 49 (no. 13 eliminated from calculation)
= change of 159 points. '
Review Score = 54 )
o ‘  G.AS.=6520 K ’
| X @ V.1.=0.90 2.l -
. 0 ..
. 1 o x -
° 2
. »
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Unit/Comimittee/Agency.
- )

o
NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION
EVALUATION COMMITTEE ' ' :

fadministrative function)

@
PRO.IFCT

® JnD Researg ‘

Date ..f Mutual Acceptance _AUGUST 24, .1978

\ b | : )
. Function- Monitoring | Function- Monitoring | Function: Monitoring Function- Design Function:
FINAL Site Visits Report Review Report Review Reporting Procedures/
. Checklist Forms Devslopment
weight_ = 3 ° weight = 2 ° weight = 4 weight = B weight =
1 Much less | ‘ \ \
f._,',‘fp';m‘e’}f (-2) | “less than 2 Hess t}f; 6 ‘ 4 ™ess than 2 -t Yess than 10% .
results
. ] Y
{\ﬁodergtely N . e ) :
ess than the
ex;ected tnj 23 6-12 2-3 10-19%
results . ~
. —
’

Results-, o | ta4 site visits 13-15 reports 4 items procedures and

S/ reviewed developed forms developed
Moderately
more than the %
expected (n 57 16-20 57 21-35%
results
Much more } N , 4 : !
than thé (2} more than 7 more than 20 - more than 7 -"more than 36%
expected
results

Date(s) of December 1, 1978 December 1, 1978 December 1, 1678 , | December 1, 1978
Review

Clarification/

Def'mi'tion

40 possible direct
service programs. Site
visits by 2 member
teams (not including
funder)

66 reports possible.
Reports are those
monthly pr interim
reports presently being
submitted.

To establish consistency
amoung submitted
reports. Checklist items
will emerge from
reviewing process (see
scale 2}

1st meeting determines
» of forms and
procedures needed.{
provides standard for
%.

L
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Scale No. Review Level * Weight _ , .. Review Score
4 \
' 0 ‘+ 3¢ .0 .

o+ . .

N < \
' \
- .« * N ~ . s
L . Reyiew Score = 20
< G-A.s- = 70.35 . * -‘6‘
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™ Unit/Committee/Agency

e |
NIAGARA: COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT

__NIAGARA COUNTY YOUTH BOARD PROGRAM COMMITTEE

Mesearch

Date of Mutual Acceptance. 11/13/78

fadministrative function) .
Function- Meetings Functaon F?'oposal - | Function-Proposal Fynction- Aecommend- | Function-Gommunics-
FINAL : - Screening - Screening ations re: funding tion '
' Attendance Interviewing " | Site Visits Task Completion
weaight = 4 weight = 4 S weight = 2 " lweight= B weight = 1
Much less ' . . \
than the less than 4 less than 76% less than 15% less than § tess than 95%°
~expected (-2) | less than t s
* results ’ ‘ \
Moderately ’ .
results d : . ‘
Excect ed 7 - 8 meetings with at tgs . 95% of ' 38.- 35% of 5 mmunicstion drafted | _
xpe 0 least 3 people in attend app_hcants interviewed fgsslbl.apphcants visited tasks completed 100% of applicants
Results ance. ' ‘ . re: funding decisions ° 8
9 . ' . y - * I’
. —— - p———— — - . W
Mbderat}]e!v . o .
an the ‘ . " ' '
ed (19 96 - 100% 36 - 50% Tg.7
res . ) ~ . ¢ - . - . \
uch more ’ - N ' .
han . the = B
expected (2) | greater than 9 *gyemr than 66% ‘ ' -
results . O
) Date(s) of . . ]
. . Preview = = . "
. . Date(s) of | 111378 ¢ 1113778 “11/13/18 1113778 11/13/78 "
Review - '
) [P Minitum = 10 meetings | Proposals pre screened Feasibility Jesic checklist - 7 tasks The Bureau to forward
(fg"ff'c_a?'on/ by Bureau for technical pre screenad by Buréau | 2: Conauct interviews communication to
efinition accuracy and adherence has site/facility 3. make .p!'loaomﬂol;“tc,) Do Tec- applicants
to guidehnes existing program 5. rmndod for funding .
. ) to Youth Board
&. rank rejectect proposais for
. , bie future funding
. '\ ] v 7. mfv‘r’\md f.ﬂk'ﬂ.ﬂt'O Youth
Q 9 4 1 2 - 3 - 4 Rollover committes. on by 5 9 —

=
.
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NIAGARA COUNTY YOUTH BOARD PROGRAM COMMITTEF

e - -

Scale No. -  Review Level Weight . Review Score

® 1. 1 +4

2 . 0 + 4

3 . +2° } + 2.

4 + 1 +5 +
° 5

5 0 - + 1 0 -

v °
L N + 5
e Review Score =5
G.A.S. = 5456
. . . V.l.=0.48 2 __ - ;
® FR—
. . | | o ___
o ’ ) - X /
d , ' ' 42 _ P
®
¢
rd , ’
0. o '
. ) | b \
e
y .-
. ' :
Qy,
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o _ | : . L g
| ‘ Part |I. Evaluatlon Assessment (Reactions) Results and Conclusr_gn_s
@ ) Thirty-four partrcrpants responded to the evaluation questionnaire “’Reactions’. Of these

22 had been present at 100% of their meetings (or ali 4, 5, or 6 meetings); 8 had missed one -

meeting (3 out of 4, 4 out of 5, or 5 out of 6); 1 missed two meetings (4 out of 6), and 3 had

missed half their meetings (2 out of 4). L - g4

Jhe resutts of the evaluation are presented in Figure 4, (pages 68 & 69) and are formated as follows.

» For each question, frequency and peroentage of total response are presented for each response
choice.

.‘ E_xamination of Figure 4 indicates that the response to the evaluation was overwhelmingly

positive. Thirty-three or 97% thought their participation in the prooeés was useful., Of those,
15 or 44% thougn it was extremely useful and 18 or 53% thought it was of some use. Only-
] \ 1 person (3%) foo it of little use. Interestl'ngly, all 34 respandents (includino the one neq-
® ' ative respondent above) felt the goal attarnment scahng method was helpful. Most found it
to be nonthreatening (91%) benefrcral(gl%) and facilitated oommunrcatron and cooneratron
- within therr staff (76%). "The majorrty indicated that use of the method helped clarify thinking
about planning (79%), individual staff responsibilities (79%) rdentrfyrnqpumose or function (82%),
and determining effectweness (91%). Therefore, rt is clear that the process aided the participants
fiot only in assessing progfams, projects, and functlons but also m various phases of management.
Partrcipants response to'the evaluatron staff was also very positive. This would seem to indicate
o that an Research did its job well. Resylts for the two items related to planning for next year’s
evaluatron indicate that a majorrty of this year's participants would like to or feel the need to work
with the evaluatron teafn again next year. Varying degrees of involvement were specified. |
general, approximately half would like the same amount of assistance or more; half less than this
ear. In addition, 19 pebpi\g(Sﬁ%) indicated that they would like help epplying the goal attain-
ment scaling concept to new and different situations. o
The comments elicited from the evaluation are presented in Appendix E. The 34 responses
o . 'ﬁrom item 1 and Addmonal Comments have been summarlzed together and entitled General
Comments. The vast majority of these remarks (24) are positive and are presented first, followed
by the seven neutral and three negative remarks.
S:omments from Item 4 are presented separately. This section includes a list of the ways
‘.- participants have used or expanded the goal attainment scale concept.

Perusal of the total comment section indicates again that this year’s development/pilot phase

of the Niagara County Comprehensive, Planning Evaluation Project was extremely well reoeived.'

'y
Qy
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- , JnD RESEARCH = -
NIAGARA COHNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EV/ALUATION PROJECT

° | A - "~ REACTIONS
N=34 '

1, Ingeneral, participation in the évaluation project was
/% : - . _

® Yy 5/44_ extremely usefuil !
- 183 somewhat useful
173 of little use _
¥ ot useful - | - ,
Comments _ 16/47% commented - ' ~
® / 18/53% did not comment : . . )
A
.-~ 2. Please indicate your perception of the Goal Attainment Scalmg Method by rating each word
- or phrase below:
¢ (a) Use of the Goal Attainmient Sca W ' °° ‘
' " Method ’ S S & °°'9 s
. 4 % £9% /% ~ fm /%
washelpful . . . . . . .. . .. . 1l 23/68 0 0
was non-threatening . . . . . . . . . 11432 20459 /A “ﬂ_ 0
was beneficial forourstaff . . . . . . 12 | 2059 18 0 2K
o facilitated staff communication - . . . . 125 . 1544 4412 /. 38
: and cooperation .
(b)y Use of the Goal Attainment-Scaling e +
Method helped to clarify my thinking .
@ . @about
‘ )
. planning - - ... 135 - 15ma . 506 s 113
individual staff responslbmtles Coe. Lt 9026 18/63 4412 ! 2/
identifying committee or agency - - - - - 9/26 19/56 815 wm_ . o
purpose/funetion  ~
determining committee or agency- - - - 10/28 2162 —3’21 e ¢
o ) effectiveness .
]
3. In order to construct scales to evaluate next years program we will need the following
y amount of assistance from the Evaluation Team: °
@ ¢ ,
%_ more than this year ' . .
14/41 _ the same amount as this year
1236  someWwhat less than this year o o=
5/15 _ considerably less than this year . . ®
1/3 noresponse ‘ . ,
. . .
; 4. | have utilized/expanded the Goal Attamment Scale concept in the following ways:
- ,_ﬂirmgdmﬂm e ) g y .
' 11/\32%didnarrespand___ ) .~ e
ot . ) . ’ . : ’ V ot v
* . Figure 4. Reactions Results 08 . :




: r. ’69' .
¢ . B ' ,\ .

5. | would hke help in applymg the Goif Attsmment Scaling concept to new and different \satuatlons.

t% -
P B 19/56° Yes : S -
‘ + 1338  No ) ,
i 2/6 noresponse .
" T |
6. . Please indicate your perception of the JnD project staff by rating each word below: . -
° o o )" : s o
The project staff was: : - o d ¢
. , 7" - 1/% /9% Rl
T Y N - 15444 4 £
P competent . . . . . . - 2 . . . . .. . 288 11432 0 £
. accommodating . . . . . . . . . . . . , 2069 13/38 12 £
» facilitative . . . . . . .o. . . . ... . & 11432 28 _ﬂ:__.
.' . . . . > :
. ADDITIONAL COMMENTS ____19/56% commented .
_meummn_ﬁ_wt
¢ . —
Agency
I Name (optional) -
o .
Figure 4 continued. ‘ .
. L]
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. NIAGARA COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION PROJECT

¢ Unit]Committee/Agency , . - L " Date of Mutual Acceptance

Fynction- : Function- , \ Function- - Function- , Function-
) . . L~ .

1]

waight = — waeight = | waight = 'y weight @ : , weight =

Much less - E _
than the - | ‘ ¢
exmed (-2) - | . .
resuits ‘ \

Moderately . )
less than the = -t
expected (-1 ‘ -+ - \
results : . ’

Expected : ' N ' ‘ i ' a
Resu lts‘ - . i \' /-\ » )

Moderately "
_more than the
¢ expected (1)
results

}e

Much more ’ ' i - 1
than the (2) : .

. .expected .

results '

Date(s) of ' .
Preview A\

Date(s) of . -

Review : ' A I
Clarification/ '
Definition

1 ‘) 2 . . ! ~
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4
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WHO:

B-1

| JnD RESEARCH
Educational Resegrch - Designs - Evaluation

- 162 Red Oak Driwe

Wilhiamswitie, N Y. 14221
: (716) 688-7396
4 .
Dr. Judith Wolf :
Dr. David Sylves _—
Dr. Gordon Bianchi
Dr. Warren Gleckel ~ o

o

r

. Statistical Analysis

LE, Ph.D.
VES. Ed.D..

JUDITH
. DAVID SY

To facijlitate the pilot: lmplementatron of an evaluation process and design
as part of the Niagara ‘County Youth Bureau’s comprehensive youth services
planning commitments to the New York Division For Youth.

[N

Now to December 3!, ING

(

‘On the job training of selected personnel for the design of mdmduahzed

’

¢

To dssist in planning, proposal Writing, program moriitorir;g, and program j

evaluation.

_mstruments for self evaluation of funded programs,,



B-2
ADMINISTRATIVE/PROGRAMS ‘ SRR D{HEFT SERVICES/AGENCIES
® . N
North Tonawanda Youth ‘Boafd . North Tonawanda Youth Buresu
Niagara County Youth Board R North Tonawanda Alternative Learning Center
Niagara County Youth Bureau Project CARE
@ -Niagara County Youth Bureau Rural Commmee Keenan Center *
. Niagara County Youth Buresu Evaluation Committee Center for Young Parents
Niagara County Youth Bureau Program Committee ~ Lewiston Recreation Commission
‘ | ‘ Mid City Coordination Commission
, , - Child Maltreatment Project
PY ’ Green Circle . -
- . Big Brother/Big Sister
@ WHAT: .
I Design individualized pilot instrument . T
2. Self evaluate pre/post
o - f :
WHEN: L .
3- 4 -meetings with evaluation consultants L
~ 1-3  meetings prior to September 31 ?
o _ Last meeting at the end of November
= HOW: .
o .. Utilization of Goal Attainmeo(écaiing
- construct appropriate individua! objectives ' $
- select relevant measures . )
- -determine importance rankings
- pre/post
® . - feedback -
.~
\ ‘
]
;-
o : -
. . ,
»/ x ’
A Y - / ‘
196
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ORGANIZATION NAME

£

ADDRESS

PHONE NUMBER . '

CONTACT PERSON - *

POSSIBLE DATES FOR TRAINING

19y
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COMPREHENSIVE PLANNING EVALUATION ',

“~ . JnD' Research L ,
4 . . i
R o - SESSION/MEETING SUMMARY T !
v X - { ' : " . ‘ . ?
¢ ( L ; . . " ’ ' r «
. Area/Agency - : ‘ I&{ation _
L ; Date .. . ‘ " ’ . Meeting, Number 1 2 3 4 _
“Time ‘ to B -'_~ Leaderi - - -
. R "+ BECAUSE THE NAMES OF INDIVIDUALS WERE JINCLUDED ON ‘-
S .~ THE COMPLETED SESSION FORMS, THESE FORMS HAVE BEEN
/ . . OMITTED AND A -BLANK COPY SUBSTITUTED. \
Personnel in attendance: _
» ' i .
(&;‘.‘ ‘ - o o - T
‘ ’ﬁ
- - - - ( - -
- L L . B O ‘{
— - >
s 1] <
’ \
{ -\ ‘
Purpose: ¢ < .
N
Accomplishments: .
Comments:
’ ’
»
- .t a .
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D-1

. a
o JnD RESEARCH
NIAGARA COUNTY CGMPREHENSIVE PLANNlNG EVAﬂLUATION PROJECT
° | T BEAchons
1. In general; participation in the evaluation project was
o _.— extremely useful |
: ;. —— Somewhat useful ) .
U . not useful " ’
. Comments " - )
® ‘ - - S e ‘

a
L]

2. Please indicate your perception of the Goal Attainment Scaling Method by rating each word,
or phrase below: \

(a)’. Use of the Goal Attainment Scali - » N
R I A Y
&—‘—'

-

washelpful . . . . . . . . . . . . ——— - _
, ~ wasnonthreatening . . . . . . . . . —— S _— e
.' ’ was beneficial forourstaff . . . . . . — - —— - I
‘ facilitated staff communication . . ... —— — — -
and cooperation . ‘

i

(b} Use of the Goal Attainment Scaling
Method helped to clanfy my thmkmg

. N sbout
planning - . e e e e - . S PR
. individual staff respon balmes B - —_—— —_—
N identifying committee or agency*- - - -+ —— ———— —_ ——
purpoie/funcuon .
determining committee or agency- - - - —— —- - — t—
¢ . ‘effectiveness

-

3. Inorderto construct scales to evaluate next years program, we wull need the following
amount of assistance from the Evaluation Team:

o
: — .. more than this year
.. _ the same amount as this year
.———somewhat less than this year .
- oonssiderablvk less than this year
¢ : -]

—_— ————— — ——— e ——— = - ——

4. | have utlhzed/expan;?#me Goal Attamment Scale concept in the following ways:

_ —_——— . ————————————— © o m————— et e e —

-4
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5. ‘lwould like.help in applying the Goal Attainment Scaling concept to new and different situations.

— e — Yes . o - - . ' . .- .&-. \
___No . . : o

6. Please indicate \}our peroebtion af the JnD project staff by rating each word below: , - }
. . . . . , [ \l .k“ ’ g\ @
’ 'The project staff was: e 4‘0(;%69 N i 6"@“,e , &%

helpful . ..
competent . . ... .. . L . e e e s s A —

accommodating . . . . . . . . . . . . . —— —
facilitative (S A AU

- ADDITIONAL COMMENTS e — : |
' ‘ . | ) . Y Z ! T

Agency . —a . —— . —

L

Name (optional) . _ & . . el ‘
4 y o~ .
~
g . L
]
’ ]
o ' .
. .;..;E;"';‘g\f ¥
o .
’ v

' {
. r * ’ !
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|
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. ~ | | Appéndix E: Comments
¢ | . 1. General Comments
. . 2. ltem 4.
A. Comments regarding utilization of the gosl
. attainment scale concept.
® R , o o ’ B. Comments regarding expansion of the goa!
' attainment scale ooneept

a. .
4
° | |
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® .
. GENERAL COMMENTS
(ltem 1,; Additional Comments)
- v . .
\ . ' . »
Positive Comments
- e ’

. | found the process to be an excellent gneans of not only evaluation but of settmg standards
® . and procedures for a more comprehensive program. .

" Gave me as director valuable information for staff evaluatnon and proposal writing.

-

»

Extremely helpful. Needed at this time in outreach cqunseling.

‘ The need was thére and clearly seen, but | don’ t think much would have happened |f
o JnD hadn’t been on board. ‘

The evaluation was useful to me in that it gave me an idea as to what some of the strong and
weak points were in the program. . , -

| am sure this will be helpful in our own office program planning.

@
{ enjoyed workmg with Gordon Bianchi, and found the whole evaluatlon process, mterestmg
and beneficial.
— This was difficult but “also timely and also productive to our agency. )
® Gave&!o\rmat for orgamzatlo,n of our program, clarified areas of |mportance
. | have made what | feel is good use of their concept - it fits very nicely in MBO and -
compliments other management techmques
" Since results were in our instance, su}rlsmg, my initial skepticlsm of cou:nting heads
was overcome. . .
o

My reluctancy toward any eva!uatnon and then my own subjective judgement were
“put to.rest.

Another program is bemg developed to complement CARE - (YES Youth Engaged in
Services). Goal Attamment Scaling would be very effective in evaluating this project.

L ] . There is a degree to which | feel that the technigues of Goal Attainment Scaling could
be learned by the Youth Board and accomplished by them. Your service would be
helpful in this sort of training.” The level at which we worked wnth this scale this year
seems adequate for our needs.

The Youth Board needs anothér year of working with JnD in order to fully underﬁt:d
o Goal Attainment Scaling. and make certain that itbecomes a part of the Bureaus nohmal

- operation.

The first step was a learning experience, next attempt will be more beneficial.

* Still much potentiafl yet to be realized.

. Training for the entire Board would be beneficial next year.
\ . \

114 |
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" As we discussed - | feel it would be more beneficial for the entire board to participate in.
~ It stimulated disclision around worker rules an& tasks. |

o Clarifying process for staff - should izt; done at each i)erson's rate.

—_— Baing-; there to explain the prdgram | bélieve brougiit a better un(ieistanding.-

. % .
It is our job to provide leadership in youth programs. This connot Be judged through
scales. However the scales facilitate compliance with administratjve functions. : , (

" 1 am sure they will be extremely 'useful as we get to yse them in the future. ﬂ
o L P 4 8
. M - ut

4

Neutral Comments

® I feel that it will be more useful next 'year when we have the full year for planning.
This year the short time period for evaluation made it difficult to evaluate any but the
last quarter.
| believe we're almost ready to work alone, but probobly still need guidance and direction.
o - Inthe begining | was thouroughly confused but now | feel that | have a- better understanding.
1 was not assigned scales to complete but still have to develop scales for my proiéct in 1979.

Although the goal attainment method is a valid indicator, our pri)cedure next year will
not change significantly.

o | see this program as & monitoring system to insure we accomplish required tasks. | believe

- the same results could have been accomplished by some checklist which could have been
prepared by the board with some work. No scales can possibly evaluate our effectiveness
beyond our adherence to certain tasks and deadlines.

. There is a possibility of it making us do the work to fit the evaluation instead of the ‘evaiuation
) the work, . C .

Negative Comments

- Ideas discussed were already generally under consideration. Our major problems are people
@ problems in the community. They aren‘t very measurable by scales. Scales are impersonal
and used on community would only turn off those, youth we need to reach.

Voo " Some things were useful, but | feit in general we wasted time that could have been used
for more important items within our board. ’ ' \

L]

Various Youth Board functions were not scaled anqéno meaningful comprehensive planning
, I3

® or evaluation methods were developed. Areas develdped were sketchey and incomplete for
. various reasons. : . ‘
C
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® . .
ITEM4 . ~
’ ¢
@ . Utilization of the Goal Attainment Scale concept. /
. 3 . " . . '
. To evaluate last years program; and‘to plan ahead giv_ing more consideration to those

areas we determined were important. ‘ ‘ .
@ ' ) Evaluation of role and realistic plannmg for job duties of workt;rs
Preliminary analysis of committee effectivenes and board responsibilities.
'Use of concept in staff evaluagioris. .
By re-evaluating how statistics are kept in relation to this project.
For use in 1979 program evaluation. | S
Use for contract agencies in future.
Opened my thinking to more objective ways to evaluate successes apd short oominés.
| heve utilized the scales concept in my program. | e
A refresher i'n required activities - a checklist. |
For use in program planning for 197?.
) Planning for development of my own project scales.

| shall continue to monitor new attendees and try to see if they return.

; Exgapsion of the Goal Attainment Scale concept.
o oy S
Planning and foﬁow-up were expanded due to use of mies.

Expanded to individual programs (i.e., youth employment).

, Development of scales for each d:r%ct service component. Incorporatmg into total p!an
@ for FY1979. ‘

¢ Begining to expand into other factors of my work.
Planning own work load in others areas. (excluding youth board activi’ties).
® Put all our funded agencies on scales.
Development of a monthly scale for reporting purposes.
Set up new reporting f;orms due to évaluation project.

Y

Planning to use Goak Attainment S:éting in all programs.
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