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Introduction

Evaluation means many different things. The goals of the evaluation of a !

Program can include: 0 : h ; | -

a) describing the activities;

b) assessing the impact of the program, the way thipgg are different because
of the program;

¢) learning about the reasons for the program's success or failure.

Usually some information is gathered or collated. The amount and type of
information collected, as well as the methodological rigor, varies, of course, from
project to project.

The Hartford project was complex, as is vsual for environmental design programs;
therefore, it was-reiatively difficult from an evaluatign design point of view,

The goals of the evaluation included all three of those listed above:

detailed descriéfion of the programs implemented, an assessment of the program im~
pact on crime and fear, and, most important, an effort to further general knowledge
about crime reduction or control. The design was comparatively elaborate and the
methods were comparatively rigorous.

For these reasons, the evaluation of the Hartford experiment provided an
unusual opportunity to learn about some strategies for evaluation that were success-
ful and may be useful in other‘evaluations. The purpose of this paper is to present s

some of the lessons that can be learned.

The Nature of the Program

In order to understand the research, it is first necessary to understand the
program.
- The Hartford Project was a. experiment in how to reduce residential burglary
and Street robbery/pursesnatch and.the fear of those crimes in an urban, residential
neighborhood. Its most distinctive feature was its integrated approach to crime \\\\

control: police, community organization, and physical design changes were all used
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to ihcrease the williﬁgﬁéés apd ability of residents to control the néigﬁborhooq
to redﬁce'criminal opportunities, | |

" The initial p;;nning for this project occurred in 1973. Analysig of the
crime in the area was undertaken by an interxdisciplinary team. Its task was to
‘understand the way residents, potential offenders, police and the physical environ-
menéxihteracted to create criminal,oppof;unitieS;,and to design inexpensive strategies
that coui&“bg quickly implewented to intervene in the pattern of rising crime.

A prinéiﬁaluconclusion of the analysis was that a number of features of the
physical environmeanWereMWOrking to destroy the residential character of ;ﬁé'peigh- ’
borhood. Cars and pedestrians passing through the area dominated the streets and
depeféoﬂélizéd tﬁéﬁ. The streets belonged more to outsiders than to resideg;s,
creating an ideal environment for potential offenders. .

Based on this analysis, a lengthy planning anq implemengation period ensued.
In 1976, a three-part program was fully implemented that included:
a. closing and narrowing streets as a main strategy for reducing outside

traffic and.increasing the residential character of the neighborhood.

]
/
!

b, instituting a neighborhood police unit with strong relationships with the
residents, and .

c. creacEng and encouraging area organizations to work withk the police and to
initiate residené efforts to improve the neighborhood and reduce crimiﬁal opportunities,
Fiv features of the éxperiment are particularly important because they com-

plicated the evaluation.

1. The program was implemented in only one neighborhood area, which had a
population of apprdgimately 5,000 people. Therefore, there was only one test of
the concepts and idcas

2. As noted above,.one essential component of the Hartfurd experiment was
its multi-faceted nature, Perhaps the cornerstone of the project was the street

changes, by which the planners hoped to limit vehicular traffic in the neighborhood.

-However, the police and community organization components of the project were imporcant




as well, Each.was Sgen as a potential catalyst to résidént initiatives tobcrime
cbnt;ol, both formal and informal. Describing the impiementation and?“more impor-
tantly, assessing the significance of each program component added considerably to
the complexity of the project.r

3. A related but different point is that the way the program was supposed to
reduce crime and fear was tomplex and involved a chain of events. The fundaméntal
prémise,of the program was that the resideﬁts themselves, through their informal
efforts, could reduce crime, and thereby fear, by.taking control of events in their
neighborhood. Each of the ﬁrogram componénts was intended to increase the abilitj
or willingns.ss of the residents to control the neighborhood. . Sqéh a model is com-
plféated céﬁceptually and analytically. )

The best example of this complexity is the role‘of the stréet closings in crime
control. Many residents, and even some of the police, could never get over the no-
tion that the pﬁrpose of the street.closings was to keep out offenders. Properly
skeptical that anyone who wanted to enter the neighborhood wépld be deterred, such
people could not believe that the program would haYe‘aﬁy ekfect on crime. They
failed to grasp a chain of logical steps: that éhé effect of a lot df"traffic-in
resident¥;1 areas was to depersonalize them; that a reduction in traffic would make
the outside spaces moré pleasant and attractiveﬂfor use by reéidents; that if residents
used the outside spaces more, it would increase the likelihood that they wou1d~£ake an
interest in and become iéy@lved in what went on in the public and semi-private spaces
near their homes; that sucﬁ an interest would make it less likely that offenders Vodld )

" lurk in the neighborhood, waiging fqr criminal opportunities, ' '\\

In essence, the stree™ changes were one important part of an effort to restore

1 3

the residential character of the neighborhood and give the area back to the residents.
Part of the evaluation goal was to learn more about whether the hypothesized chain
of events really worked. The analytic complexities of accomplishing that were

considerable.
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' 4.: The plenning and implementation of the program took place oLer a’

H

v |

' three-year period. This is fairly typical of enV1ronmental design prﬂgrams. How~

O

~ever, such a time period prOV1des considerable opportunity for other, unplanned

events to occur to further confuse the evaluation. ‘
5. The program, including the physical changes, was in place less than a

year when its impact was evaluated. Timing has considerable effect on |evaluation,

On the one hand, an early evaluatron can show the effects of attentionj regardless

of the'content of the program (Hawthorne Effect). On the other hand, sbme of the

goals of the program, such as increased commltment tc the neighborhood, might we11

“take longer than a year to develop,

Each of the above points basicaiiy meant that the program was comélicated

to evaluate. In order to evaluate a complicated program, one is likely {to need a
- >

-.complicated evaluation scheme.
L

~ . ’
“Types of Measures

|
|

- Two goals guided the research design. First, an attempt was made to measure

- each important concept or variable in at least two different ways using different

,methods. Second, although there was a commitment to quantitative evidence regarding

! - . \
the program, the design provided a variety of opportunities for qualitatipe feedback

l

as well. -

The multi-method approach to measurement is cited as desirable in almost any

. text on methodology. It is well known that any particular way of measuring something

has ité,limits and likely biases. Conclusions.based on different ways of measuring'
the same thing are likely to be sounder becauee they transcend the limits of any
particular method. A distincrive oharacteristicvof the Hartford experiment was

not that the‘multi-method approach was valued but rather the extent to which the
project team was successful in finding more than one way to measure the same
phenomena.

Victimization rates and fear were measured by a sample survey'of residents,

Since the purposes of the program were primarily to produce improvements in crime

6 \
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and fear of crime, some sort of resident survey was essential.. However, the
survey also was used to measure a wide range of resident perceptions and behaviors,
In fact, for almost every aspect of the program and its effects that were studied,
a useful set of measures came out of the resident survey.

-~Fear‘of crime-was one of the few variables for which a second source of quan-
titative data was not developped. FIt is hard to measure fear except by taiking
to people, However, the views and observations of a panel of'community leaders .were
solicited via semi-structured interviews to supplement the survey data,

With respect to crime, a second available source of information is, of course,
police records. In this regard the Hartford experience provides a good example both
of the value of a mu1t1-method approach to measurement and, in particular, of how
essential victimization surveys are in assessing crime control programs.

It has long been known that a considerable portion of crimes that occur are not
reported to police, Ratesiof,burglary and robbery/pursesnatch derived f- 2 surveys
are routinely two or three tiﬁes the comparable rates derived from police records.
However, it has been argued that for-the measurement of trends over time, police.
records will provide a meaningful indicator of whether crimes are going up or down.

In Hartford, there was an opportunity to- carry out victimizatlon surveys over a
five year period; and to compare the figures from the v1ct1mizat10n Surveys nith com-
parable figures from police records. The results of this comparison are not sur-
prising to those who have studied factors which affect police record e¢stimates.
However, they provide a warning to those who would rely on p011ce record data alone
as indicators of rates of crime.

During the f1ve-year period in which Hartford crime was monitored, the study
showed_not one but'two different occasions when, for reasons which had nothing to
do’with the rate of crime, the trends in crime based on police record data were very
misleading.

The first case parailels a classic police anecdote., The introduction of a new

Chief of Police in Hartford in. 1974 was accompanied by an apparently massive increase

7 | :
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in crime. Victimization survey data showed that the increase was largely due to

improved reporting practices on the part of police officers,

Three yéars later, the police record data showed a city-wide drop in burglary,

while the victimization survey showed an ihcrease. Some further research revealed

-

that one of the symptoms of some continuing contract negotiation problems between

the policé and the city had been a sharp decline in the rate at which calls for ser-

vicef had yielded reports of actual crimes.

This experience illustrates two points, First, what shows up in the police records

. a reported crime is dependent both on the beﬁ;vior of citizens and the behavior of
olice officers. Extraneous factors which affect the behavior of either can have im-
poxtant affects on pdlice record data and, consequently, on comparisons over time

ased on such figures, Although victimization survey estimates are not peffect by

 agy means, the sources of bias or error should be consistent from time to time if a

suyvey is properly done. Comparative statements based on victimization surveys should

| be Pyyiable., o | ’ | : L

 The ond point to note is the value of the multi—method approach., 1In this

case, the survey apd the police record data did not produce the same conclusion.

When this is the caje, the discrepancy can make the researcher do further inves-
tigation. If only one method is used, the results are likely to be taken as accurate, .

Many evaluation studies, unfortunately, provide little potential for seeing incon-

-

sistency because of the lack of overlaéping measures, Obviously, the more such
overlap can be built in, the less likely the researcher is to make an error; and.
the more convincing will be the conclusions based on the research.

"Meashring the use of spaces proved to be one of the most complex parts of the

evaluation. In their initial analysis of the area, the urban designers had made -
numerous observations about the reiationships between residents, non-residents and
the spaces iq the area: - The neighborhood is depersonalized, Strangers dominate
‘the streéts."There does not appear Eoybe anyvsociqlmqohesion. The parks are not

“used. in an appropriate way. . o g

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Changing such things was an essenti@l'intermediate goal of the program,
Therefore, it was incumbent upon the evaluation team to be able to make statements
about.whether~and how much such changes occurred. To do that, it was necessary to

quantlfy, or at least systematize, the observatlons of the urban de51gn team.

>
Counts of vehicular traffic on Asylum Hill streets, which entail only the
placement of counting machines for 24 hours, were one obvious source of information-
about vehicular traffic., The pattern of pedestrlaﬁs' use of those streets was quan-

titled by using human counters stationed at strategic spots for five different hour-
long perlods Auring the day. Days were standardlzed‘gngthat they had to be at least

minimally attractive for walking; i.e., the tempqrature had to be above 50 degrees
! ’ .\\ . X
" with no precipitation. . Counters not only counted the number of persons passing their
: , : \ : ,
~.spot; they also'coded them into sex, age, and ethnié\categofies by observation.

A third important source of information about ghf use of the neighborhood came

M v
3y -
o .

from the survey re51dents, of c0urse. Their perceptlons of the vehlcular and pe&bs-"

-

trian traffic as we11 as their reports of their own behaV1ors ware 1mportant input

.
—_— .

into understanding of how the neighborhood was being used \

~

\
Flnally, the urban design team attempted to codify thelr observatlons. Based
\ .

on a series of systematic walking trips"through the area at specified times of day;

' \

they put on maps the‘people observed and their activities. The goal was not neceésarily
'.to produce a statistical basis for_éonclusions, but to systematizé\their observations, |
to érovidé some basis against which to compare observations at a lgker point,
In fact, there were significang pfoblems in actgaily reaching LPnclusions based
“on changes in their coded observations from one time to another. Relétively 1itt1e
.analytic use was made of these data, However, figuring out some way to codifv ob-
servations of use bf‘space is important to studies of environmental desigﬁ programs,
More work is needed.to figure out how to do it well. | |
In summary, anélysié of the way the land was used and how that might have Lhanged

as a'result of the program was bésed~qualitative1y on the obsérvations of the urban

‘designers and the reports of people in the community ; it was based quantltatlvely on,_ .
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traffic and pedestrlan counts: and standardized survey measures admlnlstered before

and after implementatxon.

Data on police were gathered in a similar way. -Qualitative information was

available on police operations from at least two sources. First, on £ routine

= )

basis, the team leaders met with Hartford Institutel'staff to review plans and

'problems. The Hartford Instltute staff, in turn, produced routlne summaries of

-

signlflcant happenings with respect to policing in the area. 1In addition, an out-

'side monitor, experienced in police operations, spent a couple of days every two

months visifing with the police team: talking with leaders and patrol officers,

e

riding in patrol cars and reviewing record data. Both of these were extremely
: . L .

important to having an accurate, up-to-date,pic%ure of the police component of

. l N

the program, - e

In addition, there were three more quantitative sources of information about

the police. First, the police officers themselves filled out a questionnaire shortly

" after the police team was established and again near the end of the evaluation period,,

- .

The resident survey included a number of questions both about resident perceptions 6§ﬂ
. - %

the police and about their own behavior with respect to the police. Included were

‘items about reporting crimes to police, the amount and quality of contacts with police

as wel} as citizen‘percéptions‘of response time, responsiveness and:policé effective-
ness. B |

Finally, the police departmgnt'slown records »rovids aiquantitative‘indicators
of police activity.‘ Calls for service, arrests, and reported crimes all provide in-
formation which can be useful to an overall analysis.

¢

The activitias of”the\cdmmunity groups that were formed in Asylum Hill were

monitoured in several ways. The Hartford Institute proQided a good deal of information

about these groups. 'Staff members attended most early meetlngs and had frequent con~

C

1The Hartfoxd Institute for Criminal and Social Justice was responsible for implemen;
tation of the projects.



" tact with the'groups throughout the project. Their knowledge about activities

and problems was periodically summarized. - -

In addition; a set of people knowledgeable about-the commhnity was inter- .

_ viewed in a semi-structured way on two occ351ons. Officers and 1eaders of' the

¢ - -

. A

-fonnal orgnizations in Asylum Hill were among those in the panel; and one of their

particular contributions was to provide additional 1nformat10n about the groups and

-

the1r activities, ‘ o ‘ .; r

'Finally,‘of course, the resident survey ofice again was an invaluable source °

R

of information about re81dents participation in and knowledge of the community or-

ganizations that were trying to help them, ,
e —

Thus, for each component of the program, the eyaluation was able to draw on
multiple sources of information. In some cases, exactly comparable measures were'
available from two different sources. ' In other cases, the data were complementary.
In almost all cases, however; the fact thatAthere were multiple sources of information .
significantly reduced the likelihood,of an inadvertant error about what was going on
‘and significantly increased the‘strengths of the conclusions that could be reached.AA

Analysis Strategies

There were two basic kinds of analytic conc1u31ons that the evaluation was

asked to come up with. The first question to be answered was,whether.or not the
program was successful in reducing burglary and robbery/pursesnatch in Asylum Hill
and the fear of those crimes., Second, . regardless of the outcome, was there something

to be learned from the experience in’ Hartford “that would help others to de31gn a

crime reduction program in existing neighborhoods?

The impact{analysis actually turned out to be two questions. Did crime and.
fear improve in Asylum Hill? and, was the program responsible for the improvement ?
It is evident from the fact that the second question had to be asked that the

answer to the first question was affirmative at the end of a Year, burglary and

the fear of burglary had dropped to a 1eve1 of approximately half of what one would

have expected without. intervention. Statist1ca11y, that was a highly un11ke1y chance
Q . . .

i1
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event, In addition,'although the data on robbery and‘pursesnatch,were:less

. . . . . ° . . .

conclusive because of the comparatively low rates of those crimes, the odds were
'better than 2 out of 3 that those crimes and the-fear of those crimes’ had also im-

-

proved.

But was it the program that was responsible for this reduction, or‘was some-
thing else at work5 It turns out to he extremely difficult in social science to
* prove-that there is not a mysterious unidentified factor responsible for results,.
However, in this 31tuation, the presence of the extensive Hartfoxd data base was a
tremendous asset in making alternative hypotheses less plausible. | |
) One set of hypotheses was ruled out by analysis of city-wide data. lhe harsh="
ness of the winter, a change in economic climate or the inception of a c1ty-w1de
-

| offender work program all could have been plausible alternative reasons for a reduc~

tion in burglary. However, they" would have affected the city as a whole. The decline

B LIS

observed in Asylum Hill occurred in the context of an overall 10 percent increase in
" crime, throughout Hartford ' 3
| Having data on Asylum Hill 1n 1973 1975, 1976 and 1977 helped to address other
hypotheses. The improvement that was observed occurred in the. experimental year of
1976 1977, not before. "Prior to the experimental year: crime rates and fear in
.Asylum Hill had been riging steadily. Only events that would not have affected
: the crime prior to 1976 but then would have had a dramatic.affect Just during that V
year needed to be considered as plausible"alternatives.~ |
"This'logic was quite important in addressing one of the most compelliné‘al-
ternative ideas; that the offender population that had worked in Asylum.Hilluhad’
_”moved'away. A public housing project which had produced a disporportionate number
i;of criminals working in Asylum Hill had been "thinned out" -There also had been'
Aquite a bit of abandonment and demolition in an area north of Asylum Hill. where.
.loffenders had been known to live. It was, of course, not known exactly how many

offenders had moved, nor whether they had moved far. However, that at

least some of thcm had moved somewhere was almost certain. ot

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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There we?@, however, two facts which argued against this change being a major
factor in the observed reductions in crime in Asylum Hill. First, the thinning out
of the public housing project and the housing abandomnment had been géing on for at
least a &ear prior to the expeﬂﬁmental year. One would have expected to see effects
of this prior to the 1976-1977 year if it was significant. Second, detailed vic-
timization data on areas around Asylum Hill did not show declines in burglary and
iobbery such as those found in North Asylum Hill. Since these areas were within
reacn of the same offendérs who worked in North Asylum Hill? one would éxpect
a significant change in the offender population to have affected these adjacent
areas as well. Thus, the data permitted one to rule out a change in the offender
population as a significant factor in the observed crime reduction with a consider-
able degree of confidence. Had the data been less rich, that hypothesis might well
have seriously undérmined confidence in the conclusion that qhe program affected
crime,

The above deals with negative arguments, trying to rule out alternative
hypotheses, Another aﬁproach is to produce documentation that the program produced
changes which could plausiblg reduce crime.

It will-be recalled that the key to crime reduction was thought to be increased
fesident control over the neighborhood. There was considerable evidence that things
had moved in a positive direction in this respect: vehicular traffic had clearly
been restructured and reduced overall; there had been some reduction of pedestrian
traffic on residential streets, though that was not always the case; residents re-
ported that they were doing significantly more walking dn the area and were using
the parks more; they veported that their stranger recognition had improvgd; they
reported more frequent arrangements with neighbors te watch out for one another's
houses.

Thése changes; most of them statisticélly significant, hLelped to buttress
the notion thar the program had succeeded in starting a chain of events that
plausibly could lead to crime geduction. On the other hand, there were some changes

ERIC - -3
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that were expected but not observed. Optimism about the neighborhood's future had
not improved., While fear of the target crimes had gone do&n, there were a number of
neighborlood problems which, in the view of resident;, had not improved.

Of course, data alone, no matter how good, do not eliminate the role of
Judgement. Were the changes observed dramatic enough to have produced a 50 percent
reduction in burglary? Some reviewers will be more convinced than others, However,
because of the extensive data base, critics of the conclusion that the program re-
duced crime and fear during its first year have a difficult case to make, The
possible alternatives identified by the research team do not hold up under scrutiny.
Could there have been an heretofore unnoticed event that occurred at roughly the
same time as the street closings, affected North Asylum Hill but not surrounding
areas,.and had the exact effect the program was designed to have?

In social science, it is difficult to prove anything definitively. However,
the case for a program'impact seems much stronger than the case against.

To produce generalizable knowledge waﬁ the other‘analytic goal of the eval-

uation., Based on one demonstration, there is no statistical basis
for genmeralizing. The foundation on which one generalizes from a single experiment
is conceptual rather than statistical. It is in this context, again, that the com- .
plex data base developed in Hartford both before and after program implementation
was critical to the value of that experiment to others. -
There are two kinds of questions that a person considering the Hartford model
would want #snswered. First, was the situation identified in North Asylum Hill suf-
ficicatly similar that one could apply the analysis to anoéher community? Second,
did the apparent success of the intervention in North Asylum Hill say anything
about the likely success or failure of other similar interventions? Through de-
tailed description of the "before' situation, a good evaluation should enable a
person to answer the first question. Through analysis of the dynamics of the

intervention, and detailed description of what was implemented and with what effect,

a reader should be able to begin to address the second question.

ERIC -« r
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The analy:ic vaiue of good, comprehensive data was once again demonstrated
in ccnnection with the question of the role of the three componénts - physical
changes, police and community organizations - in the program's success,
Fortunately, two unplanned natural experiments occurred that permitted a fairly
definitive answer.

In the farget area, the police and community organization components were
begun a year sefore the street changes were made. However, it was only after
the street changes that crime and fear declined.

An area adjacent to the target area was served by the Asylum Hill police team
and also developed a significant crime-oriented community organization., However,
no strcét changes were made in this ._rea; and no decreases in crime or fear 6ccurred.

Although the role of the other components cannot be assessed fully, it is clear
that the physical design changes were necessary to the success of the program.
Being able to make that statement is very important to those who would learn from
the Hartford experience., The answers will seldom be definitive or unassailable.
However, the better the quality of description and understanding that an evaluation
produces, the more likely it is to be useful to others.
Conclusion

Thé evaluation of the expériment in Hartford was un§3ua11y full and complete,
Even so, there were.desi:ableqsteps nﬁt taken because of limited funding. There
is always some limit to funding., For example, élthough offender interviews were
~conducted in the planning stages of the project, none were done after implementation,

: There were ways in which the monitoring of some of the community activiéies was ﬁot

as detailed as it could have been., More money and more time would have reduced the
number of gaps in the analysis, but clearly would not have eliminated them all,
Social science évaluations do not produce certainty very often; and this one was no

exception.

Having made that point, perhaps it is appropriate to close with a more general

lcomme:;xi about the importance of good methodology in evaluation research,

IToxt Provided by ERI
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The jumping-off point for evaluation research was probably the experimental
designs outlined by Campbell and Stanley many years ago. Those faced with the
task of evaluating real projects soon found that the conditions for true experi-
ments were seldom met. Moreover, it was observed that often the results of even

careful evaluations were inconclusive,

There have always been those who considered research a waste of time and
money. There have always been practicing researchers who, through lack of sophis-
tication or for other reasons,.did methodologically weak research, Such people have
found support from methodologists who focus on the limits of evaluation and under-
state the achievements, both reai and potential. From the statement that definitive
conclusions are unlikely to result from evaluations, it is an easy leap to decide that

the quality of an evaluation does not watter.

There are many programs that are so poorly conceived or implemented that they
warrant little or no investment in evaluation, However, at agny point in time, tliere
is extant a set ‘of ideas about how to deal with & certain kind of problem, in this

case, community crime control. When a program is implemented which provides the

'
-

opportunity to learn something about the validity of thos¢ id;as and how to apply
them, a serious, careful research evaluation effort is a very good investment,
There is no possibility that even a tiny fraction of the funds spent on poor or
ineffective programs will ever Le spent on research.

To criticize evaluations that do not meet strict statistical requirements for
experiment?}wggperéliza;ion is to hold‘up an artificial standard. The goal of
evaluation research is to learn. Learning means to reduce uncertainty about the
way things are and the ﬁay things work. It does matter how well a research eval-

uation is carried out; whether the effort be large or modest, the better the method-

ology, the more uncertainty will be reduced,
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The Hartford project was not a perfect evaluation. It was a good one. Most
important, the rigorous and comprehensive approach to evaluation that was utilized
was essential to the general value that can be derived from the project, It was

a serious attempt to learn something important. More such efforts are needed.




