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Monitoring & Evaluation Rubric Template

Overview

The Monitoring & Evaluation Rubric Template enables jurisdictions to systematically assess the
progress and impact of justice system reforms under the Justice Systems Implementation
Framework. It provides a structured rubric to evaluate key performance indicators (KPIs) related to
public trust, access to justice, case resolution, stakeholder engagement, technology utilization,
cost-effectiveness, and equity impact, as outlined in the Monitoring and Accountability section.
Enhanced with technology, cost-efficiency, and equity metrics, the template supports data-driven
decision-making, transparency, and continuous improvement, ensuring alignment with the
framework's goals of 25% increased public trust, 80% fair access, and 70% case resolution by
2035. It is adaptable to diverse jurisdictional contexts and resource levels.

Purpose: To monitor implementation progress, evaluate outcomes, and provide actionable insights
for refining justice system reforms.

Target Users: National Implementation Units, Regional Justice Hubs, policymakers, community
stakeholders, and monitoring teams.

Format: Modular rubric with KPlIs, scoring criteria, data collection methods, qualitative reflections,
and adaptation guidelines.

Access: Available at Tools Library in PDF, markdown, and offline formats. Multilingual versions
planned by Year 2 (2027).

Instructions

1. Customize the Rubric: Adapt KPIs and scoring criteria (up to 20% modification) to reflect local
priorities, with approval from Regional Justice Hubs (Appendices).

2. Collect Data: Use specified methods (e.g., surveys, case records) to gather quantitative and
qualitative data, ensuring inclusivity of marginalized groups.

3. Score Performance: Apply the rubric to assign scores (0-3) for each KPI based on evidence,
calculating totals for each category.

4. Reflect Qualitatively: Provide insights on challenges, successes, and contextual factors to
complement quantitative scores.

5. Report Findings: Submit results to Regional Justice Hubs for integration into the framework's
metrics dashboard (Monitoring and Accountability).

6. Develop Action Plans: Use scores and reflections to prioritize improvements, aligning with the
Pilot Readiness Self-Assessment Tool.

7. Seek Support: Request technical assistance or funding from Regional Justice Hubs via
[globalgovernanceframework@gmail.com].

Monitoring & Evaluation Rubric

1. Public Trust in Justice Systems

Evaluate the extent to which reforms enhance public confidence, targeting 25% increased trust by
2035.

_ Scoring Criteria (0-3) m Data Collection Method

1.1 Public 3:225% increase in trust surveys; 2: Annual public perception surveys,
perception of 15-24% increase; 1: 5-14% increase; focus groups with 230%
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_ Scoring Criteria (0-3) m Data Collection Method

fairness

1.2 Transparency of
justice processes

1.3 Community
engagement in
justice

1.4 Trust among
marginalized
groups

0: <5% or no data

3:100% of outcomes published; 2:
75-99%; 1: 50-74%; 0: < 50% or
none

3:>50% of communities engaged; 2:
30-49%; 1: 10-29%; 0: <10%

3:225% increase in trust among
indigenous/youth; 2: 15-24%; 1: 5—-
14%;: 0: <5%

Global Governance Frameworks

marginalized group representation

Audit of published case outcomes,
stakeholder feedback

Attendance records, engagement
logs from Stakeholder
Engagement Charter Template

Targeted surveys, qualitative
interviews with indigenous, youth,
low-income groups

Qualitative Reflection: Describe factors influencing trust (e.g., media campaigns, community
dialogues) and barriers (e.g., historical mistrust).

2. Access to Justice

Assess the availability and inclusivity of justice services, targeting 80% fair access by 2035.

_ Scoring Criteria (0-3) m Data Collection Method

2.1 Legal aid coverage

2.2 Accessibility for
marginalized groups

2.3 Availability of
multilingual services

2.4 Digital access to
justice platforms

3:280% of eligible population covered; 2:

50-79%: 1: 20-49%; 0: < 20%

3:>80% of services accessible to

indigenous/youth; 2: 50-79%; 1: 20-49%;

0: <20%

3: Services in 280% of local languages; 2:

50-79%: 1: 20-49%; 0: < 20%

3:280% of population with digital access;

2: 50-79%; 1: 20-49%: 0: < 20%

Legal aid program
records, beneficiary
surveys

Accessibility audits,
stakeholder feedback

Language service
inventories, user surveys

Internet penetration data,
platform usage logs

Qualitative Reflection: Outline barriers to access (e.g., rural isolation, digital divide) and strategies
(e.g., mobile justice units).

3. Case Resolution Efficiency

Measure the effectiveness of justice systems in resolving cases, targeting 70% resolution by 2035.

_ Scoring Criteria (0-3) m Data Collection Method

3.1 Case resolution
rate

3.2 Restorative
justice resolution

3.3 Indigenous
justice integration

3:>70% of cases resolved annually;
2:50-69%; 1: 30-49%; 0: <30%

3:>270% of eligible cases resolved
restoratively; 2: 50-69%; 1: 30-49%;
0: <30%

3:270% of eligible indigenous cases

resolved; 2: 50-69%; 1: 30-49%,; O:
<30%
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_ Scoring Criteria (0-3) m Data Collection Method

3.4 Backlog 3:
reduction 28

50% reduction in case backlog;

>
30-49%: 1: 10-29%: 0: *<"10% Court backlog reports

Qualitative Reflection: Identify factors affecting resolution (e.g., resource shortages, judicial
training) and mitigation efforts.

4. Stakeholder Engagement

Evaluate the inclusivity and effectiveness of stakeholder involvement, aligning with Stakeholder
Engagement.

_ Scoring Criteria (0-3) m Data Collection Method

3: >50% of identified stakeholders
4.1 Participation rate engaged; 2: 30-49%; 1: 10-29%; O:
<10%

Attendance records,
engagement logs

3:250% of engagement from
marginalized groups; 2: 30-49%; 1: 10— Participant demographics
29%; 0: <10%

4.2 Marginalized group
representation

3:260% of decisions influenced by

i‘:{t?’e Ff;?::"k feedback; 2: 40-59%; 1: 20-39%; O: Fiﬁgbi‘;‘;s”Z'I":'z reports,
9 <20% policy ge log

4.4 Stakeholder 3: >85% satisfaction with engagement; Surveys, qualitative

satisfaction 2:60-84%; 1: 30-59%; 0: <30% interviews

Qualitative Reflection: Describe engagement challenges (e.g., trust deficits) and strategies to
enhance inclusivity.

5. Technology Utilization

Assess the adoption and effectiveness of technological innovations, aligning with Digital Justice &
Innovation.

_ Scoring Criteria (0-3) m Data Collection Method

3:280% of eligible processes use Al

5.1 Adoption of Al-driven tools: 2: 50-79%: 1: 20-49%: O:

System usage logs,

tools <20% training records
5.2 Blockchain record- 3:280% of records on blockchain; 2: Blockchain audit reports,
keeping implementation 50-79%; 1: 20-49%; 0: <20% data integrity checks
5.3 User satisfaction with 3: 285% user satisfaction; 2: 60-84%; User surveys, helpdesk
tech platforms 1: 30-59%,; 0: <30% feedback
5.4 Al bi tigati 3:100% of Al tools audited for bias; 2: Bias audit reports,

: las mitigation 75-99%: 1: 50-74%: 0: < 50% compliance logs

Qualitative Reflection: Highlight technology adoption challenges (e.g., digital literacy,
infrastructure) and solutions (e.g., training programs).

6. Cost-Effectiveness

Evaluate the resource efficiency of justice reforms to optimize limited budgets.
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_ Scoring Criteria (0-3) m Data Collection Method

6.1 Cost per case
resolved

6.2 Resource
utilization efficiency

6.3 Cost savings from
technology

6.4 Funding
diversification

3:230% reduction in cost per case; 2:
15-29%; 1: 5-14%; 0: < 5%

3:280% of allocated budget effectively
used; 2: 60-79%; 1: 40-59%; 0: <40%

3:>230% savings from tech adoption; 2:
15-29%; 1: 5-14%; 0: < 5%

3:250% of funding from diverse
sources; 2: 30-49%; 1: 10-29%; O:
<10%

Financial reports, case
resolution data

Budget expenditure audits,
program evaluations

Cost-benefit analysis of
tech platforms

Funding source reports,
grant records

Qualitative Reflection: Discuss budget constraints, inefficiencies, and strategies for resource
optimization (e.g., public-private partnerships).

7. Equity Impact

Evaluate differential outcomes across population groups to ensure equitable justice delivery.

_ Scoring Criteria (0-3) m Data Collection Method

7. Outcome parity for
marginalized groups

7.2 Satisfaction equity

7.3 Access equity

7.4 Representation in
outcomes

3: <10% disparity in resolution
rates; 2: 11-20%; 1: 21-30%; O:
>30%

3: <10% disparity in satisfaction
rates; 2: 11-20%; 1: 21-30%; O:
>30%

3: <10% disparity in access rates;
2:11-20%; 1: 21-30%; 0: > 30%

3: >50% of outcomes benefit
marginalized groups; 2: 30-49%; 1:
10-29%; 0: <10%

Case outcome data
disaggregated by group (e.g.,
indigenous, gender)

Surveys disaggregated by
group

Access metrics disaggregated
by group

Outcome reports, beneficiary
demographics

Qualitative Reflection: Analyze disparities in outcomes (e.g., gender, ethnicity) and propose
targeted interventions (e.g., inclusive policies).

Scoring Rubric

¢ 3 points: Fully achieved (meets or exceeds target with robust evidence).

¢ 2 points: Partially achieved (approaching target with actionable plans).

¢ 1point: Initial progress (significant gaps, plans underway).
¢ 0 points: No progress (no evidence or plans).

Maximum Scores:

e Public Trust: 12 points

e Access to Justice: 12 points

e Case Resolution: 12 points

e Stakeholder Engagement: 12 points

e Technology Utilization: 12 points

o Cost-Effectiveness: 12 points
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e Equity Impact: 12 points

e Total: 84 points

Scoring Interpretation:

e 67-84 (High Performance): Strong progress toward framework goals. Scale successes and
share best practices.

e 50-66 (Moderate Performance): Progress with targeted gaps. Develop action plans with
Regional Justice Hub support.

e 34-49 (Low Performance): Significant gaps requiring capacity building. Prioritize foundational
improvements.

e 0-33 (No Performance): Critical gaps across areas. Engage Regional Justice Hubs for
comprehensive support.

Data Collection Methods

¢ Quantitative:
o Surveys: Conduct annual public perception, stakeholder satisfaction, and user surveys,
ensuring =230% marginalized group participation.
o Case Records: Collect court, restorative, and indigenous justice data quarterly, verified by
auditors.
o Program Logs: Track engagement, accessibility, and tech metrics using templates from Tools
Library.
o Financial Data: Audit budgets and expenditures for cost-effectiveness, disaggregated by
program.
o Disaggregated Data: Collect outcome, access, and satisfaction data by group (e.g.,
indigenous, gender, income).
¢ Qualitative:

o Focus Groups: Hold biannual sessions with indigenous, youth, and low-income groups to
contextualize data.

o Interviews: Conduct targeted interviews to identify challenges and successes.

o Narrative Reports: Document case studies and feedback in culturally sensitive formats (e.g.,
oral histories).

o Adaptation:

o Use low-tech methods (e.g., paper surveys) in low-resource areas, targeting 70% coverage
by Year 3 (2028).

o Incorporate indigenous data collection practices (e.g., storytelling), with elder approval.

o Ensure tech-related data (e.g., Al usage, blockchain audits) complies with Digital Justice &
Innovation standards.

Reporting Guidelines

e Frequency: Submit reports biannually (July and January) to Regional Justice Hubs via secure
platforms or offline channels (Tools Library).

¢ Format:

o Include rubric scores, qualitative reflections, and supporting data (e.g., survey results, cost
analyses).

o Use visual aids (e.g., charts) from the Pilot Readiness Self-Assessment Tool to highlight
trends.
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o Provide summaries in local languages, targeting 80% coverage by Year 4 (2029).
e Transparency:

o Publish anonymized findings on the framework's digital repository, respecting confidentiality.

o Share outcomes with communities through forums, targeting 50% community reach by Year 3
(2028).

¢ Integration: Feed results into the centralized metrics dashboard, contributing to global progress
tracking.

Action Planning

Use rubric scores to develop action plans, prioritizing low-scoring areas.

Categor Score/Max Priority LD iSRRI Timeline e
gory (High/Medium/Low) | Steps Party Needed

e.g.,
Launch eg., eq. Q1 edg.,

Public Trust /12 trust- Communications 2(?2'6 $20,000,
building Team 3 staff
campaigns

Accsass to 12

Justice

Case

Resolution N2

Stakeholder

/12

Engagement

Te?hnqlogy 12

Utilization

Cost-

Effectiveness N2

Equity

Impact 12

Instructions:

1. Score/Max: Enter score for each category.

. Priority: Assign High (score <50%), Medium (50-75%), or Low ( > 75%).
. Action Steps: List specific actions (e.g., expand legal aid, train in Al tools).
. Responsible Party: Identify lead entity or individual.

. Timeline: Set deadlines (e.g., 3-12 months).

. Resources Needed: Specify budget, personnel, or support.

N O o~ WO N

. Review quarterly with Regional Justice Hubs.

Customization Guidelines

¢ Adaptation: Modify up to 20% of KPIs or criteria to reflect local contexts (e.g., add rural tech
adoption metrics). Submit changes to Regional Justice Hubs for approval.

e Examples:
o Add a KPI on nomadic group access for remote jurisdictions.
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o Adjust equity metrics to focus on gender disparities.
o Include cost-effectiveness metrics for specific programs (e.g., restorative justice).
e Documentation: Record adaptations in an annex for transparency.

Implementation and Support

e Launch: Convene a monitoring team to finalize the rubric by [date, e.g., Q4 2026].

e Submit: Share reports with Regional Justice Hubs via secure platforms or offline channels (Tools
Library).

¢ Request Assistance: Contact [globalgovernanceframework@gmail.com] for training, funding, or
technical support, referencing rubric results.

¢ Feedback: Submit template usability feedback via the engagement platform for biannual
updates (July and January).

Monitoring Progress

¢ Review Cycles: Evaluate biannually, revising KPIs based on feedback and outcomes.
e Reporting: Integrate findings into quarterly dashboard updates (Monitoring and Accountability).

e Success Metrics: Achieve 80% of jurisdictions scoring 67+ (High Performance) by Year 5
(2030).
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