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SECTiON 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Probation and pClrole for convicted offenders are alternatives to 
incarceration to improve tho potential for individual rehabilitation within the 
community throug~ job opportunities t education opportunities I family 
relutions Clnci community support. Parole is release from prison to serve 
tho unexpired sentunce hl the commuf'ity under supervision according to 
rul(:)s of conduct specified hy the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole. 
PtObcttiOil. is a sentence served in the community under supervision VJith 
nl.h~s of conduct specified by tho Court and the Board. 

The Pennsylva'1ia BOc1rd of Probation and P,:rolo I unlike many state 
parole agencies I combines caso decisions and caseload management wJthin 
the agency. The Board mombNs dctcn1i.ne parolc-os I reparolef, and reVOCClUons 
of ctdult offonJerB. The Bo::trd staff provides case information and reccnnme::nd
ations und o.lso supervj fes cases on parole. Upon request by County Courts I 

the stafi: also supervises ,. special pwbution and parole casos" ai~ld provides 
pre-sentence investigations. 

In oarly 19{ I, the Board operated with a Central Office in Harrisburg 
and nino Distdct Offices located throughout the state. The Philadelphia 
District Office supervised 1131£ of the state caseloud. To varying degrees 
th8 other District Officer; wore considerod too largo and centrdlized. 
Caseloads per Clgont vver8 hjgh according to stundClrds recommended by the 
NCltion~l Council on CriFle and Delinquency. 

The Orn.niLus Crime Control and Safo Streets Act of 1968 providod 
funcls through the Pennsylvania Governor's Justice Commj 8sion for sevc~'al 
subgrants to the Board. In eurly 1972 I RegionD.l Offices wore establish(ld 
in oach of the GovGl'llor's six Human Servico Regions and ten Sub-·OifiGus 
·wore located to S8rve loci.l]jzed casoJoads throughout the Commonwealt11. 
The Regional Office and Sub-Offices Project j s prosently undm- a contimw.tion 
subgrClnt and hus beon in operation fol' two years" 

Meti.lMetrics Inc. I a private firm specializing in planning I resoarch 
and oVdluation in criminal justice I conducted tho evaluation of the Regional 
Offices and Sllb--Officen I Continuation S1.1.b9rant DS--3 GO-·73A/E awarded 
by the Pennsylvania Governor's Commission I for the period July 1 t 1973 
to April I, 1974. An intcrim relJort was completod on Decembor ltl/ 197;3. 
This report presollts the finC11 results of the evaluation. 
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SECTION 2 

EVALUATION SUMMARY 

In early 1971., Regiorlal Offices stt:-l.ffud by a Dh"Gctor and 80crGtmy Vvore 
established in PhH<J.clolphia I All entoWTl t Harrisburg I 'Williams port I Pittsburgh 
and Erie. Sub--Office s were (~stabli shed in Scranton I Reading t N orri stown I 
Lar~CtH;i:or I York t State Col] oge t J ohnstoV'ln, Greensburg, 8h<1ron - F' (wrell and 
AUqujpp3.. In Oci:obm of 1873 t the Johnstown Sub-Office was converted for 
tho SR~ project 1, Tho current subgwnt is o. continu<.1tion of thn project with 
all compcments having completed at lsost two ycc;,rs of oporatlon. Accordingly I 
the V;'obloms of start-·up including Htafhng J facilities and oqui pInent h<1vO 
been overcome and thE) project is at full opt:~r0.ti(ln cmd providing services to 
client.-.. 

2. 1 PROJECT 013JECTIVrS 

l\.~corclin9 to the Ponnsylvunia Bo~~rd of Probation und 'Parole f the initinl 
subt.;rtuyts cmabljnv i:he Gst~Jblishmont of R':gional Offices resultod in Iflorc: 
offecti\lC:! (.1dmi:li;)tri~U()n and f:c-;l'viC8S d01hlNj in clceurd with the Board's nc',\' 
phUOSf,phy J proy(c.\ws and object.i.ves. Th,; est::>blis1)i~1Ci1t of tt-:c; Sub-OfticCG 
provi,-lcd for marc rnudily uv("':l:-:;)le sorvicoi::, closer rC'liJ.tions1li p8 ,met suppDri: 
from ilw loc:..iJ, community J lowor casclo(lds and Optilili:ll reinto0r~'tion of oifclJ.dr:rs 
into thc! community. 

Objectives of tho continuation subgrant were to: 

o provjde impl"Oved information for decisions through 
increa.sed understanding of the offcmdor t reduced 
caseJoJ.ds, COi1t('\.ct wHh family f and contbc:t with 
local court und polico 

o ClS8i st thE\ Board thro1l9h ckcontralizing of ceriuin 
case decif;ions to Regional Offices 

o provide improved clclivery of parole services throvgh 
reducing agent and clieni: travel time 

1The Social Rehabilitation Service of the U . S. Dep:.lrt.ment of Health, Education 
and Welfare provides funds for parole supervision of specialized caseloi.lds 
including alochol dependence t drug dependence and welfare cases. 
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o address clicmt rehabilitation requirements through use of 
community re~ources und programs such as Public Assist
ance and Employment Security 

o implement new parole programming including Gujded Group 
Interaction Clnd assistance in employment 

o relate to c1.iont in a community setting rather th<"1n in an 
alient and hLlTcaucraUc setting 

o obtam cor;,rnuuity unctm"stunding and assistance in the 
client rehobniat:lon process 

o relate p:J.role service s in community culturul rcquimments 

o improve agent effectivGness th1"ouyh an undel stL-nding of 
his role or rchubHitatjon jn the cOlnmu.nity 

o rc::,duce agent turnover und cc.:seloacl trr111sier through 
enhcHlCerl1Cmi. of agent cornrnunity E,tt:tUG and rolf' 

o increase stc!ff -efiectlv0.ness through tc:}am appro:::ich in 
client rehubilltation and mutuul staff developmcL.i 

2 • 2 PROJECT ACTNITIES 

Regional Offices serve n program dev81opmont and co()rdination funcUon. 
Regional Directors played an imIsxtant role in Community Pen"ole Center and 
Sub·· Office development. Moro l"c:"'cently I they fClcilitated the instituUC111 of the 
SRS progrum. The philosophy of rcgionalization is one of c1ccen+'r2lizntion. 
The Board is systemaUcally delc~Jating activjtic~s and dccision:o; to tho nogionul 
and District Offices. Chief among these are bail decisions I personnel hirJ1g 
3.nd transfer I final discharge notice, and parole violntion heRrings. 

The Sub-Offices are I in effect I non-urbun Community Parole Centers. 
The typical staff consi sts of a su pcrvi sor I two to threo p<:lfole agents and u 
clerk-typist. Approximately ono~half of tho Sub-Office: p(~rsonnel mo funded 
by the sub grant . The major dHference between erc· sand Sub-Officos is th8 
dispersion of the caseload which still requires substantial travel for tho agent. 
The amount of travel is reduced from that required for agonts operating from. 
th(;) District Offices. Parolees in the vicinity of the Sub-Offices c10 visit and 
arc:; intervio"('ved in the office. SRS agents from tho District Officos muke use 
of the Sub-Offices. 

"-, ---- -- -- - ,--,-". 
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2.3 PROJECT PROBLEMS 

Problems voiced by Board and project personnel were uncertainty of 
funding and impnct of the SRS program. A major concern was the range of 
caseloads per agent in the Sub-Offices from 35 to close to a hundred. ThE:' 
variation in cuseloads is due to program requirements, agent vacancies and 
differential grovrth of caseloads }:IebI'wen areas; Adjustments in caseload s are 
made by transferring of cases betweep agents and offices. Some differential 
should be expected and real problems arise only if these differentials are seen 
uS large and/or discriminatory. SRS ag'ents havo maximum caseloads of 40 
which are perceived as artificial and discriminatory by Sub-Office personnel. 

Guided Group Interaction (8G1) is a group treatment approach to caGe 
management that was initiated at the same time as the project. vVhi1e seen 
as effective, its use has declined due to financial, administrative and proficiency 
reasons. 

Parole cuseloads and special probation and parole case]oacls have incroased 
in recent years. Board staff and operc:tions expenditures have also increasod. 
Commonv.ealth financial support has not been commensurate '"''lith the demand 
for Board services and a high reliance on Federal funding has resulted. 

2.4 PROJECT PERFORMANCE 

The Rcgio;1al Offices and Sub-Offices are in accord with the Bourd's 
objectivGs for Lhe project cmd· are providing decentralized sCIvices to parolcGs 
and the c ommu.nity • 

The result of this project, combined with related Board programminsr, has 
bOGn to reduce recidivism over the pust two years as can be seen from the 
following table. 

Table 2-1 

Parolees Returned to Prison as a Per Cent of Parolees Released 

Year 

1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 

Actual Numbers Released 

1,956 
1,756 
2,090 
2,907 
2,620 
2,481 

Estimated Return to 
Prison 

33.9% 
28.2% 
38.2% 
25.3% 
22.9% 
19.9% 
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While overall Board staff has incroased during the past two years, the 
Central Office personnel, a s a percentage of total staff f actually declined. 

2.5 EVAL UATION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Regjonul Office and Sub-Office pj:oject is integral to the Board's 
changing iJ.pproach to parole and probatioll supervision. The project is providing 
improved services to its clients and i.mproved responsiveness to c-::>mmunity 
and county needs for supervi sion servicGfJ. MetaMetrics recommends that the 
Board continue i.ts cl8C(~Iltralization planning and imrlernentation. Guided Group 
Interaction f3hould be anulyzed for explicit policies regcirding its utilization 
and promulgation. 

MCCl1lS to D:3ttcr integrate tho SRS progIum into the Board's overall effort 
should be explored. The SItS program should huve un explicit community orientation I 
both jn philosophy and physical location of agents. 

The increa Sing ca selcad a s Signed to the Board by County Courts lequirG S 

Board crL.ention. ConsiderutiOt1 should bG giVen to alternative means of assisting 
counti8s including increased subsidies, guidelines for services rendered under 
subsidy funding uncI encouragemont to counties in thoir quest for grants and 
local funding. 

MctRMetrics rocommends that the Governor's Justice Commission contimw 
to fund 2nd support this jrnportunt project. Caseload constf(Jints should not be' 
imposHl \vhich would ~;e.rvo as an exampJe of cooperution for the Roard ' S overaJl 
respon~;jhjJ:lty to its clients. Caseload COYl;:;traints should be placed only on 
small CXF;ytlnentiJ)' or research caseloacls to determi.ne supervision effectivello':; S 

for Bourd consideration and pollcy. 

The Board hus demonstratod an ability to reduco recidivism or return to 
crime of its parolees. This if; tho result of decentra.liza.tion I improvod ca.se 
manugernont and ralerted program changes. Tbe Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, 
in recognition or this achievement and considering the increasing probation 
caseload tlssigned by county courts I should provide the required financia) 
and admj.nistrative support to continue tho Board's efforts to impact upon crime. 
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SECTION 3 

EVAL UATION ACTIVITIES 

The evaluation of the Regionu,l Offices and Sub-Offices project began 

on JUly I, 1973. Initial meetings were held with the key Board planning and 

operations personnel I a representative of the Evaluation MC:l.l1agement UnJi of 

the Governor's Justice Commission, and the Regional Directors. These initial 

meetings informed project personnel of the goals a.nd procedures of the evaluation. 

Duri.ng the first month I meetings were heJd with tho Chairman and key 

Board staff to determine Board goals for the project. At the end of July I a 

Dosj.gn Memorandum (Appendix B) WCJ.S produced. This l'v1.eITIorandum outlined 

Board goals I project components I poljcy considerations I datil requj.rem~nts I 

interview formats I evaluation procGctv.ros and schedule for an eight month 

evaluation. 

Initial data collection focused on descriptive and policy information 

obtained through interviews with field personnel and Central Office staff. 

Caseload I staff and financial information was obtained from the Central Office. 

Interviews were conducted in Regions I I II and III. Data was organized and 

a preliminary analysis was conducted. The Interim Evaluation Report was 

completed by December 14 I 1973. 
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The benefit of the evaluation has been to the policy making levels rather 

than to the operating project level. Issues discussed at an interim evaluation 

briefing to the Board and Commission staff included: 

o Uncertainty of magnitudes of future funding 

o Changing composition of caseloads 

o SRS program and differentiaJ caseloads 

o Bourd policy and project effectiveness 

The project was originally scheduled to end in 8 months. Because of a 

lower level of oxpenditure S I the addition of approximately $38 / 000.00 from other 

sources and the tranE;fer of the Johnstown Sub--Orfice to the sns program in late 

1973 I the project was rescheduled to coincide with tho Piscal Year and Emd on 

June 30, 1974. 

Interviews were conducted in Regions IV J V and VI. Additional delta was 

obtained from the Central OffJce. Final evaluation analysis was conducted. 
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SECTION 4 

PROJECT EVALUATION 

In early 1972 I Regional Offices were established in each of the Governor's 

six Human Service Regions and ten Sub-Offices were located to serve localized 

caseloads throughout the Commonwealth. According to the Pennsylvania Board 

of Probation and Parole I the initial subgrants enabling the establishment of 

Regional Offices resulted in more effective administration and services delivery 

in accord with the Board's new philosophy I programs and objectives. The 

establishment of the Sub-Offices provided for more readily available services I 

closer relationships and SUPP0D: from the local community I lower caseloads and 

optimal reintegration of offenders into the community. A gross failure late of 

6.2% at the end of calendar year 1972 as compared with 10,3% at the end of 

calendar year 1970 was cited as demonstrating more effective delivery of 

services. In 1973 I however I the gross failure rate increased to 7 .0%. 

4. 1 BOARD GOALS AND OBJECTIVr:S 

Board gonls for the continuation subgrant rested on the ongoing functions 

of the Board which can be catogorized as acting upon: (a) case decisions on 

parole I reparole nnd recommitment, and (b) administration of services for 

rehabilitation. Identified Board objectives for the project a 5 they relate to 

these categories ar'e as follows: 
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Case Decisions 

o provide improved information for decisions through increased 
understanding of tho offender ( reduced caseloads I contact 
with family I and contact vvith local court and police 

o assist the Bonrd through decentralizing of certain case 
decisions to Rogional Offices 

Parole Suporvi§ion 

o provide improved delivery of parole services through reducing 
agent and client travel time 

o address Cliei.1t rehabilito.tion requirements through use of 
community resources and programs such as PubJic Assj stance 
and Employment Security 

o implement no"v parole programming including Guided GrolJ.p 
Interaction and assistance jn employment 

o ro121te to client in Ci community setting mther than in an 
alien and bUr8ClUCrutic setting 

o obtain community undorstcmding and assistance in the CliOi.1t 
rehabiliutio1!. process 

o relato parole services to community cultura] wqujrernEmts 

o improve agent effectivenc!ss through an understanding' of 
his role or rehabilitation il) the community 

o reduce agent turnover and caseload transfer through onhance
ment of agent community status and role 

o incroase staff effectiveness through team approach in 
client rehabiliation nnd mutual staff development 
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4.2 PROJECT ACTNITIES 

Interviews at the Regional, District and Sub-Office levels indicate 

that project porf.;onnel are in accord with the Board's objectives. Comrr.unications 

botween levels ufe excellent and morale is high. 

4.2. 1 _Regional Offices 

Activities of the Regional Offices vary froIll region to 1 egion with 'respect 

to size, characil'ristics and location of caseload; staff; and Regional organization 

responsibilities. Accordingly I the activities and respollsibHities of tho Pbilac1elp1da 

Regional Director vvHh two District Offices, five eFC' S I a large SRS progwm and 

half of the State caseload arc different than those of the Harrh.:burg Regional 

Director with one District Offico, two Sub-Offices and 7% of the caselOtlcl. 

Regional 0ffices serve a program development and coordination functioll. 

Regional Directors played an important role in Community Parole Centor and 

Sub-Office devolopment. More recently, they facilitated the institution of the 

SRS program. 

The philosophy of regionalization is one of decentralization. Th(~ Board 

is systematically delegating activities and declsions to the Regional and JJistrict 

.\ 
"_"~~~:-""~7~,":.c:::c,,_::-;:c;..~1 
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Offices. Chief among these are bail decisions I personnel hiring and transfer I 

final discharge notice, and parole violation hearings. A key issue is the 

weighting given to case recommendations from the field and some changes have 

taken place. 

While only the Regional Director and a Clerk Stenographer are authorized 

for funding in each Region by the subgrant, interviews indicated that District 

Office staff was available to the Regional Director in the discharge of Regional 

responsibilities. 

4.2.2 Sub-Offices 

The Sub-Offices are I in effect I non-urban Community Parol Centers. The 

typical staff consists of a supervisor J two to three parole agents and a clerk-typist 

Approximately one half of the Sub-Office personnel are funded by the subgrant. 

The major difference between CPC's anq. Sub-Offices is the dispersion 

of the caseload which still requ.lres substantial travel for the agent. The amount 

of travel is reduced from that required for agents operating from the District Offices. 

Parolees in the vicinity of the Sub-Offices do visit and are interviewed in 

the office. SRS agents from the District Offices ma.ke use of the Sub-Offices, 
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Sub-Offices are located in municipalities ranging in population from 

16 I 000 to 103 1000. The location within the community has had an overall effect 

of increasing community and local agency contact. The Sub-Office is generally 

identified by crJminal justice agencies as the office for dealing with probationers 

and parolees. Telephono contact is facilitated for parolees and agencies as 

compared to District Offices which require a long distance call. Sub-Office 

staff expressed a decided preference for the Sub-,Office working environment as 

compared to the District Office. 

'The Sharon and State CJ1] ege Sub-Offices have esta~lished rield Offices 

in cooperation with County Courts. These are mini-Sub-Offices with space I 

E":yuipment and some clerical assistance provided by the Counties. The Sharon 

Sub-·Office has assumod the total probation caseload for two counties. 

4.3 PROJECT PROBLEMS 

-Problems expressed by Central Office personnel were: 

o uncertainty of funds for continuation of project 

a caseload level constraints on overall project 

a union requirements for overtime pay for after regular 
hour s activities by agents 

. i , 
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These problems are external, though very relevant, to the project proper. Closer 

coordination I joint planning with GTC and other state involved agenpies I and additional 

funding would assist in the resolution of these problems. The funding problem 

has prompted the consideration of closing several of the Sub-Offices. The 

Johnstown Sub-Office was transferred to the SRS program. Staff in the Sub-Offices 

has been reduced by 10% from July I 1973 to December I 1973. 

Problems Gxpressed by Regional Directors werG: 

o communications with Central Office 

o continuity of training 

o de.gree of decentra1i zRtion of deci.sions including plcnming 

o potGntial duplication of Regional Office and District 
Office responsibilities 

o need for RGgional staff 

The problems exprGssed at the Regional level are being addressed within 

th.; Board organization. With the changing chairmanship has come some org"aniz--

ational changes. Communications between the Central Office and tho Regions 

is improved. Decentralization of Board and Central Office functions is taking 

place. To the extent that decentralization increases Regional functions I 

community contact is increased and recent supremo court dGcis:ions impact on 

RegioEal activities, additional staff may become necessary. For the period of 

the evaluation, additional Regional staff wa s not required. 



Page 4-7. 

Problems expressed by Sub-OHices were 

o differential caseloads (SRS) and agent morale 

o increasing special probation and p3.role workload 

o clerical workload 

Two of the five Sub-Offices visited oxpressed a need for some additional 

space. A major concern J howe'ler J was the range of caseloads per agent from 

35 to close to a hundred. The variation in caseloads is due to program requirements ( 

agent vacancies and differential g-rowth of caseloads be· ween area s. Adjustments 

in caseloads are made by transferring of cases between agents and office~. Some 

differential sho\..11d be exp8ctp.d and real problems arise only if these dHferentic.ls 

are seen as large and/or discrjminatory. SRS agents have rraximuITl caseloads 

of 40 which are perceived as artificial and discriminatory by Sub-Office personnel. 

Increasing special probation and parole caseloads have also increased 

the presentence investigations conducted by Sub-Offjces. One clerk-typist is 

unable to handle the paperwork of the typical Sub-Office and the overloC'.d is 

presently handled by District Office personnel. 

· ~~""'~"""""""'-"-"-''''-'''---':'''lii~iiii'_'iiii"7E_iiii'_'iiiiiiii-'''iiii'''-''iii"'''iiii''_''iii' iIiiIiii ____________________ ~ 
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4 .4 CASELOADS 

Caseloads have increased over the past five years throughout Pennsylvanin 

as can be soen in Table 4-1. The caseload for the state as a whole increased 

80.8% 0 Harrisburg, the region with the smallest caseload, and Philadelphia, 

the region with the largest caseload / increased at 76% while Allentown showed 

116%, the largest regional increase over the same time period. 

Table 4-1 

Total Caseload Summary, 1968 to 1973 1 

I 

1968 2,896 
1969 2/854 
1970 2,953 
1971 3,464 
1972 4,571 
1973 5,106 

Rate of increase 
1968 to 1973 

Regions 
II III 

619 450 
666 442 
737 470 
842 545 

1,133 704 
1,340 792 

IV V 

464 938 
464 978 
458 975 
531 1,123 
654 1,358 
834 1,513 

(Per Cent) 76.3 11.65 76.0 79.7 61.3 

1Por July 1 of each year 

Pennsylvania 
VI 

480 5,847 
461 5,875 
514 6,107 
607 7/112 
730 9,150 
986 10,571 

105.4 86.8 

As can be seen in Table 4-2, the composition of the caseload has changed 

dramatically. Special Probation and Parole caseloads increased almost 500% for 

the state as a whole with similar rates of increase for the regions. The Special 

Probation and Parole caseload now constitutes a third of the total caseload. 
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Table 4-9 

Table 4-2 

Composition of Caseload for Pennsylvania, 1968 to 1973 1 

Spec. 
Spec. Prob. & 
Prob. Parole as 
& Parole Total % of Total 

1968 750 5,847 12.8 
1969 959 5,875 IG.3 
1970 1,241 G/ I07 20.3 
1971 1,830 7 1112 25.7 
1972 2,790 9,150 30.5 
1973 3,554 10,571 33.6 

IPor July 1 of each year 

The overall growth of Special Probation and ParoJe impacts differently 

upon the regions as can be seen in Tables 4-3 and 4-4. For the Harrisburg 

region I only 14.4% of the total caseload is in this category. This low utilization 

of PBPP services by county courts results in Harrisburg having the lowest regional 

total caseload. Not reflected in the caseload data is the work requirement of 

pre-sentence jnvestigations requested by county courts. Erie I in contrast to 

Harrisburg has 51.4% of its caseload in Special Probation and Parole. 

Table 4-5 shows the Regional caseloads by District and Sub-Office. Case-· 

load data prior to October I 1972 was not reported to the Central Office by Sub-

Office breakdowns. Caseloads for District and Sub-Offices show more fluctuation 

them those for regions due to intra-regional transfers of cases. Caseload shifts 

since July I 1973 are due to SRS program transfers. 
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Table 4-3 

Composition of Total Caseloads: Regions I, II and III 
1968 to 1973 1 

Philac1elJ2hia I Region I Allentown I Reqion II Harrisburg I Region III 
Spec. Spec. 

Spec. Prob. & Spec. Prob. & Spec. 
Prob. Parole as Prob. Parole as Prob. 
& Parole Total % of Total & Parole Total % of Totai & Parole 

1968 301 2,896 10.4 71 619 11.5 30 
1969 357 2,854 12.5 106 666 15.9 47 
1970 554 2,953 18.8 152 737 20.6 44 
1971 951 3,464 27.5 189 842 22.4 (;;0 
1972 1,505 4,571 32.0 291 1,133 25.7 95 
1973 1,719 5,106 33.7 330 1,340 24.6 114 

IPor July 1 of each year 

Table 4-4 

Composition of Total Caseloads: Regions IV, V and VI 
1968 to 1973 1 

Spec. 
Prob. & 
Parole as 

Total % of Total 

450 6.7 
442 10.6 
470 9.4 
545 11.0 
704 13.5 
792 14.4 

Williams port l Region IV Pitt.§burgh I Region V Erie t Region VI 
Spec. Spec. Spec. 

Spec. Prob. & Spec, Prob. & Spec. Prob. & 
Prob. Parole as Prob. Parole as Prob. Parole as 
& Parole Total % of Total & Parole Tota] % of Total & Parole .1.9tal % of Total 

1968 140 464 30.2 86 938 9.2 122 480 2S .4 
1969 168 464 36.2 138 978 14.2 142 461 30.8 
1970 152 458 33.2 172 975 17.6 167 514 32.5 
1971 195 531 36.7 219 1 / 123 19.5 216 607 3S.6 
1972 253 654 38,7 349 1,358 2S.7 297 730 40.7 
1973 391 834 46.9 493 1,513 32.6 S07 986 51.4 

IPor July 1 of each year 
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Table 4-5 

Caseloads by Region, District and Sub-Office 
October 1, 1972 to January 1, 1974 

October 1, January I, July 1, January I, 
1972 1973 1973 1974 

Region I (Philadelphia) 

Philadelphia District Off~ce 4,174 4,308 4,431 4 f 537 

Chester District Office 647 669 675 695 

Total 4,821 4,977 5,106 5,232 

Reoion IJjAllentowru 

Wilkes-Barre District Office 233 238 249 244 

Scranton Sub-Office 70 70 72 117 

Allentown District Office 580 589 551 661 

Reading Sub-Office 102 131 144 164 

Norristown Sub-Office 202 216_ 324 322 

Total 1,187 1,244 1,340 1,508 

Region III (Harrisburq) 

Harrisburg District Office 489 530 472 582 

Lancaster Sub-Office 133 124 141 101 

York Sub-Office 121 112 179 143 

Total 743 766 792 826 

ReqJ.on IV 

WHliamsport District Office 332 373 391 475 

State College Sub-Office 70 78 92 54 

Altoons District Office 209 207 250 358 

Johnstown Sub-Office ~ 2.§. 101 

Total 691 756 834 887 

Reqion V 

Pittsburgh DistrJ.ct Office 1,300 1,342 1,405 1,438 

Greensburg Sub-Ofnce 105 _106 108 _1§"Q. 

Total 1,405 1,448 1,513 1,598 

Region VI 

Erie District Office 265 211 285 327 

Sharon Sub-Office 182 243 216 138 

Butler District Office 305 316 372 400 

Aliquippa Sub-Office _ 59 122 113 ~ 
Total 811 892 986 964 
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4 .5 STAFFING 

Tables 4-6 I 4-7 I 4-8 and 4-9 indicate the Regional staffing trends I agents 

and total staff I for a two-and-a-half year period. Staff has increased along- with 

increasing caseloads. The opening of Sub-Offices, except in the cases of 

Philadelphia and Pittsburgh has permitted the District Offices to maintain approx-

imately the same size staff. 

As can be seen from Tables 4-10 and 4-11, assigned staffing patterns are 

markedly different betwoen District 0££ice8 I Sub-Offices and Community Parole 

Centers. Sub-Offices are heavy on supervisory personnel with an avm"u.ge of 

one supervisor per 2.7 agents for July, 1973. '1'he ratio for District Offices I 

including the District Supervisor I is almost double at 5.1. Program support I by 

contrast I is low for Sub-Offices while the nurabcr of paraprofessionals is relativoly 

high. 

The differenco in staffing patterns cun be attributed to tho smaller scale 

of Sub-Offices. The typical Sub-Office has ono supervisor t two to three agents I 

one human sen-vice aide and one clerk-typist. The typical unit in the Dj strkt 

Offices has one supervisor I the equivalent of two program support personnel, 

seven agents r no paraprofessionals except in PhiladelphiR and Pittsburgh Regions, 

and the equivalent of three clericnl porsonnel. This pattern would indicate that 

in the Sub-Offices superviso:s are Gxpected to provide program support and para-

professionaJE are expect8d to tlSSl.st agents with caseloads. 
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Table 4-6 

Agents Staffing 1 , Regions I I II and III 
May 6, 1971 to Docember 3, 1973 

Region I (Philadelphia) 

May 6 
1971 

Philadelphia District Office 65 
Chester District OUice 

Total 

Region II (Allentown) 

Wilkes-Barre Dtstrict 
Office 

Scranton Sub-Office 
Allentovvl1 District Office 
Reading Sub-Office 
Norristovm Sub-Office 

Total 

Region III (Harrisburg) 

Harrisburg Dj strict OUice 
Lancaster Sub-Office 
York Sub-Office 

Total 

lAs signed Agent Positions 

65 

5 

13 

18 

12 

12 

Feb 24 
1972 

91 
...l.Q. 

101 

4 
2 

14 
2 

-± 

26 

12 
2 

~ 

16 

July 1 Tun 12 
1972 1973 

98 
_13 

III 

6 
2 

19 
2 

-± 

33 

18 
2 
2 

22 

102 

J1. 

114 

5 
2 

14 
1 

2-

25 

15 
2 
3 

20 
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July 12 
1973 

109 

4 
2 

16 
2 

2-

27 

13 
3 
3 

19 

Dec 3 
1973 

98 

-lli 

114 

4 
2 

17 
2 

_4-

29 

14 
2 

.2. 

19 



Table 4-7 

Agents Staffing1 , Regions IV t V and VI 
. May 6, 1971 to December 3, 1973 

May 6 
1971 

Rogion IV 

Williamsport District Office 9 
State College Sub-Office 
Altoona Di strict Office 
Johnstown Sub-Office 

Total 

RegIon V 

PIttsburgh District Office 
Greensburg Sub-Office 

Total 

Region VI 

5 

14 

26 

26 

Erie District Office 6 
Sharon Sub-OUtce 
Butler Di strict Office 9 
Aliquippa Sub-Office 

Total 15 

lAssigned Agent Positions 

Feb 24 
1972 

10 
4 
5 

-.l 

20 

37 

-1. 

39 

6 
2 
9 
2 

19 

July 1 
1972 

10 
2 
6 
2 

20 

3S 
2 

37 

9 
2 

10 
2 

23 

Jan 12 
1973 

11 
5 
6 
2 

24 

38 
2 

40 

S 
6 

10 
2 

18 
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July 12 Dec 3 
1973 1973 

10 10 
2 2 
7 8 

--1 1 

21 21 

38 36 
2 3 

40 39 

5 8 
5 5 
9 9 
3 3 

22 25 



Region I (Philadelphia) 

Table 4-8 

Total Staffing, Regions I I II and III 
May 6 I 1971 to December 3, 1973 

May 6 Feb 24 July 1 Jan 12 
1971 1972 1~72 1973 

1 1 1 

Philadelphia District Office 115 170 181 198 
Chester District Office 

Total 

Regi~n II (A1Jentown) 

VIUkes-Burre District 
Office 

Scranton Sub--Office 
Allentown Di strict Office 
Reading S~lb-Offic8 
Norristown Sub-Oifico 

Total 

Region III (Harrisburg) 

Harrisburg District Office 
Lancuster Sub-Office 
York Sub-Office 

Total 

lAs signed Total Position s 

-1.§. 

115 187 

10 11 
4 

24 24 
2 
5 

34 46 

1 

22 26 
4 
3 

22 34 

~ ~Q 

201 219 

1 1 

13 13 
4 6 

27 27 
3 4 

..2 -2. 

. 53 57 

1 1 

31 31 
4 4 

-.l. 2 

39 41 
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July 12 Dec 3 
1973 1973 

1 1 

194 199 
A -~ 

224 230 

2 1 

,10 10 
5 5 

33 34 
5 4 

.-£ .2. 

61 61 

1 1 

35 38 
5 4 

2. --'l 

46 47 



Table 4-9 

Total Staffing 1 , Regions IV I V and VI 
May 6 I 1971 to December 3 I 1973 

Region IV 

Williamsport District Office 
State College Sub-Oftice 
Altoona District Otfice 
Johnstown Sub-Oliice 

Total 

Region V 

Pittsburgh' Distr.ict Ottice 
Greensburg Sub-Ottice 

Total 

Region VI 

May 6 
1971 

15 

9 

24 

45 

45 

Erio District Office 10 
Sharon Sub-OificG 
Butler District Office 15 
Aliquippa Sub-Office 

Total 25 

lAssigned positions 

Feb 24 
1972 

1 

17 
5 

10 
.2. 

36 

1 

76 

1 

11 
4 

] 6 
_1 

36 

July 1 
1972 

1 

17 
4 

11 
4 

37 

1 

77 

1 

15 
4 

18 
_.1 

42 

Jan 12 
1973 

1 

22 
7 

12 
2. 

46 

1 

85 

....1 

90 

1 

11 
10 
18 

6 

46 

,. ~ . 
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July 12 Dec 3 
1973 1973 

1 1 

20 22 
6 6 

12 16 

-~ ~ 

44 46 

2 2 

90 89 
4 .2. 

96 96 

1 1 

11 19 
8 8 

17 17 
~ 7 

44 52 

... ~-.-------
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Table 4-10 

Summary of Staffing Patternl 
t 

District Offices of Regions, Community Parole Center and Sub-Offices, 
July 12, 1973 

District Community 
gfficos yaro)c CcnteI.§.. ,Sub-Office Totai 
Numbor ~) Numbor % Number % NumDor 

Supervj.sory 37 9.1 10 12.7 10 17.9 57 

Program Support 
2 69 16.9 4 5. 1 1 1.8 74 

Agents 188 46. 1 24 30.4 27 48. 1 239 

Paraprofes si,)na1s 3 
27 6.6 29 36,.6 8 14.3 64 

AdministnJtive and 
Clerical 87 21.3 12 15.2 10 17:9 109 

Total 408 100,0 79 100,0 56 100,0 543 

% 

10.5 

13.6 

44.0 

11. 8 

20,1 

100,0 

, 
--.~~----~--"----.--------=-
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Table 4-11 

Summary of Staffing Pattern 1 

Page 4-18 

District Offices of Regions I Community Parole Centers and Sub-Offices 
December 3 I 1973 

SupGrvisory 

Program Support2 

Agents 

P ~. 1 3 arClproressloml S 

Administration anl.~ 
Clerical 

Total 

District 
OfficE?s __ 
Number % 

35 8.8 

34 8.6 

201 50.8 

32 8.1 

94 23.7 

396100.0 

Community 
Parole Cente...rs. Sub-Qffice Total 
Number % Number % Number % 

7 10.3 7 14.0 49 9.5 

5 7.4 1 2.0 40 7.8 

22 32.4 26 52.0 249 48.4 

23 33.8 7 14.0 162 12. 1 

11 16.1 9 18.0 114 22.1 

68 100.0 so 100.0 514 100.0 

1Assiqned staff positions 1 excludes Regional/ Central Office and institution 
assigned personnel. There were 42 vacancies or 8.3% of thE) total assigned 
positions. 

2Includes Planners I Psychologists / Investigators and Warrant Personnel. 

3Includos Human Service Aides and Vvork Program Trainees 
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In December I 1973 I less tha"l half of the positions in the Sub-Offices 

were paid from the Regional Office and Sub-Office Continuation Subgrant. 

Tables 4-12 and 4-13 indica.te the a.llocation of Board staff between 

Ccmtral Offi.ce I Institutions and Regions (actual delivery of probation and parole 

services). The increase in PBPP staff I contrary to most speculation I did not 

result in a disproportionate increase in Central Office support personnel. The 

proportion actuaJIy declined over th8 two-and-a-half year period. 

Table 4-12 

Summary of Total Staffing I 
May 6 I 1971 to December 3 { 1973 

May 6 Feb 24 July 1 Jan 12 
1971 1972 1972 1973 

July 12 
1973 

Dec 3 
1973 

Central Offj ce 76 99 108 107 114 119 

Institutions 18 29 25 28 28 27 

Regions 265. 415_ 449 499 SIS. 53~ 

Total 359 543 582 634. 657 678 
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TablEl 4-13 

Summary of Total Staffing 
Per Cent Distribution 

May 6 I 1971 to December 3 I 1973 

[ ] May 6 .;teb24 JUly 1 Jan 12 July 12 Dec 3 

Central Office [ ~ ] '.1 Institutions 

[ :. J Regions 

[~.,] Total 

I~ ] 
- :_] 
I i.~ ~ 

I 

4.6 

1971 1972 

21.2 18.2 

5.0 5.3 

-.Z~.8 .2~§' 

100.0 100.0 

CASELOAD RATIOS 

1972 1973 1973 1973 

18.6 16.9 17 .4 17 .6 

4.3 4.4 4.3 4.0 

77.1 78 !.Z. _.78.3 78.4 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

IC:.] As can be seem in Table 4-14 I the casoloads per agent und per staff have 

['-] 
['E] 

decreased over the past two-and-a-half years. Sub-Offices are sustaining higher 

r. 
:( "] 
{:II] 
T :11 1 '. f''':·1 

caseload ratios thun District Offices. 

District Office 
Sub-Office 
Total 

Table 4-14 

1 
Pennsylvania Caseload Ratios I 1971-1974 

_July, 19712 

Per Agent Per Staff 

47.4 26.8 

July, .197~_ 
Per Agent Per Staff 

43.0 
55.2 
44.4 

20.3 
26.6 
21.0 

lExcludes Regional, Central Office and institution as signed personnel 

2Ca1culated with staff for May 6 I 1971 r--l 
'. 3Calculated with staff for December 3 I 

T"r. -1 . 
1973 

't .r . 
: ___ -~~~~.::::::u::;::;;E!£ ~::::tI1:!= ... ~ ._~ __ . ,~_ 

-IgllUary, 19743 

Per Agent Per Staff 

43.6 
49.9 
44.2 

20.9 
26.0 
21.4 
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] Table 4-15 shows Regional caseload trends per agent and total staff over 

L J the past two years. Regional caseload per agent decreased except in the cases of 

Allentown and Williamsport Regions. Caseload per staff decreased in all cases. 

[ ] 
Allentown Region showed wide differences in caseloud rntios between District 

[ ] Offices and Sub-Offices. Not reflected in this breakdown is the high caseload 

ratiOS of the general caseload as compared to SRS and other special program 

caseload which in late 1973 exceeded 100 per agent in several Regions. 

Ii 
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Table 4-15 

[ ] Regional Caseload Ratios: 1971-1974 

[, ,J 
[ ] 

L ] 

1 July, 1971 
Per Agent Per Staff 

Re9ion I {PhHaciQl phia) 
Philadelphia District Office 
Chester District Office 

Total3 53.3 30.1 

[ . ]
. Rcqi.or:LII (AllfLDjpwnJ 
. VvHkes-·Barre District Office 

[ .• ] 
[" :]. 
......... -. \ 

L.l 
L.l 
c.] 

~ •• ~ 
r~] 

lill 
[:_-1 
r~·] 

Scranton Sub-Office 
Allentown District Office 
Reading Sub-Office 
Norristown Sub-Office 

Total 

R~>.qion IE {,n.9nJsb~T.ill 
Harrisburg District Office 
Lancaster Sub-Office 
York Sub-Office 

Total 

Rogj ~m IV (Williarllsport) 
Will.iamsport District Offke 
State College Sub-Office 
Altoona District Office 
Johnstown Sub-Office 

Total 

Re.gion. V (Pittsb1..lr.9h) 
Pittsburgh Distrtct Office 
Greensburg Sub-Office 

Total 

BQ.9.ion VI (Erio) 
Eric District OfHce 
Sharon Sub-OfHce 
Butler District Office 
Aliquippa Sub-Offlce 

Total 

46,8 24.8 

45.4 24,8 

37.9 22.1 

43,2 25.0 

40.5 24.3 

1Calculated with staff for May 6 I 1971 

2Calculated with staff for December 3 t 1973 

3Excludes Regional Personnel 

July, 1973 
Per Agent Per Staff 

46.2 
51.9 
46.8 

62.3 
36,0 
34.4 
72.0 

108.0 
49.6 

36.3 
47.0 
59.7 
41.7 

39.1 
46.0 
35.7 
50.5 
39,6 

37.0 
54.0 
37.8 

57.0 
43.2 
41.3 
37.7 
44.8 

22.8 
23.3 
22.8 

24.9 
14.4 
16.7 
28.8 
54.0 
22.0 

13 .5 
28.2 
35.8 
17.2 

19.6 
15.3 
20.8 
20,2 
19.4 

15.6 
27.0 
15.9 

25.9 
27.0 
21.9 
16.1 
22.9 
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January, J:974 2 

Per Agent Per Staff 

46.3 
43.4 
45.9 

61.0 
58.5 
38,9 
82.0 
80,S 
52.0 

41.6 
50.5 
47.7 
43.5 

47.5 
27.0 
44,8 

42.2 

39.9 
53.3 
41.0 

40.9 
27.6 
44.4 
33.0 
38.6 

22.8 
23.2 
22.7 

24.4: 
23.4 
19.4 
41.0 
46,0 
24.7 

15.3 
25.3 
35.8 
17 .6 

21.6 
9.0 

22.4 

19.7 

16.2 
32.0 
16.8 

36.3 
17 • ~\ 
23.5 
14. 1 
18.9 

.... ,."'f~,.o!" 
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4.7 PAROl.EE PERPORM1\NCE 

The Regional Office and Sub-Office project reflects the Board IS decentraliz.ation 

and now programming policies < Services have become more localized and 

sensitive to community relations and resources. The purpose of these policies 

is to impact upon recidivism or return to crime. 

The gross failure rate for Pennsylvania js calculated as total returns I 

delinquencies, violent death and case closings of c::lients with new offenses as 

(l perccmtagf3 of the annual supervised casoload. Appendix D details the method-

olo\;y for calculating this fail-ure rate. WhHe this rato declined from 1970 to 1972 

from approximately 10.3% to 6.2%, the rate for calendar year is 7.0%. One 

might conclude from this decline that parolee performance is detcrioruting and 

that Board policies und programs are no longer affecting recidivism. 

Caution must be exercized in the interpl etation of this failure wte. 

It shou1d pot be interpreted to mean thnt of a +00 persons released on purole 7 

win return. This fC1ilure rate means of a'pproximately 13 (000 persons under 

the supervision of Board during the year I many of which have spent 2 years 

or longer on parole, there were approxjmately 900 recommited. The succossful 

paroleos of previous years aro included in the base against which new failuros 

are contrasted. 

--
~~---------------------------------""'.!i5mw?'i~=--="='·-=· ==== ................ · ... -... 7 .... ··.'· .... · ... • ... ··· .... -1 ... · ... W .... % ... • ... · ................. .;.;'"0;, .•.••. .;.0.;.;;.;.;.;.;.;..;.,,;:. 
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Of each 100 parolees released from the Federal Bureau of Prisons, 

approximately 35% are returned to prison or are considered delinquent (absconded 

from supervision) indicat1ng that the gross failure rate may tend t.o mislead and 

underestimate recidivism. The major rGuson for the decline of the gross failure 

rate has been the greatly increased rate of purole which quickly expanded the 

base against which failures are ca.kulated. r:his largor group then recidivated 

in succeeding years while the number paroled declined resulting in a Mghor 

failure rate. 

The bost methodology for calculaHng recidivism is to track a grou p 

of parolees for at least three years 1 . Unfortunatoly, annual follow-up stucUes 

are not available and recidivism must be estimated by another approach. In the 

case of a relatively stable inflow of parolees I the ratio of paroJees returned 

to prison to number paroled reflects the percenttlge of cases which fail Qr 

recidivate. The average length of time on parole is morc than two years Clnd 

approximu.tely 5% of parolees have recidivated after having been on parole for 

more than two years. With a stable inflow of parolees r paroJee perfor111nnce 

spread over the period of supervision can be gauged by the ratio of returnod to 

prison to number released on parole D As can be secm on Table 4. .. 16 I the 

number released on pdrole was relatively stable from calondar year 1967 to 

1970. For this period the ratio of returned to reloased ranged from 31. 2% to 

36.2%. For 1971, however I the almost 50% ir, 'roase in persons released 

resulted in a ratio of 19.6%. Ratios ca},;;latod after 1970 are not reliable 

indicators due to sharp increases ane J:,cIir1L':-: of number of porsons rolE}a~,od. 

IA PBPP study of 179 parolees relE?ased in 19G8 indicated Q return to pri20n rdte 
01 24.0% after a three year tracking period. 

I 
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Table 4-16 

Paroled and Parolees Returned to Prison / 1967 to 1973 

Released Returned to Prison 
Technical New 

Year Paroled Reparoled Total Violation Commitment Total. 

1967 1/877 235 2/112 318 347 665 
19G8 1/731 225 1,956 378 331 709 
1969 1/525 231 1,756 272 275 547 
1970 1,7'11 319 2/090 419 319 738 
1971 2,364 543 2,907 309 262 571 
1972 2;288 332 2(620 284 297 581 
1973 2,169 312 2,481 301 229 530 

Table 4-17 

Parolees Returned to Prison 
as Per Cent of Released, 1967 to 1973 

Technical New 
Year Violation Commitment Total 

1967 15.1 16A 31.5 
1968 19.3 16.9 36.2 
1969 15.5 ·15.7 31.2 
1970 20.0 15.3 35.3 
197J. J.0.6 9.0 19.6 
1972 10.8 11.3 22.1 
1973 12.1 9.2 21.4 
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. To ameliorate this effoct of sharp increases and declines of number 

released on parole, Table 4-18 shows the ratios calculated from averages of 

the year and the two previous years. The logic of this calculation is that the 

recidivism of the year is also affected by the number of parolees of the two 

previous years. 

'Table 4-18 

Revised Estimate of Returned to Prison 
USing Three Yoar Avorage of Released I 1967 to 1973 

Returned to Prison as Per Cent of 
Three Year Re10ased 
Average of Technical New 

Yem Released Viola_tion .9 all' mitn}§n t Total 

1967 2,182 14.6 15.9 30.5 
1968 2,093 18.1 15.8 33.9 
1969 1/941 14,0 14.2 28.2 
1970 1,934 21.7 16.5 38.2 
1971 2 (251 13.7 11.6 25.3 
1972 2,539 11.2 11.7 22.9 
1973 2,669 11.3 8,6 19,9 
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For the period of 1967 to 1971, the new ratio varie[-' from 28.2% to 

38.2%. An estimate for this period calculated on the average for the five years 

would be 31.2%. For the period 1971 to 1973, the establishment stago of 

regionalization and operations of Sub--Offices I the new ratio varies from 19.9% 

to 25.3%. An estimate for this threo year poriod would be 22.7%. Tho difference 

between 22.7% and 31.2% is statistically significant at tho .002 level and 

shows a superior parolee performunce over the past two years. 

Returned to prison is divided into technical violations of conditions of 

parole and commitment due to conviction of new offenses. Both of th85e rates 

, 
show improvement over the past three years reflecting both the chango in Board 

policy rogarding conditions of parole and an impact on actual return to crime. 

4.8 FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

Consj stent with the increasing c3seloads, decreasing caseload ratios, 

service and direct subsidies to counties I PBPP oxpenditures have increased 

over the past three years. 



Fiscal 
Year 

1971 

1972 

1973 

19742 

Table 4-19 

Expenditures of Board of Probation and Parole I 
Fiscal Years 1971 to 1974 (in $000) 

Operations 
~---

Supplies t 
Materials Furniture 

Personal & Contract- an.d 
ServicesJ. ual Services Equipment Total 

3,121.6 534.4 46.6 3,704 .. 6 

4,443.5 884.8 189.8 5,518.1 

7,034.3 1,274.8 39.S 8,348.6 

8,330,2 2,389.8 77,1 10~'797.1 
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Grants and 
Subsidies 
to Counties 

721.0 

838.0 

1,149.8 

3,323.0 

lrncludes salaries I contracted persohal se:"Vices and employee benefits 

2Budget estimate 

Expenditures have increased at a rate greater than the caseload and 

operations expenditures per average caseload increased 50% from 1971 to 

Total 

4,425.6 

6,356.1 

9,498.4 

14)120.1 

1973. While inflation has affected costs I this increase indicates incr'3ased 

quality of supervision (lower caseloads per agent and increased program support). 

These increases have been offset somewhat by the lower return to prj.son rate. 



Page 4-29 

, 

Parolees returned to prison spend a little ovor an addItional yoar in prison. 

Costs of incarceration are approximately ten times higher than costs of parole 

supervision. Savings on an estimated 230 parolees maintained on supervision 

during Fiscal Year 1974 are approximately $1.5 million. 

Table 4-20 

Expenditures per .Average Annual Caseload, 1971 to 1973 

Operations 
Expenditures l\.verage Expenditure s 

Fiscal Year (in $000) . Caseload per Caseload ($) 

1971 3,704.6 6,610 560 

1972 5,518.1 8, 131 679 

1973 8, 348.6 9,860 847 

Fund sources for PBPP expenditures have changed drastically in recent 

years as can be seen in Tables 4-21 and 4·-22> The Commonwealth operations 

appropriation per average caseloacl was $548 in 1971, $553 in 1973 and may 

actually decline slightly for 1974. Federal grants for operations ar.:; approaching 

parity with Commonwealth operations appropriations. Federal support of county 

subsidies has increased greatly. 



\ , 

F scal Year 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 
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Table 4-21 

Fund Sourcos I for Expenditures 
Pisonl Yet1rs 1971 to 1974 (in $000) 

Cwmon"yealth Appropriation_ 
Operations County Subsidy 

3; 620,0 721.0 

4,148.7 838.0 

5,452,5 1,149,8 

5,889,0 1, 150,0 

__ ____ ~F~~d~r~} qraqts ____ _ 
Operations County Subsidy 

86.0 

2,077.1 

2,899,0 

4,908,9 
1 

2,173,0 

lSub-Grants from Regional Councils of Governor' ~ Justice Commission 

Fiscal Year 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

Table 4-22 

Per Cent Distribution of Fund Sources 
FiscC).1 Yco.(S 1971 to 1974 

9.2lD.!110nwea..ll.b..AJ2t"!r.C?J?r.tation Federal Grants ----,.". ..... ~-.. --
Operations County Subsidy Operations County Substdy 

81,8 16,3 1.9 

58.7 29.4 

57.4 12. 1 30.5 

41.7 8,1 34.8 15.4 

'fotal 

4,427.0 

7,063,8 

9,501. 3 

14,120.9 

Total 

100.0 

100,0 

100.0 

100. a 
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Table 4-23 indicates the source of Federal grants 0 The Regional Office and 

Sub"OfUG8 subgrants have consUtuted 25% of the total operatlons subgrants 0 

The SRS operations program I a continuing source of funds with no planned 

termtnation, now e.xceeds the Governor's Justice Commtssion in operations 
\ 

financial support. "; 

1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 

Table 4-·23 

Grants Awarded to Board in 
Fiscal YGars 1971 to 1974 (in $000) 

____ 90vcn).or' tlustice Comm.i~..:'~)i;..;;:o--",n,,-__ 
Regional Office Other County 
and Sub-Office Operations Subsidy Total 

479.0 479.0 
334. '3 1,312,5 1,646.8 
363.1 1,512.9 1,876.0 
438.2 1,704.6 2,173.0 4,315.8 

Social & Rehab. 
Service I U. S. 
Department of. 
H.E.W· o 

203,4 
2,589.7 

Total 

479.0 
1. 646.B 
2,079.4 
6,905.5 
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SECTION 5 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Interim Evaluation Report identified the SRS program and Board 

dependency on Federal funding as key issues for the agency. Vl[hHe some 

progress has been made I these remain tho areas for agency concentration. 

5.1 RBSULTS 

?!uject personnel are in accord with the objectives of the project as 

envisioned by the Board. The project is ach::'eving the overall goals of assistance 

... ,.. to the Board for case decisions and mproved case supervision. 

Decentraliza.tion has conti:..1ued throughout the project period. Planning 

and additional implementation of decentralizGd activitios and decisions can bo 

expected to .continJ.~o~ 

The Regiunal Ofiicos aro provjding a necessary link from the Central OIf.ice 

to the field. With tho .growth in the caseload and staff I the Regional Offices 

have imrr.r-oved communications from the field and Central Office. 

1, 
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the Sub-Offices are providing parole services closer to the communities. 

Specifically travel time has been reduced I community resources are being utilized I 

and the community and parolees better recognize the Sub-Offices as agencies of 

assistance. One result of reduced travel time is the ability of the agent to super-

vise a larger caseload than would be possible from the District Office. 

Decentralization policies ( changed regulations governing parole and a change' 

in treatment philosophy has resulted in a la-wer return to prison rate. The impact 

of each of the above on the return to prison rate is not separable nor identifiable. 

Together they constitute overall PBPP policy of recent years. 

5.2 PROBLEMS 

Two elements of the Board's changed approach to case supervision are team 

supervision and Guided Group Interaction (GGI). While the Sub-Offices have 

reduced travel time I non-urban caseloads are not concentrated and travel is still 

required. Consequently ( the agent spends much of hjs time out of the ofnce and 

team supervision of cases is difficult in comparison with 'ehe urban situation. 

Guided Group Interaction is now less a tool of supervision as compared 

to a year ago. The reasons for j.ts decline are: 

·z- miTT 
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o Financial GGI sessions after working hours require 
payment to the agent for overtime. 

o Administrati ve GGI is not as vigorou sly pursued by 
the Bomd as previously. GGI is seon as duplicating 
the required pel'S ona1 contacts. 

o Capability Some agents are not sufficiently proficlent 
in the conduct of GGI sessions. 

MetaMetrics I in its interviews with paro.lees I agents and supervisors I 

found that GGI improved the communications between the parolee and cgents and 

that Board personnel are generally in favor of the technique. 

The SRS program I in addition to agent concorns on inequities of cac;~310ads I 

is largely counter-decentralizing in its implementation. VI/hile many SRS agents 

are making use of the field locations of the Snb-Offices I paperwork I supervision 

and reporting procedures tend to focus the agent's energy toward. the District 

Offices. In several cases I however I the SRS program is using community offices. 

Annual operations expenditures of the Bou.rel have doubled over the pu.st two 

years. Caseloads have increased 50% ov.er the same period and expenditures 

per caseload have increased from $560 to $847. The Commonwealth operations 

appropriations per casoload have remained roughly constant at $550 over the 

same time poriod~ The difference is financed through Federal Grant from the 

Govoi"nor's Justice Commission and the Social Rehabilitation Service of tho 

u. S. Departmont ,of Health I Education and Welfare. Federal grants for operations 

are approaching parity with Commonwealth operation appropriations. 

, .. _ .. ____ .. ___ ........ ,._~_.,_ .. _,~ .... __ -. __ "~ .... _.-.."~, .... -.....""" ...._' .. __ .... __ . ______ • ____ .... ,_. ____ ~ r 
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One consequence of the financial constraints faced by the agency is the 

phasing out of the Johnstovvn Sub-Office and its conversion to an SRS status. 

Approximately half of the staff positions in Sub-Offices are funded by the 

continuation subgrant. 

The Pennsylvania caseload composition is changing with an increasing 

proportion of special probation and parole cases. With this shift I the Common-

wealth is assuming another traditional county responsibility. 

5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 

The Regional Office and Sub-Office project is integral to the Board's 

changing approach to parole and probation supervision. The project I in addition 

to being a means to efHciently deliver parole services I is a responsive mechanism 

to community and county neE.ds for probation and related services and activities. 

In ahticipation of strengthening this concept, MetaMetrics makes the following 

recommendations. 

5.3.1 Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole 

The Board should continue its decentralization plannlng and implementation • 
. ,0', 

Guided Group Interaction should be analyzed for explicit policies regarding 

its utilization and promulgation. 
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Means to better integrate the SRS program into the Board's overall effort 

should be explored. Artificial caseload limits should be discarded or funding 

sought to lUwer general caselo~d levels per agent. The SRS program should 

have an explicit community orientation I both in philosophy and physical location 

of agents. 

The increasing proportion of special probation and parole caseloads requires 

[ ] the Board's attention. Consideration should be given to alternative means of 

[ ] 
assisting counties including increased subsidies I guidelines for services under 

subsidy funding and encouragement to counties in their quest for grants and local 

[ ] funding. 

Governor's Justice Commission 

The Commis sion should continue to fund and support this important 

project. Caseload constraints should not be imposed which would serve as on 

example of cooperation for the Board's overall l,"esponsibility to its clients. 

Caseload constraints should be placed oBly on small Gxp8r.i.mental or research 

caseloads to determine supervision effectiveness for Board consideration and 

policy. 
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5.3.3 Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 

The Board has demonstrated an ability to reduce recidivism or return to 

crime of its parolees. This is the result of decentralization I improved case 

management and related program changes. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania I 

in recognition of this achi.evement and considering the increasing probation 

caseload assigned by county courts I should provide the required financial and 

admini:;trative support to continue the Board l s efforts to impact upon crime 
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Dear Leo, 
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E. Dfexel Godfrey, Jr. 
Executiye Director 

(7] 7) 787-2040 
Keith Miles 
717··787-8559 

I am writing as a follow-up to your selection as the independent 
evaluator of the following projects: 

DS-360-73A/E - Establishment of Regional Offices and Sub
Offices 

DS-362-73E - Establishment of a District Office and Out
reach Centers 

for the Governor's Justice Commission. Because the success of 
the Commission's system of project evalaution depends heavily 
upon the quality of the work performed by the Commission's con
tracted evaluators, it is important that you fully understand the 
purpose and use of your evaluation as well as your responsibilities 
and the Commission's needs in the evaluation process. 

PURPOSE: 

The primary objectives of your evaluation are: 

- to provide continuous feedback to the project staff concern
ing the progress and problems of the project as detetmined 
by your evaluation. 

- to provide accurate, complete, and timely information to 
decision-makers concerning the operation and impact of the 
project, with recommendations for modifications. 
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REPORTING PROCEDURES: 
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Mi~. Leo T. Surl a, Jr. 
DS-360-73E/E 
uS-362-73E 

The continuous feedback of findings to the projett reflects our 
intent to have the evaluation meet the projectls information 
needs as well as the Commissionls, thereby effecting ongoing im
provements in the project rather than relying Oil the Commission 
to act on year-end recommendat'ions when a deci s; on concerni nq 
continuation funding is beina made. Operationally, this will re
quire regular meetings between yourself and the project staff 
for each project to discuss your findings and recommendations. 

The achievement of the second objective -- to provide informa
tion to decision-makers -- will require close contact between 
you anG the Commission staff. As the projects you are evaluat
ing near the end of the project year, decisions will be made at 
tHo S tag esc 0 n c ern i n 9 ~l h e the r, and in \,1 hat f 0 nl , the pro j e c t 
will be continued during the next ye&r. Your evaluation will 
be the primary source of information used in making these deci
sions. 

Hopefully) most of your evaluation recommendations can be imple
mented through direct negotiDtions between yourself, the project 
director, and a member of my staff. However, in the event that 
val i d fin din 9 5 rem a i nUll add res sed VI hen a nap p 1 i c;., t ion for con tin -
uution funding is submitted, these findings will be brought to 
the ettention of the Execut'ive Stuff and the Governorls Justice 
Commission for cOlls'jderat'ion as conditions of the qrant a~:ard. 
At this point my office will communicate with you ~onctrning 
tile presentation of your findings to the Commission. t';Ol"e clearly 
defined guidelines for tile reporting process are enclosed. 

NATURE AND TIMING OF EVALUATION REPORTS: - . 

A 1 tho 11 9 h we'll ill con t act: you con C ern i n 9 the d ate \'/ h (l n a Fin a 1 !~ e -
pott vlill be needed, as a genctal rule the information will be 
required between the lOth and 11th month of the project. An up
date of th is fi nul report s houl d be s ubmi tted at the end of the 
project year. Copies of all evaluation report should be submit
ted simultaneously to the Project Director and my office. An 
Interim Report for each project should be completed and distribu
ted by November 15, 1973. 
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Mr. Leo T. Surla, Jr. 
DS-360-73A/E 
DS-362-73E 

A description of the information and issues which should be 
presented in the Interim and Final Evaluation Reports is at
t a c h e d (" G u ide 1 i n e s For E val u a t ion Rep 0 r t s II ) • P 1 e as e f 011 Ol>f 
this for'mat in organizing your reports. Of particular im
portance -is the "Executive Summary" listing \the findings Clnd 
recommendations of your evaluation. This will be reviewed 
by the Commission and, thus, should accurately reflect the re
sults of the evaluation. 

This is the first year of the Governor's Justice Commission's eval
uation effort. During this year we plan to contract for the evalu
ation of 125 projects. In many ways it is an experimental year in 
that we are testing a new project evaluation system with many un
kno~n variables. Among the more crucial of these unknown v:riables 
is the quality of the evaluations produced by the 100 independent 
evaluators we will be dealing with. It is the responsibility of 
the Evaluation Management UnitW assess the performance of indivi
dual evaluators and the quality of the evaluations conducted. Our 
specific criteria for this assessment will be the extent to which 
and the manner in which individual evaluators carry out their re-
s po n sib i1 i tie s as 0 u t 1 i ned i nth e a.: t a c he d s tat e me n t (" Res p 0 n sib i -
lities of Project Evaluators"). Generally, we \'Iil1 be examining 
the following elements of the evaluation: (1) relevance and thor
oughness of the methodology, (2) the conduct of evaluation activi
ties) (3) the analysis and interpretation of data and information, 
(4) the accuracy and objectivity of the findings and recornmenda-· 
tions, (5) the effective and timely presentation of the findings 
and recommendetions. We will also be questionning the project staff 
concerning the nature and extent of their contact with evaluators 
to determine the extent of the cooperatioh they have received from 
specific evaluators. Through this assessment we hope to learn the 
kinds of evaluators and the level of"evaluation best suited to spe
cific projects and groups of projects. It will ~so ~rovide us with 
better information upon which to base our selection of evaluators 
for next year's projects. 

Because this is an experimental year in operating the system of pro
ject evaluation~ we would also like your analysis of the problems 
you have encountered as a participant in this system. We would ap
preciate any suggestions for improvement which you might have. 
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t~r. Leo T. Surl a, Jr. 
DS-360-73A/E 
DS-362-73E 

Please excuse this lengthy letter, but I think that the guidelines 
Dutlined here should be helpful to you in conducting an effective 
evaluation. 

If you have any questions, please contact my office. 
\ 

NOTE: Please include the subgrant number in all correspondence 
concerning the projects you are evaluating (DS-360-73A/E, 
05-362-73E). 

Si ncerely J 

Ke i th 1,1. Mil es 
Director 
Evaluation Management Unit 

K~1M:pab 

cc: E. Drexel Godfrey, Jr. 
Thomas C. Berard 
Karl W. Boyes 
t'lartin Vlalsh 
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E, Dr(').cI G;)dfrcy, Jr, 
LXr.Clltiyc [)ir()ctor 

(717) 787·20:0 

Since the success and impact of t.he Governor's Just'ice 
Commission's project EvaluCition effort depends upon the 
ext e n t tow Ii i c h e val u a t ion fin din gsa n d r e C 0 III nw n d a t ion s 
affect, and are incorporated in~ the planning and fund
ing decisions of the Gover'nor's Justice Commission, the 
following guidelines should be followed to insure the 
most effective use of evaluat~on reports. Thes~ guide
lines indicate responsibilities and specific actions, 
the objectives of which are to: 

- ascertain and insure the accuracy and objectivity 
of the evaluation findings. 

- provide the applicant with appropriate opportuni
ties to respond to evaluation findings and recom
mendations. 

.. ins u ret h It t act ion s a. l' eta ken t 0 inc 0 r p 0 r' ate and 
implement apprupriat~ evaluation recommendations. 

If you have any questions concerning these procedures, 
please contact Keith ~iles~ Director, Evaluation Manage
ment Unit~ Governor1s Just'ice Comm"ission, P. O. Box 1'167, 
Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17078. 

KI11f.1: pab 
August 16, 1973 
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SUBMISSION OF REPORTS: 

In almost all cases we are requesting that project evaluators submit 
two evalu~tion reports - (1) an Interim Report, after approximately 
five months, describing the progress and problems of the evaluation 
and the project to date, and (2) a Final Report with findings and 
\' e com men d a t ion s ~ to b e sub 111 itt e d VI hen nee de d f 0 \" aRe 9 i \) n a 0\ P 1 an -
n i n 9 COl) n c i 1 0 \' T (). S k For c e dec i s ion con c e n1i n 9 con tin u & t ion fun dill 9 . 
Since this date varies between 9 and 11 months after the project 
has begun, -it vli11 be the rcsponsibil-ity of the Regiona.l Staff to 
notify the project evaluator of the date when a Final Report will be 
needed. The evaluator should be given advance notice of this date 
to allow him sufficient time to analyze results and compile a final 
t~eport. 

, 

To facilitate an adequate review of evaluation findings and rCCQm
Inendations by d.ecision makel's (Regionc.ol Planning Council and Com
mission me~bers), each evaluator will be asked to prepare a brief 
two paga Executive Summary~ listing major findings and recommenda
tions of the evaluation, as par't of the ~il1al Report. 

To insure the objectivity and credibility of the evaluation, all 
evaluation reports must be submitted simultaneously to the Project 
Director, the Regional Director~ and the Director of the Evaluation 
1'1 a nag erne n tUn it. 

CORROBORATION OF FINDINGS: - -
Upon l'ecciving a Final Evall!ation RE:por'to) the Evaluation t'ianagernC'nt 
Un-it v!ill immediatcOly contact the Project Director and request Ids 
response to the Final Report. If significant disagreements exist) 
either (1) a monitoring tea.m from the regional staff will meet with 
the Proje.ct Director and the Evaluator to reach an UndGl~standin9 
concerning the eVC'lolL!Cltion findings clno recommendations, Ol~ (2) an 
0rbitrator will be selected by the Evaluation Management Unit to 
iilake a determinat"ion of the merits of the findings and l'CCOnlll,f;:n0.r-· 

t ion s . Hop e f u11 y, t his f Q C t - f i Tl din 9 P l' C c.e s S I"'; 1"1 0 n 1 y b e r,~ qui red 
i n LI nus u ale i \" C U HI S t a. nee san d, VI hen r- e qui red ~ \'/ i °1 1 bee a r r i e d 0 u t 
\'l i t h dis p (\ o~ c h S 0 <3. s' not t 0 d e 'I a y a (I £~ cis -j 0 non con tin U i:i t ion fun dill 9 
f 0 t· the p )' 0 j e ct. 

If the Eva1uator has been providing constructive fc,:edbEick to tile 
P I' 0 j e c t 0 i l' e c t 0)"'° t h r 0 ugh 0 u t the yea r ~ the Fin a OJ £ v Ct 1 u a t ion Rep 0 l' t 
should contain no startling findings or surprises. Nc:\'el'theless~ 
disagreements will occur and this process may be necessary to in
sure a fair resolution of differences and an accurate determination 
of appropriate evaluation recommendations. 
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~ELEASE AND DISTRIBUTION OF EVALUATION REPORTS: 

We are aware of the harm that could result from a misleading or inac
curate Evaluation Report. Thereforc 5 it will be our policy to with
hold the release of an Evaluation Report until the Project Director 
has had sufficient opportunity to respond to the Report. It will be 
the responsibility of the Evaluation Management Unit to solicit a 
respo~se from the Project Director. lherefore, until the Project 
Director has had o. cllance to respond, an requests for information 
about the evaluation report should be referred to the Evaluation 
Hanagement Unit. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF EVALUATIOII RECOMMENDATIONS: , 

The impact of the system of project evaluation will be measured by 
the extent to which it improves both the decision-making of the 
Commission and the Regional Planning Councils and the operation of 
the projects being evaluated. To affect the projects, ev&luation 
findings Clnd recOl:1rllenaations must regu'latly be brought to the atten-· 
tion of the project staff. This will be the continuing responsibi
lity of t~e Evaluator. To Lffect the decision-making of the Commis
sion and the Regional Planning Councils evaluation findings and 
recommendations should be brought to their attention before a deci
sion is made concel'ning continuation funding 01' inclusion in the 
l~egional input to the Comp}~ehens'ive Plan. 

If evaluation recommendations have not been implemented wh~n a re
quest is made for continuation funding, there arc several ways of 
incorponlting the tecolilmendations as part of the continuat'ion grCl.nt: 

1. By neqotiation with the Project Director - It will be the re
sponsibl1Tty' of th~: -f<egional Staff tel rllcet \'lith the Project Dircctol' 
and . the E val u at 0 t' to dis c us S \'/ he tile r, R n cl h 0 \',' $ to imp 1 e r,l C: n t the c val -
ua.tion r-ecommendc'.tions. The c:.pplication for continuation funding 
s h 0 U 1 d s r e c i f y w h cl.1, i s b e i n 9 don e t 0 imp 1 e men t the e val 11 a t ion l' eel) 111 " 

menctutions. The Regional Staff should review the continuation ~pp-
1ico.tion and note \'!i1iGh eva.luation r-econlliwnciv.tions are ·jncol~pOI'<.1tc:d 
and w h ; c h a l~ e not. I f d ire G t n (~ got i R t i 0 Ii f ail s t 0 l' e sol v e d'j S D 9 l' C e -
rncnts concer-ninq cel'tain recofl1rnenda.tions~ thc~ issues should be pt"C
sented to the R~gional Planning Council. 

2 . 1\ s Q_~0..!ld i tj_s:-,~~ t ~ Re 9i 0 n ~L .. .P 1 2 n 11 i n 9 COLI n c i L'_~<:. __ ~l?.t?J:..o_ v a t __ g_'~ 
the pI'Q,iect·· The Hcgiona', Staffs \'lith t.he assistance of HIe Eva·lu<,.
toi'::-;--vliiT-be responsible fOl' rresenting evaluation findings anel l~ec
onlmcndations to tho RegionCll Planning Council and its Task FoY'cos, 
noting whicll recommendations have been agreed upon and incorporated 
£I. 11 d \'/ h i c h h a. v e not, A t t his poi n tit heR e 9 ion Cl 1 P 1 c. n TI 'j n 9 C 0 U II C i '1 
may recomri1end approv(l1 of the: project condit-jollal upon the irnplerllcn;.. 
tation of tile eva.1L!2.tion recolTlmendations. If so) th'is fact shou'ld 
be noted on the Project Review Sheet sent to the Commission. 
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Both the Evaluator and the Project Director should be available if 
necessary at Regional Planning Council meetings to comment on the 
Evaluation Report. Because of the initial and ce~tral role of the 
Regional Staff in this process, we are taking steps to make sure 
that evaluators maintain regular contact with the Regional Staff 
and inform them regularly of the progress and problems of the pro
ject. 

3. As a recommendation of the Executive Staff - If certain recom
mendations remain ~nadequately add~essed by the project, this should 
be noted at Executive Staff Review by the ReRional Director and the 
o i }~ e c tor 0 f the E v a "I u a. t ion t~ a nag e 1i1 e n tUn it. A t t his poi nt, the E x e -
cutive Staff may recommend approval of th~ project conditional upon 
the implementation of the evaluation recommendations. 

, 
4. As a condition of the Commission's ap~~~~?l of the project -

The Evaluatorts two page Executive Summary will be distributed to the 
Commission. If the evaluator's findings remain in dispute, or if any 
Commissioner so requests) the Evaluator will be asked to appear be
fore the Commission to respond to any questions about the Evaluation. 
Therefore, the Commission may wish to conditionally approve the pro
ject and to require that the evaluation recommendations be implemented 
prior to granting final approval. This represents the last point at 
which evaluation recommendations may be incorporated in continuation 
grants. 

He expect (lnd hope that most evaluation recommendations \dll be incor
porated in the project in the early sta~es of the refunding process 
either through direct negotiation between the Regional Staff and the 
Project Staff or by Regional Planning Council actions. 

FOLLOW-UP OF FVALUATIO~ RECOMMENDATIONS: . -
In ~~st cases when evaluation recommendations have been included as 
conditions placed on the Councils· or the Commission's approval of a 
project, the evaluator will check tnc project to determine the extant 
.to which the recommendations have been implemented. In some cases, 
when an independent evaluator is not continued with the grant, the 
Regional Staff will ~ssume responsibility for monitoring the imple
mentation of evaluation recommendations. 

EVALUATION AND THE PLANNING PROCESS: 

Sin c e e val u at ion rep 0 r't s \'I ill he 1 p "j n de term i n i n 9 \': he the r san din \'I hat 
form, continuation funding for specific projects should be included in 
r e 9 ion ali n put tot h ceo In pre II ens i ve P 1 0. n $ the E val u a t ion IiI a nag em en t 
Unit should be used as ~ resource in developing the regional and state 
allnual pla.ns. The Regional Planning StClff should notify the Evaluation 



Page A-9 

tljanagement Unit as to the kind of information needed and by \vhat date. 
Since evaluation reports are submitted at intervals in the project 
year and are not tied to the development of the Comprehensive Plan, 
written evaluation reports may not be available when needed for plan
ning'pur~pQ.ses. If \'lritten reports are not a.vailable, it should be 
possible to arrange for evaluators to present their findings to the 
Councils or the Commission upon request. The Evaluation Management 
Unit \'/ill assess the regions in arr3.nging this. 

In the future as the evaluation system begins to produce information 
regularly throughout the year, it should be posiible to develop in
formation to meet specific needs. 
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GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATION REPORTS 

As a general rule, evaluators will be asked to submit ti'lO reports 
during the life of a project. A brief Interim Report midway in 
the project should indicate the progress and problems of the pro
ject and evaluation to date, while a more complete Final Evalua
tion Report will be required near the end of the project. The 
dates for submission of reports will be deter~ined by the Evalu
ation Hanagement Unit in accordance i'iith the information ne·2:ds 
of the Regional Councils and the Commission. 

The kinds of infor~ation needed in these reports and a suggested 
order are outlined below. It is understood that all of the items 
below may not be relevant to all projects' funded by the COI:1rnission. 
Also, evaluators should expand upon these items where necessary. 

INTERIT'i EVALUATION REPORT 

A. EVALUATIOH PROGRESS: 

1. Describe evaluation activit1es to date. 
2. Describe the progress and problems of data collection ef

forts. (oxi3tence, avaiL:.bility (f. relovanc0 'Jf the data; 
cost of collection, etc.) 

3. \'lhat problems have arisen 1n implc:menting the Evaluatj on 
Plan? 

4. In what ways has the evaluation or the evaluator been of 
benefit to the project staff thus far? 

B. PEOJECrE PROGHESS: 

1. S11mmarize the proj cct acti vJ.ttes thus far. 
2. Have any problems arisen? (administrative, staffing, co

ordinat j_on, et c . ) 
3. Describe the results of the project thus far. 
11. Interin recomm.cndatj.ons. (These should be directed to-

ward solvin~ problems which have already arisen and an
ticipating future problems.) 

\ FINAL EVALUATION REPORT 

SECTION I. EXECU'rIVE SUHMAP..Y ali' EVALUATION REPORT. 

(Note: This summal'Y is of great. importance since it \'jj.l1 be 
used ext ens i vely by de cis 10n--7;l£11:er3 . It should ace ul'atcly 
reflect the findings of the evaluation and should be no lon
ger than two or three pages.) 

1. Brj .. 6fly describe the project's objectives and 1:18.jor 
act i v:i.t1es . 

2. Summarize majoI' r'8Gults, findinGS) and rccommendat:l.ons. 
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(Note~ The evaluator should make a clear distinction be
t-vieen the immediate, practical recommendations and those 
requiring a longer time and greater resources to imple
ment. The evaluator should also be prepared to defend 
these reconunendations before the Regional Planning Coun
cils and the Governor's Justice Cow~ission.) 

SECTION II. PROJECT ACTIVITIES. 

1. Briefly describe the original goals and objectives of 
the project and the problem the project was to allev-
iate. 

2. Describe the activities of the project. 

SECTION III. EVALUATION ACTIVITIES. 

1. Describe the nature, extent, and timing of all evalua
tion activities upon which this report is based. 

2. Describe the data and information used in this evalua
tion. (source, date, reliability, val~dity, \imita
tions, method cf collection, etc.) 

3. Explain the scope and limitations of the evalua~ion 
effort. 4. Describe how and when feedback was given to the project 
and any modifications made a,s a result of that feedback. 

SECTIOl~ IV. PROJECT HESULTS AND MTALYSIS. 

In this section the evaluator should address the following 
questions: 

1. What are the results of the project and how do they differ 
from the "Anticipated Results II as outlined in the Subl,:rant 
Application? 

2. \'lhat factors led to results other than those anticipated? 
a. the administrative structure of the project~ 
b. the operation and rnanaBcment of the project. 
c. the personnel involved in the project. 
d. the evaluation process, . 
e. the planning of the project. 
f. the basic approach or method used to attack the pro-· ..... 

blem. 
g. level and timing of funding. 
h. the allocation of resources or project activity. 
i. external events beyond the control of the project. 
j. other. 

3. What impact have the results of this project had on: 
a. the problem as outlined in the IlPHOBLEW' section of 

the Sub~rant Application? 
b. the crimin2.1 justice system and/or the reduction of 

crime? 

t _------------- .. __ .. 
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4. Could thes~ same results have been obtained more effic
iently by a different allocation of resources or project 
activity? 

5. Based on your experience in this field and your know-
ledge of the relevant literature, how do the results 
of this project compare vlith: 
a. the results of other projects using a similar ap-

proach or method~ solve the problem? 
b. the results of other projects using different ap-

proaches and methods? 
c. the results which might have been expected in the 

absence of the proje0t? 
6. Aside from the project-specific r~sults) what was lea~ned 

from this project that should be pursued further? 
7. What were the unintended consequences of the project? 
8. Analyze the results of·the project in terms of its costs. 

SECTION V. FINDINGS AND RECOm~ENDATIONS 

1. State all findings and conclusions with specific refer
ence to: 
a. the extent to which project objectives were fulfilled. 
b. the overall impact of the "project on the problem it 

was intended to address. 
c. the factors affecting the success of the project in 

achieving its objectives and the impact of the pro-
j ect. 

2. State all recommendations concerning: 
a. the appropriateness and practicality of project ob-

jectives. " 
b. the value of the basic method and approadh used by 

the project to solve the problem. 
c. the operation of the proj ect (planning, staffinG) pro-· 

ject administration and operation, allocation of re-
sour c e s, etc.). 

d. modifications in project objectives, methods and op-
erations. 

e. the cost of the project. 
f. the con~inuation of the project. 
g. the evaluation of this project. 
h. other. 

3. Discuss the 'implications of this project and your evalua-
tion for Governor IS .Tustice Corr:mis sion policy j.n this area 
of criminal justice and law enforcement. 

7/19/73 
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In evaluating projects funded by 1.he GOVCl'l10!,1 s JL1s~icc COlnmissi.on .. evaluators 
should be a'.V').r-c of the two, primary g021s of such evaluation; 

1. 

2. 

to prO\Tide the Commjssion and its Regtonal Councils \vith accurate 
inform0! tG;:l to ali ow effective d(;cision-;nZl,king. 

i.o provide regular feedback to the project siaff concerning potential 
problenls.~lnd a(;tual progress of the project. 

.' 
" 

'. 

.. ' [I.'] 
[ I It,· 

In 1"IJ'eciing U~csc goals, g;.>neral responsibilities of the evaluator 'will be: 1) . 
assist in dC\'E:~lori.ng and ilnplelncnting an evalLwtion plan; 2) conduct evo.]uation 
aCt~\!Hics; ~md 3") &I1aly7.c 8.nd present findings and reco11111i.cnd2Lions. Specific 
respol'isibilitio.]5' of the evaJuator are: 

[.1 
[ , ) . 1. ~'~~~l~~I~~f ~~:j :;~> j ~l~ffc:: ~:\,~~~;~'~::(~.s e ~:~o n~:: ~:;: ~~S!~,~~h;\~;~l t::: 
I , in .... ]udc,d i'l tb8 IInROB T ,11'1\,1

11 s<"'ctio'"" .. Of t}lf' Slllju-rrJI'L T!1')!lC~'HO"1 whc .... '" 
r ' ) , ' tIl; '1ia;urc; and 0.~Cni o-i71~~ p~~blel~ a~'c' id~n;iiie<d ·o.l~d il;l~:;~lr~~(() ~ ~ 
L .'.,. 2. Assist the project staff in idenHf:ying appl~opri8.te measurable goals ior 

tbe projcct. ' " . J, 3. Dctcrrnine relevant measures to evaluate the project results. 

I ,4. Detcl:minc how the data and infornlation necessary 1.0, evaluate Lhe project 
' ""1" will be collected. , , ", j ". '.. 

-, -5. DcLcrmine whal. resources will be needed io:!;, the evaluation and hOlY tbey 
~\, '1..1( will be a11ocated. : I ',' .' 

• ,'J ~J~ 6. Plan and schedule sPe\..:ific e\raluation activities. ,:" ': 

A. A~;;sist in Developing Dnd Imrlemcllting ~Ln EI,'Hluation Pinn. 

7. Assist the project sta~f in developing an "Evaluation Plan I' (description 

1·-) ,",a, .. ttachecl) and an cvalLration budget [ei' submissicr, to the Evaluation ;'cI2.nage-
,I~ent Unit of lhe.Gon':rnor's Justice Comn1ission for approval. ' 

I;.' ,'. "B. Conduct Evaluation Activities. 

1"" .,. 
> t·.:-. :. 

'i:t 
I 4. 

. 
Monitor tho data collection process. ". c ..... 

Periodically check 1.he reliabiEty and relevance of the data. 
Observe ~nd evaluate the administration and operation of the 
Provide feedb8.ck to the project staff on' a rcgul'ar basis. 
IVTodify the.cv2jualion plD.l1 if necf;:ss'ary .. ' 

, , 
" ." .. 

project. 

'1 ~: Submit at .. in:eri1n I'cport on the' problems and pr.ogro5s or the, project' 
and the (;\·<.11u~ltion, (desc:!:'ip~io!l attactrcdl: ~Il. 

~I·'i ... " 

~'l,":, ~I=: 
-~,--.- - .. ' -, .. 

__ <O!_"-reB5E~===" 1 ==== 

. . . . ... " .:. 
. " ~ 

. ~.. .... .. 
, . 

. . '. 
, , 

.. .. " ... 
'." '>. '.: . .~ 

, . 
" 

'. . . ~ . 

" 

" 

j. 
i 
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" 

CompileJ analyze and ,interpret the, clnia. 
Subrnit 8 final I'Cpo:ct (dc::scription attached) sirnnllc:.,neously to the 
region;-tl staff, thr~ Evaluation ~\lanagcn1c!l1l Unit. and lhe Project Dircctol'. 

l\Tect with the Cormnissiol1 siaff "mel the Project Director to discuss findi.ngs. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Regional Offices and Sub-Offices Project funded under a 

continuation sub-grant from the Governor 1s Justice Commission, is 

beginning the third year of operation. MetaMetrics Inc. is conducting 

the evaluation component of the project. 

Evaluation began on July 1, 1973 simultaneously with the sub-

grant period. During the first mO:lth, evaluation design meetings were 

held with Board officials, staff of the Governor 1s Jtlstice Commis'sion -

Evaluation Management Unit, Regional Directors and selerted project 

personneL This Memorandum presents a detailing of proj ect goals 

and objectives, policy issues, initial performance measures and 

evaluation and interview schedules. 

2. OVERALL BOARD GOALS FOR PROJECT 

Probation and parole for convicted offenders are alternatives to 

incarceration to improve the potential for rehabilitation within the 

community through job opportunities, education opporLlnities and 

famHy relations and support. Probation is a sentence served in the 

community under supervision and rules of conduct specified by the 

Court and the Board. Parole is release from prison to serve '~he 

IL 
~I':-'_~ .. ~--~-.-- .. ~---. _~",. '" ______ . _____ ~ " ____ ~ .. "_~~.,, .. ~~ _ ..•. _ = 
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Central Office 

o Proj ect management 

o Fiscal control 

o Information and data. 

o Program development 

Regional Offices 

o Regional administration 

o Agency coordination 

o Program development 

o Demonstration project implementation 

Sub-Offices 

o Case management 

o Investigations 

o Program implementation 
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4. POLICY CONSIDERA TrONS 

Whi.leproject evaluation in terms of achievement of goals and 

objectives is the major focus of the evaluation effort, policy and planning 

decisions for the short and -ong term can benefit from some analysis 

on identified issues. From interviews and review of materials the 

following issues were identified as relevani to the evaluation: 

Differential ELEectiveness of Decentralization 

o Rehabilitation 

o Staff development 

o Location of offices 

o Staff ol'ganiz,ation 

AdministratlOl1 of Decentralized Decision Making 

o Extent of responsibility at Regional level 

o Classes of decisions to be made in Held and 
levels lower than the Board 

o Staff recruitment' 

o Planning and budget 

o Duplication of activities 

o Relationship to Central Office Program 
development and implementation 

o Flow of communications 

o Conduct of hearings 

o Staff requirements 
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5. MEASURES OF' PERFORMANCE, DATA REQUIREMENTS AND 

EVALUA TION ANALYSIS 

Data on evaluation measures of performance relate to achievement 

of stated goals and objectives of the project and the impact of the project 

on problems, the criminal justice system and cri.me. Evaluation data 

will be both qualitative and quantHative. 

The achievement ot stated goals and objectives and impact on 

problems and the criminal justice system will be measured by the 

following information: 

o The changing quality of information for case 
decisions beil).g provided by the project 

o Reduction of agent and client travd time 

o Use of community resources and programs 

o Implementation of new parole programming 

o Increase in agent contact with client in the 
community 

o Responsiveness of parole services to community 
cultural requirenlents 

o Reduction of staff turnover and caseload transfer 

o Utilization of team approach 

- - -. ~ 1 •••.. 1 : ,. 
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This information will be obtained through interviews and questionnaires. 

Evaluation analysis will focus on organizational, administrative, planning 

and program implementation factors. 

The impact of the project on crime can be measured by the improved 

performance of clients on parole. A reduction of recidivism directly 

reduces the potential for crime. Data to measure this recidivism is 

preserlJ.Y collected by the Central Office and consists of recommitment 

and employment data. 

Because of regional differences of recommitment rates between 

regions, evaluation analysis will rely heaviJy on historical data by 

Region and Sub-Office to indicate impact. The source of this data for 

the initial data collection phase will be the Central .office. 

Additional project description and evaluation data to be collected 

includes identifiable alternatives, costs, side effects and external 

factors. 
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6.. PROCEDURES AND SCHEDULE 

The Interim Report will be completed and delivered by 

November 1, 1973. The Final Report will be delivered by March, 1974. 

, ' 

Interviews with Regional Directors and selected Sub-Office 

Supervisors will take place during August. ·Data collection will be 

conducted in two stages to coincide with the Interim and Final Reports. 

The following outline shows evaluation tasks and schedule: 

Design July 27, 1973 

Project Description August 24, 1973 

Initial Data Collection and Anatysis October 12, 1973 

Interim Report November 1, 1973 

Final Data Collection December 21, 1973 

Evaluation Analysis January 25, 1974 

Final Report March 1, 1974 

Ii 
" 

,ij, 
1 __ '~~::'t."""I~~_" __ . '~ __ ,_"......",_ 

"~"')-",,'~'<""-.""'-"""""""""-"'~-'--'---"'--
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Appendix A 

INTER\7IEW FORMAT 

Personal interviews will be conducted with each Regional Director 

and selected Sub-Office Supervisors during initial data collection. 

Information obtained will be for the beginning of fiscal year 1973 and 

1974 in order to show change and provide project baseline data. 

Similar informaiion will be collected during final data collection to 

indicate change during the current project period. 

REGIONAL OFFICES 

A. Office Resources 

o Description of office facility and location 

o Staff size and vacancies 

o Staff turnover and recruitment 

B. Regional Coordination 

o Service agencies 

o Criminal justice agencies 

o Community relations 

" .... ,.,. 4""';4~;;: ......... n 

"""Z~-""'" u ",. ". ~-~~~.--' -- ~-~. ~- _:..:._ .. _.:; .~~:-~.,___ -.H.: • ...,,.....:-.,.....;...;~-
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C. Case Decisions 

o Parole and reparoIe infor.mation procedures 

o Recommitment procedures 

o Hearings: number, type and location 

D. Staff Activities 

0 Travel 

0 Staff development 

0 Case management 

0 'Team approc.ch 

0 Case decisions 

0 Program development 

0 Program implementation 

0 Coordination 

0 General administration 

0 Planning and budgeting 

E. Regional Structure 

o District Office 

o Sub-Offices 

o Community Parole Centers 

o Communications 
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F. Regional Caseloads 

o Size and location 

o Assignment and transfers 

o Probationer - parolees. 

I, 

o General characteristics 

o Effect of new programs (SRS and others) 

o Information procedures 

SUB-OFFICES 

A. Office Resources 

o Description of office facility and location 

o Staff size and vacancies 

o Staff turnover and recruitment 

B. Community Coordination 

o Service agencies 

o Criminal justice agencies . 
o Community relations 

C. Case Decisions 

o Parole and reparole information procedures 

o Recommitment procedures 

o Hearings: number, type and location 
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D. Staff Activities 

0 Travel 

0 Staff development 

0 Case management 

0 Team approach 

0 Case decisions 

0 Program development 

0 Program implementation 

0 Coordination 

0 General administration 

0 Planning and budgeting 

E. Office Structure 

o Sub-Offices 

o Community Parole Center 

o Communications 

F. Offi.ce Caseloads 

o Size and location 

o Assignment and transfers 

o Probationer - parolees 

o General characteristics 

o Effect of new programs (SRS and others) 

o Information procedures 

!, 
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Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole 
William C. Boor, Chair.man 

and 

Pennsylvania Governor's Justice Commission 
Hon. Israel Packel 

Attorney General and Commission Chairman 

MetaMetrics Inc. 
3711 Macomb St., N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20016 
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SECTION 1 

i EVALUATION PROGRESS 
j 

The evaluation of the Regional Offices and Sub-Offices project began 

on July I, 1973. Initial meetings were held with the key planning personnel, 

a representative cf the Evaluation Management Unit of the Governor's Justice 

Commi s sion, and the Regional Directors. These initial meetings informed project 

personnel of the goals and procedures of the evaluation. 

During the first month, meetings were held with the Chairman and key 

Board staff to determine Board goals for the project. At the end of July, a 

Design Memorandum was produced. This Memorandum ()utlined Board goals, 

project comnonents, policy considerations, data' requirements, interview formats, 

evaluation procedures and schedule for the eight month evaluation. 

Initial data collection focused on descriptive and policy information obtained 

through interviews with field personnel and Central Office staff. Caseload and . 
financial information was obtained from the Central Office. Interviews were 

conducted in three Regions with the remaining three Regions to be visited during 

final data collection. 

~"'=~-""-"11t.-~~~'\~"""Mrt'::r~-"-"'-"-''''''" '""-;e:;, 
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, , Due to contract proc-essing problems, the evaluation effort was suspended 

"Jee 
. , 

during October, 1973. Completion of the interim evaluation report was shifted 
, 

from November I, 1973 to December 14, 1973. 

The project was originally scheduled to end in 8 months. Because of a 

lower level of expenditures and with the addition of approximately $38 I 000.00 

from other sources I the project was rescheduled to coincide with the Fiscal Year. 

Delivery of the final evaluation report will be schedule to meet project review 

requirements of the Board and the Governor's Justice Commission. 

DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

Staffing and caseload information from February, 1970 to July I 1973 

was obtained from the Board Central Office. General financial information for 

approximately the same period of time was also collected. 

Interviews were conducted in the Regional Offices of Philadelphia (Re'gion I) I 

Allentown (Region II) and Harrisburg (Region III). The District Offices Clnd 

Sub-Offices in these regions were also visited. Sub-Offices visHed were: 

Lancaster I York I Scranton I Reading and Norristown. Interview information 

wacs collected using the interview formats. 

Initial analysis was primarily descriptive and indicated staffing and 

caseload trends. Project issues were identified. 
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EVAL UATION PLAN AND PROJECT LIAISON 

With the adjustments for lengthening the project to 12 months I and the 

shifting of the completion date for the interim evaluation report I the evaluation 

plan is on schedule. 

Evaluation progress and project j.ssues were discussed periodically with 

key administration ( operations and planning personnel of the Board. Full cooperation 

was provided in the data collection in the Central Office and the field. 

An interim briefing will be presented to key Central Office personnel 

and Regional Directors and project issues. will be clarified. Final data col.lection 

and analysis will be structured to assist in the resolution of program development 

problems and related evaluatjon issues. 

, - -'.". . - .. ,,-. ~ 
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SECTION 2 

PROJECT PROBLEMS AND PROGRESS 

Six Regional Offices and ten Sub-Offices were established in the early 

part of 1972. The p~oject is presently under the third sub-grant, nearing completion 

of its second year I and is completely operational. 

Through interviews I problems were expressed by project personnel. 

These were: 

Central Office 

o uncertainty of source of funds for continuation of project 

o caseload level constraints on overall project 

o union requirements for overtime pay for after regular hours 
activities by agents 

Regional Offices 

o communications with Central Office 

o continuity of training 

o degree of decentralization of decisions including planning 

o potential duplication of Regional Office and District Office 
responsibilities 

o need for Regional staff 

-;;.....---.-..... -;::,...-.,...., .... -------"--:(~."' ... ~.- .--.. -~~~-......;-..... ,~ ~f 
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Sub-Offices 

o differential caselouds and ugent morale 

o increasing special probation and parole workload 

o office space 

The problems expressed by Central Office [.'orsonnel are external, though very 

relevant, to the project proper. Closer coordination and joint planning with 

GJC and other state involved agencies should assist in the resolution of these 

problems. The funding problem has prompted the consideration of closing several 

of the Sub-Offices. 

The problems expressed at the Regional level are being addressed within 

the Board organization. With the changing chairmanship has come some organizt~tional 

changes. Communications between the Central Office and the Regions is improved. 

Decentralization of Board and Central Office functions is taking place. To the 

extent that decentralization increases Regional functions I community contact is 

increased and recent supreme court decisions impact on Regional activities I 

additional staff may become necessary. 

Two of the five Sub-Offices visited expressed a need for some additional 

space. A major concern, hoV',-;ver, was the range of caseloads per agent from 

35 to close to a hundred. The variation in caseloads is due to program require-

ments, agent vacancies and differential grovvth of ca ~Y;loads between areas. 

-,-~:"~~:-~.~.~., ••. ~,~" ... '-':"~'-'>'-~::~:.--~~":::'..' --:.-'~:'"'; ,~.::-"~.-::' 
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Adjustments in caseloads are made by transferring of cases between agents 

and offices. Some differential should be expected and real problems arise 

only if these differentials are seen as large and/or discriminatory. 
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SECTION 3 

PROJECT RESULTS 

In 1971, the Board operated with a Central Office in Harrisburg and nine 

District Offices locate:d throughout the state. The Philadelphia District Office 

supervised half of the state cFl.seload. To varying degrees the other District 

Offices were considered too large and centralized. Caseloads per agent were 

high according to standards recommended by the National Council on Crime and 

Delinquency. 

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 provided fv.nds 

through the Pennsylvania Governor's Justice Commission for several sub-grants 

to the Board. In early 1972 1 Regional Offices "were established in each of the 

Governor's six Human Service Regions and ten Sub-0ffices were located to serve 

localized caseloads throughout the Commonwealth. 

BOARD GOALS AND OBJECTIVES 

Board goals for the Regional Office and Sub-Office Project are directly 

related to the major Board functions: 

o provide information and recommendations for case decisions 

o administer parole supervision 
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Toward achieving these goals are the following specific objectives 

of the Board for the project: 

Case Decisions 

o 

o 

provide improved information for decisions through increased 
understanding of the offender I reduced caseloads I contact 
with family I and contact with local court and police 

assist the Board through a decentralization of resolution of 
certain case decisions 

Parole Sllpervision 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

provide improved delivery of parole services through reducing 
agent and client travel time 

address client rehabilitation requirements through use of 
community resources and programs such as Public Assistance 
and Employment Security 

implement new parole programming including Guided Group 
Interaction and assistance in employment 

relate to client in a community setting rather than in an alien 
and bureaucratic setting 

obtain community understanding and assistance in the client 
rehabilitation process 

relate parole services to community cultural requirements 

improve agent effectiveness through an understanding of 
his role of rehabilitation in the community 

reduce agent turnover and caseload transfer through enhance
ment of agent community status and role 

increase staff effectiveness through team approach in client 
. rehabilitation and mutual staff development 
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PROJECT OBJECTIVES AND ACTIVITIES 

Interviews at the Regional and Sub-Office levels indicate that project 

personnel are in accord with the Board's objectives. 

Activities of the Regional Offices vary from region to region with respect 

to size and location of caseload, staff, and Regional organization responsibilities. 

Accordingly, the activities and responsibilities of the Philadelphia Regional 

Director with two District Offices, five CPC's, a large SRS program and half 

of the State caseload are different than those of the Harrisburg Regional Director 

with one District Office, two Sub-Offices and 7% of the caseload. While only 

the Regional Director and a Clerk Stenographer are funded by the Sub-Grant, 

interviews indicated that District Office staff was available to the Regional 

Director in the discharge of Regional responsibilities. 

The Sub-Offices appear to be more uniform in their operations. The five 

visited were located in cities ranging in population from 50,000 to 103: 000 

and a borough of 38,000. All operated as.a unit headed by a Supervisor. The 

10cati<?n in the community was seen as an advantage from both a time and distance 

factor as well as community and client relations. All interviewed expressed 

a preference for the Sub-Office environment as compared to the District Office. 

Supervision of the agents in the Sub-Offices depends upon the background 

and inclinations of +he individual agent. Agents are permitted some latitude 

incase ,management activities. 

, , 
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CASELOADS 

Caseloads have increased over the past five years throughout Pennsylvania. 

The caseload for the state as a whole increased 80" 8%. Harrisburg, the region 

with the smallest caseload, and Philadelphia, the region with the largest caseload, 

increased at 76% while Allentown showed a 116% increase over the same time period. 

As can be seen from Table I, Special Probation and Parole. caseloads 

increased almost 500% for the state as a whole with similar rates of increase for 

the regions. The Special Probation and Parole caseload now constitutes a third 

of the total caseload. The differential use of Special Probation and Parole impacts 

differently upon the regions. For the Harrisburg rcion, only 14.4% of the total 

caseload is in this category. This low utilization of PBPP services by county 

courts results in HalTisburg having the lowest regional total caseload. Not 

reflected in the caseload data is the work. requirement of pre-sentence investigations 

requested by county courts. 

Table 2 shows the regional caseloads by District and Sub-Office. Caseload 

data prior to October, 1972 was not reported to the Central Office by Sub-Office 

breakdowns. 

Caseloads for District and Sub-Offices show more fluctuation than those 

for regions due to intra-regional transfers of cases. 
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TABLE 1 

Caseloads: Regions I I II I III and Pennsylvania I 
Fiscal Years 1968 to 1973 * 

? [ ~ 

Philadelphia I Region I ,AllentovV11 , Region II I Harrisburg f Region III 

Spec. Spec. I Spec 0 

Spec. 
Spec. Probe & Spec. Probe & Probe & 
Probe Parole as Probe Parole as I Probe Parole as 
& p'arole Total % of Total & Parole Total % of Total i & Parole Total % of Total 

1968 301 2,896 10.4 -i 71 619 11. 5 30 450 6.7 

I 1969 357 2,854 12.5 106 666" 15. 9 47 442 10.6 

1970 554 2,953 18.8 152 737 20.6 44 470 9.4 

1971 951 3,464 27.J 189 842 22,.4 60 545 11.0 

1972 1,505 4,571 32.9 ? 91 1,133 25. 7 95 704 13.5 

1973 1,719 5,106 33.7 330 1,340 24.6 1114 I 792 14.4 

I 

* For July 1 of each Fiscal Year 

~ ~ 

Pennsylvania 

Spec. 
Probe 
& Parole Total 

750 5,847 

959 5,875 

1,241 6,107 

1,830 7,112 

2,790 9, 150 

3,554 10,571 

i..i "'-i 

Spec. 
Probe & 
Parole as 
% of Total 

12.8 

16.3 

20.3 

25.7 

30.5 

33.6 

"'"0 
III 
to 
(I) 

~ ....... 
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TABLE 2 

Regional Caseloads, October I, 1972 to July I, 1973 

October I, January I, July I, 
1972 1973 1973 

Region I (Philadelphia) 

Philadelphia District Office 4,174 4,308 4,431 
Chester District Office 647 669 675 --- ---

Total 4,821 4,977 5,106 

Region II (Allentown) 

Wilkes-Barre District Office 233 238 249 
Scranton Sub-Office 70 70 72 
Allentown District Office 580 589 551 
Reading Sub-Office 102 131 144 
Norristown Sub-Office 202 2] 6 324 -- -

Total 1,187 1,244 . 1,340 

Region III (Harrisburg) 

Harrisburg District Office 489 530 472 
Lancaster Sub-Office 133 124 141 
York Sub-Office 121 112 179 . ---

Total 743 766 792 

Pennsylvania 9, 658 10,083 10,571 
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STAFFING 

Tables 3 and 4 indicate the staffing trends for Regions I I II and III I 

agents and total staff I for the past two years. Staff has increased along with 

increasing caseloa:1s. 

The opening of Sub-Offices I except in the case of Philadelphia I has 

permittGd the District Offices to maintain approximately the same size staff. 

As can be seen from Table 5 I staffil g patterns are markedly different 

between District Offices I Sub-Offices and Comm'unity Parole Centers. Sub-Offices 

are heavy on supervisory personnel with an average of one supervisor per 2.7 agents. 

The ratio for District Offices I lJ1cluding the D~ crict Supervisor I is almost double 

at 5.1. Program support I by con i -, st, is 10''\ for Sub-Office s while the number of 

paraprofessionals is rGlatively L _,1, 

The difference in staffing patterns could be attributed to the smaller scale 

of. Sub-Offlces. The typical Sub-Office ha? on.e supervisor I two agents, one 

human service aide and one clerk-typist. The typical un.i.t in the District Offices 

has one supervisor, the equivalent of two program support personnel t seven 

agents I no paraprofessionals except in Philadelphia and Pittsburg Regions I and the 

equivFllent of three clerical personnel. This pattern would indicate that in the 

Sub-Offices supervisors are expected to provide program support and paraprofessionals 

are expected to assist agents with caseloads. " 

_c' _ 
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TABLE 3 

Regional Staffing - Agents * 
May 6 I 1971 to July 12 I 1973 

Region I (Philadelphia) 

Philadelphia District Office 
Chester District Office 

Total 

Region II (Allentown) 

Wilkes-Barre District Office 
Scranton Sub-Office 
All$ntown District Office 
Reading Sub-Office 
Norristown Sub-Office 

Total 

Region III (Harrisburg) 

Harrisburg District Office 
Lancaster Sub-Office 
York Sub-Office 

Total 

*Assigned Agent Positions 

May 6 
1971 

65 

65 

5 

13 

18 

12 

12 

Feb 24 
1972 

91 
10 

101 

4 
2 

14 
2 
4 

2.6 

12 
2 
2 

16 

July 1 
1972 

98 
13 

III 

6 
2 

19 
2 
4 

33 

18 
2 
2 

22 

Page 14 

Jan 12 
1973 

102 
12 

114 

5 
2 

14 
1 
3 

25 

15 
2 
3 

20 

JUly 12 
1973 

96 
13 

109 

4 
2 

16 
2 
3 

27 

13 
3 
3 

19 
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TABLE 4 

Regional Staffing - Total * 
May 6 I 1971 to July 12 I 1973 

May 6 Feb 24 
1971 1972 

Region I (Philadelphia) 1 

Philadelphia District Office 115 170 
Chester District Office 16 

Total 115 187 

Region II (Allentown) 

Wilkes-Barre District Office 10 11 
Scranton Sub-Office 4 
Allentown District Office 24 24 
Reading Sub-Office 2 
Norristown Sub~·Office 5 

Tota ... 34 46 

Region III (Harrisburg) 1 

Harrisburg District Office 22 26 
Lancaster Sub-Office 4 
York Sub-Office 3 

Total 22 34 

*Assigned Total Positions 

"Page 15 

July 1 Jan 12 July 12 
1972 1973 1973 

1 1 1 

181 198 194 

-.!1. 20 ~ 
201 219 224 

1 1 2 

13 13 10 
4 6 5 

27 27 33 
3 4 5 
5 6 6 

53 57 61 

1 . 1 1 

31 31 35 
4 4 5 
3 5 5 - -

39 41 46 
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TABLE 5 

Summary of Staffing Patternl , 
District Offices of Regions, Community Parole Center and Sub-Offices, 

July 12, 1973 

Supervisory 

2 'Program Support 

Agents 

Paraprofes sionals3 

Administrative and 
Clerical 

Total 

District 
Offices 
Number % 

37 9. 1 

69 16. 9 

188 46. 1 

27 6. 6 

87 21. 3 

408 100,0 

Community 
Parole Centers 
Number % 

10 12,7 

4 5.1 

24 30,4 

29 36.6 

12 15,2 

79 100,0 

Sub-Office Total 
Number % Number 

10 17,9 57 

1 1.8 74 

27 48.1 239 

8 14.3 64 

10 17,9 109 

56 100,0 543 

% 

10. 5 

13.6 

44.0 

11.8 

20,1 

100,0 

lAssigned staff positions, excludes Reyional, Central Office and institution assigned 
personnel.. There were 42 vacancies or 8.3% of the total assigned positions 

2rncludes Planners 1 Psychologists, Investigators and Warrant Personnel 

3rncludes Human Service Aides and Work Program Trainees 
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In July, 1973" less than half of the positions in the Sub-Offices were 

paid from the Regional Office and Sub-Office Continuation Subgrant. 

CASELOAD RATIOS 

Table 6 shows caseload trends per agent and total staff over the past 

two years. Regional caseload per agent decreased except in the. case of 

Allentown Region. Caseload per staff decreased in all cas,es. 

Allentown Re!Jion showed wide differences in caseload' ratios between 

District Offices and Sub-Offices. Not reflected in this breakdown is the high 

caseload ratios of the general casGloacl in Philadelphia. whioh in late 1973 

exceeded 100 per agent. 

The summary of District Offices and Sub-Offices at the bottom of Table 6 

does show that Sub-Offices are sustaining higher caseload ratios. 
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1Ca1cu1ated with staff for May 6, 1971 

2Excludes Regional Personnel 

3Excludes Regional, Central Office and institution assigned personnel 
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PAROLEE PERFORMANCE 

Records on parolees I until recenUy, were more complete than records 

on probationers and out-of-state cases supervised in Pennsylvania. Trend 

information on parole performance is shown on Tables 7 and 8 and is expected to 

reflect on supervision of probationers and out-of-state cases. 

The number of persons paroled per year from State Correctional Institutions 

declined slowly to 1969, increased markedly through 1972 and has recently shown 

a downturn which is still high when compared to pre-1972 years. Over this same time 

period, Special Probation and Parole cases assigned to PBPP have steadily increased. 

In the case of a relatively stable inflow of parolees I the ratio of p6.rolees 

returned to prison to number paroled reflects the percentage of cases which fail 

or recidivate. The average length of. time on parole is more than two years and 

approximately 5% of parolees have recidivated after having been on parole for 

more than two years. With a stable inflow of parolees I parolee performance 

spread over the period of supervision can be gauged by the ratio of returned to 

prison to number paroled. 

For the period 1967 to 1971, this ratio shown on Table 7 ranged from 

29.1% to 34.6%. The 34.6% figure was the result of the declining number paroled 

in 19 ~q" Following 1971, the ratio is not a reliable indicator due to the large 

- .. -----------........... ----""'=:;....--~~'-'~,'-.--'-~" ''-----'---' 
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TABLE 7 

Paroledl and Parolees returned to Prison 
Fiscal Years I 1967 to 1973 

Returned to PIlson Returned t9 Prison as Per Qen..:Lof_Total 

Fiscal Technical New Technical New 
Year Paroled Vjolation Commitment Total Violation Commitment Total 

1967 2,258 322 335 657 14,3 14,8 29.1 

1968 2,230 347 337 684 15.6 15. 1 30. '7 

1969 1,952 370 305 675 19.0 15.6 34.6 

1970 2,221 372 324 696 16,7 14.6 31.3 

1971 2,331 382. 297 679 16.4 12.7 29. 5 

1972 2,94] 280 241 52.1 9. 5 8,2 J7.7 

1973 2,564 3JO 413 723 12. 1 16. ] 28.2 

lIncludes reparolod 

'!'[ 
~) ...................................... ----------~€-
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increase of number paroled in 1972. This increase results in a deceptive decline 

of the ratio to 17 . 7% while the relative decline in number paroled in 1973 from 

in an unrealistically high ratio of 28.2 % • 

To arneliorute this effect of sharp increases and declines of number 

paro1e,d I Table 8 sho'vVs the ratios ca1culuted from averages of the year and tho 

two pnwious years. ThG logic of this calculation is that the recidivism of the 

year is also affected hy the number of parolees of tho two previous yeurs. 

l'or the period of 1967 to 197L the now ratio vades from 28.4% to 32.6%. 

An estimate for this period calculated on the average for the five yoars would be 

1 
30.8%. For the period 19'71 to 1973, the cstnblishment stage of regionalization 

and OpCl(1tions of Sd)-GHices, the new ratio varies from 31.3% to 20.9%. An 

esHmcdc.' for this three year pc~riocl would lx: 2.6.6%. Tho difference bet'.'lcen ?, G. 6% 

and 30,8% is statJslicC'll1y sJ9nii: . It at tll(> .002 level and shows i1 Sl..ipc.~ri0r 

paroh~o )JGrforrnance over the P11 st two YOdrs • 

Heturned to prisor;, is divided into technicnl vJoJations Clnd now comrnitments, 

The rate of ne\v co)nmitments over the pust three yoars shows some improvcment I 

but the late of technicul violaUons is an improvenwnt in Rtark contrast to provious 

years. This reflects the change in P13PP policy and the revision of conditions 

governin9 parole. The rate of new commitments should be continuously monitored 

to see if Cl 10'\;I7er technical violcltion rate increases the rate of new commitments. 

1A PBPP study of 179 pufolecs lolcased jn 19G8 indjcated a return to prison ratn 
of 21. O~!{) <:lftm- a throo yom truCkJllg perjocl. 
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TABLE 8 

Revised Estimate of Recidivism using 
Three Year Average of Paroled I Fiscal Years 1967 to 1973 

Returned to Prison 
~ a e., Per Cent of Paroled 

Three Year Average Technical New 
Fiscal Year of Paroled Violation Commitment Total 

1967 2, 316 13.9 14.5 28.4 

1968 2,263 15.3 14.9 30.2 

1969 2, 147 17.2 14.2 31.4 

1970 2,134 17.4 15,2 32.6 

1971 2,168 17.6 13,7 31. 3 

1972 2,498 11. 2 9.6 -20.9 

1973 2,612 11.9 15.8 27.7 
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FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

Consistent with the increasing cas810ads I decreasing caseload ratios I 

service and direct subsidies to countiGs I PBFP exp81iditures have increased over 

the past three years. 

Fiscal 
Year 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

TABLE 9 

Expenditures of Board of Pro0eltion and Parole I 
Fiscal Years 1971 to 1974 (in $000) 

Operations 

Supplies I 
Materj,a1s Furniture 

Personal & Contract- and 
Servicesl 

ual Services Equipment Total 

3,121.6 534.4 46.6 3,704.6 

4~ 443.5 884.8 189.8 5,518.1 

7,034.3 1,274.8 39.5 8,348.6 

8,330.2 2,389.8 77. I 10,79'7.1 

Grants and 
Subsidies 
to Counties 

721.0 

838.0 

1,149.8 

3,323.0 

lIncluclcs salaries I contracted Ix~rsonal services and employee benefits 

2Budget esUmtltc 

Total 

4,425.6 

6,356.1 

9,498.4 

14,120.1 
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Expenditures have increased at a. rate greater than the case10ad and 

operations expenditures per average case10ad increased 50% from 1971 to 1973. 

This increase I indicating increased quality of supervisi:m (lower case10ads per 

agent and increased program support), may have been offset by the lower return 

to prison rate. Costs of incarceration are approximately ten times higher than 

costs of parole supervision. Inflation has also affected the PBPP expenditures. 

TABLE 10 

Expenditures per Average Annual Caseload I 1971 to 1973 

Operations 
ExpendHufC S Average Expenditures 

Fiscal Year (in $000) Caseload per CC1seloQd ($) 

1971 3,704.6 6,610 560 

1972- 5,518.1 8, 131 679 

1973 8,348.6 9,860 847 

Fund sources for PBPP expenditures 'have changed drasticCllJ.y in rGcent 

years as can be seen in Ta.bles 11 and 12. The Commonvvealth opol'Cltions 

appropriation per average caseload was $548 in 1971, $553 in 1973 and may 

actually decline slightly for 1974. Federal grants for operations are approaching 

parity 'iNith Commonwealth operations appropriations. Federal support of county 

subsldies has increased greatly. 
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Fiscal Year' 

1971 

1972 

1973 

] 974 

TABLE 11 

Fund Sources I for Expenditures 
Fiscal Years 1971 to 1974 (in $000) 
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Commonwealt1~~_pproP!iatjC?..n_ Federal Grants 
Operations County SubSidy Operations County Subsidy 

3,620,0 721.0 86,0 

4,148,7 838,0 2,077,1 

5,452.5 1,.149.8 2,899.0 

5,889.0 1,150,0 4,908,9 2,173,0 
1 

, . 
. ~ .. 

ISub-Grants from Regional Councils of Governor's Justice Commission 

Fiscal Year 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1.974 

TABLE 12 

Per Cent DistrJbution of Fund Sources 
Fiscal Yeurs 1971 to 1974 

.QQml]Q!.1wealt!L~.?l~~Qr?riatl2!}_ _ __ f e4.era lS::-r§ntB 
Operations County Subsidy Operations County SubSidy 

81.8 16,3 1 , 9 

58,7 11. I) 29,4 

57,4 12, 1 30,5 

41.7 8,1 34,8 15,4 

Total 

4,427,0 

7,063.8 

9,50],3 

]4,1?,0.9 

Total 

100,0 '1-

100,0 

100,0 

100,0 
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Table 12 indicates the source of Federal grants. The Regional Office and 

Sub-Office subgrants have constituted 25% of the total operations subgrants. 

The SRS operations program, a continuing sourco of funds with no planned 

termination I now exceeds the Governor's Justice Commission in operations 

financial support. 

TABLE 13 

Grants Awarded to Board in 
Fiscal Years 1971 to 1974 (in $000) 

___ ('~)V'§Xl!..Qx.'_§~u, stice Commi s sion 
Regio1 wl Office Other County 

r'iscC1J Year and Sub-Offico Operations Subsidy Total 

197] 479.0 479.0 
1972 334.3 1,312,5 1,6 /16.8 
1973 363.1 1,512.9 1,876,0 
1974 438.2 1,704.6 2,173,0 4,315.8 

Social & H.ohab. 
Service ,u . S. 
Department of 
H.f..Vv. 

203.4 
2,589.7 

Totd 

4~t9.0 

1,646.8 
2,079.4 
6,905,5 
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PROJECT PERFORM,1\NCE 

The decentralization of the PBPP I reflected by the establishment of 

Regional Offices I Sub-Offices and Community Parole Centers I is continuing 

with select(~d Board and Central Office functjons being delegated to the field. 

Decentralization policies I chang'ed regulations governing parole and a 

chunge in treatment philosophy has resulted in a lower return to prison [ute. 

The impact of each of the above on the return to prison rate is not separable 

nor identifiable. Together they constitute overall PBI:'P policy of recont years. 

There may be a difference between Sub-Office pa.rolee performance as 

compared to District Offices. This performance is difficult to evaluate if 

substantial transfers have taken place. 

Interviews conducted to date indicate that regionalization and Sub-·Officc 

operations ure achieving Board project objectives. H,egionaUzation is a decentrCll-

ization of Central Office functions and an organizational structure which continues 

to develop. Earlier indications of organizational confusion over responsibilities 

and communications are not presently in evid(:mce. 

The recidivism rates for the Commonwealth as Cl whole are declining and 

can be attributed to recent Board policy and program changes. This decline of rates 

is most apparent with technical violations which are ]j~kecl to rules governing pu.role 

and nature of parole supervision. 
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APPENDIX D 

Recommitment R()te from Appendix B of 
Report for 1971-1972 ( Pennsylvania Board of Probation and ParolG 

Number of Board Numb:' under Failure 
Year Actions to recommit SUf?::~'!<;ion Rate ----.------
1970 766 8,913 10.3% ---
1971 685 10,492 6.6?1:) 

1972 755 12,194 6.7%* 

This table shows a comparison of failure 
rates for the calendar years 1970, 1971 and 
1972, noting the actual change which has 
occurred. It shows the success rate per year 
has improved from 90% to more than 93% undEr 
the Board's net\' programs; although the total 
citseload has increased more thafl 4,000 since 
1970 and the rate of parole has increased from 
53% to 73%. A recent study conducted by 
the Goard's Research Unit revealed that 
Pennsylvania's recommitment rate of 
6.6% per year ranked lowest in a comparison 
with five other mJjor industrial states for 1971. 
These states, using similar methods of compu
tation include: New Jerscy-18.0~{,; Michigan-
17.0'X,; Nel;v York--15.6%; TexCls-9.7% and 
Ohio-9.2%. In addition, the National Council 
on Crime and Delinquency has been conducting 
a five-year research program regdrding parole 
and recently released a figure of 8.4% as the 
violation rate for the first year. 

The data have been compiled for the 
recommits and rC-:'lOcations, by District Office, 
for the calendar year 1972. For the ten District 
Orfices, the Recofllmit Rate was 7.8'Yc) of the 
Pennsylv;mia parolees under supervision for all 
or part of the year, and the Revocation Rate 
(including all "terminations" for new offenses 
was 4.1% far Special Probation and Parole 
cases. The combined failure rate (Recommits 
plus Revacdtions) was 6.4% in the District 
Ofiices. \Nhcn the Pennsylvania parolees under 
active supervisioll in other states ("Central 
Office Cases") which were retulIlcd to this 
State for recommitment, 2.8% of all the 756 
"active" parolees handled, are included, the 
combined failure rate is 6.2% of all PC'nnsylvania 
cases handled being recommitted or having 
their state probations or special paroles 
revoked. 

For the previous year, calendar year 1971, 
the corresponding figures were: Recommits 
in the ten District Offices, 8.0%; Revoca
tions in tlte District Offices, 4.7%; Comi.Jincd 
Failure Rate> in the District Offices, 7.1%; with 
Central Office recommits included (13 out of 
822 active cases handled, or 1.G%L the 19Ti 
combined failure rate was G.G';'!',. 

With the exception of cases being supervised 
in other states, the failure rates for '1972 were 
somewhat lovier than for 1971: District Orfice 
state parolees, 7.8%, down from 8.0'70; District 
Office special probation and parole cases, 
4.1% down from 4.7%; Combined Recommit
Revocation P-ate, 6.4'};, far District Officl' cases 
and 6.2% for all Pennsylvania cases handled, 
down from 7.1% and 6.6');, in 1971. 

*Two additional types of "failure" have been 
added to the 1972 figures. These are: (1) CClS('S 
closed by Goard Action (57 state pZlrolees) 
who have received new sentences in Pennsyl
vania or other jurisdictions for .new orferlses, 
and who would probably have otherwise been 
recommitted by the Board due to various 
circumstances. 

(2) Clients who died as a result of committing 
new offenses (7 parolees and 2 probationers): 
murder-suicide cases, clients shot durinG 
robbery attempts, suicides by clients in prison 
a\I-,'aiting parole violation or revocation 
hearings, etc., (drug and alcohol overdose 
deaths were not included, nor were clients 

• who were murdered). 
When these two categories were added, the 

Grand Total failure Rate for 1972 became' 6.7% 
of all Pennsylvania parolees and probali()f1(~rs 
under supervision during "II or part of 1~)72. 
This is still only 0.1% higher than the '1971 
figure where' the "death" and "closed-cdse" 
failures were not included. 

In summary, the 1972 recommit (7.3%), 
revoc<lLion (4.1%) and combined (6.2%) failure 
rdtes are lower than in 1971 (6.6% carni.Jined). 
Even when the special cases referred to above 
(deaths end l3r,ard actions to close) arc 
included, th(~ Crand Total failure Rate is still 
only 6.7'7:, for 1972. 
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