If you have issues viewing or acgessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

b

g
ﬁi?i M
M etaMetr
— ICS
| e | in} Inc
This micrafiche was produced from documents received for i
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCIRS cannot exercise RN : “} :
control over the physicﬁl_ condition of the ,documents submitted, | fff ’
the individual frame quality will vary. The resolution chaﬂ on : - I‘;‘*‘j ‘ Resic%engx{:iluggion“"9"3*"*@'?}@" Lot
this frame may be used to evaluate the document guality. ! ' {ll;‘hilé“d”e1ph_ia.,zg"§lliétgrg§ntgr of Yhe
mpm».-u ‘,« _,,_.g_,,..,.a.... ,,L_A..,_.-._.;:..-mzr.%‘ . . . ’ ) g—}j f Department ..—;') atlon
~ RS fizs fizs . R b I o . REF
.0 e iz ) | . A | TREFUNDING EVALUATION REpony
=g f S
o w kg "= - N R
n w0 T
= = e
1" Techntead zepore 7
- ‘ : g MMI 108-74
| ~ )
MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART S bg : < Submitted to
. NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A i Y . ' { ] « Adu 1t P .
. | : by . Probation p
I e 4. 5 §737 F rederggilgdeéphla Court ofeginl;x;cronr? nll';:l
. » | | t DOWDS, Jr., Chief Probaties Offi
Micvofilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with ;z, f lcer
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504 i o 1 and
‘ o~ ’ lladelphia Regi .
Points of view or opinions stated in this document are R Hon. PYVOnne B. Haskins Regiona]cfeDQOmmlssn_on
’ . i | 3 . i ! N ’
those of the author{s] and do not represent the official P ;7 aul M. Chalfin, Judge and couicffftgﬁaim
~_position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice./,, ‘ ! 65 an
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 4 E
LAV ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE _ADM!R’ISTBKTION -
NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE REFERENCE/SERVICE 1 YetaMetrics Inc,
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20531 - | - o wa~shing§§§j“bbsg-’2gégf6-



0

Y

B
7
f

R\

A

i .
: £
[ S

EVALUATION INITIATED BY: Philadelnhlg Reé}}"on,-s.ﬂj‘,‘(j,

Pﬁ;OJé—:CT: " Residential Commu'nityf. Center ggx\'N?NUAT‘i-ON ‘ '
SUBGRANTEE: __ Adult: Probatiiﬁm Department, CURRENT NO, , PH~75’+-C-j3f;“Z£~5-~28(5-
EVALUATION CONDUGTED BY: NAME; MetaMetrics Ime. |

ADDRESS: 3711 Macowb St, NW, Washington, D.C. 20016

DURATION OF PROJECT: _July 1, 1974 To:- _July 1, 1975

DURATION GF EVALUATION: _Octaber, 1974 TO:  June, 1975’

DATE OF REFUNDING REPORT: February. 14, 1975

Bt i A et o e S 1



ﬁI-NII--I-I---———wﬂ--““--r*

e

'};_’.;,;_ T

[

&
o

73 i

Py

ey
%
.

A

T

3

s W

-~
P

o

g e — _Nm“;; A f

1

o
i ¢

k.

o

1]

e

SECTION 1
1.1

S el e
AUV H LN

SECTION 2
2.1

L

PN
Wi N

SECTION 3

3.1

W w »
W et =

SECTION 4

* e .

v . . -

R X Yo e O RN S S S N PO RN

. - .

BoN

» . e ¢ . . . ]

T O N F S S S S S S

- L ) L -
WES 0 N

TABLE OF CONTENTS

EVALUATION SUMMARY

Project Activities

Project Compliance with EEOC
Evaluation Activities. '
Project Results

Problems

Recommendations

PROJECT PROGRESS

Project Residents

Staffing

Facility

Progréam . .
Project Compliance with EECC

EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

. Procedures

Tnterim Evaluation Report
Refunding Evaluation Report
Data Collection
Scope. and Limitations

PROJECT RESULTS

" Employment
.Resident Concerns

Pretrial Residents Performance
Probation Residents Performance
Design
Performance Measures
Overall Performance .
* Performance Through Time
~ Probationer Characteristics
Budget Review
Project Comparisons
Praxis and Veritas
Genesis II
Community Service Centers
Projects Structure

).d N
4]

Bt et e et e P S

»

a & =

°

PON P S s =D

NN N
o o »
OOV

. -

- .

Wwww W
WOIM NI

,'f_\
b b it o 1 D T B S WO W

WO WL

. . a 2 = 0" 4 ¥ B =



s | [ et ]
{ L

 pa

T

SECTION 5
5.1
5.2
5.3
APPENDIX
A.
B,
C.

4-10

4-12

4-13
FIGURE

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATTONS

Results
Problems
Recommendations

EVALUATION PLAN
EVALJATION GUIDELINES
INTERIM EVALUATION REPORT

LIST OF TABLES

Sources of Referral, 1973 and =974

Reasons for Referral ‘

Chdrges and Offenses

Clients Admitted and In Residence,
By Quarter, 1973 and 1974

Client Dlscharges, by Quarter,
1973 and 1974

Distribution of Discharge Status,
1973 and 1974

Project Minority Representation

* Permanent Resident Employment Status

on Admittance, by Quarter
Permanent Re51dent Employment Status

in Program and Departure, by Quarter.
Probationer Follow-up Summary
Status of Probationers, January 24, 1975

_Comparison of Probationer Status

Between General Caseload anc RCC
Including Before Admittance InCldQnLS
Comparison of Probationer Status Between
- General Caseload and RCC Excludlng
Pre-Admittance Incidents
Probationers Performance Through Tlme RCC

Probationers. Performance Through Tlme,

General Caseload

Summary of Probationers Performance
Through Time

Characteristics of Probationers’™

- Distribution of Probationer Offenses

Pennsylvania Parolees Return to Prison.
By Offense, 1946-1966
Comparison Progects " Summary’

Estimated Cumulative Percentage of
Probationers with .Incidents According.
To Time

S B PN N

« % w

o

- -

~Novan N LN (o)} (S RIARSCH V]

s
[0¢]

4.10
4.11

4,14

4,15

4.16
4.17

4.21

4.12



=
L

peg
L

e
}

) !‘m %:M "'m
H 13 3

N e }

e

i

© SECTION 1
" EVALUATION SUMMARY

The Philadelphia, Adult Probation Department Residential
Community Center was launched two years ago to serve .as an alter-
native to incarceration for adult males processed through the
various components of the criminal justice gystem. The first
clients were admitted in November of 1972 and by January of 1975
a total,of 260 permanent and temporary resicents had been ad-
mitted.” Residents are referred to the Center from the Court, -
Prison, General Probation Supervision, Pretrial Services Division,

Court Units, Defender's Office, Community Agencies and individuals
(personal).

1.1 PROJECT ACTIVITIES

The Center is housed on the 4th floor of the YMCA at 1013 .
W. Lehigh Ave. Staffing is essentially complete with a total .
of 16 positions. Programming consists of provision of a resi- e
dence and meals; individual counseling; group sessions; use of - '
community resources for medical and recreational purposes; finan~
cial guidance and assistance; and employment. development.

1.2 PROJECT .COMPLIANCE WTTH EEOC

The Adult Probation Department, as a component of the
Common Pleas and Municipal Courts, is incorporated in the
Equal Employment Opportunity program which is on file in the
Office of Court Administrator, Personnel, at 710 City Hall. A
According to staff and service population composition in December,
1974, the Residential Community Center is irn compliance with employ-
ment guidelines. - _—

1.3 EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

Data collection comsisted of review of Center records,
interviews with staff and residents, interviews with related
programs and a follow-up on Center probationers through Proba-
tion Department folders. An Interim Evaluation Report was com-
pleted by December 27, 1974. Follow-up analysis and program -

comparison analysis was conducted for the Refunding Evaluation
- Report.

1.4 PROJECT RESULTS

The Residential Community Center is accomplishing its stated
project objectives. Noteworthy are the cohesion of the residents, -
employment placement activities, community 1ocat19n and relation-
ships, response to individual requirements of a diverse resident

e




s gy
L L

e S
i1 w1

‘ bt i . B

i
1
B

3
©

population, high turnover of clients,lflexibility to meet
referral agency needs and approach to utilization of community
resources. A major distinction of the Residéntial Community’
anter, in comparison with other residential projects, is the
diversity of clientele. Accordingly, the RCC must be viewed as
A project serving the various rehabilitatior components of the
System rather than strictly an Adult Probation effort.

- In the case of clients referred from Probation and Pre-
trial Services, performance has been acceptable. ‘Incidents have
been reduced as compared to.clients not participating in the
program. -Appearance for trial of conditionzl releasees to the
Center have been at the same level 4s other conditional releaseces.

1.5 PROBLEMS

The Center cost per resident year is high at $10,400,
Other residential projects in Philadelphia are at $6,000 or lower.
The operating cost per resident year of the Philadelphia Prisons
is $6,600. Factors contributing to the Center's high costs are,

the rent at $8,.88 per 'square foot, food service and staff to
resident ratio, . S )

The ‘YMCA location of the project is substandard with respect
to street access, bathroom facilities, general physical condition
and size. The Center functions well in spite of its physical
facility. C C .

Program data and client interviews indicate that two areas
require monitoring and possible program change. Client retention
of jobs is low and the value of group sessions has declined
according to residents..

1.6 RECOMMENDATIONS

Metatletrics recommends that the Philadelphia Regional Coun-
cil of the Governor'§-Justice Commission continue to support the
Residential Community Center., The Adult Prcbation Department
effort should be recognized as an experiment to provide a resi-.
dential program for male adult offenders and detentioners from
several sources within the criminal justice system,

Because of the high rental and potentially damaging environ-

ment of the locatiom in the YMCA, another facility should be
- sought for the Center. 1In acquiring a new physical facility,

the Adult Probation Department should be alert to the possibility
of linking other Probation functions to the Center.

The increase in residents admitted on conditional release
from Pretrial Services indicates that a Center specializing in
this clientele may be desirable. If costs are maintained at a
level comparable to Philadelphia Prisons, the benefits in terms

’
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of maintaining client employment and community contacts would jus-
tify an expansion of Center capacity. At this juncture,- the
Probation Department, with its RCC experience, would be the’
appropriate governmental agency., Contracting for capacity with
other non~profit agencies should also be consideted.

Lk

Contlnulng evaluation should address the above issues. 1In
addition, evaluation should focus on comparative program costs,
refined follow-up of cliénts, nature of program violations and
discharge and effect of length of stay in the Center. Expanded

Center activities, changing staff functions and Center relocation
should be monitored.
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* SECTION 2

PROJECT PROGRESS

The'Philadelphia Adult Probation Department Residential
Community Center was 1aunchéd two years ago to serve as an
alternative to incarceration for adult males processed through
the various components of the criminal justicze .system. The
first clients were admitted in November of 1972 and by January
of 1975 a total of 260 permanent and temporary residents had
been admitted.l '

2.1 PROJECT RESIDEMNTS.

Residents are rneferred to the Center from the Court, Prison,

"General Probation Supervision, Pretrial Services Division,

Court Units, Defender's Office, Community Agencies and indivi-

duals (personal).

Table 2-1 indicates the changing composition of sources
‘of referral. Pretrial Service became the second largest source
in 1974 with General Probation Sﬁﬁervisign remaining the
largest. Addictive Service referrals declined markedly and other

sources remained roughly constant.

The diversity of sources for Center residents is_ the most
distinguishing characteristic of the project. Some balance in
the sources is maintained. with pre-trial clients, for example,

‘kept at 7 to 8 of the 25 resident capacity.. While the Center

is operated by the Adult Probation Department, approximately
half of the fesidents:are clients that are not strictly Proba-

tion responsibilities.

lincludes adumittances: of some residents for 'a second or thiexd _ .
time. .
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Summ&fy of ‘Sources of Referral, 1973 and 1974

Source
Court

Prison

Gen. Super.
Pretrial Sefvice
Adéiétive Servs.
Court Units |
Vol. Defenders
Commuﬁity Agency

Personal -

Total

QTABLE 2-1

1973

*Number

13
13
33
s 1
15
2
8
-0

pA

12.
12.

O d

O .0 O L1 O O o o

103

100,

(e

1974

Number

16
16
52
36
"4

%

10.
10.
35.
24,

NN Wy N

O

TR & o o~ !

147

'100.
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.The primary bbﬁective of the Center is to provide-an £
alternative ‘to incarceration. Table 2-2 shows the reasons ' \
for referral for 1973 ‘and 1974. The Center, as an alternative
to ‘incarceration and a transition from incarceration, appears
to be increasing its decisions tewaccept these referrals over

the past two-years.,

2
1(.
i TABLE 2-~2
i ﬁh? Sumniary of Reasons for Referral
b ke wd
§
in 1973 - 1974
| T%‘ Number % Number %
i b ° .
. e : ;
: A Requires Resi- S ' _ '
; ; Fiﬂn dence L 46 44,6 .72 48.9
‘ J?” Rogquires cupport - o .
| i services 21 . 20.4 .5 3.4
; iim Alternative to - ‘ - o
i r‘i incarceration = - 11 10,7 43 29.3
%“f From incarceration - 25  24.3 27 18.4
h s | _ o
g i | Totdl 103 . 100.0 147 100.0
L : .

i
L
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“T“J? ‘ Residents.are accepted only -if they are‘currently‘ ;
Mim,‘ involved in the criminal justice process$, from pre-trial through
k;;J% parole. . Upon acquittal or completion of probation or parole,
I . the rgsident 1s no longer eligible to reside at the Center,
! _ipjg - The summary of offenses of Center residents, Table 2-3,
| : 1 shows a slight shift to lesser crimes (other). . The crimes
i ek * + . » .
: V Ji . . 8gainst persons, if robbery is included,, corstituted approxi~-
J mately the same proportion over the two-year period although
- homicide and assult declined markedly. '
b ' ’ . TABLE 2-3

Summary of Charges and Offenses

[~'} B . : 1973 1974 .

h]“ . - ‘Ndmber % . Number %

e " Homicide I S 17

i1 Assault & Battery 14  13.6 12 8.2

- Robbery - . 12 11.7 33 22.5°

- ) | !;W,  Burglary 19 18.4 26 19,7
é | IR Larceny | 177 16.5 13 8.8
% [”Fl ' . Sex Offeﬁge 1 1.0 3 2.0
% !:"T . Narcotics 13 12.6 h.o o 2.7
| ‘ o Weapons 2 1.9 10 6.8
EWF ' RSG ‘ 6 5.8 8  .5.4
Other 14 13.6 3% 23.2

Totals 103 100.0 " 147 100.0 T
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The Center has two classifications of admittance - .temporary

and permanent. A temporary admittance can last from a day to
a week. Some clients admitted on a temporary basis are later
accepted as permanent residents. Approximately 50 of the 260
residents of the pastktwo years are classified as temporary.

Table 2-4 shows the admittances and resident population,
The RCC was initially proposed as a short-term residence
program with a targeted limit of a 3 months stay per resident.
Iurnover estimates indicate an average stay of six weeks for
all residents and pine weeks for permanent residents.

TABLE 2-4 -

Summary of Clients Admitted and In Residence,
- By Quarter, 1973 and 1974

Admitted In Regidence

During. End. of
Quarter Quarter.
1973 ,
lst Quarter ' 28 21
2nd '‘Quarter . .12 22
"3rd Quarter A 17 20 -
4th Quarter . 38 23
1974 . ' : :
lst Quarter .41 22 -
2nd Quarter 41 - 25 .
3rd Quarter 38 21 -
4th Quarter . . 37 . 24

Page 2.5 .
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The two major categories of resident dischafge from,
Center are Pre-planned and Unscheduled.
discharges from 1973 and.1974.

Summary of Client Discharges
By Quarter, 1973 and 1974

1973
. 1st Quarter
2nd Quarter
3rd Quarter
Lth Quarter

1974
lst Quarter
2nd Quarter
3xrd Quarter
4th Quarter

TABLE 2-5

the
Table 2~5 shows the

Unscheduled
Pre- Incarcer-

Plannéd AWOL ated Undesirable Other Total
'3 2 3 6 1 15
4 3 3 1 0 11
9 2 5 2 1 19
27 > 2 1 2 35
23 - 7 7 3 2 ‘42
28 7 1 2 0 38
25 7 6 1 3 42
17 -6 3 ) 2 34

Page 2.6
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An increase also occurred in the

[
Ihf Table 2-6 shows the distribution of discharges from the.
b Center. The proportion discharged in the Pre-planned category
. increased from 1973 to 1974,
LPJ . AWOL category.
Ld : TABLE 2-6 »
T Distribution of Discharge Status
b 1973 and 1974
[, | -
- 1973 1974
‘ ) 1 A i %

B Pre-Planned N 43  53.7 .93 59.6
T Unscheduled . S ' .
- AWOL T 10 12.5 27 .17.3
};“ Incarcerated : 13 16.3 17 10.9

- Undesirable ; - 10 12.5 12 7.7
_— o Other . 4 5.0 7 4.5

l | Total -7 80 100.0 156 100.0 -
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2.2 STAFFING

In February, 1975 the Center had a total of 16 staff
positions as- follows: B

Director

Supervisor '

Employment Counselor : o -
Program Coordinator,

Paraprofessional Counselors.

Group Supervisor

Cooks (1 part-time)

Group Worker‘(part~time;'vacant)

Night Watchmen '

Weekend nght Watchmen (2 part-time) -
Clerk ‘

RN RN W

2.3 FACILITY S ]
The Center has been housed since its incevntion on the

4th Floor of the YMCA at 1013 W. Lehigh Ave. Access to the

Center is through the YMCA lobby and up three flights of steps.

‘The 4th floor has approximately 5,000 square'feet and consists .

of 25 individual'rooms; 4 office areas, TV and recreation room,

dining room, kitchen and sforage area and-bathroom.

The physical condition of the 4th floor is poor despite -
éfforts of staff and residents. Many of the bathroom fixtures
are not opelatlonal The resident recreatlon room is small and
the TV area is overcrowded during evenlng TV sessions,

The YMCA serveS‘Fhé North Philadelphia area and the loca=-

"tion is considered'by the Center staff as relevant to the Center

clientele. However, the climb to the 4th floor presents a real
barrier in terms of aééess Residents may. havé visitors in the
YMCA lobby, but the Center facility proper is essentlally 1sola~
ted Erom the street and community contact.

- B ' ‘ Page 2.8
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*2.5 PROJECT ‘COMPLIANCE WITH EEOC

2.4 PROGRAM

Programming consists of provision of a residence; individual
counseling; group SesSions; use of community resources for medi-
cal and recreational purposes; financial guidance and assistance;
and .employment development.- Three meals a day are provided to

the residents. The YMCA facilities are available for resident
recreational use,

In addition to counseling activities,'tbe administrative and
resident processing activities are a substaritial portion of the
staff effort. Full staff coverage of the Center is required and

residents can count on staff contact at any hour of the day or
night. ‘

The Adult.Probation Department, as a component of the -
Common Pleas and‘Muniéipal Courts, is.incorpb;ated in the

Equal Employment Opoortunity program which is on file in the Office

of Conrt Administrater, Perennne®  at 710 City Hall, According
to staff and service population composition in December, 1974, -
the Residential Community Center is in compliance with employ-
ment guidelines.

.Page 2.9
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L - TABLE 2-13
é: o <: o | }wat ‘ Project Minority Representation . S é
iv) . e ) i | . . . » ;
; éﬁéﬁ} ) 1 Black Black Spanish Total White ) ;
i ' , ' Lﬁwﬁ; Project Staff Male Female Surname Minority Male  Total
i - b Total 9° 3 1 13 3 16
; Y  Distribution . o
| i (%) 56.3 18.7 6.3 §1.3 18.7 100.0
:-@wjl . Service Population
] ey Fiscal Yr. 1974 |
% ~ | el - Total : 79 0 ‘ 2 81 56 137
| ‘ i : Distribution : '
: T . (%) 57.6° 1.5 59.1  40.9 100.0
| I 19742 L - R
l [j“‘ Total (1217 0 10 131 . 16 . 147
% T Distribution - . .-
§ EJ;;‘ By 82.3" 0 6.8 9.1 10.9 100.0
. T 1 | L ,
H 1 IO “Lncludes 4'part~t1me personnel.
l l;fu 2Admittances to November 27, 1974
E;”J For Fiscal_Year-I974, 70% of the percentage of the minority:

in the service population was 41.3%. The. minority staffing of

$ 4
~3
T
: ,
o i

the project was 81.3%, almost double that of the required staff-
ing proportion. ' ‘

In 1974, the composition of the service population Ehanged'

i
W
H
L i
R d
+ .

and proportlonately more mlnorlty clients are being admitted.

A consequence of this shift is that proportions of the staff
~and clientele are more nearly equal. The project is still sub-
 stantially in compliance’with guidelines with 70% of the per-

centage of the minority in the service populatlon calculated at_

62.4% as compared to minority staffing at 81.3%.

Page 2.10
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| - e | . SECTION 3
| ~ Lo  EVALUATION ACTIVITIES
{ e ' ' S .
g”?“" . The primary purposes of evaluation for the . Philadelphia
;H Regional.Pladning Council of the Governor!s Justice Commission

are to provide:

O continuous ‘feedback to the pProject cstaff concerning the

e ' ' Progress and problems of the Project as determined by -
} your evaluation, - '

© accurage, complete, and timely information to decision-

mgkers concerning the operation and impact of the project,
1 + With ‘recommendations for modifications

.

An Interim Evaluation Report and Refunding Evaluation

Report ‘are the two major‘reports. In addition, contact with

s " the project staff, key agency officials and staff of- the -
E;W: ' Regional Planning Council shouild be maintaired.

3.1 PROCEDURES

{““F The evaluation of the Residential Community Center (RCC)
2op o) began on October 23, 1974. 1Initial meetings were held with the
1 Imﬁﬁu ‘ RCC Director, Chief Probation Officer, and the Eastern Office

Chief of the Evaluation and Monitoring Unit of the Governor's
Justice Commission.

-~

*3.1.1 1Interim Evaluation Report

o -

{ T Data Coliection for the preparation of,the Interim Evalua-

! = tion Report consisted.of selected interviews with _the acquisi-

'i [;II : tion of basic data on RCC residents. Project interviews were

j “ip ’ conducted with selected staff and RCC residents. Projects

3 ‘izﬁ identified ‘as pofentiél comparisons were interviewed and included

iy T

i[ in Genesis II; Pretrial Services Division (Release on Recogni-.-
“?ﬁ zance, Ten-Per Cent Bail and Conditional,Reléase); Praxis House -
La,

L1

\] : - | o Page 3.1
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and Veritas; Alcohol Probation Unit and general'probétion..
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RCC client data was organized ‘and analyzed;. Initial
analysis waé,conductéa on clients referred to RCC by the Pre-
trial Services Division. Analysis on project compliance with
Equal .Employment Commission guidelines was conducted. _The”
Interim Evaluation Reporp was completed on December 27, 1974.

Findings of the Interim Report were reviewed with Center and
Probation Department Staff., ' Project modifications were not
required, but program-.development, staff utilizatiob and cost
considerations were raised. '

3.1.2 Refunding-Evaluation Report

Data collection for the Refunding Evaluation Report consisted

;of a resident group interview, interviews with key Center staff,
interview with Pretrial Services, collection of follow-up informa--

tion on'Cénter'probationers and a contrast group of general -super.-
vision probationers, and.a telephone survey of other Philadelphia
residential center projects,

Follow-up anal&sis,and project comparison analysis was
conducted. Findings and recommendations were formulated and
included recommendaticns for subsequent evaluation.

3.2 DATA COLLECTION

The RCC maintains excellent information on clients and

their program performance, in marked contrast to Praxis House

and Veritas, Genesis II, and the Alcohol Probation Unit. "

Since programs maintain information useful for existing )
resident populations and day-to-day decision making, - follow-up
records are not maintained.

The largest source of Center residents, probation referrals,

"and the segment which is increasing, conditional release from

the Pretrial Services Division, were chosen for resident per- -
formance analysis,

Page 3.2




Probation follow-up information was dbtained from the
Central File of the Adult Probation Department. Pretrial

Services provided performance estimates of Ceénter conditional -
releasees.

3.3 SCOPE AND LIMITATIONS

Due to the maintenance of Centerﬁand Depértmént records
and cooperation from the Ppétrial Services Division, performance
data collection was achieved without any problems. Comparative
program and cost information was secured through interviews and
a telephone survey.

Data permitted a determination cf overall project effective-
ness and a comparison of resource utilization and costs. Project
considerations not.covered include: ' o ‘

o Analysis of resident discha;gés | .

o Effect of length of stay in Center
o Analysis of staff functions
o

Potential for expanded Center activities-such as
supervision ard out-residency. '

. . Page 3.3




St
>

1‘ L

] ‘ L \‘SECTI'ON .4'

L

PROJECT RESULTS

The Residential Community Center has been in actual opera- BT
tion for two, full years. Staffing is essenrcially complete with
only. one part-time vacancy. Clientele flow into the Center is well
planned and  the program functions at full capacit&. |
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4.1 EMPLOYMENT

g 1 1 Tt 1

The RCC has a full-time émployment counselor and employment
is considered important to the overall Center program, Other
staff members assist in employment counselling.

k.

¥ b ¢
rnnd PO

Of the 202 resiéénts admitted to the prognam over the past'~
two years,. only 12 had jobs. The unemployment rate of this
group was 94.17%, Table 4-1 indicates employment status on
admittances over the past two years. )

N B . 4
L Seomimsinind,

. TABLE_ 41

5

Permanent Resident Employment Statqs‘on Admittance, By Quarter

“
Waremnd.

, Employed Unemployed . TbtalA Unemployed as 7%
1973

1 of Total.

; st 2 34 36 %4
ﬁ“} nd - 2 - 1o 12 83.3
h-r:? 3rd 0 15 15 © 100.00
. G4th 0 29 - 29 - 100.00
E‘E 1974 o

i J st 0 27 27 . 100.00

Nl 2 4 27 . 3 87.1

| - 3xd 1 28 29 96.6

| g‘g ~ 4th 3 .20 -.23 87.0
|
%‘1 ‘ .
vgﬁ ) Page 4.1
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; T [;,i | Table 4-2 shows‘employﬁent'status in the Center ‘and upon ‘ .€
| | departure. Of the 190 permanent residents uncmployed on entry, !

:f{f} ‘ 119 or 637% became employed at some time during their stay in-
”E ” the Center. The Center has been successful in obtaining employ~-
SN ment for residents during a period of overall blgh unemployment,
"—1 =1 * ' > . : ’
L b : TABLE_4-2 ' S
A Permanent Resident Employment.Status in Program and Departure
}#1,} By Quarterl
N G Not Employed Unemployed in Program Unemployed upon Departure
f upon Entry . o o
by o : Total. As % of Entry Total As % of Entry
. 1973 : A -
: . i S : :
P : : } 1st 34 8 o 23.5 15 . 44,1
4 “T " - 2nd 10 .3 .. °30.0 6 | 60.0
s f 3rd 15 8-  '53.3 .10 66.6
Ly 4th 29 . 12 S 4104 - 16 | - 55.2
| S r 1 1974 | - | ' -
i o -4 st 27 .13 S 81 24 .. 3G.%
4. 2nd - 31 13 - 419 21 67.7
a4 3rd 29 . 7 . 24.1 ‘ 18 62.1
1. 4th 23 15 - .65.2 17 73.9
.; o ' A
; Some residents admitted in 3rd and 4th Quarter of 1974 are still in
: program and figures will change.
Retention. of jobs appears to be a problem of those'
b placed in jobs, 43 again became unemployed and were unemployed
- ~ upon departure from the program. An analysxs of this pheno-
'L -‘menon may point to programmatlc changes to assist residents in.

retalnlng their jobs.. P0551ble assistance may include job
counselllng, additional training and discussion of job diffi-.

culties in. group ses51ons..

. SRR : Page 4.2

i e ST s i sl 2 s e
i o R » o s



il w%M)ﬂUA&Mﬁt
i

]
i
£

4o Lo e

S siomnin it e T

g
oo

s S g

D m—

4.2 RESIDENT CONCERNS

Thirteen residenﬁs were interviewed in October, 1974 at.
their regularly scheduled evening group session:~ They were ‘
sgppoptive of the Center program and cited the RCG "s alternative .
to detention; the assistance in obtaining‘jobs,'group cohesion,
and assistance in dbtaining DPA. Program.regulations were seen

-as fair although some felt that visiting restrictions to indivi-,

dual rooms should be lifted. Relatives are permitted to wvisit

~the 4th floor. o

»Ih January, 1975, eleven residents were interviewed in-a
group. The visiting restrictions were no longer seen as a prob-
lem. Group cohesion was seen as declining due to-a de-emphasis
on group sessions. Some.friction with an. individual staff member
was discussed although the counselling staff is seen- as supportive’
and helpful. ' | ‘

4.3 PRETRIAL RESIDENTS PERFORMANCE

JIn 1973, conditional release to the Center from the Pretrial
Services Division constituted 1.0% of all Center admittances, ‘
In 1974, the pretrial ‘admittances increased to 24.5% of all
Center admittances.

-

Since this clientele has'grown substantially, the Pretrial

" Services Division was approached.for an estimate of the performancé

of Center pretrial residénﬁs. The Pretrial’Sérvices Division has

“three major categories of releases to the community: Release on

Recognizance (ROR),'Tén Per Cent Cash Bail, and Conditional
Release. Conditional.Release is a last opportunity for persons
awaiting trial who have insufficient community ties and nq'
financial resources. A person placed on Conditional Release )
is under the responsibility of the program. The RCC is used as‘
a program'for persons awaiting trial who require a residence and

supportive services.

Page 4.3a
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The measure of performance for the Pretrial Services Divi-
sion is appearanée for trial, 1In 1974, the failure to appear
rate for.all conditional releasees was 5.8%. For approximétely
40 releasees to the Center, the failure to appear rate is

estimated at‘6.0%. The Pretrial Services Division has deter-

mined that the Center.is providing a neéded residential resource -

and potentially could utilize the entire cépacity of the RCC.
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4.4 PROBATION RESIDENTS PERFORMANCE

. Residents referred to the Cénter by the Adult Probation
Department constituted 34.07% of the resident admittances over
. ) the past two years. This group was identified as the segment of’
: a diyersifiea clientele for performance and follow-up analysis.

-
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4.4.1 Design

ind

o e
,_‘}»...,M,L B i .
[ 3

Performance of the Center probationers, in of itself, is
insufficient for understanding the relevance of the Center program.
Since the Center clientele consists solely cf male adult of fenders
amd detentioners, some failure on recidivism is inevitable. To
determine the difference made by the Center,. a comparison or
control group is required, For each inaividual_assigned to thé'
Center, a probatioher.whd placed on probation at the same time
was identified for the comparison gtoup. In addition, a match
was made to account for race. -

" g
e
L N M

il

- "

A follow-up statﬁs-was determined for 58 Center probationers
and 56 comparison or general supervision prcbationers. Persons
placed on non-reporting probation were excluded.

4.4.2 Performance Medsures

Ideally, the community adjustment of bétB groups should be
included. These items would reflect employment, education and

Zz ' vocational development, and family adjustment. The f0116w~up

%v  was confined to6 the information available in.Probation Department
ﬁ?‘ ’ folders which was éonaidered fairly complete with regard to _
a violation of probation, arrests and convictions. These measures
i " yreflect the recidivism or return to crime of the two groups.
o The data was collected in an identical manner for both groups

i? ' and any data gaps or'Qmissions were equally likely for both

L:A ' groups. Tableée 4-3 summarizes the results-of the follow-up pro-
4i; cedure. ‘ ' ‘

iR
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TABLE

4=3

. Probationer Follow-Up Summary

RCC GENERAL.
From Date ‘Excluding Pre-
of Probation Admittance Incidents
Without Incident 33 . “ 41 28
With Incident 25 17 | 28
Status Known 58 58 56
© Transferred 1 1 2
Deceased . 1 1 1
Records Not o .
Availahle* 21 21 - 15
Total Records Search 81 81 74
“Includes cases where Police Photo Number not avallable,
non- reportlng probation or status uncertain. N
“4.,4.3 Overall Performance S
: Table 444 shows the breakdown of incidents for Center

and General probationers..

The Center performance-is further

divided into all incidents from date of probation and, since

the Center could not ﬁe expected to have an impact on pre-

admittancé'performance, all incidents after admittance tolthe

Center,

- Page 4.5
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TABLE 4-4

oy
[ TS S W S

E‘VI Status- of Probaﬁidners, January 24, 1975
o RCC . General Caseload
L fq From Date Excluding Pre-~ :
R of. Prcbation Admittance
] . Incidents
] . Without Incident . 33 41 . 28
w-ﬁ] Arrested, Charges
Cleared & Continued
0 on Probation .
i Charges dismissed 4 3 2
7 Acquitted 2 1 2
b ‘Convicted - 6 4 6
-4 Arrested and . , . o
| . Community . 3
¢ ( T Detained 2 . 2 1
yj] . Arrested, Convicted, - . . ' :
L ' : Incarcerated - .3 2 5
“ﬂ'i, Violation of Probation
] VOP Lifted 4 1 2
8 Revoked (Incarcerated) 1 1 3
= ' - . Wanted 3 3 A
¥ Lot : . T T ;
TOTAL " .58 58 56
¥ 3
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Table 4-5 shows perfdrmance‘as a percentage of both
groups, with the RCC~inbluding pre-admittance ‘incidents.
Incidents are defined as all negative performance measures.,
While_the'RCC shows percentages that are somewhat better than
the . General Caseload, the difference can be attributed o
sampling variation and, ‘statistically, no difference can be
ascertained. An arguﬁent could be made that the Center group
is more prone to recidivism ‘and that no difference is a positive ’
finding. '

TABLE 4-5

Comparison c¢f Probationer Status Between
General Caseload and .RCC. including J
before Admittance Incidents , Proportion And Differences

Statistical ;
. RCC General . Difference ‘
.Arrests - 29.3% 33.9% . No
New Convictions’ ' 15.5% 19.6% No
Incarceratedt  °  10.3%- 16.1% - No
Wanted ‘ - 5.2% 7.1% No
VOoP . 13.8% 16.1% " No .
With Incidents 43.1% 50.0% No i
1Detained, sentenced, revoked. ' ,
ﬂ
Page 4.7 ° W
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; e The Cen*er could not be expected to affect pre- admlttance o ,i
= e performanco and Table 4-6 shows post admittance performance. i
S tats I In the cas es of "Arrests, New Conv1ctlons and Total Inc1dents, N
‘ JE‘,@* \ the RCC performance is better and StatlSthdlly significant. - ?
5 et
il
~ijl : TABLE 4-6 ' !
[ﬂ - Comparison of Probatlonel Status Between i
_ _ General Caseload And RCC Excluding .
[:”f‘ ' . Pre-Admittance Incidents
j — _ ' o . ) : Statistical " Level of
B : RCC. . General Difference .Significance ﬁ
; : v 1%”* ‘ Arrests | 20.7% 33;91‘ Yes - .10 ' ;
T yﬂaa' New Convictions 10.3% . 19.6% Yes .;10 ' . Q
! by Tncarcerated - 8.5% 0.1% No - - . 1
] Wanted =~ 5.2% - 7.19% No -
R 8 S . . ST !
Vop 8.6%, 16.17% No o -
.l - With Incidents 29.3%  50.0% Yes .05
E ? A bias is 1ntroduced ln the above ana1y51s because the
T " time available to commit some’ incident is shorter for the RGCC
7 group. The .comparison group was selected for the ‘same date of
. | | gfé‘ . probation and time elapsed before the RCC 1nd1v1duals were
Ev* . admitted to the Center. '
e “ | - ' . C : Page 4.8 .
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| o ; | ?ﬁ: " 4.4.4 Performance Through Time - - . . :
, . s ‘ : . To compensate for the Time factor the time available |
/ e
{?1‘ ‘ from probation to the incident was calculated for the General .
fetidl
y group and time avallable from admltuance to Center to the
I
: {Ta : incident was calculated for the RCC group. The first three .
, i . . : . . q
. @y 5 . coiumns of Tebles 4-7 and 4-8 show the number of indiwviduals
; . ) at the beginning of edch month who had no incident and the
;\ %Qi number of incidents for the month. Individuals who were not
| ne on probation for sufficient' time are excluded from subsequent
Z j-}ﬁ T time periods. . From this data, a cumulative rate of incidents - g
; . H,u,_.zli . . . o
? i was caLcmlatedl. Figure 4-1 graphs the cumulative rate of
; g : incidents. _ o : J
. i . a
¥
|
e oid .
§x 3
Lh.
i
:.{: -

1'.I‘he number of probatlonels for each month excludes those
released in the previous month by final discharge and excludes
those who have not been on probatlon suffLCLent tlme The cumu~

.
na— -
G L sy
* -
- 5

the size of the base and cumulat:.ve incidents through 1rclus:.on
of the estimated cumulative number of those involved in incidents
in the previous months, The formula for caiculating this
cumulative incident rate is shown below:

(NI} (CPL__,)

i + 1
| ‘ CPNIy1 n
; CPI. = -
n (NI ) (CPI__;)
3 ! = s . +NIn , ) .
! CPNI, .y R

I

Where: CPI cumUl_ative proportion with incidents

: NI = actual number without incidents.

i : CPNI = cumulative proportion without incidents

1 1 = actual number with incidents . ‘
e ‘i.- o °
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Probationers Performance Thfougb Time,
RCC Excluding Pre-~Admittance Incidents

L i Actual ' Estimated

ke g . L ‘ ' Cumul., .
;fg g Months No Incidents Incidents Incidents Base .

1 58 58.
2 57 58.
3 54 57.
4 44 49,
5 - 42 48,
5 :
7
8
9

39 46,

35 44,

33 43,

: - 29 39.

10 26 36.

| 11 22 36.

| 12 . 20 36.

| 13 15 . i
14 " 13

gl L 15 . 11 ' . ‘

MUV WERFOHNOOO
VTR RO OO0

CQNHN NN WN .
}-—l
o

i

o
}—I
0 BN U1 OY NS00 O

B e I e
1 B g 8
L Lot

H ; RS
¢

- '*‘ ) ) . °
[ ]‘ ) : ‘ :
st e l‘ =

St osob s S e

Percentage

of Incidents

01.7%
05.2%
10.5%
12.6%
16.8%
21.1%
23.4%
28.1%
28.8%
34.,2%
34...2%
34.2%
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TABLE 4-8
Probationers Performance Through Time,
' General Caseload
Actual Estimated Cumulative
. . Percentage
‘ Cumul. . of Incidents
Months No Incidents Incidents Incidents Base : -
1 56 0 0.0 56.0 00.0%
2 56 4 4.0 56.0 07.1%
-3 52 7 11.0 56.0 - 19.6%
4 43 3 13.5 53.5 25.2%
5 40 2 15.5 53.5 29.0%
6 34 3 16.9 47.9 35.3%
7 30 1 17.4 46 .4 37.5%
8 29 0 17.4 46.4 37.5%
-9 29 0 17.4 46.4 37.5%.
- 10 29 0 17.4 46.4 - 37.5%
11 26 I 16.6 41.6 . 39.9%
12 22 1 15.6 "36.6 42.,6%
13 21 0 15.6 36.6 42.6% -
14 19. 0 15.6 36.6° 42.6% |
15 18 0 *15.6 36.6 42.6%
16 18 0 15.6 " 36.6 42.6%
17 17 ) 15.6 36.6 42.6%
18 + 15 1 12.1 26.1 46.3%
19 14 1 13.1 26.1 50.2% .
20 12 2 14,1 24,1 58.5%"
21 10 1. 15.1 24,1 62.7%
22 9 0 15.1 24,1 62.7%:
23 9 0 15.1 24,1 62.7%
24 8. 1 14 .4 21.4 67~ 3%
25 6 0 )
26 &4
27 2
28 1 o
29 1
30. 1
31 1.
32 L
33 1
~ Page 4.
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 that the Center impact on

"show as significant throushout the time period,

From the preceding tables it is shown that'after,the

tenth month there were mo additional incidents for the RCC

group resulting in a maximum estimated incident rate of 34,29,
For the General group, the .maximum of 67.3% occured after the
24th month. This latter raté, due to the declining base of
probationers and a smalt sample, should not’ be accepted as

an accurate estimate. Table 4-9 summarizes the éercentages

at three month 'intervals and anal ‘

yses the difference accor-
ding to the size of the sample, '

. While the RCC performance is shown as
time, the statistically relevant differ
6 months and 21 months.

superior through
ence occurs at 3 months,
Looéely interpreted this would mean
residents iShigh during Center

- Tesidence and immediately upon leaving the Center. :
‘sdbsequent 12 month period,

For the

this difference is then ameliorated
until the 21st month.

MetaMetrics feels that the indicated differenqes would

given a larger

sample and, based on the existing data, has determined that the -

Center does make a-difference on behavior of residents. .

3
B i 0
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% ?.,HJ Summary of Probationers Performance Through Time,
5 [ Estimated Cumulative Percentage of Incidents

a 4 M
7 ‘ *

; [?“]”, , Statistical Level of

j Lo b Months " RCC . General Difference Significance
| - T 10.5%  19.6% Yes . 100
- 6 21.1%  35.3% Yes ' - .10
[ ] 9 - 128, 8Y% 37.5% No -
| 1 12 34,29, 42. 6% No _ -

4 15 | 34.29 42 .6% No SR -
.18 . 36.2% . 46.3% _No - -
i 21 34..2%, 62.7% Yes . .05
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4.4.5 Probationer Characteristics

e s etz

The prevlous analysls establishes a dlfferantlal perfor-
wobeg mance of RCC probatloners as comparéd to other probationers.
e The factors affecting this performance may be external to the
b Center if the’ characteristics of the two groups are different.
;w}g " The Ceﬁter does exercize discrimination in accepting residents

and, to the extent that recidivists are excluded, may pre-
determine comparative performance. '

I '  Table 4-10 summarizes the characteristics of sach group
oy . as a whole. Median age at time of probation and at time of
Center entry is the same.- Race is the same due to selection pro-
cedures for the Ceneral group. Percentage previously convicted is

the same as is percentage committing other offenses While there
are apparént differences in property offenses and offenses
“g‘V o against persons, the difference is not significant statlstl-
” - cally. The only difference is in the percentage prev1ously
“}’" " incarcerated., This difference should be expected with the
i _ Center serving as an -alternative to incarceration.

‘T%% v ' . TARLE 4-10

mT:”' . ’ Characteriétips of Probationers .

”ﬁ" ) : : RCC - General
i . —_— -

“ : Median Age . 25.2 years o 25.5 years

£ | | 3 " Pace (% Black) 91.1% - - '89.8%

. Incarcerated |  42.9% L 25.9%

@J - Previously Convicted - - 62.5% 63.8%

Property Offenses . 46.6% ‘ 37.4%

Offenses'against'Peréonsl 24.1% o 34.0%

£ oo sarad

Other Offenses” - 29.3% - 28.6%

lincludes Robbery - | - - .

. ’ zlhcludes Narcotics and VUFA/CCDW : _ ‘page 4,15
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While these two groups are shown as not different with

raspect to major'grouplngs of offenses, previous offense is an

indicator of probablllty of return to prison for a new con-

Table 4-11 shows the breakdown of offenses for both

Table 4-12 ranks offenses for potential new convic-

tions based on performanece of 33,000 Pennsylvania parolees.

TABLE 4-11

f Probationer Offenses

RCC

e T
o
I viction.
| groups.
” Distribution o
, "
— Homicide 1
| Robbery 7
: Assault 5
" Burglary 10
] ~ Larceny/Theft 12
1 - RSG 5
ot VUFA/CCDW 8
g Sex Offense 1
ok Narcotics .3
g Othex 6 '
- Total 58

100.0

Ceneral

i

10
14

~N W =y = O

56.

-4

0.0

4.3
17.9

24.9”'
10.7.

1.8
10.7
1.8
5.4

T 12,5

100.0
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Pennsylvania Parolees Returned to Prisén By Offense,
T : 1946-1966

Original Offense

Burglary
Larceny
Forgery
Robbery
Drugs

A&B

Sex Offenses
-Homicide
"Other

Totals

. Source: Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole

xPer cent returned of total released,

TABLE 4-12

" Total
Released
13,387

5,599
1,874
7,550

993

2,593
4,439
2,581
1,589

33,096

Returned on
New Conviction

23.
22,
20.
20.
18.
12.

9.

6.
12,

e LA,

18.57%7
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4.5 BUDGET REVIEW

The total current budget for the Residential Community ‘
Center is $260,360. With an average daily clientele of 25 for
1974, the cost per resident annually is $10,414. The ratio of
clients to full-time staff is approximately 2 to 1. '

- Two items, rent and food, constitute 30.4% oﬁ the budget.
The rental for *5,000 sq. Ft. is $44,000, or $8.88 per 'sq. Fft.
The net cost for food (exclﬁding $2,266 carryover in inventory)
is $20,444. Cooks' salaries total $14,279. The cost per meal’
is estimated at $1.50.

4.5 PROJECT COMPARISONS

An ideal design. for evaluation of the Residential Community

Center would incorporate the comparison of performance and project

structure with a residential project dealing with the same
clientele at approximately ‘the same size caseload. -Since this

ideal comparison does not exist, informatiom on project dimensions .

(excluding performance) was obtained from 3 residential .programs
for criminal offenders in Philadelphia.’

4.6.1 Praxis and Veritas

There are two alcohol prograﬁs operating from 4 locations
in the vicinity of 1713 Green Street. Veritas began in 1967 .and

.Praxis began in 1974,

Both programs differ with resbect to the type of clients each

‘receives. All clients enrolled in the Veritas Program are there
. on their own accord. Acceptance with this resident program
depends, primarily, upon the client's expressed desire to receive

help with his alcohol problem. Once accepted a Veritas resident
is forbidden to take'é drink or to engage in violent behavior..
Veritas maintains no rule as to how long a client can remain in
the program. Breaking,either“fhe no-drinking rule or the no-
violence fule -is grounds.for expulsion from the progfam.' Veritas

'acdeptS'individuais who are on probation, but they are not

o

Page 4.18
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assigned to the program as a condition of probation, Over the
past seven years., Veritas has had approximately 800 residents,

Praxis House residents are assigned to;the program by the
court.. The court itself utilizes Praxis House as an alternative
to incarceration. Any client committed to the program must,
therefore, complete the three month program, Approximately 60
clients have been in residence. : ' B

4.6.2 Genesis II

Genesis II, INC. is a non- proflt corporation designed as
an alternatlve to incarceration for men and women criminal
offenders who ‘have either a drug or alcohol problem. The Center
is located at 1214 N. Broad Street, Philadelphia, Pennsylvaﬁias-

~ The bulk of referrals to Gene51s 1T come from the cllents
themselves and from probation officers. .The agency classifies
the former group as self-referrals. This group prlmarlly con-
sists of those who are eirher awaiting trial nr are heins con-
sidered for-parole. C(Clients are expected tc spend nine ﬁonthe
in the residence. =

4.6.3 Community Service Centers

~

The Pennsylvania Bureau of Correction cperates 4 centers

~and 3 group homes in Phiiadelphia. Center residents are persons

released from State Correctional-Institutions to the’qommunity
prior to their parole date. In addition to 65 residents, there

are approximately 35 outresidents that are supervised by Center

staff. This program has been in operation since 1971 and has had
approx1mately 700 resmdemts '

4.6.4 Projects Structure

Table 4-13 summarizes the mejor aépects of the RCC and the - -~

three comparison‘projects. The RCC is similar to the CSC's in

Page 4-19
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the staff to resident.ratio and the coéntributions received from
residents. (CSC's, however, shows a large outresident population,

under supervision of CSC staff, "¢SC's do ﬁpt provide food ser-
vice, S

- Veritas/Praxis shows a high resident to staff ratio whitch
reflects a potential lack of program in comparison to the other

projects. This lack of staff also results in a lower cost per
resident year.

v

The RCC, in éomparison with the other projects, has a high
cost per resident year and a Eigh rent per resident year. The’
resident contribution is. low as compared to Veritas/Praxis and
Genesis II. .

Page 4.20
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TABLE 4~13

" Comparison Projects Summary

. State
Genesis Comm, Sexvice
RCC Veritas/Praxis 11 Centers
No. of Facilities 1 4 | 1. 72
Resident Population 25 75 35 65
Job Development Yes No 'Yes Yes
" Group Sessions Yes Yes Ves Yes
Food Service Yes Yes Yes No
Annual Budget $260,000  $150,000 $216,000 S N/AC
Estimated Rentl 44,000 45,000 . 15,000 /A
Salaries 146,000 70,000 133,000 N/A
Total Resident ' . : . 4
Contributions - 5,000 20,000 27,000 M/A
Contribution per . ' ' 6
Unit Population 200 1,100 800 N/A°
Size of Staff 15 8(2)° 14 33
Staff to Residents 1 to 1.7 lto 7.5 - 1l.to 2.5 1 to 2.0
Cost per Resident '4 o - . '
o7 Year  § 10,400 . § 2,000 $ 6,200 N/A

- o

1Includes malntenaace and utllltles

24 centers and 3 group homes

3hst1mated rent and utilities of largest residence with capac1ty of

18 is $15,000,.

Estimated at $17,000 at average of $5¢QO per week per resident
2 staff assigned by external agency

Estimated at 4300

Estimated at $4,700.

SOURCE: Interviews and telephone survey.
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SECTION 5 |

 FINDINGS AND REGOMMENDATIONS
' The Regidential Community Center is ‘accomplishing.its stated
project objectives. Noteworthy are the cohesion of the residents,
employment placement activities, community location and relation-
ships, response-to individual requiremerits of a diverse resident, .
population, flexibility to meet referral agency needs and approach
to utilization of comﬁunity resources, ' o

A major distinection of the Residential Commuﬁity Center, in
comparison with other residential-projects, is the diversity of
clientele. The RCC accepts referrals from the Court, Prison,

_General Probgtion Supervision, Pretrial Servic=s Division, Court

Units, Defender's OfFfice and Community Agencies. Accordingly, .
the RCC must be viewed as a project serving the various rehabili-
tation components of the.system rather than an Adult Probation

effort.

5.1 RESULTS

The RCC .is an dngoing project with a complete staff and a two
year history of performance. Staffing is in accordangé with
Equal Employment Opportunity guidelines.

The RCC has been able to maintain a referral procedure that
permits acceptance of clients from a variety of program sources.
fhe client turnover, resulting in an average size of nine weeks
for permanent_resideﬁts, has allowed the Center to reach'apprOXif '

mately 180 clients during 1974.

The job development function of the Center has resulted )
in exposing more than half of the residents to an employment experi=-

- ence during their stay. The residents recognize the benefits

of the assistance in obtaining employment. -Additionally, they .
see the Center as a welcome alternative to detention and incakx-

‘ ceration. Overall, there is group cohesion and the staff is

seen as supportive.
' ' Page. 5.1
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: : : . In Lhe case of cllents referred from probation and Pretrial
5 ’ Services, performance has been acceptable.

.

Incidents have been .
reduced as compared tQ clients not participating in the program.

iﬂm Appearance for trial of conditional releaseas to the Center have
f#- » been at the same level as other conditional releasees-.
g < 5.2 PROBLEMS

N T The Center cost per resident year is high at $10,400.
' Other residential projects in Philadelphia are at $6,000 or
ETJ lower. The operating cost per resident year of the Philadelphia
im ' Prisons is $6,600. Factors contfibuting to the Center's high
: costs are the rent, food service and staff Lo resident ratio,

1 ' The Center 1ocation,at the YMCA, while within a neighbor-"
iﬁr hood which may relate to the resident, is substandard with respect
T to street access, tath*oom fac111t1es, general phy51cal condi~
tion and-size. The env1ronﬂent of the YMCA with its regular

At dend te

activity does not pcomotc a program cohesion thai is evident. at

|
g = ' ~ other residential projects. The Center funcLl cns in spite of its
o physical facility.

E | Program data and cllent interviews indicate that two areas
T requlre monitoring and p0931b1e program change. Client retention
' [:_ of jobs is low and the value of group sessions has declined.

‘5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

¥ ¥
R

o ) MetaMetrics recommends that the Philadeiphia Regional Coun-
i;mi cil of the Governor's Justice Commission continue to support
' . the Residential Community Center. The Adult Probation Department
lika effort should be recognized as an experiment to provide a resi~
SR dential progfam for male adult offenders and detentioners from
B , | 1;?“ N several sources within the criminal justice system.

jj‘ , , " - - o - | ' | ~ Page 5.2
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Because of the high rental and potentially daméging_envifon~
ment of the location in the Lehigh YMCA, another facility should |
be sought for the Center. ' o

i

The increase in residents admitted on conditional release
from Pretrial Services indicates that a Center specializing in
this clientele may be desirable. If costs are maintained at a

T center comparable to Philadelphia Prisons, the benefits in terms '
“ of maintaining clieant employment and community contacts would
*ﬁ*f‘ ‘ justify an expansioa of Center capacity. At this juncture, the
dng - Probation Department, with its RCC experience, would be the
’ [:wwf appropriate éovernmental agency. Contracting for capacity with

other non-profit agsncies should also be considered.

Ih acquiring a new physical facility, the Adult Pfobgtion :

‘ ”4“1 ' Department should bz alert to the possibility of 1igking Probation ;

@ ﬂ*i*. Office functions to the Center. Assignment of Prdbation Officérs , ;

. . to the Center with specialized Center caseloads could result ‘in ‘
;; .3~11 savings in staff salaries and expenses. |

i i . Utilization of Center paraprofessionals as Probation i

T Officer aides should be explored. . f

’l &I ’ Continuing evaluation should address the above issues. " 1In f

] . addition, évaluation.should focus on comparative program costs, f

T refined follow-up of clients, nature of program violations and §

e , ﬂgld " discharge and eﬁfect of length of stay in thg,éentér. Expanded |

: ‘ . 'F“ij _Center activities, changing staff functionqund Qen?ef‘relocatidn ;

-should be monitored.
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o , MetaMetrics Inc.
ot SR * , g

X Planning, Research and Evaluation in Crirr{ina} Justice
= ) : 3711 Macomb St, N. W., Washington, D. C. 20016
. : Telephone (202) 966-5532 :

October 22, 1974

Sy e - Dr. Kenneth J, Reichstein, Ph.D.
Chief, Eastern Qffice :
Evaluation Management Unit,

past b g

I, Governor's Justice Commission
21 South 12th Street

—" "1 - - Philadelphia, Pa. 19107

r -

Re: Residential Treatment Center
££H~74-C~F4—5~280) MMT 108--74

.m~a] Dear Dr, Reichstein:

ol MetaMetrics is pleased to submit the following revised
evaluation plan following review of the proposdl work program
and consultation with Department of Probation and Residential
| Treatment Center personnel. - The evaluation will cover the
{ Project year from July 1, 1974 to June 30, 1975 and will be
oy = conducted for the firm fixed price of $7,577.00.;

Evaluation Staff .' ‘ . ‘

A Mr. Leo T. Surla, Jr.., President of MetaMetiics Inc.,
. - is the corporate official responsible for accomplishing the

: Project to the satisfaction of the Governor's Justice Commis=-
L sion. Quwsturia, a trained and practicing economist, is also

¥ designated the Project Director who will have overall project L
[ responsibility. He will be assisted by a Program Consultant,
Ty A Dr. John K. Ixwin, a noted criminologist and the author of
‘numerous books: and. articles on corrections and related program~
ming. Michael R. Phillips, ‘Research Associate, will assist

| I in data collection ‘and evaluation analysis. The Project

Secretary will provide clerical and secretarial support and
g4 = ' will be responsible for maintenance of project files, records
L‘ ' and data., Detailed resumes are enclosed. :

-

) Evaluation-Approach

L ;I ' . Evaluation of the Center within the changing criminal justice
environment in Philadelphia is necessary for decisions affecting
the future of the Center. The requiréments and sources of continua=-

—_— - tion funding may depend upon the determined value of the Center as
| . compared to program alternatives. The evaluation will be conducted
A by examining the achievement of Center rehabilitation objectives

as contrasted with alternatives. A follow-up evaluationof “the

i
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_diﬁferential'rehabilitation programmiig..

utilize a sample. Pcérformance of Center clients will be contrasted

/,// ’
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.
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performance of .clients will be .conducted,against a framework of L
MetaMetrics will conduct a retrospective follow-up on status
of all present and previous clients’ of the Center rather than .

with relevant groupings which will include, at a minimum, proba- :
tion performance., If necegsary, MetaMetrics will develop contrast S

performance'data comparable to Center performance data, . — :

. On the basis of policy, procesgs and client performance analysis, 3
MetaMetrics will.determine relative effectiveness of the Center ‘ o
and will formulate findings and recommendetions to be considered SR

by the Commission and Department.

Data Collection

‘Evaluation Analysis

MetaMetrics will interview project staff and clients, Depart- S
ment persondel and project contrasts such as I'robation Alcohol -
Unit, Praxis Houses and Genesis Two to obteain the following general

~and comparative information:

Organizatioh

[o) . . . ’
o Staffing - : ~ . ' : ’
0o Client selection ' . ‘
o Flow of residents
o Faxility and cuvirowmueenl - )
- 0 Counseling and group processes
0 Employament cdevelopment :
o Educational development ,
o} Spz2cialized programming .
o Otagr agency relationships ' §
o Finaancial data
Data to be collected on Project clierts 4nd identified .
contrasts include: o ' o 1
0 New arrests. : . ) .. :
o New convictions a —_— ¥
i ¢ Program violations ' :
0 Absconding , ) _ y
o Client characcteristics. . ' 3

2

The evaluation will focus on project performance as related

to organizational consicderations and differential Center programmirg.
o~ Organizational Analysis Thte historic development :

' Of the Resident Treabment Center will be reviewed §

for key changes. Interviews will provide insight
into potential effects of change. Centexr staffing
patterns and contrasts witt program alternatives ‘ .
will be noted, . ’ :
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o Project Comparisons The effect of the PrOJect
~will be ¢éompared through analysis of client
program and post-program performance with- iden-
.tified ‘alternatives to include, at a minimum,
regular probation performance. Impact of the
PrOJecL on other' agencies will be estlmated

o .Client Performance, Time and Case Conditions
Recidivism 1s closely related to time which
phenOmenon has been noted in-California and
otber stdtes that have conducted recidivism
'studles over time. Comparisons, accordingly,
must be contrasted with respect to period of
release. Characteristics of clients will be
examined for differences from identified
alternatives. Selection ptrocedures may affect
ctaracteristics of residents and potential for
acjustment,

0 ‘Financial Analvsis From Availzble Project cost -
deta including budzet and other estimates of
expenditures, receipts, earnings and utilization
of program resources, an analysis will be con-~
dicted, .Key cost and output items such as staff
and caseload will be examined. The effect on
output/cost ratios of Center procedures and
Department policy will be appraised. The cost
implication: cf differential C¥uLe; Frogr;mmlng
will be explored.

Tasks and Schedu]e.

During the course of the evaluanlon MetaMetrics will review
ProgecL documentztion on compliance of Equal Opportunities rules
and regulations. DMetaMetrics will follow the guidelines of the
Commission to provide the Commission with accurate information to

,allow effective cecision-making, and provi.de regular feedback to

the project staff concerning potential problems and actual
progress. Genereal evaluation responsibil'ties are to develop

and implement the evaluation work program, conduct evaluation
activities and ‘aralyze and present findings and recommencations.
In the conduct of the evaluation the follow1nw tasks and schedule
will be accomplithed with mcatlngs and reports -integrated into
the tasks.

. Week of

Task - © Completion
1 Interview Formats . ) ' -2 )

2 Site Visits apd Interviews . 4 .
3 Program Description - 7

4. Tnterim Evaluation Report ‘ -9

5 Colleciion of Client Characterists Data 11 -
6 Client and Contrast Group Follow-up Collec~- "

-tion 14

7 Site Visit and Interviews - 17

8+ Evaluation Analysis - - .20

9 TFinal Evaluation Report i : 24
10 Update Evaluation Report. ‘ 39

P
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Eﬁ“mi Reports S | : '
. Reports will be prepared according to the guidelines of »
e the Governor's Justice Commission and will be completed . ! o
iy according to the following schedule: . ' 4
i oo . : »
| bl ) .. ° Interim Report _ December 20, 1974 1
Lo o Final Report April 4, 1975 . v
i B o) Update Report July 18, 1975 'é
. Enclosed is Statement C -~ Personnel Fees and Expenses =--
! and a Budget Detail. We are pleased to provide our services in - .
L the evaluation of the Residential Trecatment Center and are
| ~ prepared to initiate work immediately.
!m;J ’ . Yours truly,
" - . . METAMETRICS INC.
- . .
,J.[;‘F] ’ . Lo . ) 3
¥ . : , E : Leo T. Suria, Jr.
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GOVERNOR'S | JUSTICE COMMISSION

PHILADELPHIA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL

218 STEPHEN GIRARD BUILDING
21 SQUTH 127 STREET
PHILADELPHIA, PENNA. 19107 °

, MEMORANLUM :
. =ML ATAL AL
& HoN. MILTON J. SHAPP . : PHILADELPHIA
- Governor . .- ’ COUNCIL
Hon. Israel Pazkel | ) |
L ey Gene Jo:  All 6.4.C. Evaluators of Projects In o camion b
Chairman ) Ph[ ‘adei Ph {a : Chairman )

Yvonne B. Haskins.

- he (. :
j John T. Snavely, Esa. FROM: Kenneth J/ Reichstein, Ph.D. -
| Execotive Dirsctor ) Chief / AstemT f f/? Regional Director

q
L. 4  Evalu Hpnijforing Unit Richard F
. - Governor.'. ichard F. Moore

Usipfcef Comnfission . - Chief Planner

= . ,
7 | am writing as 2 follow-up to your selection as +he independent eval-

= yator for the Governor's Justice Commission. Because +he success of the
Commission's system of project evaluation depends heavily.upon fhe qual ity
of the work performed by ths Comnlssion's confracted evaiuators, 1T is
important that you fully understand: The purpose and use of your evaluation
as well as your’responsibil?fnes ana ihe Cummission's neezs in the aval- |

uation process.

,
TN B

fae 00
o PURPOSE: ;

Y . . . .
e A The primary objectlves of your evaluation are:
. . = to provide continuous feedback fo the project sfaff‘concernlng the _
errji progress and problems of the project as determined by your evaluation.
ﬂ;i“ﬁ - to provide accurate, complete, and timely information +o° décision-makers

i concerning the operation and impact of the’ project, with recommendations
erred _ “for modifications. « g -
;f “Uy e . REPORTING PROCEDURES :
wye

The continuous féedback of findings to the project reflects our intent

BT +o have the evaluation meet the project's information needs as well as the

B Commission's, thereby effecting on-going improvemenTs in the project rather
t+han relying on the Commission to act on year-end recommendations when a
decision concerning Operationatiy,

o continuation funding is being made. ’
i J§ +his will require re the project staff
1 il . ‘

guiar meetings between yourself and

+o dlscuss your findings and kecommepdafions.
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The achievement of the éecond5objec+ive - +o provide Information to

E; . decision-makers ~= will require close contact between you and the .
: Commission staff. As the project you are evaluating nears the end of
- the project year, declsions will be made at several stages concerning.
‘ whether, and In what form, +he project will be continued during the

S next year. Your evaluation will be The primary source of information

used in making these decislons. =

fm
a y
i !
'
. 9
3

The first, and perhaps the most important, decision +0.te made rests
with the Regional Otfice of +he Governor's Justice Commission and fhe
Regional Planning Council. - Their recommendations for approval and
disapproval of specific projects greatly influence the ultimate deci~ .
sion of the Governor's Justice Commissjon. Therefore, since it is at
NG . this point that most evaluation recommendations will be incorporated
L, ©as conditions of The project's continuance, iT is vitally important

77 TA that you maintain continuing contact with me. You shouid communicate
N with me regularly concerning your svaluation activities. 1, in turn,
g_ ‘ will keep the Regional Director, Yvonne Haskins, informed. .| will

r also notify you concerning the date when. reports will be needed and
when you should be avallable to present your findings to the Regional

. g‘ o ' Planning Council.
L

<.i '
"«: ;.

Hopefully,vmosf of your evaluation recommendations can be implemented
either through direct negotidations between yourself, the ProjecT‘DirécTor,

o . L“ i and the Regional Office or by action of the Regional Plannhing Council.
o e However, in the event fhat valid findings remain unaddressed when an
% A . application for continuation funding is recommended for approval by the

Regional Planning Council, these tindings will be brought fo The atten-
o tion of the Executive Staff and the Governor's Justice Commission for
! - consideration as conditions of the subgrant award. At this point, Yyou

:ﬁ,m
5 R
e ]

%J 1 may be requested fo present your findings o the Commission in Harrisburg.
[ — More clearly defined guldelines for +he reporting process are enclosed
. ("Guidelines Concerning Reporting Procedures & The Use of Evaluation
\J”'T Reports™. . :
(i NATURE AND TIMING OF EVALUATION REPORTS:.
E J; : Although 1 will contact you concerning the date when a Refunding Report
-4 . will be needed, as @ general_ rule the information.wi 1l -be required befween

+he 8th and 10th month of the project. Copies of all evaluation reports
should be submitted simultaneously fo The project director and me. A
FIRST QUARTERLY REPORT SHOULD BE COMPLETED AND DISTRIBUTED TO THE ABOVE
PEOPLE BY THE END OF THE FIRST THREE MONTHS, AND AN INTERIM REPORT BY

.DECEMBER 20, 1974,

g
]

§

p- oo

A description of the information and issues which should be presenfed in
the reports is attached ("Guidelines For Evaluation Reports”). Please
follow this format in organizing your reports. 0f particular importance
is the "Executive Summary' of the Refunding Report which should succinctly
state the findings and recommendations of your evaluation. This will be
: : . reviewed by the Council and the Commission and, Thus, should accurately

reflect the results of the evaluation.

o
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It Is the responsibility of the Governor's Justice Commission fo assess
Tﬁe performance of individual evaluators and the quality of the evalua-
+ions conducted. Our specific criteria for this assessment will be in

- the extent 1o which and the manner in which individual evaluators carry

out their responsibilities as outlined In the attached statement ("Respon-
sibilitles of Project Evaluators"). Generally, we will be examining the
following elements of the evaluation: (1) relevance and thoroughness

of the methodology, (2) the conduct of evaluation activities, (3) the
analysis and interpretation of data and information, "(4) the accuracy

and objectivity of the findings and recommendations, (5) the effective
and timely presentation.of findings and recommendations. The Regional
Office staff and the project staff-will be questioned concerning the
nature and extent of their contact with evaluators to determine the
extent of the cooperation they have received from specific evaluators.,
Through this assessment wa hope to learn the kinds of evaluators and the
level of evaluation best suited to specific projects and groups of pro- ;
jects. I+ will also provide us.with better .information upon which to
base our selection of evaluators for the next year's projects. i
« o . . 1
We would also |ike your analysis of the probiems 'you have encountered

as a participant in this system-and any suggestions for improvement -which
you might have. : , : :

Again, regular confact with'the Project Director and'Régional Office is
an important element in ensuring t+he most effective use of evaluation.

blease excuse this lengthy lefter, but’ ! think that e guldeiines out-

“lined here should be hefpful” to you in conducting an effective evaluafiop;

|f you have any questions, please contact my office. . ' j

NOTE: PLEASE INCLUDE THE SUBGRANT NUMBER IN ALL CORRESPONDENCE CONCERNING
THE PROJECT YOU ARE EVALUATING. ‘

’

Enclosures

£y
< iy
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Critique of Project Budget:

IMPORTANT ADDENDUM

In additlon fo the perfdrmaﬁces‘ouflined in your evaluation plan, the .

following should be carried out In all evaluations and reported on -in your
reports, . ‘ '

.~

A ériTique of the project budget should be made from fhe standpoint of.
whether or not there is programmatic justification for expenditurés made

from the project budget. Of concern here Is.to check for and report on
unnecessary, unvarranted and excessive expenditures. This critique is

not meant to be a fiscal audit of the project. That will be done by
Governor's Justice Commission auditors. The following is a Iist of Items’

to 'be considered in making this critique.

‘1. &re personnel hired by the project qualified to perform according to

6. Where.appropria+e, the evaluation should include a simple cost-benefit.

7

- the project application, and are they.in fact perforning according to
application requirements?: ;

2. Are there any personnel positions In The budget whiclhi are unnecessary
To project performance?’ . '

3. Are there positions provided in the projec?‘budgef tnrat have not been
filled? ) ’ . '

4.” Are there any personnel salaries in fhe pudget that are exurbitani?

5. Are other expenditures {e.g., travel, equipment) programmatically

necessary for project performance and for reaching project objectives. .

analysis in which project expenditures for a given period are divided
by particular units of project performance during that same period.
(e.g. clients treated, cases screened, volunteer hours rendered) to
come up with particular unit costs (e.g., cost per client freated,

cost per case screened, cost per volunteer hour rendered). " To be sure,
urnit cost can be expected fo be high where a projeci has Just started.
Consequently, to the extent possible, unit costs should not be figured

~ over the startup period.

‘11, Monitor and Repor+ on Project Compliance with Equal Employment Opportunity

Commission Guidel ines.

Such project ﬁbh]ioring wi!l'apply only to the following projects: Proqecfs
or project implementing agencies which have 50 or more emp loyees and which
have received subgrants of $25,000 or more since the LEAA program starteéd.

Educational institutions, general hospitals and medical facilities and
non-profit organizations (othér than government agencies) are excluded.

“
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1, Determine whether the project or the agency of which It ié a part has

i :
} an Equal Employment Opportunity Program Plan.
E 2. Determine the extent to which The project and the project agency lIs-
1.. carrying out the E.E.0.P. plan. -
‘;}p&_, 3. Obtain a project brekdown by position level of project employment of
T = B!acks, Spénish-surnamed persons, Asian Americans, and women. Deter-
I mine the disparity level of +he viorkforce. A significant disparity
. between minority representation in the service population and the

s minority representation in the agency workforce.may be deemed to
, exist if the percentage of a ‘minority group in The employment of the
) : agency is not at least seventy (70) percent of the percentage of that
e minority in the service population. The relevant service -population

A is determined as follows: For adult and juvenile correctional insti-
tutions, facilities, and programs (including probation and parole
! programs), the ''service population" shall be tThe inmate or client
IR .- population served by the institution, facility, or program during the
o preceding fiscal year. For all other recipient agencies (e.g.,

police and courts), the "service population” shali be the State pop-

_ulation for state agencies, the county population for county agencies,
and the municipal population for municipal agencies.

!

[
i
]

EXAMPLE

-y | If any agency employs 1% Bladk‘populafion and The general population
of Blacks is 25%, you take 70% x 25% = .750 or 17.5% and compare it

=1 ¥ with the 1% or .01, This denotes a disparity of 16.5% of the Black
P _ population on the agency empioyieri ulls. The agency is oct in
compliance with The 42.302 section d, Subpart E.of fthe Rules and
A ) Regulations of the Federal Register. . o

S ~ The fokboﬁ@ﬁg‘ﬁnsfrucfioﬁé should be followed fo the letter [n'prepafing

RS .any 4 }1aJA‘evalua+ion reports:
‘1 . :f“‘.‘:):tfx("j;\“\‘g“ \.i ;".‘ "J\"A .
‘ Py ' 1. 'MakgiglFe that all reports are camera copy so’that -they are dark and
;u,J clear enough for large quantity Xerox reproduction.

2. All evaluation reports should have a Title page which contains all of

#Fhe following information:

Name of Project: and Project Number.

w%’ﬁ: : b, Whether the project is quarterly, interim, refunding, follow-up
| . or progress report. ' A : .
i o QMnJ c. Evaluator name and affiliation.
é | o ' , ‘ : ~*I-* . . d.  Date
;! | ‘ e 3, Where report summaries are needed or required, they shouid ‘meet the
‘ fol lowing specificafions. The summary should be located at the ffonfr .
' the report. It should be single spaced lines

rather than the rear of

"’“%‘J«




two to three pages in length. I+ should be in specxf:c ianguage with
considerable "meat" rather Than a set of glittering generalities.
Write simply and clearly, omitting jargon. The summary is the only part
of the evaluation report the decision-makers will get to see, due to :
the costs of mailing and reproduction. So anything of significance you
have to say must be sald in the summary! ' :

4. Duq Dates for Evaluation Reports: S

a. First Quarterly Report: Due three months, after *the projec+ started.
If the evaluation began three months before
December’ 20, 1974, no First Quarterly Report
will be required. (see Interim Report due

date below) ,
_ i
b. Interim Report: 'Due December 20, 1974. :
i ' ]

Refunding Evaluation Report (Report which will accompany the project
application for refuhding. Previously, this report was called the
"final" report): A firm date cannot be given for the following
reasons. At this time we do not know when -projects will be sub-
mitting applications for Fiscal Year {976 funds. On, the one hand,
reports are needed on fTime +o accompany the application for refunding.
On the other hand, we want the most up-to-date information possible
on the project so that the project cannot claim your report is

dated. To meet both cdéntingencies, YOUR REPORT SHOULD BE.IN A STATE
OF PREPARATION BY FEBRUARY Ist, 1975, SO THAT IT CAN BE TYPED,
DELIVEREL 'AND RECEIVED .BY ALL PARTIES SUPPOSED TO RECE!VE THUE RFPORT
IN TWO WEEKS |F NECESSARY. Evaluators should rmquesf That Their
projects inform them fwo months before they are going fo submit an
application for refunding. Projects.will be ‘informed by us that I+
behooves them to notify evaluators two months before Tthey are going
to submit an application of that fact or else processing of their
application for technic¢al review may be Jelayed pending the Refunding

Evaluation Report on their project.:
5. Parties to be senT evaluaTion reports directly:

(1) Dr. Kenneth J. Reichstein " (4) The Project
Evaluation & Monitforing Unit
Governor's Justice Commission (5) Yvonne Haskins, Reg|0na]

21 South 12th S'H”ee'f, Room 218 . Director
) : Philadelphia Regional Planning

Council of the Governor's
Justice Commission

21 South 12th St., Room 2{8"
{9107

(2) (Send 3 copies of Refunding &
Fol low-up Reports)

Chris Fossett, Director
Evaluation & MontTorlng Unit Philadelphia, PA

Governor's Justice Commission ) _

P.0. Box 167 (6) Richard Moore, Chief Planner

Harrisburg, PA 17108 ©= - Philadelphia Regional Planning
C ' . Council of the Governor's

Justice Commission
21 South 12th Street
Phlladelphia, PA 19107

(3) Thomas C. Berard/Master File

P.O, Box 1167 -
Harrisburg, PA 17108

e
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WITHIN THREE WEEKS AFTER RECEIVING THIS
LEDGE RECEIPT OF, THE MEMO AND TO DISCUS

: 54"

Evaluators should not assume thal because project personnel haVe agreed

+o collect data for them and because they (the evaluators) have created.

forms to data collection, that data is actually being collected by the
project. Evaluators have to be sure that the data they need is actual ly
being collected. [f there is any difficulty in getting project coopera=
+ion with the evaluation, call Dr. Reichstein at LO 3-5510, if problems

with the project cannot be resolved. . .

Projects are supposed fo submit quarterty progress reports to the
Governor's Justice Comiission. Evaluators should request copies of
these quarterly progress reports from the projects and should assess
the validity of these reports. Substantial and significant disparities
between information presented in -these reports and the evaluator's.
knowledge of how the project is functioning should be reported to

Dr. Reichsteln.,

MEMO, CALL DR. REICHSTEIN TO ACKNOW-
S EVALUATION PROGRESS. (LO 3-5510)

e TSt e e 4
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Governor

. Israel Packel

Attorney Gencrol

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA .
R John T. Snavely, Esq.

. i m et et - e Executive Dircctor
(717) 787-2040
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GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION'S GUIDELINES
CONCERNING REPORTING PROCEDURES AND THE USE
OF EVALUATION REPORTS :

Since the success and impact of the Governor's Justice.Comnission's
project evaluaticn effort depends upon the extent to which evaiuation
findjngs and recommendations affect, and are incorporated in, the
planning and funding decisions of the Governor's Justice Commission,
the following guidelines should be followed to insure the most effec-
+ive use of evaluation reporis. 7hese guidelines indicate responsibili=
+ies and specific actions, the objectives of which are to:

- ascertain and insure the accuiacy anu objectivity cf +he
evaluation findings. P

.~ provide the applicant with appropriafe opporfﬁni#ies to
respond to evaluation findings and recommendations.

- insure that actions are taken to incorporate and implement
appropriate evaluation recommendations. .

If you have ény quésTions concerning these procedures, please contact
Evaluation and Monitoring Unit, Governor's Justice Commission, P.O. Box

1167, Harrisburg, Pennsylvania 17120.
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SUBMISSION OF REPORTS: ‘ . S

In almost all cases we are requesting that project evaluators submijt
four evaluation. reports - (1) a brief First Quarterly Report, after
approximately three months, describing initial progress; (2) an
Interim Report, after approximately five months, describing The pro-
gress and problems of the evaluation and the: project to date; (3) a
Refunding Report with findings and recommendations, to be submifted
when needed for a Regional Planning Council or Task Force decision
concerning continual funding; and (4) a-brief Follow-up Report, at

.. The end of the subgrant to up~date the Refunding Report. Since fhe

date for the Refunding Report varjes between 8 and 10 months after

"“the project has begun, It is the responsibility of the Regional Staff

to notify the project evaluator of the date when it will be reeded.
The ‘evaluator should be given advance notice of this date to allow
him sufficient time to analyze resuits and compile a comprehensive f
report. , : !
. * . B {
To facilitate an adequate review of evaluation findings and recommenda-
+ions by decision makers (Regional Planning Council and Commission

members), each evaluator is asked to prepare a brief and concise Execu-
tive Summary, listing major findings and_recommendations of the evaluation.

To insure the objectivity and credibility of the evaluation, all eval-
uation reports must be submitted simultaneously to the Project Director
and the Regional Director. -

CORROBORATION OF FINDINGS:

Upon receiving a Refunding Evaluation Report, the Regional Staff must
immediately confact the Project Director and request his response to

the report. .f s'grificant disagreements exist, ‘either (1) a monitor-
ing team from the regional staff will meet with the Project Director and
t+he' Evaluator to reach an understanding concerning the evaluation findings
and recommendations, or (2) an arbitrator wil: be selected by the
Evaluation and Monitoring Unit to make a determination of the merits of
+he findings and recommendations. Hopefully, this fact-finding process -
will only be required in unusual circumstances and, when required, will

be carried out with dispatch so as not fo delay a decision on continuation

funding for the project.

I +he evaluator has been providing constructive feedback to the Project
Director throughcut the year, the Refunding Evaluation Report should
contain no startling findings or surprises. Nevertheless, disagreements
witl occur and this process may be necessary to insure a falr resolution
of differences and an accurate determination of appropriate evaluation

recommendations.
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" mendations.

", of fhe project.

- RELEASE AND DISTRIBUTION OF EVALUATION REPORTS:

We are aware of the harm that could result from a misleading or inaccurate
Evaluation Report. Therefore, i+ will be our -policy to withhold ‘the release
of an Evaluation Report-until +he Project Director has had sufficient oppor-
tunity to respond fo the Report (usually 10 days) and until +he report (or
summary). has been disseminated to Council or the Commission. Procedures

for release of reports is covered in detail in the Evaluation and Monitoring
Guidelines, Section Il. F.4.g.

1MPLEMENTATION OF EVALUATION 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 Regional
Planning Councils and the Commission and the operation of the projects -
being evaluated. To affect the projects, evaluation.findings and recom-
mendations ‘must. regilariy be brought to the at+ention of the project staff.
This will be the continuing responsibility of the Evaluator. To affect
the decision-makirg of t+he Commission and the Regional -Planning Councils
evaluation findings and recommendations should be brought to their atten-

.tion before a decision is made concerning continuation funding or inclusion

in the regional input fo the Comprehensive Plan.

" 1f evaluation recommendations have not been implemented when a request is

made for continuation funding, there are several ways of incorporating
The. recommendations as part of the continuation grant:

1. By negotiation with the Project Director — I+ will be the responsibi-
lity-of the Regional Staff to meet with the Project Director and the Evaluator
Yo discuss whether, and how, to implement the evaluation recommendations.

The application for continuation funding should specify what is being done

to. Implement the evaluation recommendations. The Regional Staff should

" revlew the continuation application and note waich evaluation recommendations
" are lIncorporated and which are not. |f direct negotiation fails to resolve

disagreements corcerning certain recommendations, the issues should be
presented to the Regional Planning Council.

2. As a condition of the Regional Planning Council's approval of the project -
The Regional Statf will be responsible for presenting evaluation f[ndings

‘and recommendations to the Regional Planning Council and its Task Forces,

. noting which recommendations have been agreed upon and incorporated and which
have not. At this point, the Regional Plannirg Council may recommend approval
of the project .conditional upon the impiementztion of the evaluation-recom-

|f so, this fact should be noted on the Project Review Sheet or

t+he Evaluation or Monitoring Summary sent to +he Commission.

Both the Evaluator and the Project Director should be avallable if necessary
at. Regional Planning Council meetings fo answer questions reggrdlng +h§,pas+
progress of the project. Evaluators should maintain regular contact with
+he Regional Staff and inform them regularly of the progress and problems
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3: As a recommendation of the Executlve Staff - If certain recommenda-
- Tions remain inadequately addressed by the project, this should be noted
-l . at Executive Staff Review by the Regional Director. At this paint, the
| Executive Staff may recommend approval of the project conditional-upon
the implementation of the evaluation recommendations.

, . 4. As a condition of The Commission's approval of the project - The
g s A * evaluator's Executive Summary wii! be distributed 1o the Commission.
i . The evaluator must be present at the Commission meeting to respond to
"] any questions about the Evaluation. The Commission may wish fo condi=-

{m;.J . tTionally approve the project and to require that the evaluation recom-
' mendations be implemented prior to granting final approval. This

. - represents the last polint at which evaluation recommendations may be

Incorporated in continuation grants. ' ‘ ‘

We expect and hope that most evaluation recommendations will be Incor- .~

porated in the project in the early stages of the refunding process either

T through direct negotiation between the Regional Staff and the Project
Staff or by Regional Planning Council actions. .

FOLLOW-UP OF EVALUATION RECOMMENDAT|ONS:

S
j

In most 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 the project o determine the extent

o which iiwe recowmendations havs boen implerented. " When antindepéndent
evaluator is not continued with the grant, the Regional Staff are responsi-
ble for monitoring the implementation of evaluation recommendations.

iy g
f N 1
i j i

I
i

_EVALUATION AND THE PLANNING PROCESS:

ey

Evaluation reports should be helpful in determining whether, and in what
form, continuation funding for specific projects should be included in_
regional input to the Comprehéensive Plan. : : :

——
i |-

N
j 1

However, since evaluation reports are submitted at intervals In the pro-

. Ject year and are not tied to the development of the Comprehensive Plan, -

) written evaluation reports may not be available when needed for planning

- purposes. |f written reports are not available, it should be possible to
' - arrange for evaluators to present their findings fo the Councils or the

Sl Commission upon réquest.

-

] - In the future as the evaluation system begins 1o produce information
regularly throughout the year, it should be possiblé to develop Information

to meet speclific needs.
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[~»m . S ' GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION |

Lk : DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE ' )
,l; . . COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA ‘ o
. {Milton J. Shapp LT .o ‘John T. Snavely, Esq. 4

Executive Dircctor

T Governor - .
— g GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATION REPORTS AT 787-2000
, Israel .Packel . : . ‘
g & Attorney Genorol . L ;
d ] g
By - As 'a general rule, evaluators will be asked to submit six reports during The life {
S : of a project. . . . i |
AR S . i
. o { r
_— A very brief First Quarterly Report which may be in fhe form of a letter, .
should describe initial evaluation activities and indicate any project or - &

' evaluation problems which may require substantiai modifications in The ori-
‘yﬁv_ . ginal Evaluation Plan. In the case of contihuation projects, the First
! .- Quarterly Report will usually comprise a detailed analysis of compliance
~with previous evaluation recommendations and/or subgrant conditions. For
these projects, Governor's Justice Commission evaluation staff will contact
+he evajuator to clarify the information which will be required. :

i

) _ ' 1 . A brief Interim Report midway in +he project should indicate the proaress and_

' —_— problems of the project and evaluation to date, while a more comp lete Refunding g
it Evaluation Report will be required when the project is being considered for ;
17 1. continuation funding: (Suggested outlines for +hese reports follow.) . :

X
hit{
i

-Up’ Report will be provided by the eval- i

t i

At the end of the Project, @ Follow
uator. i

R i

oy In some céses, fewer reports may be required. The dates for submission of reports. N
will be determined by the Regional. Evaluation Coordinator or the Evaluation and ¥
dance with the information needs of the Regional Councils

i Monitoring Unit in accor

oy and the Commission. ) ‘ 1
T One copy of each repori is to be submitted to the Project Director simultaneously it
L A with +he submission of the remaining. coples_ to The Governor's Justice Commission.

~1'~ The kinds of information needed in These reports and a suggested order are out-

- lined below. {1 is understood fhat all of The it+ems below may not be relevant to

’(”— all projects.funded by The Commission. Also, evaluators should expand, upon these

) items where .necessary. ) : n

&1~~ : T . INTERIM EVALUAT ION REPORT

& J.+ A, -EVALUATION PROCRESS:

i +ies to date.

1. -Describe evaluation activi
ta coliection efforts. (Existence, - Q

s and problems of da
cost of collection, etc.)

2. Déscribe,The progres
. evance. of the data;

avallability and refl




SN I
£

~ar

i s

ET

.3. What problems have arisen in ImplemenTiné.fhe Evaluation Plan?

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

B. PROJECT PROGRESS:
1. Summarize the project activities thus far.

2. Have any problems (administrative, staffing, coordination, etc.) arisen
and how will they affect projected activities and time-tables.

3., Describe the rgsul+s of the project thus far:

. 4. Inferim recommendations. (These should be directed toward solving bro—
blems which have already arisen and anticipating future problems).

REFUNDING_EVALUAT [ON_REFORT

~

SECTION |. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF EVALUATION REPORT. (MANDATORY)

(NOTE: fhis summary is of great importance since {1 will be used extensively
'by decision-makers. |1 should be self-sutficient and accurately reflect the
findings of the evaluation within no more +han 1wo or three pages, single

spaced).

i. Briefly describe the project's objecfives'aﬁd ma jor activities.

2. Véry briefly summarize the evaluation activities and project records which
provided the basis for arriving at findings.

3, " Summarijze major results, findings, and recommendations.

(NOTE: The evaluator should make a clear distinction between' the immediate,

" practical récommendations and those requiring a longer time and greater
resources to implement. The evaluator should also be prepared to defend these
recommendations before the Regional Planning Council and the Governor's Justice

Commission.)

SECTION 11." PROJECT ACTIVITIES.

1. Briefly describe the original goals and objectives of fhe project-and The
" - . problem The project was to alleviate.

2. Describe the activities of the project.

SECTION 111.. EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

I. Describe the nature, extent, and Timing of all evaluation activities upon
which this report is based. : V

2; 'Descrfbe the data and information used in this evaltuation. (source, da'e,
reliability, validity, Iimitations, method of collechon, etc,)

b
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.
Explalin the scope and limitations of the evalﬁaf!on effort.

Describe how and when feedback was glven to the project and any
modifications made as a result of that feedback.

IV. PROJECT RESULTS AND ANALYSIS.

in this segfioﬁ +he evaluator should address the following questions:

1.

‘2.

) 6.

7. Analyze the results

What are the results of the project and how do they differ from

the "Anticipated Resuits" as outlined in +ﬁ§ Subgrant Application?

What factors led to results other than those anticipated?

+he administrafive structure of the project.
the operation and management of the project.
the personnel involved in The project.
+he evaluation process.
_the planning of the project. ,
the basic approach or method used 1o attack the probiem.
' leve] and timing of funding.’ .
+he allocation of resources or.project activity.
. external events beyond The control of the project.
other. o

. o o = v - -

G @ O QO O

L] -

What impact have the results of fhis pﬁdjééf‘had on:

a.. the problem as outlined in +he “PROBLEM" section of the Subgrant

Application? ,
b, +he relavant component of the criminal justice system and/or the

reduction of crime?

Could these same resulfs have been obtained more eff?c]gnf!y by a
different allocation of resources or project activity?

Based on your experie
relevant |iterature,

nce in this field and your kriowledge of the

“+he results, of other projects using 2 similar approach or method
to solve the probiem? : :
b.  +he results of other proj
methods? — ,
c. the results which mig
project?

ects using different approaches and

ht have been expected in the absence of The

Aside from The projecT—specific results, what was Iearned from this
project that should be pursued further?

of the project in Terms of its costs.

how do the results of tnis project compare withs




i
R}
i

!

SECTION .
1.

, o ) ?
. ; _ ' |
V. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. \ « f
R : : R ' i
State all findings and conclusions with specific reference to: i
a. the extent to which project objectives were fullfjllea.. é
b. +he overal! impact of the project on the problem it was Intended
to address. ‘
c. ‘the cost-effectiveness of the project. ‘
. d. the factors affecting the success of the project in achieving i1Ts
objectives and the Impact of The project. i
\ 3

- State all recommendatlions concerning:

a. +the appropriateness and practicality of project objectives.

b. +the value of The basic method and approach used by the project
to solve the problem. ‘ -

c. the operation of the project {(planning, staffing, project adminis-:
tration and operation, allocation of resources, etc.).

d. modifications in project objectives, methods and operafions.

e. the cost of the project. . ’

f. +he continuation of the project,

g. the evaluation of this project.

h. other.

P

Discuss the imptications of tThis project and your evaluatiuu fur Cuvernoi's

Justice Commission policy in this area of criminal justice and law enforce-
ment. | . . :

T
Sl
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- and women.

SHORT FORM FOR_APPLICANT EEOC COMPLIANCE

) Effective December 31, .1973, it will be necessary for applicants fo. comply
wi?ﬁ the Equal Employment Opportunity guidelines issued by LEAA in 28 C.F.R.
42,301 .of seq., Subpart E (text reprinted in Appendix). Compliance with these
guldelines Is required only by applicants meeting the following criteria:

Each reciplent of LEAA assistance within the criminal justice system
{project implementing agency not overall unif of government) which has 50
or more employees and which has received subgrants of $25,000 or more since
enactment of the Safe Streets Act in 1968 and which has a service popula-
tion with a minority representation.of three percent or more. .

For purpose of these guidelines; the relevant service population is deter-
mined as follows: : :

l. For adult and Juvenile correctional institutions, facilities and programs
(including probation and parole programs), the "service ‘population' shall
be the inmate or client population served by the institution, facility,

" or program during the preceding fiscal year.

2..  For all other recipient agencies, (e.g. police and courts}, the "service
population' shall be the State population for state agencies, the county

population for county agencies, and the municipal population for municipal

I BT
ageiCics.

- Applicants affected by these guidelines will .be required to formulate,
implement and maintain a wriften Equal Employment Opportunity Program (Affirm-
ative Action Pldn) relating to employment practices affecting minority persons

"Minority persons” shall include persons who are Black, Oriental,
"Spanish-surnamed Americans'

American-indian, or Spanish-surnamed Americans.

" means those of Latin American, Cuban, Mexican, Puerio Rican or Spanish origin.

Equal Employment Opportunity Programs should include as a minimum:
[. An evaluation of ‘the following factors cross classified by race, ethnicity
and sex: ‘ : 4

Analysis of present representation of,women‘and minority pefsons in
all job categories; .

.b. Analysis of aii recruitment and emp&oymenT selection procedures;
Analysis of seniority, promotion and fransfer procedures;

Analysis of external factors such as available housing and franspor=
" tatlon which may inhibit minority employment. '

-Y:Z,‘ A written Program which includes:

ification table indicating numbers of employees in each

.T '06 class . A
o ethnicity and sex including rates

classification cross classifled by race,
“-of pay; : :
’ b. Disciplinary actlons by race, ethnicity and‘sex; inclyding sanctians

Imposed.
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Number of entrance applicants by race, ethnicity and sex and resulting In
new hires by race, and sex; ' .

Number of transfer or promotfion applicanfs by race; ethnicity and sex
and number promoted or transferred by race, ethpicity and sex;

Number of employees terminated by race, ethniclty and sex and identi~
fication of voluntary or involuntary terminations;

Available .labor market characteristlcs;
Detailed narrative of exis+ihg employmen%_pofjcies, including:

(1> Necessary steps needed to be taken to assure full and equal |
emp loyment opportunity. ‘

(2) Recruitment program, if necessary.
Pian for disseminatton of EEO program.

Designation of personnel for {mplemenfafion and mainfenance of the

program.
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Evaluation of the
Residential Community Center
Philadelphia Adult Probatlon
Department

(PH~74-C~Fb4=5-280)

INTERIM EVALUATION REPORT

" Technical Report 1
MMI 108-74
‘Submitted to

‘ Adult- Probation Department .
Phlladelphla Court of Common Pleas

" Frederick H. Downs, Jr., Chief Probation Officer

and

Philadelphia Reglonal Planning Council
Pennsylvania Governor's Justice Commission
. Yvonne B. Haskins, Regional Director
Hon. Paul M. Chalfin, Judge and Council Chairman

MetaMetrics Inc.
3711 Macomb St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20016

Decemb 27 1974
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] SECTION 1
deye . ,
.. - ‘ ‘ EVALUATION PROGRESS
iﬁaﬁﬁi_ L .The evaluation of the Residential Community Center (RCC)
‘u;f“‘ began on October 23, 1974, 1Initial meetings were held with
) the RCC Director, Chief Probation Officer, .and the Eastern
. Office Chief of the Evaluation andiMonitoripg Unit of the
SE 8 ‘Governor's Justice Commission.
i o Data Collection for the preparation of the Interim
f% . bt Evaluation Report‘consisted of selected intérviews,and the
fé "M“]: apduisition of basic data on RCC rgsidents. Project inter-
% T views were conducted witb.sglectedfstaff and RCC residents.
;f I Projects identified as potential.cémpérisons were interviewed
Gé — ‘ * and included Geneeis IT; Pretrial‘Sgrviées Division (Release
,? 10 on Recognizance; Ten Per Cent Bail and Conditional Release);
é; ] . Praxis Hqusé and Veritas; Alcohol Probation Unit and
;? e JmM:h .generai probation, . | ' | ‘
%g 4 jLi::i ' RCC client data was brganized arsd analfzed. Initial
i; . analysis was conducted on clients referred to RCC by the
33 , - ‘ l“W:E Pretrial Services Division, Analysis on project compliance
? L‘:]% : with Equal Eﬁployment Commission- guicdelines was conducted.
o Lo : .
) 1 1.1 DATA COLLECTION .
’é ;w,;é The RCC maintains excellent»ipformatioh on clients and
é‘ :{;}; . théir program performance,in.mafked contrast to Praxis House
‘ ;L”;ww y aﬁd'Veritas, Genesis II, and the Alcohol Probation Unit.
i? | Follow up information on RCC clients after leaving the
T Center is not maintained, The Pfgfrial Services Division
i: e . ‘
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g : N maintains trial appearance data that may be useful for
j s S *_ performance comparisons.
: ‘éi;« .
| | | 1.2 EVALUATION IMPLEMENTATION
5 - x g . .
! i i ; . . . .
! 1 f_ The evaluation is on schedule and no unusual .problems
; ‘}r%m. - have been encountered. Performance comparisons will be
| | e : ‘
l

, made on Pretrial Services Division referrals and general

.

. ) " probation supervision referrals for the Refunding Evaluation

| ' : Reporﬁ. Budget analysis will also be performed. Interviews

] %L 1 with individual project staff members will be conducted. ?
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SECTION 2

PROJECT PROGRESS

| T ~ The Philadelphia Adult Probation Department Residential i
f {:.“Jg_ Community Center was launched two years ago to serve as an }
i . . K }
‘ b alternative to incarceration for adult males processed through i
i [ s . . . . . ;
, &‘;Wl the criminal justice system. The first clients were admitted ;
| in November of 1972 and in December of 1974 a total of 250 - -
’5 " permgnéﬁt and temporary residents had been admitted.l
; e e . :
| ol 2.1 PROJECT ACTIVITIES
| dm e . Residents are referred to the Center from the Court,
g B Prison, General Probation Supervision, Pretrial Services
g — Division, Court Units, Defender's Office, Community Agencies . B i
i ... . . . and individuals (personal). |
é P - Table 2-1 indicates the changing composition’ of sources |
. o of referral., Pretrial Service became the second largest v
i fj,wg . ~ source in 1974 with General Probation. Supervision remaining |
i ' the largest, Addictive Service referrals declined markedly f
and other sources remained roughly constant. :
7 . . . . . : .
. : . . !
! ‘ . a The summary of offenses, Table 2-6, shows a slight shift |
fﬁ ? to lesser crimes (other). The assaultive crimes, if robbery !
A R : :
. is included, constituted approximately the same proportion
i I ’ over the two year period. .
i b el : . ,
! .
F L”T“~ lIncludes admittances of some residents for a second or third
o time.
i E . . : . Page 2.1
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- , TABLE 21 . : ” 3

i«; - ‘Summary of Sources of Referral, 1973 and 1974

. —
1T 1973 1974 |
‘: i ] ' ‘ S Number % Number =~ % 5
_Eﬂu Source .u ‘ ‘ ‘
i * Gourt . 13 12,6 16 10.9
_fd“ | Prison 13 12.6 16 10.9

§ [ Gen. Super. 33 32.0 527 35.4

‘ T 7 Pretrial Services 1 1.0 36 24.5

g b Addictive Servs. 18  17.5 . . 4 2.7 ;

L - L | : o . |
2 j&_‘w Court Units _ 15 4.6 10 6.8

, - ~ Vol. pefenders 2 1,9 ‘5. 3.4h .
e o Comrﬁunity‘ Agency 8 7.8 A 2.7 .
- "1 . . pPersonal 0 0.0 L 2.7

i L Total 103 100.0 147 100.0
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R TABLE 2-2 C
SOURCES . OF REFERRAL .
1973 1
lFear 1973 Jan.~- Mar. “April-Jure July-Sept. Qct.-Dec.
] More than More than « More than More than- .
Vel . 1st 1 ' 1st 1 1st 1 ] 1st 1
. Elient Admission  Admission | Admission Admission | Admission '~ Admission | Admission Admission
Status | Témp. éerm. Temg. Perm,| Temp.| Perm.; Temp.! Perm.| Temp.| Perm.| Temp.{ Perm.| Temp.| Perm.| Temp.| Perm.
' Referral A - 5 ' 1 ' 3 ‘ 2
" Source¥* 3 6 2 1 1 3
‘c . {7 5 7 > 12
D1 1. 3 2
2 11 1 1 3 2
3 2. : 1 '
. °5 1 141
. 6 1 1 1
7 : 1
8
9
10
11 )
12 ‘ : .
E 1 1
F 2 1 4 1
. G
l-5tal by . [ ' :

Status 36 11 {1 2 15 8 | 27 1 2
[;Uarterly ‘ : '

Total 36 12 17 38 :
*.TeTerral Source Code ) )
Bo= Court . 9. Self help 5
L = Prison y . - 10. ARD-Pretrial probatlon unit
L = General Supervision 11. Pre-sentence -

D = Court gnlt 12. Methodical External - private
1l.Intake . referral agency '
2. Addiction Services E = Voluntary Defender Office
3. Employment F = Community agency
4. Sex Offender - G = Personal
5. Psychiatric
6. PL Court - Drlvate referral agency -
: Page 2.3
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TABLE 2-3 -
"SOURCES OF REFERRAL

T - L b ot T e D T
™
|
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i
i
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1
T et e uns B e A - e T e S S Gt N e S i St U e A
SRR EEETEE S SR [ NUE SRS SN NN S ST SN SN SR SR SUN SR S S SN S R S — Lo
L e [ Yool R Lo A . A b oo iz HER ‘
cefeed Bald B Bl et Bed ) B d B Bdd B R L) Lo L L3 1L

1974°

!

" Jan. -Mar .

Oct.-Dec.
More than

More than

Jufv-Sept.
More than

Apfil—June
More than

| Year 1974

: . - st
| Client

1

Admission  Admission

1st,

5.sion

1

Admi Admission

1st .

Admissior

1
Admission

1st . I

Admission

Admission

| Status " Temp. Perm.

Temp,

Perm.

Temp. | Perm. | Temp. |Peim.

Temp.

Perm.

Temp.

Perm.

Temp.

Perm.| Temp. Perm.

(o]

';ReferraI'A, 1
- | Source* B

o
p

D

ywdqwaH
|—-l

B

= =

G

00 Lo -t
P et

oL pd et

e

1
4
2

e et

00 =

et et

1
2

1.
4
7..

-t
(e

" Total by

Status. - 13. | 25 1| 2| 7 ] 29| 27 3 7 | 28 2| 1] 3 23] 1
|- Quarterly P i - :
~ Total 41 41 <38 . 27
i  Page 2.4
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] TABLE 2-~4
. Summary of Reasons for Referral
: ' 1973 \ 1974
| Number % " Number %
Q‘ Requires Resi- . - :
o dence 46 44,6 : 72 48.9
Requires support ) . .
services 21 20.4 5 -3.4
Alternative to
o .incarceration 11 10.7 . 43 29.3
g From incarceration 25 24.3 - 27 18.4
| Total 103 100.0 147 100.0
\ Yy ‘
*
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Month Jan-Mar. L Apr.-June JﬁlyQSept. «Qct.-Dec.

Referral ‘
Reason A B C D ‘ A B C D A B C D A B C D

Client Status
1st Admis- Temp.

oo |0
~
o
o

sion Perm.13 7 4 12 6 1 4 6 6 1 2

[

More than Temp. : L2
1 .

Admission Perm. : : 1 , 2

0 pomaL . 13 7 4 12 6 1. 5 8 6 1 2 19 7 6 6

1974 =

Month ‘Jan-Mar. | Apr.-June © . July-Sept. o Oct.-Dec.

Referral ,
Reasop* =+~ A B C D A B € D A B C D A~ B C D

Client Status
lst . : P
Admission . Temp. 12 1 - 6

N
-
et
~I
~J

12 4

More than Temp. 1 ' , ' 1

}'f ' 1
: Admission . Perm. 1 1 2

,_.HOO\J
=t
=t

o

TOTAL 22 3 9 7 23- 9 9 17 2.12 7 10 13

: x_ ’ - ‘
? Referral Sources . Lo ' -

Alternative to dincarceration’
rom incarceration

: , A = Requires physical residence
4, ’ B = Required supportive structure

!
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TABLE 2-6

. ‘Summary of Charges and Offenses

1973 ' 1974

Number % . Number %

s

.....

Yo

P
b
’

{
o g
L!V—vv-w;“u
LW hi:

7
Hﬁmicidg
Assaultv& Battery
Robbery

Burglary

Larceny

Sex Offense

Narcotics

‘Wapons

RSG

Other

Totals_

12
19
17

- 13

o LN

14

4.9
13.6
11.7

18.4

16.5
1.0
12.6
1.9

- 5.8

13.6

103

'100.0

12
33
29
13

10
8
34

8.2
22.5
19.7

8.8

2.0

2.7

6.8.
5.4.

23.2

147 100.0

‘Page 2.7
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DISTRIBUTION OF OFFENSES ' k S

Year 1973 Jan.-Mar. April-June July-Sept. Oct.~Dec.
More than ] - Moxre than More than ’ More than T-

Client 1st 1 ist - 1 - 1st 1 . 1st 1. 0

Admission Admission Admission  Admission Admission Admission = Admission Admission T -
. O A

Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm.: Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm.L .

Status

Offense

Homicide,

peet

Robbery
A&B

TN S N )
NS
U1

Burglary |

o W
oUW
',—l
H
&

N

Larceny 10 ' ', ' 3
fFofgery ' . ‘. ' 1 L ’ | : 1
iSex Offense . 1 ' - ; ’ 1
{Narcotics ' 6 3 ‘ 4 13

Weapons - . T
Charge - N | 1 T o, 2

RSG 2

=t

—t
o
-
(o)}

Other S L ' 2 1 I T 2

TOTAL _ 36 FEC 11 © 12 15 .8 27 .1

Quarterly . o , T
Total - 36 , 12 ‘ 17 _ 38 c 103;

Page 2.8




Status

Year 1974

Jén.;Mér; .

PR

TABLE 2-7 (B)
"DISTRIBUTION OF OFFENSES

!

Aprii—June July-Sept.

e L D PR e e

P ' K
1

: |

|

{

: i

|

|

SR 1

i

-

ét; I

! A

§ |

% |
!
!

¥ o 11 3 ) W . b I M~ = K 4T 1 L i 4 = s v‘fu.;;} - *——1 .’j«“‘e«»‘-«"!‘ i | )

oA = i VT e - (T R WISy SR TEDSS: R St B 2 e &w—ﬁ b e s em,m.f? [N TP B S SR N

R o N e e i . SR S S S O L U S T R

>

Oct.-Dec.

Client

. lst
Admission

More than
1

Admission

More than
] 1st 1
Admission. Admission

More than
1st 1
Admission Admission

More than J
1st - 1
Admission Admission

Temp. Perm, Temp. Perm.

Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm.

Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm.

- Offense

" Homicide -

o Robéefy
A&B
%m Burgl;ry
%1 Larceny

%‘ Forgery

3

,‘1‘
2

‘Sex QOffense -

. Narcotics

NSO

W' wm s~ W,
= -
(CI R I

Mo
et

Do W

‘=ﬁiﬁeépons ’ . ,
. Charge 2 2 2 1 | 1 1 - 1
RSG 2 2 1 2 1 | N
 Other 3 2 11 6 18 2 36
TOTAL  13° 25 1 2 7 29 2 3 7 28 2 . 1 3 23 1
Quarterly - | :
Total 41 41 38 27
Page 2.9 |
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: TABLE 2-3
NUMBER OF CLIENTS ADMITTED
By Qiarter |
Year 1973 Jan-Mar. April-Jaine July-Sept. Oct.—Deoﬂ
. More than More than More than “#More than
Client 1st -1 1st 1 ist 1 1st - -1
) Admission Admission Admission Admission | Admission Admission | Admission | Admission
Status Temp. Perm. Temp.{ Perm. |Temp. |Perm. | Temp.| Perm.| Temp.] Perm. | Temp. | Perm.| Temp.| Perm.] Temp. |Perm
. No. ) |
Admitted 0 36 C 0 S 11 0] 1 -2 15 0 0 8 27 1 2
- 1
Quarterly 12 17 38 ;
Total 36-' - - ' - |
¢ * Cumulative . j
Total 36 48 65 103 |
Yeér 1974 Mcre than More than _ More than More thau
. lst 1 1st 1 1st "1 Ist 1 -
Client Admission Admission | Admission Admission Admission Admission Admission | ‘Admission
Status Temp.Perm. [Temp. Perm. -|Temp. Perm.|Temp. Perm.| Temp. Perm.| Temp. Perm.| Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm.;
No. ‘ : | - ) » i
Admitted |13 |25 |1 | 2 ;.8 728 § 2., 3 71 28 2 1 3| 23 1 1o
_Quarterly -
Total 41 Ll—l 38 27
Cumulative| ;
Total 144 185 223 . 250
Page 2.10
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‘ TABLE 2-9
NUMBER OF CLIENTS IN RESIDENGE
By Quirter
Year 1973 Jan-Mar. April-June July-Sept. Oct.-Dec.
' ‘ More than Moze than . More than . More than
lst 1 - ist 1 1st 1 1st 1 ;
‘Client Admission  Admission | Admission Admission | Admission  Admission | .Admission Admission’
Status Temp.| Perm. | Temp. | Perm.| Temp.| Perm. | Temp. ?erm. Temp. | Perm. | Temp.| Perm.; Temp. | Perm. Temp. Perﬁ.'
. No. In o | 21 0 o to a1 oo 1 o | 20 0 0 0 21 0 | 2
. - Residence = - " T R
"Quarterly P . '
Total 21 22 . 20 ‘23
§ _Year 1974 Jan-Mar. April-June July~-Sept. Oct.-Dec. .~ =
More than More than More than More than
1st. 1 . 1lst 1 1st 1 st ~ .1 ‘
Client Admission Admission Admission . fittmission Admission Admission | Admissien Admission
~ “Status Temp. |Perm, Temp. Perm, Temp,’Perm..Temp. Perm. | Temp. | Perm. {Temp..| Pexm. Zempfy?erm.'Temp. Perm.
P
No. In . . g ‘
Residence 0 20 0 2 1 23 I 0 1 2 19 0 .Ql 4 28| © 0
Quarterly ‘ . '
‘Total 22 25 21/ 32
Page 2.11 1
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Jan-Mar."

-

Apr.-June July-Sept.

" TABLE 2-94

Type of Discharge.

Jan.-Mar.

Number of Clients Discharped Ly Quactes and

1974

Oct.-Nov.

Client Discharge -

‘Status¥*

PP us

PP

Apr.-June July-Sept.

Status

AIDO

o

1st ?g@p.

11

-Admission Perm.

w
3%

11

o

O

E _Entered Temp.

361

Program
More than- Perm,

. once
Total by.Quarterly.
discharge status

w
[t
w
o
a

N

)
()

~1
(93]
fab]

N

w

Total by Quarter

15

% learning program
on preplanned basis
(by Quarter)

20%

Total % leaving
‘‘program on pre-
planned basis

59.1%

. *Discharge'Status

) . PP = Preplanned
. . US = Unscheduled

AWOL

oUHy
Bnonn

cher

Incaxcera
Disruptive/undersirable

PP ‘ys - PP us
AIDO - AIDO
52 - 5 1
194 2 18 6 5.1 2
2 11 ‘

211 1 1
2371206 257615

38 42

76% 607,

. Page 2.12
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b The RCC was initially proposed as a short-term residence

program with a targeted limit of a 3 months stay per S

resident. Turnover estimates result in an average stay

. of six weeks for temporary and permanent residents and

nine weeks for permanent residents.
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2.2 PROJECT RESULTS .

The Residential Community Center has been in actual - )
operation for two full years., Staffing is complete. Clientele
flow into the program is planned and the program functions

. at full capacity.

.

Programming consists of provision of a residence;
individual counseling; = group sessions; use of community S
resources for medical and recreational purposes; financial
guidance and assistance;’ and employment development.

Thirteen residents were interviewed at their regularly
scheduled evening group session, 'They were supportive of
the Center program and cited the RCC as alternative to
6etention, the assistance in obtaining jobs, group cchension,’
and assistance in obtaining DPA. Program regulations were'
seen as fair although some felt that visiting restrictions
should be lifted.

The RCC has a full-time.employment coungellor And
emmployment is considered important to the overall CenterQ
program. Of the 202 reéidents admitted to the program over
the past two years, only 12 had jobs., The unémploymeqt rate
of this group was 94.1%. Of those 190 residents unemployed
on entry, 119.Were employed at some time during their stay-in
the Center. The following, table indicates employment aspects
over the past two years, S

P

-
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TABLE_2-10

“:,.". { T e
e T P

o . : o
gé Permanent Resident Employment Status on Admittance, By Quarter

Employed Unemplbyed - Total- Unémpldyed as %.

i

1973 ' | . o0& Total
o ose o2 % 36 9% .4
"~ 2nd 2 10 12 83,3
] s 0 15 15 100.00
T 4th 0 29 29 100.00 -
r% 1974 | :

) lst 0 27 27° 100.00
N 2nd 4 27 31 | 7.1
A 3z 1 28 29 . 9%.6
L 4th 3 20 23 87.0
x |

TABLE 2-11

Permanent Resident Employment Status in Prugram and DeparLure
By Quarteri .

! Not Employed | Unemployed in Program Unemployed upon Depdrturef
A ? upon Entry Total As % of Entry Total As 7 of Entry
4 1973 - ' ,
Ca o 1st 34 . 8 23,5 15 44,1
:ré 2nd 10 .3 30.0 6 60.0

. 3xd 15 : 53.3 10 66.6
-»g bth 29 12 414 16 . 55.2
41974 o | | K
L4 1st - 27 S 13 48,1 24 88.9

| 2nd 31 13 41,9 21 67.7
1 3rd 29 7 24,1 18 62.1
T 4en 23 15 " 65.2 17" 73.9
b .-
A

P

1Some residents admitted in 3rd and 4th Quarter of 1974 are still in
program and .figures will change. , .o

s SR
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The relative effectiveness of employment piacement,by
the Center could be ascertained by the placement rates of

3

public employment agencies and.employment oriented programs
of the Department of Probation and the Pennsylvania Board of
Probation and ‘Parole. In the current absence of.such rates,

- - g
Wl

e 3

the Center does appear to be actively and. successfully seeking

1
3

employment for Center residents in a period of generally high
overall unemployment.

Retention of jiobs appears to be a problem. Of those
~placed in jobs, 43 again became unemployed and were unemployed
upon departure from the program, An analysis of this pheno-
menon may point to programmatic changes to assist residents .
in retaining their jobs: Possible assistance may include job
counselling, additioral training and discussion of job
difficulties in group sessions.

The Residential Community Center is accomplishing its

Gbjeciives of providing dauit orrenders and detentioners a
residence and services. &ventual impact on behavior and com-
munity performance Qf_these residents is expected. -In the
final data collection, information on performance of proba=-

tioners will be collected and analyzed. Since clients referred
» by the Pretrial Services Division (ROR) are becoming a

;Tﬂ‘ Substantial.portion cf the Center population, a preliminary

; ‘ réview on their performance (appearance at court) was conducted.
L ; ' The following table shows appearances and failure to appear

- ' of clignts admitted-toyﬁhe Center on conditional release.
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* .TABLE 2-12
. Clients Admitted on Conditional Releasé *
Client No. of  Appeared  Willfully Failed Scheduled Trial -
‘x "~ Charges -for Trial to Appear for Trial Appearances
! 1' 2 2 0 2
-y 2 1 1 0 1
Az 3 2 0. 4 b
e 4 1 1 0 1-
( ] 5 1 0. 1 1
- 6 2 1 1 2
l k7 1 1 0 1
e 8 1 1 0 1
J[ 9 1 1 0 1
10 1 ‘1 0 1
11 1 0 1 1
,,“ 12 1 0 1 1
13 1 1 0 1
14 1 1 0 1
15 1 1 0 1
] 16 1 1 0 1
17 1 1 0 1
j] - 18 2 2 0 "2
; 19 1 0 1 1
20 1 1 0 1
J 21 1 1 0 1
l i 22 1 o1 0 1
i i 23 . 1 0 1 1
| 24 1 1 0 1
, y 25 1 1 0 1
' 26 1 1 0 1
’ 27 1 1 0 1
- 28 1 1 0 1
. % 29 3 3 0 3
30 1 1 - 0 1
31 1 1 0 -
l TotaT 3T 37 29 10 39

‘Five clients presently in the Center are excluded.
/ ~ : . Page 2.17
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Of the 3L persons aduilied ou LUUGLLAUhdL JLJedoL, / or
22.6 6% willfully missed a scheduled trial appearance. Analysis
of this figure.is complicated by the non-comparability of
publlshed data. The Pretrial Services DlVlSlOH releases
information on willful failure to appear as & proportion of
scheduled appearances. TFor calendar 1973 this ratio was 5.8%.

The Center clients were scheduled for 39 appearances and, with .

10 willful failures to appear, the ratio would be 25.6%.- In
addltlon, the clients referred to the Center constitute &
grouping different from the total ROR clientele.

2.3 - PROJECT COMPLIANCE WITH EEOC

The Adult Probation Department, as a component of the
Common Pleas and Muni¢ipal Courts, is incorporated in the
EEO progfam which is on file in the office of Court Admini-
strator Personnel at 710 .City Hall. According .to staff and

;service population compoesition, the Residential Community,

Center is in compliance with employment guidelines.

TABLE 2-13

.Project Miho;:ty Representation’

s Black Black Spaniéh'thal White
Project Staff

Male  Female Surname Minority Male Total

Total 9 3 1 13 3

Distribution " ) -
(%) 56.3 18.7 6.3 - 8l.3 18.7

. Service Population

Fiscal Yr.1974

Total. 79 0 . 2 81 56
Distribution o ,
(%) 57.6 . 1.5 59.1 40.9
1974% o ' | )
Total 121 0 10 131 . 16
Distribution ' o
(%) 82.3 - -0 6.8 -89.1" 10.9

1_T.ncludes 3 part-time personnel
2Adﬁittaﬁces to November 27, 1974
| o T . ' Page 2.18
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For Fiscal.Year,l§74,k70% of the percentage'ot the
minority'in'the service population was 41.3%. The mihority
stafflng of the progect was 81.3%, almost double that of
the requ1red staffing proporLlon

In 1974 the comp031t10n of the serv1ce populatlon
changed and proportlonately more minority cllents are being
admitted, A consequence of this shift is that proportions
of the staff and clientele are more nearly equal. The-
project is stili substantially in compliance with guide—
llnes with 707 of the percentage of the minority in the
service populatlon calculated at 62 4% as compared to

mlnorlty staffing at 81.3%.
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f - , N 2.4 PROJECT BUDGET REVIEW

;; jl . The total current -budget for the Residential Community

f} ' Center is $260,360. With an average daily clientele of 25

. ]§ -for 1974, the cost per resident annually is $10,414. The
ratio of clients to full-time staff is approximately 2 to 1.

% ;m- Two items, rent. and food, constitute 30.4% of the budgeﬁ. -

@ i The rental for 5,000 sq. ft. is $44,400, or $&.88 per sq. ft.

,% ;m The net cost for food (excluding $2,266 carryover in inventory)

% is $20,444. Cooks' salaries total $14,279. The cost per meal
is estimated at $1.50.°
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2.5 INTERIM FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS i

The Residential Community Center,ié accomﬁlishing its
project objectives. Noteworthy are the cohension of the
residents, employmént placement activities, community
location and relationships, response to individual require-
ments of a diverse resident population, flexibility to meet

referral agency needs and approach to utilization of community
resources. .

2.5.1 pPrevious Evaluation Issues

The previous evaluation raised questions regarding the
adequacy of the YMCA and the possibility of the program
being an alternative to probation rather than incarceration,

The cost of the facility at $8.88 per sq. ft. may be.
excessive but would have to be weighed against fesidential
alternatives and available neighborhood locations, Commu-~"
nity accepténce would have to be won ‘again with project
relocation. | . ‘ ‘ : -

ithe summary of reasons for referral show alternatives
- to incarceration and from incarceration increasing. To the

extant that Pretrial Services referrals increase, the
G

Center is providing an alternative to detention,
2.5.2 Project Development and Funding

A concern of. the project director is training and utiliza-
tion of staff with emphasis on effectiveness of para-professiohals.
Ihterviews for ﬁreparation of the refunding evaluation report
will address this question, '

While cost of food is a large item, there may be addi-
tional benefits from the encouragement of group awareness
that can result from the taking of meals. The alternative
of meal tickets or allowances would approximate the estimated
$1.50 per meal. '
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The overall cost of the Center per annual residént may
be high, bUt’CQmpérisoﬁé with similar communityhprojects
are requ}red before conclusion can be drawn., This issue
will'also be pursued in the final phase of the evaluation.
Funding decisions by the Adult Probation Department and
the Regional Council may'bé affected by this analysis.

The RCC presently is.limiting the number of conditional
releases.to 7 or 8. The increasing demand for Center \
capacity from the Pretrial Services Division indicates that
a Center specilizing in these referrals mdy be necessary, -

The proper agency for considering such an undertaking is

the Adult Probation I epartment.

2.5.3 Project Effectiveness
Center residents feel that the RCC is prOviding a needed

service and is affecting their life styles. The follow-up

data collection -and analjsis of the evaluation will estimate

. the impact and extent of the Center on return to -criminal

behavior, Proposéd comparison groups are general supervision
probationers and Pretrial Services conditional releasees,

b
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