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SECTION 1 

EVALUATION SUMMARY 

T~e Phi~adelphia.Adult Probation Department Residential 
Commun~ty Center was launched two years ago to serve ,as an alter­
native to incarceration for adult males prdcessed through the 
various components of the criminal ju'stice Eystem: The first 
clients wer.e admitted in November of 1972 and by January of 1975 
a totallof 260 permanent aQd temporary resi~entshad 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 hous'ed on the 4th fl,oor cif the YNCA at 1013 , 
W. Lehigh Ave. Staffing is essentially complete witb a, total,' 
of 16 positions. Programming consists of pl.'ovision of a resi"; 
dence and meals; individual counseling; g:r:ot;p sessions; use of 
community resources fpr medical and'recreati.onal purposes; finan~ 
cial guidance and assistance; and employment, developJIlent. 

1.? PRo,meT ,COHPLIPNCE' WTTH' EEOC 

The Adult Probation Department, ~s,a component of ihe 
Common Pleas and Muni9ipal Courts, is incorporated in the 
Equal EmploymentOpport;unity program which 1:s on file in the 
Office of Court Administrator, Personnel, at 710 City Hall. . 
According to staff and service population composition in December; 
1974, the Residential Community Center is in compliance vlith employ­
ment guidelines. ' 

1.3 EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 

Data colfection cOB.sisted of revie-.;v of Center records, 
interviews -.;vith staff and residents, interviews with relat;ed 
programs and a'follow-up on Center probationers through' :proba­
tion Department folders. Art In,terim Evaluation Report was com­
pleted by December 27; ~974. Follow-up analysis and program' 
comparison analysis T,vas c.onducted 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 placeme~t activities, community location and relation­
ships, response to inaividual requirements of a diverse resident 

• Page 1.1 
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population, high turnc:>ver of clients, flexibility to meet 
referral agepcy needs and approach to utilization of community 
resources. A maj or distinction of the Residential Community 
Center, in comparison y.J'ith other residential projects, is the 
diversity of clientele. Accordingly, the Rec 'must be vie~v.ed as 
R project serving the various rehabi1itatio~ components of the 
system rather than st~ict1y an Adult Probation effort, 

. , 

,In the case of clients referred from Probation and Pre­
trial Services) performance has been accepta,ble. 'Incidents have 
been reduce~ as compared to,c1ients not participating in the 
program. Appearance for trial of conditional re1ea~ees'to the 
Center have been at the same leve'l a.S other conditional re1easees. 

1. 5 PROBLEMS 

The Center cost 'per resident year is high at $10,400. 
Other residential proj ects in Phi1aae1phia are at $6, 000 or 1mver. 
The operating cost per resident year of the Philadelphia Prisons 
is. $6,600. Factors con·tributing to the, Center I s high costs are. 
the rent at $8.88 per 'square foot, food service and staff ,to " 
resident ratio.' , 

The '~ICA location of the project is substandard with respect 
to street access, bathroom facilities, general physi9a1 conditio~ 
and size., The Cent,er' functions well in spite of its physical 
facility. 

Program data and 'c1ient interviews indicate that tw'o 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 RECOMHENDATIONS 

MetaHetrics, r,econimends that the Philadelphia Regional Coun­
cil of the Governor's-'-Justice Commission c.ontinue to support the 
Residential Community Center. The Adult Prcbation Department 
effort shou1d be recognized as an experiment to provide a resi-, 
dentia1 program for male adult offenders and detentioners from 
several sources within the criminal justicl:= system. .'. . 

Because of the high rental B-nd potentially damaging environ'7 
.ment of the location in the YMCA, another Eqci1ity should be 
, sought for the Center: In acquiring a new p'l;1ysical facility, 
the Adult Probation Department should be a1Jert to the possibility 
of 1ink~ng other Proba~ion '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 comparab.1e to Pni'lade1phia Prisons, the benefits in terms 

Page 1. 2 
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of maintain;i.ng client employmen't and community contacts would jus­
tify an exp~nsiop of Center capacity. At this juncture,' the 
Probation Depart,ment, < with its RCC experience, would be the', 
appropriate governmental agency. Contracting for capacity with, 
other non-profit agencies should ~lso be consideted. 

Continuing evC'~luation should address the above issues. In 
addition, evaluation should focus Oft comparative program costs, 
refined follow-up of clients, nature of p~ogram 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 CentGr was lauDched two years ago ,to serve as an 
alternative to incarceration for adult males processed through 
the various component~ of thE? criminal Just.i::e .system. The 
f:i~rst clients were admitted in November of '~972 and. by January 
of 1975 a total of 260' p.ermanent and tempor~.ry residents had 
been admitted. l 

2.1 PROJECT RESIDEtITS. 

Residents are l:eferred to the Center from the Court, Pris,on, 
. Ge':1eral Prob~'tion Supervision, Pretrial Services Division, 
Court Units, De,fendl~r' s Office /I Community Agenc~es and indivi­
duals (personal). 

Table 2 ... 1 indieates the changing composition of sources 
'of referral. Pretrial' Service became the second largest source 
in 1974 with Ge~eral probation Supervisi9n remaining the 
lar-gest. Addictive· Service referrals declined mark~dly ~nd other 
sources rema~ned r'oughly constp.n,t. 

The diversity of sources for Center residents is the most 
distinguispiqg characteristic of the project. Some balance in 
the sources is maintained, 'I;.;rith pre-trial clients, for example, 
kept at 7to 8 of the 25 resident capacity •. While the Center 
is operated by the Adult Probation Department, approximately , 
half of the ~esidents"are clients that are not strictly Proba""' 

tion responsibilities; 

lIncludes admittances· of some residents for 'a second'or third 
time. 
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TABLE 2-i 
,i' 

, , 

Summc-try of Sm,1rq'eS of Referral, 1973 and 1974 

1973 .1971 
Number % Numb(~r % 

Source 
Court 1)" 12.6 16 10.9 

Pris,on 13 12.6 16 10.9 

Gen. Super. 33 32.0 52 35.1+ 

Pretrial Services 1 1.0 36 24'.5 
I 

Addictive Servs. 18 17.5 '4 2.7 

Court Units 15 14.6 10 6.a 

Vol. Defenders 2 1.9 5. ' 3.'4 

Community Agency 8 7.8 'L~ . 2;7 

Personal' 0 ,0.0 4 2.7 - -- -
Total 193 100.0 147 . 100.0 

. ' 
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The primary objeq.tive of ,the Center is to pr,ovide .an 

alternativ~ 't,o i~1Car.'ceration. Tab Ie 2 .. 2 shows' the :r:casons 

for referral for' 197'3 ;and 1971l-. The Center, as an alternative 

to "incarceration and a transi,tion from incarceration, appears 

to be increasing its decisions to., accept these referrals over 
the past two-years. 

1;'ABLE 2-2 

Summary of Reasons for Referral 

1973 1974 - --
Number % Number .% 

Requires Resi-
dence 4,6 44.6 72 48.9 

E~~qUi.::::-C3 =:;t.::.pport 
services . 21, 20.4 5 3.4 

A1'ternative to 
incarcerat.ion 11 10,7 43 29.3 

From incarcerHtion' 25 24.3 27 18.4 

--
Total 103 100.0 147 100.0 
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Residents are accepte~ onlX·i( they are currently. 
involved in ;the crimi~al justice proces~, fro~ pre-trial through 
parole. Upon' acquit,tal or completion of probation 'or parole, 
the resi~ent is no longer eligible to reside at the Center . 

. The su~mary of o~feDset of ,Center residents, Tabl~ 2-3, 
shows a slight shift tp lesser crimes (other), . Tpe crimes 
against persons? if robbery is included ,. co.r;st~tutec1 approxi­
mately the same proportion over the two-year period. although 
homicide and assult d~c1ined markedly. 

TABLE 2-3 

Sumnary of Charges and Offense~ 

1973 1974 -
Ntimper % . Number % 

Homicide .., . 5· .. ," 4.Q· 1 .7 

Assault & Battery 14 ' 13.6 12 B.2 
Robbery 12 11. 7 33 22.5 

Burglary 19 IB.4 29 19.7 

Larceny 17 16.5 13 B.B 

Sex Offense 1 1.0 3 2.0 

.Narcotics 13 12.6, 4. 2.7 

Weapons 2 1.9 10 6.B 

RSG 6 5.B B .5.4 

Other 14 13.6 34 23.2 ---
Totals 103 100.0 147 100.0 
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The Center has two classifications of admittance -.tempo~ary 
and permanent. A temporary admittance can J:ast from a day to 
a week. So~e c1~ents-admitted on a temporary basis are later 
accepted as permanent residents. Approximately' 50 of tbe 260 
residents of the pa.st two years are classified as temporary. 

Table 2-4 sbows the admittances and reE:lident population. 
The RCC vlas initially proposed as a sbort .... term residence 
program with,a targeted limit of a 3 months stay per residept. 
Turnover estimates'indicate an average stay of six weeks for 
all residents and nine weeks for permanent J·esidents. 

1973 

1974 

TABLE 2-4 

Summary of C1j ents Admitted and In Res~_dence, 
By Quarter, 1973 and 1974 

1st Quarter 
2nd 'Quarter 
3rd Quarter 
Lj.th Quarter 

1st Quarter 
2nd Quarter 

3rd Quarter 

4th Quarter 

Admitted 
During· 
Quarter 

.12 
17 
38 

41 
41 
38 
37 

In Renidence 
End. of 
Quartf:!r, 

21. 
22 
20 
23 

22 ' 
25 
21 
24-

G -
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The two ~ajor categories of re~ident 
Center are Pre-planned and Unscheduled. 
discharges from 1973 and.1974. 

TABLE 2-5 

discharge fi'om. t.he 
Table 2-5 shows the 

Summary of Client Discharges 
By Quarter, 1973 and 1974 

Unscheduled 
Incarcer-Pre­

Planned AWOL '------ ated Undef~irable Oth~r T·otal. 
1973 

. 1st Quarter 3 2 ;3 6 1 1.5 
2nd Quar,ter 4 3 3 ,1 0 11 
3rd Quarter 9 2 5 2 1 19 
4th Quarter .,..,. 'l ., ., .... 3.5 &.., ..J L.. .L ~ 

1974 

~st Quarter 23 7 7 3 2 42 
2nd Qu~rter 28 7 1 2 0 38 

3rd Quar.ter 25 7 6 1 3 .. 44 
4th Quarter 17 ·6 3 6 2 34 

... 

.. 

Page 2.6 

,~ .. 



I' 

U 

Table 2-6 shows the distribution of discharges from the, 
Center. The proportiop discharg~d in the Pre-planned category 
increased from 1973 to 1974. An increase also occurred in the 
AWOL category . . 

TABLE 2-6 

Distribution of Discbarge Status 
1973 and 197(1-

1973 
1f 1'0 

Pre-Planned 43 53.7 
Unscheduled 

AWOL 10 12.5 
Incarcerated 13 16.3 
Undesirable ,10 12.5 . 
Other '4 5.0 

Total 80 100.0 

" ' 

1974 
1f i., 

93 59,.6 

27 ,17.3 
17 10.9 
12 .7. 7 

7 4.5 

156 100.0 . 
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2.2 STAFFING 

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

1 Director 

1 supervisor 

. 1 El!lp~oyment Counselor 

1 Program Coordinator. 

3 Paraprofessional Counselors. 

1 Group Supervisor 

2 Cooks (1 part-time) 

1 Group Worker' (part-time, . vacant) 

2 NightWatchmen 

2 \veekend Night W'a~chmen (2 part-!=ime)" 
1 Clerk 

2.3 FACILITY 

The Cer:t,er has b,een housed' since its inr.ept:i on on t:he., 

4th floor of the YMCA ,a't 1013 1~: Lehigh Ave. Access to ',the 

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

'The 4th floor has, approxi_mately 5, doo square feet and consists . 

of 25 individual rooms, 4 office areas, TV end recreation room, 

dining room" ki,tc,hen and storage area and, bathroom. 

The physic~l ~Qndition of the 4th floor is poor despite ' 

efforts of staff and residents. Many of the bathroom fi~tures 

are not operational., The resident recreation room is small and 

the TV ar~a is ove~(~rowded duri~g evening TV' sessions.' 

The YMCA serves ~he ~orth Philade1pbia area and the loca-

. tion is considered by the Center staff as relevant to the Center 

cli(~nte.le. However, the climb to the 4th floor presents a real 

bar:r:ier in terms of access. Residents may ,have vIsitors in the 

YMCA lobby; but the C~nter facility proper is essentially isola­

ted from the street arid, community contact. 
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2 • L~ PROGRAM 

Programming' consists of provision of a re'sidence; individual, 

counseling'; group sessions; use of community resour.ces· for medi­

cal aqd recreational purposes; financial gujAance and assistance; 

and ,employment development.' Theee meals a day are provided to 

the residents. The YNCA' facilities are ava:i.lab,le for resident 
recreational use. 

, . 
In addition to c9unseling activities, the administrative and 

resident processing activities are a substaritial po~tion of the 

staff effort. Full staff coverage of the Canter is required and 

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

, . 
. 2.5 PROJECT ~CONPLI '~N9E WITH EEOC 

The Adult Prob s.tion Department, as a component of the . 

Common Pleas and MU1icipal Courts, is ,incorp:o~ated in the 

,Equ.al Employme,nt Op2or~unity program which is on file in the Office 

Qf ~m1rt ~rlminist~at0?J ?o?cnnn~1, at 710 City ~~ll. According 

to 'staff and servic{= population composition in December, 1974,' 
the Residential Corrirnut:Iity Center is in compliance :with ,employ-

ment 'guidelines. 
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!ABLE' 2-:1.3 

Proj ect Minori,.ty Representation 

Black 
Project Staffl Male 

Total 9' 

Distribution 
(%) , 56.3 

Service Population 
Fiscal Yr. 1974 
Total 
Distribution 

79 

(%) 57.6' 

19742 

Total 121 . 

Distribution 
(%) 82.3', 

Black 
Female 

3 

18.7 

o 

o 

o 

11ncludes 4'~art-time 'Rersonne1, 
, , 

2Admittance$ to November 27, 1974 

Spanish 
Surname 

1 

6.3 

2 

1.5 

10, 

6.8 

Total White 
Ninority Male 

~-
Total 

, 

13 ,3 16 
, 

81.3 18.7' 100.0 

81 56 137 . 

59.1 40.9 100.0 

131 16 147 

f;9.l 10.9 100.0 . 

For Fiscal Year. i974, 70% of the 
in the service population was L~l. ~%. 

the project was,8~.3%; almost double 
ing proportion. 

percentage of the minority' 
The, minority staffing of 

that o~ the required staff-

In 1974, the composition of the service popUlation changed' 
and proportionately more minority clients are being admitted. . , 

A consequence of this .shift is that proportions of the staff ' 
. and clientele are mor~ nearly equal. The project is still sub­
stantially in compliance with guid'elines with 70% of the per­
centage of the minor~i:y in'the service populat.ion calculated at 
62.4% as compared to minority staffing at 81.3%. 
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SECTION 3' 

EVALUArrON ACTIVITIES 

The primary purposes of evaluation for the,Philadelphia 
Regional.Planning Council of the GovernorJs Justice Commission 
are to provide: 

o continuous~~eedback to the project £t~ff concerning the' 
progress and problems of the project as det,ermined by . 
your evaluation. , 

o accurage, complete, and timely information to decision,:" 
m~kers concerning the operation and impact of the project, 
w~th 'recommendations for modifications. 

An Iqterim Evaluation Report and Refunaing Evaluation 
Report are the two major,reports. In addition, ~ontact with' 
the' p~oject staff,. ~ey, ag'ency officials and staff of, the 
Regional Planning Council shouid be maintained. 

3. 1 PROCEDURES 

The 'evaluation of the Residential Community Center (RCC) 
began on Oc tober 23, 1974. Initial meetings. were held with the . 
RCC Director, Chief Probation Officer, and the Eastern Office 
Chief of the Evaluation and Monitoring Unit of the Governor's 
Justice Comm~ssion. 

'3.1.1 Interim Evaluation Report 
o· 

Data Collection for the preparation of. the interim Evalua­
tion Report consisted.of selected interviews with.the acquisi­
tion of basic data on RCC residents. Project inter~riews 'Were 
conducted with selected staff and RCC residents. Projects 

identified ·~s potenti~l comparisons were int~rviewed and included 

in Genesis II; Pretrial Services Division (Release on Rec·ogni-.. 
zance Ten·Per Cent Bail and Conditional. Release); Praxis House' . ' . '. . 
and Ver{tas; Alcohol Probation Unit and general probation. 
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RCC client data was organized 'and ~na1yzed. < Initial 
analysis w,as ,condu,cte'd on clients referred to RCC ~y the Pre­
trial Se.rvices Division. Analysis on projeet compliance ~ith 
Equal ,Employment Commission guidelines was conducted. The' 
Interim Evaluation Repor.t w'as completed on J~ecember 27, 1974. 

<, • 

Findings of the Interim Report wer~ reviewed with Center 
Probation Departmeqt Staff .. Project modifications were not 
required, but program "development, staff utilization and cost 

, ' 

considerations were raised. 

3.1.2 Refunding'Eva1uation Report 

and 
.. 

Data collection for the Refunding Evaluation Report consisted 
of a res ident group interview, 'interviews w:Lth key Center s taf'f, 
interview with Pretrial Services, collection of follow-up informa-· 
tion on' C~nter 'probationers and a contrast group of general ·super.­
vision probationers, an,d.a telephone survey o~ other Philadelphia 

,residential ce'?ter p,ro~ ects. 

. 
FollOtv-up analysis ,C!-nd project comp~rison analysis was 

conducted. Findings ?nd rec~mmendations were formu~ated,and 
included recommendaticins 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 m~intain information useful for existing 
resident populations and day-to-day decision making, 'follow-up 

records are not maintained. 

The larges~ sour~e of Center residents, probation referrals, 
and the segment which is increasing, conditional re1~ase from 
the Pretrial 'Services 'Division, were chosen for resident per- -

formance analysis. 
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Prob'ation follow.,.up information was obtained from 'the 
Central File of the Adult Probation ,Department. Pretrial 
Services provided performance estimates of Center conditional 
releasees. 

3.3 SCOPE AND'LIMITATIONS 

. 
Due to the maintenance of Center and DE!partment records 

and coopera"tion from the Pretrial 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 of overall project effective­
ness and a comparison 'of resource utilization and costs. Proje~t 

" , ' 
considerations not. covered include: 

o ~nalysis of resident dischaFges 
o Effect of length of stay in Center 
o Analysis of st~ff functions 
o Potential for expanded Center activ:i.ties~such as 

supervision arid out-residency. 
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. SECTION 4' 

PROJECT RESULTS 

\ 

1-' ..... 
The Residential Community Center has bc:en in actual opera­

tion for t'V,TQ. full years. Staffing is essencially complete with 

only, one part-time vacancy. Clientele flow, into the Center is well 
'. planned and, the program functions at full c,3.pacity. 

4. 1 EMPLOYMENT 

The RCC has a full-time employment counselor and employment 

is considered important to the over'all Center program. Other 
. ' 

staff members assist in employment counsell:~ng. 

Of the 202 re,sid~nts admitted to the p'cogram over 'the past 
. . 

two year~,. only 12 had js>bs. The u?employment rate of this 

group was 94.1%. Table 4-1 indicates emplc)yment status on 

admittances over the pa$t two y!=ars • 

. . TABLE ft.."l 

Permanent Resident ·Employme.nt Status on Admittance, By Quarter 

EmEloyed UnemEloyed. Total Unem8loyecl. as .%, . 
ot TotBI. 

.'2 34 36 94.4' 
'2 10 12 83.3 
0 15 15 100.00 
0 29 29 100.00 

0 27 '27 100.00 

4 27 3.1 87.1 
1 28 29 96.6 

3 .20 23 87.0 
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1st 
. 2nd 

3rd 

4th 

1974 

1st 

2nd 

3rd 

l~th 
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Table.4-2 shows ~mployment· status in ·the Center 'and upon 

departure. Of the 190 perma.nent residents unemployed on .entry, 

119 or 63% became emp~oyed at so~e time during their, stay in· . . 

the.Center. The 'Cente.r has been successful in obtaining employ­

ment for r,esidents during a period of overall high unempldyment. 

TABLE 4-2 

Permanent Resident Employment,Status in Program and 'Departure, 
By guarter1 

Not Employeel 
upon Entry 

34 

10 

15 

29 

27 

31 

29 
23 

Uneml,loyed in Program 

Total As % of Entry 

8 

3 

8, 

12 

13 

13' 

7 
15 

23.5 
, 30.0 
.. 53.3 

.. 41.4 

'i8.1 

41. 9 
24'.1 

.65.2 

Unemployed upon Departure 

Total As % of Entry 

15 44.1 
'6 60.0 

,10 66.6 

16 55.2 

24 nn " VU.:J 

'21 67.7 

18 62.1 

17 73.9 

l Some residents admitted in 3rd and 4th'Qu~rter of 1974 are still in 
program and figures will c'hange. 

Retention. of jobs appears to pe a problem,. Of tho.se· . . . 
placed in jobs, lt3- again became' ut1employed and were unemployed 

. upon departure from toe' program. An analysis of this pheno­

menon may point to pr'ogrammatic cl"tanges to assist residents in, 

retaining th~ir jabs.. Possibie assistance ma~r include job 

counseiling, additional training and discussifjn of job diffi- .. 

culties in. group session~. 
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4.2 RESIDENT CONCERNS 

Thirteen re,siden:ts were interviewed in October, 1974 at. 
their regularly scheduled evening group sesf?ion.- They were 

, . 
suppo:r;tive of the Center program and clted the Rec "g alternative 
to detention; the assistance in ob~aining.jobs, group cohesion, 
and assistance in obtaining DPA. Program.reguiations were seen 

. as fair although SGme felt that visiting re.str.ictions to indivi- I 

dual rooms should be lifted. Relatives are permitt,ed to visit 
the 4th floor. 

In Janu~ry, 1975, eleven residents were interviewed in~a 
group. The visiting restrictions were no longer seen as a prob­
lem. Gr0u.p cohesion was seen as declining due to'a de-emphasis 
on group sessions. Some. friction ~vith an. ir:dividual staff member 
was'discussed although the counselling staff 1.s seen· as SUPPol:'t1.ve' 
and helpful.' 

4.3 PRETRIAL RESIDENTS PERFORMANCE 

In i973, conditional release to the! Center from the Pretrial 
Services Division constituted 1. 0% of all Center admittances',. 
In. 19.74, the pretrial 'admittances increased to 24.5%- of all 

Center admittances. 

Since this clientele has grown substant:ia~ly, the Pretrial 
Services Divisi.on was approached. for an' esti1Jl8.te of the performance 
of Center pretrial residen,ts. The Pretrial Service::; D1.vision has 

. three maj or c:ategor'ies of releases to the community: Release on 

Recognizance (ROR), T~n Per Cent Cash Bail, and Conditional 
". 

Release. Conditional,Release is a last opportunity for persons 

awaiting ·trial who have insufficient communi·ty ties and. n<;> 
financial resources. A person placed on Conditional Release 
is under the responsibility of the program. The R6c is used as 
a program ,for persons awaiting t-rial who' require a residence and 

supportive ser:vic'es. 
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The measure of p~rformance for the Pretrial Services.Divi­
sion is appearance for tria.I. In 1974, the failure to appear 
rate for al,l conditional releasees was 5; 8%. For approximately 
40 ieleasees to the Center, the failure to appear rate is 
estimated ai 6.0%. The Pretrial Services Diviiidn has deter­

mined that the Center.i~ providing a ne~ded residential resource 
and potentially could utilize the entire capacity of the RCC • 
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4.4 PROBATION RESIDENTS PERFORMANCE 

Residents referr~d to the C~ntei by the Adult Probation 
Department constituted 34. % of the resident admittances over 
the pas t two years. This group was identified as the. segment of' 
a diversified clientele for performance and follow-up analysis. 

4.4.1 Design 

Performance of the Center probationers, in of itself, is 
insufficient for understanding the relevance of the Center program. 
Since the Center cli~ntele consists solely of male adult offenders 
amd detentioners, some failure on recidivism is inevitable. To 
determine the differenc~ made by the Center"a comparison or 

, . 
control group is required. E'or each individual.assigned to t~e' 
Center, a probationer who placed on probation at the same time 
was identified for th~ comparison g~oup. In'addition, a match 
l;vas made to account for race. 

. . -" .. 
A follol;v-up statqs· was determined for 58' Center propationers 

and 56 comp~rison or general supervisiorJ. p-robationers. Persons 
placed on non-rep-orting probation were ·excluaed. 

4.4.2 Performance Measures 

Ideally, the 'community adjustment of beth groups should be 
included. The$e items would reflect employrr:ent, e,ducation and 
vocational development, and family ~djustment. The follo~-up 
was confined to the information available in .Probation. Depar.tment 
folders which was ~ons.idered fairly complete with regard to 
violation of pro'batio:r;t, 'a:)::"rests and convictions. These measures 

. reflect the recidivism or return to crime of the two groups. 
The data was'collected, in an identical manner ~or both groups 
and any data ,gaps or Qmissions were equally likel"y for both 
groups. Tabl~ 4-3 summarizes the results· of the follow-up pro­

cedure. 
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TABLE l~-3 

- . Probationer Follow-Up Summary 

Without Incident 

With Incident 

S'tatus Known 

Transferred 

Deceased 

Records Not 
Avaiiable* 

From Date 
of Probation 

33 . 

2S 

58 

1 

1 

21 

Total Records Search 

RCC 

-Excluding 'Pre­
Admittance In~idents 

. 41 

17 

58 

1 

1 

21 . 

81 

~'(Inc ludes cases where Police photo Number not 3.vailable, 
non-reportin'g probation or status uncertain. 

4.4.3 Overall Performance . ' 

GENERAL. 

56 

2 

1 

15 

74 

Table 4-4 shows the breakdown of incidents for'Center 

and General.proba~ioners .. The, Center performance-is further 
divided into all incidents from date of probation a~d, since 
the Center could not ~e expected to have an ~mpact on pre-

, -
admittance performance, all incidents after admittance ~o'the 

Center. 
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TABLE L~-L~ 

Status· of Probationers~ January 24, 1975 0' 

-From Date 
RCC 

of P1;"obation 

Without Incident. 33 

Arrested, Charges 
Cleared & Cuntinued 
on Probation 

Charges dismissed 4 
Acquitted 2 
'Convicted 6 

Arrested arid 

Community 
Detained 2· 

Arrested, Convic ted, ' 
Incarcerated 3 

Violation of Probation 

VOP Lifted· 4 
Revoked (Incarcerated) 1 
Wanted 3 

TOTAL ·,58 

Excluding Pre=--­
Admittanc,(~ 
Incidents 

41 

3 

1 

4 

2 

2 

1 

1 

3 

58 

General Caseload 

28 . ' 

2 

2 
6' 

3 

1 

5 

2 

3 

4 

56 
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Table l~-5 shows performanc~' as a percentage of bo.th 
groups, with the RCC 'including pre-admittance'incitlents. 
Incidents 'ar~ defined as all negative performance ~eas~res. 
While the RCC shows percentages that are somewhat better tban 
the. General Caseload, the differenc e can be attributed to 
sampling var.iation and, 'statistically, no diff~rertce can be . . 
ascertained. An argument could be made that the Center group 
is more prone to recidivism ~nd that no difference is a positiv~ . 
finding. 

TABLE 4-5 

Comparison c·f Probationer Status Between 
General Caseload and.RCC. including 

before Admittance I.riciden-t:s Pr02ortio~ And Differences 

Stat:Lsti<;a1. 
.. Rce General Difference --

·Arrests .29.3% 33.9% No 

New Convictions 15 .• 5% 19.6% No 

Incarcerated 1 . 10.3% . 16.1% ·No 

Wanted 5.2% 7.1% .No 

VOP 13.8'10 16 .. 1% No 

With Incidents 43 .. 1% 50.0% No 

~etained, sentE;!.nced, revoked. 
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The Center could not be expected to affect pre-admittance 
perfor~ance and Table 4-6 shows post admittance performance /, 
In :~he cases' of 'Arres ts, New Convictions and Total' Incidents; . .... . 
the RCC performance is better and statisticall~ ,significant. 

'~ABLE 4-6 

Comparison of Probationer Status Between 
General Caseload And RCC Excluding 

Pre-Admittance Incidents 

. . 

Statistical 
RCC· General Difference 

Level of , 
--. 

Arrests 20.7% 

New Convictions 10.3% . 

Tncarceratea 8. 5~~ 

Want~d 5.2% . 

VOP 8.6% 

With Incidents 29.3% 

33.9%-

19.6% 
11'": 1 01 
.LV • ~/o 

'7.19% 

16.1% 

50.0% 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

0' 

, Sign,ificance 

.10 

~10 

.05 

A bias is introduced in the above analysis bec¥us~ the 
,time available to c'ommit, some' incident is shorter for the RCC 
group. The .c'omparisori gr'oup was selected for the' same date of 

probation and time elapsed before the RCC individuals were 
admitted to the Center. 
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4:4.4 Pe~formance Thtough ~i~e 

To compensate for the Time facto~, the t~me available 
from probati'on to the incident was calculated for the General 
group and time ava1.lab.le from ad~ittance to, Center to the 
incident was calculated for the RCC group. The first three 
columns of Tables '4.-7, and 4-8 show the number of individuals' 
at tJ.1e begi~ning of each month who had no incident arid the 
number of inc idents for the month. Iud ividuals 'tvno we~e not 
on probation for sufficient' time are excluded fro.m subseguent 
time periods. From this data, a 'cumulative rate of incidents 
was calatllated l . :Figure 4-1 graphs the cumulative rate of 
incidents. 

1 ' . 
The number of probationers for each month'excludes those 

released in the previQus month by final discharge and excludes 
those who have not beep. on p~obation sufficient time. The cumu~ 
1 . .c:' 0.3 ° h to' l" • _2t:"~.7::;;?ercentage 0 .... :tnc:i.uents ~s t en es ~rndteu uy .Llll,;r;ea::;l.!)g 
the size of the base arid cumulative incidents through inclusion 
of the estimated cumulative number of those involved in incidents 
in the previous months. The formu~a for cal~ulating this 
cumulative incident rat-e .is shown below: 

CPI = n 

(NI )' (CPI 1) n n-
CPNIn_l 

(NIn) (e PIn _ 1) 

GPNIn ..,1 

vVhere: CPI = cumu~ativ~ proportion with incidents 
,NI = actual number without incidents 

CPNI = cumulptive proportion without incidents 
'r = actual.number with incidents 

','I 
l. , 
I 

. 11 
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Months 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
',7 
18 
19. 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

TABLE 4-7 

. -. · .. ~~ .• -"·,,,,c '-. "'-"-1 
r 

, . 
Prqbationers Performar:lGe Through Time J 

Rce Excluding yre-Admittance Incidents 

~ctua1 

No Incfdents Incidents 

58 
57 
54 
44 
42 
39 
35 

,33 
29 
26 
22 ' 
20 
15 
13 
11 

9 
&. 
7 
7 
6 

, 5 
'4 
\;3 
1. 
l' 

1 
2 
3 
1 
2 

,2 
1 
2 
1 
2" 

'0 
n 

Estimated 
Cumu1. 
IncideQts Base, 

1.0 
,3.,0 

6.0 
6.2 
8.1 
9.9 

10,.4 
12.1 
11.3 
12.5 
12.5 
12.5 . 

l 

58.0 
58.0 
57.0 
49.1 
48.1 
46.9 
44.4 
43.1 
39.3 
36.5' . 
36.5 ' 
36.5 

Cumulative 
Pe)::'centage 
of Incidents 

01.7% 
05.2% 
10.5% 
12.6% 
16.8% 
21.1% 
23. 4/~ 
28.1% 
28.8ji 
3'4. '2.% 
34.,2% 
34 .. 2% 
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TABLE 4-8 

. 
Probationers Performance Through Time, 

General Case10ad 

Actual Estimated ,Cumulative 
Percentage 

Cumu1. of Incidents Months No Incidents Incidents Inc idents ·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% l~ 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 1. 16.6 l~1.6 , 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 O· '15.6 36.6 .42.6% 16 18 0 15.6 36.6 42.6% 17 17 U 1.') • 6 36.6 4~.6% . 18 ' 15' I 12.1 26.1 46.3% 19 14 l' 13.1 26.1 50.2% 20 12 2 14.1 24.1' . 58.5%' 21 10 1· 15.1 24.1 62.7% 

l ~ 22 9 0 15.1 24.1 62.7%' 23 .9 0 15.1 24.1 62.7% 24 8 "I 14.4 21.4 67,.3% 
25 6 0 
26 4· , ~: 

27 2 ,1 1 .. 
" 

28 
29 1 " 

30. 1 /' 
31 1 . 
32 1-
33 1 

, , 

:1 
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From the precedin.g tables .it is shown that' after ,the 
tenth month: there were 'no additional incidents for the RGG 

group resulting ,in a maximum estimated incident rate of 34.2%. 
For the .General group, the -maximum of 67. 3i~ occured after '!=he 

' , 

24tl;l month. This latter rate., due to the declining base of 
probationer~ and a small sample, should not' be,accepted as 
an accurate estimate. Table 4-9 summarizes tbe percentages 
at three month 'intervals and analyses the difference accor­
ding to the size of t~e sample. 

While the RGG performance is shown as 3uper~or through 
time, the statis,tically relevant difference occurs at 3 months, 
6 months and 21 months. Loosely interpreted this would mean 
that the Genter impact on residents iShigh during Genter 
r~sidence arid immedi~t(lly upon 'leaving the Center. For the 

'subsequent 12 ~onth period, this difference is then ame~iorated 
until the 21st month~ 

MetaMetrics feels that the indicated differences would 
show as significant'throughout the time perjod; eiven a larger 
sa~pl~ and, bas~d on the existing data, has determined that the 
Center does make a 'difference on behavior 0.£ residents .. 
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l10nths 
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12 

15 

18 

21 
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TABLE l~-9 

Summary of Pr'obatioi1ers Performance Through Time, 
Estimate9 Cumulative Percentage of Incidents 

Statistical 
RCC General Difference , 

10.5% 19.6% Yes 

21.1% 35.3% Yes 

·28.8% 37.5% No 

34.2% 42.6% No 

34 .. 2% l~2. 6% N° 
34.2% 46.3% No 

34.2% 62.7% Yes 

" ' 

Level of 
Signific8.Qce 

.10 

. .19 

.05 

~age 4.14 
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4.4.5 ProbatioDer Characteristics 

The pr~vious ana~ysis establishes a differential perfor­
mance of RGG 'probationers as compared to other probationers,. 
The factor; affecti.~g' this performance may he external to th'e 
Center if the' charac'teristics of th~ two groups are diff,erent. 
The Center does ex~rcize discrimination in accepting residents 
and, to the extent that recidivists are excluded, may pre­

determine corpparative performance. 

, Table 4-10 summarizes the characteristics of e,ach group 
as a whole. Hedian age' at .time of probation and at time o~ 
Center entry is the same.' Race is the same due to selection p~o­
cedures for the General group. Percentage previously convicte~ is 
the same as is percentage committing other offenses. While there 

are apparent differences in property offenses anp o~fenses 
against persons; the difference is not si'gnificant statisti-

• • " a 

cally. The only d:'fference is in the percentage previously 
incarcerated. This difference should be,~xpected'with the 
Center serving as an 'alternativ.e to incarce:cation. 

TAin.F. 4-1 Q 

Characteristics of Probationers 

RCC General 

Ned ian Age 25 .. 2 years 25.5 years 

Pace (% Black) 91.1% 89.8% ... 
Incarcerated 42.9/0 2.5. ,970 

Previously ~onvic~ed 62.5% 63~8% 

Property Offenses 46.6% 37.4/0 

Offenses 'against'perions l 24.1/0 34.0% 

Other Offenses 2 29.3% 28.6% 

lIncludes Robbery" 

2Includes Narcotics anp VUFAlcCDW P~ge 4. 15 
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While .these two .groups are shown as not different with 
respect to m~jor g~oupings of offenses, previous offens~ i& an . , . 
in.dicator of probability of return to prison for. a new con'" 

. - .-

viction. Table l~-11 shows the breakdown of offenses for. both 
groups. Table 4-12 ranks offenses for potential new convic­
tions based on peri:ormanee of 33,000 Penn"sylvania parolees. 

TABLE 4-11 

Distribution of Probationer Offenses 

RCC General 
r- % T '70 

Homicide 1 1.7 0 0.0 

Robbery 7 12.1 8 14.3 

Assault 5 8.6 10 17.9 

Burgla~'Y 10 17.2 14 2L~. 9' 

Larceny/Theft 12 20.8 6 10.7. 

RSG 5 8.6 1 1.8 
~ 

VUFA/CCDW 8 13.8 6 10.7 

Sex Offense 1 1.7 1 1.8 

Narcotics 3 5.·2 3 .. 5.4 

Othe.r 6 10.3 7 12.5 
-

Total 58 100.0 56, 100.0 

", 

p'age 4.16 
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TABLE 4-12 

P~nnsy1van~a Parolees Returned to Prison By Offense, 
1946-1966 

Total Returned on Original Offense Released New Conviction 
Burglary 
Larceny 
Forgery 
Robbery 
Drqgs 

A & B 

Sex Offenses 
. Homicide 
'Other 

Totals 

. Source: 

* 

13,387 23.1% 
5,599 22.2% 
1,874 20.3% 
7,550 20.2% . 

993 18.9% 
2,593 12.1% 
4,439 9.1% 
2,581 6.6% 
1,589 12.1% 

33,096 
oJ. 

18.5.% ,.. 

,; 

Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole 

Per cent returned of total released. 

" 
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4 . 5 B un ~ET REVIEW 

The tot.al current budget for the Resider,ttial Community 
Ce:n~er is $260,360.. With an average daily clientele' of 25 for' 
1974, the cost per re~ident 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% of the budget. 
, '. 

The ren~a1 for '5,000 sq. ft. is $44,000, or $8.88 per 'sq. ft. 
Tb(~ net cos't for food (exc~uding $2,266 carJ:yover ip inventory) 
is $20,444. Cooks' salaries tot~l ~14,279. The cost per meal 
is estimated at $1.50, 

4.6 PROJECT COMPARISPNS' 

An ideal design, for evaluation of 'the Residential ,Col!lmunity 
Center vlou1d incor'porate' the comparis on of performance and proj e,ct 
structure with a resi~entia1 project dea1ing'with the same 
cliente1~ at approximately ,the same size cane10ad. ·Since this 
ideal compa~:i,.son does. 'n'ot exist', informatiot1 ~:m pro] E'>('t di,mensLons 
(excluding performanceJ was obtained from 3 residentia(,programs 
for criminal offenders in Philadelphia,' 

4.6.1 Praxis and Veritas 

There aret~o alcohol programs operating from 4 locations 
in the vicinity of 1713 Green Street. Veritas began in 1967·and 

Prax;'" hpO".::In ;,1"\ 1 Q7/. 
, ...,,;:> - -0-.' ~u .... oJ I.,., 

Both programs differ with respect to th~ type of c1~ents each 
,receives. All cli:ents enrolled in the Veritas Program are there 

on their own accord. Acc,eptance ~.;rith this res ident program 
depends, primarily, upon the client's expressed desire to receive 
help wtth his alcohol' 'problem. Once accepted a Veritas resident 
is forbidden to take a drink or to engage in violent behavior~. 
Veritas maintains no rule as to how long a client can· remain in 
the program.' Breakin~,either fhe no-drinking rule or the'no-

, , 

violence fule -is groupds ,for expulsion from the program, Veritas 
ace'epts . individuals who are on pr'obation, but they are not 
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assigned to the program as a condition of probation. Over the 
pa~t seven years~ veritas has had approximately 800 resi8ents. 

Praxis H.ouse residents are assigned to. the program by the 
court.· The court itself utilizes Praxis House as an a1t"ernative 
to incarceration. Any client committed to the program must, . . 
therefor~, complete the ~hree month program. Approximately 60 
clients have' been in residence. 

4.6.2 Genesis II 

Genesis.II, INC. is a non-p~ofit corporation designed as 
an alternative 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, Phi1ape1phia', Pennsylvania •. 

The bulk of referrals to Genesis II come from the clients 
themselves and from probation officers. . ThE .agen~y classifies 
the' former group as ~e1f-referra1s. This group primarily co~­
sis.ts of those who Rr"" ei the';- M.v;:!.i ti ng trj Et1 nr er''7 "he'; t"\~ con-: 
sidered for·paro1e. Clients are expected to spend nine months 
in the residence. 

4.6.3 Community Service Centers 

The Pen'nsy1vania, Bureau qf Correction operates 4 centers 
and 3 group homes in Philadelphia. Cen~er ~esidents are persons 
released from S·tate Correctional' Institutions" ,to the G.?mmunity . 
prior to their parole date.. ;En addition to. 65 residents, there 

, are approximately 3"5 ,?utr.esidents that are superv:!-sed by Center 
. . 

staff. This program has been in operation since 1971 and has had 
approximately 700 residents. 

4.6.4 Projects Structure 

Table 4-13 summarizE~s the maj.or asp"ects 'of the RCC and the'''' 
three comparis.on projects. The RCC is similar to the.CS·C's in 
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the staff to resident, ratio and the contribut'ions received from 

res idents . ·CSC r s, however, shows a'large otltres ident populati.on. 

under supervision pf esc staff .. esc I s do rr~)t provide food ser'. 
vice. 

Veritas';Praxis shows a high resident to staff rq,tio which 

reflects a potential lack of program ,in compa1;"is ol1 to the other 

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

The RCC, in comparison with the other projects, has a high 

cost per resident year and a high rent per resident year. The 

resident contribution is· low as compared to Veritas/Praxis and 
Genesis II. 
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TABLE 4-13 

Comparison Projects Summary 

ROC Veritas/Praxis 

No. of Facilities 1 4 

Resident Population 25 75 

Job Deve1.opment Yes No 

Group Sessions Yes Yes 

Food Servic'e Yes Yes 

Annual Budget $260,000 $150,000 

Estimated Rent1 
L~4,OOO ' t.~5, 000 

Salaries 146,000 70,000 

Total Res:fdent 
Conr't"'i.butions 5,000 An nnn _ _ , .., _ OJ 

Contribut~on per 
Unit Population 200 1,100 

Size of St~'Elff 15 8(2)5 

Staff to Residents 1 to 1. 7 1 to 7.5 

Cost; per Resident 
Year $ 10,400 , $' 2',000 

lInc1udes maintenance and ~ti1ities 
24 centers and, 3 group homes 

State 
G~~nes i1:1 Comm.Service 

II Centers 

1. 72 

35 65' 

Yes Yes 

:~es Yes 

Yes No 

$216~000 N/A' 

15~000 N/A3 

133,0.00 N/A 

27,O00 ~:/A4 

800 N/A6, ' 

14 33 

l:to 2.5 1 to 2.0 . ' 
$ 6',200 N/A7 

3Estimated rent and utilities of largest residence with capacity of 
18 is $15,000. 

4Estimated at $17,000 at average of $'5,.00 per week, p,er re,sident 

~2 staff assigned by external agency 
6Estimated at f;300 ' 
7Estimated at $4,700. 

SOURCE: Interviews and' te1epho~e survey. 
~age 4.21 
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SECTION 5 

" 

'FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

. The Re.sidential Community Ce~ter is ·accomplishing. its 'stated 

proj ect obj ectives. Noteworthy are the cohesion of the res idents, 

employment placement a:ctivities, community loca'ti'on and relation­

ships, resp onse' to individual requirements 'of a diverse resident, ' 

population, flexibili~y to meet referral agency needs and approach 

to utilization of community resources. 

A maj or distinction of the Residential Community Center, i.n 

comparison with other res iden'tial· proj ects, is the diversity of 

clientele. The RCC accepts referrals from the Court, Prison, 

,General Proba;tion S·'.1pexvision, 'Pretrial Servic"'s Division, CQu'rt 

Units) Defender's 0 E£ic.e and Community Agenc fes . Acc ord ingly, . , 

the RCC' mllst be vie'Ned as a proj ect serving the' various rehabili-. 

tation components at th.e. system rather. than an Adult Pr'obation 

effort. 

5. i RESULTS 

The RCC ,is an ·::ing.oing project with a complete staff and a two 

year history of performance. Staffing is in accordance with 

Equal Employment Opportunity guidelines'. 

The RCC has been able to maintain a referral procedure that 

~ermits acceptance of clients from a variety. of progra~ sources. 

The client turnover, ~ .. esulting in an average size of nine \veeKs 

for permanent. resident's, ~as allowed the Cen}:er to reach approxi:­

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 welco~~ alternative to detention and incar­

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

seen as supportive. 
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In the case of ciients referred from probation and Pretrial 
Services, performance has been acceptable. Incidents bave been. 

reduced as compared to clients n~t participat~ng in the program. ' 
Appearance for trial of conditional releasees to the Cent~r bave 
been at the SCI-me lE!ve;L as Dther conditional releasees .. 

5.2 PROBLEMS 

The Center cost per rcisident ybar is high at $10,400. 
Other residential proj ects in Philadelphia are at $6,000 or 

lower. The operating cost per resident yem: of the Philadelphia 
Prisons is $6,600. Factors contributing to the Center's high 
costs are'the rent, f~od service and staff to resident ratio. 

-

The Center lo.c.ation. at the YMCA, while within a ne'ighbor-' 
hood which, may rele.te to the resident~ is substandard with respect . . 
to street access, bat~room facilities, gen~ral physical condi-
tion and,size. The: ehvironml?nt of the YMCA with its regular 
.::::.c'!:i:Y~:''!:J~ does not pJ.-om~tc a program cohesion dIaL .L~ evident: at 

other residential projects. The Center funetions in sp{te of its 
physical facility. 

Program data and client interviews indicate that two areas 
require monito~i~g and possible program challge. Client retention 
of jobs is low anq the value of group session's has declined. 

'5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS 

. . 
MetaMetrics recommends that the Philadelphia Reg.ional Coun-

cil of the Governor's 'Justice Commission continue to support 

the Residential Community' Center. , The Adult Probation Department 
effort should be recognized as an experiment to provide a resi~ 

dentiai program for male adult offenders and detentioners from 
several sources withiri the criminal justice sys,tem. 
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Because of the high rental and potentially damaging environ-
, . 

ment of the. loca.tion in the Lehigh YHCA, another facility should 
be sought for the Cen·ter. 

The increase in residents admitted on conditional release 
from Pretrial Services indicates that a C~nter specializing in 
this cliente+e may be desirable. If Co.sts are maintained at a 

center comparable to Philadelphia Prisons, ·the' benefits in terms 
of maintaining clie':lt et}1ployment and community cont'acts would 
justify an expansioh of Center capacity. At this juncture; tht? 
Probation Department, with its Rec experience, would be the 
appro'priate governmental agency. Contracting for capacity with 
other non-profit agencies should also be considered. 

In acquirin'g a new p.hysical facility: the Adult Probation 
Department should be alert to the possib.ility 'of li~king Probatfon 
Office functions to the Center. Assignment o~ pro'?ation Officers 
to the Cente~ with specialized Center caseloads could r~sult ~n 
savings in staff salaries and expenses . 

. Utilization of Center paraprofessionals as Probation 
Officer aides should be explored. 

Continuing evaluation should address the above issues. In 
addition, evaluation should focus on comparative program ~costs,. 
refined follow-up of clients, 'nature of progra~ ~iolations and 
discharge and effect of length o~ stay in tb~,Center. Expanded 
Center activities, changing staff functions an'd Cepter" relocation 

,should be monitored·. " 
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~1etaM~etr j~ c s II1C. 
Planning, Research and gval ualion in Criminal Justice 
3711 Macomb St., N. W., Washington, D. C. 20016 
Telephone, (202) 966-5532 

Dr. Kenneth J. Reichstein, Ph.D. 
Chief, Eastern Office 
Evaluat'ion Management Unit 
Governor's Justice Commiss~j)n 
21 South 12th Street 
Philadelphia, Pa .. 19107 

October 12, 1974 

Re: Residential Treatment Center 
(PH-74-C'-F4-5-280) MI'1I 108 .. 74 

Dear Dr. Reichstein: 

MetaMetrics is pleased to submit the follmving revised 
evaluation plan follmving ·review of the pr.oposal. work program 
and consultation with Department of Probation and Residen~ial 
Treatment Center personnel. ' The evaluation will cover the 
project year from July 1, 1974 to June 30, 1975 and will be 
conducted f0r'the firm fixed price of $7,577.00~ 

Evaluation Staff 

L"lr. Leo T: Surla, Jr .. , President of MetaME,t:tics Inc.) 
is the corporate official responsible for accomplishing the' 
project to the satisfaction of the Governo~'s ~ustice Commis­
sion. n;~'.cla, a trai11ed and practicJLng economist, is also 
designated the Proje'ct Di,rec-tor who will have overall project 
responsibility. He will be assisted by a Program Consultant, 
Dr. John K. Invin, a noted' criminologist and tbe author of 

. numerous books' and, a.rtieles on cOl;"rec'tions and related program­
ming. Michael R. Phillips, 'Research Associatey will assist 
in data collection ~n~ evaluation analysis. ~he Project 
Secretary will provide clerical and Becretarial support and 
will be responsible for maintenance of project files,. records 
and data. Detailed resumes are enclosed. 

Evaluation Approach 

. Evaluation of the Center within the changing cri~inal justice 
environment in Philadelphia is necessary for decisions affecting , 
the future of the Center. The requiremEmts and sources of continua­
tion funding may depend upon t'he d·etermined value of the Center as 
compared to p:togram alternatives. The elvaluation 'will be conduct,~d 
by examining the achievemen't of Center rehabilitation obj ectives 
as contrasted with al ternatives. A follmv-up evaluation' 6f ,'the 
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performance of .cli.ents ~lil1 bQ! ·conducted. against a f;t:'ame~l7ork of 
di~ferential rehabili.tation programming .. 

HetaMetrics \Vil1 conduct a retrospective follo~l-up on status 
of all present and previous clients' of the Center rather than 
-utilize a sample. Performance of Center clients ~l7ill be contrasted' 
with relevant groupings which will i9clude,. at a minimum, proba­
tion perforfflance. If necessary, MetaNetrics will develop contrast 
performance data comparable to Center performance data. . .. . 

. On the basis of policy, proce~~ and cli~nt performance ana~ysi.s,-
l"-IetaHetrics will, determine relative effectiveness of- the Center · 
and will formulate findin~s and .recommendetions to be conBid~red 
by the Commission and Depar.tment. 

Data Collection 

J.vIetaMetrics \.;rill intervievl project staff and clients, Depart­
ment personrtel and project contrasts such as I~obation Alcohol 
Unit, Praxis HOUSQ and Genr.:'s is rn10 to' obtc.1:n the -follo~·;ring gencr~l 
and comparative i:1fqr.:nation: 

. 
o Organizatioh 
o St9.ffing 
o Client selection 
o Flow of rusidents 
o Fa:ility ani] t:Llv.i.j:01Jlll~nt· 

. 0 Co~nseling and group prbceeses 
o Emploj:llent dfvc:J.opment 
o Ed~cational development 
o Sp2ciali~ed ptogramming 
o Otnar agency relationships 
o Fi~ancial data 

~ 

Data to ~e collected on Pr9ject clierts ~nd identified 
contrasts include: 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Ne."N arrests 
Ne'tl convictions 
Pragr~m viql~tions 
Abscondi':1g .. . 
Client characceristics. 

. -

'Evaluation Analysis 

The evaluation will focus on project performance as re~ated 
to organizational considerations and differential Cepter programmirg. 

o Or.gnnizational Anal ys is Tl"e l"i:i.~ toric c.1evC! lopment 
otcrle ..... k.es :rdl~l1 t Treat:n10n t ( cnte}:, ~l7ill be rev:i.E'\vcd 
for key changes.. I.nLCl:vie\~ s Hill provide insight 
into potential effects of cbllngc. Center stuffing 
~attcrns and contrasts wit~ program alternativG~ 
\vill he noted •. 
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Pro~ect Comparisons' The ~ffect of ,the Project 
wiT' be cOli~pared through analysis' of client 
program and post-program performance with· iden-

.tified ~lternatives to include; at a minimum; 
regular probation performance. Impact of the. 
Proj~cit on othe~ agencies will be estimated. 

,Cli.ent Performance, Time and Caso Conditions 
RecidlVish'j is closely related to time which 
ph~nomenon has been noted in'California and 
other st~tes thbt have conducied iecidivism 
'studi~s qver time. q06parisoqs) accordingly,' 
mus t be contras ted vli th respec t to period of 
release. Characteri~tics of clients will be 
e){arnin(;d for differences from identified 
a]ternatives~ Selection ptocedures may affect 
ctaracteristics ~f residents and potential for 
ae jus tmen·t • 

a . F:inD.nc:~al Analvsis. From Availc:ble Project cost . 
u6ta incli1<:hng 6udget and other estimates of 
e)< pend.Ltures, receipts, earn ings and. utilization 
of program resour~es,. an analysis \\7111 be c'on-. 
dlcted .. Key cost and output it~ms such as staff 
and caseload will be examined. ThA effpct on 
dutput)cost ratios of Center p~06edures and 
D('partment policy \'li1l be appraised. The cost 
inlplica~ion.:; ~f d~fferentia1 CeGter r:i.~ogramming 
wj.1l be explored. 

Task~ and Schedule. 

During the course o'f the ev"a.luat:ion, Heta}letrics vlil1 revie'tv 
Project docUl;tentc.tion' on compliance of Equal Opp01:tunit;Les' rules 
and regulations. Net3}fetrics \\Till follm'7 the guidelines of the 
Commission to provi.de the Cor;~r.1ission ~'lith accurate information to 

,a1lm\l effective cecision-making, and prov:.de regular feedback to 
the project staff conc::erning potential problems and actual 
progres s. Gcnerc:.1 evaluation respons ibil:.t ies are to develop 
and implement thE\ evaluation \'70rk program~. con'duct evaluation . 
activities and 'ar alyze .and present ffndings and recommenclations .. 
In tbe conduct of tne evaluation the fo11<Ming tasks and schedule 
v7i11 be accomp1i~,hed ~\Titb meetings and reports' 'integrated into 
the tasks. rT 1 f 

\·~ee<. a· 
Tasl~ 

1 
2 
3 
4. 
5 
6' 

7 
8 
9 

10 

In terv Le~v Formats 
Site VLsits apd Interview~ 
Program' Description 
Interim Evaluntiori Report . 
Collbction of Client CharaGterists Data 
Clierit and Contrast Group Follow-up Ca1lec-

Site Visit and Interviews 
Evaluation Analysis 
Firial Evaluation Report 

Upd<.itc EvnJ.uation Report. 

. tion 

Completion 

2 
4 
7 
9 

11 

14 
17 
20 
2li-
39 
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Reports, 

Reports will be prepared according to the guidelines of 
the Governor's Justice Commission and will be completed '. 
according to the follmqing schedule: 

o 
o 
o 

Interim Report 
Final Report 
Update Report 

December 20, 1974 
April 4, 1975 
J~ly 18, 1975 

Enclosed is Statement C --.Personne1 Fees and Expenses 
and a Budget Detail." We are pleased to provide our services in 
the evaluation of tHe Residential Treatment Center and are 
prepar~d to initiate work inmediate1y. 

. , 

Yours .truly, 
NETAI:>-lETRIC5 INC. 

Leo T. Surla, Jr . 
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TO: 

GOVERNOR'S JU$'rlC~ COMtvHSS10N 
PHILAO~LPHIA REGiONAL 'PLC,NNING COUNCIl. 

218 STEPHEN GIRARD BUILDING 
2l' SOUTI-I 12TH STREET 

PIIlLA,DELPHIA, PENNA. 19107 

MEMORAN[)UM 

AI I G.J.C. Evaluator.s of Projects tn 
Phll(Jdelphta 

I'HILADElP111A 
COUNCIL 

Hon. Paul M, Chalfin 
Court of Com:noo PIe" 

CbJirma" , 

Yvonne D. Haskins, 
Rlgio"dl OirtC/or 

Gh i ef #.dst :IT ff~' ( 
FROM: Kenneth J Rei~ctein Ph.D. 

Eva\u ion an ·~,)::>ni~ing Unit Governor" . us; ,ce Comrr1'i ss ion Richard F, Moore . I • Cbitl P/dtltll' 

I am writing as a fol low-up to your selection as the ind8pendent ~val- . 
uator for the Governor's Justice Comm iss i on. Because thE\ success of the 
Commission's system of project evalua{ion depends heavi Iy.upon ~he quality 
of the v/ork performed by th3 COr.'k'l'llssion's contracted evaiuators~ it is 
important that you fu II y understanq· the purpose and US,e Cif your eva luation 
as 'Vie I I as your~ respons i bIll ties ana i ile CUlllfIi; 55 i on 1 s l1se:s ~ n the> ':>'(n 1- , 

uation p~ocess~ . 

PURPOSE: -
The primary objectIves of your evaluation are: 

. _ to provide con~~nuous feedbacK to the project staff concerning the 
progress and problems of the project ,as determined by your evaluation. 

_ to provide accurate, complete, and timely information to·d~ci.sion-makers 
conce.ning the operation and impact of the~project, with recommendations 

~for modifications. 

REPORT I NG PROCEDURES.l.. 
The continuouS feedback of findings to the project reflects our intent 
to have the evaluation meet the project's information needs as \'1ell as the 
Commission's,'thereby effecting on-going improvements i~ the project rather 
than relying on the Commission to act on year-end recommendations wnen a 
decision concerning continuation funding is being made. OperationallY,' 
th I s ~ III requ fre regu I ar meet i ngs benleen yourse I f and the project staff 
to dIscuss your findings and recommendatio~s. 

TtJepho,I' (215) 568,4316 
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The achievement af the secand"abjective - to provid'e Infarmatlon to' 
deci:ian-makers:"'- will req~ire close cantact between you and i'he . 
Cammlss~on staff. As the project you are evaluating nears the end of 
the project year, decisions wi I I be made at several stages concerning, 
whether, ,and In what form, the project'will be continued during the 
next year. Yaur eva I uatton ~lill be the primary source of information 
used in making these declslo.hS."· ".' 

The first, and perhaps the mo~t Important, decision to.te made rests 
with the Regional Otflce of the Goverhar's Justice Com~issibn and the 
Regional Planning Council •. Tbeir recQmmendations for approval and 
disapproval af specific projects greatly influence the ~Itimate deci­
sion af the Gavernor's Justice Gammissjon. Therefore, since it is at 
th i s pc! n:- that mast eva I Uelt i cn recommendat ions wi I ~ incorporated 
as conditions of the project's continuance, it is vitally important 
that you ma i nta i n cont i nu i n9 contact v~ i th me. You SFiOUI d commun i cate 
with me regula~ly concerning yaur evaluation actIvities. I, in turn, 
wi II keep the Regional Dirl~ctor, Yvenne Haskins, infonned. ,I wi II 
alsO' natlfy you co~cerning th~ date whe~ repprts wi II be needed and 
when you should be available to' present your findings to the Regienal 
Planning Ceunc'l. 

Hopefully, most of yeur evaluation recommendatians can be implemented 
either through direc;t negoticit'ions between yourself, the Project. Dir'ector, 
and the Regional Office or by actien of the Region~1 Planhing Council. 
However, in the event that" va lid find i ngs rema i n unaddressed when an 
app Ii cati on for centi nuation 'fund i Il~ j:;> recommended 'for approvql. by the 
Regianal Planning Counc; I, these findings vii I I be Qrought to the atten­
tien of the Executive Staff and the Governar's Justice Commissien for 

, censideratien as cenditlens of the s'ubgrant award. At this poir:lt, yeu 
may be requested to present y'eur findings to the Commission in' Harrisburg. 
More clearly defined guldel ines for the reporting process are enclo~ed 
(IIGuldel ines Concerning Reporting Procedures & The Use of Evaluation 
Reports") ~ , . ' 

NATURE AND TIMING OF EVALUATION REPORTS: 

Alt-heugh I wil I contact you cencerning the date when a Refunding Repert 
~Ii I I be needed, as a general. rule the information.wi I I 'be required between 
the 8th and lOth month ~f t~~ project. Cepies of al I evaluation reperts 
should be submitted simultaneously to the project director and me. A 
FIRST QUARTERLY REPORT SHOULD BE COtYlPLETED AND 0 I STR I BUTEO TO THE AOOVE 
PEOPLE BY THE END OF THE FIRST THREE MONTHS, AND AN INTER I'M REPQRT BY 

DECEMBER 20, 1974. 
A description of the information and issues whi~h should be presented in 
the reports is attac-hed (IIGu ide 11 nes For Eva I uat i on Reports II) • P I ease ' 
follm'l this format in organiz·ing yeur reports. Of particular importance 
Is the '''Executive Summaryff af the Refunding Repart wh;ch sheuldsuccinctly 
state the findings and recommendations af your evaluation. This wi I I be 
reviewed by the Cauncl I and, the Commission and, thus, should accuratelY 
reflect the results of the evaluation. , 

I. 
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It is the responsibility of the Governor's Justice Commission to assess 
t~e performance of individual evaluators and the quality of the evalua­
tions conducted. Our specific criteria for this assessment wil I 'be in 
the extent to which and the manner in which individual evaluators carry 
aut their responsibil ities as outlined In the attached statement (IIRespon­
sib iii ti es of Project Eva! uatorsll). Genera II y, we wi I J be exami n i n9 the 
fol lowing 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 recommendation!;. The Reg Ion,aI 
Office staff and the project staff·wi I I be questioned concerning the 
nature and extent of the i.r contact with eva I uators to determl ne the 
extent of the cooperation they have received from specific evaluators. 
Through this assessment we hope to learn the kinds of evaluators and .the. 
level of evaluation best su'lted to specific projects and groups of pro- : 
jects. It· wi I I also provide us.with better .information upon which to 
bnse our selection of evalua'tors for the next year's projects. 

We would also like y6ur analysis of'the problems 'you have encountere~ 
as a participant in this, system.and any suggestions for improvement,which 
you might have~ 

Again, regular contact wlth'~he Project Director and'Regional Office is 
an important element in ensuring the most effective use of evaluation. 

Please excuse th'i~ le~gthY lE3.tter, puT'.1 think that tneguld~i illt:;l~ 0lJt- : 

lined here should be helpful' to you in conducting an effective evaluation. 

If you have any questions, please contact my office. 

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

Enclosures 

. ~ . .. .. 

1" _', 
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In addition to the pedor~a~c~s' outlined In your evaluation plan, the 
folloVling should be carried out In all evaluations and repori'ed on ·In your 
reports,. 

. I I • 

Critique of PrqJect'Sudget: 

A critique of tho project budget should be mad~ from fne standpoint of 
whether or not there is pr6grammatic justification for expenditur~s made 
from the p'roject budget. 0'; concern here Is, to check for' and report on 
unnecessary» unwarranted and excBsslveexpendltures. Th1s critique is 
not meant to be a fiscal audit of the project. That wi I I be done by 
Governor's J.ustice Commission auditors. The follo\"ing is a I 1st of Items' 
to 'be cons,idered in,making this critique • . 
1. Are personnel hired by the project qual ified to perform according to 

the project .app I i cat ion, and are they ~ in fact perforn i ng ac.cord i ng to 
appl tcation require~lents'?' 

2. 

3. 

Are there any personnel p6sitTons In the budget Vlhic~,~re unn~cessa(y 
to project performance?' 

Are there positions provided in the project budget t~at hav~ not been 
ft lied? ' , 

4.'- Are there ~ny personne I sa I ar res I n the budget thcd' ~I t:i tl>"VliJ i :''::'i"'-!": 

5. Are o'ther expenditures (e.g., travel, equipment) programmatically 
necessary for project performance and for reaching project objectives. ' 

6. ~Jhere appropr'iate, the evaluation should i.ncl~de a simple cost-benefit, 
analysis in Which project expenditures for a given ~eriod are divided 
by particular.~nits of project performance during that same period, 
(e.g. cl ients treated, cases screened, volunteer hOllrs rendered) to 
come up with particular unit costs (e.g., cost per cl lent treated, 
cost per case screened, cost per volunteer hour rendered). 'To be sure, 
unit cost can be expected to be high where a projec· .. ·bas Just sj'art1ed • 

. Consequently, to the extent possible, unit costs sho.uld not be figured 
over the startup period.' .' . . 

Monitor and Report on Project Compl iance with Equal Employment'Opportunity 
Commission Guidel ines. 

Such project ~ori1.toring wi II apply only to the following· projects: projects 
or project implementing agencies which have ~O or more employees and wh!ch 
have rece i ved subgran'rs of $25, 000 or more since the LEAA progr.am started. 
Educational Institutions, general hospitals and medica) faci I ities and 
non-pr"of i t organ i zations (other than government agenc i es.) C!re exe;:: I uded. 

. . 

I 
I 
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1. Determl ne whethel~ the project 'or the agency of wh fch Ii" is a part has 
an Equal Employment ,Opportuni,ty Program'Plan. 

2. Determ i ne the extent, to ~/h tch the project and the proj ect agency .t s . 
carrying ou'l" the E.E.O.P. plan. 

" . 
3. Obtain a project brekdown by position level of project employment: of 

Blacks, Spanish-surnamed persons, Asian Americans, and women. Deter­
mine the dispar~ty level of the workforce. A signiflcant disparity 
beh/een minority representation in the service population and the 
minority representation in, the agency workforce. may. be deemed to 
exist if the percentage of a 'mino~ity group in the emplciyment of the 
agency is not at least seventy (70) percent of the percentage. of that 
minority if! the service population. The' relevant service .population 
is determined as fol lows: F6r adult and juvenile correctional insti­
tutions, facilities, and programs (including probation and parole 
programs), the "serv.ice population" shal I be the inmate or cl ient 
population served by the institutiGn, facil ity, or program during the 
preceding fiscal year. For al I other recipient agencies (e.g., 
po lice and courts), the "serv i ce popu I at ion" sha II ,be the State pop­

,ulation for state agencies, the county papulation for tounty agencies, 
and the municipal population for municipal agencies. 

EXAMPLE 

If any agency employs 1% Bla~k population and the ge~eral populaflon 
,o.;t BI acks Is 25%, you take 70% x 25% = .750 or 17 .5% a'nd compare it 
with the 1% or .Qt. Th'is.denotes a disparity of 16.5% 9f the Black 
popu I at i on on the agency emp i oYf!len j IV i Is. The agency is :-:ct in 
compliance with the 42.302 section d, Subpart E,of the Rules and 
Regulations of the Federa,l Regist.er. 

, .' 
"'1 ..' • • 

The foUowti-ig,lnstructions sh,?uld be fo~ lowed to the letter I,n preparing 
. any .d~7~\\,~JI\ r eva I uati on reports: . 

f'~ ,,), 't ~ ; 1 t: l, ( ; ~ \\\~, 
1. ~1<;W\k(~\;hlUi:'e that all reports are camera copy so'that,they are dark and 

clear enough for large quantity Xerox reproduction. 

2. AI I evaluatlon reports should have a title page which contains all of 
.the following information:' 

3. 

a. 
. ' 

Name of Project and Project Number. 

b. 
Whether the project is quarterlY1 interim, refunding, follow-up .. ' 

or ptogress report. 

c. Evaluator name and affil lat10n. 

d. Date 

Where report summaries are needed or required, they should roeet the 
fol lowing specifications. The summary should be lo~ated at the feont 

rather than 'the rear of the report. It should be single spaced! Ines 

" 
I . 

1 
':1 



4. 

5. 

", " 

, , 

two to three pages In length. It shouid be in,specific language' wlth 
cons i dera b I e "meat" rather than a set of g litter I ng genera lit i es. 
Write simply and clearly, omitting jargon. The summary is the only ~art 
of the eva I uat ion repori' the dec lsi on-ma kers wi I I get to see, due to 
the costs of mailing and reproduction. So anything of significance you 
have to say must be said in the summary! 

• i 

DUG Dates for Eva ruation R~ports: 

a. First Quarterly Report: Due three months, after 'the project started. 
If the evaluation began three months before 
December'20A 1974, no First Quarterly Report 
wi I I be required. (see Interim R~port'due 
date be I 0'1'/) 

b. Interim Report: 'Due December 20, 1974. 

c. Refunding Evaluation Report (Report which wi I I accompany ihe project 
app Ii cati on for refuhdi ng. Prev i ous I y, th is report was ca II ed the 
"final" report): I\'firm date cannot be given for the following , 
reasons. At this time we do not know when·proje~ts wi I I bi sub­
mit~ing appl ications for Fiscal Year 1976 funds. On. the one band, 
reports are needed on time to accompany the appl ication .for refunding'. 
On the' other hand, we want the most up-to-date information possible 
on the project so that the project cannot clai~ your report is 
dated. To meet borh co~tingencies, YOUR REPORT SHOULD BE. IN A STATE 
Of PRtPARAT.lON BY FEBRUARY 1st, 1'975, SO THAT IT CAN BE TYPED, 
DELI VERE[) 'AND RECE I VED ,BY ALL PART I ES SUPPOSED TO, ~ECE! \i~ T~E RFP()RT 
I N TWO WEEKS I F NECESSARY. Eva I uai-ors shou I d P3quest that th~ i r 
projects inform them t\'lO months before they are going to submit an 
appJ ication for refunding. Projects.wi I I be 'informed by us that It 
behooves them to notify evaluators two months before they are going 
to submit an application of that fact or else processing of their 
appl ication for techn16al review may be jelayed pending the Refunding 
Evaluation Report on their proj~ct.' 

Parties to be sent evaluation reports directly: 

(1) Dr. Kenneth J. Reichsteln 
Evaluation & Monitoring Unit 
Governor's iust i ce Comm i ss ion 
21 South 12th Street, Room 218 

(2) (Send 3 copies of RefundJng & 
Fol low-up Reports) 
Chris Fossett; Director 
Evaluatio'n & Monitodng Unit 
G'overnor I ~ Just fee Comm i ss ion 
P.O. Box 1,167 
Harrisburg, PA 17108' 

(3) Thomas C. Berard/Master File 
P .0 • Box I I 67 
Harrisburg, PA 17108 

(4) The PI'oject 

(5) Yvonne Haskins, Reg~onal 
Director 

Philadelphia Regional Plan~ing 
Council of the Governor's 
Justice Commission 

21 South 12th St., Room 218' 
Phi ladelphia, PA 19107 

. 
(6) Richard Moore, Chief Planner 

Phi ladelphia RegJQnal Planning 
Counci I of the Governor's 
Justice Commis~ion 

21 South 12th Street 
PhIladelphia, PA 19107 

. ' 
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6. Evaluators shoulti not assufue that because project personnel ha~e agreed 
to collect data for .them anp because they (the evaluators) have created. 
forms to data co I I ect i on, :that data is actua I I Y be i n9 co I I ected by the . 
project. Eva I uators have to be sure that the data they need is actua II y' 
being collected. If th?re is any diffic81ty in getting project coopera­
tion with the evaluation, call Dr. Reichstein at LO 3·-551,0, it problems 
with the p~ojecf cannot be re~olved. 

7. Projects are supposed to submit quarterly progress reports to the 
Governor's Justice Com~isslon. Evaluators should request 60pies of 
these quaderly progress reports from the projects and should assess 
the v~lidity of these reports. SUbstantial and significant disparities 
between information presented in ~hese reports and the evaluato~'s 
knowledge of how the project Is functioning should be reported to 
Dr. Reichsteln. -

WITHIN THREE WEEKS AFTER RECEIVING THIS MEMO, CALL DR. REICHSTEIN TO ACKNOW­
LEDGE RECEIPT OF. THE MEMO AND TO DISCUSS EVALUATION PROGRESS. (LO 3-5510) 
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, , __ w. __ .. _ ....... , ' 

John T. Snavely, Esq. 
Executive Director 

(717) 787·2040 

., 

GOVERNOR:' S JUSJ ICE COMM I SS I ON '.S' GU (DELI NES 
CONCERNING REPORTING PROCEDURES AND THE USE 
OF EVALUATION REPORTS 

Since the success and impact of the Governor's Justice.Commission's 
project evaluation effort depends upon the ext~:nt to ""hich eva~uation 
flndJngs and recommendations affect, and are incorporated in, the 
planning and funding decisions of the Governor~s Justice Commission, 
the follo"",ing guidelines si'lould be followed to i,nsure the most effec­
tive use'of evaluation reports. These guide,1 ines Indicate responsibi I i-
ties and specific actions, the objectives of which ar-e to: ' 

_ ascertain and insure the ~cCUtdCy an~ vbJec~ivify ~f 
eva I uation f i n'd i ngs. 

_ provide the appl icant ",lith approp'ri'ate opportunities to 
respon,d to evaluation findings and reco7omendations. 

, 
I nsure that actlons are taken. to i n'corporate and imp I ement 
appropriate evaluation re~ommendations. 

If you have any questions concerning these procedures, please contact 
Evaluation and Monitoring Unit, Governor's 'Justice Commission, P.O. Box 
1167

t 
Han--lsburg, Pennsylvania 17120. 
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SUBMISSION OF REPORTS: 

In almost al I cases we are reques~ing that ~roJ8ct evaluators submit 
four. eyaluation. reports - (1) a brief first Quarterly Report, after 
approximately three months, describing initial progress; (2) an 
Interim Repo~t, ~fter approximately five monfhs, describing the pro­
gress and problems of the evaluation and the· project to date; (3) a 
Refunding Report with findings and recommendations, +0 tie submitted 
when needed for a Regional Planning Councilor Task Force decision 
concerning continual funding; and (4) a ·brief Follo\'/-uP Report, at 

. the end of the 5ubgrant to up-date the Refunding Report. Since the 
date for the Refunding Report varjes between'8 and 10 months after 

. the' proj act has begun, It is the respons i b iii ty of the Reg i 6na I S1'a ff 
to not I fy the proj ect eva I uator of the date when it w·j I I be needed. 
The'evaluator should be given advance notice of this date to allO\'I 
him sufficient time to analyze results and comp;le a comprehensive 
report. 

To fac il I tai'e .an adequate rev i e\,1 o,f eva I uat i on find i ngs and recommenda­
tions by dec is ion .nakers CReg (ona I PI ann i ng Counc nand Comm i 5S ion 
members), each evaluator is asked to prepare a brief and concise Execu­
tive Summary, I isting major findings and.recommendations of the evaluation. 

To insure the objectivi~y and credibi lity of ' the evaluation, al I eval­
uation reports must be submitted simultaneously to the Project Director 
and i-he Reg i ona I Director. . 

CORROBORATION OF FINDINGS: 

Upon receiving a Refunding Evaluatipn Report~ the Regional Staff must 
immediately contact the Project Director'and request his response to 
the .report .. If s:'grdficant disagreemeni:s exist, 'either (1) a monitor­
Ing team from tha regi~nal staff wil I meet wi~h the Pr~Ject Director and 
the' Evaluator to reach an understanding co.ncerning the evaluation findings 
and recommendatio'1s, or (2) an arbitrator \'il I i be selected by the 
Evaluation and Monitoring Unit to make a determination of the merits of 
the findIngs and recommendations. Hopefully, this fact-finding process • 
wJI I onl} be required in unusual circumstances and, when required, wi II 
be carried out with dispatch so as not to delay a decision on continuation 
funding for the project. 

If' th~ e~aruator has been pro~iding constructive feedback to the Project 
DireGtor throughcut the year, the Refunding Evaluation Report should 
contain no startl ing findings or surprises. Nevertheless, disagreements 
wtl I Qccur and this process may be necessary to insure a fair r~solution 
of differences and an accurate determinai-ion of appropr1ate evaluation 
recom~endations. . 
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· RELEASE AND 0 I STR I BUT I ON OF EVALUAT I ON REPORTS: 

We are ~ware of the harm that could result from a misleading or inaccurate 
Evaluatl08 Re~ort~ Therefore,. it wi II be our'policy to withhold 'the release 
of ~n Evaluation Report'until the Project Director has had sufficient oppor­
tunlty.to ~espond to the Report (usually 10 days) and until the report (or 
summary). has been d I ssem incited to Counc i I or the Comm iss i on. Procedures 
for r~lease of reports is covered in detail in the Evaluation and Monitoring 
Gu I de I i.ne~, Sect i On I I. F. 4. g • " 

't' .. 

IMPLEMENTATION OF EVALUATION RECOMMENDATIONS:" 

The impact of the system of project evalu'ation 'IIi I I be measured by the 
extent to .w.hkh Ii: 'improves both the decis'ion-making of the Regional 
'PI~nning C.ounci Is and the Commission and the operation of the projects ~ 
being evaluated. ~o affect the 'projects, evalu3tion·findings and recom­
mendations 'must. reg~larly be brought to the attention of the project staff. 
This wi II be the continuing respons.ibil ity of the Evaluator. To affect 
th~ decision-makirg of the Commission and the Regional -Planning Counci Is 
evaluation findin~Js and recommendations shoulc! be brouglit to their atten-

· tion before a decision is made concerning continuation fu~ding or Inclusion 
In the regional input to the Comprehensive Plan. 

If evaluation rScommendations have not been implemented when a request is 
made for continuation fUnding, there are several ways of incorpo~ating 
!he. recommendations as part of the continuation grant: 

1. By neg~tiation '1/ith·the Pro.ject Director'- It 'iIi I I be the responsibi-· 
I itY'of th~ Regional Staff to meet with the P.roject Director and the Evaluator 
to discuss ';c'!lether, and how, to implement the evaluatil)n recommendations. 
The appl ic~tion for tontinuation funding should specify what is being done 
to. Implement the evaluation recommendations. The Regional Staff should 

- review the continuation appl ication and not~ w1ith evaluation recommendations 
are Incorpor9ted and 'vlhlch are not. If direct negotiation fai Is to resolve 
disagreements corcernlng certain recommendat'ions, the Issues should be 
presented to the Regional Planning Counci I. 

2. As a conditi~ln of the Regional Planning Counci I's aptwoval of i'he pro,ject -
The Regional Statf wi I I be responsible for presenting evaluatipn findings 
'and recommendations to the Regional Planning Cbuncil and its Task Forces, 

· noti ng wh i ch recommendati ons have been agreed upon and incorporated and vlh i ch 
have not: At this point, tha Regional Planni~g Council may recommend approval 
of the proJect.conditional upon the impiemantttion of the evaluation·recom-

. mendati ons. I f so, th i s fact shou I d be noted on the Project Revi e\~ Sheet Or 
the Evaluation or Monitoring Summary sent to the Commission. 

Both the Evaluatol- and the Project Director should be available if necessary 
at. Regional Planning Counci I meetings to answe~ qu~stions reg~rding th~.past 
progress of the project. Eva'l uators shou I d ma I nta In regu I ar contact VJ I th 
the Regionai .Staff and inform them regularly of the progress and problems 
of the project. 
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3. As a recommendation of the Executive Sfaff - If certain recommenda­
tions remain inadequately addressed by the project, this should be noted 
at Execut I ve Staff Rev jew by the Reg i ona I 0 i rectol-. At th i s po t lit, the 
Executive Staff may' recommend approval of the project conditional ,upon 
the implementation of the evaluation recomm~ndatlons • 

. 4. As a condition of the'Commission's approval of the project - The 
evaluator's Executive Summary wi i I be distributed to the Commission. 
The evaluator'must be present at the Commissio~ meeting to respond to 
any questions about the Evaluation. The CommIssion may wish to condi­
tional Iy approve tbe project and to require that the evaluation recom­
mendatrons be implemented prior to granting fJnal approval. This 
represents the last point at which evaluation recommendations may be 
Incorporated in continuation ~rants. '.' 

We expect and hope that most eva I uat I on recommendat ions v, i II be r ncor- ,/,..­
po rated in the project in the early stages of the refunding process el,Jner 
through direct negotiation be-rween the Regional Staff at;\d the Project" 
Staff or by Regional PlaRning Counei I actions. ' 

FOLLOW-UP OF EVALUATION RECOMMENDATIONS: 

I n roost cas'es when eva I uat I on recommendat ions have been I nc I uded as 
conditions v!aced on the Councils' or i'he Commission's approval of 'a 
,proj ect, the eva I uator 'w i I I clwck the proj ect to determ i ne the extent 
to wh I ch i i,~ l+ecol"mendat 1 ons hi'; \':; !)~~~ : r:'t' I cr~0nted. ' V/her "n I i nnppr-indent 
evalua'l'or is not continued with the grant, the.Reglonal Staff are respc;>nsi­
ble for monitoring the implementation of evaluation recommendations . 

. EVALUATION AND THE PLANNING PROCESS: 

Evalual'lon repor1's should be helpful in de-rermining whether, and in vlhat 
form, continuation funding for specific projects shoulq be Included in 
regional input to the Compreh~nsi~e Plan. 

However, since e~aluation 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 av~ilable when needed for planning 
purposes. If written reports are not avai lable, it should be possible to 
arrange for evaluators to present th~)1r flndin!;s to the Counc! Is or the 
Commission upon request. 

In the future as the evaluation syst13m begin,s to produce information 
regularly throughout tHe year, it should be possible to develop information 
to meet specif,ic needs. 
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GU IDEllNES FOR EVALUAT-ION REPORTS 

..... 

AS'a general rule, evaluators wil I be asked to submit six reports during the lIfe 

of a project. i 
! 

. ' 

A very brief First Quarterly Report which may be in the form of a letter, 
should describe iniiia! evaluat.i0n aci"ivitie"sBtld i~dicate any project or 
evaluation problems v/hich may require sUbstantial mo'difications in the ori­
ginal Evaluation Pion. In the case of continuation projects, the First 
Quarterly R.eport vii II usually comprise a d.etalled analysis of compl iance . 
with previous evaluation recommendations and/or subgrant conditions. For 
thes,e projects, Governor's Justice Commission 'evaluation staff wi II contact 
the evaluator to clarify"the information which wil I be required. 

A brief Interim Report midway in the projo .... : shculd indicate thp pr(lomc;c; and._ . 
problems of the project and evaluation to date, vl.hile a more complete Refunding 
Eva I uat ion Report VI i II be requ ired v/hen the project is being cons i dered for 
conti nuation fund i n9~ (Suggested out lines for these reports fo II ow. ) . . 
At.the end of the Project, o' Follovl-Up'Report vJiI.l" b~ provided by the eval­

uator • 

In some cases, fewer reports may be required. The dates for submission of reports. 
will be determined by the Regional. Evaluation Coor-dinator or the Evaluation and 
Monitoring Unit in accordance with the information needs of the Regional Councils 

and the Commission. 

One copy of each repori is to be submitted to the Project Director simultaneously 
with -I"he.submissi<;>n o_f i'he remain,ing.copies.to the Governor's Justice Commission. 

The kInds of information needed In these reports and a suggested order are out­
lined below. It· is understood that al I of the items below may not be relevant to 
all projects. funded by the Commission. Also, evaluator's should expand. upon these 

ite~s where.necessary. 

INTERIM EVALUATION REPOHT 

A .• -EVALUATION PROGRESS: 

1. ,Describe evaluation activities to date. 

2. Describe the progress and problems of data collection efforts. (Exisi:ence, 
ava II ab i 1 iTy and re tevance- of the data i cosio of co II ecti on, etc.) 

... -,:' 
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~lhat problems have arisen 'In implementing.the Evaluation Plan? 

In \'/hat ways has the eva I ua-l-ion or the eva I uator been of benef it to the 
project staff ·thus far? 

PRqJECT PROGRESS: 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Summarize the -project activities thus far. 

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

Descripe t,he r~sults of the project thus far. 

Interim recomm"ndations. <These should be direct.ed toward solving pro­
blems whi?h ,hav& already arIsen and anticipating futUre problems). 

REFUNDING EVALUATION REFORT 

SECTION I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF EVALUATION REPORT~ (MANDATORY) 

(NOTE: This summary Is of great importance since it wi II be used' extenslvefy 
'by decislon-make~s. It shoUld be self-sufficient and accurately reflect thee 
findings of the evaluation within no more thpn l'wo or three pages , single 
spac_ed) • 

. . ' 1. Briefly'descrlbe'the, project's objectives and major activities. 

2' , e. 
, ' 

Very br'ieflY sJmmarize the evaluation acti\l~tl'es and' project records \'/hich 
provi~ed the b3Sis for arriving ~t findings. 

, -3 •• Summarize major results , findings, and recommendations, 

(NOTE: The evaluator should make a clear distinction between'the immediate, 
'practical ,ecommendations and those requiring a longer time and greater 

resources to imp I ement. The eva I uator shou I d a I so be prepared to defend these' 
recommendations before the Regional Planning COJnci I anp the Governor's Justice 
Commission. ) 

SECTION I!. PROJECT ACTIVITIES. 

2. 

Briefly describe the original goals and objectives of t,he project-and the 
problem the 'projElct was to alleviate. 

• ..1!1l 

Describ~ the activities qf the'project. 

SECTION Ill., EVALUATION ACTIVITIES 

I • 

2. 

Describe'the nature, extent, and timing o,f all eva"luation activities upon 
which this' report is based. 

Describe the data and information used In this evatuation. (source, date, 
reI labll tty, val idity, I imitations, method of coIled-ion, etc.) 

,e 
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3. Explain the scope and limitations of the evaluation effort. 

4« Describe how and'when feedback was given to the project and any. 
modifications made as a result of that feedback. 

SECTION IV. PROJECT RESULTS AND ANALYSIS. 

In this se9t1on th~ evaluator should address the followIng questions: 

1 • \~hat are the resu I ts of the project and hm'l do they d j ffer from 
the "Anticipated Results" as outlined in the Su~grant Application? 

, ' 

2. ,What factors led to results other than those anttcipal'ed7 

a. the administrative structure of the proje:t: 
h. the operation and management of the project. 
c. the personnel involved in the project. 
d. the evaluation process. 
e. the planning of the project. 
f. the bas I c approach or meth9d used to attack the prob 1 em. 
g •. leVe) and timing of funding: 
h'.· the' a!Joca-J-lon of resources or,project',activity. 
t •. externa I events .beyond the contro I of the' project. 

"j. other. 

3. What impact have the results of this proJBc~ had on: 

a •. the problem. as outlined in the "PROBLEM" section of the Subgrant 
Application? 

b. the relsvant component of the criminal jlJstic~ system and/or the 
reduction of crime? 

4. Could these samo results have been obtained more effic1ently by a 
different .a·llocntion of resources or project activity? . 

I 

5. Based on your e:<perience in this 'field and your knowledge of the 
relevant literature, how do the results of this'project compare with: 

a. 'the results of other projects using a similar approach or method 
t~ so I ve th~ prob I em? . 

b. the results of other projects using differ-ent approaches and 
methods? 

c. the results which might have been expected in the absence of the 
project'7 

'6. Asio.e from the project-specific resu\ts 1 'what was learned from. this 
proj~~ct thai- shou I d be pursued further? 

7: An,aly~~e the results of the project in terms of .its costs. 

" 
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SECT I ON . V • F I NO I NGS AND RECOMMENDAT ION,S. 

1. State al I findings and conclusions ~ith specifIc reference to: 

a. the extent to which project objectIves 'were fullfi lied. ' 
be i"he overall 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 its 

objectives and the tmpact of the project. 

, i , 
i 
I 

2. 'Stai"e all recommendations concerning: 

a. the appropriateness and practicality of project obJectives. 
b. the value of the basic method and approach used by the project 

to so I ve thE: .prob I em. 1 

c. the operation of the project (planning, statfi,ng, project adminis-; 
tration and operation, a 1 location of resources, etc.). I 

d. modifications in project objectives,'method5 and operations. ; 
e. the cost of the project. 
f. the continuation of the project! 
g. the eva I uatJon' o~ th 1 s project. 
h.. other. 

3. Djscoss the Implications of fr.,is project and your eVi3!uafiulI IVI Cv'.jeri,Or ls 

Justlqe Commission pol icy in this'area 6f ~riminal justice and law enforce-
ment. 

/ . 
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SHORT FORM FOR APPlICA~IT EEOC Cm~PLlANCE 

- Effect I va December .3\ J .\973, (t wi \ I be necessary for app I icani's i·o. camp I y 
wlt~ the Equal ~mployment Opportunity guidelines issued by LEA~ in 28 C.F.R. 
42 • .)01.of seq., Subpart E (text reprinted in Appendix). Compl lance with th(~se 
guldel Lne~ Is required only by applicants meeting the following criteria: 

Each reciplent of LEAA assistance within the criminal justi~e system 
~project Implementing agency not overal I unlf of government) which has 50 
or more employees and which has received subgrants of $25 /000 or more since 
enac;'ment of the Safe Streets Act In 1968 and wh i ch has a servi ce popu I a­
tlon ~/I th. a m.i nor!ty representati on. of three percent or more. 

For purpose of these gu i de I i ne's I the re I evant serv Ice popu I at I on is deter­
mined as fol lows: 

I'. For adult and juvenile correctional institutions, facilities and programs 
(Including probation and parole programs), tht? "service'population" shall 
be the inmate or cl lent population served by the instltutlon, facl I ity, 

- or program during the preceding fiscal year. 

2 •. For al! other recipient agencies, (e.g. pol ice and courts), the "service 
population" sha\ I be the State popUlation for state agencies, the county 
pop~l~tion for county agencies, and the muniCipal popul3tion for municipal 
a9~I"tC i~:;. 

App I leants affectod by these gu i de lines 'Iii I, I ,be requ i red to formu I ate, 
Implement and maintain a written Equal Employment O~portunity Program (Affirm­
ative Action P.lan) relating to employment practices affecting minority persons 

. and women. "rvlinority persoils" shall include personE: \'lho are Black, Oriental, 
,American-Indian, or Spanish-surnamed Americans. .I1S pan ish-surnamed Americans" 

. means those 01- Latin Ameri"can, Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Ri·can or Spanish origin. 

Equal Empl6yment Opportunity Programs should include as a minimum: 

I. An evaluation of'the fol lowing factors cross classified by race, ethnicity 
and sex: 

, 2. 

a. An~lysis of present representai~ioh of .\'lomen and minority persons in 
all job categQriesj 

. b. Analysis of' ai I recruitment and employmen'r selection procedures; 

c. Analysis of seniQrity, promotion and. transfer procedure.sj 

d. Analysis ~f €xternal factors such as availqble housing and transpor~ 
tatlon which ~ay inhIbit minority employment. 

A written Program' which includes: 

a •. 

b. 

A job classitlcation table indicating numbers of employees in each 
classificati~n cross classified by race, ethnicity a~d sex including 

. -of pay; 

Discipl1nary act10ns by race, ethnicity and .sex, including sanction~ 

lrnposed. 

rates 
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g. 

h. 
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Number of ~ntrance applicants by race; ethnlclty and sex and resulting In 
neW hires by race; and sex; 

Number of tran'ster or promo1'ion appl icants by race, ethnicity and seX 
and number promoted or transferred by ra<;;sl sthoicity'and sex; 

. ' 

Number of employees terminated by race, ethnlclty and sex and identl-
flcation,of voluntary or involuntary terminations; 

Ava i'I ab Ie .1 abor marl<.et chara<;:'~er I st I C$; 

, , 
Deta II ed narrati ve of ex i s'ri ng emp loymen'l- po I,i c I es, inc Iud i n9: 

(2) 

Necessary ~teps needed to be taken to assure full and equal 
employment opportunity. 

Recruitment program, if necessary. 

PI 9n for dissem1nation of EEO program. 

designation of personnel fo~ i~plementation and maintenance of the 
progra[O. 

I 
i 
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SECTION 1 

EVALUATION PROGRESS 

The evaluation of the Residential Community Center (RCC) 

began on OC.tober 23) 1974. Initial meetings were held with 

the RCC Director, Chief Probation Officer, ,and the Eastern 

Office Chief of the Evaluation and~'Monitoring Unit of the 

Governor's Justice Commission. 

Data Collection for the preparation of the Interim . 

Evaluation Report consisted of selected int~rviews. and the 

a~quisition of basic data on RCC residents. Project inter­

views .were conducted with selected·staff and RCC residents. 

Projects identified as potential.comparisons were interviewed 

and included Genesis II; Pretria~'S~rvices Division (Re~ease 

on Recognizance, Ten Per Cent B~i~ and Conditional Release); 

Praxis House and Veritas; Alcohol Probation Unit and 

general prob.at ion. 

RCC client data was organized aDd analyzed. Initial 

analysis was conducted on clients referred to RCC by the 

Pretrial Services Division. Analysis on project compliance 

~vith Equal E~nployment Commission' guidelines was conducted. 

L 1 DATA COLLECTION 

Th~ RCC maintains excellent information on clients and 

their progralTI performance, in marked contrast to Praxis House 

and Veritas, Gei1E:sis II, ana .the Alcohol Probation'Unit. 

FQ11mv up information on RCC clients' after ~eaying the 

Center is 'not maintained ~ The Pret'rial Servl.ces Division 
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maintains trial appearance data that may be useful for 

p.e~formaI)ce comparisons. 

1.2 EVALUATION IMPLE~NTATION 
The evaluation i$ on schedule and no unusual.problems 

. . 
have been encountered. Performance comparisons will be . 

made on Pre~rial Services Division referrals and general 

probation supervision referrals for the Refunding Evaluation 

Report. Budget analysis will also be performed. Interviews 

with individual proj ect staff members will be conducted. 
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SECTION 2 

PROJECT PROGRESS 

The Philadelphia Adult Probation Department Residential 
Community Center was launched tl'lO years ago to serve as an 
alternative to incarceration for adult males processed through 
the criminal justice system. The. fi~st clients were admitted 
. ' , 

in November of 1972 and in D~cember of 1974 a total of 250 . 
per~~n~nt 'an~'temporary residents had been admitted. 1 

.. 
2.1 PROJECT ACTIVITIES 

Residents are referred to the Ce~ter from'the Court, 
Prison, General Probation Supervision, Pretrial Services 
Division, Court Units, Defender's Office, Community Agencies 
and individuals (personal). 

Table 2-1 indicates the changing composition'of sources 
. v[ Le[er:pal. Pr,etrial Serv~ce became the second largest 
source in 1974 with General' ProbatiGn. Supervision remaining 
the larg~st, Addi~tive Service referrals declined marke~ly 
and other so~r~es remained roughly const~nt. 

The summar.y of offenses, Table 2·:6, shOl'lS a slight shift . .. 
to lessex: crimt~s (other). The assaultive crimes; if robbery 
is included, constituted approximately the same proportion 
over the two year period. 

lIncludes admittapces of some residents for a second or third 
time. 
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TABLE 2":1 

Summary of Sources of Referral, 1973 and 1974 

1973 1974 -
Number % Numb~r % 

Source 
Court 13 12.6 16 10.9 

Prison 13 12.6 16 10.9 

Gen. Super. 33 32.0 52 " 35.4 

Pretrial Services 1 1.0 36 24.5 

Addictive Servs. 18 '17.5 4 2.7 

Court Units 15 14.6 10 6.8 

Vol. Defenders 2 1 () '5, ~ I, ..... ., _. "' . 
'I, 

Community.Agency 8 7.8 4 2.7 

Personal 0 0.0 4 2.7 

Total 103 100.0 I 147 100.0 

. ' 
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197":1 J, M. 
More than 

1st - 1 
.ient Admission AdmIssion - . . 
atus> Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. 
:ferra-l A 5 
turce"'~ .B 6 

'C 7' 
D1 - 1. 

2 11 
3 2. 

.. 4· 
'5 . 6 . 1 

7 
8 
9 

10' . . 11 
12 

E 1 
F 2 . G 

Jtal by 
\36 :>tatus 

1st 

TABLE 2-2 
SOURCES. OF REFERRAL, 

1973 

Apri1-J 
I 

1 1st 

Ju1v-S - -

Admission 

~or€ than I 
Admjs~iQn I Admission --.--

- -
N.ore than 

1 
Admission 

Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp <', Perm. 
I I 
I 1 - 2 .. 1 1 

5 I 7 
3· . 1 1 I 3 

1 . -. 
1 

, . . 
'I 

... ! f 

t - -
. . 

1 
1 

I- . ! I I 11 , 2 l ' ~ i .J.. - J,.J 

o -

1st 
Admission 

Temp. Perm. 

5 . 
3 . 

5 9 
2 

2 

1 ,I 
1 
1 

I 
1 

. 4 

f ~~ .,.., 
0 LI 

I,(ual:terly . ---.~.~ - ,-------
- Total 36 12 17 38 
~<~eferral Source. Code 

k~;,~ ~ ........ 

D -

:t-:(ore than .. 
1 

Admission 

Temp.J perm_ . 1 -2 

I 
. 

' -

. 

1 . 

I 1 2 ~ -

~ = Court 9. Self h~lp 
~ = Prison 10. ARD-Pretria1 probation unit 
t = Gene~a1 Supervision 11. Pre-sentence 
b = Court Unit 12. Methodica1Extern~1 - private 

1. Intake referral agency 
2. Addiction Services E = Voluntary Defender Ofrice 
3. Employmen!= F = Community agency 
l~. Sex Offender G·.= Personal 
5. P.c;)Jchiatric 
6. PL7Court - private referral agency' 

.~ . 
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TABLE' 2-S ' 
" SOURCES OF REFERRAL 

'1974 

, 

~ r1 .~ 

. I. 

~ L). n' J 
~. 

n 
~ 

~ ~- J 
Il " ~l 

_ .,-.'_ry--_,'".... ~.'O:. _ 

\ 

-, 

/1 
r..-, r--r' r--"':7i 
, , , : I /1 

-- ~-\. t-------4":r-----, 
.. ; , "; I 

~f_.J U,J I 
j 

, I 

[Year 1974 Jan.-Mar. April-June July-Sept. ,Oct.-Dec. 
t~ More than Hore th.'ln Mor,e than More than 

1st - 1" 1st 1 1st . 1 1st r 
I Client Admission 

IS 

'i R 
I 

I' 
i 
i 

I' ' 
k' 

tatus . 'Temp ·1·p~rni·1 Temp, I perm.' ;emp 

eferral A 1 81 
ource* B ' 1 

C 9 5 1 1 5 
Dl '1 

2 1 
3 
4 
5' 1 
6 1 
7 4 
81. 

'-'9 1 
10 
11 
12 

E 4 ./ 
F 1. 1 I :H G 

:otal by 

I Statl1..S ·13, 25 1 
'/ 

f 
I 

, j. Quarterly 
Total 

/, 
I· . 
I' 
FM 
I~,· . 
-~~~~',:"':';':':: •. ...:: _'..'._~: ,.<J~u.,... 

41 

/;..:, " , 

Admission Admission Admiss~on Admissi~~ 
i. j 1 

Perm:' Temp. I Perm. T<emp. I Perm. ITemp .• IPerm. remp • 

, :' r, ,:( 
. 0 

L 1 2 
I 

2 1 
1 

lk I ' I 1 10 

'/ 

,1 . 

1 I 
'1 I 

W ~ I 
29 I 2'1~ I 

il/3 j 23 I l'j . 

41 '27 
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TABLE 2-4 

Summary of Reasons for Referral 

, . 
1973 1974 -, 

Number % 
, 

Number % 

Requires Resi-
dence 46 44.6 72 48.9 

Requires support 
services 21 '20.4 5 . 3.4 

Alternative to 
.incarceration 11 10.7 43 29.3 , 

.; 

F~om incarceration 25 24.3 27 18.4 

Total 103 100.0 147 100.0 

'. 
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Month 

Referral 
Reason 

~~::>-:--, ~." 

, i 
i. . r 

'K.. ..~.j 

Client Status 

1Ij • ~-, ..- ~ :r---' '~ r-l :IJI :r--; 'r""1 '~ :\···.~.·I ,~ r-l ir\ 
·i~·fii oJ. ".'~,,,;~ :';{H~~;~ 

·1 r==-- r=-=' ~ !====i . ~ !~-"'''l j~ ···1 i-_-t- _.--' ...... c-,· __ ., • 1 ~ ___ .1 .. _.J=as~ ----1 F p.._.JefLal rL--J 1>-.: ... J'AB'iL-;2 - 5L-......i ~ ~ fL:.......1 iL-.J 
~ __ ",""",--:m t-_~"<:;:::.;..~~~..:iI-"=='~- '" -.- -- ~- .. t..".t~·, .... ,~:,;: 't-::~". '."",_:.' n<r "",,-.__ _ '_',_"""""'" "=~_'a:"X:' ~:;:";' 

1973 

Jan-Mar. Apr.-June July-Sept. :,Oct. -Dec. 

A B C D A B C D A B C D A B C D 

1st Admis- _T_e_m~p_. ____________________ ~ ______________________________ ___ 

sio~ Perm. 13 7 4 12 6 1 4 6 6' 1 2 
8 

More than 
1 

Admission 

TO:r'AL 

Temp. 

Perm. 

13 7 4 12 

2 

1 

6 1 5 8 

1974 

8 7 6 6 

l' 

2 

6 1 2 19 7 6 6 

-; 

Month ·Jan-Mar. Apr. -June . July-Sept. Oct. -Dec . =-

Referral 
Reason* A B C D A B C D A B C D A B C D 

Client Status 
lS.t I' 

Admission Temp. 12 1 6 1 7 2 1 

Perm. .8 2 8 7 14 9 6 8 2 11 7 ·7 12 4 

More th'an Temp. 1 1 1 1 1 1 
1 

Admission Perm. 1: 1 2 1 1 

TOTAL 22 3 9 7 23 9 9 17 2· 1.2 7 10 13 4 

.... 
'" Referral Sources 

A = Requires physical residence C = AltGrnati¥v"'e to ·incarcc·:Lation Page 2.6' B = Required supportive structure D = From incarceration 
•• _____ •• ~~_, .... _-,,---..- •• -'-'~" ... --~ .......... ~~>". __ ~ ~~-.- -~ ..... __ ~_.,._ ...... ~_~ ••• __ ......... ~ .... ,,, __ ~ ..... ~ N_~_'" ___ "~~ _ _ <. 
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,TABLE 2-6 

, " 

Summary of Charges and Offenses 

1973 197,!t-

Numbe:t; % Numl)er '70 

,f""-- " 
H/bmicicle 5 4.9 1 . 7 'I ~ 

i 

Assault & Battery 14. 13,.6 12 8.2 

Robbery 12 11. 7 33 22.5 

Burglary 19 18.4 29 19.7 

Larceny 17 16.5 13 8.8 

Sex Offense 1 LO . 3 2.0 

Narcotics 13 12.6 4 2.7 

Hapons 2 1.9 10 6.8, 

RSG 6 5.8 8 5 .l~. 

Other 14 13.6 34 23.2 
--

Totals 103 100.0 147 100.0 

. ' 
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'. DISTRIBUTION OF OFFENSES . I 

Year 1973 Jan. -Mar. AEril-June July-Sept. Oct. -Dec. 
More dlq.n More than More than Hore than T· 

Client 1st 1 1st ,1 1st 1 1st 1 0 
Admission Admission Admission Admission Admission Admission Admission Admission T 

Status A 
Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm.-Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm.L 

Offense 

Homicide. 2' l' 1 1 5 

Robbery 6 1 5 ·12 .L. 

A&B 4 2 1 3 3 1 141 

Burglary 5 3 5 1 5 19 

Larceny 10 3 2 1 1 17 

Forgery 1 1 

Sex Offense 1 1 

· Narcotics 6 3 4 13 
\ . l Weapons 
Charge' 1 1 2 

I 
RSG '2 1 1 J 1 6 

Other 2 1 1- 7· 2 13 

TOTAL 36 11 1- 2 is 8 27 1 2 103 
. 

_ Quarterly 
! Total 36 12 17 38 103

1 
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Year 1974 

Client 

Status 

,,1st 
Admis-sion 

Jan. -Mar. 
More than 

1 
Admission 

, ., . .- .. ,~ ,_~."""'"' ~ t __ I ',- , ,-' , 

TABLE 2-7 (B) 

. DISTRIBUTION OF OFFENSES 

... 
April-June 

1st 
Admissiqn 

Hore than 
1 

Admission 

_______ ~Ju1y-Sept . 
More than 

. 1st, 1 
Admission. Admi'ssion 

. 
Oct.-Dec. 

Hore than 
1st 1 

Admission Admission 
Temp. Perm~ Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp'. Perm. Temp. ~erm. 

Offense 

~ Homicide 

Robbery 

it A & B t • 
1 .. , 

3 

Burglary 1 

I Larceny 2 

Forgery 

Sex Offense· 

Narcotics - :::-.' 

.. "'o-" • .¥e?iPons 
Cba:r.ge 

RSG 

Other 

.TOTAL 

Quarterly 
Total 
~ " 

~~,....,.- .. "" 

2 

2 

3 

13' 

8 

1 

9 

2 

1 

2 

2 

25 

1 

1 

41 

1 

1 

.2 

1 

2 

1 1 

2 7 

5 

4 

5 

3 

2 

1 

1 

2 

6 

<"\ (\. 
£.7 

1 

1 

2 

41 

2 

.1 

.1 

1. 

1 

1 

'2 

1 

3 7 

8 

5 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

'I 

·8 2 

28 2 1 

38 

3 

3 

5 

:1 

8 

2 

1 

6 

23 

1 

-
1 

27 
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, . 
973 - ~ .~.- - - - --. More than 

Client 1st 1 
Admission Admission 

Status ·Temp . . Perm. Temp. Pe~m. 

No. 
Admitted 

Quarterly 
Total 

I 

. CUlRulative 1 
Total 

Year J.~ 14 

Client 

Status 

0 36 0 0 

36 

36 

More than 
1st 1 

Admission Admission 
Temp.Perm. Temp ~ .. Perm .. 

TABLE 2-8 " ' ' 

NUMBER OF CLIENTS ADMITTED 

By Q.J.arter 

Auri1 1 
.-' 

Mo~e than }lore than 1. 'Hore than 
1st 1 . 1st 1 1st 0 ·1 

Admission Admission Admission Admission Admission Admission 

Temp., Perm. 
0 

Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Te·mp. Perm. ~emp. Perm. Temp. Perm 

{} 11 0 1 2 15 0 J 0 8 27 1 2 
I 1 

I ,12 I ·17 I - 38 . . , -,-----~--- -. -- ---,------ ---- j 
. . 48 - . I . 65 103 / : 

More than More than Mor'e tnan 
1st 1 

. 
1st 'I 1st 1 

Admission Admission Admission Admission Admission Admission 
Temp. Perm. ·Temp. Perm.1 Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm .. I 

I I - . I . 
7 .1 

i 

No. . I I 

Admitted 13 25 1 2 ,8 I 28 I . I 2· 3 28 
I 

2 1 3 23 1 0 
, 

Quarterly . , 
41 41 38 27 !' 

Total I 

Cumulative I I 
-~ . , 

144 185 223 .250 . . Total , 
. 
. 
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.c. ,,- TABLE 2.,9 

'-;-="1 
i ' 
~ 

....--.=t 
, I 
l ,I 

fi-.l 

~ 

~ 

...---;, 

J:::,,=-"'_, 
,~ 

'~ !11 r1 
; 1-=1 F- I 
"1 11 } '2! J .... ~:..~ 

.'~ 

Year 1973 

'C1ient 

Status 

.. No. In 
Residence --
Quarterly' 

Total 

y 1974 

Client 

/~. 'Status 

,No. In 
Residence 

Quarterly 
-Total 

, . 
~~"-~,-~~"'.-

Jan-Har·. 
More than 

1st . 1 
Admission Admission 

Temp~ Perm. Temp. Perm. 

0 21 0 0 
.. 

21 
-- ------

J H, 
More than 

1st· 1 
Admission Admission 

T~mp. Perm. Teu:P· Perm. 

0 20 -0 2 I 
22· 
-,,~-.--- -----~ 

.;\-

NUMBER OF CLIE~TS IN RESIDENCE 

By QU'lrter 

April-June July-Sept. 
J 

Oct.-Dec. 
Mo:::-e than Hore than Mor? ~han 

1st 1 1st , 1st 1 .L 

Admission Admission Admission Admission . Admission Admission 
, 

Temp. Perm. Temp. Perm. Temp. perm .. \ Temp. \ perm.j Temp. Perm. I 'temp .. Pe;~. 
0 21, 0 - 1 0 '1 ... 20 I 0 I 0 I' 0 21 I 0 I 2 

. ' ....... ~ - , 

22 . ., '20. . 23 
----- --.----~.- - ---.~.-~.-----. ---- --~- .. _-------------_ .. _----_. -~-

April-J Ju1v-Sevt Oct.-D ;/ 

More than More than M6re than 
1st 1 - 1st 1 1st .-::-

1 . - /;:-~ 

Admission . LGffiis s ion Admission Admission Admis s iob . Admission 

Perm. I. Temp. 
r l. :'; I I 

Temp. Per.m. Temp, I Perm. Temp " Pe·rm. Tewp.! Perm. Temp Perm 
-. 

1 23 0 1 2 19 0 'Q /.1 4 28 1. 0- 0 
-

1-
32 25 I _ 21 

~ ----- -~--- ,-- ------- - ------
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',' : TABLE 2-9A '. -. . . ' .: _:I ~-. .' I 

. --
Numb,er of Clients Discl.iLC1:.ed L.1' QUC1Ct",.c aCt"; 

Client 

Status 

. 1st 
Admission 

Entered 
. Program 

More than' 
·once 

Discharge 
'Status"( 

Temp. 

Perm. 

Temp. 

Perm. 

Total by.Quarterly, 
~ischarge status 

Total."b;y Quarter 

% learning program 
on preplanned basis 

(by Qua;cter) 

Total % l'eaving 
program on pre­
planned basis 

1973 

Jan-Nar .. Apr:-June 

PP US PP US 
AIDO AIDO 

3 2 3 6 1 433 1 

3 2'3 6 1 433iO 

15 11 

20% . 37%n 

59.1% 

* . Discharge Status 
PP Preplanned 
US - Unscheduled 

A = AI.JOL 
1. = Incarcera!:~d 

Type of Dischdrge. l 

july-Sept. Oct.-Dec. Jan.-Har. 

PP liS PP ·US .PP US 
.A I D'O AIDO AIDO 

1 1 7 1 11 1 1 

7 252 19 3 2 1 1 11 6 5 3,1 
, 1 1 

1 1 1 

S 2 5 L. i 1.7 3 L. I ~ ~3·7 7 3 2 

19 '35· .42 

47% 77% 55% 

D c Disrup.tiv~/undersirable 
o "" Other 

.. 

" 

"';""~W·'''''' 

1974 

Apr.-June 

PP US 
A I D 0 

5 2 . 

19 4 2 
2 

211 

LO i i L. 0 

38' 

74% 

July-Sept. 

PP US 
A I D 0 

5 1 

18 6 5.1 2 
1 1 

1 1 

25 7 q 1 S 

. 42 

60% 
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Oct.-Nov. 

fP US 
A I D 0 

1 

9 2 1 2 

1 

10 :3 1 2 

16 

... 

Tctal 

37 

165 

7 

9 

218. 

218 

-:--~-
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The RCC was ini~ia1ly proposed as a sho~t-term residence 

program with a t.argeted limit of a 3 months stay per 

resident. Turnover estimates result in an average stay 

of six week~ for t.emp,orary and permanent lcesidents and 

nine weeks £or permanent residents .. 
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2.2 PROJECT RESULTS 

The Residential Community Center has been in actual 
operation for two ful~ years. $taffing is complete. Clientele 
flow into the program is planned and the program function~ 
at full'capacity. 

Programming consists 'of provision of a residence; 
individual counseling;' group sessions; use of. community 
resources for medical and recreational purposes; financial 
guidance and assistance;" an9 employment development .. 

Thirteen res idents \Vere interviewed at their regularly 
scheduled evening group session. They were supportive of 
the Center .. program and cit~!d the RCC as alternative to 
detention, the as.s is tance in obtaining j ob$, group cohens ion, . 
and assistance in obtaining DPA, Program regul,ations were' 
seen. as fair although some felt'that visiting restrictions 
should be lifted. 

The RCC' has a full-time,employrnent COUDst.Qll,or ;'''''!rJ 

emmployment is considered important to the overall Center 
program. Of the 202 residents admitted to the program over 
the past two years, only 12 had jobs. The unemploymeqt rate 
of this group was 94.1%. Of those 190 residents unemployed 
on entry, 119,were emp'loyed at some time during their stay~in 
the Center. The following. table indicates employment aspects 
over the past two years. . . 

". 
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1973 
1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 

1974 
1st 
2nd 
3rd 
4th 

1st. 
2nd 
3rc1 
4th 

! 1974 

, J 
I !;;., 

'£ n "L 
;1 
~ 

'1 fl 

1st 
2nd 
'3rd 
4th 

TABLE 2- 19 ---
Permanent Resi~ent Employment Status on _Ac1mitt"~~:..ce, By g~art.~ 

~Elo~e.c1 ynemployecL Total' Unemployed as % . -- " oi TotaI-
2 34 36 9l~. 4 
2 10 '12 

. 
83.3 

0 .15- 15 100.00 
0 29 29 100.00 . 

a 27 27 100.00 
4 27 31 87.1 
1 28 29 96.6 
3 20 23 87.0 

TABLE 2-11 

Permanent Resident Employment Status in Program and Depar~ure, 
By Quarter1 

Not Emp10yeq 
ypon Entrl 

34 
10 
15 
29 

- 27 
31 
29 
23 

. 
Unemployed in Program Unemplozed upon Departure. 
Total A~ % of Entrl Total A~ % of Entrl 

8 

3 
8 

12 

13 
13 

7 

15 

23.5 
30.0 
53.3 
41.4 

48.1 
41. 9 

24.1 
65.2 

15 
6 

10 
16 

24 
21 
18 
17 

.. 

44.1 
60.0 
66.6 
55 .. 2 

'88.'9 
67.7 
62.1 
73.9 

, j' 

~l rL ISome residents admitted in 3rd and 4th QU,arter of 1974 are still in . Ii program and ,figu~es'will changel 
11 n 
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The re+ative effectiveness of employment placement .by 
the Center could be a~certained by the placement tates of 
publ'ic emp'loyment agencies and. employment orientec! progx:ams ' 
of the Department of Prob~tion and the Pennsy~vania Board of 
Probation and·Parole. In the current absence of'such rates, 
the Center does ~ppear ~o be ~ctively and. sU9cessfully seeking 
employment for Center residents in a period of generally high 
overall unemployment. 

Retention of jobs 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 poi~t to programmatic ghanges to assist residents 
in retaining tneir jobs. Possible assistance may include job 
counselling, additiopal training and discussion of job 
difficulties in group sBss~ons. 

The Residential Community Center is accompltshing its 
6ujt:!~LiveB UL providing' aault: oIIenders and detentioners a 
residence and services. Eventual impact o'n behavior and com­
munity performance 9f these residents is expe'cted. ,rn the 
final data collection, informatioti on performance of proba~ 
tioners will be collected and analyzed. Since clients ~eferred 
by the Pretrial Services Division (ROR) are becoming a 
substantial' portion of the Center population, a prelim'i,nary 
review on their performance (appearance at court) was conducted. 
Th'e following table shows appearance~ and failure to appear . " 

of clients admitted· to'Xhe Center on conditional release. 
<, 
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-TABLE 2-12 

Clients Admitted on Conditional Releas¢ * 

~l Client ~ i 
, \ 

No. of Appeared Willfully Failed 
Charges -for Trial to Appear for Trial 

']~ \ 
:1' 1 1 2 2 0 

;j 2 

,.I 3 

I - I 0 

2 0 4 

4 1 1 0 

'J 5 I O. 1 

6 2 1 1 

.J. 1'. 7 
8 

1 I 0 

1 1 0 

'.,J\; 
9 

10 

1 1 0 

1 -1 0 

Jr 
11 

12 
.1 0 1 

1 0 1 

1 
13 

, 
14 . 

, ~ 

1 1 0 

1 1 0 

" 15 1 1 0 

1 16 ! 
17 

. 1 1 0 

1 1 0 

]. 18 

19 

·2 2 0 

1 0 1 

Jl 
20 

21 

1 1 0 

1 1 0 
~' 

Jt 
22 

23 

1 1 0 .. 
1 0 1 

24 1 1 0 

J) 25 

26 
~ 

1 1 0 

1 1 0 

j~ 27 
1 
il 28 1 

1 1 0 

1 1 0 

J * 29 

)J 30 
; t 

~i 31 
I, Total 31 

3 3 0 

1 1 . 0 

1 1 0 

37 29 10 

;"Five clients presently in the Center. are excluded. 

Scheduled Trial 
Appearances 

2 
1 
ft-

I-

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

I 

1 
1· 

1 

1 

1 

1 
. 2 

1 .. 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

3 
1 
1 

39 
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Of the 31 personsuumiLLcli Vii cUli((lt;~.vllnl J:eJ.ease, i Vi" 

22.6% willfully missed a scheduled t~ial appearance. Analysts 
?f this figu-re. is complicated 'bytbe nOln-comparability' 'of, 
published data. The Pretrial Services Di~ision 'releases 
information on willful f~ilure to appear as a proportion of 
scheduled appearanc~s~ Eor calendar 1973 this ratio was 5.8%. 
The Center clients were scheduled for 39 appearances and, with. 
10 willful fail~r.es to appear) the ratio ~vould be 2:5.6%., In 
~ddition, the clients referred to the Center constitute'~ 
grouping different from the total ROR clientelt3. 

2.3 . PROJECT COMPLIANCE WITH EEOC 

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

: service population composition, the Residential Co~munity. 
Center is in compliance with employment guidelines. 

TABLE 2-,13 

,Proj ec t Mir:c:;:-i.ty Representation' 

Black Black Spanish'Tqtal White Project Staff l Male Female 
Total 9 3 

~urna~~ Minority 
1 13 

Male 
3 

Total 
16 ' 

Dis trib:ution 
(%) 56.3 IB.7 

_ Service Population 

Fiscal Yr .1-97t~ 
Total, 79 0 
Dis tribut ion 

(%) 57.6 

19742 

To'tal 121' 0 

Distribution 
(%) 82.3 -0 

lIncludes 3 part-t~me personnel 
2Adrhittance,s to November 27, 1974 

6.3 81.,3 18.7 100.0 

2 81 56 137 

1.5 59.1 40.9 100.0' 

10 131' 16 +47 

6.8 89.1 10'.9' 100. a ' 
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For Fiscal·Year . .19.74, 70% of the percentage'of the 

minority in the service population was 41.3%. The minority 

s~affin~ of the pr~ject wis 81.3%, almost double that of . 

the required staffing proportion . 
.. 

In 1974, the composition of the service population 

changed and proportion~tely more minority clients ~re being 

admitted. A consequen~e of this shift is that proportions 

of the staff and clientele are more nearly equal. The· 

project is still s'lbstantially in compliance with guide­

lines with 70% of the percentage of the minority in the 
. . 

service population calculated at 62.4% as compared to 

minority staffing ~t 81.3%. 
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2.4 PROJECT 'BUDGET REVIEW 

The total curren't :Dudget for the Residential Community 
Center is $260,J60. Wi~h an averag~ daily clientele of 25 

. for 197~, the cost par resident annually is $10,4~4. The 
ratio of c~ients to ful1-t~me staff is app~oxima~ely 2 to 1. 

Two items', rent. and food, constitute 30.'1.%. of the budget". 
The rental for 5,000 sq. ft. is $44,400, or $8.88 pe~ sq. ft. 
The net cost for food (ex'clud)xig $2,266 carrY(lver in inyento~y) 
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 RECOIvIMENDA1\'IONS . .. . . . 

The Residential Community Center, is accomplishing its' 
proj ect obj ectives. Noteworthy ar.e the cohens"ion of the 

residents, employment placement activities, cornt;Dunity 

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 Previous 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 bave t? be weighed against re.sidential 
alternatives and available neighborhood locatj'_ons. Commu-' 
nity acceptance would have to be won 'again wid1 project 
relocation. 

lCle summary of reas~ms for r.eferral show alternativ~s 
to incarceration and from incarceration i,ncreasing. To the 

e~tQDt that Pretrial Services referrals increase, the 
.. if~·' 

Center is providing an alternative to ?etention. 

2,5.2 Proje~t Development and Fund~ng 

A concern of. the p~oject director is trairiing and utiliza­
tion of staff with emphasis on eff~ctiveness of para-professionals. 

. . 
Interviews for preparation 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 eqcouragement of group awareness 
that can result from the taking of meals. The alternative 
of meal ticket's or allowances would approximate the estimated 

$1. 50 per meal.. 
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The overall· cost: of' the Center per apnual resident m8~y 

he high, but, cqmpa:rison~ ~vith similar community' proj ects. 

are required before c:ond Ius ion can be drawn. This issue 

will:also be pursued in the final phase of· the evaluation. 

Funding decis'ions by th~ Adult Probation Department and 
, . 

the Regional CQuncil may be affected by this analysis. 

The RCC presently is,limfting the number of' conditional 

releases-to 7 or 8. Th~ increasing demand for Centei 

capacity from the PrE.~trial Services Division indicates that 

a Center specilizing in these referrals m&y be necessary., 

The proper agency fox' considering such an undertaking is 

the Adult Probation Iepartment. 

2.5.3 Proj ect"Effectiveness 

Center residents- feel that the Ree is provid·ing a nee'ded 

service and is affectini!? t~eir life sty~es. 'r'he follow-up 

data collection 'and analisis of tbe evaluation ~ill estimate 

. the impact and e}<tent '0:1;' the Center on return to 'criminal . " 

behav'ior. Proposed compa1:·:j.son groups are general supervision 

proba,tioners and Pretrial Serv,ic6s conditional releasees. 
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