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SECTION I. ~UTIVE SU~~~ARY OF EVALUATION P£PORT. 

Project Objectives 

The main objectiv~s Of the Ludlow Con~unity Association 
arc threefold: 

(1) To provide an information and referral service 
to, residents of the Ludlovl Community 

(2) To provide a transportation and communication 
'service betweun inmates in Graterford Prison 

md friends and famili~s in th~ community. 

(3) To establish an architectural design c8nt~r to 
assist people in the Ludlow Community to plan 
for community dev~lopmcnt. 

Major Activities 

The Ludlow Community Association maintains an office 
at 1437 North 7th Street, Philadelphia, Pa., from ,,;hich, 
thr7e, staff mcrmers provide services funded by LEAA. In 
add~tJ.on, thc.;ru arc three other part-time staff mernb(:rs 
provid~d by other agencies and twelve to fifteen volunteers 
wh? ~ssist in s~affing the centor. The c~nter is op~n 
daJ.ly for drop-J.n referrals and on evenings for special 
programs. During the p<:.~riod July 15, 1974 through 
February 28, 1975, th~rc were 940 drop-ins. As of 
February 28, 1975, there were 90 actiVe case files on 
\'lhic;:h th"l:: staff wore working to provide referral 
assJ.stance~ Staff ~:ncrnbc:rs work regularly v;i'th b.venty four 
(24) agoncJ.os for refcr~al purposes. 

The D~rcc~or maintains a "!eekly vis:!. tatio~ and ~ounseli~g 
program wJ.th J.nmatcs at Graterford Prison. At the t-.imo of 
~he last visitation in March 1975, there were sixteen 
J.ncarccratcd p0rson regisb . .:red ,.;i th the program. 

The design center activities arc housed on the second' 
floor of the center and staffed by an architect provid~d by 
the AlA Workshop. The major activity of the. design c,-nter 
h~s beun the c,?mpletion of a plan and proposal, "Ludlow 
VJ.llage 1: A SJ.ta Proposal for Housing D~vl.!lopment in the 
Ludlo\'1 Con~uni ty of North Philadelphia." 

Evaluation Activities 

. Ev~luation activities have includc;d six site visits, 
.lndlud7ng one to Graturford Prison; interviews ,.;ith staff members 
and clJ.ents; rcvim'l of client files 'and, records of droo-~ 11S. 

d 
' .".l. , 

an ,revJ.c\,l of the plans and documl!ntation prcpared by the 
desJ.gn center. 
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l1ajor Results and Findi~~ 

The office ~ctivities appear to be opcratud e~ficcntly. 
The office staff positions arc all filled within the budgot 
allm"ance. The proportion of Spanish-speaking clients has 
increased significantly during tho grant period to over 
70%. 

During the seven and a half month period covered by the 
project records revicMed, there ,.;ere 940 drop-ins, an 
average of over six drop-ins per day. For the period 
since Labor Day, the drop-in rat~ increas8d to nearly eight 
per day. Except for the.; month of D(;cernbcr, during the 
Christmas holidays, the number of drop-ins has be~n increasing 
steadily. 

The Director visits Graterford Prison \'1eckly and has bean 
accompanied by one or more staff members bolO or three 
times a month. There is an active group of sixteen inmates, 
plus another 12 to 14 individuals who meet with the 
director. Of the group of sixteen, six are Spanish-spLaking. 

The major accomplishments of the program have been the 
establishment of a youth program of recreatjonal and 
cultural activities, involving 50 to 100 youths. Activities 
include sponsored teams in baseball, football and basketball, 
and trips and outings. A s\.;irnrning progran for ,.;omen is 
being started at the Narcissa Cruz Recreation Site, 6th and 
t1aster stre.:::ts. 

The main areas in \'1hich the program has not mc~its 
m.;n expectations are in the design ccnter acti vi ty \vh~re 
the city administration has indicated that there is no 
money available for subisidizca sale housing. Thus, although 

. there is a plan available, there has been no actual housing 
development, as YLt. Also, a tutoring program for students 
from the Ludlow School which ~'las startud early in tht:: 
year had to be discontinued because of a lack of funds 
needed. 

The cost ppr drop-in for the pcriod endIng February 
28, 1975 is $26.98 per person. This cost S08ms excessively 
high; hm'lever, no <]'oals \'lere set for the nUrnDer of drop-ins 
to be serviced. The cost of referrals per clients based 
on ninety active case files for the same period is $281.83. 
This latter cost is somm.,hat lo'.;er than the cost per referral 
for clients of the North Central Youth Academy ($314.55). 
If program cos t.s arc alloca ted by acti vi ty beb-Tecn the 
thre\:! objectives, an estimated ninety percent of program 
activity is related to drop-in client contact. Pro rating 
costs reduces the cost per contact to $24.28 and the cost 
per referral to $250.67. , ' 
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The project is too small to require an EEOC report; 
hm.,evd;r, the uvaluator observes that the project staff 
incluci.es two Black males, 2 Black Females, 1 Spanish
speaking male and 1 Spanish-speaking female. 

Recommendations 

'rhe following cOID-ments and suggestions arc provided, , 
morc in the nature of encouragement rather than as_s~ec~f~c 
recommendations for change, since the project stafr ~s 
already active in each area: 

(1) Continue secking additional source~ of funding f?r 
the several independent programs ,,,h~ch are 0pl!rat~ng 
out of the center, such as the recreation program. 

(2) Improve the cost-effectiveness of the drop-in 
counselling by making the services of the center 
more widely known (specifically the drop-in 
services) 

(3) Re-activate thu design centor services and prepare 
an alternative to the sales housing program which 
is ~n line with federal and local housing priorities. 

(4) We aqain note that the Director appears to be 
overloaded and project activity is occasionally 
handicapped because of this. l-'1e recognize that 
the level of funding is not sufficient to support 
an additional staff member; however, internal 
priori tics should be reviewed and the \'lOrk 
distributed so activities can continue in the 
absence of the director~ if need be. 

, 
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SECTION II. PROJECT ACTIVITIES. 

The overall project objectives are to reduce crime and 
recidivism in the Ludlow Community ( Gcrmantown/Girard/N,;inth/ 
Berks) of North Philadelphia through community servicus 
in three areas: . 

(1) To provide an information and referral s0rvice 
to residents of the Ludlow Community. 

(2) To provide a transportation and eom.rnunication 
service bet\"ccn inmates and Graterford Prison 
and friends and families in the community. 

(3) To establish an architectural design center to 
assist PGople in the Ludlm., community to plan for 
community develop~ent. 

Tho Ludlmv Community Association maintains offices and 
re£urral services at 1437 North 7t.h Street in a building 
leased from the Philadelphia Housing Authority. The bUiilding 
was recently renovated to the specifications of the 
Association and provides ~xceptionally good facilities at 
a very modest cost. There is a substantial amount of 
space available for expansion if the project can securc,~ 
additional funding. 

There are throe -full-time equivalent staff members \'1hoso 
salaries arc pRid from LEAA funds. Three other part-time 
staff meml,cJ;s arc pai.d by the School District of Philadulphia, 
the Philadelphia Urban Coalition, or the AlA Wqrkshop. In 
addition, t\"elve to fifteen members of the community 
regularly volunteer t.heir services. 

The Director maintains a ~.,cekly visitation program to 
Graterford Prison. While there, he mC03ts with a group 
of sixteen inmates and an additional twelve to fourteen 
inviduals. T'\'1o to three times monthly ho is accompanied 
by one or more staff members from the Association. Whih:: 
meeting \"i th the inmates, they provide job counseling, 
attempt to set up v10rk release si tua tions, provide family 
liaison, assist in making contact ,.,i th lawyers and social 
servico agencies, and help develop proposals for in-prison 
programs. 

The design center activities arc housed on the second 
floor of the Center and is staffed by an architect/planner 
provided by the AlA Workshop. At the time of the 
evaluation, th~ dosign center was inactive, while the plans 
most recently prepared were bt.!ing pursut.!d \1i th the Ci ty 
administration. The plan is for s,ales housing and has 
not met "lith acceptance by the City because a iack of 
funding. 
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The Ludlow Community ~ssociation sponsors a program of 
youth recreation and cultural activiti~s. Baseball, football, 
and basketbaLl. teams are entered in four age categories of the 
Martin J.Juthc7" King League. A s\vimming program is being 
set up for g~rls at the Na:Lci~sa Cruz Recreation site, 6th 
and Master St.rccts. Approximately 200 youths participat~. 
An additional.50 to 100 youths particpatc in trips, tours, 
and other recreational activities scheduled p~riodically 
as funds and/or frc~ tickets are available. 

SECTION III. EVALUATION ACTIVITIES. 

Evaluation activities have included six (6) visits on-
Rite, including onc full day trip to Graterford Prison. Project 
records and client case files have b~cn rcvicw~d, clients 
intcrvie1/Tcd, and planning c10cuments examined. The staff has 
been intcrvict;'led and observed on-the-job. 

Evaluation took place during the period December 13, 1974 
and February 28th. Project records covered the. pc-riod from 
July IS, 1974 to February 28, 1975. 

Major shortcomings of the evaluation rGlated to the lack 
of availability of reliable. current information on criminal 
act i vi ty • Ludlmv Community is a rcla ti vely small part of the 
26th Police District. Impressionistic data was provided 
by the Commanding Officer, hut no spt:cific facts for the 
Lud~m.; ar<.:a making it difficult to ass(.!ss th(~ impact of the 
proJGct. 

SECTION IV. PROJECT RESULTS AND ANALYSIS. 

As stated previously, the results achieved by this project 
c~:>nform t'? those anticipat;.::d in the sub-gr ant apl)lica tion. 
'rne drop-J.n ccntwr, design centor, and prison visitation 
arc all underway in substantialli the form proposed. The 
program has not achioved some of its internal uxpuctations for 
program development bcc~use of lack of funds. 

;' This program is :::0 'small that it is difficult to comment 
on administrati vo structure. It 'vas noted in the previous 
year's evaluation that an additional professional lavel 
position \-!OUlc;1 be extrc·me,ly us.:!ful. This remains true; 
hm1c;v,?r, J.n. VJ.CVl of the ansence of fundR to support the 
pos1tJ.on, 11ttl~ more can be said. We have rt:comm~nd~d 
belm., that consideration be given to a re-asscssment and 
rc-assignment of activities so that the director is not 
essential td virtuall~ all of tho program efforts. ~s th~ 
program is now organiz~d, unavailability of the director 
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inhibits achievement of short term goals, ,·,hen he is over-loaded 
or not readily available. This is a managemunt consideration. 

The level of funding is extremely modest. Much of the 
potential benefits arc ¥et,to be ~chievcd, bcca~se of ~he lack 
of outside funding. ThJ.s J.5 partJ.cu:larly true J.n hous~~g 
where City funds are needed to compH~te the implcmc..nta tJ.on of 
the plans dcv~loped under this project. 

The cost per cli.ent for the period ending Fcbruar:{ 28th, 
is $26. 98 p('~r drop-in contact. '1'his (::os~ S8cms'- toe: lughi 
hm'1cver, no quanti t.ative goals '{:rore s\:;t J.n, the proJ ect 
application either for the number o~ drop-J.ns to be 
serviced or the maximum cost per c11cnt. Th0 cost of referrals 
per.' client based on ninety active cas~ files ~or ~he s~e ~ , 
period in $ 281.83. This latter cost ~'s mor~ ~n 11nc i'11 th B.t~J?erJ.encc 
elsc\'7hcrc. The cost per client referral for the NO:th, 
Central Youth Academy is $314.55, f<?r example ... I,f -:-t 1S 
estiamtc.d that about 90% of the proJi.:;c~: staff tJ.me 1.S spent 
on drop-in s0rvices, then the costs drop to $:-!4.28 and the 
cost per r~fcrral to $250.67. 

SECTION V,. FINDINGS AND RECO~mENDATIONS. 

It is our opinion that the project is operated cffic~ently 
within the constraints of cost. All budgeted ~taff pOSt10~S arc_ i 

fill(;;c1. Subject t.o the note about the centralJ. ~y of the d~r8ctors 
postion, we find t..'1at the project is well organJ.zcd and 
management is app,ropriatc. . 

Pllring the SCVQn and a half months of the project duration, 
'there have bc.~n 940 drop-ins, an average of sligh~ly over 
six per day. Over this time, the n~mbcr of, drop-7ns ~ach month 
has been increasing with the cxceptJ.on of ,tne Chr~stmas 
holiday period. 

The project has met its major ob~cctivcs. Some activities 
not included specifically in the proJcct propsal, such as the 
recreational ?rogram also appear successful. 

The follm-ling recornmenda tions are made more on the 
spirit of encouragement, rather than m~ndatcs fo: ch~nge, 
since the project staff is already act~vely workJ.ng J.n 
each area: 

(I) continue seeking additional sources of funding for. 
the several progral11s ,.,hieh arc operating out of the 
center, such as the rec~eation prog:am, ~s a means 
of spreading and increasing the proJect J.mpact. 
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(2) Improve the cost-effectiveness of the dr!np-in 

service by making these specific services /more 
,,,idely knOlvn in the community. Considerat~i(m 
should be given to a shift in center hour~ to 
allovl for more after \'lOrk contact nm'1 tha.tthe 
summer is approaching and it is staying J/ight 
in thecvenings. . 

(3) Rc-activatc the design cent~r services and 
develop one or more alternatives to the sales 
housing program \"hich more closely conform 
to federal and local housing funding priorities. .. 

(4) The role of the Director is central to the 
success of this project. We aro concc~n~d that 
it may become too much of a "one man operation." 
We recognize that the present lovel of , funding 
is not sufficient to support an additional 
staff member; hml'~ver, internal prioroiti.(;:s and 
activiti~s should be rc-evaluatud and distributed so 
activities can continue evon in the absence of the 
Director •. ' 
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