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Pericd of Preoject Activity Evaluated: R & D Unit activitics from
February through Jdune, 1975 are evaiuated in this report.

Wuéé ' Brief Description of DProject Functions and Activitins: The R & D
lw 25 |4 - A Unit is_a mgltlftunctigg ogganiga;iqn. it represents the depart-
;___.W_;__”MLé ' ment and maintains continuing licision with the Courts, the Gove

= iliI= = ' erncy's Justice Xommission, LEAA funded projects gpecifically,

and other related bodies of the lccal criminal justice netrork.
In relation to LEAA it assists depaxtmental staff in preparing
grant propusals, provides services to LEAA outside evaluators,
: and maintains an oagoing overvicew of such projects around fiseol
MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART i . and technical mattera. In addition the Unit provides adninistic=-
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A ' P tive and other support to the Chicf Probation Officer and to

— ‘ varicus of his administrative staff both in relation to internal
natters and community ielations.

-

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with f R & D maintains and updates an information basc consisting of
the standards set forth in 41CFR 101-11.504 both computer and manual data cperations. It provides regular
) reports on the data base within the department.

R & D also engages in research and planning activities, seretimos
in relation to LEAA grants and also around other prejects. R & D
also takes on or initiates other projccts as well, cspecifically
this year a Policy and Procedures Manual and a Judges Manual.

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are

Response of Project to the Refunding Evaluation Rocommendatlonss
(This refers to the Evaluator's report of Iebruary 27, 1975)

gether with a briecf comment by the evaluator on the project res-
ponse in the intervening 3-4 months,

1. "That goals and activities in the subgrant application be
expressed in measurcable terms amcnable-to evaluation. Thic
should include time-defincd interim goals"

Date filmed,  |3/25/76



ﬁggégztgiéisczggcng: Tgi project subgrant application for
X % siderable improvement in the specifici
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of objectives and provision of time~-defined gogls.fIClty

2. "That priority be gi 1141
rhe > given to building those contact -
Z;g;e:oanddrelatlonsplps which can provide input §ﬁda§2;d-
and from project staff throughout the dcpartment."

]
2Zii23§32 guiommcnf: ghe projcct staff have engaged in an
' S c-rcach through group intervics i j
rity of departmental lin taff S S iiaiagalo
der L line staif. Evaluation findi sc
below) indicatc positive impact from this activit;ngs (see

3. " . . .
tggg; giggglzatlfnaé analysis fccused on alternate struc
: gements be engaged in as & ssi id i -
Solving thod s ir & possible aid in re-
crences (or melicrating th C '
‘ Lnc Efer : : rat em) referrc
above in the findings section of this rcport." crred to

Evaluz ' nment: Whi § i

plzégaigiws Cohgc?p. ¥hile discussions on this have taken
cween evaluator and project ot

' ¢ staff there i .

no shared definiti of i raat S I as Yot

- on of the situation Furti i i

in this areca will -1 n . N ocus for th

constitute an ev i
197596 prosact year b aluation focus for the

4, " 5 .
uﬁgﬁdtﬁitmth° LEAA grant period is over the project is
arcas specfgﬁcéhfiatﬁnd agtempt to mcet goals in a number of
: che su a i :
under results above." grant application and referred to

Evalue ! : i

subiigﬁgiai CEWWCQF‘ Since March the project has produccd
: 1t activity and prod ivi &

Ste obiectivas. Y p uctivity around a nunmber of

5. " Lviti j
SggzshZit;vitlcg projected gor the next subgrant ycar be
especiall§o;§ lfmltfd than is currently the case, and that
gspocially reig;-regefrcb and'plgnning activitics arc con-
S ehe source strains within the project be¢ carefull
in advancing objectives in those two areas."” ¥

Evaluator' \

pziﬁzgtorezrc?mmepgz The.subgrant application for the 1975-6
% embodies this recommendation in a satisfe

project a satisfactory

Fcedbac ~55e8: ;

Pecdback Processes: The first two months (January, February, 1975)
‘reciprocity bt process did not producc a sense of mutuality and
then a scrics ogegn evaluator and project staff, Howcver, since
tor, his visit t cpartmental and team meetings with the evalua-
time for a Proccg 2 ;ralnlng class for R & D staff, and greater
picture. At this poi mutual consultation results in a different
bis foodback is rbp01nt in time the evaluator's judgment is that
that there is ;nciigg?ggqctgcincan incrcasingly open manner and
back which the project stggf ;aigz.consultatlve kinds of feed-
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. ~in recspect to availability.

SPECIFIC PROJECT ACTIVITIES, EVALUATION
ACTIVITIES, AND THE FINDINGS

The objective was to producce

1. Policy and Procecdurcs Manuals
74-75 project ycar.

and distribute this Manual during the 19

Evaluation: The Manual is almost complete but not yet dis-
tributcd. Sclected sections, in final form, werc revicwed and
were found to achieve a high order of clarity, communicability

and consistency.

2. Judges Manual: The objective was to produce and distribute
This Nanual during the 1974=75 project year.

Evaluation: The Manual still awaits R & D unit editing., It
was read as is and a gencrally favorable impression was generated
as to its possible value- to Judges in making the best use of
Probation Department services in sentencing decisions. '

3, Information Basec: The objectives for the information base

are part of an ongoing attempt by R & D to construct a data basec
on which more rational decision-making can be madec, better data
generated for outside evaluators, and more focused raesecarch can

be developed.

funding evaluation tested the accu-
nd found it to bec quite good., DLva-
ituted an ongoing
ry, data clements,
oded and summarizeds

Evaluation: The previous re

racy of the Information Base a
luation in thcse last several months has const

process to better understand the data dictiona
and the processes by which data is received, €

The evaluator's finding is that a major improvement is notaed
Problems remain. Onc major is that
access to the Court's Computer. The

R & D staff have no direct
vwal form needs to be converted into

other is that much data in man
‘computerized systemse.

these last several months indicate progrcess

Generally speaking,
s outlined above.

towards thc ultimate objective

a and relationships within the
Th benalt ot this objecctive was an
ss and group intexrviewing

4. Improvement of communicatio
Depar tnent: The majoxr vehicie

Intensive Training course on group proce ‘
for the R & D staff - followed by conjoint group intervicws with

just about every departmental scrvice unit in which issucs around
information base, the cmployment study, and the R& D unit were

discussed.

- Evaluation: The cvaluator attcended a segsion of the training
course and providcd fcedback on thae spot. In addition, a phonc
survey of two randomly sclected probation of ficers from cach unit
visited was done. The officers wcre asked to comment on three

\
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isgues: the opcnness of R & D staff to feedback, the possibility
of working rclationships with R & D staff; and their understadning
of R & D functions.

The results of the survey are stfikingly positive, although

very fragile indeed. The evaluator's impressions from the train-

ing scsion was the R & D staff were committed to an improved
communication process and this must have becn transmitted to
probation officers. .

An overwhelming majority of the respondents indicatd@ con-
siderable improvcment from the survey done on the same issucs
in February of 1975. 24 of 30 respondcnts felt the staff to be

open to feedback, and 23 of 30 felt there was a basis for mutuality.

On thec issucs of understanding R & D functions tliere is a diffe~
rent response, with 17 of 30 fceeling that thls was communicated

effectlvely.

A good beginning seems to have been made. Continued priority
is nccessary in thisarcea of cffective communication. Many of the
respondents said they felt positive but wcre taking a "wait and
sce attitude", or "were waiting to scc if they came back", or
BI'm not really sure."

5. Effectiveness of Services to Outside and related criminal
justice agencies: The R & D unit secs as one o its objectives
partlcxpaLlon 1in and service to a variety of criminal justice
agenczcs. ; .

Evaluation: The refunding evaluation report indicatcd %%ifl

LEAA outside evaluators had a gencrally positive attitude (twoards
the services provided them by R & D, During this periocd a telcG=
phone survey of 8 representatives of 15 agencies with which the
R & D unit interact frequently was done.

The respondents indicated an overwhelming positive attitude
about their contacts with R & D. Such phrases as: "always
coopcrative, always prepared, easily available, follow through"
were common,

6. The Employment Study: The objective for 1974-5 was to do an
Employment Study as the basis for cxpanded employment services,

Evaluation: The substantial work on this study was triggered
by the unit intervicews referred to above. At this point in time
the staff arxe busy tabulating the information gained from these
interviews and developing the next stage in the rescarch.

Clearly this project was not completcd as projecte@. At @he
same time the inclusion of probaton officers as consultants in

its develeopment is a wise move. Evaluation for the 1975-6 project

year will determine at that time was kind of product results from
this process.
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7. The Predictive Study (Case Classification): The objective of this
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study was to produce an instrument for use by probation officers which
could have high predictive power in differentiating their caseloads,
(ie: those probationers requiring minimal supervision from those re-
quiring intensive supervision},

Evaluation: Several other factors complicated this study., One was
the continuing nagging problem of the Courts' Computer - resulting in
delays of several months in securing printouts, The second was that
the seven federally funded projects had their own outside evaluator who
was also focused in on the predictive study. At a recent meeting the
R & D Unit relinquished any further work on this project tothe outside
evaluator. 1

Discussions with R & D staff, the outside evaluator, and analysis of
the predictive instrument and related documents indicates that work-
manlike job was done in producing an instrument which can at least provide
a beginning step in line with the objective of case classification.

Some dispute exists as to whether a new instrument was needed or whether
some other instrument, previously developed elsewhere, might have been
used. This evaluator's bias is towards the procedure followed here =
the development of a new instrument,

8. Other Research and Planning Activities: 1In the subgrant application
reference was made to planning and research activities other than those
specifically referred to and already described in this report.

Evaluation: This area remains hazy to the evaluator. More extensive
contacts with the staff permitted a better semse of their professional
competence and approach than heretofore gleaned from reading their docu-
ments. A site visit by the evaluator to the Massachusetts Probation Dept!s
Research and Planning Units was followed by an extensive and free-wheeling
discussion with R & D staff, This discussion yielded considerable awareness
of both the general and specific processes which characterize such operatlons
in the criminal justice field,

The evaluator still remains unclear, however, as to the mix of research
and planning within the R & D unit, whether such specializations are
functionally useful, and whether output is what it might be. These remain
on the agenda of unanswered questions which the 1975-6 evaluation can
address itself to.

9. The R & D Unit and the Probation Department: In the subgrant application
and as a result of evaluation activity the fact emerges, with considerable
clarity, that the R & D unit has a strategic role in influencing department
policy and the direction of services to its clients.

Evaluation: Continuing contact with R & D staff, the above-mentioned site
visit to Massachusetts and sharper awareness of overall -departmental func-
tions raises the question of to what extent the R & D unit recognizes its
own policy and program influence in a purposive, self-conscious and planful



manner, Of course, one issue at play is the relationship between the
technician ( R & D) and the administrator(s). As in all organizations

there appears to be a delicate interplay between those activities man-

dated by administration and those activities Initiated and developed by

the techniciais, It is clear from the previous refuncing evaluation that
different segments of the administration view R & D's function and influence
with varied values.

At this point in time the evaluator must once again refer further inquiry
into this area to the next program year's evaluation, TFar greater atten-
tion will be paid to the interface of the Unit with influential adminis-
trators and decision-makers in the Probation Department. Corollary to this
evaluation will inquire further into the general approach and issues which
the R & D staff develop as their priorities; be these autonomously conceived
or collegially evolved with others. Such a policy input focus should help
~clarify other questions as to R & D activities generally, the structure of
the unit, and its output(s).

10. Organizational Structure and Function of the Unit: One reasonable area
of inquiry is the degree to which the inter-personal shape and ethos of
the Unit may facilitate or inhibit the greatest productivity in pursuit of
its goals. '

Evaluation: The above-mentioned site visit, a wider spread of evaluator
contact with staff, analysis of a variety of documents, and analysis of
staff time sheets over a two-week period in May provides data,

Although findings are tentative the evaluator is not sure that the lines
of authority and functional divisions are maximally efficient. In the pre-
sent structure considerable time appears to be taken up with one-to-one
communications between staff and those immediately above and below them;
and at the same time a host of functional interactions which cross such
. authority lines as well as the functional subdivisions are also occuring.
In addition, meetings occur which involve segments of staff, both within
functional divisions and within similar positions in the authority structure.
It may well be that all such interactions facilitate the work process. It
may also be that undue amounts of time arespent in clarifying communication
and processing issues not intrinsic to the task - but rather which are rather
spinoffs of the Unit structure itself.

A priority, dnce again, for next year's evaluation, will be a more thorough
structural inquiry and study of work processes in the unit. The evaluator
intends to be 'more on the scene' focusing on process evaluation now that
the parameters of the R & D unit have been identified.
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Recommendations:

1, Where thé policy and procédurcs manual and Judges manual are
concernad evaluative and feedback procedures be formulatced so
that an asscssment of uscr response can be made.

2. Where the employment study is concerned staff are urged to
prescerve documents which may illustrate the ragne of consultation
and collaboration which are part of this continuing project.

3, As indicated abvoe the reccent staff interviews throughout the
department improved attitudes towards R & D considerably. This is
a very fragile situation, however, and it is strongly urged that
the project make provision for formal activitics of a similar
nature -in ordcr to reinforce and extend this process. It is clear
that failurc to do so will effectively wipe away the gains.

4, That the project staff itself consider whether some form of
sclf-study around its policy role in the department and its own
internal structure might be useful,

5. To continue the refincment of the Data Base Report and signi-
ficantly increase the number of data elements available within the
computer information basc. As it now stands a rclatively small
proportion of available data is in machinc processable format.
Increasingly efficient data analysis, which is necessary in such
a large dcpartment, ‘csts on computer usec.

6. Improved access to a computer facility for the storage,
retricval and analysis of data is necded., The current axrangements,
using thc Courts computer as it is now sct up sSecms inadequate
for the departmental resecarch and development operation.

Whether this can best be accomplished through a reviscd acess to
the Courts computcr, purchascec of timc in another facility, or some
other method nceds to be explored.








