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Prepared by: Jack C. Stcrnbach v PhoD. 
Evalu("ltor 

Period of Project l~ctj,vi .. t:v EV2l].uC1."tcd: R&D Unit act:ivitie8 from 
l'cb;,'1.H.lr.y tb.:COU91l June, l,)"Fs urc evnlu~ ted in thin rcpc)rt. 

Brief DC3cription of Project Functions and Activiti~~: The R&D 
Ur"l"i-t ·i~lliul i;:r-£Unction~nniz(l·iion. .!. t: :ccprCO(3i1 bJ tho. 0.0P<:1.:ct­
mcnt ,lUG Dt:lin'c(lins cont-inning lici::don wi '(:h the Court.G, 'the (:~:)V-' 
orner's Jus"i:::ice. x.:;t;.:nr;lissicm, LEM funded projects opccificully, 
and other related ~odico of the 10c&1 c=irninal.justicc notJork. 
III relation to LE.AA it: assists dcpiJ.:c'cm~ntD.l st.},ff in prepurj.ng 
g-r.ant. prop~)3.:l1s, provide;) sel."Vicc3 to LEl'.\.i\ outside cvulm"l..to:r:G, 
and rao.intains an ongoing OVOl7ViC\'l of ::inch projccto around fj.:.:;c:.:l 
and tcchnicill m:lt:.te1.':J. In Qddi t.ion the unit provide:::; o.dl';1iniot~j:-c.­
tive and other ~u.ppor·c to the Chief P:.::obution OfEic(;r and 'to 
vurious of hi3 ~dI;linistr.:1'cive stuff both in relut.ion to internwl 
matters and community l:'elations. 

R&D maintains and updates an informwtion base consisting of 
bo·th computer and manu.::.l data operat.ions. It provides regulnr 
reports on the data base within the dcp~rtment. 

R (; D also engages in t'csearch and planning activi tics, sorctGt.imc:.'J 
in re1a 'cion to LEl\1'-. gr .:lnt.s .:;;nd u 1so around other proj cc bJ 0 H [, D 
also takes on or initiates other projects as well, npecific~lly 
this yer.r a Policy und Procedures Hanual und a .Judges Harn.1(ll. 

!(e$?o~se of Project to the RefundinG EV2.1u2Ltion Rc.c('nlI'1cnc12.tj.on~J: 
'rhis refers to the EV.:lluCl t.or· t~ report of l:~cbruilry ';:1, I0-:T5)--'-

The following are the recommendations made at that time to­
gether \·lit:h a brief CQ,n.TUcnt by the evaluut()r on the project rCG­
ponse in the intervening 3-4 roont.hs. 

1. "That. goals and activities in the Gubg:o:ant application be 
expressed in mcaollrei.lb1c terms amenablo· to evalu<1tion. Tid.:::; 
should include time-ciefin(;;d interim goalo" 
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Evaluator's Comment" Th ' 1975-~ sh~ws conSidbrab~QP~~~~~!c:~:~r~~tt~~pli~a~i~n,for 
of ob)ect~ves and provision of time_dCfinCde9~~~~~f1Cl.ty 

2. "That priority be given t b 'ld' 

~!;~c~Oa~~dr~;~~i~~~~!~~ :~!~~ ~~~gp;h~~~~ec~~~~~t:~da~!!~_ 

3. 

roug out the department." 

Evaluator's Comment: The project staff ha . ' 
extensive out-reach ~h-ou h ' ve engaged 1n an 
ri ty of departmental 4..1~ g '-g~~up 1ntervi,?'r'ls ''lith a majo-
below) indicate Positiv~ei~p4..:~~·fr~~atlhu~t10n ~i~dings (sec 

l,~ act1 V1 ty. 

"ThClt or a' t' g n1za 10nal Clnalysis focused on alt,' 
tural arrClngemen~c b ~. ernate struc­
solving th~ d;ff4..~ e engag~d 1n as ~ possible aid in rc­

~ ~ crences (or m~lio~a~i th ) above in the f' d' c. ,~ ~ ~ ng em referred to 
1n 1ng .. sect10n of this report." 

Evaluator's Commen'c: \'lhile di"'cu'"e!' C! ' place between eva'l ua .... or Clnd i:> ,>:>0:>10n", on th1s have takcn 
no shared definition4..0f th Pl??JC~~ staff there is as yet 
in this area will constitu~~S1~uCl 1~n. ,Further inquiry 
1975-6 project year. ~ an eva uat10n focus for the 

4. "Now that th~ LEAh grant period 
urged to m?~? ah~ad and attempt 
areas spec1~1cd 1n the subgrant 
under results above." 

is over the project is 
:0 m,?ct ~oals in a number of 
QPp11cat10n and referred to 

Evaluator's Comment: Since March thn subs~an~' _ ~. ~ project has produced 
. 4.. 4..1a~ activity and productivity 1tS objectives. around a number of 

5. "That activities projected for the next ~omew~at more limited than iz currenti sUbgra~t year be 
espec1ally where reecarch _ d 1 . y the ca~e, pnd that 
cerned the resourceDstrain;n, ,P ~nn1ng act~vitie5 arc con­
considered in advancing ob)' . \lt~ ~h1n ~he proJect be carefully ec 1ves 1n those two arcas." 

Evaluator's Conunent: The b ,.' project year embodTes th'SU grant appl~cat~on for the 1975-6 
manner. 1S recommendat10n 1n a satisfactory 

Feedback Processes: The first tHO 
of ~he e,:"aluation process did not ~~~~~~c(Janua;7' February, 1975) 
reCl.prOC1 ty bebleen evaluator and ' a senoe of mu tuali ty and 
then a series of department 1 d pr~Ject s~aff. ,However, since 
t?r, his visit to a trainina c~:sst~am meet1ngs w1th the evalua-
t1me for a process of mut Y ~ or,R & D staff, and greater 
picture. At this oint i ua ,conQultat10n results in a different 
his feedback is re~pondednt;l.~e the,evalua~or's judgment is that 
that there is increa~' c n~an 1ncreas1ngly open manner and 
back which the proje~~n~t;~~c:al~~.consultati~e kinds of feed-

SPECIFIC PROJECT ACTIVITIES, EVALUATION 
ACTIVITIES, AND THE FINDINGS 

1. policy and Procedures Hanual;.: The objective was to produce 
and distribute this Hanual during the 1974-75 project year. 

Evaluation: The Manual is almost complete but not yet dis­
tributed. Sele.cted sections, in final form, were revie\,led and 
were found to achieve a high order of clarity, communicability 

and consistency. 

2. Judges Manual: The objective was to produce and distribute 
this Manual during the 1974-75 project year. 

Evaluation: The Manual still awaits R&D unit editin~. It 
wa~ read as is and a generally favorable impression was generated 
as to its possible value· to Judges in making the best usc of 
Probation Department services i~ sentencing decisions. ' 

3. Information Base: Th~ objectives for the information base 
are part of an ongoing attempt by R&D to construct a data base 
on which more rational decision-making can be made, better data 
generated for outside evaluators, and more focus~d research can 

be developed. 

Evaluat.ion: The previous refunding evaluation tested the accu­
racy of f~nformation Base and found i.t to be quito good. Eva­
luation in these last several months has constituted an ongoing 
process to better understand the data dictionary, data clements, 
and the processes by which data is received, coded and sun~arized. 

The evaluator's finding is that a major improvement is noted 
,in respect to availability. Problems remain. One major is that 
R&D staff have no direct acceSS to the court's computer. The 
other is that much data in manual form needs to be converted into 

computerized systems. 

Generally speaking, these last several months indicate progress 
towards tho ultimate objectives outlined above. 

4. Improvcment of communication and rclationshi)s ,·Ii thi.n the 
Depart@cnt: The major vehic e ~n ehulf of th1s ob)Cct1VC was an 
Intensive training course on group process and group interviewing 
for the R&D staff - follo~led by conjoint group interviews \'1i th 
just about every departmental service unit in \ ... hich issues around 
information base, the employment study, and the R& D unit,were 

discussed. 

Evaluation: The evaluator attended a session of thc training 
course and provided feedback on the spot. In addition, a phone 
survey of two randomly selected proba.tion officers from each unit 
visited was done. The officers were a.sked to comment on three 
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issues: the openness of R&D staff to feedback, the possibility 
of working relat~onships with R& D staff; and their undcrstadning 
of R&D functions. 

The results of the survey are stri~:ingly positive, although 
very fragile indeed. The evaluator's impressions from the triJin­
ing sesion was the R&D staff were committed to an improved 
communication process and this must have b~on transmitted to 
probation officers. 

An oven/helming majority of the respondents indicatdd con­
siderable improvement from the survey done on the same issues 
in February of 1975. 24 of 30 respondents felt the staff to be 
open to feedback, and 23 of 30 felt there \1aS a basis for mutuality. 
On the issues of understanding R&D functions tnere is a diffe­
rent response, with 17 of 30 feeling e1at this was co~~unicated 
effectively. 

A good beginning seems to have been made. Continued priority 
is necessary in thisarea of effcc·tive communication. i1c:my of the 
respondents said they felt positive but were taking a "wait and 
see attitude", or "were waiting to sec if they came back", or 
~~'m not really sure." 

5. Effectiveness of Services to Outside and related criminal 
justice wgencics: The R&D un~t sees as one or its object1ves 
participation rn and service to a variety of criminal justice 
agencies. 

Evaluation: The refunding evaluation report indicated t~ 
LEAA---ollt.side evaluators had a generally positive attitude tVlo;r~ 
the services provided them by R&D. During this period a to c­
phone survey of 8 representatives of 15 agencies with which the 
R&D unit interact frequently was done. 

The respondents indicated an o·:en<1he.lming positive attitude 
about their contacts with R&D. Such phrases as: .. always 
cooperative, always prepared, easily available, follow through" 
were common. 

6. The Em~ment Study: The objective for 1974-5 was to do an 
Emp!oymcnt Study as the basis for expanded employment services. 

Evaluation: The substantial \'lork on this study was triggered 
by the unit interviews referred to above. At this pOint in time 
the staff arc busy tabulating the information gained from these 
interv~ews and developing the next stage in the research. 

Clearly this project was not completed as projected. At the 
same time the inclusion of probaton officers as consultants in 
its development 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 
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. 

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 
us~d. This evaluator's bias is towards the procedure followed here _ 
the development of a new instrument. 

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

Evaluation: This area remains hazy to the evaluator. More extensive 
contacts with the staff permitted a better sense of their professional 
competence and approach than heretofore gleaned from reading their docu­
ments. A site visit by the evaluator to the Hassachusetts Probation Dept!s 
Research and Planning Units was followed by an extensive and fTee-wheeling 
discussion with R&D staff. This discussion yielded considerable a\vareness 
of both the general and specific processes which characterize such operations 
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 Massac~uset.t·s and sharper awareness of overalld.epartmental 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 
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manner. Of course, one issue at play is the relationship between the 
technician ( R&D) and the aciministrator(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 techniciaLs. It is clear from the previous refuncing evaluation that 
different segments of the administration vie\v 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. Far 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 i..ts ou tp\lt (s) . 

10. Organizational Structure and Funct'ion 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 \vi th 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 tj~e appears to be taken up with one-to-one 
connnunications bet\'7een staff and those immediatel y above and belmv them; 
and at the same time a host of functional interactions \.;rhich cross such 

. authority lines as \ve11 as the functional subdivisions are also occuring. 
In addU ion, meetings occur \vhich involve segments of staff, both within 
functional divisions and within similar positions in the authority structure. 
It may \vell 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, :Once again, for next year's evaluation, will be a more thorough 
structu'ral 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. \1hcrc the policy and procedures manual and Judges manual are 
concerned evaluative and feedback procedures be formulated so 
that an assessment of user response can be made. 

2. \'1here the employment study is concerned' staff arf,3 urged to 
preserve dOCUments which may illustrate the ragne of consultation 
and collaboration which are part of this continuing project. 

3. As indicated abvoe the recent 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 activities of a similar 
nature -in order to reinforce and extend this process. It is clear 
that failure to do so will effectively wipe away thq gains. 

'/ 

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

5. To continue the refinement of the Data Base Report and signi­
ficantly increase the nUI!1ber of data elements available within the 
computer information base. As it now stands a relatively small 
proportion of available data is in machine processable format. 
Increasingly efficiept data analysis, which is necessary in such 
a large department, rests on computer usc. 

6. Improved access to a computer facility for the storage, 
retrieval and analysis of data is needed. The current arrangements, 
using the courts computer as it is now set up scems inadequate 
for the departmental research and ~evelopment operation • 
"lhether this can best be accomplished through a revised acess to 
the Courts computer, purchase of timu in another facility, or some 
other method needs to be explored. 






