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FOREl-JORD 

The Lega.l Services program Ha.S established in 1965 as a part of the 
Office of Economic Opportunity's Community Action Program. Its purpose 
was to mobilize th~~ nation's legal profession to support an aggressive 
program of legal representation for the poor. Over the past six years, 
Legal Services lawyers have demonstrated that the legal system can be used 
as a vehicle for constructive change. The Legal Services Pr.ogram has had 
a history not only of dedicated and able la~vyers in its projects, but also 
of federal administrators committed to highest quality legal services. 

One of the basic tools used by federal officials in improving the 
quality of the Legal Services Program has been evaluation. In December 
1969, the Office of Legal Services contracted Hith the Urban Institute 
to develop a ne," on-site evaluation system for our use in assessing per­
formance of individual Legal Services projects across the country. The 
Institute staff worked in concert with the 'Office of Legal Services to 
develop the on-site evaluation system described in this report. Because 
of the Office of Legal Services staff involvement, because of our need 
for a systematic approach to evaluation, and because of the applicability 
of the system recommended, the Of.fice of Legal Services has implemented 
this evaluation system. 

Since April 1970, the basic approach of this on-site evaluation 
system has been \lsed by the Office of Legal Services to evaluate every 
local Legal Services project. Projects are nOH being evaluated with 
much closer scrutiny and in a more uniform way than before introduction 
of the system. 

The work done by the Urban Institute is a significant aid in the 
difficult job of managing and upgrading our program. 

Winston R. Webster 
Director, Planning, Technical 

Assistance and Evaluation Division 
Office of Legal Services 

Washington, D.C., 1971 
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PREFACE 

This report was prepared pursuant to a contract 'nth the Office of 
Economic Opportunity's Office of Legal Servic~s to: 

design an on-site evaluation system for the Legal Services 
Program which will provide periodic assessments of the performance 
of individual projects in order to aid OLS management in monitoring 
field projects, to provide individual assessments of project per­
fOl~ance for use in making yearly refunding decisions and to generate 
uniform data on project characteristics. 

The contract called for the expenditure of twenty man-Heeks of professional 
staff time over a period of four months to design the system and conduct 
preliminary field tests. 

This report describes the system, its rationale, and the way it can 
be used by OLS management. The system was first described in an Interim 
Report submitted to OLS on Febrnary 26, 1970, and field-tested in four 
locations betHeen Harch 2 and April 2. The Institute and OLS contemplate 
that further testing and refining Hill be done by OLS. 

Urban Institute staff members Hugh Duffy, John Scanlon, Joseph Wholey, 
Bayla White and Leona Vogt collaborated in the design of the system presented, 
with important contributions from Garth Buchanan. Hugh Duffy ~vorked on the 
project full-time, and the other staff me.nbers contributed portions of their 
time. They Here materially assisted by the advice and comments of a Technical 
Advisory G~oup, whose members Here Peter Bloch, Garth Buchanan, Gerald Caplan, 
Charles Edson, Betsy Levin, Jeff Schiller, Hillia::! HaH~er, and Hinston Hebster. 
Invaluable support services for the project were provided by Nary Sarley and 
Claudia Sargeant. 

We Hould like to express our appreciation to the staff of the Office of 
Legal Services for their close cooperation during the course of this study. 
This was an important factor in designing a syste::-. rele'Jant to the needs of 
OLS m~magement. 

ix 
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I. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEH 

The Office of Legal Services (OLS) is interested in developing a system 

which will enable it to monitor and evaluate the activities of a large number 

of Held projects that vary widely in size and setting..!.! As the terms are 

used in this report, monitoring means (a) determining whether projects are com-

plying with national OLS guidelines and grant conditions, and (b) identifying 

needs for technical assistance in either management or in substantive legal 

areas; evaluation means assessing (a) the managerial efficiency of local pro-

jects and (b) the results they are achieving. 

OLS has historically tried to achieve these objectives in four ways: 

1. Regional staff have tried to informally monitor project operations 

through brief site visits, phone calls and correspondence. Inadequate staffing 

patterns and a high rate of staff turnover have been a problem here. 

2. OLS operates a Hanagement Information System (HIS) consisting of 

quarterly narrative and statistical reports submitted by local projects. The 

data yielded by the MIS are of low utility for ~anagement purposes, and project 

compliance ~1ith MIS reporting requirements is so low that the data are now 

largely ignored. 

3. The Grant Application Process requires projects to submit informa-

tion on their progress and plans. This provides some information but has 

limited usefulness as a monitoring device. 

4. OLS has operated an on-site evaluation system with varying degrees 

of success. The system has used ad hoc teams of consultants and OLS staff mem-

bers who made on-site visits to projects and forwarded reports of their impres-

sions to OLS. These reports have provided OL8 ~ith the most useful information 

it has been able to get on local project operations. The system has been 

1/ See Appendix I for a brief description of the Legal Services Program • 
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plagued with problems, however: 

a. GAO's 1969 audit of OLS pointed out that the on-site evaluations 

were having little actual impact on the decision-making process at OLS. Staff 

shortages, management lapses and periodic shortages of funds 'for consultants 

often resulted in a failure to schedule on-site visits to many'projects, and a 

failure to follow up on evaluations which were completed. 

b. The system as presently structured has some inherent deficiencies. 

(1) It is too subjective. 

(2) Evaluators receive'no special orientation or training. 

(3) The assessment is made wholly on the basis of impres­

sions gathered during unstructured local interviews. 

(4) There is no agreed-l.lpOn format for reporting the 

evaluation findings to OLS in a usable manner. 

(5) Comparisons among projects are not possible. 

In essence, the system relies completely on choosing the right evaluator 

who correctly sizes up the local environment, asks the right questions of the 

right peopl~ and draws the right conclusions. While this kind of system might 

\vork well occasionally, it cannot be counted on as a reliable input to important 

decisions. 

OLS has thus been unable to effectively monitor large numbers of projects, 

and has been unable to fairly and reliably evaluate project performance as a 

major element in making refunding decisions. Equally important, there is pres­

ently no system for organizing the information OLS does have or could get on 

individual projects so that such information could be used to inform program­

wide policy decisions. 

" 

3 

II. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED EVALUATION SYSTEM 

Current and pas't evaluations of OLS projects have concentrated on monitoring 

(grant and guideline compliance) and the assessment of managerial and operational 

efficiency. No formal or systematic look has been taken at project impact. The 

proposed on-site evaluation system will extend the scope of the traditional on­

site monitoring to include assessment of project results. The proposed system 

estimates the relative effectiveness of different local projects in achieving OLS 

objectives. 

This chapter presents a summary description of the on-site evaluation system 

proposed for adoption by the Office of Legal'Services and discusses the system in 

some detail. 

A. Overview 

The proposed evaluation system will center around on-site visits to 

projects by teams of trained evaluators. The evaluators will collect data, 

conduct interviews, record impressions of project performance by "those in the 

best position to know, i' and record their mm judgments on a list of critical 

factors. A summary rC!porting format Hill present the evaluation findings to 

Legal Services program managers in a form useful for decisions on individual 

projects and on broader policy questions. 

The proposed on-site evaluation system consists of (1) a system for 

classifying Legal Services projects into classes of projects operating in 

similar environments, (2) a system for pre-site-visit collection of project 

data through a pre-evaluation project profile to be completed by the OLS or 

contractor staff, and a project self-analysis to be prepared by the local 

project in advance of the evaluation team's arrival, (3) an on-site monitoring 

system for gathering information on the quality and quantity of the \qork being 

done by staff attorneys and the project director and estimating the results 

achieved by the project tm'lard OLS goals, and (4) a system for rapid feedback 
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of results to OLS management to assist decisions on project refunding and to 

point to the areas in which technical assistance is needed. The system should 

provide for continuing efforts to estimate and to improve the validity and 

reliability of the ratings obtained, to enhance the usefulness of the system 

to the OLS management. 

The system we are proposi.ng is designed to produce the following types 

of information on Legal Services projects: 

1. Environmental--collection of information on each project's 

resources and the environment in which it operates. The purpose here is simply 

to collect comparable data across projects and organize it for easy use in 

informing broad policy decisions and in day-to-day management of the program. 

2. ~lonitoring--inspection to determine whether an individual project 

is complying ~vith grant conditions and OEO guidelines on project organization 

and financial accounting. 

3. Nanagement Efficiency--assessment of the efficiency with ',hich a 

project organizes and uses its human and physical resources to meet the goals 

of OLS. Project professional staff will be evaluated here. 

Lf. Project Results--assessment of the degree to ~,hich individual 

projects are achieving the goals of the Legal Services program. 

5. Special Information-~ad hoc collection of information for OLS 

management as special needs arise. 

Because of OLS staff limitations, He recommend that the system pro-

posed ~Iould be carried out by an outside contractor and conclude that, in the 

early stages of use of the system, OLS would probably benefit by having two or 

more contractors involved, each responsible for. evaluating a set of Legal 

Services projects. 

. ..: 

5 

B. Components of the ·Proposed System 

1. A Project 'Classification System 

This section describes the proposed project classification system 

and provides background on the requirements for such a system. 

a. Background 

A particular Legal Services project will succeed or fail for 

f A qUl.·ck way to size up a proJ'ect is to make a judgment any number 0 reasons. 

on the abilities of staff attorneys. No doubt this is a critical fa-.:tor, but 

it does not alone always determine how productive the project will be. It is 

quite ossible that two groups of attorneys, equally competent and aggressive p . 

but operating in different circumstances, will vary widely in effectiveness. 

Local political pressure may inhibit the attorneys' activities. A very conserva­

tive court system may make law reform difficult. 

The project budget and the target group also have an impact on 

the project. Clearly, there is some inherent difference in task between an 

Indian project and a large urban project. One would also expect them to exhibit 

differences in project organization, 'o)'orkload, staffing patterns and, pOSSibly, 

Thl.· s, suggests that, while each project is to some degree unique, performance. 

there may exist several general characteristics which can be used to group 

similar projects. Hith these factors in mind, we make the following distinc-

tions &~ong three types of explanatory variables affecting project results: 

environment, project resources, and project management. In day-to-day operations, 

1 II' ent-l" and "resourcesll fac-the project has little or no inf uence over enVl.ronm. ~-

tors, while it does have considerable control over "management." 

b. The proposed project classification system 

Projects will be separated into a number of classes so that 

1 . t can be compared with and rated against projects operating in simi ar Cl.rcums ances 
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one another. Tne same evaluators will ordinarily visit projects within the same 

clasB, to enhance the prospects o·f making valid comparative judgments among 

projects. 

Two types of classifying variables are proposed: 

Environment: the political-economic-social condition 
of the community, which determines the difficulty of 
the task facing the L8 project. 

Resources: the money and staff available to the project, 
which determine the magnitude of the effort the project 
can mount. 

(1) Environmental variables 

Five distinct types of environmental variables have been 

identified: project setting (urban, rural, etc.), poverty level, and the 

political, legal, and ~on~~ic development climates. (Various indicators are 
.' 

listed in Chapter VI.) The strongest indicators to use in defining classifica-

tions will not be kno,Yn until the system has been operating for some time. 

Collecting info~ation on the first two variables, project type and poverty 

level, offers no problem; one being a matter of definition, the other readily 

available fro::! local sources (the project, CM, CDA, or local government). 

Specifying the other three depends for the most part on the judgment of OLS 

and the evaluation team. Various indicators Hill have to be tested. 

During the initial organization of the <in-site system, 

projects "ill be classified by project setting, total population, and project 

budget (a resot:rce variable). This information is readily available (e. g. , 

through a telep~o~e or mail survey of OLS projects, and is a good first approxi-

mati on to a ;nore detailed classification (see Table I and Appendix II). It 

allows projects to be divided aJ110ng Hhat experience dictates to be Itnaturallt 

groupings.'"' Project types are set as Urban, Rural, Nixed, Indian!Nigrant. 

,', OL5 may fbe it useful to make the initial classification by funding quarter, 
and then classify by setting, population, and project. 

i, 
I' 
i 

l: t, 
I' 

11 p 
d 
i 
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Levels of budget and population are each divided into 4 intervals. This gives 

64 possible classes; however, many will not contain any projects and the actual 

number of classes will be much less. 

(2) Resources 

Here, the primary focus is on the project's budget and 

staff levels. Host of the information requested is self-explanatory and can be 

obtained prior to the site visit. (In any case, it should be validated during 

.the visit.) This data allows OL5 to determine budgeting and staffing patterns 

for individual projects, project classes, and the program as a whole. Table II 

shows the distribution of OLS projects by budget. 

c. Example 

For the sake of clarity, an example of a project classifica-

tion and rating is given in Tables III and III.A. To keep the example simple, 

Table III uses as an output ".neasure--or measure of proj ect success--the Itoverall 

ratinglt of project performance described i~ Table VI. Table IILA uses what 

we consider the more appropriate measures--Itproject results.1t 



POPULATION 

10,000 - 49,999 

San Fernando Valley NLS, Inc. 
Pacoima, California 

TABLE I 

SAMPLE PROJEC'r CLASSIFICATION (See Appendix II) 

U R BAN - (Budget $225,000 - 475,000) 

50,000 - 499,999 

Long Beach, Calif. 

Oakland, Calif. 

LAC of San Mateo County 
Red~\'Ood City 

Contra Costa County LSF 
Richmond, Calif. 

LAS of Santa Clara County 
San Jose, Calif. 

New Haven, Conn. 

Atlanta LAS, Inc. Atlanta 

l:mory Community LSC 
Atlantn Ga. 

Indianapolis, Indiana 

Newark, New Jersey 

Passaic Cty. LAS 
Paterson, New Jersey 

Onandaga Cty, Syracuse, N.Y. 

Over 500,000 

San Diego, Calif. 

Cook County LAP, Inc. 
Chicago, Illinois 

New Orleans, Louisiana 

Baltimore, Maryland 

Saint Louis, Missouri 

Essex Cty LS Center, 
Orange, New Jersey 

Nassau Cty Law 'Svcs. Corum. I 

Inc. 
Mineola, New York 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

Dallas, Texas 

San Antonia, Texas 

LAF of Los Angeles Cty 
Los Angeles, Calif. 

00 
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TABLE II 

DISTRIBUTION OF OL8 PROJECTS BY BUDGET* 

0 

($000' s) No. of Projects ($000' s) No. of Projects 

$25 3 $ 550-999 7 

25-49 128 
projects 

39 1,000-2999 4 

50-74 fall in 48 2,999-3,999 _1 
this 

75-99 range 41 Total 269 

100-124 25 

125-149 14 

150-174 6 

175-199 12 

200-224 13 

225-249 6 

250-27lf 7 

275-299 7 

300-324 3 

32S-349 6 

350-374 . 2 

375-399 7 

400-424 4 

42S-449 0 

lfSO-47lf 0 

475-499 2 

500-5S0 2 

oJ, Total federal funds, including amounts carried forward from previous year; 
12-month budget (based on best infonnation available from 01S as of January 
15, 1970). 



TABLE III 

EXAHPLE OF PROJECT CLASSIFICATION AND RATING~: 

PROJECT CLASS l~d, PROJECT CLASS 6~d, PROJECT CLASS 9idr 

Pro'jcct Ra t i ng~'d:~" Project Rating Project Rating 

E 12 K 10 S 10 

I\. 9 F! 9 T 10 

B 8 L 8 N 9 

D 6 G 8 U 8 

C 2 H :3 0 7 

M 4 P 6 

I 2 V 6 

J 2 Q 5 

Y 2 

R 2 

X 2 

Z 1 

W 1 

* Not all classes are listed here. 
** Class 1 Urb~n; Budget: less than $100,000; Population: less than 50,000. 

Class 6 - Urban; Budget: $100,000-$224,999: Population: over 500,000. 
Class 9 - Rural; Budget: less than $100,000; All Populations. 

*** Represents score from Table II. 

..... 
o 
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TABLE III. A 

I\XAMPLI~ OF PROJECT CLASSIFICATION AND RATING~': 

An altt'rnntivL' way oj" nrrnying tht' projects would be to shm., both the overall rating and ratinss on, results. 

PRo,mCT CLASS l~'(··" PROJECT CLASS 6.,':~k 

iE.~~lL't: L 

I': 

A 

B 

Not all 
Class 1 
Class 6 
Class 9 

.li:!.!...i.~!l l'l"<2kct 

OVL'r;l I \ : 1 :~·IV·/:·k K 
Hp:llI I L H: 

ServiCl'S 5 
Lm. Reform 5 
Econ. Devel. 4 
Comm. Ed. 
Grp. Rep. 5 
Other 

Overall : 9 F 
Results: 

Services 4 
Law Reform 4 
Econ. Devel. 3 
Comm. Ed. 
Grp. Rep. 3 
Other 

Etc. L 

classes are listed here. 
Urban; Budget: less than $100,000; 

- Urbani Budget: $100,000 -$224,999; 
- Rural; Budget: .less than $100,000; 

~bh'< Represents score from Table II. 

Ra!;.b.!.Ul 

OVt>r:l 1.1 : 'l~ lO,bh'< 

I{L'StI\ LlI: 
Services 5 
Law Reform 4 
Econ. Devel. 3 
Comm. Ed. 
Grp. Rep. 4 
Other 

Overall: 2-
Results: 

Services 4 
Law Reform 4 
Econ. Devel. 3 
Comm. Ed. 
Grp. Rep. 4 
Other 4 

Etc. 

Population: less than 50,000. 
Population: over 500,000. 
All Populations., ,., 

PROJECT 

Project 

S 

T 

N 

, -. 

CLASS g··k"l: 

Rn ti.!l!i 

Ovt'roll : 
\{csI.l1ts: 
Services 
Law Reform 
Econ. Devel. 
Comm. Ed. 
Grp. Rep. 
Other 

Overall: 
Results: 

Services 
Law Reform 
Econ. Devel. 
Comm. Ed. 
Grp. Rep. 
Other 

Etc. 

10*** 

4 
5 
4 

4 

10 

5 
5 
3 

3 
4 

,.... 
,.... 
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2. Output ~'Ieasures 

OLS has five stated goals: 

to provide high-quality individual legal ' serv1ce-s, 

to reforn laIVS and ad ' , m1n1strative practices t.hich adversely affect the poor, 

to assist in the eco ' d nom1C evelopment of the community served, 

to engage in pro~ra f 
o ms 0 preventive legal education, 

to provide advice and representation to organl'zed th ' groups in 
,e co:nmunlty, to become involved in the life of the corrnnun"t 

and to involve the . 1 y, 
commun1ty in the operations of the p:.'oject. 

Ho" effectively a project delivers legal serv1'ces 
to meet these goals 

IVill be taken as th f e ~easure 0 proJ'ect effectl'veness. Two factors will be 
considered: the workload and th I 

e quaity of the legal IVork. This system does 

~ try to ~easure the impact of OLS on poverty nor h 
t e economic and social 

benefits aSSOciated ,·.-i th a particular lal" reform or action. 
The five goals 

are taken as good' t' 1 1n nemse ves, regardless of their poverty consequences. 
Therefore, a short-te~ measure of output ( 

or proxy for poverty impact) is the 

quality of the legal service provided. 

Evalu:.;,tors ;·.-i11 be asked to formalize the1'r 
qualitative judgments on 

project efficiency, staff, and results, b 
y aSSigning numerical ratings to a 

variety of fac tors, _. f 
"~e purpose 0 the ratings l'S t o organize the evaluators' 

judgments in a :::a:mer ;·:hich " .. ill be most useful to 
OLS management. 

IIQ l' t ,I . 
ua_l. y 1S, of necessity in this case, a judgment made by a trained 

expert observer thoro~ghly familiar . h h 
IV1t t e purpose of the Legal SerVices 

program. 
It is a jucg:::ent made on the appropriateness of the action , the legal 

competence of the ~ork, and the effect' f 
1veness 0 representation. AsseSSing the 

"competency," "appropriateness," and "effectiveness" of 
legal services implies 

a set of establisr.ed standards. 
The on-site evaluation system will rely on the 
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existing norms within the legal profession in IT'.aking these qualitative judg-

ments. The evaluator bases his judgment primarily on a sample of case files 

and interviet"s with staff attorneys about particular cases. IntervieIVs 

outside the project allot" the evaluator to better judge the project's IVork. 

By delineating the various factors associated t'o!i.th performance, the 

proposed evaluation system gives OLS the flexibility and means for developing 

more formal standards at a future time. The next several pages indicate how 

the evaluators would go about rating the quality of legal services provided, 

in terms of the goals of the program. 

a. "Providing high-quality individual legal services" 

(1) Determine best estimates of Staff caseload and amount of 
time(%) allocated to handling individual cases. 

(2) Take a sample of attorney case files and make a judgment on 
the competency of advice given, negotiations concluded, and handling of liti­
gation, appellate work, and administrative actions.11 Farm impression by 
questioning attorney about cases he has handled and hypothetical cases. 

(3) Judge appropriateness and effectiveness: IOf representation by 
determining if the attorney provided aggressive representation, spotted oppor­
tunities for test cases, devised innovative non-legal so·lutions to problems, 
etc. Get impressions from other project attorneys, private practitioners, 
judges before \.hom the attorney has appeared, and any 0 ther good source of 
information located. Ask community leaders and CA.!. staff for the community's 
impressions of quality of services. 1\ 

b. "La'\" Reform" 

Law reform means c.hanging lalVs and i~stitutions to make them more 
responsive to the needs of the poor. This could ~ean (1) litigation challeng­
ing court decisions, statutes, and administrati':e regulations and practices; 
(2) advocacy before Congress, State legislatures, ~r city councils of neIV 
legislation (drafting bills, testifying before cc:-:::ittees, getting conrrnunity 
support); and (3) negotiating changes in practices for the benefit of the poor 
(negotiating an arbitration agreement betNeen a la:1dlon! and a tenants council, 
or negotiating changes in local welfare regulatio~s). 

(1) Estimate the case load and allocation of attorney time to law 
reform (man-years). 

11 There may be confidentiality problems in sa::-,pling case files. GAO and OLS 
agreed late in 1968 that LS projects I'lould keep an extra carbon of client 
case sheets on file t,hich omitted client ide:1tifying in£o~ation. It \Vas 
discovered during field-testing that this agrec~cnt has not been implemented. 
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(2) The evaluators would use a separate list of the major 
substantive legal problems in each field of relevant law as defined by OLS ' 
national back-up centers (Welfare, Housing, Consumer, etc.). They would 
then determine (by asking project staff and other knowledgeable sources) 
~07hich of the problems exist in this community, and find out what the proj ect 
has done or plans to do about them through lawsuits, drafting of legislation, 
or other strategies (see project "Self-Analysis"). 

(3) After listing the major administrative agencies in the 
community (e.g., Welfare Department, Public Housing Authority, U.S.E.S.), the 
evaluators would determine whether they employ practices which adversely 
affect th,e poor (using a list of "bad practices" compiled by OLS 1 national 
back-up centers) by questioning the same people. The evaluators would then 
find out what the project has done or plans to do about the practices. 

(4) Peculiar local problems (e.g., a loan-shark operation) would 
then be isolated through asking the same people. The project's actions and 
plans for actions ~wuld then be determined. 

(5) The evaluators would then take an inventory of 1m., reform 
actions already undertaken and come up with a quality rating taking into account 
these factors: 

the competency of the legal work (by examining 
pleadings, draft of legislation) 

the timeliness of the actions (~.,ere they 
important relative to other issues ',hich could 
have been raised?) 

the amount of law reform activities as compared 
to the local potential for raiSing issues 

the degree of innovation and imagination dis­
played in law reform activities. 

c. "Economic Development" 

This goal involves making the skills ,.;hich la'Y1yers have tradi­
tionally used in business activities available to individuals or groups in the 
community served. This might include technical help in incorporations and 
financial transactions, representation before local, State, and Federal 
agencies, advi.sing on laHs and administrative regulati.ons advising on the 
legality of planned courses of action, and assisting in g~tting an entre to 
the business and financial conununity. 

(1) Estimate the workload and allocation of staff time to econoi:1ic 
developnent activities. 

(2) Determine ~vhat local resources are already being devoted to 
the cconumic development of the community served, and ,.,hat the local potential 
is. 
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viable indigenous groups interested in forming 
businesses, hOUSing co-ops, etc. 

good technical assistance program conducted by 
SBA or EDA 

business opportunities, such as for service 
companies (Auto Diagnostic Center, landscape 
service), supermarkets, spin-off work from 
local industries (finishing work, manufacture 
of small parts). 

Evaluators would talk to the project director, staff attorneys, 
community leaders, professionals working in economic development activities, and 
other knowledgeable people who can be located. 

(3) The evaluators would then take an inventory of the project's 
activities in this area. 

Number of new businesses (or, e.g., housing co-ops) 
advised or represented and the extent of the advice 
and representation. 

Number of interested groups or individuals being 
,vorked 'vi th . 

(4) The evaluators would then give the project a rating on the 
quantity and quality of the work done, taking into account the local resources 
and potential. 

d. "Preventive Legal Education" 

This goal was derived by analogy to preventive i:1eclicine. The theory 
was that if people have a general idea of what their legal rights are: (1) they 
will get in.to less legal trouble ("don't sign a contract unless you've read it") 
or (2) ,dll recognize situations where they should seek the advice of a la',yer. 
The preventive legal education goal seems to have been given a 1m., priority by 
OLS. :·leasuring the impac t of such a program ",ould not be feas ible duri~g an 
on-site evaluation, but would be possible using household surveys. The eVal\ld­
tors should thus simply record the level of effort and the ki~d of program being 
employed. OLS can use this information in deSigning a later evaluation of dif­
ferent kinds of community education programs. 

(1) Estimate the number of i:1an-years devoted to achieving this 
goal. 

(2) Describe the techniques used (lecturers, radio, TV, handbills, 
bus cards). 

(3) Record any data the project has ~hich might bear an ii:1pact 
(e.g., intake forms may ask hOH client heard about the project). 
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e. "Group Representation/Projec,t Involvement in 
Community/Community Involvement with Project" 

The evaluators would n;teasure the extent to which the project has 
become involved with and .advocates the interests of the community served 
through (1) involving ·the poor in the operation of the project itself, 
(2) providing advice and representation to organized groups, and (3) involving 
itself in the life of the cpmmunity. 

leaders. 
(1) Is the project well knOlm in the community? Ask community 

(2) Does the project provide employment to poor people? H0W many 
and in Hhat positions? Ask project director. 

(3) Are the poor represented on the Board of Directors? Do the 
poor participate in the formulation of policy? Ask representatives o~ the poor 
on Board, and other Board members. 

(4) Do neighborhood offices have neighborhood advisory councils? 
Do they have a voice in running neighborhood latv offices? Ask people on the 
councils, staff attorneys, project director. 

(5) By asking "reliable informed sources" and community leaders, 
take an inventory of the organized groups in the target con®unity (tenant 
groups, m~RO, neighborhood block clubs, broad-based community organizations, 
Panthers, entrepreneurial groups). 

(6) Record the number of groups advised or represented by the 
project and the kind of advice or representation given, such as 

legal advice on the consequences of planned actions 

technical help (e.g., how to get an OEO grant, or 
apply for an SEA loan, or hOl'1 to incorporate) 

representation/advocacy (e.g., legal counsel during 
rent strike, advice to l'1el£are demonstrators). 

(7) Talk to commltnity leaders, heads of organizations, CA..A. staff, 
staff attorneys. Estimate number of man-years devoted to representing groups. 
Give a quality rating for community involve:nent/group representation. 

f. "Other Goals" 

Describe any other goals the project may have set for itself. 

Estimate the degrae of progress to~mrd these goals (as above). 
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3. Pre-Site-Visit Data 

Pro]'ect Prof~le will organize relevant informa-A Pre-Evaluation _ ~ 

tion obtainable from original funding applications, refunding applications, 

S d t r egional staff inputs, and other sources past evaluation reports, M.r.. a a, 

in a summary manner for use by on-site evaluators. Much of this information 

can be stored on tape for easy access by OLS management. 

d b each local prcject in A Project Self-Analysis will be prepare y 

advance of the eva uat~on eams ~. 1 ' t 's arr{val It has three purposes: 

(1) To supplement the information contained in the Project 

Profile. 

(2) To give projects "due process" by alloHing projects to 

organize and present their case in advance of the evaluation team's arrival. 

(3) To spur projects to rethink their local goals and 

( th{nk about them for the first time). strategies or ~ OLS should make consult-

, t t help them through this process and ensure ants available to local proJec S 0 

that it is a meaningful exercise. 

This Self-Analysis form could conceivably be incorporated into 

the OLS refunding application forms. 

4. The On-Site Team 

OLS h{re ar .. outside contractor to schedule and He recommend that ~ 

carry out the various p~rts of the on-site evaluation process. This reconnnenda-

I 'n~stor;cal and prospective manpower limitations and tion si~ply recognizes'OLS ~ ~ 

also the usefulness o£ building the objectivity of an outsider into the system. 

h 't evaluation system have been Hanpmver requirenents for t e on-s~ e 

by OLS ;nto a draft RFP for prospective evaluation contractors. incorporated ~ 

Some of the ... :ork to be accomplished during the on-site visits can 

be done better and at less cost by non-Iaw~ers. Trained representatives of the 

. members presently working as project connnunity Clients Council and minority group 
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aides may be able to do a far better job of interviewing in the target commun­

ity. Analysts can collect data, conduct interviews, and perform some of the 

monitor.ing functions that do not require a lawyer's training and experience. 

Participation by 018 staff members and successful 18 project 

directors will add to the usefulness of the system. 

S. Outputs of the Proposed Evaluation System 

The eval~ation system is designed to serve two purposes: (1) pro­

vide information for project refunding and technical assistance decisions and 

(2) provide informatioa for overall program management. Based on the results 

':If the on-site evaluation, OL8 will decide what changes should be made in ~hat 

project, what its funding level should be, and what technical assistance is 

required. To make such decisions, OL8 must rely heavily on the judgment of the 

evaluation team. OL8 should therefore have a summary of the evaluator's conclu­

si"ms and recom.rnendations, a narrativl~ telling hmv those conclusions and recom­

mendations were reached, and the supplementary data collect:ed during the visit. 

Evaluators will report their findings through a combination of 

point-scale ratings, check-offs, and a narrative report. Key information fOf 

making decisions on projects 'vill be summari7.ed for efficient use by OL8 manage­

ment. A narrative report will be included to ensure that the individual percep­

tions (or dissenting vieus) of evaluators are brought to the attention of OL8 

r.1anagement. 

In addition to the project-by-project data, OL5 r.f:!q·.l~r<!s 11 mOL"~ 

.;t)jg·r.l~3.'lted type of infoc,,<.l~ i.on to ·effect ively manage th,~ p:og.ram l1a':ionally. 

(.AP-NI8, the c'.lrrent ."OIl'!.''':8 n.£ such data, ha:; failed to meet OLS I needs in 

this area. The only easily obtainable information OLS now has is project bud­

get figures. The on-site system must provide OLS with a range of comparable 

descriptive and evaluative information on all projects, from \vhich OLS can 

". 
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describe the national program, determine its current status and the emphasis 

and gaps in programming, and develop standards for projects. (See Table IV 

for the summary reporting form developed for this purpose.) 

.. 
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AddnfJ~: 

Environmental Factors 

l. Project Type 
(urban, rural. mixed. indian, migrant) 

2. Poverty Level 
Total Population Size 

Target Population Size 

Ethnic Camp. 

3. Political Climate~'<)'( 

4. Legal Climate*i( 

5. Economic Development Climate** 

Gnlnt No. Director: 

Refunding Dat.e: 

Project Re~ot!rccs 

1. Date First Funded 
2. Budget History 1969 $ ____ _ 

1968 $ 1967 $. ___ _ 

$_---
3. Project Budget(Current PY) 
4. Budget Distribution ($) 

Director _________________ _ 

L::tHycrs 
Support (Staff) 
Physical Plant ______ _ 

5. Staff Level (Numbers) 
Full-time 
Staff La",yers 

Experience 
(average) yrs. 

RHS Fellows _______ _ 
VISTA Lm,'yers 
La", Students 
Support S ta Ef 

Professionals 
Clerical 

6. Degree of Specialization 
(e.g., Law Refo~n Units) 

7. Local 1al", school 
State or Regional Back-

up contel: _________ _ 

Good Local Contacts 

Address 

Evaluation Results 

(quality ratings) 

Overall Rating _____ 

Management 
Staff 
Results: 

Individual Svcs. 
La", Reform 
Economic Dev. 
Conununity Ed. 
Group Rep./ 

Comm. Involv. 
Other Activities 

I>llln­
Years 

Case· 
load Rating 

* Summary of data from "Pre-Evaluation Project Profile," flProject Self-Analysis, If and data collected during on-site visit £01' 

storage on tape "for ure by OLS management. The kinds of information included may be changed by OLS management in the future. 
** Definitions and metholl of reporting need further development; we are hypothesizing that .these factors affect results. 

' . . 
~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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Project effectiveness is being rated in two ways to meet the 

different needs of the system. Evaluators will be asked to assign numerical 

ratings to (1) quality of project results (see Table V) and (2) overall project 

performance (Table VI). 

The quality rating of project results along with workload data is 

the measure of output. The following ~cheme will be used to record project 

results: 

Project Goal Nan-Years Caseload guality Rating 

Individual Services 

Law Reform 

Etc. 

Tne bases for making the ratings required here were developed 

during field testing and appear in Chapter VI. 

The second rating considers "results" but is also closely tied 

into the team's final conclusions and recommendations for the project. Ccnse-

quently, it also takes into consideration local conditions, project management, 

and project performance compared to the performance of projects in si~~lar 

circu~stances. This is, in fact, a summary of the information upon which OLS 

bases individual refunding decisions. 
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TABLE V 

EVALUATION OF PROJECT RESULTS AND ALLOCATION OF STAFF TIME 

Activities 
Estimated Caseload Han Years 

1. Providing Individual 
Legal Services 

2. Law Reform 

3. Economic Development 

--

~ffi 4" Community Education 
1 

S. (a) Group Representation 
(b) Project Involvement ~yith the Community 
(c) Community Involvement with the Project 

--
6. Management ~ 

, 
7. Other Project Activities (see lHl'rrat i.ve report) 

• * TIlis breakout developed during field tests; method of rating not f~lly tested • 
. ". ..' -"': .~ 

, .' 

Quality Rating 

~/// 
-



TABLE VI 

<,11 OVERALL PROJECT RATING 

Basod on tho evaluation of project results, rate the project on the following scale. Four categories 
arc spocifj cd by the reconnncnded action for OL8 management to take. Within each category rate the 
urgency of tho situlltion .::ts you perceive it.~·' 

1 2 3 

"Poor." Project 
has critical defi­
ciencies which can­
not be overcome with 
available additional 
resources or assist­
ance. Close down or 
cut bllck the project. 

5 G 

"Fair. II Project has 
in terna1 problems ,~hich 
impair its performance: 
poor management, inade­
quate resources, etc. 
Requires Technical 
Assistance or other 
follow-up. Fund at 
PTP'k':" lC'vC'l. 

7 8 9 

"Good." Project is 
producing results and 
operating efficiently. 
Project could benefit 
from Technical Assist­
ance. Fund at PIP ~h', 

level. 

10 11 12 

"Excellent. 11 Project 
is producing results and 
operating efficiently. 
A strong force in the 
war on poverty. Expand 
if the project can effec­
tively handle additional 
resources. 

~'r Attach nan:ative deSCription of conclusions and recotnntendations. Give detailed ittformation to support 
conclusions and recommendation. 

~',,', Program in Place, or aUlollnt necessary to refund a project without changes. 

"', 

--------------------------'----.:.:..'--'--'---.:: ... ..:...::.' -.,"--~- .. - '. ... 
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C. Validity and Reliability: Present Status and Next Steos 

In considering the appropriate use of measuring procedures such as the 

one employed in this evaluation and monitoring system, it is important to con-

sider ~vhat degrees of validity and reliability can be demonstrated. 

1. Feasibility of a project rating system 

The critical factor in establishing a project rating syste~ is the 

availability of measurable short-term indicators of project output. The goal 

here is to rate all projects on their results and then compare those projects 

operating under the' same conditions. In this manner, ~.,e identify best and 

poorest projects within each project class. 

Based on the findings of past on-site evaluators, we are hypothe-

sizing that reliable and valid short-term measures do exist for OLS projects. 

Horkload data and ratings on the queiity of "legal" output provides a realistic 

and useful indicator of project success. However, since quality ratings rely 

on the judgment of an expert observer, care must be taken in structuring the 

reporting system and interpreting the results. The nature of such a system 

raises questions as to the reliability and validity of :he measures. 

Here, validity means the extent to "'hich the measurement procedure 

measures ~vhat it is supposed to measure. Continuing research (in particular, 

independent measures) ~'Iill be required to determine to ~.,hat extent the estimates 

obtained in a 3-4 day site visit actually reflect the quality of the work being 

done in'Legal Services projects and the degree to which OL8 objectives are 

actually being achieved in each project. 

Reliabilitv, on the other hand, means the extent to which the 

measllrement procedure produces the same results each time it is applied (assuming 

the thing being measured does not change). USing a "yardstick ll as an a:1a10g)" 
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the same yardstick applied repeatedly to the same individual or object should 

provide the sa:::e results on each repetition if the thing being measured has not 

changed. An u"reliable yardstick is a "rubbery" yardstick ~'7hich provides dif-

ferent results every time it is used. Obviously, if the results obtained from 

a measurement procedure are sufficiently unreliable in this sense, the data 

obtained for judging project or individual performance are of doubtful value, 

because too la~ge a part of the variance one finds between projects or bet~'7een 

individuals is caused by the measurement process rather than by true differences. 

I:; this system, ,ve are using people (judges) with a set of 

instructions (rating sheets) as our yardstick. Judges ~·lill differ in their 

interpretation of instructions, in their reaction to the people being judged, 

etc. Conseque:;tly, this yardstick may be "rubbery" in a variety of ways. 

T:-.e basic problems are stated in the £01lO\"ing questions: 

(?; Will different evaluators rate the same project 
differently? 

(oj Hill familiarity \>lith the rating scale cause 
shifts in ratings over time? 

;,ill fa::Jiliarity Hith more projects 
particular type cause evaluators to 
and ,veigh infonnation differently? 
other words,will project ratings be 
among project classes? 

2. ?~ese~t &tatus 

of a 
interpret 
Or, in 
coml'arable 

:~e syste~ as proposed altmnpts to achiave as much reliability as 

possible thro":~:- "C"l!al:'ty control." These control l~ICHSl!res are: 

1:1, the use of as many full-time evaluators as 
possible 

I~' careful selection and training of consultant 
c'laluators 

"::' uni£"Gn on-site procedures (sar:te classes of 
persr~s interviewed, same data cullected, sane 
~ssues explored) 
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(d) uniform reporting formats designed 
reliability to maximize 

(e) 6,_ .ons 0 selected pro' ~ follmv-up eva"" t~ f 
continuing check on the reliability ot~i~d~~g: 

(f) continuing research to refine the s t 
check on the reliability of finding~~ em and to 

The more quality control OLS exercises over the evaluation system the less of a 

problem these questions become. 

3. Next Steps 

However, reliability t b canno e insured through the use of such 

control measures by themselves. From the results of the field tests just 

completed, a number of rel~ab~l~ty . ~ ~ ~ coefficients were d compute between different 

judges and between sets of judges, and the coefficients obtained indicated that 

more Hork should be done to improve the reliab~l~ty '-... of the system. Unfortunately, 

such work requires a more t sys ematic gathering of data than was possible with 

the time and funds 'I b aval. a Ie for this project. Consequently. 

the system should be tasked w~th . selected to run • l.mprovements 

the contractor 

of this kind. 

In order tc b I e more specific about what the contractor should be 

required to do, it is necessary to d' l.SCUSS the concept of reliability on a 

sOnl<;\vhat ;:Jar technical level. 

concept of Reliability 

The reliability of a t f ny se a measurements is defined as the proportion of 

their variance that is ~ variance. The score given to an individual or 

proj~ct on a particular trait by a judge, therefore, can be considered as made 

up =>f t"o patts: 

Hhere 
x == t + e, 
X ~ obtained score 
t true score 
e = a variable error of measurement 

positive or negative ' 
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The usual procedure to obtain aTl '~Btir,~A.te of e is to compute a corrolat iO:1 

coefficient betvJeen ."lny tVQ !Jets of scores. \-rith the data. from the field test, 

we computed sevenll corre1ation coefficients and found'that they ranged froQI abol.1L 

r == .30 to ~,here r Has above 90. The sCJ.uare of these correlation coefficient; cen 

be interpreted as representing the propo'rtion of the variance of the obtained scot'C 

(X) which is due. to the variance of the true score (t). Conversely, l~ 1"2 give::> ;;he 

proportion of the variance "lhich is due to errors of measurement (0). 

These reliability coefficients have certain descriptive value and ara 

very useful ~vl:)en there is only one distinguishable source 01: random ert'or. 

This procedure is inadeq'.late, however, ,,'hen several so~rce$ of random c!:t'lJ1: 

mny be distingu:i.shed (such as '07ith this system), In order to use the infor-

luation to improve the reliability of the measurement procedure, one must be 

able to differentiate bet"'le,m the different som:ces of vaLiance inhe.r
ent 

in e· 

Wit~; independent: estimates of these different SOUl"CeS of variance, one iv;lUld 

the.n knOT"; ,.ihat parts of the system needs ::he most ~r;.provement. Also, o:',e could 

better determine such things as \.hat number of observations per obsexl1er ")Qul
l 

resLllt: in the most efficient measurement at a giv<;;:1 '.ost. or the most. :reliable 

mean score per sLlhject for a. given expenditure. 

One >'Jay to obtain estir;mtes of these \~i.fferE:nt -;m:rcl".!$ of v::.td,anc
c 

is 

\.;here 

X t + a + 'l + Vj 

X obtained score 
t '" trLle score 
o ~ systematic bias on eha ?art of the observer 

(n bias constant f~r all subjects' 
i "ariJhle bias ,·;h"Lc\\ vade':; ':1;\);'1 subjcr:l to 

snbjcc.t 
, -=- ':3riations in subject\s ?~rior:nm".cc .t'Com 

observar to obs2rve~ 
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If one can obtain unbiased estimates of these different sources of variance, 

then one knows what part of the measurement procedure produces the largest source 

of variance and thus where the most improve::lent is needed. In order to obtain 

estimates of these sources of variance, one needs independent observations on a 

number of traits (T) by a number of J'udges (J), b f on anum er 0 . subjects or 

projects (S). These scores can then be entered in a three-dimensional table 

in which columns correspond to judges (Jl J 2 Jk), rmvs to subjects or 

projects (Sl S2 -- Sm)' ~vith observations on a b ft' (T ) num er 0 ra~ts 1 T2 -- Tn • 

With these data, and using an analysis of variance technique,l/ one can 

obtain informacion on e~d~ of the sources of variance. We Hould strongly 

recommend that the contractor selected to d . . h a mLnLster t e system be required to 

run these kinds of studies early in the imple~entation phase in order to obtain 

bettet' estimates of the reliability of the system and to improve the measurement 

procedures based on this information. 

.V Lind<luist, E. F., Design and Analysis Jf Exporiments in Psychology and 
C:_lucat.ion, Hougi.1ton Nifflin Co., Bostc:1, 1953, pp. 357_382.'---.;.O"";"";;'-'-..::..:.:c::. 
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III. FIELD TESTS 

A. Introduction 

The system described in the Interim Report to OLS was field-tested 

during Narch 1970, in Corpus Christi, Texas; Harrisburg, Pennsylvania; Roanoke, 

Virginia; and Albany, New York. 

Field test participants were: 

Urban Institute 

Hugh Duffy - Institute representative on all four field tests 

John Scanlon 

Leona Vogt 

Joseph Hholey 

O.EHce of Economic Opportunity 

lvinston Webster - OL8 Evaluation Branch - OEO representative on 
all four field tests 

Roger Detl-leiler - OL8 Evaluation Branch 

Francis Duggan - OLS Chief of Operations 

Troy cr.'erby - OLS Special Assistant to the Director 

Shirley BE:E'.n - OLS Progra..-n Analyst 

Carla Carbaugh - OLS Program Analyst 

Rosemary Hill - OLS Progr~u Analyst 

Phyllis Komo\' - OLS Program Analy8t 

Jeffre)' Schiller - OPRt<E, Evalue.tion Division 

Legal Serv~ces Projects 

Richard 3uckley - Director, Ne\·, Orleans Legal Assistance Corporation 

John Clough - Director of Litigation, Portland Legal Services Project; 
Hember of Board, Project La,vyers for Effective Advocacy 

Thomas Fike - Director, Oakland Legal Services Project; Chairman, 
Project Advisory Group 
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Other Participants \ 
r . 

Charles Ehlert - Seattle Model Cities Program 

Hartin Nathan - Private practice, Miami, Florida 

Hrs. Naryellen Ha:nil ton - President, National Clients Council 

The field test notes are being made available to OLS in separate 

volumes. Completed evaluation reports and ratings for the four projects visited 

are also being made available separately. This is being done because these 

documents contain confidential information gathered during interviews on-site. 

B. Organization of the Site Visits 

The field tests were intended to: 

(1) test the feasibility of rating projects and project 

staff, results, and manage:::ent; 

(2) explore the environmental factors in the project classi-

fication system; 

(3). test the use of non-attorneys on evaluation visits; 

(4) test the usefulness of the Project Profile, Project 

Self-Analysis, and case-sa=pling techniques recommended in the Interim Report; and 

(5) develop parts of the system more fully, such as pre-site 

visit work, reporting forcats, on-site procedures, and, primarily, the methods 

to be used in making ratings. 

Since an attempt to rate attorneys was bound to cause controversy, 

the ratings were conductec ~ithout publicity, and key OLS and project people were 

asked to participate in the field tests so that they could observe the process 

first-hand and actually pa~ticipate in it. 

The projects the:::selves were selected on the basis of information 

supplied by OLS. \';e selec::ed four projects, two pairs of ~vhich were similar in 

some respects. Corpus Christi and Harrisburg, for example, had budgets of simi-

lat size and the same numJer of staff attorneys. All four projects seemed to be 

. ' " 
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operating in differing political and legal climates, however, and the character­

istics of the client community se.emed to' differ in each. 

C. Testing the Feasibility of Hakir.!.!LRatings 

Seventeen staff attorneys and four project directors were rated on a 

d ' th f' Id tests Each was interviewed by a least t~vo variety of factors ur1ng e 1e , 

evaluators, each of whom later made his ratings privately, without prior discus-

d h b f h ' t' gs Evaluators also rated the project sion, and dictate teases or 1S ra 1n • 

director, project results, project management, and gave each project an overall 

rating. 

Table VII is illustrative of the various combinations of evaluators used 

This and the ratings each independently arrived at during one of the field tests, 

table and the results of the other field tests demonstrates rather conclusively 

that it is feasible to rate attorneys: a large number of attorney evaluators 

have now gone out and have made ratings, and have felt very comfortable in doing 

The ratings were made by evaluators of widely varying backgrounds, were so. 

made in private without any prior discussion, and yet all fall within a fairly 

narrmv range. It should be stressed here that serious problems of validity (are 

'\>7e actually measm:"ing what we purport to measure?) and reliability (are the 

measurements consistent?) nonetheless remain, and must be seriously addressed 

by OLS and its contractor.'k 

, ' dur1'ng tl'e last flo' eld test a team of ten evaluators As to ot~er rat1ngs, • 

t,..;as able to reach a clear consensus on ntL-uerical ratings for each staff attorney, 

the project director, project results, project management, and an overall project 

rating. Results here varied somewhat from test to test, but the reasons for the 

Qixes in reliability problem variations seemed to be controllable: 

(1) Evaluators made ratings in some tests witho'ut the benefit 

or information developed from sources other than' their O\olU interviews. (This 

* Sec Discussion in Chapter II, Part C . 

" 
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TABIY. VII 

RA'l'INGS OF STAFF ATTORNEYS"( 

frOOl I - frOO2 ---11221.-
J.IV . Li~ I~[.:-~ ~ J.H. l.C. C.E. 

Hthy ,- " S 3 5 3 3 , 

Int eractiol1 1. 1. Lf 3 If 3 3 

mitment 2 '1 5 if 5 4 3 -' Com 

Rou tine Camp. 3 4 5 4 5 5 3 

Sop hi-st. Compo 2 2 If 4 4 4 2 

Hor ale 2 3 3 3 3 1 2 

.rall Ove Eff. 2 3 If 4 4 4 3 

-
Ove rall Rating;d( 2 2 4 4 4 4 3 

-

./( Sec Stuff Attorney Rating Forml) in Chapter VI. 
ok,', 'fhi.s is a separate rating, not an average of the xatings above. 

"", 

it004 
e.E. H.D. 

3 2 

3 2 
, 

4 3 

3 3 

2 3 

4 3 

3 2 

3 3 

#005 1tOO6 1}007 
w.w. ~. d..:..h H .iv. J.C. (v.H. 

2 3 4 5 5 5 

2 3 4 5 5 4 

3 3 5 4 4 4 

3 3 5 5 3 3 

3 3 4 4 3 3 

2 2 4 3 1 1 

2 2 5 4 3 2 

2 2 4 4 3 3 
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problem is controllable by nightly debriefings.) 

(2) Evaluators were applying different standards and giving 

different weights to rating factors. (This problem is controllable by training 

and by clear specification of standards to be used.) 

Once the ratings' had been made and the reasons for them had been dis-

cussed on-site, the evaluators were quickly able to reach a consensus on the 

ratings. 

Further field tests, under more controlled conditions than we were 

able to achieve during our tests, will be necessary to demonstrate the reliability 

of ratings. 

We should note here the apparent utility of the major technique used 

in rating staff attorneys, which was the sampling technique. Attorneys ~(Tere 

asked to select every fifth case of their last one hundred up to a total of 

t~(Tenty, and describe the nature of the case and its disposition. The evaluators 

then asked the attorney to describe five or six of the cases in great detail, 

and then asked the attorney to describe any other interesting cases he had 

~(Torked on during the past year. This approach enabled the evaluators to make 

a fairly systematic assessment of the attorneys competence and legal output. 

It was interesting to note that almost none of the attorneys objected 

to this process. In ract, attorneys who were rated "satisfactory" or "good" 

seen-.ed pleased at the chance to display their ... 'ork to outsiders, while attorneys 

vrho ''';'8re rated "unsatisfactory" ,,'ere someiV;"at e::\barr~ssed during the process, 

although they thought the procedure was t: • 
~al.r. :he potency of this technique in 

spurring attorneys to raise the quality of their work on individual cases year-

round seems obvious. 

D. ~loring Envirorunental Factors 

A great deal of effort was expended in exploring ehe factors that should 

go .into a description of the local legal and political climate (and, to a lesser 

'. 
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extent, the local economic development climate), and the effect these should The usefulness of OEO analysts in on-site evaluations was clearly 

have on project operations. The general approach was to, get detailed de scrip- de~onstrated during the field tests. Analysts were able to execute the above 

tions of the bar, the bench, the city government and administrative agencies, tasks with great competence, and reported that several interJiewees confided 

and to pose hypothetical questions such as the following: "Suppose the project that they were more at ease and had been more candid than they would have been 

filed several suits against the ~velfare department. the public housing authority, with an attorney evaluator. 

the police department, etc. How successful would they be in the local State or The Client's Council representative concentrated on getting an assess-

Federal Court? Would the city government cut off its local share or take other ment of the project within the target community. This evaluator visited beauty 

action against the project? Would the local bar become hostile, cut off its shops, restaurants, stopped people in the streets, discovered former clients of 

volunteer attorney time, ostracize project lawyers and hamper your rec~~itment the project, and talked to the project's neighborhood aides and CAA staff. She 

efforts?" The evaluators then discussed these at length and tried to get at was able to uncover a surprising amount of informatio~ about the project that 

the extent to which the local climate should affect project operations. attorney evaluators would have had little chance of getting. The attorney evalua-

The political and legal climate in all four sites "Ja:ried widely, and tors found her views as a client representative of great value as they discussed 

we wer.e unable to develop on the basis of these few visits clear descriptive the project during nightly debriefings. Nore Clients Council representatives 

categories into which OLS projects could be confidently distributed. We did, should be included on future field tests to fully evaluate their potential role 

however, develop several useful indicators (see Chapter VI. B.) for these vari- in evaluations. 

abIes. While we cannot say at this point What the effect of these variables The Urban Institute participants lolere dra"..r:1 from different disciplines: 

should be on a project, they did seem to exert a powerful influence on the la,ol, history, mathematics, and chemical engineering. The non-attorneys conducted 

operations of the four projects visited. OLS and its contractor should continue a y,ide range of interviews and participated in so::te 0: the attorney rati:1gs. 

exploring these variables during the first year of operation of the system. They had no difficulty in functioning as integral parts of the evaluation team, 

E. Use of Non-Attorneys in Evaluations and their knmyledge of urban problems from \'ievrpoints other than those of lawyers 

Analysts from the OL8 staff, a representative of the Clients Council pro"ided a more balanced vie'.! of the projects' acco::!?lish·ments. 

and non-attorney professionals from the Urban Institute participated in the F. ~esting Other Parts of the System 

field tests. The Pre-Evaluation Project Profile was ver:; :.:seful in systematically 

The analysts did the pre-site work specified in the evaluation manual, presenting to the Q,valuators the information OL8 already had on the project to 

performed monitoring functions on site (compliance with grant conditions and be ':isited. A few changes were made in this form and a number of other pre-site 

guidelines, examination of intake procedures, filing systems, etc.), interviewed procedures 1·7ere developed (described in Chapter VI). 

clerical staff, community aides, and conducted a variety of interviews with nOll- The Project Self-Analysis was tested during ehe last tlYO field visits .. 
attorneys (e.g., ministers, CAA staff, representatives of the poor). (it was omitted during the first two because of ti~e constraints). O:1~ project 
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did a very competent job, but the director commented that he would have had 

some difficulty completing it were it not for the fact that he happened to be 

in the process of gathering information for his refunding application. The 

evaluators found it highly useful since it summarized the projects past efforts, 

included pleadings and briefs in past cases, and attempted to layout where the 

project was going. 

The second project prepared a bulky self-analysis which was of limited 

usefulness. It contained dozens of newspaper clippings, some very useful descrip-

tions of cases handled by the project, but the "analysis" part was regarded by 

the field test participants as a "sales pitch" or "snow job". 

Both project directors thought the self-analysis process was a good 

ide~ in terms of their o~vn operations, and thought they could get more benefit 

out of it if outside assistance were furnished. \ve discussed the self-analysis 

with the directors of the projects where it 'was not tested, and both thought 

that their projects could benefit from this process. 

The case-sampling technique mentioned previously worked well. It ~vil1 

work much better when the GAO/OLS/ABA agreement to maintain sanitized carbons of 

case intake forns is implemented. 

The Intervimv Note ShE'ets worked well and "ere extensively revised 

during the field tests. These enabled the evaluators to systematically collect 

data, and systematically revie\Y their notes as they prepared to make ratings. 

G. Developing Other Parts of the System 

Besides the \York done on exploring environmental variables, a great 

deal of developmental \Vork \Vas done to devise a monitoring checklist and to 

specify indicators and instructions for assessing management and results. The 

results of these efforts appear in Chapter VI and were on the whole successful 

(although further refinements need to be made), \Vith the exception of a monitor-

ing checklist for compliance with guidelines. A decision was made to await 

, , . . . 
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the completion of the Price Waterhouse administrative management manual before 

completing this part in detail. 

The rc:.ting formats were changed extensively aft~r the first field 

test. By far the greatest amounts of time were expended in making ratings, 

debating the standards to be used and the factors to be taken into account, and 

in trying to get at the reasons for variations in ratings. The results of these 

efforts appear both in Chapter VI and i~ the fi~ld notes separately furnished 

to OLS. 
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IV. Using the On-Site Evaluation System 

A. Haking Individual Refunding Decisions 

The primary purpose of the system is to provide OLS management with 

reliable information on project accomplishments to assist the maldng of a 

large number of individual refunding decisions. Its operations should be 

integrated into the OLS grant-making process as follows: 

E'or a project whose program year ends on November 1, for example: 

Ju~ - OLS receives project refunding application, containing 

grantee's sUL~ary of past year's activities, funding request for coming year, 

and project Self-Analysis. A Pre-Evaluation Project Profile is prepared (or 

updated). The evaluation tea~ is selected and furnished with the refunding 

application, Self-Analysis and Project Profile. Hotel and travel arrangements 

are made, and the project !l1akes appointments for local interviews per instruc­

tions from OLS (or its contractor). 

August 1 - The on-site evaluation takes place over a 3 - 5 day per­

iod. Tentative findings are discussed with the project, and a report is for­

warded to OLS within two '·leeks. OLS then has 9 weeks before the project's 

program year ends to officially transmit the findings to the project, give the 

project an opportunity to cormnent on them ("due process"), and make a refunding 

decision (follow-up, negotiate, restructure, process grant, begin termination 

proceedings, etc.). 

November 1 - Project's program year ends. Refunding decision has been 

made by OL8 effective this date. 

OLS will have to decide as a policy matter how ~uch weight to give to 

"results achieved" in making refunding decisions. This has not been the key 

factor in making refunding decisions over the history of the Legal Services 
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B. Planning OLS'5 Annual Allocation of Resources: 

At the end of the eighth month of FY 70, OLS had still not received 

it's appropriation from Congress. t~ile expecting an appropriation of $58.0 

million, it has been operating under a continuing resolution limiting it to 

spending at last year's rate of $43.C, mlo"ll;on. All J ~ ocating resources among 269 

local projects whose refunding dates are staggered over a 12-month period is a 

difficult job in these circumstances. 

Even if OLS could be fairly certain of its appropriation early in the 

fiscal year, it has at present only a llo"mlo"ted " capacloty to plan a rational dis-

tribution of funds among field projects: 

1. There is no way to compare among projer~ts to determine whether 

the appropriation is being distributed equitably (an average quality project in 

Region I serving a population of 200,000 may have a budget 50% higher than an 

average quality project in Region IV serving the same size popUlation). The 

initial allocation of funds is made by region, mainly based on PIP (program 

in place, or cost to refund a project as is) levels of existing projects. 

This is adjusted up or down for projects within regions depending on evaluation 

results, and can be adJ'usted further to carry out new OLS 1 po icies (e.g., more 

programs in the South, more funds for big cities). 

There is no easy ivay to track the dollar flow to projects and to 

plan e:-:pe.ditu'J:es over the entire fiscal year. OLS now gets t"'lO cOr:lputer runs: 

2. 

the first ahows funds obligated in the preceding month by region and project, 

and the secoml is a monthlv pr{ntout sho' ..1.. th . d d J ~ wlong lute er lon ivi ual projects are 

A ~ OL5 ~aintains a chart over or under their plarmed monthly e"pend{ture rates. 

projecting expenditures' over the fiscal year at PIP levels. 'h r .is chart is kept 

by hand; mai.ntaining it on an up-to-date basis is time-consuDing d <-an ct.!:;:"erso;:-E:. 
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Hhen the on-site system has been in operation for a sufficient period 

of time, OLS can begin to move away from annual regional allocations and begin 

to project future funding levels acro~S regional lines (i.e., within broad 

project classes). This should result in a,far more effective funding process. 

OLS must have strong control over its dollar flow to insure that its 

resource allocation process oper~tes (1) efficiently and (2) flexibly> 1. e. , 

it should be readily adjustable as the decisions flowing from on-site evalua-

tions are fed in, or as expected appropriations fall short. 

Using already available OEO computer facilities, OLS should keep track 

of its e>:penditures in some".-7hat the follotving manner (see Table VIII).' 
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~~Ll:'i nd lli/.\-'{ 

l:'roject A 

B 

C 

D 

Region I Totals 

TABLE VIII 

SAHP1E FUNDING CHART 
($OOO's) 

(0) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) 
Ree. ·Obliga-

P [1' (tuking Rec. by Funds 1'10nthly tion Against 
Funds Ob.! Ll\;I\ qd l'xPt~L' {l~d COI\ 2:.1 l{egLon for Actually Surplus gy Incrc[Jsed 

ill L;tB[ Ily_1 j Il Ll) ~1l!CllllnL2 Refunding t) b llgn t: cd !!:.I Dcficit .2. A~EroEriation 

100 

200 

50 

..J2. 

425 

90 90 90 

210 275'}.! no'il 65 

50 Close DOIvn 0 +50 

80 90 2Q. -10 

430 455 390 +40 65 

(1) This should be printed out by region showing each project. 

(2) There should be a printout of sub-totals for all regions, summed 
for a national picture (monthly and cumulative). 

1/ 018 must spend at the last fiscal year's rate if operating under a continuing resolution. 
21 Carry-over balance. 

(g) 

CAP 28 Honthly 
Expend Hure 

+ or -
-1.5 

+ .1 

-2.5 

-3. gll 

3/ Based on results of on-site evaluation. 
4/ Signed off by 01S national office. 
1/ Refunded at PIP because operating under continuing resolution. An option Hould be to apply funds saved by closing 

down project C to increase project B. 
6/ AVllllublc for trnnsfcr to another. region. 
II Indicates projects arc spending below expected levels and raises possibilities of transferring some funds to other 

projects, 

~ 
N 
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C. General Nanagement Purposes 

The on-site evaluation system will gather a range of data on project 

characteristics which can be stored on tape for day-to-day management decisions 

and program control. Except for gross statistics on caseload, OL8 has never 

been able to get information on project operations on a program-~vide basis. 

This information can be used as a major input to broad policy decisions, for 

reporting to OEO, the Congress, and the Executive Branch, and for public infor-

mation purposes. The potential use of the data is limited only by the imagina-

tion of OLS management. 

The evaluation system can also be used to gather new kinds of informa-

tion OL8 is interested in. It would simply be a matter of building in an added 

reporting requirement (e.g., a report on hOi·7 each project visited handles 

uncontested divorce cases to discover the most efficient practices). 

D. Technical Assistance 

L An indication of the extent to which national support (training 

and technical assistance) services are being used in local projects will be 

provided. This information will be useful in shaping OLS' "future support 

services effort. 

2. Evaluators will report on the kinds of technical assistance needed 

by a local project, in terms of what 'fA they know is available. This might 

include help in planning (self-analysis), on manage::-,ent problems or on substan-

tive legal problems. Evaluation reports ,vill contain speci£ic reco~mendations 

on the kinds of technical assis'tance which should be provided. 

3. Technica~ assistance should be provided during a separate visit. 

Although there should be strong ties between the evaluation system and a tech-

nical assistance effort, their roles should not be confused. One is to judge 

past performance as part of making a refunding decision, and the other is to 

help projects to better achieve the goals of OL8; the same people C"ll1not simul-

taneously perform both roles effectively. 

'. 
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V. INPLEMENTING THE 8Y8TEM AT OL8 

1. OLS plans to issue a Request For Proposals ,to operate this system 

within a few weeks of the date of this report. The Institute has provided advice 

and comments on the specifications in this RFP, and we refer the reader to that 

doc;lment for details on cost estimates, personnel requirements, etc. 

OL8 is currently considering our recommendation that two or more 

" 
contractors be selected to operate this system on a pilot basis, ~yith the award 

for full implementation of the system going to the contractor who performs best. 

The work of the contractor finally selected to run the system should 
II 

be closely monitored, to assure that the system remains continually relevant to 

the needs of OL8, and to assure that the system is well-executed, since execution 

is critical to its success. 

2. At some point OL8 must re-examine the five goals it has stated for 

the program, determine whether they are still relevant as stated, and attempt to 

assign priorities among them. OLS might request positio~ papers from a wide 

spectrum of local projects on this issue to get a debate started. 

Evaluators found it difficult to rate projects on results when there 

was clear disagreement as to which goals were more important and whether some 

goals ~yere important at all. For exa.-nple, one project visited .. ras expending a 

great deal of effort on a group counselling project, and another on a community 

edt!cation project, taking away resources wilich some evaluators thought should 

haVe been expended on direct legal services to clients. It is unfair to begin 
. < 

rating projects on results without clear agreement on what is expected of them. 

3. OL8 is currently engaged in designing its technical assistance and 

follow-up effort. This system is intended to identify needs for technical 

assistance, but not to provide it. The field tests indicate that three kinds 

of technical assistance or follo'w-up should be provided: 

'. 
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a. Follow~up by OLS staff where a site-visit reveals failure to 

follow guidelines or non-compliance with grant conditions, or a recommendation 

is made to cut back, increase, or otherwise affect the project's operations. 

b. Hanagement assistance folloSV-1.!p - two of the four projects visited 

were operating with obviously inefficient procedures or other management problems 

which cJearly impaired their operations. Assistance in going through the Self-

Analysis process would be included here. 

c. Substantive technical assistance, such as that which could be 

provided by teams from the national resource centers. 

4. OLS should decide what role, if any, its MIS system will play in its 

monitoring activities. Institute staff did not address themselves to this 

question, but noted during the field tests the substantial amount of project 

staff time devoted to gathering MIS data. These data appear to be almost never 

used by OLS management; collection of such data appears to be a waste of valuable 

resources. 

5. The agreement between OLS, GAO and the ABA to maintain sanitized 

carbons of case intake forms should be implemented. To avoid the problems inher-

ent in trying to implement a uniform case intake form system at this time, pro-

jects could be told to modify whatever sys~em they use now to produce the 

sanitized carbon. This, of course, will facilitate the use of the case-sampling 

technique for interviewing attorneys. 

6. This system is intended to get evaluation reports to OLS quickly so 

that OLS can react to the findings quickly. This raises the issue of whether 

something is lost by not giving evaluators two or three weeks to mull over their 

findings before writing their repor.t. Field test participants debated this 

question at le~gth and seened to reach a consensus that our approach of dictating 

reports on-site was preferable: 

.' 
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a. Ratings are made very systematically and evaluators felt ih good 

conscience that they were able to fairly consider the range ,of information they 

had collected, and 

b. 'Y7hatever might be gained by extending the report-writing period 

,would be lost by long delays in filing reports and resulting long delays in OLS 

follow-up. A possible compromise is to allow evaluators to amend reports they 

dictate on-site within ten days of the completion of the evaluation. 

7. As indicated previously, this system needs further field-testing to 

develop and refine it further, and to test its reliability under more controlled 

conditions. The contractor should expend a good deal of effort in studies to 

test and improve the system's reliability and validity. 

8. We were unable to test the use of a checklist of law reform issues 

to be supplied by 01S's national back-up centers. This list should be obtained 

from the five resource centers, covering eight areas (Economic Development, 

Housing, 1~elfare, Employment, Aged, Consumer, Education, Health), and a way 

should be devised to come up with issues in other substantive areas, such as 

police issues and Juvenile issues. The use of these lists, as specified in 

Chapter VI, should then be tested by the contractor selected to operate the 

syst~. They should also be distributed to local projects to give them ideas 

for their own law reform programs. 

9. The evaluation contractor should place a great deal of attention on 

the training of attorney and la)~en evaluators in the detailed use of this system 

and in interviewing techniques. This is so critical to the successful operation 

of the system that it is mentioned separately here. Attorneys with previous experi·· 

ence as Legal Services attorneys or extensive private practice experience should 

be given preference as attorney avalua-t,ors since judgments must be made on the 

legal competence of cases handled. OLS and its contractor should consider the 

utility of recruiting as evaluators Reginald Heber Smith Fellows who have compleJed 

their year of service. 

'. 
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1. Advance Hork: 

"Q "%1 

A. EVAI.UATION PROCEDURE 

In order to prepare the evaluators for their site visits, to give them 

objective information on the city and legal services project, and to insure that 

the evaluators time in the field ~qill be spent most effectivel~ and efficiently, 

the following steps should be taken in advance of the site ~isit: 

a. Pre-Evaluation Project Profile. 

An analyst will prepare this form for the use of the evaluators. 

It s~arizes relevant information obtainable from original funding applications, 

refunding applications, past evaluation reports, M.I.S. data. regional staff 

inputs and other sources. It also contains special instructions for the evalua-

tors asking for extra information which may be requested by OLS. The information 

in the profile should be validated by th~ evaluators during their site visits. 

The i~formation gathered here and amended through the site visit will be 

recorded on the "Post-Evaluation Profile" and some of it will be stored later 



Project Name: 

Hain Office Address: 

Main Telephone Number: 

Director: 
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PRE-EVALUATION PROJECT PROFILE 
(Page 1 of 3) 

Geographical Area Served: 
(Name of City, County, State) 

Predominantly: urban 
rural 
mixed 
Indian 
migrant 

Total Population: Est. Poor Population: ________ _ 

Budget History by Progr,am Year 1969 $ ___ 1968 $ ___ 1967 $ ___ _ 

Grant 1f: ------------------
Under Current Grant: 

Project financed by OEO since (date) 

(12 mos.) 
Requested for next 

Federal Funding Level: $ grant period: $ __________________ __ 

==-~-=--~===-==================~-============~~========================== 

Auth. Positions: 
(Indicate nUITl­
ber presently 
filled in 
parentheses) 

• 
Salary Ranges: 

Attorneys: ( ) 
RHS Fellm.s: () 
VISTA La"iYers: () 
Lal, Students: () 
Other Non-attorney (specify kind): ~ ___ ~ 
(Investigators, Social Horkers, etc.) 
Clerical: ( ) 

Director: $ -----Supervisory Attorneys: $ ---------Staff Attorneys: $ ______ __ 

~o. Branch Offices: Full-time: 
Part-time: 

Address: .. (1) _______ . ______ Attys: 
(2) , _______________ A ttys: 
(3) Attys: 
(4) Attys: 

Other Prof. 
Other Prof. 
Other Prof. 
Other Prof. 

Clerical 
Clerica 1 
Clerical 
Clerical 
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(Page 2 of 3) 

Special Organizational Units (e.g., Law Reform unit) 

i'iame: _________________________________________ No. Attys. _______________ _ 

:-lame: No. Attys. ----------------------- ------------
~eload Statistics (supply figures for latest 12-mos. period, or for nearest 

. 12-mo. period for ,.hich information is available). 

Project Total ___________ _ Main Office -------------
Branch Office (1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5 ) 

Special Conditions Under Current Grant Hhich Should Be Checked: 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Summary of Last On-site Evaluation 

Date: 

Duration: 

Teah1 :iembers: 

Hajol' Fil}dings: 

Recomr.lendations: 
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(Page 3 of 3) 

(Attach copy of last "summary of evaluation" letter sent to project) 

Dates of Previous On-Site Evaluations of this project: 

OLS Staff Comments about this Project: 

(Observed strengths, weaknesses, and special problems which the evaluators should 
be made aware of.) 

Special Instruction3 to Evaluators 
(This is reported il1 a sUlTh"llary reporting form, i;Special Information Requested by 
OLS". ) 

." 
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b. Community Profile. (Telephone Advance Work). 

An analyst will be assigned to write a short paper to include 

background information on the characteristics of the community which the legal 

prograr.1 serves. 

To accomplish this, the analyst should first check the Statistical 

Abstract and the Municipal Yearbook for the following information: 

II population estimates (with racial and ethnic background) 

• form of goverTh"llent (Mayor-council; city manager; etc.) 

o name of the Hayor and years in office 

II na~e of police chief 

o police department data 

Second, knmYledgeable people in Hashington and in the city to be 

visited should be contacted by telephone to discover: 

G political pa):ty of Mayor (if not known) 

~ political composition of city council 

o nar..es of the most influential and of the most dissident 
members of council 

8 most significant issues and problecs in city 

o key individuals in private power structure 

$ key businesses or industry in city 

o judicial climate 

Q key corrununity leaders 

.. r:1ost important corrnnunity groups 

o personal opinions on the local Legal Services program 
and/or director 

SOr.1e of the possible groups or individuals the analyst should contact 

by phone are: 

OLS regional staff 

CAP field representatives 
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F~eld Ser~~ce Dj"ision, U. S. Corrnnission on Civil Rights (to 
f1nd out 1! they have people in the city; if s6, they should 
be called) 

Community Relations Service, Department of Justice (to find out 
if there are field people in the city; if so. they should be 
called) 

National Urban Coalition (to find out whether there is a local 
coalition in the city to be visited; if so, the director of 
local coalition should be called) 

Urban Centers of local universities (check Urban Institute 
pUblication: University Urban Research Centers, 1969) 

City editor; various reporters of local newspapers (police, 
education); "stringer" reporters for Wall Street Journal Ne,'l 
York Times, etc. ' --

Local A.C.L.U. Chapter 

Local chapters of NAACP, CORE, Urban League 

Black elected officials 

Third, a short summary of the local judicial system should be included 

in the commun1'ty prof1·le. The' t' f '. Des 1n ormat10n sources for th:i,s will have to be 

developed in the future, and could include both the local project and some of the 

sources listed above. 

c. Project Self-Analysis. 

The local project director will be asked to prepare this document to 

be submitted approximately a month befor1 the arrival of the evaluation team. 

OLS should, if possible, make consultants available to local projects 

to help make this a realistic and meaningful exercise in setting goals and ?lan-

ning strategies. 
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PROJECT SELF-ANALYSIS 
(Page I of 3 

Your project will be visited by a Legal Services evaluation team during the 

week of _________________ _ Final details concerning the mechanics of the visit 

,viII be worked out with you a week or so before the team arrives. 

The main purpose of the visit is to assess the accomplishments of your 

project, and determine the extent to which it is meeting the gDals of the Legal 

Services program. The evaluators will also assess the management of your project 

and compliance ,yith OEO guidelines and special grant conditions. Finally, they 

\yill try to identify areas where other OEO-funded organizations can be of special 

assistance: this may include management assistance, assistance on substantive 

areas of the law or specific law reform and economic development strategies, for 

example, depending on your project's peculiar needs. 

\~e would like to furnish the evaluators with as much infonnation as possible 

about your project before their visit to ensure that their assessment is thorough 

and fair. Comments about local problems and progress from the project's vie,o/-

point are very important in this process, and we are asking you to prepare a 

limited "self-analysis" for use by the evaluators. This ";.lill assist the evalua-

tors in getting a sense of the environment your project operates in, the range of 

problems facing the poor in your community and your project's strategy for dealing 

with them, what you feel your project's significant problems and achievements have 

been, and YOllr plans for. the future. The information should be organized unde't' 

the following headings and submitted to: no later ----------------------
than ______________________ Bour ,.;eeks before the evaluation tear.1 arrives 

on-sit~7 . 
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(Page 2 of 3) 

1. What are the critical problems facing your project: 

(This might cover a broad range of matters, such as manpower 
shortages, lack of training for staff attorneys, problems with 
your local CAP or with OEO, inability to achieve a rapport 
with the community you serve, lack of expertise to meaningfully 
assist in the economic development of your community, etc.) 

2. Have the training programs and other support services (e.g., the 

national back-up centers, CCH Reporte~, Clearinghouse Review, etc.) 

provided by OEO helped your project? Do you have special needs for 

technical assistance which OEO could provide on an ad hoc basis? 

3. What are the significant accomplishments of your project in attaining 

the following goals of the Legal Services program? 

(a) Law Reforrn* - Describe the most significant changes your 
project has already been able to effect~ and other efforts 
currently underway (changes in administrative practices, 
test case litigation, and other activities you deem signifi­
cant). 

(b) Economic Development - Describe your project's strategy for 
assisting in the economic development of the target cornnunity 
and your accomplishments thus far. 

(c) Community Involvement - List the organized groups in the area 
served by your project and the nature of your project's 
involvement, if any, with them. Describe your project's over­
all effort to involve itself in the community served. 

Cd) Individual Legal Services - To what degree has your project 
been able to provide high quality individual legal services on 
a consistent basis? 

(e) Community Education - Does your project have aa active co~unity 
education program? Do you feel it has been useful? 

(f) Other activities involving the use of legal skills to upgrade 
the quality of life of poor people. 

* Attach a list of appeals taken to your State appellate court, with a copy 
of the brief filed in each, and a list of cases filed in Lnited States 
District Court, with a copy of the pleadings filed in each. 
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4. vlhat are the goals you have set for your project for the next 

(a) year, (b) two years, (c) three years? You should discuss here 

the significant problems of the poor served by your project and 

your strategy for dealing with them. 

Your cooperation is appreciated. 

Yours sincerely, 

Office of Legal Services 

" , 
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d. Scheduling of Appointments. 

The local project director should aid~n the scheduling of appoint­

ments for the field team and submit the schedule at least one week before the 

on-site visit. The director should be alerted that: 

(1) the required interviews be set up by the local project office. 

(2) the interviews with the director and staff attorneys should be 

scheduled for the first day. However, interviews can be set up 

with community people for the analyst on the team on the first 

day. 

(3) the schedule should be flexible enough to allow the evaluators 

to set up their own interviews as necessary. 

(4) addresses and phone numbers of interviewees should be furnished 

to facilitate rescheduling needs if they arise. 

e. Nap of City. 

The director will be asked to send the evaluators a map of the city 

marking the major sites, poverty pockets, etc. 

2. Site Visit Procedures: 

a. In General. 

The evaiuation team will visit project offices and conduct interviews 

using interview sheets in the Interview Note Book to record their findings. Sec­

tion B defines the critical factors to be covered in more detail and gives instruc­

tions as to what judgments have to be made. Each member of the team should be 

fruniliar with Section B since he is required to collect information on all the 

variables outlined. The Interview Note Book (Section C) does not contain specific 

questions to be asked but rather will list'the broad areas on which information 

must be secured. Section D contains rating forms and instructions for using them . 

Table IX "Evaluation Organization" gives an organizational outline for 

data collection during the on-site visit. Columns list potential sources of 

information on a particular factor; rows represent the factors that must be 

covered in an interview. 



~ 
ASSESSMENT Of 

TASKS ENVIROOHENTAL FACTORS 
Collect 

DrFOR}lATION Budget 
SOURCES Data Political,Legal,Economic 

Project Board Beruber .; 
ProJI!ct Director and vi t/ Deputy Director 
Supervincry and Staf vi Attorneys (~~~l. ~HSr.) Fello .... s & S'rA ctIV. 

~minist~atlve t/ 
'fiN" 'i I "nv) 

~~YBical P;~nt Inspection 
Case Filea 
Non-Actocney Pro-
fessional Staff (Law 
Studenta,Social Work 
ers,I)vestigative 
Ai ,l,'n 

Clerical Staff 

eM Staff ,; 
Hodel Cities StaU V 
Bar Aasociation v' 
Judges V 
Private Practitioners ( 
Law School .; 
Target Group .; 
Rl!vreacntllt i VC'I) 

Otlttl!;, Inform(~d I Sources 

TABLE IX 

EVALUATION O~GANIZATION 

ASSESSMENT OF HANACEMENT 

Guidelincs Records Orl2:ani~ation 

Y 
/ I t/ 

V 
vi v' V 
V· V 

-~ V 

Administr!t:lon 

vi 
V' 

EVALUATION or' EV ALUAT ION OF 
PROJECT STAEI-' PROJECT RESULTS 

, 

V ..j 

V ,I 
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V 

V V 

V V 

~ V 
V' J/ 
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V V 

V V 

V Y 
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b. List of Interviewees. 

The follmving persons or groups must be intervieHed during the course 

of the evaluation. The final report should note whether any of these interviews 

\vere not accomplished. The number of interviews and kinds of people and groups 

seen can be expanded heyond the lJli.nimums listed here at the option of the evalua­

tion team. 

1. Project Board - Chairman and two attorney members 
- two representatives of the poor 

2. Project Lawyers - Director 
Deputy Director 
Supervisory Attorneys - all 
Staff Attorneys - at least 75% 
RHS Fellows - all 
VISTA Lawyers - at least 50% 

3. Other Project Staff - Project Administrative Officer (:if any) 
Investigative or Community Aides - 25% sample 
Social Horkers - 25% sample 
Law Student Assistants - 25% sample 
Clerical - 25% sample 

4. CAA Director or designee 

5. ~fodel Cities Staff Director or designee 

6. Lo.::a1 IJelfare Department 

7. I,\)cal Hal:' Association President 

8. Local Public Hotlsing Authority 

9. Judges - tHO (before w'hom project attorneys have appeared) 

10. Pl·ivate Practitioners - two to fonr, selected from "Optional InterviewD;" 
include attorneys in favor of and opposed to project 
(identified if possible during pre-site work). 

11. Lo.w School Denn or designee 

l~ TJrget Group Representatives 

d. Interview a sample of leaders of target connnunity organizations (e.g., 
block clubs, tenant councils, neighborhood associations, economic 
development groups) 

b. Interview a sample of CAA neighborhood workers 

\ ; 
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13. Optional Interviews: 

Evaluators should seek out a large number of individuals or groups ~vho may 
have special knoHledge of the community served and the activities of the 
local project, e.g., Mayor; Members of City Council; Board of Aldermen; 
other elected officials; President, Chamber of Commerce; the CAA Board 
Chairman; representative from the Junior Bar Association; Chairman of 
L~\Vyers' Referral Committee; representative from the minority bar associa­
tion; Chairman of the Legal Aid Committee; plaintiffs' la~.]yers (call clerk 
of court to find out ~vho they are); La'l',yer' s Committee on Civil Rights; 
ACLU; NAACP; m~ROj MAYO; 't-1.A.PA; Panthers; Urban League; local nmvspaper 
reporters; former RHS Fellmvs (if in town). The final report should con­
~ain an inventory of active groups in the target community and a list of 
those contacted by the evaluation team. 

The team captain \vill make interview aSSignments to team members Hhen 

the tca~ arrives on-site. 

c. Length of Interviews. 

Intervle\07s with staff attorneys normally take about two hours. Evalua-

tors s~ould begin staff attorney interviews with a brief explanation of what the 

inter:iew is going to include, including a description of how his case records 

will ~e sampled, It's easier for an attorney to prepare himself mentally for a 

long i:1tervie\v if he knmvs what is going to be covered. 

The time to be allotted to interviews varies 1Jith the individual inter-

vie,.;c::: project director, four hours, scheduled throughout the visit; staff 

attc::::;eys, t\Vo hours; judges, t\venty minutes; all other intervie~vs, approximately 

one-~alf to one hour each. 

d. Analystfs Role. 

Analysts should perform the following functio~s to get information on 

the :::;;.:;agement factors specified in Section B, "Description of Variables" (see 

othe::: instructions there). 

• ex~~ine records as specified in Section B 

o check intake process by sampling 20 intake cards to see if 
cligiJility standards are being met 

" observe the treatmfmt of clients 'vhile in office 

o inter·lie,v clerical staff about laHyer referral system, social 
service referral system and folloH-up, assignment of responsi­
bilities, guideline compliance, etc. 
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Analysts should conduct interviews outside the project as assigned 

by the team captain. 

e. Debriefing and Rating. 

Debriefing sessions should be scheduled every evening. These 

meetings are valuable for sharing infolillation learned in the day's interviews. 

They can serve two purposes: to prepare for the subsequent interviews and to 

help in making the final ratings. Each member of the team should give a report 

on who he sa~v and what he learned. A discussion period should follow. (NOTE: 

Judgments about individual staff attorneys should be withheld as they could 

prejudice the ratings to be completed on the final day). 

No interviews should be scheduled on the final day of the field trip 

to allow' for: 

final intervie~vs which an evaluatl)r feels he should conduct 
to reveal pertinent information not yet uncovered. 

individual completion of rating sheets (Section D) with 
narrative reports giving detailed reasons for each rating. 
(This can be performed as a group or privately, at the 
convenience of the team). The order of the ratings made 
should be: staff attorneys, staff director, project manage­
ment, project results, overall project rating. 

after the rating forms are completed and each team member 
has dictated his ratings and a narrative setting out the 
detailed bases for each, the team members should try to 
reach a consensus on the ratings of staff attorneys, staff 
director, project results and the project (overall rating). 
The team captain will record the consensus or lack of one 
and note dissents to any of the ratings. 

the team captain ~vill then conduct the final interview \vith 
the project director to give him the preliminary findings of 
the team. 

3. Preparation of Final Report for OLS: 

~':ithin a day after the completion of the field trip (on-site if possible), 

th e tea.":', captain ~vill dic tate a Final Report, which ~vill include: 

the names of the evaluation team members. 

a list of intervie~vees. 
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a narrative describing the environmental factors of the com­
munity (political, legal, and economic development climate) • 

ciompleted summary reportiIlg forms (project attorneys, project 
director., project management, project results, overall project 
rating), together with a detailed narrative report of the 
bases for the teams' findings (noting any dissents). 

a summary of the team's recommendations for the project. 

the individual ratings* of the field team along with their 
narrative explaining the ratings (for OLS files) • 

letter to the local project summarizing the findings and 
I:ecomrnendations of the team, and specifying the manageme.nt 
Bictions that OLS intends to tak\~ with respect to the project. 
(This letter should !!.2.!:. include individual staff attorney 
ratings). 

,r These ratings Rnd supporting narratives will be sanitized to eliminate the names 
of the individual attorney. Code numbers will be assigned and inserted whereve~ 
the names are used, e.g., 001, 002, etc. 

1 
I 
t 
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B. DESCRIPTION OF VARIABLES 

Introduction 

Three, types of data are being collected. 

1. Descriptive: generally statistical in nature. such as staff 

levels anq workload data. These data are r<.corded on the final reporting forms, 

Section D. 

2. Qualit,ative: generally the evaluator's assessment of a certain 

factor. Requires looking at a specified project function. activity or product 

and making a judgment as to its appropriateness. effectiveness and/or quality. 

The final reporting foms record this data and ask for narrative descriptions of 

I' the information supporting these judgments. 
l( 
i 3. Compliance: check list in nature. Determine whether the proj ect 
I 
i' 

[ is meeting grant conditions and national guidelines on project organization 
if 

and financial accounting. 
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LValidate information contained in Pre-Evaluation Project Profil.!i7 

1. Project Resources 

(Analyst transfers to "Post-Evaluation Project Profile" when data are collected) 

1. Project Budget History by Program Year (PY) 

1969 ___ _ 

1968 ___ _ 

1967 ___ _ 

i 
t' 
II 
I 
I' 
11 
II 

!i 
11 

2. Budget Distribution ($, current PY) 

Director 

Lawyers 

Support Staff 
ti 
II 

II 
II 

Professional 
il 
!l 
!! 

Clerical 

II 
Ir 
n 

Physical Plant _______ ~ 

II 
f 
II 
Ii 

3. Staff Level (numbers, current PY) 

La~vyers (full time) 
" " It 

Experience (average) yrs. !I 
I: 
Ii 

~ 
n 
11 

11 

i 
l' II Ii 

~ 
II ,I 

[1 

i 

RHS Fellows 

VISTA La~vyers 

La~y Students 

Support Staff 

Professional 

Clerical 

: . 

____ -.. ___ ........ _____ .• -_ ... _J 

: 

2. Environmental' Factors 

Variables ------
1. Project Type 

2. Poverty Level 
(target population if 
available; alternatively 
use ci:y/county served; 
indicate which is used) 

3. Politi.cal Climate 

Indicators 

(a) Project Retting*: 'Pre­
dominantly urban, rural, 
mixed. Indian, t:1igra::tj 

(b) Total Population i~ City/ 
County Sen'ed 

(c) Target Population 
Estima,. e 

(a) 

(b) 

Hedian Income 

Subemploy:nent RatE:.: 
(if aV2ilable) 

(c) Unemplo}~ent Rate: 
(if avo.il<>,ble) 

(d) Ethnic Conpositio:1 '\) 

(a) Political affili~t~o~ of 
Hayol:, ?(;litical c:)=,~o0si­

tion of Ci~y Cc~nc!l, e~c. 

, , .' '1.-",,«·+iiWCt'..\A. 
'..)) .1t~C"~: .. l~*- ~~ '".' _c;1~"C :·:a~:('=~lty 

• e. ectil)~) PrcsiC:~~::.al 
clectio:1. 

Rh:ps of c.::'ly 
tioll t.) puo:', 
groups, -:'0..:::11 

i.d) ,\x:l.::'t~:<1i~~ :;;d 1", '_.,.. .,:" .~~L­
of ci~y ch~:,5n':"b::::: ... .. :: t~) 

L~6bi 5ervic~~ ~?:.~~~. 

(e.) Got:L."':lUi'i.! ty att:i~~c.:- .. ' ",,""1_ 

T,ll .. lrd':'i pth)_"; rile:::.! 
attiLudu!: .. 

Urban - city 0r to~n 

(I> Lndicates '"ho is 
resp0:1sibl" for 
collecting t!i,­
information) 

Stal~.!:.ical ~bs.tr?ct.., 
Special Census, G~O 

CO;:-:-IU!\ ity Prof il? l 
Project Direc~or. 

o Analyst 

So~rces - S~e as 

C\eck a~alyst'~ C'~­
r;'·.:ci.t/ profile, T)~";­

jt::c: s~.lt-analy6i ~ ~ 

proje..::t profile, 

!.:"':~i.<:,-"./ie\'lS "'","i t:l~. ;'!:o·· 
jt~\~t: 3taff, cit.,.." 
0': ;' 1 cia 1 s, C A\ 
·!~i.r..;ctor, etc. 

lturel larg~ gcograp~i~ i~Y~~, 3~~~- _, ?~rlll~~:~ci 
~[jxcd c ::r,.2S both a c j :; ... :'::- :c,-~:, ',.:'- 2. 1.:::',;:' ,~, ·:,:.It.l\':!i :~,. 

sparsely populat~~ ~:~a 

~----..-~ 
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Variables Instructions 

3. Political Climate (Cont'd) (f) Likelihood of support 

4. Legal Climate 

in community for vigorous 
and effective project. 

(g) degree and kinds of 
organization in target 
community; militancy. 

(h) Characterization of news 
media: conservative, 
moderate, liberal. 
Attitudes tOiVards poor, 
towards project. 

(a) Judicial Climate -
receptivity to change; 
degree of conservatism;. 
attitude tOiVards project; 
inhibiting force or 
neutral. 

(b) Bar attitude towards 
project; support or 
opposition. 

(c) Bar contribution of cash, 
space, volunteer time. 

(d) Composition of bar: rough 
estimate of percent of 
those who (1) actively 
oppose, (2) are neutral, 
(3) actively support and 
defend project. 

Same as #3. Concen­
trate intervi~ws on 
project staff, attor­
neys on board and in 
private practice, 
judges, law school 
dean and faculty 

~ Attorneys 

(e) Ability of laio! firms, 1m., 
schools, & Legal Services 
program to attract and hold 
good attorneys. 

(f) Likelihood of support from 
bench or bar for vigorous 
project pushing 1m, refonn. 

(g) Degree of activity in com­
munity of lawyers affili­
ated Hith ACLU, XAF_CP, 
LCeR, etc. 

__________________________________________________________________________ I',~!~-~,------__________ __ 



Variables 

5. Economic Development 
Climate 

Indicators' 

(a) Cooperation of the local 
government in granting 
licenses"changing zoning 
law's" Rnd in helping to 
attract private or federal 
money for economic develop­
ment. 

(b) Attitude of Chamber of 
Commerce, financial insti­
tutions and the private 
sector toward economic 
development of target 
connnunity. 

(c) Potential for economic 
growth; existing busi­
nesses, rate of population 
grm-lth. 

(el) Interest in target com­
munity in economic develop­
ment. Number of gr0ups 
already working. 

(e) Resources already avail­
able: local coalitio~s of 
bus:i,nessmen, SBA and rnA 
activities, foundation 
activities. 

Instructions 

Same as 113 

'. 
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3.(a) Management - Guidelines* 

Monitoring Checklist 

(Place OK to indicate that project is complying satisfactorily with grant 

condition, guideline or policy. Place NC to indicate non-compliance and attach 

a narrative explanation and recommendation; identify needs for technical assist-

ance). 

1. Here changes recommended during last evaluation made? 

(a) 

(b) 

(c) 

(d) 

2. Are special $rant conditions being complied with? 

Special Condition #1 -

2 -

3 -

4 -

3. Hritten personnel po1icie~' established in accordance '1ith OLS 

Guidelines. 

!.:.. No cr i;:-,inal representat ion except as allov7ed by OEO guidelines. ____ _ 

5. Etc. 

"J.nis sE:!ction should be expanded to include important guidelines or 
":nini:nums" for project operations, to be adapted from the adminis­
tratiVe! management manual being prepared for OLS by Price Haterhouse and 
CO::loanv. He ~vere unable to obtain a list of OLS guidelines to use to 
co:nple";:e this checklist. i'lith the exception of It4; can be completed 
by an analyst. An attorney should check 4/4. 

. 

.. 

I 

! 

I 
II 

. 

' . 

Factors 

Financial 
Accounting 

Case Files and Records 

Status of NIS Data 
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3.(b) Nanagement - Records* 

Indicators 

Accounting uystem operating 
in accordance with OEO Guide 
for Grantee Accounting 

Efficiency with which pro­
ject handles paper flow 
(Intake procedures, filing 
systems) 

Accurate data maintained for 
NIS reporting requirements 

o Analyst 

Instruction~ 

Check last audit of 
~r~ject; some records 
need not be checked; 
e.g. t~me records, non­
federal shate. 

Physical inspection; 
interview clerical staff 
& project administrative 
officer. 

Intervie'tV clerical staff 
or project administrative 
officer; inspection. 

" This part Hill eventually become a checklist against the procedures recof:u;;ended 
in tllC. adminis tr;;.t.i ve management manual be-Lng p:-e?ared for 01S b:.: Pt'icc 
Waterhouse and Company. 

'. 



Factors 

Accessibility 
of Services 

Intake Process 

Referral 

St:!rvices 

,,' t.'p\~r t iot Lec;a 1 
·~t!l ff 

L:c:crui tmt."!'1t 
l.rogram 

72 

3.(c) Nanagement - Project Organization 

Indicators 

Location in target neighborhoods. 

Evening and weekend office hours. 
Professionally adequate office 
(private attorney office. private 
intake area). 

Eligibility standards meet OL8 
guidelines and are observed. ' 

Courteous treatment of client. 

Client Haiting period for service. 

Lawyer referral system Hith 
follCl'i-up. 

Social Service referral system 
"lith fo llow-up. 

Re2tricted caseload. 

?estrictions on types of cases. 

B~e~kdown of types of cases. 

Li~:ary, dictating machines, 
office equipment. 

BdC~-Up services existing; needed. 

Act~'e rccruit~ent program for 
sc<:[::: Clttorneys. 

Instructions 

On-site inspection, 
question attorneys and 
community people. 

• Analyst and Attorneys 

Analysts should interview 
each secretary separately. 
Observe client intake 
intervieHs. Sample 20 
intake cards to see if 
eligibility standards are 
being met. 

o Analyst 

Check copy of L01\·;yer 
Referral Service Plan. 
o Analyst 
Interview staff attorneys. 
@ Attorneys 
Clerical staff and commu­
nity people. 
" Analyst 

Interview project director 
and staff attorneys. 

51 Attorneys 

Should be based on the 
Price \·;;.tf;erhouse l!anual. 

~ Analyst and Attorneys 

Ask project director how 
he has recruited in past; 
how he intends to recruit 
in future. 

c Attorneys 

v . 
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Factors 

Outreach 

Board of 
Directors 
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Indicators 

Publicity 

Commitment to LS'goals. 

Participation of poor on Board. 

Degree of control over project. 

Election procedure for Board, 
tenure of members. 

Ask all interviewed what 
they have heard about tlla 
program; ho,,, wen-knoHn 
it is. 

o A.'1alyst and Attorneys 

Ask director, members of 
board, staff attorneys. 

I) Attorneys 



Factors 

Forward Planning 
Ability 
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3, (d) Nanagement - Administration 

Indicators 

Existence of forward work plan. 

Staff Utilization Assignment of attorneys given age 
and experience. Staff training 
provided, availability of CCH and 
CR, opportunity for staff to attend 
conferences. 

Utilization of 
Outside Resources 
(local and OEO­
provided), 

Staii iforale 

Project 
LeA.c1ers;·1ip 

[se of national resource centers, 
CC3, CR, attendance at national 
training ~onferences. Use of 
vclunteer attorneys, local law 
schools, local businessmen. 

Staff communication, staff 
meetings, Project leadership. 
Caseload. Availability of 
secretarial, research, investi­
gative assistance. 

D!rector's relationship with 
s:a~f; degree of personal 
s·..!!1ervision; staff turnover; 
5~~:f'S assessment of director. 

Instructions 

Check project documents: 
grant application, project 
self-analysis. Question 
project director, 

• Attorneys 

Question project director 
and staff attorneys. 

• Attorneys 

Question project director 
and sta.ff attorneys. 

It Attorneys 

Interview project director, 
staff attorneys, other 
professional and clerical 
staff. 

~ Attorneys and Analyst 

Same as above. 

o Attorneys and Analyst 

" 

.,--

Factor 

Project Director 

Staff Attorneys 

Professional Support 
(Investigators, 
Social \iTorkers, 
Community Aides) 

Clerical Support 
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4. Project Staff 

J.ndicators 

Refer to Rating Forms in 
Section D. 

Refer to Rating Forms in 
Section D. 

Effectiveness; benefits to 
Project. 
Horale. 
How well utilized. 

Competence. 
Horale. 
Attitude toward clients. 

Instructions 

Interview project director, 
staff attorneys, other staff, 
members of Board, conununity 
people. 

o Attorneys 

Same as above. 

o Attorneys 

Interview director, 
staff attorneys, professional 
support. 

o Analyst and Attorneys 

Interview clerical staff, 
community people. '. 

" Analyst 

" 
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5. Project Results 

The evaluators here should look for results achieved in terms of the 

goals of the Legal Services program. The statement of goals is derived frc~ 

the original ,rGuidelines for Legal Services Programs" and succeeding policy 

statements. No priorities are set among them here since none have been 

explicitly set by OLS. The goals are broken dmm into the kinds of actions 

'\-lhich ~vould indicate progress toward achieving the goal, and data sources 

are specified for the evaluators. See the Instructions for Naking Ratings 

in Section D for additional details. 

Goal 

Pro,.·id ing high 
qU3~ity individual 
legal services to 
the poor 

Ind.icators 

Legal competency of work. 
(advice, negotiations, 
litigation, appeals, 
admin. cases). 

Amount (caseloads) 

COllununity impressions 0: 
quality of services 

Competence, timeliness, 
innovativeness and amount 
of la,v reform ,vork. 

Special organizational unit. 
Forward planning for future 

work. 

Instructions 

Record impressions 0: 
j~dges, private practi­
tioners, other project 
attorneys. 

Sample attorneys' case files 
by taking every fi::h case 
out of his last 10: & discuss 
action taken. Disc~ss 5 or 
6 in great detail. Question 
attorney about inte"esting 
cases he's had. 

Intervie,y cOID.l1!.tnity ::aders. 
Get caseload data. 
Identify factors acc:~nting 

for low quality se=~ices. 

Interviews, examinat::'::1 
or pleadings, briefs, 
case files. 

Use lists of issues a~d 
practices supplied ~y national 
resource centers. :ake 
inventory of work accomplished 
and rate quantity a~d quality; 
assess projects pla~3 and 
strategies for fut~"e. 

Estimate number of ~a~-years 
devoted to la,v re:::r.:: work. 

. , 
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I 
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Goal 

Economic Develop~ent 

Preventive Legal 
Education "" 

Group Representa­
tion/Corrm1unity 
Involvement 

Other ?,:Jject 
Actiy:'ties 
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Indicatore 

Number of organizations or 
individuals advised or 
represented; extent and 
results of such advice and 
representation. 

Project organizatio~: 
special units or training 
courses. 

Planning and programming. 

Specific methods used by 
project: pamphlets, 
advertising, speeches to 
cOllununity groups. 

Number and type of groups 
advised or represented, 
kind and extent of repre­
sentation, and results. 

Project well-known in com­
munity. 

Poor employed by project. 
Poor reprcseq~ed on Board, 

actively participate in 
policy decisions. 

Neighborhood advisory coun­
cils for law offices. 

Project attorneys attend 
community meetings, seek 
to get actively involved 
in the problems of the 
conullunity served. 

Us~ of legal skills in 
any other way ~vhi.ch 
raises the quality of 
life of poor people. 

Instructions 

Intervie~v staff, cOl'llllunity 
leaders, other professionals. 

Take invsntory of local resources 
and local potential. 

Take inventory of project 
activities; assess quan7 
tity and quality of work, 
taking into account local 
resources and potential. 

Record level of effort and 
describe program. 

Intervie,.,s: director, 
staff attorneys, co~unity 
leaders, Board members. 

Intervie"l C'orrm1unity leaders, 
heads of organizations, 
staff attorneys, other 
good sources. 

Take inventory of organized 
groups in the target 
cor.n:1I1l1ity, ,and inventory 
of projectls activity. 

Assess quantity and quality 
E"stimatc nlL"'1ber of man-years 

it1'JO 1 ved . 

Intervielvs. 
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C. EVALUATORS INTERVIEH NOTE BOOK 

The following forms are summary notation forms to enable evaluators to keep 

track of the information being collected for inclusion in the Final Report. They 

are broken out into broad categories of information for easy review when evalua-

tors are preparing to make ratings towards the end of the site visit. 



(Check off) 

Judge 
---- Member of Board 

Private Practitioner 
Law School Faculty 

80 
Name of Interviewee 

ATTORNEY INTERVIEtoJ' SHEET 

ASSESSMENT OF STAFF 
(Indicate basis for assessment) 

ASSESS}!ENT OF RESULTS 
(Expectations; assessment of results; indicate basis for assessment) 

POLITICAL CLI}~TE 
(Cor;rrrn.mity. attitudes toward poor; racial attitudes; political structure) 

LEGAL CLINATE 
(Judicial climate, degree of conserva~ism; bar attitude towards project; like­
lihood of support for vigorous and effective project pushing la~v reform) 

ECOi;OHIC DEVELOP~!ENT CLIH.A..TE 
(Local potential; interest in community served; current resources, e.g., EDA, 
SEA, local funds, etc.) 

BOA.Till ROLE IN PROJECT (for Board Members only) 
(Particip~:::ion of lay members; commitment to all LS goals; degree of control 
over project; ~valuator should assess Board's positive or negative influence) 

: 

.. 

81 
Name of Interviewee 

NON-ATTORNEY INTERVIEW SHEET 
(Page I of 2) 

BACKGROUND OF INTERVIEHEE 

-----------------------

(Title, position, or affiliation e.g., Rep. of Poor on Board, CAA Director, 
NAACP president, target community leader, etc.) 

ASSESSMENT OF ST~~F 
(Attorneys, other professionals, clerical--treatment of clients; attorneys: 
empathy, interaction with community; competence, general effectiveness). 

ASSESSMErlT OF PROJECT RESULTS 
(Expectations for project; assessment of results; community involvement in the 
project; project involvement in the community). 

ASSESSHENT OF POLITICAL CLIHATE 
(Community attitudes toward poor; racial attitudes; political structure). 
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(Page 2 of 2) 

CHAR..A.CTERISfICS OF COHHUNITY SERVED 
(Degree and kinds' of organization; militancy). 

LEGAL NEEDS OF CO~·r:·ruNITY 

LEG.AL CLI?-fATE 
(Attitudes of la",-yers on board t01vard poor; kn01vledge of judges' attitudes and 
other attorneys' attitudes). 

ECO~m}rIC DEVELOF.·SiT CLHfATE 
(E.-..:isting E.D. grcups; interest in the cormnunity; ,.mat local resources, e.g., 
EDA, SBA, foundations, volunteer groups). 

EFFECTHD;ESS OF I::TERVIE"I-7EE ON BOARD (for lay Board members only) 
(Hm.; selected; ;;710 does person represent; ho,v does person participate; 
inp~~t on operatioJs of Board or project). 

any 

: 

'. 

,--

BACKGROUND 
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PROJECT DIRECTOR 
(Page I of 4) 

(Legal experience; Legal Services experience) 

POLITICAL CLIMATE 
(Community attitudes towards poor; racial attitudes; political structure; 
news media) 

LEGAL CLIMATE 
(Judicial climate, degree of conservatism; bar attitude t01vards project; like­
lihood of support for vigorous and effective project pushing law reform and other 
goals) 

ECONONIC DEVELOPHEN'r CLIHATE 
(Local potential; interest in community served; current resources in community) 

CHARACTERISTICS OF CQ}rNUNITY SERVED 
(Degr(!e and kinds of organization; militancy) 

.. 
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(Page 2 of 4) 

MANAGEHEJ:.l"T EFFICIENCY - ORGANIZATION 

A. Accessibility (location, evening hours, adequate office space) 

B. Services (restrictions on types of cases) 

C. Back-up Services (provided internaliy for staff attorneys) 

D. Rol? of Board (commitment to all OLS goals; degree of control; partic:?ation 
of poor) 

:IANAGl!.i.'!El:T - ADNINISTRATION 

A. Forward Planning Abili!Y 

85 

(Page 3 of 4) 

B. Staff Utilization 

C. Utilization of Outside Resources (local and OED-provided) 

RESULTS 

A. Individual Services 

.. 
B. Lay, Re£ot'i:: 

--
• 
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(Page 4 of 4) 

C. Economic Development 

D. ~lnity Education 

~:E....RerrC!sentc:t:ion/Communitv Involvement with 
with Corwnuni t\" Project/Project Involvement 

Time Allocation (Est. %) 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5, 
6, 
7. 

Individual Services 
I.m'7 Reform 
Economic Development 
Community Education 
Group Rep./ComIl1. Invol\'. 
Nanagement 
Ot,l~~:r Project Activities 

• 

. . 
~ 

• 

.. 

I: 
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\ 
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STAFF ATTOili'1EY 
(Page 1 of 3) 

(Legal e},,-pe'rience; Legal Services experience) 

POLITICAL CLlt-lATE 

Attorney No • 

(Community attitudes towards poor; racial attitudes; political structure; 
new's media). 

LEGAL CLUfATE 
(Judicial climate~ degree of conservatism; bar attitude towards project; like­
lihood of support for vigorous and effective project pushing law reform and 
other goals). 

ECONOHlC DEVELOPHENT CLUlATE 
(Locnl potential; interest in community served; current resources in community). 

CRARACTERISTICS OF COHNUNITY SERVED 
(Degn~e and kinds of organization; militancy). 
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(Page 2 of 3) 

USE OF OUTSIDE RESOURCES (Local and OEO-provided). 

STAFF UTILIZATIO~ (how he's used), 

!' 

, 
Ii 
;\ 

ASSESS~m;IT OF HANDLING OF INDIVIDUAL CASES 
(Sample 20 cases; discuss 5 in depth; discuss hypothetical cases). 

~: 

[! 

!; 
\; 
Ii 
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(Page 3 of 3) 

ASSESSHENT OF OTHER ACTIVITIES (La~v Reform, Economic Development, Community 
Education; involvement with community and organized groups; begin by asking 
about interesting cases or activities). 

TINE ALLOCATION (Est. %) 

1. lndividual Services 
2. La\o1 R~foTlu 
3, I:.c:momic Development 
4. Com:.nuni tv wlleal ion 
5. Group Rep. JC01mu. Invol'l. 
6. Hanagement 
7. Oth~r Project Activiti~s 
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D.' S lOO-LlffiY 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR MAKING RATINGS 

1. Overall Project Rating 

a. Standard - The following standard should be applied in 

overall rating for the proj ect: "taking into account the political and legal 

climate here, and the size of the population to be served and the size of this 

project, rate this proJect relative to projects of sioilar size in similar 

environments ."]) 

b. Use of Rating Scale - A twelve point,scale is used to assign an 

overail pro iect rating. You should make a rating Y7ithin one of the four 

recommended management actions specified on the rating forms. Some examples: 

1) Project. A has a hopelessly· poor staff, has produced almost no 

results, handles even routine cas~s poorly, and could not benefit from outside 
.,. 

help. Rating would be 1 or 2. 

2) Project B produces limited results but provides ~ useful 

individual services, even though of a lmv quality; the project is barely 

worth keeping; Rating: 4. 

3) Project C has a lot of potential, but has an inexperienced staff 

and a weak director. It has produced some results hut hC1s fallen far short of 

its ?otcntial becaus<? of ine:'perl.ence and management pro:1lems, Technical 

assistance could turn it into R good projec~, Rating: 6. 

4) Project D provides ~ood individual services and has made an effort 

to ::Icet the other goals of OLS. It has mar,agement problems, and it t S inexperiencud 

!I Since this is the rating upon which refunding decisions are primarily based, 
environmental conditions should be taken into account. 

I,. 
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.. 

attorc:c:;s have been' unable to mount much of a law reform effort. Project 

is goee but should be doing a lot more; it is able to operate fairly well 

as is, ~ut could improve with technical assistance. Rating: 7., 

5) Project E provides good individual services and has mounted an 

impressive law reform program. The staff is highly motivated but could 

produce even more 'with better management and some technical assistance from 

the nacional back-up centers. Rating: 9. 

6) Projects F and G are well-managed, have a staff of superior 

attorr.-::ys, produce substantial results across the whole range of legal 

servic~s goals, are a moving force in the communities theY,serve, and are 

clear::; exemplary projects. Would consider using project staff for technical 

assis~;;." . ..:e to other projects. Their ratings \V'ould fall in the range of 

10 

2. O:~er Ratings 

.0:.. :: >le point scale is used to make ratings of project results, project 

~cin~~~-,·~t, th~ projPct director and staff attorneys. The scale is: 

" ): 
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A rating of 5 means "the best, 01S couldn't expect any better." 

A rating of 4 means Ilaore than satisfactory, clearly better than average, 

but not the best that could be expected." 

A ratino=- of 3 means "adec.uate, could h' 1 use some tec n~ca assistance." 

A rating of 2 means "unsatisfactory, clearly below average, 01S should do 

something'about this." 

A rating of 1 means "clearly deficient, far below average." 

a. Staff Attorney Ratings 

1) Standard - The following standard should be applied in making 

ff 2/' sta attorney ratings: "Rate on an absolute scale- for attorneys in Legal 

Services projects around the country." The extent of legal experience 'should 

not be taken into account. ~l'ne atto h ld' d . rney s ou De rate on results (again, 

providing individual services' is a "result"), since lack of experience is 

accounted for under one of the rating factors, "potent.;al.1I 
L Your rating will 

be made on the basis of your interview \vith the attorney, a s<lmpling of his 

cases, and an',; other in_for~I.··~t-,_' o~. th I ~~ .1 you or 0 er eva uation team members discover 

during other ::'~tervie\',s. (Refer back to Section B.S., "Project Results.") 

2) ~ating Factors 

a) E:npathy ',7it:: C:J:::munitv Served 

::ere ';·ie arE; tr::ing to get at the attorney's attitude to;.:ards 

his c,li-=::ts a-~ the co::-.::;unity si;!'Ved, b8sed on what he says during the i.ntervie'iv, 

on the Y,:a',' ;'1;: '.-.oa~"dle'" 'l'.'_· S cas~s, and on T'h~t . k f • -- -'"-. "<I yo'.! p~c_- up rom intervieHs in the 

communit::. ;.5::e ful:illing te',,;, traditional lawyer's role of sympathetic counSel­

or, or d.:>es he creat r.is clients Hith contempt or make moral judgments on their 

legal needs? 

'£/ There .'~re ge:1erally accepte~ standards of professional perfor.:la'lCe \.:hich 
shoulc not ~e aff~cred by e::vironmental factors. 
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b) Interaction Hith. Community Served 

Here He w'ant to knot. Hhat actions flot. from his empathy: 

paternalism; non-involvement; or an attempt to get involved in the life of the 

community by going out to community meetings, getting to kno~. its legal 

proble.TIs, and seeking to apply his legal skills to their solution. 

c) Commitment to OLS Goals 

This means conwitment to all of the goals of OLS, but a 

strong commitment to one of the goals may offset a Heak commitment to others. 

Thus an attorney strongly committed to 1m. reform might receive the same rating 

as another attorney strongly committed to individual services, even though both 

~ight be s~eptical of the goal given emphasis by the other. 

Commitment is incomplete Hithout actions, and you should look 

for some accomplishments here. 

d) Competence in Routine Legal Matters 

Here we are looking at compet'ence in handling fairly routine 

legal matte~s, as opposed to Federal court litigation, appellate litigation, or 

highly technical legal ~'70rk. Competence means more than processing cases in a 

~'ote manner. High ratings should go only to attorneys who take an imaginative 

a?proach tc .. des and in general provide high quality services to clients. 

e) Compet·.'l1ce in Sophisticated Legal Hatters 

A good criterion here would be: 'Hould I put this attorney in a 

:"aw refon: ul1it~lr He mC!an creativity, innovation, an ability to grasp novel 

issues, a S~od tactical Su~3e) and the requisite technical skills for handling 

cnnplicRt~d ~atters. 

.. 
~ . 

He" ,.ofl1 -;':lUlc1 this attorney do Hith more experience, more 

: 
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g) Morale 

This is an information item for OLS Ylhich has some bearing 

on hOH well the project is being managed. It should be ignored when you are 

deciding on an overall rating for the attorney. Size of caseload, project 

leadership, availability of secretarial, investigative and reqearch assistance 

would be some of the factors here. 

h) Overall Rating 

The question here is, "How effective is this attorney as 

a Legal Services attorney." The racing here is tied into a recommended OLS 

management action. 

b. Project Director Rating 

1) Standard - The standard is the sam;J../ one used for staff attorneys. 

i.e., "rate on an absolute scale for directors of Legal Services projects 

around the country." 

2) Rating Factors 

a) Empathy - same as for staff attorney. 

b) Interaction - same as for staff attorney. 

c) Commitment: - same as for staff attorney. 

d) Legal Competence - same as for staff attorney, but judgment 

here may be based only on interviews if director does not carry a caseload. 

e) ;'lanagement - (Refer to Section B. 3(c), "Hanagement - Project 

Organizat ion," and 3 (d), "~!anagement - Adminis tration.") 

(1) Leadership Ability 

This is a critical management factor, especially in 

.small and medium-sized projects. Here we are assessing the director's 

Here again there are generally accepted standards of pro[0.ssional and 
managerial porformance ,,,hich should not be affected by cndronmental factors. 

., 
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relationship with his staff, as indicated by the degree of personal supervision, 

staff turnover, staff training. staff ., . , comrnun~cat~on> and the staff's assessment 

of the director. 

(2) Political Acumen 

This gets at whether the director has correctly assessed 

the political and legal environment in terms of how far the project can go 

and how far the community can be pushed. 

(3) Use of Outside Resources 

Here we are looking at wheth"\r the director has seen 

to it that his project uses the support serv~ces ~ provided by OEO. Does he 

provide for every staff attorney hav~ng t' CCH P ... ne overty La,., Reporter and 

the Clearinghouse Review and encourage their use? Do his staff attorneys 

e see ~o ~t t at the national back-attend national training programs?, Does h ~ 0 h 

up centers are used by staff attorneys? 

(4) Use of Local Resources 

Hml ,~ell has he tapped local resources to help the 

v school, private attorneys program, D,g., students and faculty at a local lat~ 

willing to volunteer time, businessmen d an architects willing to help in 

l',~ono:nic developl~ent proj ec ts? 

(5) Fon-rard Planning Abil itv 

Doe.s he use a formal or informal fon-lard ~-)ork plan to 

allocate the project's resources to deal with the legal problems of the poor? 

'l:hl! Project Self-Analysis is an important indicator 0 

(6) General. Administrative Competence 

Take into account here leadE-rshl.'p b d , a ~L~ty, staff utiliza-

ane ou-s~oe resources, staff morale, and forward cion, utilization of local 1 t· -

planning ability_ 
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f) Results Achieved (Refer to Section B.S, ttproject Results") 

These are the same factors listed in the summary rating 

form, "Evaluation of Project Results and Allocation of Staff Time.
rr 

Here we are looking for results attributable to his 

leadership and the emphasis he's given to the various goals of OLS. For 

example, the project may get a good rating on law reform because of the work 

of a few aggressive staff attorneys. They may have been successful in spite 

of the lack of interest or opposition by the director, and the director would 

get a low rating, 

g) Overall Rating 

The question here is "How effectively has this director 

~ag~d this project and produced results?1! 

C. Rating of Project Results 

This is done on the summary reporting form, rlEvaluation or Project 

Results and Allocation of Staff Time," 

1) standard ~ The following standard should be applied in rating 

project results: "taking into account only the size of the project, rate 

, f' '1 ' rA! Here you will be. 
results produced relative to projects 0 Sl.ml. ar sloze. -

rating the director and staff attorneys as a unit. 

2) Allocating Staff Time ~ Here we are interested in hmv attorney 

man-years are allocated. For exa~ple, a project with a staff of a director, 

deputy director a two supervising attorneys, and seven staff attorneys would 

!2./ 
Since we are not sure of the erfect of environmental factors on project 
results, ,,'e want evaluators to describe results without: making their own . 
interpretations or how these factors affected the project. We are trying 
to deal "lith ehe problem of biases that evaluators might have, and lay the 
ground,vork for eventually finding out what the effect of environmental 

factors is. 

• 
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have eleven man-years to be allocated. Allocations are made on the basis of 

estimates summed from the last page of the project staff interview sheets. 

3) Rating Factors CRefer to Section B.S, "Project Results,r) 

a) Providing High Quality Individual Legal Services 

T..is does not mean merely an absence of incompetence in 

handling routine n:atters. Hhat we mean is taking an imaginative approach to 

caseloads, being able to spot important issues and potential test cases, and 

competent handling of routine matters. Caseload is for a twelve-month period. 

b) LaW Reform 

Caseload is the number of law reform matters handled by the 

project ,vithin the past twelve months, including litigation, administrative 

actions, and iSSUES baing currently developed by the project. 

Law reform means changing la,V's and institutions to make them 

more responsive to the needs of the poor. This could mean CI) litigation 

challenging court decisions, statutes and administrative regulations and 

practices, (2) advccacy before Congress, State legislatures or city councils 

of nei'! legi.slatio:1 (drafting bills, testifying before committees, getting 

conm:uni.ty supper:::, a.p.d (3) negotiating changes in practices for the benefit 

of the poor (nego:::'~,ting 3.n arbitration agreement between a landlord and a 

tena::tts cou~lcil, cr negotiating changes in local ",elfare regulations). 

c) ~,,"~':lomic D~velopment 

C~,:,:;C!load is the number of organizations or individuals engaged 

in economic develc;·:::ent activities \-7ith which the project has worked with in 

the preceding twel~~ ~0nths. 

:::'1is goal involves making the skills which lmol)'ers have 

traditiond 1y '..:ssC: in business activities available to individuals or groups 

. . 
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in the community s~rved. This might include technical help in incorporat.ions 

and financial transactions, representation before local, state and federal 

agencies, advising on laws and administrative regulations, advising on the 

legality of planned courses of action, and assisting in getting an entre 

to the business and financial community. 

d) COMmunity Education 

Estimate man-years and describe program in narrative. No rating. 

e) Group Representation/Community Involvement 

Hake a composite rating based on three activities: 

(1) Group Representation - Number and type of groups advised 

or represented, kind and extent of representation, and results. 

(2) Pro ·iect Involvement with the Community - These are generalli 

the same factors as in "Interaction with Community Served." 

C3~; COTInnunity Involvement with th;:; Project - This would include 

employment by tne project of community people, active representation of the 

poor on the project's board of directors, neighborhood advisory councils f01" 

law offices, a::.d the degree to which the project is l<nown in the conuuunity. 

Caseload is the number of groups represented in the preced ing' . 

twelve months. o. 

f) ~:a:'.agement 

Estimate the number of man-years devoted to management, - and gi."i.· 

an overall rati.:l3. based on the summary reporting form, "Evaluation of Proje'::': 

Hanagement." 

g} Other Project' Activities 

Include here activities (such as marital counselling projects) 

which do not fall within the Eive stated goals of OLS. 

. . 
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d. Rating Pro i ec t, Hanage.l'nent 

This is done on the summary reporting form, "Evaluation of Project 

Hanagement." 

1) Standard - The standard to be applied here is "rate on an 

absolute scalJ-1 for legal services proj ects across the country." 

2) Rating Factors - The factors are specified in Section B.3 (a), 

(b),(c) and (d). 

• 

.... '"-------
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STAFF ATTORN~Y. RATING 

Excellent Good Satisfactory 

5 4 3 

l. Empathy with Community Served 

2. Interaction with Community Served 

3. Commitment 

4. Competence 

5. Competence 

6. Potential 

7. lMoral~7 

Excellent 

5 

Clearly Super­
ior; use for 
T. A. to other 
projects or for 
evaluations 

to 

in 

in 

OLS Goals 

Routine Legal Natters 

Sophisticated Legal Natters 

Overall Rating ______ _ 

Good 

4 

~o 

Action 

Satisfactory 

3 

Needs Training 
or T.A. 

Attorney No. 
Evaluator -------

2 

Fair 

2 

Needs reori­
entation or 
training 

Poor 

1 

r '7 

Poor 

1 

RecoJ11r.lend 
Removal 

(Specify Additional Recommended Hanagement Actions). 

NOTE: ;·fake a tentative set of ratings inunediately after interview "ith staff 
attorney. Final ratings should be made after completion of all scheduled 
trip interviews. The ratings should be accompani.ed by a n.::u:rative report 
setting out in detail the bases for each rating. 
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Evaluator -------, 
PROJECT DIRECTOR _. R.t\TI:;G 

Excellent Good Satisfactory 

5 3 

1. (a) Empathy with Community Served 
(b) Interaction with Community Served 
(c) Commitment to OLS Goals 

2. (a) Competence in Routine Legal Matters 
(b) Competence in Sophisticated Legal Hatters 

3. Hanagement 

(a) Leadership Ability (Staff) 
(D) Political Acumen (Correct assessment of ho\07 

far the project can go) 
(c) Use of Outside Resources (OED Resources) 

Fair 

2 

(d) Use of Local Resources (La" Schoel, Volu:lteer Attorneys) 
(e) Forward Planning Ability 

I ..,. 

(f) General Administrative Competence 

Results Achieved (in terms of the degree of eophasis he has 
given to the various goals, and results attributable to his 
leadership). 

(a) Individual Services 
(b) Law Reform 
(c) Economic Development 
(d) Community Education 
(e) (1) Grcup Representation 

(2) Community Involvement in the Project 
(3) Project Involvement in the Co:;nnunity 

Overall Rating 

f~lhmt Good Satisf<l~ 

5 !f 3 

i'aLr 

2 

Cearly Super- No Needs Training ~eeds reori-
ieT; use for Action or T.A. entation or 
-:. .A. to other I training 
?rojects. 

POOT 

1 

Poor 

1 

RBcom:nend 
Removal 

:;OTE: The above ratings should be made only after coopletion of all scheduled 
trip intervil.!'ols, and should be accompsnied ~ .. a narrative report setting 
out in detail the bases for each rating. 
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EVALUATION OF PIWJEC'.I' NANAGEMEN'l' 

I 
ReGord your conclusions about the .3dequacy of the following functions based on the information collected 
(using the various checklists as a guide): 

Excellent Good ---- Satisfactory Fair Poor 

1. Guideline Compliance 

2. Record-Keeping 

3. Project Organization of Resources 

4. Project Administration 

, 
• I 

, 
" 
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t / I I 

!';VALUATION OF PROJECT RESUJ"TS AND ALLOCATION OF STAFF TUill 

Project __________________________ __ 

Evaluator ________________________ ___ 

Activities Estimated Man Years Casc10ad Quality Rating 
(Attorneys) - - -

1. Providing Individual 
I~ep;n 1 Services 

, . 

2. Lnw !{(\form 

3. Economic Development 

. 

4,: Comml1nity Educat:l.on 'i/h 'i/// 
5. ( 0) Group Representation 

(b) Project Involvement with the Community 
(c) Community Involvement with the Project 

-
6. Hanagemcnt /;//; 

. 
7. Other Project Activities (see narrative report) 

... _. 

..... 
o 
U1 
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., 
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Project 

OVERALL PhOJECT 1{L\TING Evaluator __________________________ __ 

Based on the evaluation of project management and results, rate the project on the following scale. Four 
catl.'l;Ories an' }:ped [i,'ll hy tlw r,'conrnlended action for OJ"S management to take. Hithin each category rate 
Utc tlrp,t'lll'y 01 the siLualioll l1S you pl'rcelve it. 

1 2 J 

"i>.:JOL" • " Project h.:ls 
critl~dl deficiencies 
,,!tiel! cannot be over­
COllie wi.th available 
,Hrd it ;.on:!l resources or 
,1,:I;I:;t.t .. ..:". Close down 
or cut back the pro.iect. 

4 5 6 

"Fair." Project has 
internal problems which 
impair its 'perfonnance: 
poor management, inade­
quate resources, etc. 
Reqtlires Technical 
Assistance or other 
follow-up. . Fund '.It 
PIP level. 

7 8 9 

"Good." Project is 
producing results and 
operating efficiently. 
Project could henefit 
from Technical Assist­
ance. Fund at PIP level. 

10 11 12 

"Excellent." Project 
is producing results 
and operating effi­
ciently. A strong 
force i·n the war on 
poverty. Expand if the 
project can effectively 
handle additional re­
sources. 

* Attach narrative description of conclusions and recommendations. Give detailed infonnation to support 
conclusions and recommendation. 

KINDS OF TECllliICAL ASSISTANCE NEEDED BY THIS PROJECT: 

~~~--.... . .....,.~-o';""'~ ____ ~' _ , __ ._--,-'_ -,-_. 
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APPENDIX I 

Description of the Legal Services Program 

The first local legal aid society in America Has founded in 1876 to provide 

legal help to immigrants. Legal aid societies were begun in several large 

cities over the next several decades, usually supported by local United Funds, 

and they dispensed legal advice and representation to the poor as a charitable 

service, The legal aid movement became firmly established in the 1920.1 s Hith 

support from the organized bar associations, and began to grow at a steady pa~e. 

By 1965, there were 252 legal aid offices providing legal services in civil 

matters and 136 public defender offices providing representation in criminal 

matters. Some offices were manned by a salaried staff and some by part'-t:ime 

volunteers. The legal aid societies provided representation in 426,000 civil 

matters during 1965 at a cost of $5.4 .million. The typical society ~o)as under-

financed, carried a huge caseload, paid very low salaries, and was forced 

to concentrate on "band-aid ll legal services. 

OEO began its Legal Services program in 1965 as a part of the Community 

Action Program. It embraced the basic concept of the legal aid movement, thus 

sharply multiplying the manpower and financial resources available to local 

co~unities to provdde legal services to the poor (OLS i~ill spend $58.0 million 

in FY 1970, as compared to the $5.4 million being spent by all legal aid 

societies in 1965). It greatly increased the scope of the old legal aid con-

cept, however, by requiring ,that projects: 

1. Decentralize their operations anc1 open easily accessible neighborhood 

laH offices in poor neighborhoods; 

2. Prov ide high quality ir.dividual legal services in every case; 

3. Engage in a broad program to reform 1m,s and administt'ative practices 

which adversely affected the poor; 
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4. Assist in the economic development of the community served by the 

provision of legal skills to local enterprises; 

5. Engage in programs of preventive legal education; 

6. Provide advice and representation to organized groups in the community 

served. 

By the end of 1969, OEO had funded 265 local legal services projects in 

49 states (including 46 (48?) of the 50 largest cities), the District of 

Columbia, Puerto Rico, and th~ Virgin Islands. The projects employ 1800 attor­

neys and are operated in some cases by pre-existing legal aid societies (about 

one-half), and in others by newly-created non-profit corporations or la,v 

schools. ~'lost operate as delegate agencies of local conununity action programs 

Bnd have a combined annual caseload of 600,000 - 700,000. 

018 p~ovides 80% of the costs of a local project's budget, the remainder 

being furnished locally in the form of cash or donated services and equipment. 

Xhe 265 projects are on an annual refunding cycle; project fundings are 

staggered over a t"lV'elve-month period by OED to avoid funding rushes. 

OL8 provides national support services to local projects in the form of 

training F::ograms, research and 1m·,' refonn centers (e.g., a Helfare La'.7 

Ce:"'.ter, lk::,; ing Lc:.\; Cent"r, Con3u:ncr LmV' Center), and general technical 

assistanco.: 1'~ the [01:";;1 "';; substantive la,'7 manuals, a poverty 1m.· reporter, 

0" S ");, '1'"at~'s ::1€' :!:o;;rao th::ollgh seven regional offices (soon to be increased 

to tee! all)": \~ith the 1', ;l of OEO), ,,lith strong direction from a headquarters 

,ZfiC·2 j,' :::' ,'lLnSU':1. '~i1:; :'~.ldqt!~::t;;rs office nmv has a staff of ten profcs-

':'icnals, -~:: ;m,:thr;l' ei.·.t:t·:·:~: 1l'c::t?ss'.onals are'spread among the seven 

"f,. :';"'" \ .. : acl:,~ni8~.~·.llLon plans to at least double this staff 

1 ik.' t:his: 
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APPENDIX II 

Project Classification System 

Data were collected for all LSP projects on three variables: 

Budget Size (listed in thousands) 

Population Served 

Setting: urban, rural, mixed, Indian 

The data for the first variable are accurate, but the data collected .for the 

second and third are of questionable accuracy. What follows is a distribution 

into classifications for illustrative purposes only. The data base would have 

to be improved and other adjustments made before a final tentative classifica­

tion could be made. 

During the first year of operation, data will be collected on the politi­

cal, legal and economic development climates of projects visited. These data 

will then be used to construct the final classification for succeeding years. 
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FI'!!',::!,I!"r, Ari..:UIl:\ 

;.:\8 l' (" Vt'ntu ra Cty 
'.lYll<\ rd > Ca 1 U: . 

t .~; ~:t'u'~, 1·~l.L {!. 

:!~;,'< ·q·I.'Y Cty Lh~~ 

, .13 hl,', Cal if. 

Cunwron Cly LA~; 

Urownsvillc, Tex. 

[lOpU lal LU\l data \lot aval tab lc' 
for: 

Sha~.,rnee Cty, Topeka 

SlHll!IWl'st LOll lHianu I.SS 
Lake Charles, 1.8. 

U R 1\ i\ N (Budget $ 0 - 99) 

Population 

50, 000 - Lf99, 999 

I.iU·(l' l~lll:k, Arkani-lus 

Fresno, Calif. 

LAS of OranHC Cty, Tnc. 
Santa Ana •. Calif. 

Hilmington, Delmvare 

Savannah, Georgia 

Peoria, Illinois 

LAS of St. Joseph Cty, Inc. 
South Bend, Indiana 

Hyandotte Cty LAS, Inc. 
Kansas City, Kansas 

Wichita, Kansas 

Caddo-Bossier LAS 
Shreveport, La. 

Lynn, Massachusetts 

Genesee Ct)' LAS, FUnt, Mich. 

Broome LA Corp. Bingllampton, 
New York 

LAS of Rockland Cty 
N('w City, N. Y. 

LAS of Mecklenberg Cty 
Charlotte, North Carolina 

Dayton, Ohio 

Toledo, Ohio 

Hahoning Cty LA Assoc. 
Youngstown, Ohio 

Tulsa, Oklahoma 

Dauphin Cty LS Assoc. 
Harrisburg, Pa. 

Columbia, South Carolina 

Chattanooga, Tenn. 

Nashvi,lle, 'renn. 

Laredo, Texas. 

Waco, Texas 

Spokane, Hashington 

Pierce Cty LA Foundat ic: 
Tacoma, Washington 

-- -- -~.~ .. - .- -- ~ --~ -~----- -- --- - --------~~~~--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-----------' 
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).0,000 - 49,999 

Sun GuhriC'] NLO 
lil Nonte', Calif. 

NOrl~i(;h, Connt'ct intt.: 

lInioll Cty, 1.8 Corp. 
Elizabeth, N.J. 

u\S of Suffolk Cty 
Bay Shore, N.Y. 

Buffalo, N.Y. 

Cincinlluti., Ohio 

Seattle-King Cty LA Bureau, Inc. 
Seattle, Washington 

Milwaukee Plan LS 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 

U R BAN (Budget $100 - 224) 

Population 

50,000 - 499,99~ 

Birmingham, Alabama 

Pima ,Cty Bar Assoc. LAS 
Tucson, Ariz. 

Berkdey, Callf. 

Compton, Calif. 

Pasadena, Calif. 

Riverside, Calif. 

Sacramento, Calif~ 

Denver, Colorudo 

Bridgeport, Conn. 

Hartford, Conn. 

DllVal Ctl' LM 
Jacksonville, Fla. 

Law, Inc. of Hillsborough Cty, 
Tampa, Fla. 

LA for !~amscy Cty, Inc. 
Saint Paul, Minn. 

Omaha, Nebraska 

Cape-Atlantic L8 Program 
,Uliltlt.:{l' City, N • .!. 

Mercer Cty, LAS, Inc. 
Trenton, N.J. 

North Hudson 18 Program 
Union City, N. J. 

Albuquerque, New Mexico 

Albany, New York 

LAS of Forsyth Cty. 
~Vinston-Salem, North Carolina 

Columbus, Ohio 

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 

LAS of the Nultnomah ety Bar 
Assoc. Portland, Oregon 

" , 



--------------------------------,-", 

, 
, ' 

, 
" 

Unclassified: 

Operation Leap, Phoenix 

Gary, fndiana, Lake Cty. 

"J1r(>C'dorn throllgh I':quul ity" 
(Nc,,, Program), Mil'vnulwc 

U R BAN - (Budget $100 - 224) 

Population 

LAS of St. Clair County 
East Saint LouiS, Ill. 

LAS of Polk County 
Des Haines, Iowa 

tOllisvillc, Ky. 

Baton Rouge, La. 

Minncapolis, Minn. 

Middlesex L8 Corp. 
New Brunswick, N.J, 

(continued) 

Delaware Cty LS, Chester, Pa. 

Charl~ston, South Carolina 

Greenville, South Carolina 

LA & Defeltders Society of Travis 
Cty, Austin, Tex. 

El Paso, Texas 

Monmouth LS Org. 
Red Bank, N.J. 
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rOPULATION 

10,000 - 49,999 

San Fernando Valley NLS, Inc. 
Pacoima, California 

U R BAN (Budget $225 - 475) 

50,000 - 499,999 

Long Beach, Calif. 

Oakland, Calif. 

LAC of San Mateo County 
Red~~ood City 

Contra Costa County LSF 
Richmond, Calif. 

LAS of Santa Clara County 
San Jose, Calif. 

New Haven, Conn. 

Atlanta LAS, Inc, Atlanta 

Emory Community LSC 
Atlanta, Ga. 

Ind ianapo li s , Ind iuna 

Nuwark, New Jersey 

Passaic Cty. LAS 
Paterson, NelY. Jersey 

Onandaga Cty, Syracuse, N.Y. 

Over 500,000 

San Diego, Calif. 

Cook County LAF, Inc. 
Chicago, Illinois 

New Orleans, Louisiana 

Baltimore, Maryland 

Saint Louis, Missouri 

Essex Cty LS Center, 
Orange, New Jersey 

Nassau Cty Law Svcs. Comm., Inc. 
Mineola, New York 

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

Dallas, Texas 

San Antonio, Texas 

LAF of Los Angeles Cty 
Los Angeles, Calif. 



, , 
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. . , 

U R BAN 
POPULATION 

.2Q.,000 - l~99, 999 

Niami, Florida 

(Budget Over $475) 

Over 500,000 

Los Angeles NLSS, Inc", 
Los Angeles, California 

Hestern Center, USC Law School 
Los Angeles 

NLAF 
San Francisco, Calif. 

Hashington, D.C. 

Chicago, Illinois 

Boston, Nass. 

Detroit NLS 

Community Action LS 
New York, N.Y. 

Cleveland, Ohio 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

Houston, Texas 



----------------------------------------------------------------------------
I .' . , 

.. 

POPULATION 

10,000 - fl9,999 

~10dl'H(O, CnllL 

Napa, Calif. 

LAS of HULin County 
San HaEae', Calif. 

Volusia Ct:. ':.,::;, Inc. 
Daytona Beach, Fla. 

LeWiston, Idaho 

Jackson & Williams Cty 
LS Bureau, Carbondal«, Ill. 

Champaign, Illinois 

Iowa City, Iowa 

Huskagon-OccBnu LA Bureau, Inc. 
Huskcgon, Michigan 

Orleans LA Bureau, Inc. 
Albion, N.Y. 

Sullivan Cty, LS Corp. 
Liberty, N.Y, 

Southwest Oklahoma LA Council 
Altus, Oklahoma 

1'1 I XED Budget $ 0 - 99 

50,000 - 1,99,999 

l .. I\S oE Sun ,)onquiJl Cty 
Htockton, Calif. 

LAl<' 0 f Hendocino Cty. 
Ukiah, Calif. 

Solano Cty NAC 
Vallejo, Calif. 

LSO of El Paso County 
Colorado Springs, Col. 

I,SS of Hadison County 
Edwardsville, Illinois 

Haukegan, Illinois 

Fort Hayne, Indiana 

Dubuqua, Iowa 

Black Hawk Cty LAS 
Ivatcrloo, lowa 

Northern Horcester CtyLAS 
Fitchburg, Mass. 

LAS of Calhoun Cty 
Battle Creek, Michigan 

Wichita, Kansas 

Lincoln, Nebruska 

Clark Cty L8 Project 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

lVnshoa Cty LAS 
Reno, Nevada 

Bergen Cty LS Corp. 
Garfield, New Jersey 

LS Program of Somerset Cty 
Somerville, New Jersey 

Ocean Cty LS Program 
Toms River, New Jersey 

Chemung Cty NLS, Inc. 
Elmira, New York 

Niagara Falls, Ne,~ York 

Dutchess Cty L8 Bureau 
Poughkeepsie, N.Y. 

LAS of Oneida Cty 
Utica, N.Y. 

Stark County LAS 
Canton, Ohio 

• 
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POPULATION 

10,000 - l.9.999 

Osage Cty, LAS, Inc. 
Pawhuska, Oklahoma 

No. Central H. Va. Fairmont 

Casper, Hyoming 

Coahoma Cty, L8 Connn. 
Clarksdale, Mississippi 

Visalia, Calif. 

Licking Cty LAS 
Newark, Ohio 

50,000 - 499,999 

Tuscarawas Cty LS Corp. 
New Philadelphia, Ohio 

Scioto Cty LA Association 
Portsmouth, Ohio 

Lane Cty Bar Association 
Eugene, Oregon 

Marion-Polk LA and Lawyer 
Referral Assoc. Salem, Oregon 

Bucks Cty LA Corp. 
Doylcsto1Jffi, Pennsylvania 

Budget $ 0 - 99 

Berrien Ct)' LS Bureau, Inc. 
Benton Harbor, Michigan 

Lansing, Michigan 

Saginaw, Michigan 

Weber Cty Bar LS, Inc. 
Ogden, Utah 

LS for Laramie Cty 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 

Summit Cty LAS 
Akron, Ohio 

Pueblo, Colorado 

Cania LAS 
Alexandria, La. 

50,000 - 499, 999 

IJAS of Lorain 
Elyria, Ohio 

Butler Cty'LA Association 
HamUton, Ohio 

Allen Cty L8 Association 
Lima, Ohio 

.. 
,-------------------------------~-~---~---------------------~---~--- -~----------------
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POPULATION 

Cambria Cty OEc. of LA, Inc. 
Johnston, Pennsylvania 

Scranton, Pennsylvania 

Washington-Greene LAS 
Hash ing ton, Pennsyl Van~i'fl 

LAS of Luzerne Cty 
Hilkes-Barre, Pennsylvania 

University of Tennessee Law Sch. 
Knoxville, Tennessee 

LAS of Nueces Cty 
Corpus Christi, Texas 

M I XED Budget $ 0 - 99 

..... 
N ..... 
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McrC0d, California 

H I x: E D Budget $100 - 224 

Norwalk-Stam[ord-Dan!fJlury RLS 
Stamford, Conn. 

Wnshtcnaw County LAS, Inc. 
Ann Arbor, Nichigan 

LAS of Grand Rapids & Kent Cty 
Gl'and Rapids. Hichigan 

Macomb Cty LA Bureau 
Hount Clemens. Hichigan 

Southern New Hampshire L8 Assoc. 
Manchester, New Hampshire 

Salt Lake City, Utah 

Roanoke, Virginia 

Charleston, West Virginia 

Tol1and-Windhnm LA 
Williamantic, Conn. 

OVer 500,000 

Oaklanu Cty LAS 
Pontiac, Michigan 

Monroe Cty Bar La Corp. 
RochcstC:'r, N.Y. 

Population data not available for: 

Cape-Cod and Islands L8 Program 
Hyannis, Mass • 

f-' 
N 
N 
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Budget $225 - 475 

Population: 
50,000 - 499,999 

Kansas City. Missouri 

Camden, Nmol Jersey 

• 

M I XED 

Budget Over $475 

Population: 
Over 500,000 

Puerto Rico 
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Pinal Cty LS, Florence, Ariz. 

Hnricopa Cty L.A.S. Phoenix 

Nm'!port, Arkansas 

Wester.n Idaho L8, Inc. 

Cenlralia, Illinois 

Vermilion Cty. LAS, 
Danville, Ill. 

Northeast Kentucky Area Dev. 
Council LS - Grayson, Ky. 

Delta Legal Services 
Tallulah, La. 

Snndoval Cty LSP 
Bernalillo, New Mexico 

Licking Cty 1AS, Newark, Ohio 

Tuscarawas Cty LS Corp. 
New Philadelphia, Ohio 

Elk Dutk LS, Shelbyville, Tenn~ 

LS of Mingo Cty, Williamson, 
tvest Virginin 

U.S. VirginJs. LSP. 

R U R A L (Budget in thousands) 

Upper Peninsula LSP 
li;scanaba, Hich. 

·tr.i-County 18 Program 
l.i.nlt·loil, N('w Ilam[lshir(l 

Ddmmrc t~ Adair Countic."l,J,SP 
Jay, Oklahoma 

Texas Rural Legal Assistance 
Austin, Tex. 

$225 - 475 

North Mississippi Rural LS 
Oxford, Hiss. 

Colorado Rural LS, Boulder 

Californi~.Indj<.!n L8 (berkeley) 

Wisconsin Judicare, Madison, Wisc. 
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$ 100 - 2211 

Du){(' UnivL'rsi.ty School of Law 
Lt')!,al Clinic ~ Durhol1l, N.C. 

S TAT E WID E 

LI\S of IImvoi.i 

Pill(' Tn'l' T,('gnl J\"RlS. 1nc. 
1'01' L 1 a.nd, ~!a j Ill' 

Montana LS Assoc. 

RhoU0 Island LS 

Vermont LA, Montpelier, Vt. 

• 

Over $475 

Alaska 

ClllUonl'ln Runt1 LA Inc. 
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i'apago Incli.:l11 LS, Sl'lls, Ari:-. 

Leech Lake Reservation LS 
Cass Lake, Minnesota 

l'lississippi Band of Choctaw 
[ndinn Lli - Philadelphia, l'US:1. 

PlIl'blo of ZUlli 
Zuni, New Nexico 

Cheyenne River Sioux 
Eagle Butte, South Dakota 

Data unavailable for: 

Cochise United Legal Aid 
Bisbee, Ariz. 

Lower 13rule and Cro\~ Creek Inter­
Tribal Council - Ft. Thompaston, S.D. 

I N D I i\ N 

$100 . 224 

Rosebud Siouz Tribe L8P 
Rosebud, South Dakota 

Over $475 

Dincbciina Nahiilna Be Agaditache 
Inc, Window Rock, Arizona 

• " 
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ThC' following pr.ojects hav(' not b('en classified <lure to in:llllfftci'(!i'lt datu being available: 

lJ\C 0 f \vash ington Townsh ip 
Fromon t, Calif. 

Hiddlcsc:x: Cty LAA 
Middletown, Conn. 

New Britain, Conn. 

S. Florida Migrant LS. Inc. 

Allen Parish LSP 
Oakdale, La. 

Brockton, Mass 

Cambriuge L8, 
Cambridge, Mass. 

Harvard Law School 
Cambridge, Mass, 

Lowell, Mass. 

New Bedford, Mass. 

Legal Educ. Ass't. Program 
Holyoke-r:hicopee, Mass. 

Vol. Defenders Connn. 
Boston, Mass. 

Bcrlwll irt\ J~S J no. 
Pittsfield, Mass. 

North Suffolk LAA 
Revere, Hass. 

Springfield, Mass. 

~orcester, Hass. 

Otero Cty LS 
Alamogordo, N.M. 

Bedford-Stuyvesant LS Corp. 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 

Fort Greene NLO 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 

Brownsville, LS 
Brooklyn, N.Y. 

Chautaugua Cty LS Inc. 
Hayville, N. y, 

LAS, N.Y., N.Y. 

, HARVOU Act 
Nel. York., N. Y. 

Morrisani LS Progrrun 
El'onx, N. Y. 

Mobilization for Youth, 
New York, N.Y. 

LAS of San Francisco 
San Francisco, Calif. 

Hiss Stnto Bur 

South Bronx LS 
South Bronx, N.Y. 

Tr1 Cty L8, York, Pa. 

• 
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