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I.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

10

The goals and objectives of the Pennsylvania Conference of
State Trial Judges are to promote the interests of justice by
gathering, studying and disseminating information of value
and interest to the judiciary, and by presenting programs
designed to keep Judges abreast of recent developments in
the law. To this end, the Projec;t staif of the Pennsylvania

Conference plans and administers an annual conference for

state trial Judges, This year the three-day Annudl Coriference

was held at Bedford Springs, in central Pennsylvania.

The Bedford Springs Conference, in formal lectures and.panels,
as well as in informal arenas, produced a real benefit for‘ the
participating Ipdges@ ut of the 285 sitting Common Pleas

Judges. The benefit was derived from planned activities in

the criminal justice field which further cieveloped their

- substantive and other capacities inherent in

their positions. The Program assisted in identifying and re- |
solving ‘ssues concerniné the new Pennsylvania Crimes Code
in updating judicial awareness of trends in',sente.ncing, correc-
tiqns and prison‘furloug.hs, proposed legislation on parole, and
in affording participating Judges a good opportunity to develop
common approaches and solutions to common problems. The
Bedford Springs Conference also became an experim;znt in the

joint conference approach by 1nc)uding, for instance, the

Juvenile Court and Orphans' Court programs along with the

program for the general judiciary.

The stated objectives of this Program would be served by

implementing the following recommendations:

(1) More individualized program selection. Through the use

of simultaneous lectures on different subjects and on
different levels of sophistication, participating Judges
could attend those sessions each considers most approp- ‘
riate to his or her neeas, whether urban or rural, etc.

(2) Workshops or small group seminars. Where practicable,

the format of a workshop or small group seminar should
replace the lecture or panel presentation.

(3) Longer question anci answer periods. Where written material

is made available in advance of the session, the practice of
pre-submission of written questions in advance of the

particular session, should be encouraged.

(4) Better individual and group preparation among the speakers

and panelists.

(5) Increased use of visual and audio aids.

(6) Use of mimeographed handouts reporting recent developments

© without a scheduled session. Any matter that could reasonably

be communicated as well in writing as orally or in person,

should be rhimeographed and handed out rather than scheduling




a formal program at the Conierence.

(7) Continued and increased use of non-judicial panelists and

* speakers. A non-judicial perspective is important to the \/
education.al success of such Programs.

Y (8)\._2} fo:rth aay/x/vith more free time after 1:00 p.m., with three
méming ses“sions, and a combination social and light
business activityv during the evenings, would also be in order.

. (9) A more active role for participéting Judges in choosing topics
to be covered.

° - (10) A specificatiovn or clarification of sub-objectives of the \
Conference, If the 1974 Ccnference identifies a discrete |
subject 'a-;‘zfea as the focal point of, for example, one or two

® full days of educational 'activity, there would proba.bly be a )
net gain for participants.

® , The 1973 Project is fully worthy of contir;ued.funding at a lével )

‘which will achieve the above recommendations. It is a well-
‘ organized, superbly administered attempt at provi&ing continuing

¢ ed#cation to the state judiciary, and to provide an arena for the ’

common discussion and‘response to common problems. The

@ }imited resources available to the Project planning staff inhibit .

the Introduction of innpvative methods and projects. In the sense

that but for this Conference there would be no similar opportunity
d for state trial Judges to get together in a combination learning, @
® ' 4

professional and social manner, this Project is innovative.

Ideally, the costs should partially be borne by the Commonwealth
<__’__—’___,/—._’-/-__x'

of Pennsylvania with LEAA funding for the most innovative features.

Pending a deéision by the Commonwealth to fund this Project,
however, it is our strong recommendation that the Governor's
Justice Commission continue this Project in 1974 at a level

indicated above.

The Evaluation team believes that the goal of maintaining a
well-educated, well-informed state judiciary will be furthered
by the following longer-term recommendations:

(1) The convening.of this Conference biennially or triennially

by the Chief Justice of Penngylvania, thus assuring the

full attendance of all state trial Judges.

(2) Development of an in-depth state judicial training and

continuing education program. Individual law schools or
| consortia might take the lead in pooling eduqational techniques
and personnel for such a Reno-type program.

(3) Developing continuing regional seminar programs which would

be held periodically throughout the year and which would cover

sﬁbjects of topical interest through the means of workshops and

seminars.



SECTION II. PROJECT ACTIVITIES

1.

The goals and objectives of the Annual Conference of Pennsylvania
State Trial Judges are "to provide a three-day concentrated session

of lectures, discussions, etc., dealing with recent developments

in the law for Judges of the trial courts of general jurisdiction.” In

addition, the Project staff hoped that the Conference would provide
an opportunity for continued exchange of viewpoints based on the
varying backgrounds, experience, and home communities of the
participating Iudges with a view to common solutions and éommoin
prbblems. With so many Judges in the state (some 285 in the
Courts of Common Pleas) scattered over 59 Judicial Districts, there
are rarely opportunities to discuss common problems and remedies,

or to learn of contrasting issues in sentencing, trial procedure,

court administration, etc. Indeed the Constitution of the Pennsylvania

Conference of State Trial Judges recognizes the importance of this

communication problem and the need for its alleviation, and, as

such, provides that "the object of the Conference is to promote the

interests of justice throughout the Commonwealth by gathering,
studying and disseminating to its members Information of value

and interest to the Judiciary; by presenting and conducting programs

at meetings attended by'persons interested in the law and its

procedure.”

The activities of the project included giving coufses in the
various aspects of substantive criminal law emphasizing new
developments, programs and legislation. Additional programs
were offeréd for those Iudgés specially concerned or involved
with court administration, Juvenile and Orphans' cqurts.' Panel
discussions and individual lecturers were relied on as the primary
methods of instruction; however, in one or two instances a hybrid
format combinir;g these two was used, i.e., a general topic was
estéblished for a panel with each member assigned a report in a

specific area within this topic based on the individual's expertise.
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SECTION III. EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

1.

Personal and phone conferences were held with Mr. Carlile King,
Deputy Court Admiﬁistrator for the Administrative Office of
Pennsylvania Courts and Judge Ethan Alan Doty, President

of the State Trial Judges. These meetings originally took the
form of ascertaining the goals and planned activities of the
Bedford Springs Conference and the e#periences of earlier confer-
ences; later they became the forum for exchanging impressions

and suggestions about the 1973 Conference after it was held.

An Evaluation Plan was submitted to *he Governor's Justice
Commission Evaluation Unit. Formal and informal conferences

with that Unit were held hoth personall.y in Harrisburg on June 26,

and by phone.

An on-site evaluation of the Conference was performed from

July 29 to August 1 by the Evaluator, Dean Peter J. Liacouras,
Associate Evaluator, Professor James A. Strazzella, and Assistant
Evaluators Sharon Harzenski and Sandra Weckesser. The Evaluation
Staff met before, during and after the Conferenc; for the purpose

of planning and evaluating these first-hand impressions. (See

Appendix V.)

Questionnaires designed specifically to evaluate the partici-
pating Judges' impressions on the value of the Conference,
were prepared by the Evaluation Staff with some a‘s sistance and
direction from tﬁe Program Director, Mr. King, and were then
distributed to i:he participating Judges, collected, analyzed and

totaled. (See Appendices I and II.)

Oriéinally, it was our in‘teﬁtion to question the Conference
participants approximately six months following the Conference
fbr the purpose of ascertaining their views on what, if any,
continuing impact the Institute had on the individual Judges and
on the legal system. We decided, however, after the. Bedford
Springs quest.ionnaires had been received and collated, not

to make such an undertaking because of the projected de minimus
feedback which we anticipated and the conscientiousness with
which the participating Judges at 8edford Springs ‘completed the

questionnaires. On an informal basis, the Evaluator has, however,

- durihg the past six months discussed the continuing impact of

the Conference with several of the participating Judgés. Some of
the Evaluator's findinés and recommendations are based on this

post-Conference feedback albeit of an informal nature.

The data for this evaluation comes primarily from three basic

activities: the questionnaires, the on-site inspection, and




informal follow-up discussions. The first two of these activities

“are discussed in depth below.

The on-site inspection was of di.stinct benefit in our effort to
evaluate the Program as 'a whole. It aided in decoding, inter-
preting, understanding and contextuaftlly appraising the responses

to the questionnaire. Throughout our evaluation efforts',

Mr. Carlile King, Deputy Court Administrator, fully and graciously
assisted us. His efforts to faciiitate our inspection and appraisal
of the Conference, and in distributing and collecting the question-
naires, are acknowledged. In addition, he supplied the Evaluation
téam with all relevant scheduling, planning and course materials
for the 1973 Conference as well as for past Conferences and thereby
faéilitaied the Evaluation team's understanding of the 1973 Conference's

educational scope and growth.

Preparation, distribution, collection and analysié of the questionnaire
has been an impor.'tant source of gauging the success and impact of
the Conference on the participating Judges and on the legal system.
The return rate of 70% enhances the Importance and validity of the
fesults. An analysis of the dompleted questionﬁaires is attached

to this report. (See Appendix II.) -

While computer facilities were unavailable for correlation, some

valuable information was nonetheless obtained by an analysis of

10

responses to the questionnaire; for example, there appears to
have been a high percentage of rural Judges in attendance. Such
analysis of the questionnaires which seeks, as a whole, to relate
Project goals to the means used, raises still other problems. We
had the clear impression that negative attitudes towards the
questionnaire were aroused by our including the demogréphic
questions, with one expected result being' that Judges' responses

to the non-demographic questions would thereby be affected.

Evaluztor, Dean Peter J. Liacouras, and Assistant Evaluators,
Sharon Harzenski and Sandra Weckesser attended a planning

e —

session for the 1974 Conference of State Tr_ial_ Iucige’s on January 11,

. - -

1974, at th; gh‘éfatoﬁ Hotel at Valley Forge, Pennsylvania. We were
at that time able to present an oral jnterim report and a draft of

the completed, analyzed results of the questionnaires.' Additionally,
suggestions for program modifications and changes, based on our
incompleted final report, were offered. Prior to this meeting, the
Evaluator hac been in contact with the Project Director, Mr. King,
for the purpose of reporting criticisms and sugges’éions‘ for an
improved 1974 Conference, not only as td curric{xlum and method,

but as to program scheduling and facilities.

11
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SECTION 1V, PROJECT RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

1.

SECTION IV, 1 is hereby incorporated by reference into SECTION V,
1 below. The results of the Project are consistent with the
"Anticipated Results" in SECTION II above. More specifically,

this Conference is believed to have modestly but, in cost-effective~

" ness terms, adequately assisted the participatingjudges in further

development of supervisory capacities related to the administrative
aspects of their positions; assisted them in identifying and resolv- -
ing issues (éoncerned V\;ith the new Pennsylvania Crimes Code;
afforded them a report on current developments concerning the
)‘uc'li'cial Inquiry and Review Board; updated their awareness of
trends in sentencing, correction, and prison furloughs, proposed
legislation on parolé, ABA committee report on the administration

of crime and 3ustice; underlined the continuing problems inherent in
making available prompf trials and disposition of ‘criminal cases;
and permitted thém, through the combination of business meetings
and social activities, to exchange attitudes and to develop common
approaches and solutions to common problems (cf. subsection 3.a.
below). The Bedford Springs Conference also bécame an experiment
in the joint conference approach by including, for instance, the

Juvenile Court and Orphans' Court programs along with the program

for the general judiciary.

12
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Factors which led to results other than those anticipated a're
discussed generally in another context below uﬁder SECTION V.
However, (d) is discussed at this point:

To mornitor and fully grasp the simultaneous portions of this

three ~day Conference, the Evaluator brought aﬁd used

three other members of his staff. The evaluation process of

the Conference, especially where so professionally —

and socially select .a group as state Judges are involved, and
where the Evaluation team is visible and known to the participating
Judges and spouses, may have bez=n altered By what is known as

the "Hawthorne effect,” i.e., any group which realizes that it

is .being tested reacts bett‘er and/or dif.fefently than when such a

. realization is absent. ©On balance, nonetheless, our presence

does not seem to have unduly affected the.results . The partici~
f)ating Judges appear to have accepted and even taken for granted
the Evaluation team in all pertinent activities. It was especially
hélpful, on this score, that thé President of the State Conference, '
Judge Doty, and E.’roj ect Direc’gor, King publicly annc;unc':ed our

presence and requested full cooperation from all in attendance.

. Those gestures on the part of our hosts were important in gaining

accef:tability and deflating the "Hawthorne effect."”

13




3. a. For the impact that the results of this Project had on the problem

as outlined in SECTiON II above, see the immediately preceding
subsection. With respect to the exchange of differing perspectives
among participants in this or any other program‘with a view toward
extending and ﬁaintaininé a common approach and solutions to
common problems, the impact of the Conference would.appear to

have been favorable.

It is well known that any process of codification (in the broadest,
functional sense) beco—mes more effective as the initiators, and
later the appliers of the legislation increase the depth and breadth
of shared perspectives regardless of terminological differen;:éé.
The same holds true for varying levels of law appliers (e.g.‘ appellate,
trial, intermediate Efudges) and within the same level of government
(national, state, local Iudgs;s) who interpret.and apply law in

what is a process rather than a static institutional setting. A:
majo'r ggal of these Conferences, with varying formalities in
sessions and programs r_esulting in measurabie gains from begin-
ning to end, is the development of such shared perspectives by
these state .trial Judges concerning the criminal'“law process and
its component parts. Certainly, the Pr‘ogram furthered this goal.
(See, further, the responses of the participating Judges to the

questionnaire, Appendix IV,)

14
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' b. 'I;he impact of this Project on the entire criminal justice system

. in Pennsylvania is, at best, conjectural. We can, however,

reasonably state that the criminal justice system is better off
because of this Project than it would be without it unless,

of course, the empirical assumptions of the Evaluator are in-
correct concerning the relationshilp between the criminal justice
system and the épecific goals and objectives of this Conference.
The Evaluation.team has concluded that the idea of this Annual
Conferencé, and the basic structure and program of the 1973
Conference, were of real,if limited value to the participants )
and are worthy of continued funding by the Goverr'xor'.s )‘usﬁice
Commission. Indeed, the actual results are consistént with the
anticipated regults in that the Project Director, Mr. King,
organized and provided an appropr.iate forum._encouraging the
participants to exchange attitudes and to dis'cuss mutual and
contrasting problems and remedies (as des_cribed in subsection
3.a, above), and to criticize and comment on the subétantive
and procedural portions. of this Program (as described in subsection
1 above). For some judges, this Conference was an important,
if isolateq ‘professional educational experience; for others, it may
have been a purely social experience; but for most, it comprised,

Teae e by S

on balance, a net educational professional gain. '

15




Having carefully considered alternative uses of the LEAA funds

made available for this Project, we cannot fairly state that a
more efficient use of the funds would have resulted from Project
activity of a bésically different variety. Whether the location
of this Conference should t?e in a resort area or midcity or
suburban location is a question having some financial impacts.
But the informality and related learning experiences at, for

instance, a resort area which is more expensive than a midcity

or suburban area, probably cutweighs the financial considerationa.,

if the Project Director opts for the form of many small workshop

sessions occuring simultaneously (see below at SECTIONAV, 2, b,

and also Appendix II, p.vi, Item 1).

A lack of homogen;eity (age, backgroﬁnd, experience in the
position,y urban or rural or suburban, etc.) among participanté

1s commonplace in mass educational efforts. In universities,
for example, dual admission standards have not infrequer.ltly
resulted in two functional‘ curricula and programs despite ﬁhe
formal unity »of them. One'objective of any screening (admission)
procéss is to separate the participants along éc':hie.vement and
aptitude levels, and to gear the educational program towards the
sﬁbgroups at various levels. The "open classroom" is such.an

attempt. Some of the participating Judges at the Conference

16

indicated that due to their narrower jurisdictions or assignments,
their interests we_fe quite specific; accordingly, they would have
preferred small workshops or discussion groups in discrete
subject areas f/vith deeper analysis than the plenary or general%zed
panels Which actually were offered at Bedford Springs. On the
other hand, generalized programs of this fype do have the benefit
of mixing persons of varying backgrounds and thus forcing an
additional socio-educiational result, namely, a richer diversity
Ain educational exchange among participants. Certainly, in éll
such efforts one must decide whethzr to pitch the level .at general
concepts or to more specifié concerns which presdppose a grasp

of general concepts.

b-c.The National College of the State Judiciary holds, in Reno, a:

four week intensive course for Judges. Such an in-residence
program ‘is closer tq the traditional law school education tha;n is
the Bedford Springs type Confergnbe. There are obvic;us advaﬁtages_
and disadvantéges.in bo;ch, which we may explore further in
SECTION V below. It is clear, however, that one reacﬂes fewer
Judges perk dollar in Reno than in the Bedford Springs type educaj-
, tional experience. Since there is no similar opﬁortunity for the
state Judges to meet together for the purposes identified above,

the results without such a Conference would expectedly be missing.

17



" There is a substantial need for this Conference; the only legitimate

| 6-7.(a)

(b)

question is who will fund it. We have learned from other disciplines
(medicine, enginéering, psychology) that updating what.otherwise
becomes obsolescent theory and practice is absolutely essential

for the well-being of the profession and public. This is no less

true for Iudges- and the criminal justice system. It is not implied
that a Bedford Spriﬁgs type Conference is a panacea or can replace
the Reno type course or those which should bé developed closer

to home for Pennsylva;nia State Trial Judges. But there is in the

,.Bedford Springs type experience a positive soclo-political effect

in bringing together, especially where there is diversity in'
membership, those participants who form a cc>ilective whole in

the mind of thé public and the legal system, and thus to encourage
common discussion, approaches, attitudes and solutions to

common problems,

The use of video tape, electronic and other audio-visual aids
in the leag;tures and seminars would also increase the probability

of achieving the Project goals and woxild require an édditional

expenditure of resources.

There seemed to be an inadvertent curriculum focus on what is '
usually perceiyed as "urban" judicial problems even though

one-third of the total participating Judges consider themseives

18

‘"rural.™ (See Appendix Il p. ii and SECTION V, 2, b,below

(c)

(@
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for further details.) -

There was a notic'eable dearth of participating Black Judges and
women Judges at this Conference. (See Appendix III p. iv and
SECTION V, 2, ¢, below for further detail.) The procedure

for inforxping minority group and women Judges, and encouraging
them to attend seems to be in need of strengthening. The

Evaluation team observed, however, a conscious recognition and

"wish on the part of the Project Director to do precisely'that.

'i‘he traditional "women's functions" which heretofore presupposed
that men are Judges and wom‘en are wiveé, is probably an anachronism
in the 1970's., How a balance is struck between the trdditi;ﬁal
interests of non-career women and the increased number of judicial
spouses who are men, is a challénging agenda. :rhis is especially
an issue where the Conference, for good reasons, encourages

the Judge to bring along his or her spouse. |

Without denigrating the sincere efforts of the Governor's Justice
Commission Evaluation Unit and LEAA requirements, muc.:h valuable
time was spent by .the Project Director and the fvaluation team on
what may reasohably be characterized as bureaucratic, repetitious,
and de minimis paperwork’activities. Such gctivitie.s aetract,

of .course, from activities ofva substantive nature. (See SECTION V,

2, g,‘below.)

19
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In relation to the total cost of the Project to LEAA (341,309, 00),
the results of the Project were achieved at é rate of $251.88
per participating Judge (164 attended). The Evaluation Staff

is of the opinion that the results achieved at this cost per

person are extraordinary and that the most serious consideration’

must therefore be given to providing funding at a higher level
more reasonably consistent with the value placed on the goals

and objectives of this Project.

20

SECTIO,IJ\‘I V. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

b..and c.

In our judgment, the Project has achieved its major goals and
objectives. For more detail, see SECTION 1V, 1 and 3 a,

above, both subsections of which are incorporated by reference

herein. A three~day Conference which affords to all state

trial Judges the opportunity to attend concentrated sessions

on recent developments in the law, and to present the further
opportunity for informal exchanges of attitudes and approaches

to common problems in a collective cultural-social setting,

is not an event which is likely to dramatically alter the pre-
dispositions and professional levels of persons such as Judges.
Three days in the life of a state trial Judge, even under the most
optimum. educationai conditions, may not ma;<e an appreciable
difference in that peré‘c;n's judging. Indeed, such major impacts
were not intended by: the Project. As the funding for this Project
lndicates‘, the objectives were much more modest. Nonetheles’s '
these goals and objectives are'importa_r.lt, and we are convinced

that the criminal justice system is better off because of this

Project than it would be without it.

The major "problem" is narrowed to one of determining how to
attract all, or substantially all, of the 285 state trial Judges to
attend this Conference. Some 164 of the 285 sitting Judges did

attend the Bedford Svprings Conference, and most participated

21
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activeiy in the features of the Program. (See generally

‘ Appendices I andIl.) The responses from participating Judges
further indicate that there was general agreement concerning -
the worth of the Conference as well as an approval of the
structure and content of the Program, a fact which is relevant
for communication to non-participating Judges who we believe
should be 'attracted to a 1974 Conference. It has been sug-
gested that there may be a certain clannishness in the Annual
Conference, and that such a perception by other Judges could .-
have the effect of disc:)uraging fuller attendance, especially
among women and minority group Judges. In our discussion
w.ith participating and non-participating Judges, we have

' examined this suggestion rather carefully, and conclude that
earnest efforts by the Project Director and the leadership of
the Pennsylvania Conference of State Trial Judges have been
undertaken to undo any such foundationless impreésions . An
additional factor affecting nonattendance was the judicial
éléction cémﬁaign for an unprecedented number of judgeships,
some 40 in Philadelphia alone. Although some of the affected
Judges were in attendance at Bedford Springs, rﬁany others
were not; several whom. the Evaluator interviewed since then
indicated a concern with being absent from their posts for
three days, even for such a worthwhile prog'ram as this Con-~

ference, during a pre-election period when news media and
22
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political sources were aggressively seeking to identify
Judges who were not working as "hard as they should".
Obviously, that situation will not repeat itself for at least

ten years.

Factors affecting the success of the Project included the

. following: (1) careful planning and exceptional administration

by Deputy Court Administrator and Project Director, Carlile King.
Mr. King's attention to detail and his obvious concern for the

comfort and convenience of the conferees, avoided counter-

: )
productive energies or awkward moments from developing;

-(2) the location (central part of the State) and charm

of the facilities choseh by Mr. King, certainly hélped further
to attract participants to this Conference; (3) the timing of the
Conference during a relatively less busy period for state courts
and one during which vacations are popular, was most appro-
priate; (4) when we first learned of the "golf téurnar{xent;' we
were concerned lest the serious nature of the Confe.rence be

deflected by what would appear to be purely social activity.

Later, however, we determined that the "golf tournament"

occurs during the afternoon before the actual Conference begins .
and is not perceived by the participants as a real function of
the Conference. It also may have drawn a few additional

participants to the Conference.

23
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Since optimum programs of a substantive nature require thoroughly
prepared participants and group leaders, the Project Director

should be encouraged and, to the extent that his funding permits,

This basic methodology or assumption is well-suited to the

stated goals and objectives of the Project.

Light specific

] ® recommendations for modifications or additions which would
requirg sound individual and group leader preparation for the sub- improve the ovérall effectivenes;s of the Project follow:
stantive portions of the Program. On this point, the Bedford Springs ~ (1) More individualized program selection. Through
Conference did not, in our judgment achieve consistently the _ @ the use of simultaneous lectures on different sub-
highest scores. jects and on different levels of sophistication,
The generalized goals and objectives of the Conference @ ‘ attending Judges could attend those sessions each
("to promote the interest of justice throughout the Commonwealth considers most pertinent to his or her needs. Ina
by gathering, studying and disseminating to its members informa- state as diverse as Pennsylvania, a Judge from
tion of .’.nteréét to the,Iudiciary, by presenting and conducting ¢ County X may have more problems dissimilar thafl
programs. ..attended by pers‘ons interested in the law and its similar to those'of 3 Judge from Count~ ¥;
'procedures cee ';) , and the more specific objectives described earlier , P similarly, two Judges from an urban county -may
in SECTION IV, 1 and in SECTION IV, 3 a-b, are both appropriate become So specialized in subject-matter expertise,
and practical. ‘ that there are few substantive areas where the two
The Conference program assumes that participating. JTudges benefit . Judges may etiiclently spend their time together.
from.a state-wid:e meeting using a traditi‘onal group approach as (See Appendix II1, question 33 and Appendig ;. p. i)
discu'ssed earlier in SECTION iV, S, a. Implementing this ‘ (2) Longer question and answer periods. Where written
assumption, the Project Director set up lectures and pa.nels, ’ material is made available in advance of the session,
with question and ansmlfer periods. . | the practice of pre~submission of written questions as
'Y ﬁluch in advance of the particular session as practicable,
should be encouraged. We realize that this will increase
' ' ) ' the administrative burden of the Project Director, but the
. ® advantages to fche speakers and panelists .outweigh other
24
25
. .

B D T LI LRk T R e o Y L e L, e o d o B R e e e LT LS NP

et bt o




(3)

(4)

pertinent considerations.

Workshops or small group seminars. Where practical,

the format of a workshop or .small group seminar should
replace the lecture or panel presentation. Such work=-
shops could, with well prepared and coordinated mod-
erators, permit efficient concentration on a éingle
question, issue or problem. Such a group effort could,
then, be organized and presented to a plenary session
as an oral report, or become the basis for a written
summary which could then be distributed to n‘qn—at—
tending Judges, the media, and to loéal and state
legislative bodies . (It has been suggeéted to us that
the judiciary, as é whole, presently lac];s a formal

-

and effective ince before the legislature.) A problem-

. foqused approach would not only be beneficial educa-

tionally for individual Judges, but could yield a communi-
cation to the public of the judiciary's concérh and
actiyity in important subject areas.

Better individual and group preparation among the

speakers and panelists. The Project Director should

encourage, and even insist, that speakers and panelists
be prepared both individually and as a group. A session

. A\
of 45 minutes, for example, which includes two speakers

26

(5)

(®)

on an important subject, leaves precious little time

‘ for_ inefficieht or duplicative use. One practical sug-

gestion is to have speakers and panelists prepare, and
the Proj.ect Director to reproduce and distribute: at the
beginning of the session, a detailed outline of the
prepared remarks, or the major points to be made by
the speaker or panelist. Such a document not only
would improve the quality of dialogue .during the

question and answer periods, but would provide a

skeletal oﬁtline for orderly note-taking by the par-
ticipating Judges.

Increased use of visual and audio aids. The use of

.

video tape, electronic and other audio-visual aids in
the lectures and seminars would also increase thé
probability of achieving the Project goals, and would
require an aaditional expenditure of resources.

Use of mimeographked handouts reporting recent devel-

opments without a scheduled session. The subject,

"Recent " Developments in the Law," by Prede;ick H.
Bolton, Executive Director of the PBA'., which is an
.annual presentation, should be reduced to writing,
mimeographed and ('handed out at the Conference rather
than being. a scheduled program.

Other exampl.es would include coverage on the Iudiciai

J_:nqulry and Review Board and the ABA Committee Reporis.
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As a rule of planning, any matter that could reasonably

" be communicated as well in writing as orally or in

()

(8)

person, should be mimeographed and handed out
rather than scheduling a formal program at the Con~
ference. There is little enough time at this Confer-
ence. We are not suggesting an overreliance on

written communication, which from experience we

‘know will often not be read during the Conference, but

at the Judges' leisure. What we are suggesting is a
more efficient use of all techniques of communication
given the limited time and resources of the Conference.

It has been suggested that were the Chief Justice to

convene this Conference biennially or triennially, the

attendance of all state trial Judges would be assured,

(Cf. SECTION V, 2, c, (2) below concerning the paucity
of attending Black and women Judges.) Short of thé
Chief Iustice's convening such a Confererce, any form
of mandated attendance seems inappropriate; the Pregram

should be so inviting that it behooves a Judge to attend.

’

(See Appendix V, p. vi, for the average years of service on the

bench by the attending Judges.)

Continued and increased use of non-judicial panelists

and speakers. A non-judicial perspective ié important

to the educational success of such Programs.

28

The Project planﬁing, administration and operation were
excellent. Mr. King and his staff were superb in theif
organization and administraticn of a Conference of this
magnitudé and with participants who are used to the
amenities of public officials. Schedules were met, rooms
efficiently assigned, materials were made available,
business, social and recreaticnal activities were coordinated,
ar;d gach individuél was made to feel important. Our sug-
gestions for improving the Ccriference should be understood
within the above context.
() Not only should this Project continue to be funded,
hut the funding should be increased. A fourth day is
indicated: where the business day begins ét 9:30 a.m.
and lasts until 4:30 p.m. with sessions and programmed
lunches p;ecluding any rest or leisuré time, the educa-
tional experience after 2:00 p.m. the first day and at
earlier hours the second and third days, is limited.
Recent experiments with four-hour days at concentrated
learning sessions, have apparently lproved to be educ;a—
‘tionally and emotionally more rewarding than the longer-
day sessions a_i':_Bedf,ord Spfings . In view of the wealth

_ of extra-curricula facilities usually available, the need
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and desire of the Judges to communicate with one

another in ihformal 'settings , the limits of human

patience and tolerance, and the increasingly l_imited

span of concentration as the Conference progresses,

it seems advisable to extend the Conference for a

fourth day énd to allow for more unscheduled or

leisure timé. More .specifically, if the last afternoon
session - of each day were eliminated, and if the
morning prqgfém included three one~hour sessions, inclﬁd—

ing questions =  with a fifteen minute coffee break
between the second and third sessions, the endurance
and attention span of the participants would be increased.
Tﬁese three morning sessions would be of the "classrcom"
type regaraless of whether the precise forrﬁ was the
lecture, seminar, panel or works.hop variety. In the

evening, a combination social and light business activity

would be in order.

Such programming WQuld provide an opportunity for a
greater variety of subjects to be presented in greater .
depth. (This position on subject matter covérage is sup-
ported by responses to the ‘questionnaire; see particularly

AppendixII , p. vi, tam II.)

30
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(2)

(3)

According to the participating Judges, they would prefer
a more active role in choosing topics to be covered, and
we believe this participation should be encouraged.
(See Appendix II , pagevi,) We have noted that, in
preparation for the 1974 Program, the Project Director
and the leadership of the Pennsylvania Conference of

of State Trial Judges have indeed been soliciting such

advice from other Judges, and we fully support this de-

velopment.

-
.

The Conference would benefit by a ciarification

of objectives. Compare, for instance, the geneg“ality
of goals set forth in SECTION II, with the more spécific
goals identified in SECTION IV, above. As a specific
illustration: all during the preceding year, the planners
recognized the importance of the "New Crimes Code" and
the need for Judges to be enlightened Iin thi.s area. If |
the 1973 Conference had identified this discrete subject
area as the focal point of, for example, one o two full
days of educational activity, there i/\lrould have been a
ﬁet gain for participants. Focusing on such a subject
does not dispose of thg need for more flexibility in the

types ‘of activities. Accordingly, a general period of
31
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lecture or symposium would be apﬁropriately followed
by workshops, seminars, etc. |
(4) An increased use of written materials as pre-Conference
lntrodﬁction to the subject ma‘ctefs to be éovered, and a
post-Conference synopsis of the proceedi.ngs, are
appropriate and have been discussed above at V, 2, b, (6).
(5) The flexibility and specificity in goals and techniques for
implementing them would also take into account the
fact that many of the participating Judges are from rurél :
counties. —(See Appendix III, p.ii)) -

The recommendation of the Evaluation Staff with respect to

the cost of this Project per participant ~-- $255.88 --

.{see above at SECTION 1V, 8) is that the funding leve‘l be

raised to provide sufficient resources for implemehting all

recommendations.

The Project is fully worthy of continued funding. Itis a

well-organized, superbly administered attempt at‘providing

_continuing education to the state judiciary, and to provide

an arena for the common discussion and response to common
prob;ems. Even if the Px:oject may be failllted in p.art, the need
to give Judges the time to talk with one another, as well as

to attend legtures and symposia for up-dating and review

purposes; is obvious. What ig indicated, indeed, is a serious

32
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consideration of additional funding to meet the recommendations
set forth above. The limited resources available to the
Project planning staff inhibit the introduction of innovative

methods and projects as described above in, e.g., SECTION V,

2,b(3). ' .

t

In the sense that but for this Conference there would be no

* similar opportunity for state trial Judges to get together in

a combination learning, professional and social manner,
this Project is 'innovétive.. Ideally, the costs of this
Project could partially be borne by the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania. After all, this i{s the Pennsylvania jualciary
which is meeting, and it {s shortsighted to believe that our
criminal justice system in Pennsylvania is not in need of
such a Project, Were the Commonwealth to fund at least a

part of the total cost, then LEAA funding for the most innovative

~ features of the Project would be appropriate. Pending a

decision by the Commonwealth to fund this PrOJ:ect, however,
it 1s our strong recommendation that the Gove;nor's Justice
Commission continue this Project in 1974 as indicated above.
In the future, the Evaluator would ideally be chosen far
en_ough in advance of thg Project to bring his or her expertise

to bear, and have a meaningful understanding of, if not impact,
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oln, the planﬁing stages of the Conference, This perspective '
would be helpful in providing the Evaluator with background
® information concerning the decision-making process of the )
Project sta;ff. It should be mentioned at this point that the
evaluation effort and presumably the Project effort have been
° hampered by what we see as excessive requests for excessive . '
bureaucratic verbiage. insisting that all reports follow a
® foxfma'lized, almost stylistic, plan may result in easier- y
evaluated evaluation reports, but at too high a price to too =
many resources. Too many hours are spent contorting one's
¢ perspectives and concepts into a form imposed by others. »
The resuit, instead of being a comprehensive, creétive
& éppra'isal of the Proiect in question, ends up i.nstead a .
formalized response to a fo:maiized request. Often the }
inquiries are inapplicable to the scope of the evaluation;
L often fthey are repetitive or supc;rfluous , i.e., at léast three (]
times in the preparatibn of these réports we halve been asked
° to enumerate problems inherent in administering the Evaluation
Plan; often they are irrelevent, but even more serious, often .
they are inane. For instance, no one w'ould expec’é anything , |
L . but a "boilerplate" response to Question IV, 3, b where an ‘ PY
evaluator of a single judicial training program was, one | : 1
. , assumes -in all seriousnessb, asked t'o estimate the impact of :
o ‘ ' . % o
34 ‘
i
? @

this particular program ‘on the ‘criminal justice system.

There is no justifiable way to spend time or other resources

in composing the response to so presumptive an inquiry.

The 1mplications of this problem are mahy-faceted: having
contorted answers to fit the questions, the resuits often

lack clarity; having forced one's thinking into imposed patterns,

the results often lack imaginative coverage.

Final mention should be made of our conclusions with
respect to the demographic data elicited from the attending

Judges. (See Appendix III, and above at

_SECTION III, 3.) The inquiries in this area were included

on the questionnaire only at the request of the Governor's
Iustice.Comm_ission Evaluation Unit. Informal feedback
from some participating Judges, and from the Project
Director, botiu during and after the Conference has served

only to reinforce a belief that such questions are an un-

necessary invasion of privacy.

35
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CONFIDENTIAL

APPENDIX II

SUBJECT AREAS SEEN BY PARTICIPANTS AS MOST HELPFUL AND/OR

ADEQUATELY COVERED AT THE CONFERENCE.

I.

II.

III.

Criminal law’

General comment
Sentencing
New criminal code

Furloughs
Corrections < Pre-release programs
Parole
ABA standards on administration of
A criminal justice
Plea bargaining

Criminal law (total)

Juvenile courts

General comment
Juvenile Act Analysis

Juvenile courts (total)

Civil law

Generai comment
Probate
. Domestic

Civil law (total)

‘33

49
31

34

150

37
11

48

[

IV.

CONFIDENTIAL

Problems of the Judiciary

Supervision of personnel

Administration; prompt trials;
disposition of cases

Standards and ethics

Use of psychiatric reports

Problems of the judiciary (total)

Updating

Recent developments, legislation
and decisions
Computerized research

Updating (total)

et

o
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CONFIDENTIAL
CONFIDENTIAL
SUBJECT AREAS SEEN BY PARTICIPANTS AS LEAST VALUABLE. e
Note: While it is the opinion of the evaluator that at least for the : - REQUESTS FOR ADDITIONAL COVERAGE IN SPECIFIC SUBJECT AREAS
Orphans' Court and Juvenile Court programs, the indication ) BY CONFERENCE PARTICIPANTS.
of "least valuable" reflects a lack of interest and/ora lack
of applicability rather than an intrinsic criticlsm, this could |® ,
not definitely be discerned from the questionnaire as only ,
some of the responses so specified. : ' I. Civil law
General requests 10
® Domestic - generally 8
I. Orphans' Court program ‘.18 ' zeclirergal rights ;
option
I1. Juvenile Court program 8 _ Class actions. N 1
‘I1I. Administrative subjects ' T ® Civil law  (total) 23
Supervision of court-related personnel' 13 ' B o '
Judicial inquiry and review board 13 . ' ’
ABA standards on administration of - ' II. Juvenile Courts
criminal justice ' 8 : . .
Prompt trial and disposition of cases: - 9 . ]:;uvenﬁe grciblems- - generally 2
' : uvenile Ac
IV. Substantive areas ' '
‘ ‘ Juvenile courts: (total) 4
Proposed legislation on parole ' 11
Corrections ' o 7 1€ .
Recent developments in the law 8
+ Sentencing 4 III, 'Crlminal law
: | General requests 7
e Sentencing 6
Search and seizure 1
Furloughs
Corrections4 Pre-release programs 2
' , Parole |
L | .
. New criminal code , 36
Criminal law (total) ' 52
* . . !
. . J i1 : . i : P '




Iv.

CONFIDENTIAL

Problems of the judiciary

Courtroom procedure
Generally )
Jury charges 3
Other jury problems 3

Court management/administration
Generally 9
Prompt trials and

disposition of cases 2
Scheduling attorney's
conflicts 1

Use of psychiatric reports

Opinion writing '

Different problems of President
Judges :

Problems of the judiciary (total)

Discrete subject area requests

Civil rights

Probler:s of small county judges
Abolishing the grand jury
Environmental protection

Zoning

Mental health

Discrete subject area requests (total)

Updating - recent developments,
legislation and decisions (total)

11 .

et

27
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CONTFIDENTIAL

REQUESTS FOR CHANGES/IMPROVEMENTS IN THE GENERAL

ADMINISTRATION OF THE CONFERENCE.

.

More seminars, Workshops , small group discussions, etc. ‘ 41

Among the better suggestions included were pre-conference
training sessions for the workshop leaders, group and full

" conference resolutions, publications and reports, and where

I1.

I1I.

IV.

v.

. VII

VII.

VIII.

appropriate, proposals for legislation, with follow-up to
the media.

Afternoon small-group discussions and workshops to be based

. on morning lectures ' 7

Coverage of some topics was at too elementary a level, greater
depth needed and/or a choice of levels to attend _ } 9

Optional simultaneous programs* 13

¢Conflict between the special and general sessions was noted

as troublescme.) 2
Distribution of written materials, both before and after conference 6
( could perhaps be incorporated into the clearing-house suggestion); 2
Greater use of visual aids 1

Increased time alloted for question and answer periods after all
presentations - 23

Use speakers from other fields of law enforcement ' 1

Elicit suggestions for Conference topics from Judges before the

Conference - 10
Smokers vs. non-smokers problems in small conference rooms 1
Make attendance mandatory for all state trial Judges 1

vi
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CONFIDENTIAL | CONFIDENTIAL
' . ’ APPENDIX III
IX. Curriculum over-emphasizes procedure and administration; . : :
concentrate more on substantive law 1 )
, QUESTION 47 ~- COMPILED RESPONSES.
-.\

Note: The following statistics are offered only as approximate complla-
tions of the participants' responses. Understandably, some
participants refused to answer some or all of these personal
questions, so no accurate reflection of the Conference particli-

» pants' background is possible or intended.

YEARS ON BENCH ' NUMBER of PARTICIPANTS
[ less than 5 ' 28
) 5,
\ - 5-9 _ ‘ o 38
10 - 14 o - 14
® ' .

15 - 19 - . 10
. ‘ ‘ 20 or more X : 10
. Y Total number responding . 100

Approximate average of years on bench of conferees 9 (+)

» YEARS AT BAR (inclusive of years on bench) NUMBER of PARTICIPANTS
less than 10 ‘ o ' 0
10 - 14 ‘ . ' . : v 4
- AR ) R » 15-19 o 15
20-24 - - 26
25 - 29 : , : 18
» o :
30 - 34 . - - - 15
) . o ' . | 35 or more ' . 19
- » ‘ : Total number responding 97
vii ; o o oo
' \ Approximate average of years at bar of conferees .26




CONFIDENTIAL
MARITAL STATUS NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
Married | . 94
Single | _ B |
Widowed ;_ | 2
Total number respondlng ] 97

NUMBER OF CHILDREN NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS

. GEOGRAPHIC JURISDICTION

None - : 7
1 - ' : . 10
2 ' ) ' | 24 .
3 . | | 26
4 ] | | .16
5 or more. L 15
Total number responding : 98
Total number of childrén 365 (+)
Averagé ,numbe; of children 3.7 (+)

NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS %

" Urban : B 36 o | .
Suburban o . . - : _. | : 25,"\"‘ , o 28%
 ural L L | 32 - . 34% -

Totai riumber responding 94 ) |

il

CONFIDENTIAL
ETHNIC ORIGINS NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS

Anglo Saxon or English 19
German or "Pennsylvania Dutch"” 14
Anglo Saxon and German 10
Italian 8
American 6
Irish 5
Scottish and Irish 5
Irish and Welsh 5
Italian and éerman 2
Scottish 2
African 1
Lithuanian : ' 1
Polish l.
Polish and Irish 1
Sla_vic 1
Tot:al number responding 78

20

Refusals to respond

t

iii




- CONFIDENTIAL | : CONFIDENTIAL

AGE . , , T
AGE NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS ) RELIGIOUS PREFERENCE NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS
30740 | 0 : Jewish 5
40-44 ' ‘ - : :
' 10 ) Protestant ‘ 51
45-49 . - . E
. . Y Roman Catholic 25
20 | 19 - | Other - 2
55-59 | . ‘ | :
T S 1 » ' None 4
60-64 ‘ S |
‘ ' 16 Total responding 87
65-69
4 14 . Refusals to respond 11
70 or older 4 ® _
. It
) | o , - NUMBER OF .PARTICIPANTS
Total responding ' 94 ' SEX
i .
: ' 92
Refusals to respond 9 i Male |
. '@ ' 1
Approximate average age of participants 55 . Female |
e ' ‘ j Total responding 93
RACE —_— NUMBER OF PARTICIPANTS | Refusals to respond 5
o o . , ® ‘ '
Caucasian . R 86 : :
Negro L : | 9 Number of refusals to respond to all parts of
Other ¥ T | ) o  QUESTION 47 14
Total responding ‘ o ‘ 8_.9 Total number of questionnaires ‘réceived by
Refusals to respond | | 8 ' . | - Evaluation téam 123

iv




APPENDIX 1V

I.

II.

III.

August 1973

FINAL EVALUATION PLAN

FOR THE
g

. 1973 ANNUAL MEETING OF THE PENNSYLVANIA CONFERENCE OF STATE TRIAL JUDGES

July 29 - August 3, 1973

PURPOSE OF EVALUATION: .To appraise the LLEAA~funded meeting of

the Pennsylvania Conference of State Trial Judges in terms of educa-

tional benefits derived from the five-day meeting.

GENERAL OBJECTIVES OF EVALUATION:

A,

B.

projects.

To provilie the Governor's Justice Commission with accurate

information so as to allow for effective decision-making on

i

funding and other related policy grounds for the criminal justice

system consistent with the G. J.C. charter.

To provide feedback to Project and G.J.C. staff concerning

potential and existing problems and actual progress of particular

EVALUATION PLAN OBJECTIVES: To implentent the evaluation plan as

detailed below in order to develop a report based on data collection,

analysis and presentation .‘ ‘

A, Evaluation of substantive material

1.

Tools to be used:

a.

b.

Questionnaires to be distributed to participants for

completion

Personal on-site evaluation of program

Comparisons to be made of findings developed from these

activities with the stated goals of the Conference:

Q.

€.

To assist the Judges in developing the supervisory
capacity to adequately and efficiently cope with the

administrative aspects of their positions

- To aid in the acquisition of knowledge concerning the

New Pennsylvania Crimes Code

To report on current developments concerning the

Judicial Iriquiry and Review Board

To update judicial awareness of trends in sentencing,

corrections and prison furloughs, proposed 1egis1atiori

. on parole, ABA committee report on standards for the

administration of criminal justice

. To generate awareness of the need for and the problems

inherent in the availability of prompt trial ahd disposition

of criminal cases

i




f.

To combine the business meeting of the Pennsylvania .
Conference of State Trial Judges with exchange of
perspectives to develop a common approach and

solution to common problems

To experiment with the "joint conference ", i.e.,
including the Juvenile Court and Orphan's Court

programs with that of the general judiciary

3. Comparisons to be made of findings developed from the

evaluation activities with a set of generalized objectives

as set forth below:

The education program must be effective in developing

and improving skills of continuing value to J udges

- (e.g. procedural methodology: pre-trial motions;

trial management; organization; coping with backlog),

The program must include material consistent with a

" general updating emphasis (continuing education of the

judiciary):

(1) Recent developments in llaw including the identifica-
tlon of legal trends in recént decisions, statutory
changes, literature and ;cholarly contributions,
suggested improvements by the threé government

depaﬂments (legislative, judicial and executive)

[ Rt

[

(2) Education relating to availability of modernized
research tools/skills (written, oral, taped; filmed,
utilization of data processing, information retrieval
systems with different "meanings"-- e.g., key
words, normalized syntax); education relating
avallability of modernized research tools and
skills deserves special attention with regard to
those of the judiciary who are isolated from

availability of legal resource centers

The program must provide an opportunity for an exchange
of different perspectives among participants with a view
toward extending and maintaining a common approach

and solutions to common problems.

(1t 1s well known that any process of codification
becomes more effective as the initiators, and later the
appliers, of the legislation increase the depth and

breadth of shared perspectives regardless of terminologi-

',-cal differences. The same holds true for varying levels

of law appliers (e.g. appellate, trial, intermediate)

.. and within the same level of government (national,

_state, local). A major goal of these conferences, with

varying formalities in sessions and programs; resulting

iv




in measureable gains from beginning to end, is the
development of such shared perspectives by these
judges concerning the criminzal law process and its

component parts.)
4. Findings to be made based on:

a. How well the conference attains its stated goals in

terms of the perspectives of Pennsylvania Trial Judges

b. How valuable the experience was for those who attended

based on an appraisal of:

(1) Gained knowledge
(2) Productively modified behavior

(3) Positive attitudinal changes

c. How efficiently, in terms cf cost benefit analysis,
Including both monetary and manhour considerations,

the actual results were achieved
B. Administrative objectives; use of a combination of tools to include:
1. Questionnalres to participants

2. .Personal on-site 1nyest1gatlon by Evaluator and Evaluation Staff

z

[

iv.

Personal interviews and meetings with the Conference

planners through the auspices of the Deputy Court

Admintstrator of Pennsylvania, Carlile King, in an effort to

ascertain specific administrative and structural qualities
so that our evaluation will reflect an appraisal of the form,

as well as the substance of the experience

C. Poiential preliminary results to be submitted by September 15, 1973,

with a final report, including impact and efficiency analysis to be

completed by Spring, 1974

ELEMENTS OF APPRAISAL:

A. Substantive coverage

" 1.

Review of the relevance of materials, problems, solutlons
included in curriculum; special attention will be pald to the

impact of the Conference experience on improving the ability

~

of Pennsylvania Judges to deal with their judicial responsibliities

Relative simplicity or complexity for optimum coverage and
absorption by participants having differing levels of

sophistication and experience; that is, how well did the

" .Conference, as a whole and its particular components, take

account of', and accommodate the varying needs, capabilities,

.education and experience of the participants B

vl




3. Sufficient stressing of interrelationships of the judicial
process and bodies of law -- statutes, criminal rules of
procedure, court decisions -- are Judges shown how to

handle these judicial processes ind these relatlonships?

B. Administration and 8tructuring -- administration of each program
operation and management (personnel, administrative structure,
resource allocation, funding sufficiency, desireability in terms

- of thought given to alternative uses for such monies)

1. Scheduling in relation to types of interaction and timing:

a. Total: number of days for each Conference (hours,
breaks within days, programs)
{Relationship of length of time to accomplishment
of ’goals wilchout discouraging attendance at
sesslons; note: one}nhibiting factor ex.ists

in that some Judges, particularly those alone in

thelr Districts, cannot afford much concentrated .

time away from their communities, etc.; and in
addition, have little or no staff with which to

_ keep abreast once a certain level of competence

is obtained)

vii
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b. Use of time avallable

(1}  Were sessions scheduled in consecutive blocks?

What might this mean in terms of lost interpersonal

exchange and individual reflection, etc.?

(2) Too spread out? Were sessions arranged with too
much time free between each; what might this mean
in terms of lost interest or resentment buildup due

to wasted time?

(39 Wa; provision made for “acclimation" period during
which what seems like dysfunctional or nori-communi~
cation occurred; but what 1s better understood as a
gett;ng to~feel-each~other-out period, and is very

[

important for later and beneficial communicatidn?

 Units (lectures, 'workshops; etc.)

(1) ZLength, format aﬁd convenience of each unit

(2) Budgeting of time by subject matter, etc.

(3)" Manageability of'. gf‘oup size partiéipating in sesslons
or units |

Preparatipn time

W4

~o(1) " Were conferencévinstruc'tors given sufficient lead

.
"
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time to prepare materials and to construct the course
.or seminar? Were conferees g’iv.en sufficient time

to prepare, study, discuss and assimilate materials ?

(2)° Were materials available before each Conference
and before every meeting? Were session outlines

available to participants before lectures ?

" Participants

a. Notice, i.e., extent and amount of publicity to attract
participants; distribution of publicity; sufficiency of
materials and methods; clarity of material; appropriate-

ness of process by which participants were selected

L

b, Analysis of participants by groups

(1) Groups (racial, age, experience, sex, geography,

. ethnic origin, religion) . e

- {2) Attempt to determine reasons for non-‘participants'
absénce and participants' attendance; recogni’ciqn
of possibility ;hat those in greatest need may not
have attended; solicit suggestions to overcome

this problem

Subject matter-~ including breakdown of units in the process,

how, what and by whom chosen; appropriate time allocation,

1

1ndividﬁa1 workshop evaluation

ix A

V.

4., Physical facilities—- attractive, functional accommodations,
geographic convenience for participants, opportunities for

non-pressured interpersonal exchange
5. To what degree does conference have a follow-up aspect:

a. Is program designed to facilitate commitment to a

distributable form to both participants and non-participants ?

b. Are there plans to solicit constructive suggestions for o

the improvement of future Conferences, or other use of
\ . .

Conference participants' feedback?

c. Continulty of future programs and maintenance of contact

with participants via mailing lists, other means pro-

‘

vided for?

C. Methodology: the methodology employed to evaluate the administra~

’ i

tion and structure of the Conference will involve an analysis of
all questionnaires', conferences and personal investigations such

as Interviews ar‘id on~site inspections.

REPORTS:

Pt e r—r—

A. Interim reports on this educational program will be prepared during

Fall, 1973. '/ This report will include:
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| 1. Summary of projgct activities, noting problems or results

thus far evidenced and any interim recommendations

2. Summary of evaluation activities to date including problems,
results and benefits of data collection and problems in

implementation
Fi_nal report on the educational program will Include:

Executive summary

C 2. Ixhpact analysis

. 3. Elementary cost analj}sis

4, Full explanatiqn of total evaluation activities

: 5. Conc.lusions and recommendations regarding both the Project

and the eValuation'activities

P
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APPENDIX V 13 August, 1973

I,

DRAFT INTERIM REPORT ON THE 1973 ANNUAL MEETING OF THE
. PENNSYLVANIA CONFERENCE OF STATE TRIAL JUDGES

The major focus of thé C;nference, taken as a whole, concentrated
on offering the participants a broad cverview of new developments, programs .
and legislation primarily in the area of criminal law. Additional offerings
included progranis on jgdicial administration and separate sections devoted
to Juvenile Court and Orphans' Court for Judges sitting in those special
areas., Basically, two formats were used to present the material: (1) panel

discussions with spontaneous audience participation or participation by

‘means of prior-submitted questions, or (2) individual speakers. Occasionally

a hybrid format combining these two was used in which each panelisf spoke
at length on a particular sub-area of the panel's broader topic in which he
or she enjoyed some expertise.

The specific gpals of the conference included:

A. Assisting the participating Judges in developing the superviso‘ry

capacity to adequately and efficiently cope with the administrative

‘ aspects of their jobs. Two sessions were held with this goal in mind.

- On Tuesday, July 31, at 2:00 p.m., Judge D. Donald Jamieson and
Judge Samuel Stauss coveréd the contiﬁuing problems involved in prompt
trial and disposition of cases. This session was attended by approxi-

- mately 60-65 judges. The speakers wére dull and tedious, but prepared
and competent to discugs the import of the rules of criminal procedure.

which govern this area. ‘At.3:00 p.m. on fhe, same day a program was
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presented concerning the judicial supervision of court-related
personnel. This topic was of special interest to the Judges as it

concerned the immediate administration of their courts.

Reporting on the current development and status of the Judicial

Inquiry and Review Board. This goal was covered by the report of

the Executive Director of the Board, Richard McDevitt, at 2:15 p.m.,
Monday, July 30, 1973. 90-100 Iudges attended this session.
McDevitt spoke for a short time and then took questions from the floor.
The focus of the session concerned the ethics of judicial participation
in testimonial dinners and on corporate boards. Also emphasize_d

was the confidential investigation of complaints charging judicial
misbehavior. Although interesting, we believe the speaker should have
been better prepared, not on the factual questions, but on the theoretical
construct that forms the basis for such a board. It would have been a
better session if an effort had been made to cover the intrinsically
important topic of ethical behavior, not just the _cigfs'and don't's

currently in que stion.

Focusing on updating the knowledge and generating grevatér

awareness of current activities in the field of criminal justice. To

this end several programs were offered.

,(1;) On 'Monday, July 30, 1973, at 11:00 p.m., a panel program on the

' «Pehnsylvania Crimes Code was held. Some of the 100-110 Judges in

i1

attendance had responded to a pre-—conference mailed request that

4

- they prepare questions after reviewing a copy of the enclosed Code.

This prior preparation allowed the panelists to prepare answers to
specific questions in their areas of expertise. For this reason this
session had better-than-most substantive depth as indicated by the
scope of the issues presented. Although no final answers were
glven, weak areas of the Code, (i.e., intoxication as a defense,

the vague definition of a criminal trespass and lesser crimes) were

. discussed with greater care. Often the Judges were cited cases from

other states or other statutory material in an effort to clarify the

Code and its applicatiop.

(2) Monday was also the date of a panel oh sentencing in
Pennsylvénia. This 3 p.m. session was attended by 80-100 Judges.
In the session eaqh panelist spoke at length on discrete toplcs within
the spectrum of s‘entencing. The speakers were individually well prepared
and gave valuable‘ information to the audience. Judge Samuel J. Roberts
spoke about plea bargaining. Judge Edmund B. Spaith covered the impact

of the Crimes Code and Judge P. Richard Thomas discussed appellate

review of sentencing. The audience, like that attending the drimes Code

- Panel, became restless after about 40-50 minutes. In view of this it

would seem desirable to schedule most sessions for 45 minutes to an

" hour, maximum.
. (34) On Tuesday, July 31, 1973, at 9:30 a.m., a panel on corrections

' ahd prison furloughs met. This session was attended by 75-90 Judges.

111 ‘




It was a topic of gfeat interest ar;d controversy and the panei members
were quite well prepared for their individual speeches. Stuart Werner,
CcIDr'nmissioner of Corrections brought several inmates participating in
the various ,pre-relea'se programs. Dr. Joseph Mazurkiewicz, Superin-
tendent of Rockview Correctional Institution, was an excellent speaker..
The progrém would have beén even better had there been greater coor-
dination among the panelists. ;l‘he audience was, however, often
restless, noisy, and even rude. Apparently the outlook of Panelist
Judge John C. Dowling, that prisor; is primarily for punishmient and

deterence purposes, was the only view that had any credence for the

majority of the audience.

(4") The Wednesday morning session on proposed legiélathn on parole

was attended by approximately 30 judg‘es . One of the most interesting
aspects of this, as well as sc;me' of the other classes, c‘oncemed direct
judicial input to t}?e legislative decision-making ';;rocess « However the
meeting was more argumentative than enl‘ightening. THe problem here, as
in many, if not all sessions, was an inability to reach comm'on ground

~ even on a basic definitional level. Perhaps tﬁe standard moc'lera‘for's‘
technique of rephrasing audience questions so that all might urd erstand |
wduld have been helpful in élleviating a part of this pfobLem.

y (5") " The committee report 01.'1 ABA Standards. for the QAdm.inistration of
Criminal Justice was also reviewed on Wednesday. Only 15 Judges at-.-

tended this last substantive session of the generai part of the Conference.

The program was basically informational and was valuable in that it in-

.w

fé)rmed the group of a serious and important project. HéWever, since

" few of the Judges attended, few could benefit.

.Providing the Judges with an overview of current statutory

dévelcmmeﬁts .. Recent developments in the Ilaw were covered Monday
morning by Frederick H. Bolton, Executive Director of the Pennsylvania
Bar Association. This session, immediately following the formal
opening of the Conference by Chief Justice Benjamin R. Jones, was
well attended with an audience of about 150 J uddes . Unfortunately, the

presentation was dull and superficial. The concept of a short summary

.of recent legislative acts is a worthwhile idea; the program could have

been immensely improved had a copy or a summary of the legislation

to be covered been distributed before this session,

Covering developments in‘the area of Juvenile Court responsibilities

as part of an experiment in combined conference scheduling,. We could

attend only one of these sessions‘, the first, held Wednesday at 10 a.m.
The speaker,. William L. Wilks, Professor, Dickinson School of Law,
spoke to 50-60 Judges on selected aspects of the new Juvenile Court Act .
émphasizing .the, potentially conflict.iné notions of due process versus the
protective roie of the Juvenile Court.' He disau sséd the two~step finding
of délinquency‘ (i.e'. , an act,. plus the need for treatment), and what he
saw as the need fqr Juvenile bourts to assume responsibility for this area

of law to prevent continual diversion to non-law or non-judicial groups



comisipn” .

II.

III.

"His personality and teaching techniques seriously detracted from the

" value of the subject matter. : cor
\ ;

F. Covering the aréas concerning Orphang' Court Judges to bring them

-

up to date on recent developments in the law. None of the evaluators

was able to attend these sessions.,

Accommecdations
The hotel was quite clean, quaint and very tastefully furnished ibn"early
F. Scott Fitzgerald. Its relative isolation assisted in generating an atmos-

phere of congeniality and contributed significantly to a continuous exchange

- of perspectives among the participants. The dining room was large enough

for the group; the service, excellent; the waitresses, pleasant and helpful;

but unfortunately the food was aborhinable. The recreational facilities and

activities for accompanying family members included swimming, golf, surrey- .

‘riding, shuffileboard and horsebackriding. Bedford Springs, less than 100

miles from Pittsburg is not the most convenient location for access by public

transportation (i.e., planes, trains). Perhaps a hotel more centrally situated

would be better., However, for those with easy access to the turnpike, the

location was not inconvenient,

Interaction

The Conference was particularly successful in encouraging the

exchange of different ‘perspectives among the participants’. Both in and out

vi

of class, discussions were ;'Jrevelant. Shared perspectives can be gained
only when such an exchange occurs.
identified through casual chversation. In thesz senses, the Canference

was superior, for the Iudgee constantly discussed the problems of their ﬁarticuiar

courts, the state of the Pennsylvania judiciary, problems within the criminal

Common interests are often better

justice system, local politics, and, of course, Watergate.

Overview

From one perspective the Conference is a successful venture worthy of
continued funding. It bringis together Judges from all over the state encouraging

the development of shared perspectives and the discovury and development of

common interests.

The educational sessions attempt to develop and improwve

skills necessary for a competent judiclary. The value of their continuing

education is perceived by almost all participants. The importance of knowing

the availability and understanding the use of modern research tools was

stressed at a luncheon featuring David Dixon, Chief Judge of the Court of
Appeals of Missouri, who gave an excellent presentation of computerized
legal research with respect to the courts. As a matter of fact, this topic is
so 1n;portant and was so superbly handled by the speaker that it should have
been a place on the regularly scheduled program. Certain administrative .

aspects of the Conference also deserve commendation. Deputy Cowt Ad-

ministrator, Carlile E. King and Judge Ethan Allen Doty, Past President of

the Conference were primarily responsible for the efficient manhagement.

vil
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‘Schedules were met, services rendered and a congenial atmosphere maintained. ‘

Tt is only by looking deeper into the Conference that its few defects .
become apparent. ' f

The educational sessions, taken as a whole, need improvement, Only
Judge Dixon's luncheon speech on computers and the Pennsylvania Crimes | @
Code panel sﬁowed evidénce of thorough and coordinated preparation. The
other sessions often suffered from an over-concentration o‘n the simple
procedural aspects of the topic while 1gnoring or inadequately addressing the .
more complex and substantive issues. Another defect also involving
preparation time relates specifically to theT panel programs. Although ®
individual members of panels clearly were adequately prepared to cover
their particular section, since eéch panel had apparently r;ot met earlier
as a group, there ofte.n seemed to be no connecting factors on which the ®
audience could focus its attention. This was very evident in the panel on
Corrections and Prison Furloughs. | Iﬂ that instance most members were
individually competent and interesting, (a few outstandingly so) but the °
group lacked cohesion. This is not to say that this parti?:ular panel is
deserving of special criticism; rather the opposite; except for this aspect e
of disunity, it was one of the better sessions at.the Conference. Other
panels and speakers suffered from the dual defects of little personal as -
well as group prepara'tion time. ' : , e
Scheduling also deserves some criticism. A day that starts at 9:30 a.m,
and lasts until 4:30 p;m. ‘ﬂlle;d' with}sessions and p:og}ammed luncheons . e
vili
[

can be frustrating as well as exhausﬂng. In view of the wealth of

extra-curricular facilities availablé, the need and desire of the Judges

to communicate with one another, and the limits of human patience,
tolerance and span of concentrationi it would seem advisable to extend
the é}onference for an additional day. and allow for more unscheduled time.
Specifically, if. the last afternoon conference of each day were eliminated,

thereby providing a schedule of two morning sessions, lunch with a

substantive speaker, and one afternoon session, the endurance of the

participants would not be so tested. This proposal is included only as a
preliminary suggestion, not to be thought final or conclusive.
In addition, as mentioned in the section reviewing substantive coverage,
each szsasion should be limited to a maximum length of 50 minutes. .
Ancther suggestion designed to improve j:he quality of audience
attention would be to prpvide many small group workshops and/or seminars.
Perhaps including ‘briefs of the material to be covered in the registration
handouts would encourage greater audience preparation, Anterest and reten-

tion. Note-taking could be facilitated by supplying the participants with

the proper tools (paper, pens, writing arms, tables, desks, etc).




APPENDIX VI

I.

September 15, 1973

Interim Evaluation Report
1973 Annual Meeting of the Pennsylvania Conference

of State Trial Judges

(July 29 - August 2)

Evaluation Progress .

Evaluation activities to date include:

1. Conferences were“ held with Carlile King, Deputy Court Admirﬁs-
trator for the Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts, in ;an
effort to ascertain the goals and planned activities of the Bedford
Springs Conference.:

2. An on-site evaluation of the Conf_er(ence was performed by
Evaluator Dean Peter J. Liacouras, Associate Evaluator Professor James
Strazzella and Assistant Evaluators, Sharon Harzenski and Sandra
Weckesser. The ,Eve;luator will subsequently report his findings,
and the impzfessions ¢f each member of the Evaluation Staff.

3. Qqestionnairés were designed, prepared and'distributed to
attending Judges with the goal of 'elicif:ing‘their immediate responses

to the form and substance of the Conference; approximately 70%

were returned.

-

B.

4. The Evaluation Plan outline was submitted to the Governor's

Justice Commission Evaluation Unit; conferences, both formal

and informal, were held with members of that Staff.

Progress of giata collection efforts:

1. The on-site evaluation was indeed beneficial in our efforts to

evaluate the Program as a whole, the individual educational sessions,
¢

and in decoding and appraising the responses to the questionnaire.

2. Through Carlile King, Deputy Court Administrator, the Adminis-

trative Office of Pennsylvania Courts has been fully cooperative

and helpful in facilitating our entire mspectioh of the Conference

and in the distribution and collection of the questionnaires. In

addition, Mr. King's office supplied the iEvaluation Staff Witf.l all

relevant scheduling, planning and course materials.

- Problems of data collec'gion:

Some concern was expressed about answering the demographic
inquiries at the end of the questionnaire, the objection being that
these questions involved a breach of confidentiality or privacy,

with which notion the Evaluation Staff fully concurs.

Problems in implementing the Evaluation Plan as presented in the

‘ submifted outline: |

A



The Evaluation Plan proved functional and there were no particular

problems associated with the implementation of it.
E. Beneficial results of the evaluation efforts:

A much better focus on the consumer of this program=--the Trial >
Judges has been gained. There has peen a generalized increased
awareness on ths part of the Project staff that the structure and
content of the continuing educatioh program must respond to the

A

needs and varying experiencial levels of these participating Judges.

II. Project Progress

A. Project activities:

1. Preparation, distribution and collection of questionnaires designed
by the Evaluation team to gauge the immediate Impact of the Conference
on the participating Judges were activities of much import sihce the
participants’ responses to these inquiries will supply much of the
data necessary to appraise the impact of the Conference program on
its constituency.

~ 2. Formal confe.renc'es anpi informal conversations, to elicit the
views of the Project staff concerning goal formation and program

planniag and implementation, were a pljeliminary but important aspect

‘of the evaluation effort.

i ; S ' S

3. The on-site inspection of the Bedford Springs Conference further
facilitated a viable and complete evaluation of the Conference's
program and faci;ities. The opportunity to gain personal perspectives
of Conference activities personnel and participants were and will -

continue to be invaluable to the Evaluation Staff's appraisal.
Project problems:

1. Except for the difficulties involving the demographic question

" mentioned above at I, C, we \have had no problems of proportion

significant enough to mention.
Project.-é‘esults:

1. From one perspective, the Conference is a successful venture
worthy of continued funding. It brings together Judges from all
over the state, encouraging the development of shared perspectives ,

and the discovery and development of eommon interests. The educa-

tional sessions attempt to develop and improve skills necessary

v for a c:ompetent judiciary. The value of continuing education is

. perceived by almost all participants. Many of the topics involved

ideas not yet commonly discussed at the implementation levels.

For example, the importance of understanding and using modern
research tools was stressed at a luncheon featuring David Dixon,
Chief Judge of the Court of Appeals of Missouri, who gave an excel-

lent presentation of computerized legal research with respect to the

1v.
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courts. As a matter of fact, this topic is so important and was so
superbly handled by the speaker that it might be considered profit-
able as a regularly scheduled program. Certain administrafive
aspects of the Conference deserve cémmendation as well. Deputy
Court Adminiétrator, Cariile E. King, and Judge Ethan Allen Doty,
Past President of the Conference, were responsible for highiy
efficient management. Schedules were mét, services rendered
and a congenial atmosphere maintained throughout, with obvious

benefit to the substantive work of the Conference.

~ Interim preliminary recommendations; additional recommendations

and comments will be more fully explored in the Final Report:

A

1. The educational sessions, taken as a whole, are subject to

&

improvement and further refinement; more detalled recommendations

will be formulated in this regard. For examplve, Judge Dixon's talk

on computers and the Pennsylvania Crimes Code panel showed
evidence of thorough and coordinated preparation, yet some other

sesslons suffered from an over-concentration on the simple procedural

aspects of the topic to the detriment of fully treating more complex !

and substantive issues.
2. Another_,defect, also involving preparation time, relétes specific-
ally to the panel programs. - Although individual members of panels

clearly were adequately prepared to cover their particular séction,

Newmogesc 0 . R
. .

since the panels apparently had not met earlier in groups, there
often appeared to be insufficient connecting factors on which the
audience could fpcus its attention. For example, this was evident
in the panel progra‘m on Corrections and Prison Furloughs; in that
instance, mﬁst members were individually competent and interestinc_;
(some outstandingly so), but the group should have had more co-

hesion. (This is not to say that this particular panel is deserving

" of special criticism; to the contrary, except for this aspect of

disunity, it was one of the best sessicns at the Conference,.) Other

panels and speakers could have benefited from more personal and -

group preparation time.

3. The scheduling could be improved in several respects. A day

that starts at.9:30 a.m. and lasts until 4:30 p.m., filled with

4

sessions and programmed luncheons, may prove frustrating as well

as exhausting. In view of the wealth of extra-curricular facilities

- avallable, the need, desire, and resolve of the Judges to communi-

cate with one another, and the limits of human patience, tolerance

and span of conceniration, it would seem advisable to extend the

Conference for an additional day and allow for more unscheduled

.time. Por example, if the last afternoon program period of each

day Were eliminated, thereby providing a schedule of two mortiing

sa881ORA, URER Wikl A KBKRLARLIVE Bnkrksrg ahd BhA "itetnton

_sesslon, the attention spa‘n of the participants'would likely be

i
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better preserved. This proposal is included only as a tentative

.

suggestion, not to be thought final or conclusive.

4. In addition, each session should be limited to a maximum length
of 50 minutes;}it was observed that audlences' concentration seems
to deterioraté past that time, especlally in the context of a long
day of sessions. |

5. Another sugéestion designed to improve the quality of audience
attention would be to provide a number of small group workshops
and seminars, wherein the Judges would have the opportunity to
partic‘ipaté in’areas of study most applicable to their needs.

6. Perhaps including brief summaries ofA the material to be covered
in the regisfratic:;n handout would encourage greater preparation,
interest and retention_ by the participants. Note-taking could be
encouraged and faciiitated by supplying the participants with the
profJer tools. (paper, pens, writing arms, tables, desks, etc.).

7. With respect to the demographic data mentioned above in I, C,
and II, B, the inquiries in this area were Included on thé questionnaire
only at the request of the Governor's Justice Commission Evaluation

Unit; the Project Evaluation team strongly recommends that this

practice not be continued in the future. : ‘ C oy

ot
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" APPENDIX VII

-

GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATION REPORTS

As a general rule, evaluators will be asked to submit two major re-
ports during the 1ife of a project. A brief Interim Report midway
in the project should indicate the progress and problems of the
project and evaluation to date, while a more complete Final Evalua=
tion Report will be required when the project is being considered
for continuation funding. - At the end of the project an update of
the Final Report will be provided by the evaluator. The dates for
submission of reports will be determined by the Evaluation Manage-
ment Unit in accordance with the information needs of the Regional

Councils and the Commission. ' |

“The kinds of information needed in these reports and a‘suggested
order are outlined below. It is understood that all of the items
below may not be relevant to all projects funded by the Commission.

.Also, evaluators should expand upon these jtems where necessary.

— ]
——

-~

T -~ INTERIM EVALUATION REPORT ) ,
A. EVALUATION PROGRESS: e f e

T e——

1. ‘Describe evaluation activities to date.

-

2. Describe the progress and problems of data collection ef-
forts. (existence, availability & relevance of the dataj
cost of collection, etc.) ' .

3. What problems have arisen in imp]ementing'the‘Eva1u\tion
Plan? ' co ' S .

“ 4. 1In what ways has the evaluation or the evaluator been of
benefit to the project staff thus far? o

B. PROJECT PROGRESS:
1. Summarize the project activities thus far.

S

2. Have any problems arisen? (administrative, staffing, co--
ordination, etc.) :

3. Describe the results of the project thus far.

4, Interim recommendations. (These should be directed to-
.~ ward solving problems which have already arisen and an-
ticipating future problems.)

FINAL EVALUATION REPORY

SECTION I. EXECUTIVE SUNMMARY OF EVALUATION REPORT.

(NOTE: This summary 'is of great'importance since it will be
used extensively by decision-makers, It should accurately
reflect the findings of the;evaluation and should be no long-
er than two or three pages. ) s |
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1. Briefly describe the project's objectiVes and major . : . 3. 'What impact have the results of this project had on:
activities. a. tEe problem as outlined in the "PROBLEM" section of '
. . P . . ‘ ° ' * the Subgrant Application?

2. Summarize major results, findings, and recommendations. , b. the criminal justice system and/or the reduction of
(NOTE: The evaluator should make a clear distinction between crime? |

the immediate, practical recommendations and those requiring ‘ : :

a longer time and greater resources to implement. The evalu- - RN L Coul? tgese Za$$ res%]t?]havi beenfobta1ned more effic-
ator should also be prepared to defend these recommendatlons e | . 1e2 yt é a-different allocation of resources or project
before the Rogional P1ann1ng Councils and the Governor s Jus s activity R : A oo l

tice Commission.) \ N

5. Based on your experience in th1s field and your knowledge
| SECTION IT.. PROJECT ACTIVITIES. | |

of the relevant literature, how do the resu]ts of th1s pro-
ject compare with: l
1.. Briefly describe the original goa]s and object1ves of the

project and the problem the project was to alleviate. a. the results of other projects using a similar approach

or method to solve the problem?

b. the results of other projects using d1fferent approathes
‘and methods?

c. the results which might have been expected in the ab-
sence of the project?

2., Describe the activities of the project. ‘
SECTION ITI. EVALUATION ACTIVITIES. '

i

1. Describe the nature, extent, and timing of all eva1uatlon

activities upon which this report is based. . L ‘. 6. Aside from the project-specific results, what was learned

from this project that should be pursued further?

2. Describe the data and information used in this evaluation.
(source, date, reliability, va11d1ty, 11m1tat1ons, method

7. MWhat were the unintended consequences of the project?
of collection, etc.) '

R -

8. Analyze the results of the project_.in terms of {ts-costs;
3. Explain the scope ard limitations of the eya]uation effort. '

SECTION V. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS.

4.' Describe how and when feedback was given to the project
and any modificaticns made as_a result of that feedback.

SECTION IV. PROJECT RESULTS AND ANALYSIS,

1. State all f{ndings and conclhsions with specific reference to: "~

a. the extent to which proaect objectives were fulfilled.
s b. the overall impact of the project on the problem it

~ , was intended to address.

¢c. the factors affect1ng the success of the proaect in

In this section the evaluator shou]d address the fol]ow1ng ques-,
N ach1ev1ng 1ts objectives and the impact of the proaect. -

tions: _
1. What are the resb]ts of'the project and how do they d1ffer '
from the "Anticipated Resu]ts“ as out]ined in the Subgrant

z.' State all recbmmqndat1ons concerning:
©, . Application? |

the appropriateness and practicality of project ob3ect1ves;
the value of the basic method and approach used by fhe
project to solve the problem.

oo
. e

2. What factors led to results other than those ant1c1pated?

a. the administrative structure of the project. c. the operation of the project (planning, staffing, project
b. the operation and management of the project. administration and operation, allocation of resources, etc.).
c: the personnel involved in the project. d. modifications in project objectives, methods.and operations.
.. d. the evaluation process. ‘ e. the cost of the project. .
“=~—___e. the planning of the project. s f. the continuation of the project. o . ‘

- f.7"the basic apprcach or method used to attack the problem. . . ?° thﬁ evaluation of this project.
g. 1evel and timing of funding. - ; t , 1. other. , , ,
.h. the allocation of resources or project activity. .

- - 3. 'Discuss the. 1mp11cat1ons of th1s project and your evaluation
}' giﬁggna} gvents beyond.the contro] of the.proaest - for Governor's Justice Commission policy in this area of
’ ' o : | S / ~criminal JUStTCG and law_enforcement. -
i | |

Al
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" APPENDIX VIII: APPLICATION FOR SUBGRANT

1973 ANNUAL CONFERENCE OF THE

PENNSYLVANIA CONFERENCE OF STATE TRIAL JUDGES

2

-

; ;r COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA . TG RAL .
{ DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE CATUGHRY TULGKAMT NO.  FTOR CAE ULE
GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION N = . — . '
APPLICATION FOR SUBGRANT  Pago 1 N-20 7D 1360

SHORT : TITLE
OF PROJECT

1973 Annual Conference of the Pennsylvania Conference of
State Trial Judges

2 TYPE OF
APPLICATION

-

INITIAL__—__ REQUEST FOR CONTINUATION OF SUBGRANT No..DS=205-A

NAME OF ORGANIZATION

ORGANIZATION

_3' APPLICANT Adninistrative Office of Pennsyvlvania Courts
STREET ADDRESS
‘317 Three Penn Center Plaza .
CITY COUNTY 2P CODE
Philadelphia Philadelphia 19102
4 TYPE OF

1’{ | STATE DCOUNTY DCITY DTOWNSHIP D BOROQUGH

l OTHER (SPECIFY): .

E] COMBINATION OF UNITS (SPECIFY):

OF PROJECT

5, TITLE
A "X'T Evans Kephart Court Administrator of Pennsylvania
AGENCY v .
Administrative Office of Pennsylvania Courts
i ADDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER
5 317 Three Penn Center Plaza, Phila.,, Pa. 19102 = 567-3071
15 prosect “ifth S. Allen Comptrollsr
X FINANCIAL AGENCY
| ~ CFFicER Auvditor General's Office .
f ADDRESS TELEPHONE NUMBER
230 Finance BUlldlng, Harrisburg, Pa, 17126 787-3636
" ARy To provide a three-day concentrated session of lectures,

discussions, etc., dealing with recent developments in the
law for judges of the trial courts of general jurisdiction,
An additional day will be devoted to matters related to
juvenile court problems. The Conference would last from
July 29 through August 2, 1973. '

18. FROM TO TOTAL MONTHS OF PROJECT
" DURATION OF May 1973 December 1973 Seven
9, STATE SPECIFICALLY THE 'SOURCE FROM WHICH YOU WILL OBTAIN THE REQUIRED APPLICANTS CONTRIBUTION

FTOWARD THE PROJECT:

Salarles of Judges while attendlng the Conference. .Judges

will be giving their time in kind, estimated conservatively
at a minimum of $100 per day, . '

AMOUNT:

10a. DO YOU INTEND
JUSTICE COMMISS!

FOR A RELATED

10. ARE YOU PRESENTLY RECEIVING OR HAVE YOU APPLIED FOR OR DO YOU !NTEND TO APPLY FOR FUNDS
1 . FROM ANY QTHER SOURCE WITH WHICH TO FINANCE THIS PROJECT’ DESCRIBE THE SOURCE AND STATE THE

No.

TO APPLY FOR CONTINUATION FUNDING FOR THIS PROJECT FROM THE GOVERNOR'S OFFICE

ON? &3 ves [—1 w~o

FOLLOW-UP PROJECT X4 ves ' £ wNO

(F YES GIVE ANTICIPATED DATE OF SUBGRANT APPLICATION: Jan. 1974 AMOUNT $351000

{GJ.C. Form 200.1.73)

I

[ ¥




. GOVZRROR'S JUSTICS CONMISSION | SUBGRANT NO,— FOR G.J.C. Loz

APPLICATION FOR SUSGRANT reex | | | . o APPLICATION “For SUBGRANT S R R

1} .
NN

ACCOUNT CODE™ 2. BUDGET NARRATIVE — DEFINE ITEMS IN BUDGET DETAIL BY EACH CATEGORY NUMBER IN ITEM 11, ‘ '“\n
11. BUDGET DETAIL DE NUMGER SURSEQUENT PAGES CONSECUTIVELY ie. APPLICATION PAGES 3a, 3b, 3c, etc. - .
' [FUND |DEPT. 'BOARD YEAR [LED. | ORGAN. 'COST ~tm -
DEPARTMENT PROGRAM L ‘ D B - @30 - Salaries.~Contiguation Funding
TCHING FUNDS - | ‘ "vhnmum of (125 Jlld""e,S) at daily average salary of
smﬁg APPLICANT'S [ FEDERAL FUNDS TOTAL FUNDS 100 for m:x.n\l‘mmr ¥ 3 days (not 1ncluded are
100 . SALARIES . NEW PEZRSONNEL — Oiflce of Pennsylvania Courts) $37,500.00
110 - SALARIES ASSIGNED AND/OR UPGRADED . , : ‘l :
120 - SALARIES TRAINING ] ) : 40 - A1l Emplovee Benefits . o, N
- 130 - SALARIES PERASONNEL - CONTINUATION $37,500.00 - $37,500.00 ._ 14,-,8‘,’70 of $§7 %OO ) 5,500.00 $43,000.00.
FUNDING , ‘ ! ' =
140 . ALL EMPLOYEE BENEFITS ..5.500.00 - ©,500.00 - a ' ” ‘
: ‘ 1475 & 209 -~ Contracted Consultant Services o .
309 - CONTRACTED CONSULTANT SERVICES | o . $2-000+00 2,000,00 Speakers, lecturers, panel:.sts and typists _ - .
510 - EVALUATION . 1,500.00 1,500,00 ® 5@ 3180 x 1 day = $%50+00 ‘(s RSy o ' .+ \qrsoeC
~ ] 50$100x1day = 500.00 . : : o & o
335 - TRAAVEL —— 35,464.,08 39,464,03 . .3 @3 50 x5 days = 750. OO ) $¢ 257000500~
— - . ~ : 310 ~ Evaluation - Estimated. e L 1,500.00
.1 - Mo.orj VEHICLES . : 3z0 - Printing . ‘ , v
“.io - OFFICE EQUIPMENT . - . , Books and pamphlets @ $3.50 x 300 judges ~° .o v 1,050.00
;:o - RADIO COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT L (1nc1udes Judges not attending Conference)
40 . FURNITURS AND FURNISHING'S . s Flyers and announcements — 40¢ x 300 judges = . 120v00).
360~ INOmIcT CosTs N , . ‘; Programs for Conference — 50¢ x 400 = IR 200.00
301 - TRAINING FEES AND REGISTRATION ’ N | Lllscellaneous XerOXln and mlmeodraphlnd Of letters, ' 400 00
/303 - DATA PROCESSING SERVICE AND RENTAL speeches ‘and maper.chls s . ' *
320 . PAINTING i . . —— 1,770.00 1,770.00 [ - . | . < ' . z ' oo
330 - POSTAGE , —— PAUVIRVY) 200.00 '~ 330 - Postage , . ) ) . | .
332 - TELEPHOME AND TELEGRAPH o e 250.00 250.00] | " ¥lyers, invitations, reservations, study material - .
340 - UTILITIES AND FUEL (EXCEPT MOTOR . b and correspondence ' 200.00-
VEHICLEY ' . 1 . X
260 - N:qc::c:\T;IZSED EQUIPMENT - SUPPLIES AND ' ‘ ' 332 - Telephone and Telegraph vzro o
TP . ) < -~ q 50,
356 - NMAINTENANCE SERVICE . COIquﬂlcaLlonS (eStlmatEd)
570 - RENT OF REAL ESTATE ' N,
378 . RENT OF EQUIPMENT (OTHER) ) - 335 .~ Travel \
133 . FOOD ) (J_ trial court judges,(50, Juvenlle court judges,
385 - 'OFFICE SUPPLIES . \1’8 lecturers, 8 Staff 192 _ persons
356 - EDUCATIONAL SUPPLIES Lodging and meals daily $32.00
590 . MAINTENANCE - MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES —— 200.00 ~___200.0 ’ plus 15% gratuity : 4.80 TN
390 - OTHER SERVICES AND SUPPLIES . A ) plus 6% sales tax 1,92 3$38. 72 dally rate / 1
i ,‘“‘WA - 193 persons x 3 days x $38.72 = 22~41§w88
450 - LAND AcaulsTion Sy 1' #dditional day for.juvenile judges (50) and sta:ff (10}
260 - CONSTRUCTION . BUILDINGS/STRUCTURES 60 persons x $38.72 = , 2,323.20
470 - BUILDING PURCHASE : ' ‘ace 400 1 @ @ 12¢ $48 00 ) ‘
450 . RENOYATIONS AND fODIFICATIONS @ Average miles o
~ Average tolls $3.00 x 2 (return) _6.00 $54 00 . . 10.422. 00
— - . A e O ,-ma«w:ax TR eer - 193 persons x $54.00 = ~ y Es.
ROD  APPLICANTS IN.CASH COMTAIBUTION {0 e tevasstel{ AT L] p
: RS i G ‘—.3,752; — ""”’f““‘ " Preliminary planning and travel .Eor staff 300.00
TOTAL BUDGET - 1 $43,000.00} 341,384.08 884 384,08 390 - Maintenance - Materials and Supplles
PENGENTAGE OF TOTAL MATCH AS .. . N .? Dlectronxc equlpment for reproduction 200.00
'RELATED TO PROJECT TOTAL (% R .
ORAW DOWN Funos 1st | 23nd 3rd ath N . ! Total Federal Funds Requested $41,384.08
; N oo ‘ - 2
MONEY NEEQED PER QUARTER FEDERAL S41,354.08 : g Total Applicant's Contribution 43,000.00
. r STATE BdY-lN! E , , . o o Total Project ' $84,384.08
G.J.C. Form 200-1.73 . S - ‘ | e . . - B
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13. PROJECT DESCRIPTION —~ PLEASE STATE CLEARLY AND IN DETAIL WITHIN FIVE PAGES IF POSSIBLE ,PRECISELY WHAT WILL BE
DONE, WHO WILL BE INVOLVED AND WHAT ISEXPECTED TO RESULT, USE THE FOLLOWING MAJOR HEADINGS:

3 PI{OBLEM

. RESULTS ANTICIPATED

. PROJECT ACTIVITIES AND TIMETABLE
jv. RESOURCES TO BE USED

v. EVALUATION PLAN .
NUMBER SUBSEQUENT PAGES CONSECUTIVELY, l.e., APPLICATION PAGE 4a, 4b, eotC:

I.. Problenm

) ' ' -

of the Appellate Courts, the Court of General Trial Jnrisdiction and the:

Courts of Initial‘JuriSdiction. There are presently 285 authorized Jjudges

of the Courts of Common Pleas in Pennsylvania. These judges are located in

59 Judicial Districts and rarely have an opportunity to discuss their mutual

problems concerning the 3ud1c1a1 systen,

The majority of these judges are members of the Pennsylvania Conference

of State Trial Judges. The Constitution of the Pennsylvania Conference of

1

State Trial Judges states that: "The object of the Conference is to promote:

the interests of justice throtghout the Commonwealth by gathering, studying:

and disseminating to its members information of interest to the Jud1c1ary,

by presenting and conducting prOgrams at meetings attended by persons

interested in the law and its procedure ., "

o Q

the trial judges for their expenses in connection with attending confer~

ences of this nature. It is.imperative'that such conferences be well

attended so that there may be a full discussion as to:WOrthwhile projects.
designed to improve the administration of the law., |

I[I. Results Anticipated

’

The Annual Conference will provide a forum for the mutual exchange

v

‘0of the courts of common pleas,

Underlthe Constitution of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, the judiciald . Pennsylvania.

bower of the state is vested in a unified judicial system consisting of all.

Tnere is no‘provision under the present law of Pennsylvania to reimburke

Governor's Justice Commission
APPLICATION FOR SUBGRANT

Page 4a

and analysis of information. We ant1c1pate that approx1mate1y 175 judges:

1nc1ud1ng 50 Juvenile court judges, will

e = —mr e

gttend this Conference. Details of the program are still in the planning,

stages, but undoubtedly will include an_iy51s of the new Crimes Code in®

Judges will be supplied with pamphlets and othexr printed.
material explaining in detail the contemplated changes in the Code. Aw
opportunity will be provided at the end of each lecture or discussion foxr
questions and answers. |

IIXI. Project Activities and Timetable

\

The methods to be employed in orienting the judges with the proposed
changes will be by lectnre and discussion in conjunctiocn with printed
pamphlets. In addition, mimeographed'and_Xeroxed materials will be distri~
buted in connection with indiVidual 1ectures. Lecturers and judges who haver
expertise in their fields W111 lecture on subject matters selected by the.
committee and designed to improve the administration of the judicial systrm.
Mat< ials will be sent to those.trial judges who are unable to . attend the

Conference,

Ivm Resources to Be Used

'Judges and lawyers who have particular expertise in the subject matters

“t0 pe used will be called upon to.lecture andrdiscuss specific topics.: The'

Administratlve Office of Pennsylvania Courts w111 handle the detailed planning

and the phy51ca1 arrangements in connection With the progect This office

' has previous experience in the planning and conducting of judicial seminars.
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APPLICATION FOR SUBGRANT  roges 1 A
Governor's Justice Commission . o | 14 )
APPLICATION FOR SUBGRANT Page 4b ' : STANDARD SUBGRANT CONDITIONS
: SENJCANT UNDERSTANDS AND AGREES THAT ANY SUBGRANT RECEIVED AS A RESULT
. . . . THIS APPLICATION SHOULD BE SUBJECT TO AND INCORPORATE THE FOLLOWI
The salaries of the personnel of this office have not been included as: part: SUBGRANT CONDITIONS: | NG
) ; ; ; : on 1 R - The subarantee shall submit, h time and in such f b ibed, such he Q.G
of the "soft mateh! in this application. . e Taaionabl g foGudng T repare, e sorors s ovasston repers. ot
) . Y pan o 2) Copyrights and Rights in Data. Where activities supported by this subgrant produce original computer programs, writing,..
The phys lcal facilities to be used for the- Conference will br 12 s.oundr recording, picto'r?al ?eproductions, "c/i:-awings, or other gralphic‘al representation and works of any similar nat'ure"

’ {the term ‘computer programs includes executable computer programs and supporting data in sny form}, the G.J.C.

$ 3 . . ’ and LEAA have the right to use, duplicate and disclose same in whole or part in any manner for any purpose whatsoever

Bedford Springs HOtel’ at Bedford’ Pennsylvanla’ which has served as the. and have others do so. If -“e material is copyrightable, the subgrantee may copyright such, provided that the G.J.C,
and LEAA reserve a royaliy-free non-exclusive and irrevocabie license to reproduce, publish, and use such materials,.

s 3. : . s - ' in whole or in part and to authorize others to do so. The subgrantee shall include provisions appropiate to effecuata
Site of previous educational conferences and has excellent accommodations ¢ \g the purposes of this condition in all contracts of employment, consultant’s agreements or other contracis.
Several hotels in the state were contacted with respect to their accommodatia 3} Patents. If any discovery or invention arises or is developed in the course of or as a result of work performed under-

this subgrant, the subgrantee shall refer the discovery or invention to the G.J.C. The subgrantee hereby agrees that
determinations of rights to inventions made under this subgrant shall be made by the Administrator of LEAA or his
. 2 s L duly authorized representative, who shall have the sole and exclusive powers to determine whether or not and where

and rates. The paCkage rate quOtEd by Bedford ,Sprlngs Hotel 1is comparable ' . a patent application should be filed and to determine the dispostion of all rights in such inventions, including title
Lo * c ° . to and license rights under any patent which may issue thereon. The determination of the administrator or his duly

Y e s — : .2 authorized representative, shall be accepted as final. In addition, the subgrantee hereby agrees and otherwise recognizes
to and in most instances lower than other quOtationS ° The quOtatj‘On' is ) that the G.1.C. and LEA'A shall acquire at least an irrevocable non-exclusive royalty-free license to practice and have-
practiced throughout the world for governmental purposes any invention made in the course of or under this subgrant,

K] — s . . A The subgrantee shall include provisions appropriate to effectuate the purposes of this condition in all contracts of
$32 per day, single rate, including room and meals. No additional charges. : employment, consultant's agréements or oiher contracts, ~

participation in, be refused the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to discrimination under subgrants awarded pursuant
of Public Law.90-351, as amended, or any project, program or adtivity supported by this subgrant. The subgrantee -
s . - must comply with the provisions and requirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and regulations issued

V. Evaluation Plan . by the U.S. Department of Justice and the LEAA thereunder as a condition of award of Federal funds and continued
: ' subgrantee support The subgrantee further must comply with the U.S. Department equal employment opportunity

regulation in Federally assisted programs, to the end that discrimination in employment practices of law enforcement
assistance agencies, and other agencies or offices administering, conducting or participating in any pragram or activity
N : receiving Federal financial assistance, on the grounds of race, color, creed, sex or national orgin, be eliminated. This

. . y : . ) subgrant condition shall be interpreted not to require the imposition in subgrant-supported projects of any percentage-
analys is both.as to SUbJ ect matter and nature of presentatlon. ,ObViOUS'IY’: - ratio, quota system or other programs to achieve racial balance or eliminate racial imbalance in a law enforcement
' : . ‘ . agency. The U.S. and the G.J.C. shall reserve the right to seek judicial enforcement of this condition, Provided,

I . . . ) S that the subgrantee shall also comply with all state laws prohibiting discrimination on the basis of race, creed, color,

.the final evaluation can Only be reflected through the ‘teChnlques whichr are. - oo nation orgin sex, or age and hereby consents to jurisdiction by the Pennsylvania Human relations Commission to determine
- . violations of such laws and to require affirmative action Programs, where appropriate. Failure of a subgrantee to

. . ) establish and conform to any affirmative action plan required by the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission may
learned ‘at th;S Conference, result ing in greater effic iency in the ) result in termination of subgrants and ineligibility of a subgrantee to receive additional funding from the G.J.C. until -
: such affirmative action plan is approved by the Pennsylvania Human Relations Commission and complied with by the

subgrantee. . N

will be made for any conference rooms dr si)ec ial facilities. . ‘ 4) Discrimination Prohibited, No p;erson shall, on the grounds of race, creed color or nationa! orgin, be excluded from

‘Each judge attending the Conference will be asked for his individual

administration of criminal juétice.

5}  Allowable Costs. The allowability of charges made to funds subgranted by the GJ.C. shall be determined in accordance

: . - . with the general principles of allowability and standards for selected cost items set forth in the Office of Management

! : N , : : ’ and Budget Circular No, A-87 entitled Principles for Determining Cost Applicable to Grants and Contracts with State
: : - and Local Gavernment and interpreted and amplified in the LEAA Financial Guide, as amended,

6) Expenses Not Aliowable. Subgrant funds shall not be expended for: ({a) items that are not part of the approved
. ) . . project budget or that are not separately approved by the G.J.C.; (b) purchase of land; (¢} dues to organizations or
- federations; (d) entertainment, This list is not exclusive. See subgrant condition number 5 above,

) L ) . - ’ o . 7} Fiscal Regulations. The fiscal administration of grants shall be subject to such further rules, regulations, and policies
I St : . ’ . : . concerning accounting and records payment of funds, cost allowability, submission of financial reports, etc. as may

’ ' : be prescribed by the G.J.C. consistent with the purposes and authorizations of Public Law 80-351, as amended by
Public Law 91-644 including those set forth in the LEAA Financial Guide, as amended.

8) * Recording and Documantation of Receipts and Expenditures. Accounting procedures must provide for accurate and

o : . i timely recording of receipt of funds by source, of expenditures made from such funds, and of unexpended balances,

o ’ o ) < i . ' ' Controls must be established which are adequate ta insure that expenditures charged to subgrant activities are for
. TR . : . ’ allowable purposes and that documentation is readily available to verify that the charges are accurata,

. . \ s
. . ;
* i

- . . ' P . ‘.

. ' .ol o L R .
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9)

10)

11)

12)

13)

14,

15)

16j

17

. 18)
19)

20)

21)

22)

©o23)

. Reporting Criminal Justice Statistics,

+ Termination of Aid.

© @ substantial failure to comply with the subgrant conditions or G.J.C. regulations in accordance with procedures set-
- forth in Section 510

Maintenance of Recards. All required records shall be retained in Pennsylvania for a period of three years after completians.

of a project or until all audit findings have been resolved, whichever is sooner.

Inspection end Audit. The G.J.C., The Auditor General of Pennsylvania, Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,.
and the Comptrolter of the United States or any of their duly authorized representatives, shall have access for the
purpose of audit and examination to any books, documents, papers and records of the subgrantee or its contractar
as provided by Section 521 of Public Law 00.351,

Utilization and Payment of Funds. Funds awarded are to be expehded only for purposes and activities covered by-
subgrantees’ approved project plan and budget.

Written Approval of Changes. Subgrantee shall obtain prior written approval from G.J.C, for project changes. Thesa~
include: (a) changes in project activities, designs, or research plans set forth in the approved application; (b) changes
in the project director or key professional personnel identified in the approved application; and (¢} changes in thu~
approved project budget, :

Project Income. All interest or other incoma earned by the subgrantee through the use of subgrant funds or as-a.
result of conducting the subgrant project {sale of publications, registration fees, service charges on fees, etc.) rmust™
be accounted for. Interest on subgrant funds must be returned to G.J.C. by check payable to ‘Governor's Justicex
Commission® and other income shall be applied to project purposes or in reduction of projects costs.

Title to Property. Title to property acquired in whole or in part with subgrant funds in accord with approved budgets:
shall vest in the subgrantee so long as it is being used for purposes authorized by P.L. 90-351, as amended. Discontinuation

use,

RS

Third Party Participation. No contract or agreement may be entered into by the subgrantes for execution of project-
activities or provision of services to a subgrant project (other than purchase of supplies or standard commercial or

Obligation of Subgrant Funds. Subgrant funds may not, without advance written approval by G.J.C., be obligated
prior to the effective date or following the termination date of the approved subgrant period, Substantial prograe™
implementation is required within 60 days of the date specified in the award letter. Failure to achieve such program-
status within such time limit may result in termination of the subgrant. Obligations outstanding as of the termination*
date shall be liquidated within 90 days. Such obligations must be related to goods or services provided and utilized:
within the subgrant period and for approved project costs,

Assumption of Costs. Subgrantee agrees to assume the costs of the project after the period of subgrant assistance:
ends. Nevertheless, the G.J.C., where appropiate, may consider continuation funding of the project provided tha~
subgrantee demonstrates its intent to ultimately assume its complete costs.

Supplantation: Subgrantee agrees not to use herein granted funds to supplant local funds but to use such funds tov
augment the full local funds budgeted for criminal justice.

Timing of contributions, The full subgrantee matching share must be contributed no later than tha date at which.
all of the subgrant funds have been expended,

When required, the subgrantee shall provide statistical information as requested
by the Attorney General of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania or his duly authorized agent, thereby complying with
Act 188 of 1969, known as the Uniform Criminal Statistics Law. '

Purchases. When required by applicable state statutes, government applicants shall purchase services, materials and
equipment from the lowest bidder, after advertising for bids. .

This subgrant may be terminated or fund payments discontinurd by the G.J.C. where it finds

and 511 of P.L, 90-351, as smended by P.L. 91.644,

Criminal Penalties. Notice is hereby given the Federal law provides: Whoever embezzles, willfully misapplies, steals,
or obtains by froud any funds, assets or property which are the subject of a grant or contract or other form of assistance
pursuant to this title (P.L.90-351, as amended by P.L. 91-644), whether received directly or indirectly from the [L.E.A.A.
Administration, shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisioned for not more than five years or both, Whoever
knowingly and willfully falsifies, conceals or covers up by trick, scheme, or device, any material fact in any records
required to be maintained pursuant to this title, shall be subject to proscution under the provisions of Section 1001
of Title 18, United STates Code. Any law enforcement program or project underwritten, in whale or in part, by
any grant, or contract or other form of assistance pursuant to this title, whether received directly or indirectly from

the [ _Low Enforcement Assistance] Admiristration, shall be subject to the provisions of Section 371 of Title 18,
United States Code.’ )

T | ’
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24)

25)

26)

27

For amplification of the Relocation Provisions see LEAA CGuideline Manual M €100.1, pages 28:30 and LEAA Cuidelines
40811, . .

28}

29)

30)

i Within a reasonable period of time prior to displacement, decent, safe and satisfactory replacement must be availables

i kept by sub.grantees or their contractors, relating™
fmation. Al records, papers and mhe.r documents key € ) |
&elfeacs:ipgfarl\?ifgisposition of subgrant funds shall be available for inspection by the public under the terms and conditions

of the Federal Freedom of Information Act (5 U.S.C. 522).

imi ice Information Systems, the subgrantee agreess
i ems. In respect to programs related to Criminal Justice
:g?r:g:a:te'ot:n?ynﬁn;nunm provi‘l)lons ars made for system securlity, the protection of .lndlvldual privacy and the Insurance:
of the Integrity akd accuracy of cI:’ata collection. The subgrantee further agrees:

] That all computer software produced under this subgrant will t:\el rpadg available ts:yha%amini%;téegir;tr /:\;S;l:‘la‘lgt;:?
' ini i i in the criminal justice communi
Administration for transfer to authorized users in ! m v & han that
i i ted in sufficient detail to enable a comp
i associated with the transfer, Syster:ns will be documen It ! A :
g:'roeg:;‘s/ing staff to adapt the system, or portions thereof, to usage on a computer of similar size and configuration,

of any manufacturer.

) .To rovide a complete copy of documentation to the cognizant degral Regi_onal Office, upon requist, and z::
) comzlete copy to the Systems Development Division, Office of Criminal JgstlcesAssustandce, La:v En g;aier?t?r?g
i ini i i in i t be limited to System description, .
ce Administration. Documentation will include, but.no t ) | de
Il:lssst'rs\;ac?i:ns User Instructions, Program Maintenance Instructions, input forms, file descriptions, report formats,
program listings and flow charts for the system and programs.

i icati i i i i der that they may be transferred:
ble all application programs will be written in ANS COB_OL in order the 0 :
“ -rregztilyhti)neav:gtﬁ‘;?lauthorized user, Where the nature of the task requires a scientific programming language;,

ANS FORTRAN should be used,

it hi i i Iready produced and available without ,
| himself, to the maximum extent practicable, of computer software alrea i
d. Zl?a?;:.l T'on’linsu're that reasonable effort is extended in this area, LEAA publications and Federal Regional Systems

Specialists should he consulted.

iotati i isi i 42 US.C. 1857 et. seq., as amended
t . In accord with the provisions of the-Clean Air Act, . i r )
E{’ei’nLqu-‘6\82-‘gl:c'iat:n:n;resigeni?s Executive Order 11602, subgrants or contracts will not be made to parties convicted+

of any offense under the Clean Air Act.

Relocation Provisions, The subgrantee shall assure to the G.J.C..that any program un_der yv?’;ich fmanc-fal assns:;\::
must be used to pay all or part of the cost of any program or project which will result in displacement of any p

shall provide that:

1

a Fair and reasonable relocation payments and assistance shall be provided to or for displaced persons as are required .
in such regulations as are issued by the U.S. Attorney General,

b. Relocation or assistance programs shall be provided for such persons in accordance with such regulations issued*
by the U.S. Attorney General,

to the displaced person in accordance with_ such regulations as issued by the U.S. Attorney General,

Environmental Impact. Any application for subgrants, subcontracts, Etﬁ' involvi?gr:‘ (2' t};tzscg;;tr::stii;g,espu(l;ci:i};aéihc;:
il i i i ing the use of herbici H
i f facilities; (ii) the implementation of programs |nvolv_|ng of he : |

:tl:‘t?gant;oge?ermined by the LEAA Regional Administrators to possibly have.ads:%mfg:antt.oer:‘ff?gg(«')zr;‘é;\eogtialenn;fmtnhj

i 1 i i i i lysis as required by Secti
environment, must include either a detailed environmental ana | ] (2hthe National

i ; i i i the proposed action will not have a significant impac
Environmental Policy Act or a substantiated declaration 'that sed action. ani

i i ministrators shall review the subgrant:
environment. Before accepting a negative declar?tnon LEAA Regiona ator:

ggpltit:;tion and verify that an environmental statement is not necessary, (See LEAA Gm.delme Manuel M4100,1 pages

21.26). ' ‘ ,

i i i Y i ‘ in" whole or ir part with subgrant funds must
f lanes and Helicopters. Airplanes and helicopters purchased in' w
ggougedA;g:' tho purposes stated in the application and may not be used for non-law enforcement purposes by State

and local officials. .

i i ion in, be denied the benefits
i ort. No person shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from participation in, | 2 t _
E?u;?&nsggiztéd to disgrimination under any education program or activity receiving GJ.C. financial assnstagt;ea;mth
the exception of the qualifications set forth in Title 1X, Section 901(a) of Pu!?hc Lew 92-312 (86 Stat, .

' . . .
. . ,

crve————

2

-~
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APPLICATION FOR SUBGRANT

GOVERMNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION

SUBGRANT NO,~ FOR G.J.C.usg

Page 5e .

SUBGRANT NO.— FOR G.J.C.USE

GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION

31)

32)

33)

34)

Evaluation. The subgrantee understands and agrees that an evaluation of this project may be required by the Governor's «
Justice Commission, with such evaluation being funded from the project budget. The Governor's Justice Commission®
reserves the right to select the individual or organization contracted to conduct such evaluation activities.

Conditions Applicabla to Large Construction Program Grants. Funds for construction of facilities which require letting~
8 contract amounting to $100,000 or more to a private company or Individual require a bid guarantee equivalant
to 5 percent of the hid price, a performance bond on the part of the contractor for 100 percent of the contrsct.
price and a payment bond on the part of the contractor for 100 pércent of the contract price.

Conditions Applicable to all construction and Renovation Programs. Funds for facilities construction or renovation,'

regardiess of size require that architectural and other needed professional services shall be obtained upon the basis+
snd consideration of professional competence to deliver the required services. Contractual fee obligations for such~
services shall be in accordance with the prevailing suggested schedules of recognized professional organizstions,

Construction Contracts. The applicant hereby agrees that is will incorporate or cause to be incorporated into any

contract for construction work, or modification thereof, as definded in the regulations of the U.S, Secretary of Labor~
et 41 CFR Chapter 60, which is paid for in whole or in part with funds obtained from the Federal government or.
borrowed an the credit of the Federal government pursuant to a grant, contract, loan, insurance, or guarantee, or

undertaken pursuant to any Federal program involving such grant, contract, loan, insurance, or guarantee, the following,
equal employment opportunity clause;

During the performance of a contract, the contractor agrees as follows:

. &  The contractor will not discriminate against any employea or applicant for employment because of race, clolor,

religion, sex, or national origin. The contractor will take affirmative action t0 ensure that applicants are employed
and that employees are treated during employment without regard to their race color, religion, sex, or national
origin, Such action shall include, but not be limited to the foliowing: Employment, upgrading, demotion, or
transfer, recruitment or recruitment advertising, layoff or termination, rates of pay or other forms of compensation,
and selection for training, including apprenticeship. The contractar agrees to post in conspicious places, availablew
to employees and applicants for employment, notices to be provided setting forth the provisions of the -
nondiscrimination clause.

b. The contractor will, in all soficitation or advertisements for employees plated by or on behalf of the contractor,
state that all qualified applicants will receive consideration for employment without regard to race, color, religion
sex, or national origin. .

¢. The contractor will send to each Iabcr union or representative of workers with which he has a collective bargaining-
agreement ar other cantract or understanding, a notice to be provided advising the said labor union or workers™
representatives or the contractor’s commitments under this section, and shall post copies of the notice in conspicuous.
places availeble to employees and applicants for employment.

d. The contractor will comply with all provisions for Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 1965, and of the-
rules, regulations, and relevant orders of the Secretary of Labor. .

e. The contractor will furnish all information and reports required by Executive Order 11246 of September 24,
1965, and by rules, regulations, and orders of the Secretary of Labor, or pursuant thereto, and will permit access'
to his books, records, and accounts by the administering agency and the Secretary of Labor for purposes of
investigation to ascertain compliance with such rules, regulations, and orders,

f. In the event of the contractor’s noncompliance with the nandiscrimination clauses of this contract or with any.
of the said rules, regulations, or orders this contract may be canceled, terminated, or suspended in whole or in
part and the contractor may be declared ineligible for fusther Govermment cantracts or Federally assisted
construction contrants in accordance with procedures authorized in Executive ORder 11246 of September 24,
1965, and such other sanctions may be imposed and remedies invoked as provided in Executive Order 112468
?f Spetember 24, 1865 or by rule, reguiation, or order of the Secretary of Labor, or as otherwise provided by«
aw, : . .

g. The contractor will include the portion of the sentence immediately preceding paragraph {a) and the provisions:
- . of paragraphs (a) through{g) in every subcontract or purchase order unless exempted by rules, regulations, or-
orders of the Secretary of Labor issued pursuant to Section 204 of Executive Order 11246 of September 24,
19685, so that such provisions will be binding upon each subcantractor or vendar. The contractar will take such
action with respect to any subcontract or purchase order as the administering agency may direct as a means of
enforcing such provisions, including sanctions for noncompliance: Provided, however, that in the event a contractor
becomes involved in, ur is threatened with, litigation iwht a subcontractor or vendor as a result of such direction

by the administering agency, the contractor may request the United States to enter into such titigation to protect

_the interests of the United States, . :

The applicant further agrees that it will be bound by the sbove equal opportunity clause with respect to its
own employment practices when it participates in Federally assisted construction work: Provided, that if the
epplicant so participating is a State or local government the ebove equal émployment opportunity clause is not
applicable to any agency, instrumentality or subdivision of such government which does not participate in work
on or under the contract, . :

\

L ' . x

 APPLICATION FOR SUBGRANT ree s

3s)

.t

36)

. 3N

38)

at it wi i i i he sdministering agency and the Secrctary
i s that it will assist and cooperate actively with t : !
E?BL:ggt}‘?inébiggg?ng the compliance of contractors ang subcomractofriv;!th :L\s‘e'?\xslllIe&\frl‘?syhn:ﬁgtag;ﬁgfst&?::é
i f the Secretary of Labor, ;
clause and the rules, regulations, and relevant order.s o Labor, that I eiam of such compHiance
L etary of Labor such information as they may require io S C iance,
i?\%n?{waatn?t wﬁis;tcf:erwza assist the edministering egency in the discharge of the agancy's primary responsibility

for securing compliance. .

it wi i ing i tract or contract modificaticn subject”
i er agrees that it will refrain from entering into any con
';h%iggintcis:tof:xdr;rr\ 112g46 of September 24, 1965, with a contractor dgbarred tﬁ:crpm?sr ;{Jhrgugist n‘%t &eemg::::ﬁ\tt;c;.
igibili 3 derally assisted construction contr E
eligibility for, Government contracts and Fe ) i con l e runity. dlause
i i ities for violation of the egual employ
Order and will carry out such sanctions and pena f the ¢ o e o of & 2bor
i d subcontractors by the administering agency Secreta
as may be mpose om0 D of the E i Ia addition, the applicant agrees that if it fails or refuses.
. Part 11, Subpart D of the Executive ‘Order‘ n addition, B . ils ©
?:"zgi?;iytowifh the’se ungertakings. the administering z(;genct:y TBIVO;E:\‘(einasrxaz::eallg;\?;r::'fteftaoll'lfglrg?nafrtc;?:‘ext:?&?ag-
i i i t {contrac . ' H ?
terminate, or suspend in whole or in part this gran , e, B e refund occurred
istance to the applicant under the program with respec 2 .
f::\{ilﬁ;ar:?sigcf;?yﬁa;ssurance of ?Sture compliance has been received from such appticant; and refer the case to

the Department of Justice for appropriate legal proceedings.

) incor g i : t. or ather documents under which-
icability. opriate language incorporated in each tontract, subcontract, h
aﬁ\ﬂlsc:l:gnt‘g bftﬁ:ggrrse%,' the suggrgntee shali assure that these standard conditions and where applicable, Part E

special conditions, apply to all recipients of assistance,
: iti licable, the following special conditions for-
i of thesa standard subgrant conditions and where app . ! A
;ret::?piee?\‘:smzrfm;?z?t é funds, shall not relieve the subgrantee from complying with all other fedaral, stata, or local
requirements no matter wherein contained. . .

K]

Special Conditions for Recipients of Part E Funds:

i ; ot ba:
itle and control of Part E funds and t|_t_le to'prcper‘ty may not
B rwise, even though these may be utilized in the implementation
A it not be diverted to oter than-

Control of Funds and Title to Prc:f;?enyl.(_ e

sferred to provate agencies, profit-making or o 08
::nPart E efforts including the' surchase of services and Part E funds and property wi
correctional uses.

Personnel and Program Standards. The subgrantes assures 10 the G.J.C. that personnel standards and programs of’

the institution and facilities reflect advanced practices.

ildi tion funded for which there is anfintended use’
Ay e 0 whe publi in the employment or residence
physically- handicapped persons.’

ilding Access far Physically Handicapped. i i
?!:g{ wi% require that such building or facility be accessible to the public or may rets;l:
therein of physically handicapped persons rmust be so constructed as to assure tha
will have ready access to, and use of such buildings.
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APPLICATION FOR SUBGRAN Page 6 3 | - TEMPLE UNIVERSITY
® | 'Y SCHOOL OF LAW
‘ ) PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYLVANIA 19122
.1i5 ' ) eonen OFFICE OF THE DEAN IVI ar‘Ch 272 1974
® att ‘st IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Subgrant Application to be executed, 10
do:o ed, and ensealed by their proper officials, pursuant to due and legal acnon authorizing the same to bn : e
Administrative Office of Pennsylvania: Courts.
February 26, 1973 , Name of Public Body or Organization : . ,
. - A ‘ Mr. Gerald Croan . .
.H sy_/S/ - 1@ Evaluation Management Unit
SIGNATURE A. Evans Kephart ' . Governor's Justice Commission | )
nree Court Administrator of Pennsylvania: | P. O" Box 1167 _ ‘
. TITLE OF ATTESTING OFFICER _ ‘ , . Harrisburg, Pennsylvania
d o ' ' I vavi o ' ‘ e Re: DS-344-73 Final Report;: Evaluation of the
. (SEAL) ) - : ) . ’ 1973 Annual Meeting of the Pennsylvania Conference
: : : of State Trial Judges
TITLE I . : ,
. ! _ . T ' ' IR Dear Mr. Croan:
| ' Co ‘ BY __ — ‘ {1e
' o h ' . L ‘ Enclosed herewith is Appendix I of the Bedford Springs
APPROVED: T o Final Report. Please place it where it belongs immediately after
, TITLE i page 35 of the text which you should have already received.
. : . .
¢ SOLICITOR : . - . . le Sincerk lyt
_ " , ' Peter J. Liacouras
# 'CONTROLLER; WHERE APPLICABLE X ’ : 1o Dean
% PJL:mcn
APPROVALS . ' g enc.
COMPTROLLER, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE DATE :
16. | centify that a Grant Award hes been received from . W
the Federal government, U, S, Department of Justice, C ) I
? LEAA, to pay the herein stated amount during the . ‘ N o
Fiscal Year. C o i
17, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMWMISSION . . DATE
18. CHAIRMAN, GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION , ' ' DATE
S @
. 1
19. APPROVED AS TO FORM AND MANNER OF EXECUTION : o DATE
BY ' ' , . DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 1
GJ.C. 200.1.73 . 3 | S
. S . . [ . S . % ¢




This questionnaire has been designed as part of an effort to
evaluate the Annual Meeting of the Conference of the State Trial
Judges. We know how valuable yoir time is, You should also
know how much we value your judgmgrft. We would appreciate

your cooperation in completing the attached questionnaire, We
expect to use the responses tc insure an even finer conference
in future years., Please do not sign your name to the question-

naire; the results of this inquiry will remain strictly confidential.

ald

* The Evaluatlori Team

QUESTIONNAIRE FOR THE 1973 ANNUAL MEETING
OF THE PENNSYLVANIA CONFERENCE OF STATE TRIAL JUDGES

«

Please answer the following questions as fully as practicable:

i, Was this conference, taken as a whole, helpful to you professionally ?
(Positive responses - 120)
(Negative resporises - D)

L3
<

2, Did the currieulum meet your expoctations? Yes 96 No 1l

Please explain your answer,
-“':*",\'

»

3. Which curriculum areas would you estimate are the most valuable to you?

(For responses: refer to the question number following each program.)

General: . Juvenile:

Judicial Supervision of Court~ An Analysis of the New Juvenile Court Act Q.36
Related Personnel Q.29 Ramifications of the New Juvenile Court ActQ, 37

New Pénnsylvania Crimes Code Q.30 Treatment Responsibility of the Juvenile

Judicial Inquiry and Review BoardQ.31 Court Q.3¢

Sentencing in Pennsylvania Care of the Delinquent Child Q.34

Corrections and Prison Furloughs Q.32 Volunteers and Other Alternatives to ‘

Prompt Trial and Disposition of Commitment Q.4

Q.41

Cases - Q.33 ‘Juvenile Court in Pennsylvania
Recent Developmeénts in the Law Q.34 : :
Proposed Legislation on Parole Q.32
ABA Committee Report on Standards

for the Administration of Criminal Justice Q.35

Orphan's Court:

Probate, Estates and Fiduciaries Code Q.42

Significant Recent Opinions Q.43
, Compensation - Piduciaries and Attorneys Q.44
Discussion on Submitted Questions Q.45

’

4, Which curriculum areas (see listing above) would you estimate are the
least valuable to you? See Appendix IT, p. iil.

i




Questions 5-12 relate to the quality of the arrangements for the conference,
Please check the appropriate block.

Poor Fair Good Very Good Excellent

5. Living accommodations 1 12 49 37 ' 16

6. Meeting accommodations ?
(e.g., sound, room size, o ln 40 48 16 ]
visibility, ventilation)

7. Food - 13 | 26 | 4l 29 2

8. Length of conference - ' 1 2 43 43 29

9. Location (including transportation) 4 6 26 36 | 40

10, Time of year: convenience 2 3 ‘23 43 4] 3

g
11. Daily schedule 3 | 6 40 39 | 24 “
12. Social and recreational provisions 2 9 29 4] 24 :

13. From what source did you learn of this conference? State Ct. Administrator = 27;
Conference - 62; Executive Committee - 7; Mall - 7; President Judge - 2; Verbally - 1.

- PR

14, What was the major inducement in your decision to attend this conference
(e.qg., facilities, opportunity to bring spouse, substantive program, golf
. - tournament, opportunity to exchange perspectives with other judges, etc.)?

. ' FPaclilities - 5; Suouse - 9: Substantive proaram - €63: Exchange - 80;
Past Conferences - 4; All - 4.

15. Would you prefer to have shorter lunch periods without substantive content?
Yes 35 "No 74 ' ‘ :

16. Would you prefer to lengthen the conference to four déys and confine the _3
educational sessions to the inorning? Yes 48 No = 67 ' §

17. Would you prefer to shorten the conference by scheduling only substantive
actlvities? Yes 9 - No 101 ' - ‘

. '..111 ‘




The conferenc h ~ The following items pertain to the substantive programs presented during the
and vaiue to Peinssc;lig-atito jstczess certain skills and techniques of interest | - conference. Please rate the areas covered by circling ths appropriate number
' ania judges. y and explaining each answer in the space provided, Each topic area will list
P PY two items to consider: content and presentation.
Did the co , \ .
o the kindrlsfirfegfsbfrogreat;n, taken as a whole, adequately address itself Items 29-35 are o be rated by those attending the general sesslons,
ems that yo C » . ‘

Judicial capacity? Yes 9Y3 u enuountelz\}:r expelc3t to enccunter in your p It 36-41 o to b cod b : " tond : th | " : ¥

) _ 3 . ems -4] are to be rated by those atten ing the juvenile sess ons.

Ple
| ase explain your answer. Therc was a feeling expressed by several

Jud .
arege—s ;gitﬂfhe program was too heavily weighted toward the criminal ‘ . i Items 42-45 are to be rated by those attending the Orphans Court sesslons.
ey understood this was because of LEAA funding. ' -
Were the‘particular skills Items 46-47 are to be completed by all participants.
which you consider to b (;r techniques stressed at the conference those .
b o -1 ) eso co;‘tinumg importance? ' p o 29, Report on Judicial Supervision of Court Related Personnel. o
5 6 7 8 9 F . Responses: (2 > 1 a4 -Jlo 4 1B 1B 1
Negative 10 1 p : .. .
Responses: i Ne;.ttral ‘ s lPOSitive | Content: (I)\I ti 2 3 4 = ir 1 - 6 7 8 _ 9“:i 10
) 5 15 N egative eutra ositive
i}i}st those skills or techniques covered during the conference whi )h 4 ' ' ‘
ink will be the most helpful. ch you 3 - Presentation: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
) See Appendix II, p.i. T CF ® Negative , Neutral . Positive
‘ i cl}espons;as: (2 . 1 1 8 5 15 19 9 15)
Comments: -

. List those skills or techni '
ques which yo :
See Appendix II, p. 1v. you think received inadequate coverage, *

panel on the New Pennsylvania Crimes Code.

J ‘
. Responses: (2 3 2 2 3 16 10 15 25 14 15)
List those skills or technique ' Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
: ques which i - .

See Appendlx I, p. L. you think received adequate coverage. Negative | Neutral Positive
7 presentation; 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Has th : . ‘ R (%\Iegatiwe 4 '1 Neul%'al 10 1 27 Polséitivele)

as ' esponses: : -
e conference assisted you in recognizing and. coping with new or _C__________omI?nents:

emerging issues? Yes 89

Please explain your answer. " 7

See Appendix II, p.1i..

Repeat of past years = 4; Not enough time - 11,

Judicial Inquiry and Review Board,

Responses: (1 2 1 2 7 14 20 22 23 116)

N Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
Megative Neutral . Positive

Presentation: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
coverage and the opportunity'to exchange perspectives among the participants

Negative Neutral Positive
Responses: (1 1 1 2 6 14 12 23 25 16

To what extent did the' conference build ' - ,
experiegce?l : 2 .- uild on and relate to your previous ‘%more sinfistical data - 1; Needs less time = 3
8 9 - 10 -
Negative Neutral 10 panel on Corrections and Prison Furloughs. ‘
Responses: ( 1 - 1 4 - 1 . Positive Responses: ' - (3 11 6 8 31 28 16)
- SRR _ u 17 s 19 18 Content: o 1 2 3 4 5 - 8 g lo
' Negative ' ‘Neutral : Positive
g Presentation: 0 1 2 3 4 5 - 7 8 9 10
) Negative - Neutral Positive
' Responses: (2 11 10 8 26 29 14)
v Comments: _(_)bjectlons to presence of prisoners - 2: considered unnecessary

_subject = 12: too one-sided - 3: showed different perspectives of corrections = 4.
vi |




34..

35.

36 .

Prompt Trial and Disposition of Cases.

Responses: (1 2 2 15 5 16 25 15 13)
Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral Positive

Presentation: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Comments:

Negative Neutral Positive
Responses: (1 1 1 12 4 11 29 19 11)
_Not enough attention given to specific problems of the

smaller (one-and two-judge) counties - 7)

Recent Developments in the Law. - .
Responses: (1 1 3 4 5 13 10 18 18 15 8)

Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral Positive

Presentation: 0 i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
: Negative Neutral Positive

Responses: (1 2 4 12 9 20 19 19 10)

Comments: more time or coverage of recent decisions rather
than statutory -8

Report of Committee on ABA Standards for the Administration of Criminal Justice,

Responses: (12~ 4 -16 18 10 7)

Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative . ~ Neutral Positive

Presentation: 0 1 2 3 4 . 5 () 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral Positive

Responses: , (12 7 11 20 7 9)

Comments:

Analysis of the New Juvenile Court Act.

Responses: (2 2 7 10 18 13)

Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

: ' Negative Neutral : Positive

Presentation: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral ' - Positive
' (3 1 7 5 16 17)

Responses:
Comments:

vil

‘3&

39,

40

Panel on Ramifications of the New ]‘uveﬁile Court Act,

Responses: . (2 6 13 19 11
Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10)
Negative Neutral ' Positive

Presentation: 0 1. 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Negative Neutral

| Positive
Responses: . ' ‘ (2 2 15 15 14)
Comments: .' ' '
Panel on Treatment Responsibility of the Juvenile Court,
Responses: (2 2 10 15 8 7
Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral ' Positive
Presentation: 0 1 2 3 4 s 6 7 g g9 10
. Negative Neutral Positive
esponses: ' 2 3 ‘
Comments: ( ° 2 ° K
Care of the Delinquent Child. '
Responses: (2 1 1 1 4 4 8 9 3
. 3
Content; 0 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10)
Negative . Neutral Positive
Presentation: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral Positive
Responses: (1 1 2 5 6 5 9 5 )

Comments: __ Possibly too vague or conciliatory a panel as we

recelved several complaints specifically mentioning it.

Panel on Volunteers and other Alternatives to Commitment.

Responses: - (1 4 2 4 10
Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 l; f()J

: ’ ~Negat1ve - Neutral Positive
Presentation: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

. Negative Neutral Positive
Responses: (1 4 ' 5 8 10 3)
Comments: o o

-
vili




a1 .,

42

43,

.44 .

Juvenile Court in Pennsylvania.

iIx -

Responses: @ 1 3 3 12 7. 4)

Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral Positive

Presentation: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral ' Positive

" Responses: . (1 1 1 2 12 10 . 4)

Comments:

Panel on Probate, Estates and Fiduciaries Code.

Responses: (1 1 2 3 6)

Contenrt; 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral Positive

Presentation: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral Positive

Responses: (1 2 3 7)

Comments:

Panel on Significant Recent Opinion-Orphan's Court Law. )

Responses: (1 : 2 1 6)

Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negadve Neutral Positive

Presentation: 0 1 2 ' 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral Positive

Responses: (1 2 2 5)

Comments: ‘

Panel program on Compensation-"iduciaries ana Attorheys. -

Responses: ' (r. - 2 2 1 4)

Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral Positive

Presentation: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral . Positive

Responses: ) (1 3 2 4)

Comments: .

!

kY

45,

47,

Sex '

Discussion on submitted questions,

Responses: (1 1 3 1 3 5 2 8)
Content: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Negative Neutral Positive

Presentation; 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 -8 9 10

Negative Neutral Positive
Responses: ' (1 3 1 4 4 2 10

Comments: More time for questions - 3

We would appreciate any additional comments on this year's conference that
you think would be constructive in the planning of future conferences.

See Appendix II, p. vi.

The Evaluation Unit of the Governor's Justice Commission elicits and uses for
statistical purposes only, the following demographic data. Please be assured
that these ard all other answers will be kept confidential,

Years on bench .
Years at the bhar

Marital status

Number of children

Geographic jurisdiction: urban

See Appendix III

suburban
rural
Ethnic origins
Age
Race

Religious prefgrence




S s - ' ' e ., MAJOR EVALUATIONS UNDERWAY OR COM
) (’U/%WM /4/\ %jf%ﬂ ° . NDERWAY OR COMPLETED IN YOUR SPA

Project or Program being Evaluated:

L ~ . ' % ey : _ Grant Title: (DS-344=73A)  Annual Conference of Pennsylvania

0 (’nclude grant number)

State Trial Judges
/dé’/i‘g}/”t{lﬂaf (’/Z{C ﬁ%(wd/ oy AL 7//’%7'1 - /%v?// (Tla geet@eg

Grantee- Administrative Office of Pennsylvanla Courts

<. ‘ [ o .
M/,q /J/tv/*’g% {Z@,{/j\ o . Brief Description: Four day seminar dealing with recent develop-
- (both project and evaluation effort,
/ _ ments in law and Juvenlle court problems for judges 6.’ the trial
<h ' /c — 2D CT 712hon PNl ® -
\ / . courts of general jurisdiction.

&’/M/G/L ey /W e O

@?@t’w o/&(/%ﬂ /MZWM | | ’

| - ' x Scheduled date of final Evaluation Report: March 26, 1974
//’@ﬂé’hv

o

B Person to contact concerning the Evaluation:
(/@7/9\/7 il 4;.% . v . . . ‘
/L/V/r 1 S . Christine A. Fossett, Chief, Evaluation & Monitoring Unit
g ' name
/é_ M % //(/674 ~. (Govez'nor 's. Justice Commission, Department of Justice
. : LN (gguress)
. ” 1107, Harrisburg, PA., 17120
7 — (_6 W/Z 0'7‘/2(}% O{é/lﬁk//, //.'/‘/(_ re E,{- T17-787-1422
. . //Ulﬂvglt?é7 C/:;»;LC%/7 5 — £ (telephone)
7 7 7 < . . ’ ’ . .
,//¢l?£:421b<? 0<y2(’4>qA*7éé/7:;%z ~ * ¢ If completed, is Evaluation Report on file with NCJRS? yes X

D o — - o WS R e e e

Please mail completed form to:

l
:
: i
\ .
{7/ Cooif s v ' Keith Miles ,
y » ' Office of Evaluation .
- - LEAA-NILECJ
- Department of Justice
.} Washington, D.C. 20530
/ .
. . -
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