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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION

Probation and parole for convicted offenders are alternatives to
incarceration to improve the potential for individual rehabilitation within the
community through job opportunities, education opportunities, family
relations and community support., Parole is release from prison to serve
the unexpired sentence in the communrity under supervision according to
rules of conduct specified by the Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole,
Probation is a sentence served in the community under supervision with
rules of conduct specified by the Court and the Board.,

The Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Perole, unlike many state
parole agencies, combines case decisions and caseload management within
the agency. The Board members determine paroles, reparoles and revocations
of adult offenders. The Board staff provides case information and recommend-~
ations and also supervires cases on parole, Upon request by County Courts,
the stafi also supervises "special probation and parole cases" and provides
pre—-sentence investigations,

In early 1971, the Board opcrated with a Central Office in Harrishurg
and nine District Offices located throughout the state. The Philadelphia
District Office suparvised half of the state caseload. To varying degrees
the other District Offices were considered too large and centralized.
Caseloads per agent were high according to standards recommended by the
National Council on Crime and Delinguency.

The Oumibus Crime Control and Safe Strects Act of 1968 provided
funds through the Pennsylvania Governor's Justice Commission for several
subgrants to the Board. In early 1972, Regional Offices were establishod
in cach of the CGovernor's six Human Service Regions and ten Sub-Offices
wore located 1o serve localized cascloads throughout the Commonwealth,

The Regional Office and Sub~Offices Project is presently under a continuation
subgrant and has been in operation for two years.,

MetaMetrics Inc., a private firm specializing in planning, rescarch
and evaluation in criminal justice, conducted the evaluation of the Regional
Offices and Sub-~Offices, Coatinuation Subgrant DE-360-73A/L awarded
by the Pennsylvania Governor's Commission, for the period July 1, 1973
to April 1, 1974, An interim report was compleied on December 14, 1973,
This report presents the final results of the evaluation.
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SECTION 2
EVALUATION SUMMARY

In early 1972, Regional Oifices staffed by a Director and Secretary were
established in Philadelphia, Allentown, Harmrisburg, Williamsport, Pittsburgh
and Erie, Sub-Oflices were established in Scranton, Reading, Norristown,
Lancaster, York, State College, Johnstown, Greensburg, Sharon-Farrell and
Aliguippa. In Ociober of 1873, the Johnstown Sub-Office was converied for
the SRS project]' . The current subgrant is a continuation of the project with
all components having compieted at least two years of operation. Accordingly,
the wroblems of start-up including staffing, facilitics and equipment have
been overcome and the project is at full operation and yroviding services to
clients.

2.1 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

According to the Pennsylvania Boord of Probation and Parole, the initial
suborants enabling the establishment of Kegional Offices resulted in more
effective administration and services delivery in acecord with the Board's noew
philosophy, programs and objectives, The establishment of the Sub-Oftices
providad for more readily avellable serviceg, closer relationships and support
from the local communily, lower cascloods and optimal reintegration of offenders
into the community.

Objectives of the continuation subgrant were to:

o provide improved information for decisions through
increased understanding of the offender, reduced
caseloads, contect with family, and contect with
local court and police

Q assist the Board through decentralizing of certain
ase decisions to Regional Offices

Q

o provide improved delivery of parole services through
reducing agent and client travel time

IThe Social Rehabilitation Service of the U.S. Department of Health, Education
and Welfare provides funds for parole suparvision of specialized cascloads
including alochol dependence, drug dependence and welfare cases,
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o _ address client rehabilitation requirements through use of
community resources and programs such as Public Assist-
ance and Employment Security

o) implement ncw parole programming including Guided Group
Interaction and assistance in employment

o) relate to client in a comimunity setting rather thon in an
alient and hurcaucratic setting

o obtawmn community understanding and assistance in the
client rehshiliation process

o) relate parole services to community culiural requirements

o) improve agent effectiveness through an understending of
his role or rehabilitation in the comnmunity

o) reduce agent turnover and caseload transier through
enhancement of agent community status and role

o) increase staff effectiveness through team approzch in
client rehabilitation and mutual staff developmerd

2.2 PROJECT ACTIVITIES

Regional Offices serve a program development and coordination function,
Regional Directors played an important role in Community Parole Center and
Sub-Office development, More recently, they facilitated the institution of the
SRS program. The philosophy of regionalization is one of decenfralization.
The Board is systematically delegating activities and decisions to the Regional
and Disirict Offices. Chief among these arc bail decisions, personnel hiriag
and transfer, final discharge notice, and parole violation hearings.

The Sub-Offices are, in cffect, non-urban Community Parole Centers.
The typical staff consists of a supervisor, two to threc parole agents and a
clerk-typist. Approximately one~half of the Sub-Office personnel are funded
by the subgrant. The major difference between CPC's and Sub-Offices is the
dispersion of the caseload which still requires substantial travel for the agent.
The amount of travel ig reduced {rom that required for agents operating from
the District Offices. Parolees in the vicinity of the Sub-Offices do visit and
are interviewed in the office. SRS agents from the District Offices make use
of the Sub-Offices.
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2.3 PROJECT PROBLEMS

Problems voiced by Board and project personnel were uncertainty of
funding and impact of the SRS program. A major concern was the range of
caseloads per agent in the Sub-Offices from 35 to close to a hundred. The-
variation in caseloads is due to program requirements, agent vacancies and
differential growth of caseloads hetween areas: Adjustments in caseloads are
made by transferring of cases between agents and offices. Some differential
should be expected and real problems arise only if these differentials are seen
as large and/or discriminatory, SRS agents have maximum caseloads of 40
which are perceived as artificial and discriminatory by Sub-Office personnel,

Guided Group Interaction (GGI) is a group treatment approach to case
management that was initiated at the same time as the project. While seen
as ceffective, its use has declined due to financial, administrative and proficiency
reasons,

Parole caseloads and special probation and parole caselcads have increased
in recent years. Board staii and operations expenditures have also increased.
Commonv. ealth financial support has not been commensuraie with the demand
for Board services and a high reliance on Federal funding has resulted.

2.4 PROJECT PERFORMANCE

The Regional Offices and Sub-Offices are in accord with the Board's
- objectives for the project andrare providing deceniralized services to parolees
and the community.

- The result of this project, combined with related Board programming, has
been to reduce recidivism over the past two years as can be seen from the
following table.

i w

Table 2-1
‘* ] Parolees Returmed to Prison as a Per Cent of Parolees Released
} Estimated Return to
" - Year Actual Numbers Released Prison
I i 1968 1,956 33.9%
S - 1969 1,756 28.2%
N _ 1970 2,090 38.2%
i’( 1971 : 2,907 25.3%
a - 1972 2,620 22.9%
[.: . 1973 2,481 ‘ ‘ 19.9%
\" ll .

=
- N
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While overall Board staff has increased during the past two years, the
Central Office personnel, as a percentage of total staff, actually declined.

2.5 ILVALUATION FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Regional Office and Sub-Office project is integral to the Board's
changing approach to parcle and probalion supervision. The project is providing
improved services to its clients and improved responsiveness to community
and county needs for supervision services, MetaMelrics recommends that the
Board continue its decentralization planning and impiementation, Guided Group
Interaction should be analyvzed for explicit policies regarding its utilization
and promulgation,

Meceans to batter integrate the SRS program into the Board's overall effort

should be explored, The SRS program should have an explicit community crientation,

both in philosophy and physical location of agents.

The increasing caselcad assigned to the Board by County Courts requires
Board st.ention, Counsideration should be given to alternative means of assisting
counties including increased subsidies, guidelines for services rendered under
subsidy funding and ericouragament to counties in their quest for grants and
local funding.

MctaMetrics recommends that the Governor's Justice Commission continue
to fund and support this important project. Caseload constraints should not be
imposed which would serve as an example of cooperation for the Board's overall
responsibility to its clients. Caseload consiraints should be placed only on
small exporiirentol or research caseloads to determine supervision effectivencss
for Boord consideration and policy.

The Board has demonstraied an ability to reduce recidivism or return to
crime of its parolees. This is the result of decentralization, improved case
management and related program changes. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,
in recognition of this achievement and considering the increasing probation
caseload assigned by county courts, should provide the required financial
and administrative support to continue the Board's efforts to impact upon Trime.
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SECTION 3
EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

The evaluation of the Regional Offices and Sub-Offices project began
on July 1, 1973, Initial meetings were held with the key Board planning and
operations personnel, a representative of the Lvaluation Managemen’t Unit of
the CGovernor's Justice Commission, and the Regional Directors. These initial

meetings informed project personnel of the goals and procedures of the evaluation.

During the first month, meetings were held with the Chairman and key
Board staff to determine Board goals for the project., At the end of July, a .
bcsign Memorandum (Appendix B) was produced, This Memorandum outlined
éoard goals, project éorixponent;%; policy considerations, data requirementis,
ir1torview formats, evaluation procedures and schedule for an eight month

evalualion.

Initial data collection focused on descriptive and policy information
obtained through interviews with field personnel and Central Office staff.
Cageload, staff and financial information was obtained from the Central Office,
Interviews were conducted in Regions I, II and III. Data was organized and
a preliminary analysis was conducted, T};e Interim E.valuation Report was

completed by December 14, 1973,
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The benefit of the evaluation has been to the policy making levels rather
than to the operating project level., Issues discussed at an interim evaluation

brieling to the Board and Commission staif included:

o Uncertainty of magnitudes of {future funding
o Changing composition of caseloads

o) SRS program and differential caseloads

o Board pelicy and project effectiveness

The project was originally scheduled to end in 8 months, Becausc of a
lower level of expendi’ture‘s, the addition of approximately $Bé, 000,00 from other
sources and the 'i‘;ans;fer of the Johnstown Sub~Office to ‘Lhe‘SRS program in late
1973, the project was rescheduled to coincide with the Fiscal Year and end on

June 30, 1974.

Interviews were conducted in Regionsg IV, V and VI. Additional data was

obtained from the Central Office. Final evaluation analysis was conducted,
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SECTION 4

PROJECT EVALUATION

In early 1972, Regional Offices were established in each of the Governor'

six Human Service Regions and ten Sub-Offices were located to serve localized
caseloads throughout the Commonwealth, According to the Pennsylvania Board
of Probation and Parole, the initial subgrants enabling the establishment of
Regional Offices resulted in more effective administration and services delivery
in accord with the Board's new philosophy, programs and objectives, The
establishment of the Sub-Qffices provided for more readily available services,
closer relationships and support from the local community, lower caseloads and
optimal reintegration of offenders into the community. A gross failure rate of
6.2% at the end of calendar year 1972 as compared with 10,3% at the end of
calendar year 1970 was cited as demonstrating more effective delivery of

services. In 1973, however, the gross failure rate increased to 7.0%.
4,1 BOARD GOALS AND OBJECTIVLS

Board goals for the continuation subgrant rested on the ongoing functions
of the Board which can be categorized as acting upon: (a) case decisions on
parole, reparole and recommitment, and {b) administration of services for
rehabilitation. Identified Board objectivés‘ for the project as they relate to

these categories are as follows:

5
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provide improved information for decisions through increcased
understanding of the offender, reduced caseloads, contact
with family, and contact with local court and police

assist the Board through decentralizing of certain case
decisions to Regional Offices

provide improved delivery of parole scrvices through reducing
agent and client travel time

address client rehabilitation requirements through use of
community resources and programs such as Public Assistanco

and Employment Security

implement new parole programming including Guided Group
Interaction and assistance in employment

relate to client in a community setting rather than in an
alien and buresucratic setting

obtain communiiy understanding and assistance in the clicnt
rehabiliation process

relate parole services to community cultural requirements

improve agent effectiveness through an understanding of
hig role or rehabilitation in the community

reduce agent turnover and caseload transfer through enhance-
ment of agent community status and role

increase stafl effectliveness through team approach in
client rehabiliation and mutual staff development
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4.2 PROJECT ACTIVITIES

Interviews at the Regional, District and Sub-Ofifice levels indicate

that project personnel are in accord with the Board's objectives. Communications

between levels are excellent and morale is high.

4.2.1 Redgional Offices

Activities of the Regional Offices vary from region to region with respect
to size, characteristics and location of caseload; staff; and Regional organization
responsibilities. Accordingly, the activities and respoxlsibjiities of the Philadelphia
Regional Director with two Digtrict Offices, five CFC's, a large SRS program and
half of the State caseload are different than those of the Harrisburg Regional

Diractor with one District Office, two Sub-Offices and 7% of ilie caseload,

Regional Nffices serve a program development and coordination {unction.
Regional Directors played an important role in Community Parole Center and
Sub-Office development. More recently, they facilitated the institution of the

SRS program.

The philosophy of regionalization is one of decentralization. The Board

is systematically delegating activities and decisions to the Regional and District
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Offices. Chief among these are bail decisions, personnel hiring and iransfer,
final discharge notice, and parole violation hearings, A key issue is the
weighting given to case recommendations from the field and some changes have

taken place.

While only the Regicnal Director and a Clerk Stenographer are authorized
for funding in each Region by the subgrant, interviews indicated that District
Office staff was available to the Regional Director in the discharge of Regional

responsibilities,
4.2.2 Sub-Offices

The Sub-Offices are, in effect, non-urban Community Parol Centers. The
typical staff coﬁsists of a supervisor, two to three parole agents and a clerk~typist

Approximately one half of the Sub-Office personnel are funded by the subgrant,

The major difference between CPC's and Bub-Offices is the dispersion ,
of the caseload which still reguires substantial travel for the agent. The amount

of travel is reduced from that required for agents operating from the District Offices.

Parolees in the vicinity of the Sub-Offices do visit and are interviewed in _

the office. SRS agents from the District Offices make use of the Sub-Offices,
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Sub~Offices are located in municipalities ranging in population from
16,000 to 103,000, The location within the community has had an overall effect
of increasing community and local agency contact. The Sub-Office is generally
identified by criminal justice agencies as the office for dealing with probationers
and parolees, Telephone contact is faéilitated for parolees and agencies as
compared to District Offices which require a long distance call. Sub-Office
staff expressed a decided preference for the Sub-Office working environment as

compared to the District Office.

The Sharon and State College Sub-Offices have estab}ished Field Offices
in cooperation with County Courts. These are mini-Sub-Offices with space,

eguipment and some clerical assistance provided by the Counties. The Sharon

Sub-Office has assumed the total probation caseload for two counties.

4.3 PROJECT PROBLEMS

~Problems expressed by Central Office personnel were:

o uncertainty of funds for continuation of project
e} caseload level constraints on overall project
0 union requirements for overtime pay for after regular

hours activities by agents i
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These problems are external, though very relevant, to the project proper. Closer
coordination, joint planning with GJC and other state involved agencies, and additional
funding would assist in the resolutiézl of these problems, The funding problem

has prompted the consideration of closing several of the Sub-Offices. The

Johnstown Sub-Office was transferred to the SRS program. Staff in the Sub-Offices

has been reduced by 10% from July, 1873 to December, 1973,

Problems expressed by Regional Directors were:

o] communications with Central Office

o) continuity of iraining

o) degree of decentralization of decisions including planning
o) potential duplication of Regional Office and District

Office responsibilities

o need for Regional staff

The problems expressed at the Regional level are being addressed within s
the Board organization, With the changing chairmanship has come some organiz-
ational changes. Communications between the Central Office and the Regions
is improved. Decentralization of Board and Central Office functions is taking
place. To the extent that decentralization increases Regional functions,
community contact is increased and recent supreme court decisions impact on
Regional activities, additional staff may become necessary., For the period of

the evaluation, additional Regional stalf was not required,
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Problems expressed by Sub-Oifices were

o differential caseloads (SRS) and agent morale
e} increasing special probation and parole workload
o) clerical workload

Two of the five Sub-Offices visited expressed a need for some additional
space. A major concern, however, was the range of caseloads per agent from
35 to close to a hundred. The variation in caseloads is due to program requirements,
agent vacancies and differential growth of caseloads be’ween areas, Adjustments
in caseloads are made hy transferring of cases between agents and offices. Some
differential should be expected and real problems arise only if these differentials
are seen as large and/or discriminatory. SRS agents have maximum caseloads

of 40 which are perceived as artificial and discriminatory by Sub-Office personnel.

Increasing special probation and parole caseloads have also increased

the presentence investigations conducted by Sub-Offices. One clerk-~iypist is
unable to handle the paperwork of the typical Sub-Office and the overload is

presently handled by District Office personnel.,
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4.4 CASELOADS

Caseloads have increased over the past five years throughout Pennsylvania
as can be seen in Table 4-1. The caseload for the state as a whole increased
80.8%. Harrisburg, the region with the smallest cascload, and Philadelphia,
the region with the largesj; caseload, increased at 76% while Allentown showed

116%, the largest regional increase over the same time period.

Table 4-1

Total Caseload Summary, 1968 to 19731

Regions Pennsvylvania

1 I 111 w v VI
1968 2,896 619 450 464 938 480 5,847
1969 2,854 666 442 464 978 461 5,875
1970 2,953 737 470 458 875 514 6,107
1971 3,464 842 545 531 1,123 607 7,112
1972 4,571 1,133 704 654 1,358 730 9,150
1973 5,106 1,340 792 834 1,513 986 10,571
Rate of increase
1968 to 1973 :
{Per Cent) 76.3 11.65 76.0 79.7 61.3 105.4 86.8

1For July 1 of each year

As can be seen in Table 4-2, the composition of the caseload has changed
dramatically. Special Probation and Parole caseloads increased almost 500% for
the state as a whole with similar rates of increase for the regions, The Special

Probation and Parole caseload now constitutes a third of the total caseload.
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Table 4-2

Table 4-9

Composition of Caseload for Pennsylvania, 1968 to 1973l

Spec.

Spec. Prob. &

Prob. Parole as

& Parole Total % _of Total
1568 750 5,847 12.8
1969 959 5,875 16.3
1970 1,241 6,107 20.3
1971 1,830 7,112 25.7
1972 2,790 9,150 30.5
1973 3,554 10,571 33.6

lror July 1 of each year

The overall growth of Special Probation and Parole impacts differently
upon the regions as can be seen in Tables 4-3 and 4-4. For the Harrisburg
region, only 14,4% of the total caseload is in this category. This low utilization
of PBPP services by county courts results in Harrisburg having the lowest regional
total caseload. Not reflected in the caseload data is the work requirement of
pre~sentence investigations requested by county courts. Efie, in contrast to

Harrisburg has 51.4% of its caseload in Special Probation and Parole.

Table 4-5 shows the Regional caseloads by District and Sub-Office. Case-
load data prior to October, 1972 was not reported to the Central Office by Sub-
Office breakdowns. Caseloads for District and Sub-Offices show more fluctuation
than those for regions due to intra-regional transfers of cases. Caseload shifts

since July, 1973 are due to SRS program transfers.




1968
1969
1570
1971
1972
1973

1968
1969
1970
1971
1972

Composition of Total Caseloads:
1968 to 19731

Philadelphia, Region I

Table 4-3

Allentown, Region II
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Regions I, IT and I

Harrishurg, Region III

Spec, Spec. Spec.

Spec. Prob. & Spec. Prob, & Spec. Prob. &
Prob. Parole as Prob. Parole as Prob, Parcle as
& Parole Total % of Total | & Parole Total % of Total | & Parole Total % of Total

301 2,896 10.4 71 619 11.5 30 450 6.7

357 2,854 12.5 106 666 15.9 47 4472 10.6

554 2,953 18.8 152 737 20,6 44 470 9.4

951 3,464 27 .5 189 842 22.4 €0 545 11,0
1,505 4,571 32.0 . 291 1,133 25.7 95 704 13.5
1,719 5,106 33.7 330 1,340 24,6 114 792 14 .4

1For July 1 of each year
Table 4-4
Composition of Total Caseloads: Regions IV, V and VI
1968 to 19731
Williamsport, Region IV Pittsburgh, Region V Erie, Region VI -
Spec, Spec. Spec,

Spec. Prob, & Spec, Prob, & Spec. Prob. &
Prob, Parole as Prob., Parole as Prob, Parole as
& Parole  Total % of Total | & Parole Total % of Total| & Parole Total % of Total

140 464 30.2 86 938 9.2 122 480 25 .4

168 464 36.2 13¢ 978 14,2 142 461 30.8

152 458 33.2 172 975 17.6 167 514 32.5

195 531 36.7 219 1,123 19.5 216 607 35.6

253 654 38.7 349 1,358 25.7 297 730 40,7

391 834 46,9 493 1,513 32.6 507 986 51.4

1973

1For July 1 of each year
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Table 4-5

L
-
) ;
|

Caseloads by Region, District and Sub-Office
October 1, 1972 to January 1, 1974

o s o M o g o . ety e A B T T T
e e

I October 1, January 1, July 1, January 1,
1972 1973 1973 1974
Lok
J— J Region I (Philadelphia)
; A
= 9 x Philadelphia District Office 4,174 4,308 4,431 4,537
. j Chester District Office 647 669 675 695
Total 1,821 4,977 5,106 5,232
= o,
g . _J - Region II (Allentown)
F ﬁl M Wilkes-Barre District Office 233 238 249 244
L - Scranton Sub-Office 70 70 72 117
, Allentown District Office 580 589 551 661
W A4 Peading Sub-Office 102 131 144 164
R Norristown Sub-Office 202 216 324 322
\ Total 1,187 1,244 1,340 1,508
L «, - Region III (Harrisburg)
¢ LWL arrisburg District Office 489 530 472 582
L - Lancaster Sub~-Office 133 124 141 101
_ 7 York Sub-Office 121 112 179 143
[ ‘ - Total 743 766 792 826
, t - Region 1V
[ i Williamsport District Office 332 373 391 475
) m . State College Sub-Office 70 78 92 54
[ ™ Altoons District Office 209 207 250 358
I Johnstown Sub-Office 80 98 101
| m . Total 691 756 834 887
[ am - Region V
L PSS pittsburgh District Office 1,300 1,342 1,405 1,438
. Greensburg Sub~Office 105 106 108 _ 160
[ 2,»_, Total 1,405 1,448 1,513 1,598
T - Region VI
-
[ Erie District Office 265 211 285 327
T Sharon Sub-Office 182 243 216 138
R Butler District Office 305 316 372 400
[ | Aliquippa Sub-Office 59 122 113 99
‘m Total 811 892 986 964
[’t W

t
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4.5 STAFFING

Tables 4-6, 4-7, 4-8 and 4-9 indicate the Regional staffing trends, agents
and total staff, for a two-and~a-half year period. Staff has increased along with

increasing caseloads. The opening of Sub-Offices, except in the cases of

 Philadelphia and Pittsburgh has permitted the District Offices to maintain approx-

AN

imately the same size staff.

As can bz secn from Tablves 4-10 and 4~11, assigned staffing patterns are |
markedly different between District Offices, Sub-Offices and Community Parole
Centers. Sub-Offices are heavy on supzarvisory parsonnel with an average of
one supervisor per 2.7 agents for July, 1973, The ratio for District Offices,
including the District Supervisor, is almost double at 5.1, Program support, by
contrast, is low for Sub-Offices while the number of’par'dprofession‘als is relatively

high.

The difference in staffing patterns can be attributed to the smaller scale
of Sub-Offices, The typical Sub-Office has one supervisor, two to three agents,
one human service aide and one clerk-typist. The typical unit in the District
Offices has one supervisor, the equivalent of two program support personnel,
seven agents, no paraprofessionals except in Philadelphia and Pittsburgh Regions,
and the equivalent of three clerical personnel. This pattern would indicate that
in the Sub-Offices supervisors are expected to provide program sgpport and para-

professionals are expected to assist agents with caseloads.,
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Table 4-6

Agents S‘taffingl , Regions I, II and III
May 6, 1971 to December 3, 1973

[——
f 3
b

vy

lAssigned Agent Positions

May 6 Feb 24 July 1 TJan 12 July 12 Dec 3
1971 1972 1972 1973 1873 1973
Region I {Philadelphia)
L e 1 Philadelphia District Office 65 91 98 102 96 98
) " " Chester District Oftice o 10 _13 12 13 16
- rﬁ - Total 65 101 111 114 109 114
. X i
: :ﬁ ’ Region II (Allentown)
SRR\ K i
- 7 Wilkes~Barre District
- - Office 5 4 6 5 4 4
N ﬁ = Scranton Sub~Office 2 2 2 // 2
: Allentown District Otfice 13 14 19 14 16 17
"o Reading Sub-Office 2 2 1 2 2
qzm - Norristown Sub-Office o 4 4 3 _3 4
. zﬁ - Total 18 26 33 25 27 29
L ] d -
- rﬁ - Region IIT (Harrisburg)
=R - )
Harrisburg District Otfice 12 12 18 15 13 14
N iﬁ - Lancaster Sub-Office 2 2 2 3 2
z[u oy York Sub-Office . 2 . 2 3 3 3
| ﬂﬁ - Total 12 16 22 20 19 19

,.,;
. ¢
| e =
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Agents Staffing!, Regions IV, V and VI
May 6, 1971 to December 3, 1973

May 6 Feb 24 TJuly 1 Jan 12 July 12 Dec 3

1971 1972 1972 1973 1973 1973

Region 1V
Williamsport District Office 9 10 10 11 10 10
State College Sub~Office 4 2 5 2 2
Altoona Disirict Office 5 5 6 6 7 B
Jjohnstown Sub-Oifice - 1 _2 2 2 21
Total 14 20 20 24 21 21

Region V
Pittsburgh District Office 26 37 35 38 38 36
Greensburg Sub~Office . 2 2 2 2 3
Total 26 39 37 40 40 39

Region VI
Erie District Office 6 6 9 5 5 8
Sharon Sub-Office 2 2 6 5 5
Butler District Office 9 9 10 10 9 9
Aliquippa Sub-Oifice o 2 2 2 3 3
Total 15 19 23 18 22 25

Ins signed Agent Positions
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Table 4-8

Total Staffing, Regions I, II and III
May 6, 1971 to December 3, 1973

May 6 Feb 24 TJuly 1 Jan 12 July 12 Dec 3

1971 1972 1972 1873 1873 1973

Region I (Philadelphia) 1 1 1 1 1
Philadelphia District Office 115 170 181 198 194 199
Chester District Oifice — 16 19 20 29 _30
Total 115 187 201 219 224 230
Region 1I (Allentown) 1 1 2 1

Wilkes~Barre District

Office 10 11 13 13 .10 10
Scranton Sub--Office 4 4 6 5 5
Allentown District Otffice 24 24 27 27 33 34
Reading Sub-Office 2 3 4 5 4
Norristown Sub-Otfice L _9 S _6 6 7
Total 34 46 . 53 57 61 61
Region III (Harrisburg) 1 1 1 1 1
Harrisburg District Oftice 22 26 31 31 35 38
Lancaster Sub~Office 4 4 4 5 4
York Sub-Office s 3 3 5 S 4
Total 22 34 39 41 46 47

lag signed Total Positions
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Total S‘caffing1 , Regions IV, V and VI
‘May 6, 1971 to December 3, 1973

May 6 Teb 24 July 1l Jan 12 July 12 Dec 3
1971 1972 1972 1973 1973 1973

Region IV 1 1 1 1 1
Williamsport District Office 15 17 17 22 20 22
State College Sub-Office 5 4 7 6 6
Altoona District Otfice 9 10 13 12 12 16
Johnstown Sub~Oliice — 3 4 _5 5 2

Total 24 36 37 46 44 46

Region V 1 1 1 2 2
Pittsburgh' District Otfice 45 71 72 85 90 89
CGreensburg Sub-Oftice — 4 _4 4 _4 5

Total 45 76 77 90 96 96

Region VI 1 1 1 1 1
Erie District Office 10 11 15 11 11 19
Sharon Sub-Office 4 4 10 8 8
Butler District Oifice 15 16 18 18 17 17
Aliquippa Sub-~Office e 4 4 6 7 7

Total 25 36 42 46 44 52

l]-\.ssigmed positions
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Table 4-10
Summary of Staffing Patteml,
District Offices of Regions, Community Parole Center and Sub-Offices,
July 12, 1973

District Community

Qffices Parole Centers Sub-Office Totai

Number % - Number % Number % Number %
Supervisory ' 37 9,1 10 12.7 10 17.9 57 10,
Program Supportz 69 16.9 4 5.1 1 i.8 74 13,
Agents 188 46,1 24 30, 4 21 48,1 239 44,
Paraprofessionals?’ 27 6.6 29 36.6 8 14; 3 64 11.
Administrative and

Clerical 87 21.3 12 15,2 10 179 109 20.

Total 408 140.0 79 100,0 56 100,0 543 100,

"

1
& - o - - - ; . .
“ y 5 X x 8 5 ;
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Table 4~11

Summary of Staffing Pattern 1
District Offices of Regions, Community Parole Centers and Sub-Offices
December 3, 1973

District Community
Offices Parole Centers Sub~Office Total
Number % Number % Number % Number %
Supervisory 35 8.8 7 10.3 7 14.0 49 9.5
Program Support® 34 8.6 5 7.4 ] 2.0 40 7.8
Agents 201 50.8 22 32.4 26 52.0 249 48,4
{ Paraprofessionals3 32 8.1 23 33.8 7 14.0 162 12.1
) m Administration anc. .
- i | Clerical 94  23.7 11 16.1 9 18.0 114 22.1
”m ] Total 396 100.0 68 100.0 50 100.0 514 100.0

Iassiomed staff positions, excludes Regional, Central Office and institution
assigned personnel., There were 42 vacancies or 8,.3% of the total assigned
- positions.

2Includes Planners, Psychologists, Investigators and Warrant Personnel.

3Includes Human Service Aides and Work Program Trainees

1
! |
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] In December, 1973, less tha1 half of the positions in the Sub-Offices

were paid from the Regional Office and Sub-Office Continuation Subgrant.

. Tables 4-12 and 4~13 indicate the allocation of Board staff between
Central Office, Institutions and Regions (actual delivery of probation and parole
services). The increase in PBPP staff, confrary to most speculation, did not

o result in a disproportionate increase in Central Office support personnel. The

propertion actually declined over the two-and~a-half vear period.

Table 4-12

Summary of Total Statting,
May 6, 1971 to December 3, 1973

=

E May 6  Feb 24 July 1 fan 12 July 12 Dec 3
- 1971 1972 1972 1973 1973 1973
i m Central Office 76 99 108 107 114 119
~ Institutions 18 29 25 28 28 27
- E Regions 265 415 449 499 515 232
o Total 359 543 562 634 657 678
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] B ' Table 4-13

-
1

_at

Summary of Total Staffing
Per Cent Distribution
May 6, 1971 to December 3, 1973

[ ¥

L

]
. g

3 ] May 6 Feb 24 July 1 Jan 12 July 12 Dec 3
- 1971 1972 1972 1973 1973 1973
o ] Central Office 21.2 18,2 18,6 16.9 17 .4 17.6
B _ Institutions 5.0 5.3 4.3 4.4 43 4.0
- Regions _73.8 76.5 77.1 78,7 78.3 78,4
DR ] Total 100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.,0

et

4.6 CASELOAD RATIOS

e

,———i’ 1

P

As can be secn in Table 4-14, the cascloads per agent and per staff have

Paova ;

decreased over the past two-and-a-half years. Sub-Offices are sustaining higher

}i

caseload ratios than District Offices,

Table 4-14

1
e

1
Pennsylvania Caseload Ratios , 1971-1974

oy

!
&

I

1 __ July, 19712 Tuly, 1973 January, 19743
' Per Agent Per Staff Per Agent Per Staff Per Agent Per Staff

L District Office 43.0 20.3 43.6 20.9

Sub~Office 55.2 26.6 49,9 . 26.0

Total 47 .4 26.8 44 .4 21.0 44,2 21.4

—

lExcludes Regional, Central Office and institution assigned personnel
2Galcula‘ced with staff for May 6, 1971
3calculated with staff for December 3, 1973
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o ' Table 4-15 shows Regional caseload trends per agent and total staff over
3 the past two years, Regional caseload per agent decreased except in the cases of

Allentown and Williamsport Regions. Caseload per staff decreased in all cases.

i

-~ Allentown Region showed wide differences in caseload ratios between District
Offices and Sub-Offices. Not reflected in this breakdown is the high caseload

ratios of the general caseload as compared to SRS and other special program

g~ caseload which in late 1973 exceeded 100 per agent in several Regions.
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Table 4-15
Regional Caseload Ratios: 1971-1974
Tuly, 19711 Tuly, 1973 TJanuary, 19742

Per Agent Per Staff

Region I (Philadelphia)
Philadelphia District Office
Chester District Office

Totald 53.3

Region II (Allentown)
Wilkes-Barre District Office
Scranton Sub-Office
Allentown District Office
Reading Sub-Office
Norristown Sub-Office

Total 46,8

Region 11T (Hariisburg)
Harrishurg District Office
Lancaster Sub~Qifice
York Sub-Office
Total 45 .4

Region IV (Williamsport)
Williamsport District Office
State College Sub-Office
Altoona District Office
Johnstown Sub~Office
Total 37.9

Region V (Pittsburgh)
Pittsbhurgh District Office
Greensburg Sub-~Office

Total 43 .2

Region VI (Erie)
Frie District Office
Sharon Sub-Oiffice
Butler District Office
Aliguippa Sub-Office
Total 40.5

30.

24,

24,

22,

24.

lcalculated with staff for May 6, 1971
2Calculated with staff for December 3, 1973

3txcludes Regional Personnel

(4]

46,
51,
46,

62.
36.
34,
72.
108.
49,

36.
47 .
59.
41,

39.
46,
35.
50.
39.

37.
54.
37.

57.
43.
41.
37.
44,

o Ww

YOO O W

(@) DTN O NN O W

o O

0~ WMo

Per Agent Per Staff

22.8
23.3
22.8

24.9
14 .4
16.7
28,8
54.0
22,0

13,

3
28,2
35.8
17.2

19.6
15.3
20.8
20.2
19.4

15.6
27 .0
15.9

25.9
27.0
21.9
16.1
22.9

Per Agent

46.3
43 .4
45.9

61.0
58.5
38.9
82.0
80.5
52.0

41.6
50.5
47 .7
43.5

47 .5
27,0
44 .8

42,2

39.8
53.3
41.0

40.9
27 .6
44 .4
33.0
38.6

Per Staff

22.8
23.2
22.7

24,4
23.4
19.4
41.0
46.0
24,7

= 0D D) =
N oy o i
e & + @
oy 0 W W

16.2
32.0
16.8

36.3
17,3
23.5
14.1
18.9
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4.7 PAROLEE PERFORMANCE

The Regional Office and Sub-Office project reflects the Board's decentralization
and new programming policies. Services have become more localized and
sensitive to community relations and resources, The purpose of these policies

is to impact upon recidivism or return to crime.

The gross failure rate for Pennsvylvania is calculated as total returns,
delinguencies, violent death and case closings of clients with new offenscs as
a percentage of the annual supervised caseload. Appendix D details the method~
ology for calculating this failure rate., While this rate declined from 1970 to 1972
from approximately 10.3% to 6.2%, the rate for calendar year is 7.0%. One
might conclude from this decline that parclee performance is deteriorating and

that Board policics and programs are no longer affecting recidivism,

Caution must be exercized in the intermetation of this failure rato.
It should not be interpreted to mean that of a 100 persons released on parole 7
will return. This failure rate means of approximately 13,000 persons under
the supcrvision of Board during the year, many of which have spent 2 years
or longer on parole, there werc approximately 800 recommited. The successful
parolecs of previous years are included in the base against which new failures

are contrasted.
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Of each 100 parolees released from the Federal Bureau of Prisons,
approximately 35% are returned to prison or are considered delinquent (absconded
from supervision) indicating that the gross failure rate may iend to mislead and
underestimate recidivism. The major reason for the decline of the gross failure
rate has been the greatly increased rate of parole which quickly expanded the
base against which failures are calculated, This larger group then recidivated
in succeeding years while the number paroled declined resuliing in a higher

failure rate.

The best methodology for calculating recidivism is to track a group
of parolees for at least three years1 . Unfortunately, annual {ollow-up s‘fudies
are not available and recidivism must be estimated by another approach, In the
case of a relatively stable inflow of parolees, the ratio of parolees returned
to prison to number paroled reflects the percentage of cases which {fail or
recidivate. The average length of time on parole is more than two years and
approximately 5% of parolees have recidivated after having been on parole for
more than two years. With a stable inflow of parolees, parolce performance
spread over the period of supervision can be gauged by the ratio of returned to
prison to number released on parole, As can be seen on Table 4-16, the
number released on parole was relatively stable from calendar year 1967 to
1970, TFor this period the ratio of returned to relecased ranged from 31.2% to
36.2%, For 1971, however, the almost 50% ir.rcase in persoﬁs rélcased
resulted in a ratio of 19.6%. Ratios calculated after 1970 are not reliable

indicatorsg due to sharp increases and ..cliner of number of persons released.

In PRPP study of 179 parolees released in 1968 indicated a return to prizon rate
of 24,0% after a three year tracking period.
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Paroled and Parolees Returned to Prison, 1967 to 1973

. Released Returned to Prison
Technical New

- Year Paroled Reparoled Total Violation Commitment Total
| 1967 1,877 - 235 2,112 318 347 665
” 1968 1,731 225 1,956 378 331 709
o 1969 1,525 231 1,756 272 275 547

1970 1,771 319 2,090 419 319 738
- 1971 2,364 543 2,907 309 262 571
- 1972 2,288 332 2,620 284 297 581

1973 2,169 312 2,481 301 229 530
' Table 4-17
- Parolees Returned to Prison

as Per Cent of Released, 1967 to 1973

B Technical New
. Year Violation Commitment Total

1967 15,1 16.4 31.5

1968 19.3 16.9 36.2

1969 15.5 -15.7 31,2

1970 20.0 15.3 35.3

1971 10.6 . 9.0 19,6

1972 10.8 11.3 22.1

1973 12.1 9.2 21.4
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"To ameliorate this effect of sharp increases and declines of number

released on parole, Table 4-18 shows the ratios calculated from averages of
the year and the two previcus years. The logic of this calculation is that the
recidivism of the year is also affected by the number of parolees of the two

rrevious vyears.

‘Table 4~18

Revised Estimate of Returned to Prison
Using Three Year Average of Released, 1967 to 1973

Returned to Prison as Per Cent of

Three Year __Released

Average of Technical New
Year Released Violation Commitment Total
1967 2,182 14,6 15.9 30.5
1968 2,093 18,1 15.8 33.9
1969 1,941 14,0 14,2 28,2
1970 1,934 21.7 16.5 38,2
1971 2.251 13.7 11.6 25.3
1972 2,539 11.2 - 11.7 22.9
1973 2,669 11.3 8.6 18.9

PR, -
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For the period of 1967 to 1971, the new ratio varieg from 28.2% to
38.2%. An estimate for this period calculated on the average for the five years
would be 31.2%. For the period 1971 to 1973, the establishment stage of
regionalization and operations of Sub~Offices, the new ratio varies from 19.9%
to 25.3%. An estimate for this threc year periQd would be 22.7%. The difference
between 22.7% and 31.2% is statistically significant at the .002 level and

shows a superior parolee performance over the past two years,

Returned to prison is divided into technical violations of conditions of
parole and commitment due to conviction of new offenses. Both of these rates

show improvement over the pasl three years reflecting both the change in Board

policy regarding conditions of parole and an impact on actual return to crime.

¥
N

4.8 FINANCIAL ANALYSIS

T
X -

Consistent with the increasing caseloads, decreasing caseload ratios,

¥
i e

service and direct subsidies to counties, PBPP expenditures have increased

over the past three years.
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Expenditures of Board of Probation and Parole,

Fiscal Years 1971 to 1974 (in $000)

Fiscal Personal
Year Service st

1971 3,121.6
1972 4, 443.5
1973 7,034.3

19742 g8, 330.2

Operations
Supplies, i
Materials Purniture Grants and
& Contract- and Subsidies
ual Services Equipment Total - to Counties
534 .4 46, 6 3,704,6 721.0
884.8 189.8 5,518.1 838.0
1,274.8 39,5 8,348,6  1,149,8
7t 1 10,797.1 3,323.0

2,389.8

lIm::h,xcles salaries, contracted personal ser~vices and employee benefits

2Budget estimate

Expenditures have increased at a rate greater than the caseload and

operations expenditures per average caseload increased 50% from 1971 to

-

Total
4,425,6
6,356.1
9,498 4

14,120, 1

1973 . While inflation has affected costs, this increase indicates increased

quality of supervision (lower caseloads per agent and increased program support) .

These increases have been offset somewhat by the lower return to prison rate.
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Parolees returned to prison spend a little over an additional year in prison.
Costs of incarceration are approximately ten times higher than costs of parole
supervision, Savings on an estimated 230 parolees maintained on supervision

during Fiscal Year 1974 are approximately $1.5 million.

Table 4-20

Expenditureg per Average Annual Casgeload, 1971 to 1973

Operations .
Expenditures Average Expendltures
Fiscal Year (in $000) " Caseload per Caseload (§)
1971 3,704,6 6,610 560
1972 5,518.1 8,131 679
1973 8, 348.6 9,860 ' 847

Fund sources for PBPP expenditures have changed drastically in recent
years as can be seen in Tables 4-21 and 4-22, The Commonwealth operati‘ons
appropriation per average caseload was $548 in 1971, $553 in 1973 and may
actually decline slightly for 1974. Federal grants for operations are approaching
parity with Commonwealth operations appropriations, Federal support of county

subsidies has increased greatly,




Table 4-21

Fund Sources, for Expenditures
Fiscal Years 197) to 1974 (in $000)

i
Commom}}ealth Appropriation ' Federal Grants
Fiscal Year Operations County Subsidy Operations  County Subsidy Total

1971 3,620.0 721.0 86. 0 - 4, 427.0
1972 4,148.7 838.0 2,077, 1 - 7,063.8
1973 5, 452.5 1,149.8 2,899.0 . 9, 501.3
1974 5,889.6 1,150.0 4,908.9 2,173, 0" 14,120.9

1_Sub~Grants from Regional Councils of Governor's Justice Commission

'I‘ableA 4-22

Per Cent Distribution of Fund Sources
Fiscal Yeoars 197) to 1974

Commonwealih Appropriation Federal Grants
Fiscal Year Operations County Subsidy Operations County Subsidy Total
1971 81.8 16.3 1.9 - "~ 100,0
1972 58.7 11,9 29, 4 - 100.0
19;13 57. 4 12,1 30,5 - . 100, 0

1974 41.7 8.1 34,8 15. 4 00,0
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Tabie 4-23 indicétes the source of Federal grants. The Regional Office and
Sub-Dffice subgrants have constituted 25% of the total operations subgrénts .
The SRS operations program, a contf;nuing source of funds with no planned
termination, now éixceeds the Governor's Justice Commission in operations

t

, financial support. }

Table 4-23

Grants Awarded to Board in
Fiscal Years 1971 to 1974 (in $000)

Social & Rehab.

Governor's Justice Commission Service, U.S,

Regional Office  Other County Department of
Fiscal Year and Sub-Office Operations Subsidy Total H.E.W, Total
1971 - 479.0 - 479.0 - 479.0
1972 334 .3 1,312,5 - 1,646,8 - 1,646.8
1973 363.1 1,512.9 - 1,876.0 203, 4 2,07%.4

1974 438.2 1,704.6 2,173,060 4,315,868 2,589.7 6, 905,

162
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SECTION 5
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Interim Evaluation Report identified the SRS program and Board
dependency on Federal funding as key issues for the agency. While some
progress has been made, these remain the areas for agency concentration.

5.1 RESULTS

Project personnel are in accord with the objectives of the project as

envisioned by the Board, The project i< achieving the overall goals of assistance

«** to the Board for case decisions and mproved case supervision.

Decentralization has continued throughout the project period. Planning
and additional implementation of decentralized activities and decisions can be
expected to continie’

The Regional Offices are providing a necessary link from the Central Office
to the field. With the growth in the caseload and staff, the Regional Offices

have improved communications from the field and Central Office.
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The Sub-Offices are providing parole services closer to the communities.
Specifically travel time has been reduced, community resources are being utilized,
and the community and parolees better recognize the Sub-Offices as agencies of
assistance. One result of reduced travel time is the ability of the agent to super-~
vise a larger caseload than would be possible from the Di'strict Office.

Decentralization policies, changed regulations governing parole and a change-
in treatment philosophy has resulted in a lower return to prison rate. The impact
of each of the above on the return to prison rate is not separable nor identifiable.

Together they constitute overall PBPP policy of recerit years.
5.2 PROBLEMS

Two elements of the Board‘ws changed approach to casc supex‘ﬁ.SiOn aie team
supervision and Guided CGroup Interaction (GGI). While the Sub~-Offices have
reduced travel time, non-urban caseloads are not concentrated and travel is still
requifed. Consequently, the agent spends much of his time out of the office and

team supervision of cases is difficult in comparison with the urban situation.

Guided Group Interaction is now less a tool of supervision as compared

to a year ago., The reasons for its decline are:
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o - Financial GGI sessions after working hours require
payment to the agent for overtime.

e} Administrative GGI is not as vigorously pursued by
the Board as previously. GGI is seen as duplicating
the required personal contacts.

o Capability Some agents are not sufficiently proficient
in the conduct of GGI sessions.

MetaMetrics, in its interviews with parolees, agents and supervisors,
found that GGI improved the communications between the parolee and agents and

that Board personnel are generally in favor of the technique,

The SRS program, in addition to agent concerns on inequities of caseloads,
is largely counter-decentralizing in its implementation. While many SRL'S’ agents
are making use of the field locations of the Sub-Offices, paperwork, supervision
and‘repor“ning procedures tend to focus the agent's energy toward the District

Offices. In several cases, however, the SRS program is using community offices.

Annual operations expenditures of the Boqrd have doubled over the past two
years, Caseloads have increased 50% over the same period and expenditures
per caseload have increased from $560 to $847. The Commonwealth operations
appropriations per caseload have rémained.roughly constant at $550 over the
same'time period. The difference is financed through Federal Grant from the
Govetnor's Justice Commission and the Social Rehabilitation Service of the
U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Federal grants for operations

are approaching parity with Commonwealth operation appropriations.
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One consequence of the financial constraints faced by the agency is the
phasing out of the Johnstown Sub-Office and its conversion to an SRS siatus.
Approximately half of the staff positions in Sub-Oiffices are funded by the

continuation subgrant,

The Pennsylvania caseload composition is changing with an increasing
proportion of special probation and parole cases. With this shift, the Common-

wealth is assuming another traditional county responsibility.

5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

The Regional Office and Sub—Office project is integral to the Board's

changing approach to parole and problation supervision, The project, in addition

‘to being a means to efficiently deliver parole services, is a responsive mechanism

to community and county needs for probation and related services and activities.

-In anticipation of strengthening this concept, MetaMeirics makes the following

. recommendations.

5.3.1 Pennsvivania Board of Probation and Parole

The Board should continue its decentralization planning and implex}}entation.
Guided Group Interaction should be analyzed for explicit policies regarding

its utilization and promulgation.
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Mean‘s to better integrate the SRS program into the Board's overall effort
should be explored, Artificial caseload limits should be discarded or funding
sought to iower general caseload levels per agent. The SRS program should
have an explicit community orientation, both in philosophy and physical location

of agents,

The increasing proportion of special probation and parole caseloads requires
the Board's attention., Consideration should be given to alternative means of
assisting counties including increased subsidies, guidelines for services under
subsidy funding and encouragement to counties in their quest fc;r grants and local

funding.

.5.3.2 Governor's Justice Commission

The Commission should continue to fund and support this important
pfojoct. Caseload constraints should not be imposed which would serve as an
example of cooperation for the Board's overall responsibility to its clients,
Caseload constraints should be placed orly on small experimental or research
caseloads to determine supervision effectiveness for Board consideration and

policy.
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5 ,3 .3 Commonwealth of Penn_sylvénia

The Board has demonsirated an ability to reduce recidivism or return to

o crime of its parolees. This is the result of decentralization, improved case

management and related program changes. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania,

‘[_ “Ja

in recognition of this achievement and considering the increasing probation
caseload assigned by county courts, should provide the required financial and

adminisirative support to continue the Board's efforts to impact upon crime
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APPENDIX A

Evaluation Objectives and Guidelines

.
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GOVEENOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA
Milton J. Shapp E. Drexel Godfrey, Jr.
Governor Executive Director
. (717) 787-2040
J. Shane Creamer Kei tf‘ Miles
Attorney General 717-787-8559

Mr. Leo T. Surla, Jdr.
MetaMetrics, Inc.

3711 Macomb Street, N.W.
Washington, D. C. 20016

Dear Leo,

I am writing as a follow-up to your selection as the independent
evaluator of the following projects:

DS-360-73A/E - Establishment of Regional Offices and Sub-
Offices

DS-362-73E -~ Establishment of a District Office and Cut-
reach Centers

for the Governor's Justice Commission. Because the success of

the Commission's system of project evalaution depends heavily

upon the quality of the work performed by the Commission's con-
tracted evaluators, it is important that you fully understand the
purpose and use of your evaluaticn as well as your responsibilities
and the Commission's needs in the evaluation process.

PURPOSE:

The primary objectives of your evaluation are:

- to provide continuous feedback to the project staff concern-
ing the progress and problems of the project as determined
by your evaluation.

- to provide accurate, complete, and timely information to

decision-makers concerning the operation and impact of the
project, with recommendations for modifications.

AR T T T R T
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Mr. Leo T. Surla, Jdr.
DS-360-73E/E
pS-362-73F

REPORTING PROCEDURES:

The continuous feedback of findings to the projec¢t reflects our
intent to have the evaluation meet the project's information
needs as well as the Commission's, thereby effecting ongoing im-
provements in the project rather than relying on the Commission
to act on year-end recommendations when a decision concerning
continuation funding is being made. Operationally, this will re-
quire regular meetings between yourself and the project staff

for each project to discuss your findings and recommendations.

The achievement of the second objective -- to provide informa-
tion to decision-makers -~ will require close contact between
you anc the Commission staff. As the projects you are evaluat-
ing near the end of the preject year, decisions will be made at
two stages concerning whether, and in what form, the project
will be continued during the next yezr. VYour evaluation will
be the primary source of information used in making these deci-
sions.

Hopefully, most of your evaluation recommendations can be imple-
mented through direct negotietions beiween yourself, the project
director, and a member of my staff. However, in the event that
valid findings remain unaddressed when an application for contin-
uation funding is submitted, these Tindings will be brought to

the attention of the Executive Staff and the Governor's Justice
Commission for consideration as conditions of the grant award.

At this point my office will communicate with you concerning

the presentation of your findings te the Commission. More clearly
defined guidelines for the reporting process are enclosed.

NATURE AND TIMING OF EVALUATION REPORTS:

Although we will contact you concevning the date when a Final Re-
port will be needed, as & g¢general rule the information will be
required between the 10th and 11th month of the project. An up-
date of this final report should be submitted at the end of the
project year. Copies of all evaluation report should be submit-
ted simultanecusly to the Project Director and my office. An
Interim Report for each project shouid be completed and distribu~
ted by Hovember 15, 1973.
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Mr. Leo T. Surla, Jr.
DS-360-73A/E
DS-362-73E

A description of the information and issues which should be
presented in the Interim and Final Evaluation Reports is at-
tached ("Guidelines For Evaluation Reports"). Please follow
this format in organizing your reports., Of particular im-
portance is the "Executive Summary" listing the findings and
recommendations of your evaluation. This will be reviewed

by the Commission and, thus, should accurately reflect the re-
sults of the evaluation.

This is the first year of the Governor's Justice Commission's eval-
uation effort. During this year we plan to contract for the evalu-
ation of 125 projects. In many ways it is an experimental year in
that we are testing a new project evaluation system with many un-
knosn variables. Among the more crucial of these unknown viriables
is the quality of the evaluations produced by the 100 independent
evaluators we will be dealing with. It is the responsibility of
the Evaluation Management Unitto assess the performance of indivi-
dual evaluators and the quality of the evaluations conducted. Ouvr
specitTic criteria for this assessment will be the extent to which
and the manner in which individual evaluators carry out their re-
sponsibilities as outlined in the actached statement ("Responsibi-
Tities of Project Evaluators"). Generally, we will be examining
the following elements of the evaluation: (1) relevance and thor-
oughness of the methodology, (2) the conduct of evaluation activi-
ties, (3) the analysis and interpretation of data and information,
(4) the accuracy and objectivity of the findings and recommenda-
tions, (5) the effective and timely presentation of the findings
and recommendetions. We will also be questionning the project staff
concerning the nature and extent of theivr contact with evaluators
to determine the extent of the cooperation they have received from
specific evaluators. Through this assessment we hope to learn the
kinds of evaluators and the level of evaluation best suited to spe-
cific projects and groups of projects. It will dso provide us with
better information upon which to base our selection of evaluators
for next year's projects.

Because this is an experimental year in operating the system of pro-
ject evaluation, we would also like your analysis of the problems
you have encountered as a participant in this system. We would ap-
preciate any suggestions for improvement which you might have.
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Mr. Leo T. Surla, dr.
DS-360-73A/E
D5-362-73E

1 [
s

Please excuse this lengthy letter, but I think that the guidelines
outlined here should be helpful to you in conducting an effective
evaluation.

If you have any questions, please contact my office.

po— Iq';

NOTE: Please include the subgrant number in all correspondence
concerning the projects you are evaluating (DS-360-73A/E,
DS-362-73E).

Sincerely,

Keith M. Miles
Director :
Evaluation Management Unit
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cc: E. Drexel Godfrey, Jdr.
Thomas C. Berard
Karl W. Boyes
Martin Walsh
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iGeneral
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GOVERNOR'S JUKHCL COMMISSION
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA

E. Drexel Guodfrey, Jr.
Executive Diroctor
(N7) 787-2040

Isvrael Packel GOVERNOR'S JUSTICE COMMISSION'S GUIDELINES

CONCERNING REPORTIKG PROCEDURES AND THE USE
OF EVALUATION REPORTS

%

Since the success and impact of the Governor's Justice
Commission's project evaluation effort depends upon the
extent to which evaluation findings and recommendations
affect, and are incorpovated in, the planning and fund-
ing decisions of the Governovr's Justice Commission, the
following guidelines should be followed to insure the
most eftfective use of evaluation reports. Thes? guide-
lines indicate responsibilities and specific actions,
the objectives of which are to:

- ascertain and insure the accuracy and cbjectivity
of the evaluation findings.

- provide the applicant with appropriate opportuni-
ties to respond to evaluation findings and recom-
mendations.

insure that actions are taken to incorporate and
implement appropriate eveluation recommendations.

If you have any questions concerning these procedures,
please contact Keith Miles, Director, Evaluation Manage-
ment Unit, Governor's Justice COWMIaSIOH, P. 0. Box 1167,
Harrwsburg, Pennsylvania 17078.

KMM:pab
August 16, 1973
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SUBMISSION OF REPORTS:

In almost all cases we are reauesting that project evaluators submit
two evaluation reports - (1) an Interim Report, after approximately
five months, describing the progress and problems of the evaluation
and the project to date, and (2) a Final Report with findings and
recommendations, to be submitted when needed for a Regional Plan-
ning Council or Task Force cdecision concerning continuation funding.
Since this date varies between 9 and 11 months after the project

has begun, it will be the responsibility of the Regional Staff to
notify the project evaluator of the date when a Final Report will be
needed. The evaluator should be given advance notice of this date
to allow him sufficient time to analyze results and compile a final
report.

To facilitate an adequate review of evaluation findings and reccom-
mendations by decisicva makevrs (Regional Planning Council and Com-
mission members). cach evaluator will be asked to prepare a briet
two page Executive Summary, listing major 7Tindings and recommenda-
tions of the evaluation, as part of the Final Report,.

To insure the objectivity and credibility of the evaluation, all
evatluation reports must be submitted simultanecusly to the Project
Director, the Regional Director, and the Director of the Evaluation
Management Unit.

CORROBORATIOR OF FIMDINGS: .

Upon receiving a Final Eveluation Report, the Evaluation Management

Unit will immediately contact the Project Director and request his

response to the Final Report. If significant disagreements exist,
either (1) a monitoring team from the regional staff will meet with
the Project Director and the Evaluator to reach an understanding
concerning the evaluation findings and recommendations, or (2) an
arbitrator will be selected by the Evaluation Management Unit to
wake a determination of the mevrits of the findings and vecomuunda-
tions. Hopefully, this fact-finding precess will only be ragquired
in unusual circumstances and, when required, will be carried out
with dispetch so as not to delay a dacision on continuation funding
for the project.

If the Evaluator has been providing constructive feedback to the
Project Director throughout the year, the Final Evaluation Report
should contain no startling findings or surprises. Ncvertheless,
disagreements will occur and this process may be necessary to in-
sure a fair resolution of differences and an accurate determination
of appropriate evaluation recommendations.
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RELEASE AND DISTRIBUTION OF EVALUATION REPORTS:

We are aware of the harm that could result from a misleading or inac-
curate Evaluation Report. Therefore, it will be our policy to with-
hold the release of an Evaluation Report until the Project Director
has had sufficient opportunity to respond to the Report. It will be
the responsibility of the Evaluation Management Unit to solicit a
response fTrom the Project Director. Therefore, until the Project
Director has had a chance to respond, all requests for information
about the evaluation report should be referred to the Evaluation

o tlanagement Unit.

k-

IMPLEMENTATION OF EVALUATION RECOMMENDATIONS: ,

‘ - The impact of the system of project evaluation will be measured by

] the extent to which it improves both the decision-making of the
Commission and the Regional Planning Councils and the operation of

. the projects being evaluated. To affect the projects, evaluation

i findings and recommendations must regularly be brought to the atten-
tion of the project staff. This will be the continuing responsibi-

lity of the Evaluator. To u«frfect the decision-meking of the Commis-

sion and the Regional Planning Councils evaluation findings and

recommendations should be brought to their attention before a deci-

sion is made concerning continuation funding or inclusion in the

regionegl input to the Comprehensive Plan.

If evaluation recommendations have not been impliemented when a re-
quest is made for continuation funding, there are several ways of
incorporating the recommendations as part of the continuation grant:

1. By negotiation with the Project Director - It will be the re-
sponsibility of the Regional Staff to meet with the Project Dircctor
and the Evaluator to discuss whether, and how, to implement the eval-
vation recommendetions. The application fTor continuation funding
should specify what is being done to implement the evaluation recom-
mendations. The Regional Staff should review the continuation app-
Hcation and note which evaluation recommendations are incorpovated
and which are not. If direct negotiation fails to resolve disagree-
ments concerning certain recommendations, the issues should be pre-
sented to the Regional Planning Council.

-

2. As a condition of the Regional Planning Council's approval of
the project ~ The Regional Staff, wilh lhe assistance of the Evalua-
Tor, will be responsible for presenting evaluation findings and rec-
ommendations to the Regional Planning Council and its Task Forces,
noting which reccemmendations have been agreed upon and incaorporated
and which have not. At this point, the Regional Plenning Council
may recommend approvel of the project conditional upon ithe impleman-
tation of the evaluation recommendations. If so, this fact should
be noted on the Project Review Sheet sent to the Commission.
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Both the Evaluator and the Project Director should be available if
necessary at Regional Planning Council meetings to comment on the
Evaluation Report. Because of the initial and central role of the
Regional Staff in this process, we are taking steps to make sure
that evaluators maintain regular contact with the Regional Staff
and inform them regularly of the progress and problems of the pro-
ject.

3. As a recommendation of the Executive Staff - If certain recom-
mendations remain i1nadequately addressed by the project, this should
be noted at Executive Staff Review by the Recional Director and the
Director of the Evaluation Management Unit. At this point, the Exe-
cutive Staff may recommend approval of the project conditional upon
the implementation of the evaluation recommendations.

r

&, As a condition of the Commission's approval of the project -
The Evaluator's twe page Executive Summary will be distributed to the
Commission. If the evaluator's findings remain in dispute, or if any
Commissioner so requests, the Evaluator will be &asked to appear be-
fore the Commission to respond to any questions about the Evaluation.
Therefore, the Commission may wish to conditionally approve the pro-
ject and to require that the evaluation recommendations be implemented
prior to granting final approval. This represents the Tast point at
which evaluation recommendations may be incorporated in continuation
grants. ‘ :

e expect and hepe that wmost evaluation recommendations will be incor-
porated in the project in the early stages of the refunding process
gither through direct negotiation between the Regional Staff and the
Project Staff or by Regional Planning Council actions.

FOLLOW-UP OF FVALUATION RECOMMENDATIONS:

In most cases when evaluation recommendations have been included as
conditions placed on the Councils' or the Commission's approval of a
project, the evaluator will check the project to determing the extent
to which the recommendations have been implemented. In somc cases,
when an independent evaluator is not continued with the grant, the
Regional Staff will dssume responsibility for monitoring the imple-
mentation of evaluation recommendations,

EVALUATION AND THE PLARNING PROCESS:

- §ince evaluation reports will help in determining whether, and in what

form, continuation funding for specific projects should be included in
regional input to the Comprehensive Plan, the Evaluation Management

Unit should be used as a resource in developing the regional and state
annual plans. The Regional Planning Staff should notify the Evaluation
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Management Unit as to the kind of information needed and by what date.
Since evaluation reports are submitted at intervals in the project
year and are not tied to the development of the Comprehensive Plan,
written evaluation reports may not be available when needed for plan-
ning puvpases. If written reports are not available, it should be
possible to arrange for evaluators to present their findings to the
Councils or the Commission upon request. The Evaluation Management
Unit will assess the regions in arranging this.

In the future as the evaluation system hegins to produce information
regularly throughout the year, it should be possible to develop in-
formation to meet specific needs. '
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GUIDELINES FOR EVALUATION REPORTS

eral rule, evaluators will be asked to submit two reports
he life of a project. A brief Interim Report midway in
ect should indicate the progress and problems of the pro-

Ject and evaluation to date, while & more complete Final Lvalua-~

tion Rep
dates fo
ation Iia

ort will be required near the end of the project. The
r submission of reports will be determined by the Evalu-
nagement Unit in accordance with the information nezsds

of the Regional Councils and the Commission.

The kind
order ar
below ma

s of information needed in these reports and a suggested
e outlined below. It 1s understood that all of the items
v not be relevant to all orojects funded by the Commission.

Also, evaluators should expand upon these items where necessary.

-

INTERIH EVALUATION REPORT

A, EVALUATION PROGRESS:

1. Describe evaluation activities to date.

2. Describe the progress and problems of data collection ef-
forts. (existence, availebility & relevance 2% the data;
cost of collection, etec.)

3. VWhat problems have arisen in implecmenting the Evaluation
Plan?

4, In what ways has the evaluation or the evaluator been of
benefit to the project stafl thus far? .

B. PROJECT PROGRESS:

1. Summarize the projcct activities thus far.

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

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 REPORT
SECTION I. EXBCUTIVE SUMMARY OF EVALUATION REPORT. '
(Note: This summery 1s of great importance since it will be

used extensively by decision-makers. It should accurate}y
reflect the findings of the evaluation and should be no lon-

ger

1.

than two or three pages.)

Briéfly describe the project's objectbives and major
activities.

Sumnarize major resulis, findings, and reccommendations.
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B

(Note: The evaluator should make a clear distinction be-
tween the ilmmediate, practical recommendations and those
requiring a longer time and greater resources to imple-
ment. The evaluator should also be prepared to defend
these recommendations before the Regional Planning Coun-
cils and the Governor's Justice Commission.)

P
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it} et
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SECTIOﬁ II. PROJECT ACTIVITIES.

1. Briefly describe the original goals and objectives of
the project and the problem the project was to allev-

iate.
5. Describe the activities of the project.

SECTION III. EVALUATION ACTIVITIES.

1. Describe the nature, extent, and timing of all evalua-
tion activities upon which this report is based.

2. Describe the data and information used in thi§ evalua~
tion. (source, date, reliability, validity, limita-
tions, method cf collection, ete.) :

3. Explain the scope and limitations of the evalua*+ion
effort. :

Describe how and when feedback was given to the project
and any modificetions made as a result of that feedback.

N

1=
-

!

SECTION IV. PROJECT RESULTS AND ANALYSIS.

Tn this section the evaluator should address the following
gquestions:

1. Wnat are the results of the project and how do they differ
from the ''Anticipated Results" as outlined in the Subgrant
Application?
What factors led to results other than those anticipated?
a. the administrative stpructure of the project.
. the operation and management of the project.
. the personnel involved in the project.
.  the evaluation process.
. the planning of the project.
. the basic approach or method used to attack the pro--
blem. .
g. level and timing of funding.
n. the allocation of resources or project actlvity.
1. external events beyond the control of the project.
j. other.
3. What impact have the results of this project had on:
a. the problem as outlined in the "PROBLEM" section of
the Subgrant Application?
b. the criminal justice system and/or
crime?

b
c
d
e
T

the reduction of
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Could these same results have been obtained more effic-

iently by a different allocation of resources or project

actbivity? -

Based on your experience in this field and your know-

ledge of the relevant literature, how do the results

of this project compare with: :

a. the results of other projects using a similar ap-~
proach or method © solve the problen?

b. the results of other projects using different ap-
proaches and methods?

c. the results which might have been expected in the

absence of the projeat?

6. Aside from the project-specific results, what was learned
from this project that should be pursued further?
7. What were the unintended consegquences of the project?
8. Analyze the results of .the project in terms of its costs.
SECTION V. FINDINGS AND RECOIMAENDATION

1. State all findings and conclusions with specific refer-

ence to:
a. +the extent to which project objectives were fulfilled.
. b. the overall impact of the ‘project on the problem it
| was intended to address.
' c. the factors affecting the success of the project iIn
achieving its objectives and the impact of the pro-
Ject. :

2. State all recommendations concerning: ,

a. the appropriateness and practicality of project ob-
jectives. )

b. +the value of the basic method and approach used by

. the project to solve the problem.

¢. +the operation of the project (planning, staffing, pro-
ject administration and operation, allocation of re-
sources, etc.).

d. modifications in project objectlves, methods and op-
erations.

e. the cost of the project. )

f. the continuation of the project.

g. the evaluation of this project.

h. other.

3. Discuss the implications of this project and your evalua-
tion for Governor's Justice Commission policy in this area
of criminal justice and law enforcement.

T/1.9/73
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“A,

RTSPO\TS,D LITIES OF PROJECT LV'\.LUATOI I

In cvalualing projects {funded by the Governor's Justice Commiss yion, e:va]u tor
should be aware of the two primary goals of such evaluation:

1. to provide the Commis sion and 1ts Remo*nl Councils with accurate -
informafidn to aliow effcctive decision- *na.hmg.
to provide regular feedback to the project siaff concerning potential
problems 2nd agtual progress of th prnJect

. B .‘:q@r‘ . o
In m'ecling thesc goals, géneral respensibilitics of the evaluzior will be: l)
assist in devéloping and inmlemen‘i*w an evaluation pl'm 2) conduct evaluation
acti¥itics; and F) analyze and present findings and recomz cndations.
reSpon slbLhtlcm oi Lno e\m)uato.u are: . - ) ' L

™o
-

%

_‘ ¢
»

Specific

A. Agsist in Developing and Implementing an Evaluation Plan.

1. Assist the project staff in developing baseline data agazinst which the
results of the project can be mezsured. (Jn nmost cascs this will he
cincluded in the "PROBLEM" scction of the subgranl applicat

i

the nature and exient of the “f)o]nm are identified and measured.)
2. Assist the project staff 1n 1cle,11 ying apnvopriute measur able geals for ;
. ' the project. - S » : ' ‘ ~' /

ol
oo

- Determine relevant measures io evaluate thc project results, o
4, Delermine how the data and 1mormat1un necessary to evaluate the project

P will be collected. LT Pl : .
E - -8, Detlérmine what resources wﬂl b egded for the evaluation and how they
B will be allocated. . - - S L o .
# 6, Plan and schedule Spr..L,ll‘C e\"’*lLchth”l ctlntves. , , AR ,
i . 7. Assist the project s taff in developing an "Evaluation Plan" (description
o ‘attached) and an ev ahr ation budget for submissicn to the Evaluation Manage-
‘E .ment Umt of the Cf\vcrnor’s Jusuce Commlsmon mr approval. -

B. Conduct ¥valuation Activities.

- . LT <

(s
b P
A
.
1
.
:
:
.
-
.
A

1. Momtor the data collection prucec D ’ T
2. Periodically check the reliability and relevance cof the data.

3. Observe and evaluate the administra tion and operation of the project.
4

5

6

-

. Provide feedback to the project staff on'a regular basis.

.. Modify the.éva 1lualion plan if ncces._g.rv t . .. : : ; -
¢ Submit art interim 1 ‘eport on the prohlems a'ﬂd progress of the project .
" and the evaluation. {description attaclic ). L
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Analyze and Present Tindings ond Recoromendations,

"Compile, analyze and-interpret the data.

Submit a final report (description attached) simultaneously to the
regional staff, the Bvaluation Management Unit, and the Project Direcior.
Meel with the Cormmission staflf and the Project Divector to discuss findings.

A

. - .
N o
.
1. - N
} - .
£
- -
. I
. A
. -
. =
.
&
i !
; J
. ;
o
.
. b - - -~
. OIS
- e L o
; S . ’
. . I S
B y . . . _«
. . \ .o ,
- .ot
. . PRy
N .
- ' A ‘ s v
- . \ .
- ! A . \ . - - ,
. - . - .2 N .
MR - + . IR 7 ’
- . . - - . o § ; NE
« . I
< AN w .ot *
- C. .
. . s -
. v ) ) » . ¢
P . . .
- - . N J - .
. P 2 . . .
. - .
o h > o -
. é . . . . s, ¢ .
R .
- - - - - *
. .
- .
* - . - .
N . \ .
- - | n - - e . * - *
. P
. N .
. . -
. .
. . . . M
: .
. .
- - * - M
.
e S - i




1

VT

APPENDIX B

7
&
s
" - T

Tvalustion of Regional Offices and

\

Sub-Offices of the Pennsyivani

Q

_)i

Board orf Probation and Parole

P

¥
\\\.- L @ 3
AN

Design Memorandun
MMI 102-73
Submitted to

Pennsylvania Board of Probaticn and Parole
William C. Boor, Chairman

ar 4

Pernsyivania Governor's Justice Commission

M . . m

1 S

T

1
¥
i B
!T ~—!

= P
i
|
|

|

L

Hon. Israel Packel
Attorney General and Comimission Chairman

MetaMetrics Inc.
3711 Macomb St., N.W,
Washington, D, C. 20016

July 27, 1973

e A A e S A, < PR g g L T S D S By e




o

s y &
L

gy
i ¥

i
#

SN

‘ i

] » CONTENTS

N o "‘

R

Introduction Page 1

R

ERE
s ¥

Overall Board Goals for Project 1

W

Project Components and Functions 4

R

o

Policy Considerations §

1

. : i E : i ; . [ . ; i 5 K ; s H ; i
: ; : : i ¥ ¢ ]

w

Measures of Performance, Data Requirements
i and Evaluation Analysis , 7

ta

f | Procedures and Schedule 9

| | Appendix A - Interview Format A-1




o

Yo

A
\ H

e

ey

§

=

REE S

S

1

A BN BN BN BN BN BN BN E Ew

%

L

L

!

1

.

x"v-::Il
o e

1. INTRODUCTION

The Regional Offices and Sub-Offices Project funded under a
continuation sub-grant from the Governor's Justice Commission, is
beginning the third year of operation. MetaMetrics Inc. is conducting

the evaluation component of the project.

Evaluation began on July 1, 1973 simultaneously with the sub-
grant period. During the first month, evaluation design meetings were
held with Roard officials, staff of the:Governor's Justice Commission -
Fvaluation Management ﬁnit, Regional Directors and selerted project
personnel. This Memorandum presents a detailing of project goals |
and objectives, policy issues, initial performance measures and

evaluation and interview schedules. -
2. OVERALL BOARD GOALS FOR PROJICT

Probation and parole for convicted offenders are alternatives to
incarceration to improve the potential for rehabilitation within the
community through'job opportunities, education opportunities and
family relations and support. Probalion is a sentence served in the
community under supervision and rules of conduct specified by the

Court and the Board. Parole is release from prison to serve the

i
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Central Office

¥

o} Project management
0 Fiscal control

o} Information and data.
0 Program development

Regional Offices

0 Regional administration

o} Agency coordination

0 Prograra development

o] Demonstration project i.mplgmentation

Sub-0Offices

0 Case management
@ Investigations
0 Program implementation
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on identified issues.

Page 6

4. POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

While project evaluation in terms of achievement of goals and
objectives is the major focus of the evaluation effort, policy and planning

decisions for the short and "ong term can benefit from some analysis

From interviews and review of materials the

following issues were identified as relevant to the evaluation:

Differential Effectiveness of Decentralization

Rehabilitation
Swaff development
Liocation of bffices

Staff organization

Administration of Decentralized Decision Making

0

0

Extent of responsibility at Regional level

Classes of decisions to be made in field and
levels lower than the Board

Staff recruitment’
Planning and budget
Duplication of activities

Relationship to Central Office Program
development and implementation

Flow of communications
Conduct of hearings

otaff requirements
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E . 5. MEASURES OF PERFORMANCE, DATA REQUIREMENTS AND

— ' E EVALUATION ANALYSIS

Data on evaluation measures of performance relate to achievement
of stated goals and objectives of the project and the impact of the project
on problems, the criminal justice system and crime. Evaluation data

will be both qualitative and quantitative.

The achievément of stated goals and objectives and impact on

problems and the criminal justice system will be measured by the

following information:

0 The changing quality of information for case
decisions being provided by the project

| ‘ _
BN BN BN BN BN BN B

0 Reduction of agent and client travel time

]
S
o

o] Use of community resources and programs

0 Implementation of new parole programming

Increase in agent contact with client in the
-~ community ’

0 Responsiveness of parole services to community
cultural requirements

0 Reduction of staff turnover and caseload transfer

0 Utilization of team approach

HE

)
+
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This information will be obtained through interviews and questionnaires.

. ..
. “
® i

Evaluation analysis will focus on organizational, administrative, planning

Epem

and program implementation factors.

. = g =
" v . .
- .gl 3 5

b b mmed meml e el sl e e el e

The impact of the project on crime can be measured by the improved

performance of clients on parole. A reduction of recidivism directly

- -
. i
3 ]

reduces the potential for crime. Data to measure this recidivism is
presen ..y collected by the Central Office and consists of recommitment

and employment data.

Because of regional differences of recommitment rates between

regions, evaluation énalysis will rely heavily on historical data by

5 J——
i v

Region and Sub-Office to indicate impact. The source of this data for

the initial data collection phase will be the Central Office.

Additional project description and evaluation data to be collected
includes identifiable alternatives, costs, side effects and external

factors.

1 N
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Page 9
6. PROCEDURES AND SCHEDULE

The Interim Report will be completed and delivered by

November 1, 1973. The Final Report will be delivered by March, 1974.

Interviews with Regional Directors and selected Sub-Office
Supervisors will take place during August. Data collection will be

conducted in two stages to coincide with the Interim and Final Reports.

The following outline shows evaluation tasks and schedule:

Design | July 27, 1973

Project Description August 24, 1973

Initial Data Collection and Analysis  October 12, 1973

Interim Report November 1, 1973

Final Data Collection December 21, 1973

Evaluation Analysis January 25, 1974

Final Report March 1, 1974 .
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Personal interviews will be conducted with each Regional Director

1

—

-. !

and selected Sub-Office Supervisors during inilial data collection.

Information obtained will be for the beginning of fiscal year 1973 and

3 3

1974 in order to show change and provide project baseline data.

L A

Similar information will be collected during final data collection to

Ty

indicate change during the current project period.

—
i

REGIONAL OFFICES

A. Office Resources

0 Description of office facility and location

1 w

vy

o 0 Staff size and vacancies
,ll o o) Staff turnover and recruitment
|

Regional Coordination

r i[ o Service agencies
A

I[ 0 Criminal justice agencies
i 0 Community relations
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C. Case Decisions
o Parole and reparole information procedures
o] Recommitment procedures
0 Hearings: number, type and location

D. Staff Activities

o} Travel

0 Staff development

o} Case management

0 Team appros.ch

0 Case decisions

0 Program development

o} Program implementation

o} Coordination

o General administration

0 Planning and budgeting
E. Regional Structure

¢ District Office

¢ Sub-Offices

0 Community Parole Centers

0 Communications
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Page A-3
F. Regional Caseloads
0 Size and location
0 Assignment and transfers
0 Probationer - parolees.
[ General characteristics
0 Effect of new programs (SRS and others)
0 Information procedures
SUB-OFFICES
A. Office Resources
0 Descriptioxi of office facility and leocation
0 Staff size and vacancies
o} Staff turnover and recruitment
B. Community Coordination
0 Service agencies
0 Criminal justice agencies
o Community relations
C. Case Decisions
0 Parole and reparole information procedures
0 Recommitment procedures
0 Hearings: number, type and location
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D. Staff Activities

Page A-4

o Travel
0 Staff development
. 0 Case management

0 Team approach

0 Case decisions

o} Program development

0 Program implementation
0 Coordination

o General administration

0 Planning and budqéting

E. Office Structure

¢ Sub-Offices

| o} Community Parole Center
0 Communications

. Office Caseloads

0 Size and location

0 Assignment and transfers
0 Probationer - parolees
0 General characteristics
o) Effect of new programs (SRS and others)
o} Information procedures
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APPENDIX C
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Evaluation of Regional Offices and
Sub-Offices of the Pennsylvania
Board of Probation and Parole

DS-360-73A/E

INTERIM EVALUATION REPORT

Technical Report 2
MMI 102-73

Submitted to

Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole

William C. Boor, Chairman
and
Pennsvlvania Governor's Justice Commission

Hon, Israel Packel
Attorney General and Commission Chairman

MetaMetrics Inc,
3711 Macomb St., N.W,
Washington, D.C, 20016

December 14, 1973
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SECTION 1

£ [

EVALUATION PROGRESS

The evaluation of the Regionél Offices and Sub-Offices project began

on July 1, 1973, Initial meetings were held with the key planning personnel,

7 -

a representative cf the Evaluation Management Unit of the Governor's Justice

—

Commission, and the Regional Directors. These initial meetings informed project

personnel of the goals and procedures of the evaluation.

ey

During the first month, meetings were held with the Chairman and key

ey

Board staff to determine Board goals for the project, At the end of July, a
Design Memorandum was produced. This Memorandum outlined Board goals,
project comnonents, policy considerations, data requirements, interview formats,

evaluation procedures and schedule for the eight month evaluation.

Initial data collection focused on descriptive and policy information obtained

through interviews with field personnel and Central Office staif. Caseload and

‘ ié financial information was obtained from the Central Office. Interviews were

conducted in three Regions with the remaining three Regions to be visited during

final data collection.
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Page 2

Due to contract processing problems, the evaluation effort was suspended
during October, 1973, Cornpletioﬁ of the interim evaluation report was shifted

from November 1, 1973 to December 14, 1973.

Tﬁe pl;oject was originally scheduled to end in 8 months, Because of a
lower level of expenditures and with the addition of approximately $38,000.00
from other sources, the project was rescheduled to coincide with the Fiscal Year.
Delivery of the final evaluation report will be schedule to meet project review

requirements of the Board and the Governor's Justice Commission,
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS

Staffing and caseload information from February, 1970 to July, 1973
was obtained from the Board Central Office. General financial information for

approximately the same period of time was also collected.

Interviews were conducted in the Regional Offices of Philadelphia (Region I) s

Allentown (Region II) and Harrisburg (Region III}). The District Offices and

Sub-Offices in these regions were also visited., Sub-Offices visited were:
Lancaster, York, Scranton, Reading and Norristown. Interview information

was collected using the interview formats,

Initial analysis was primarily descriptive and indicated staffing and

caseload trends. Project issues were identified,
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EVALUATION PLAN AND PROJECT LIAISON

With the adjustments for lengthening the project to 12 months ., and the
shifting of the corﬁpletion date for the interim evaluation report, the evaluation

plan is on schedule.

Evaluation progress and project issues were discussed periodically with
key administration, operations and planning personnel of the Board, Full cooperation

was provided in the data collection in the Central Office and the field.

An interim briefing will be presented to key Central Office personnel
and Regional Directors and project issues will be clarified., Final data collection
and analysis will be structured to assist in the resolution of program development

problems and related evaluation issues,
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SECTION 2
PROJECT PROBLEMS AND PROGRESS

Six Regional Offices and ten Sub-Offices were established in the early
part of 1972, The project is presently under the third sub-grant, nearing completion

of its second year, and is completely operational,

Through interviews, problems were expressed by project personnel,

These were:

Ceniral Office

o} uncertainty of source of funds for continuation of project
o) caseload level constraints on overall project
o) union requirements for overtime pay for after regular hours

activities by agents

Regional Offices

o) communications with Central Office

0 continuity of training

o degree of decentralization of decisions including planning

e} potential duplication of Regional Office and District Qffice
responsibilities

o} nneed for Regional staff
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Page 5
Sub-Offices . :
o} differential caseloads and agent morale
o) increasing special probation and parole workload
o] office space

The problems expressed by Central Office pursonnel are external, though very
relevant, to the project proper, Closer coordination and joint planning with

GJC and other state involved agencies should assist in the resolution of these
problems. The funding problem has prompted the consideration of closing several

of the Sub~Offices,

The problems expressed at the Regional level are being addressed within
the Board organization. With the changing chairmanship has come some organizational
changes. Communications between the Central Office and the Regions is improved.
Decentralization of Board and Central Office functions is taking place, To the
extent that decentralization increases Regional functions, community contact is
increased and recent supreme court decisions impact on Regional activities,

additional staff may become necessary.

Two of the five Sub-Offices visited expressed a need for some additional
space., A major concern, howaver, was the range of caseloads per agent from
35 to close to a hundred. The variation in caseloads is due to program require-

ments, agent vacancies and differential growth of cas~+loads between areas.

A e e
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Adjustments in caseloads are made by transferring of cases between agents

and offices. Some differential should be expected and real problems arise

ohly if these differentials are seen as large and/cr discriminatory.
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SECTION 3
PROJECT RESULTS

In 1971, the Board operated with a Central Office in Harrisburg and nine
District Officevs located throughout the state., The Philadelphia District Office
supervised half of the state caseload. To varying degrees the other District
Offices were considered too large and centralized. Caseloads per agent were
high according to standards recommended by the National Council on Crime and

Delinquency,

The Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 provided funds
through the Pennsylvania Governor's Justice Commission for several sub-grants
to the Board, In early 1972, Regional Offices were established in ea‘ch of the
Governor's six Human Service Regions and ten Sub-Dffices were located to serve

localized caseloads throughout the Commonwealth.
BOARD GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

Board goals for the Regional Office and Sub~Office Project are directly

related to the major Board functions:

o) provide information and recommendations for case decisions

e} administer parole supervision
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Toward achieving these goals are the following specific objectives

of the Board for the project:

Case Decisions

0 provide improved information for decisions through increased
understanding of the offender, reduced caseloads, contact
with family, and contact with local court and police

o assist the Board through a decentralization of resolution of
certain case decisions

~Parole Supervision

o) provide improved delivery of parole services through reducing
agent and client travel time

o) address client rehabilitation requirements through use of
community resources and programs such as Public Assistance

and Employment Security

o} implement new parole programming including Guided Group
Interaction and assistance in employment

o) relate to client in a community setting rather than in an alien
and bureaucratic setting

o) obtain community understanding and assistance in the client
rehabilitation process

o) relate parole services to community cultural requirements

o improve agent effectiveness through an understanding of
his role of rehabilitation in the community

o reduce agent turnover and caseload transfer through enhance-
ment of agent community status and role

o increase staff effectiveness through team approach in client
. rehabilitation and mutual staff development
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PROJECT OBIECTNEé AND ACTIVITIES

Interviews at the Regional and Sub-Office levels indicate that project

personnel are in accord with the Board's objectives.,

Activities of the Regional Offices vary from region to region with respect
to size and location of caseload, staff, and Regional organization responsibilities.
Accordingly, the activities and responsibilities of the Philadelphia Regional
Director with two District Offices, five CPC's, a large SRS program and half
of the State caseload are different than those of the Harrisburg Regional Director
with one District Oifice, two Sub-Offices and 7% of the caseload. While only
the Regional Director and a Clerk Steeographer are funded by the Sub-Grant,
interviews indicated that District Office staff was available to the Regional

Director in the discharge of Regional responsibilities.

The Sub-Offices -appear to be more uniform in their operations. The five
visited were located in cities ranging in population from 50,000 to 103,000
and a borough of 38,00'0. All operated as a unit headed by a Supervisor. The
location in the community was seen as an advantage from both a time and distance
factor as well as community and client relations. All interviewed expressed

a preference for the Sub-Office environment as compared to the District Office.

Supervision of the agents in the Sub-Offices depends upon the background

and inclinations of the individual agent. Agents are permitted some latitude

in case management activities.
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J’ CASELOADS

Caseloads have increased over the past five years throughout Pennsylvania.

i
: |
]? The caseload for the state as a whole increased 80.8%. Harrisburg, the region

with the smallest caseload, and Philadelphia, the region with the largest caseload,

increased at 76% while Allentown showed a 116% increase over the same time period.

a ]s As can be seen from Table 1, Special Probation and Parole caseloads
increased almost 500% for the stale as a whole with similar rates of increase for
the regions. The Special Probation and Parole caseload now constitutes a third

of the total caseload. The differential use of Special Prokation and Parole impacts
differently upon the regions, For the Harrisburg reion, only 14.4% of the tof;al

caseload is in this category, This low utilization of PBPP services by county

reflected in the caseload data is the work requirement of pre-sentence investigations

requested by county courts,

I courts results in Harrisburg having the lowest regional total caseload, Not
I Table 2 shows the regional caseloads by District and Sub-Office., Caseload

data pf‘ior to October, 1972 was not reported to the Central Office by Sub-Office

breakdowns.

e Caseloads for District and Sub-Offices show more fluctuation than those

for regions dueto intra-regional transfers of cases,




1968

1969

1870

1971

1972

1973

* For July 1 of each Fiscal Year

TABLE 1
Caseloads: Regions I, II, III and Pennsylvania,
Figcal Years 1968 to 1873 %*
Philadelphia, Region I :Allentown, Region II Harrisburg, Region III Pennsylvania
Spec, Spec. Spec, Spec.
Spec. Prob, & Spec. Prob. & Spec., Prob. & Spec. Prob. &
Prob. Parole as | Prob, Parole as Prob. Parole as Prob. Parole as
& Parole Total % of Total | & Parole Total % of Total | & Parcle Total % of Total | & Parole Total % of Total
301 2,896 10.4 71 619 11.5 30 450 6.7 750 5, 847 12.8
357 2,854 12.5 106 666 15.9 47 442 10.6 959 5, 875 16.3
554 2,953 18.8 152 737 20.6 44 470 9.4 1,241 6,107 20.3
951 3,464 27.5 189 842 22.4 60 545 11.0 1, 830 7,112 25.7
, !
1,505 4,571 32,9 291 1,133 25,7 t 95 704 13.5 I 2,790 9,150 30.5
1,719 5,106 33.7 330 1,340 24.6 114 792 14.4 : 3,554 10,571 33,6
- |
3 |
: i

11 ebeg
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TABLE 2

Regional Caseloads, October 1, 1972 to July 1, 1973

© October 1, January 1, July 1,
1972 1973 1973
Region I (Philadelphia)
Philadelphia District Office 4,174 4,308 4,431
Chester District Office 647 669 675
Total 4, 821 4,977 5,106
Region II (Allentowr)
Wilkes-Barre District Office 233 238 249
Scranton Sub-Office 70 70 72
Allentown District Office 580 589 551
Reading Sub-~Office 102 131 144
Norristown Sub-Office 202 2] 6 324
Total 1,187 1,244 "1, 340
Region III (Harrisburg)
Harrisburg District Office 489 530 472
SRR Lancaster Sub~Office 133 124 141
lj York Sub-Office ) ' 121 112 179 .
7 Total 743 766 792
T Pennsylvania 9, 658 10,083 10,571
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STAFFING

Tables 3 and 4 indicate the staffing trends for Regions I, II and III,

agents and total staff, for the past two years. Staff has increased along with

[ m—

increasing caseloads,

| et §

The opening of Sub-Offices, except in the case of Philadelphia, has

permitted the District Offices to maintain approximately the same size staff.

As can be seen from Table 5, staffii g patterns are markedly different
between District Offices, Sub-Offices and Community Parole Centers. Sub-Offices

are heavy on supervisory perscnnel with an average of one supervisor per 2.7 agents.

-
L. = The ratio for District Offices, including the D¢ crict Supervisor, is almost double
i IL’T at 5.1. Program support, by con*. st, is l,ox for Sub-Offices while the number of
- li‘ paraprofessionals is relatively L. _...

i m] - The difference in staffing patterns coqld be attribu_ted to the smaller scale
- j of. Sub—-Offi‘ces. The typical Sub-Office hag one supervisor, two agents, one

L .T] hizman service aide and one clerk-typist. The typical unit in the District Offices
N I*] has one supervisor, the equivalent of two program support personnel, seven

I}

agents, no paraprofessionals except in Philadelphia and Pittsburg Regions, and the

equivalent of three clerical personnel. This pattefn would indicate that in the
‘T"’} Sub-Offices supervisors are expected to provide program support and paraprofessionals

e 2o
l are expected to assist agents with caseloads, .
.
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TABLE 3

Regional Staffing - Agents*
May 6, 1971 to July 12, 1973

May 6 TFeb 24 Julyl Tan 12 July 12

1971 1972 1972 1973 1973
Region I (Philadelphia)
Philadelphia District Office 65 91 98 102 96
Chester District Office . 10 13 12 13
Total 65 101 11 114 109
| -
j Region II (Allentown)
‘I Wilkes-Barre District Office 5 4 6 5 4
g ] Scranton Sub-Office 2 2 2 2
- - Allentown District Office 13 14 19 14 16
‘ Reading Sub~Office _ 2 2 1 2
{ ) Norristown Sub-Office . 4 4 3 3
- lm Total 18 26 33 25 27
L r«‘ Region ITI (Harrisburg)
[ o Harrisburg District Office 12 12 18 15 13
o Lancaster Sub~-Office 2 2 2 -3
[ York Sub~Office L 2 2 3 3
[" B Total 12 16 22 20 19

Iw *Assigned Agent Positions




TABLE 4

Regional Staffing - Total*
May 6, 1971 to July 12, 1973

Region I (Philadelphia)

Philadelphia District Office
Chester District Office
Total

Re gion II (Allentown)

Wilkes-Barre District Office
Scranton Sub-Office
Allentown District Office
Reading Sub-Office
Norristown Sub~Office

Tota.

Region III (Harrisburg)
Harrisburg District Office
Lancaster Sub-Office

York Sub-Office
Total

*Assigned Total Positions

May 6
1971

10

24

Feb 24
1972

170
16
187

“Page 15

Julyl Tan 12 July 12
1972 1973 1973
1 1 1
181 198 194
19 20 29
201 219 224
11 2
13 13 10
4 6 5
27 27 33
3 4 5
5 6 - 6
53 57 61
1 1 1
31 31 35
4 4 5
3 5 5
39 41 46
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TABLE 5
Summary of Staffing Patternl,
District Offices of Regions, Community Parole Cehter and Sub-Offices
July 12, 1973

L4

\ District Community .
. Offices . Parole Centers Sub-Office _Total
‘ Number % Number % Number % Number %
N Supervisory 37 9.1 10 12,7 10 17.9 57 10.
’ ~Program'_Support2 69 16,9 4 5.1 1 1.8 74 - 13,
B } Agents ©. 188 46,1 24 30.4 27 48.1 239 44,
Paraprofessionalss : 27 6 6 29 36,6 8 14,3 64 11,
§ : ‘
W ] Administrative and
L Clerical : 87 - 21.3 12 15,2 10 17.9 109 20,
4 _ - ‘

L Total : ' 408 100.0 79 100.0 56 100.0 543 100,

- lAssigned staff p‘ositions, excludes Reyional, Central Office and institution assigned
personnel, There were 42 vacancies or 8,3% of the total assigned positions

- 2Includes Planners, Psychologists, Investigators and Warrant Personnel

3Includes Human Service Aides and Work Program Trainees

e =2 E

N

PR - -
YO :
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In Iulﬁf, 1973 , less than half of the positions in the Sub-Offices were

paid from the Regional Office and Sub-Office Continuation Subgrant.

CASELOAD RATIOS

Table 6 shows caseload trends per agent and total staff over the past
two years. Regional caseload per agent decreased except in the case of

Allentown Region. Caseload per staff decreased in all cases.

Allentown Region showed wide differences in caseload ratios between
District Offices and Sub~Offices. Not reflected in this breakdown is the high
caseload ratios of the general cascload in Philadelphia which in late 1973

exceeded 100 per agent,

The summary of District Offices and Sub-Offices at the bottom of Table 6

does show that Sub-Offices are sustaining higher caseload ratios.
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Pennsylvania

Caseload Ratios, 1971-1973.

Region I (Philadelphia)

Philadelphia District Office
Chester District Office
Total? '

Region II (Allentown)

Wilkes~Barre District Office
Scranton Sub-Office
Allentown District Office
Reading Sub-Office
Norristown Sub-Office

Total

Region III (Harrisburg)

Harrisburg District Office
Lancaster Sub-0Office
York Sub-Office

Total

3
District Offices

Sub-Offices
Total

lcaleulated with staff for May 6, 1971

2pxcludes Regional Personnel

TABLE 6

Tuly, 1971

Per Agent

53,3

46,8

45, 4

47. 4

Per Staff

- 30,1

24,8

26.8

Page 18
July, 1973

Per Agent  Per Staff
46.2 22.8
51.9 23.3
46,8 22.8
62.3 24.9
36,0 14, 4
34, 4 16.7
72.0 28.8
108.0 54,0
49.6 22.0
36,3 13.5
47,0 28.2
59.7 35,8
41.7 17,2
43,0 20,3
55,2 26,6
44, 4 21.0

3Excludes Regional, Central Office and institution assigned personnel
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b]i;; PAROLEE PERFORMANCE
Records on parolees, until recently, were more complete than records

J on probationers and out-of-state cases supervised in Pennsylvania. Trend
J information on parole performance is shown on Tables 7 and 8 and is expected to
reflect on supervision of probationers and out-of-state cases.

i
A
"}E The number of persons paroled per year from State Correctional Institutions
-

declined slowly to 1969, increased markedly through 1972 and has recently shown

;-:.!("
i a downturn which is still high when compared to pre-1972 vears. Owver this same time
L”'? period, Special Probation and Parole cases assigned to PBPP have steadily increased,
rn.i‘ In the case of a relatively stable inflow of parolees, the ratio of parolees
L:’“'*" returned to prison to number paroled reflects the percentage of cases .WhiCh fail
: or recidivate., The average length of time on parole is more than two years and
ety
oo ok approximately 5% of parolees have recidivated after having been on parole for
;’r more than two years. With a stable inflow of parolees, parolee performance

spread over the period of supervision can be gauged by the ratio of returned to

prison to number paroled.

For the period 1967 to 1971, this ratio shown on Table 7 ranged from
29.1% to 34.6%. The 34.6% figure was the result of the declining number paroled

J]{ in 1969 . Following 1971, the ratio is not a reliable indicator due to the large
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T e
5 TABLE 7
| =l
3 Paroledl and Parolees returned to Prison
. TFiscal Years, 1967 to 1973
Returned to Prison Returned to Prison as Per Cent of Total
b Fiscal Technical New Technical New
5 Year Paroled Violation Commitment Total Violation Commitment Total
b 1967 2,258 322 335 657 14.3 14.8 29.1
. 1968 2,230 347 337 684 15.6 15.1 30,7
o 1969 1,952 370 305 675 19.0 15,6 34,6
T wes .
1970 Z2,221 372 324 696 16,7 14,6 31.3
— 1971 2,331 382 297 679 16. 4 12,7 29.5
- e 1972 2,941 280 241 521 9.5 8.2 17.7
T 1973 2, 564 310 413 723 12,1 16, 1 28.2
|
JE Includes reparoled
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increase of number paroled in 1972, This increase results in a deceptive decline
of the ratio to 17.7% while the relative decline in number paroled in 1973 from

in an unrealistically high ratio of 28,.2%.

To ameliorate this effect of sharp increases and declines of number
parolad, Table 8 shows the ratios calculated from averages of the year and the
two previous years., The logic of this calculation is that the recidivism of ihe

year is also affected by the number of parolees of the two previous years,

Yor the period of 1967 to 1971, the new ratio varies from 28.4% to 32.6%.

An estimate for this period calculated on the average for the {ive years would be

30. 8%1, For the peried 1971 to 1873, the establishment stage of regionalization
and opecrations of Sub-Gifices, the new ratio varies from 31.3% to 20.9%. An
estimate for this three year period would he 26,6%. The difference between 26.6%
and 30.8% is statistically signiii - at the .002 level and shows a supericr

parolee parformance over the past two years,

Returned to prison is divided into technical violations and new commitinents,
The rate of new commitments over the past three years shows some improvement,
but the 1ate of technical violations is an improvement in stark contrast to previous
vears, This reflects the change in PBPP policy and the revision of conditions
governing parole. The rate of new commitments should be continuously monitored

N

to see if a lower technical violation rate increases the rate of new commitments,

In PBPP study of 179 parolecs ralecased in 1968 indicated a return to prison rate
of 24.0% after a three year tracking period.
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‘ TABLE 8

A~

Revised Estimate of Recidivism using
Three Year Average of Paroled, Fiscal Years 1967 to 1973

i

Returned to Prison
as Per Cent of Paroled
Three Year Average Technical New
Fiscal Year of Paroled Violation Commitment Total

B
Bt

[ —

-

1967 2,316 13.9 14,

63

28. 4

==

1968 2,263 1

(63

.3 14.9 30,2

bt

1969 2,147 17,2 14,

v

31.4

4

: 1970 2,134 17. 4 15,2 32.6
1971 2,168 17.6 13,7 31.3
I | 1972 2,498 11.2 9.6 20.9

] 1973 2,612 11.9 15,8

oy
-3
~
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, Consistent with the increasing caseloads . decreasing caseload ratios,

A service and direct subsidies to counties, PBFP expenditures have increased over

11 the past three vears.

bt | TABLE 9

- Expenditures of Board of Probation and Parole,

T Fiscal Years 1871 to 1874 (in $000)

- Opecrations

_4 Supplies,

. Materials Furniture Grants and

1 Fiscal Personal & Contract- and SUbSldl@? ‘

L Year Services!  yal Services Equipment  Total to Counties Total

i 1971 3,121.6 534 4 46,6 3,704, 6 721.0 4,425.6

1972 4,443.5 884.8 189.8 5,518.1 838.0 6,356.1

e

o 1973 7,034.3 1,274.8 39.5 8,348.6 1,149, 8 9, 498, 4
r 1974 , 330.2 2,389.8 77.1 10,797.1 3,323.0 14,120.1
lx‘

- 1Includes salaries, contracted personal services and employee benefits

L

| 2Budget estimate
IJ'I
o
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Expenditures have increased at a rate greater than the caseload and
operations expenditures per average caseload increased 50% from 1971 to 1973,
This increase, indicating increased quality of supervision (lower caseloads per
agent and increased program support), may have been offset by the lower return
to prison rate. Cqsts of incarceration are approximately ten times higher than

costs of parole supervision. Inflation has also affected the PBPP expenditures,

TABLE 10

Expenditures per Average Annual Caseload, 1971 to 1973

Operations
Expenditures ) Average Expenditures
Fiscal Year (in $000) Cascload per Caseload ($)
1971 3,704.6 6,610 560
1972 5,518.1 8,131 679
1973 8, 348.6 9, 860 847

Fund sources for PBPP expenditures *have changed drastically in recent
years as can be seen in Tables 11 and 12. The Commonwealth operations
appropriation per average caseload was $548 in 1971, $553 in 1973 and may
actually decline slightly for 1974, Federal grants for operations are approaching
parity with Commonwealth operations appropriations. Federal support of county

subsidies has increased greatly,
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o i
~ TABLE 11
| Ly
. Fund Sources, for Expenditures
Rl Fiscal Years 1971 to 1974 (in $000)
- Commonwealth Appropriation Federal Grants
,j Fiscal Year- Operations County Subsidy Operations  County Subsidy Total
1971 3,620.0 721.,0 86.0 - 4,427.0
- 1972 4,148.7 838.0 2,077, 1 - 7,063.8
1973 5,452.5 1,149.8 2,899.0 - 9,501, 3
' 1
" 1974 5,889,0 1,150.0 4,908.9 2,173.0 14,120.9
,'.
= lsub-Grants from Regional Councils of Governor's justice Commission
" TABLE 12
i _ Per Cent Distribution of Fund Sources
R Fiscal Years 1971 to 1974
-
;
- Commonwealth Appropriation T'ederal Grants
P Fiscal Year Operations County Subsidy Operations County Subsidy Total
| 1971 81.8 16.3 1.9 - 100.0
_‘I 1972 58.7 11.9 29, 4 - 100, 0
o 1973 57. 4 12,1 30.5 - 100.0
1974 41.7 8.1 34,8 15, 4 100. 0
o
oy
w‘,‘
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Table 12 indicates the source of Federal grants, The Regional Office and
i Sub-Office subgrants have constituted 25% of the total operations subgrants.,
The SRS operations program, a continuing source of funds with no planned

termination, now exceeds the Governor's Justice Commission in operations

. financial support,

Y TABLE 13

1 Grants Awarded to Board in

ol Fiscal Years 1971 to 1974 (in $000)

- Social & Rehab,

Governor's Justice Commission Service, J.S.

- Regional Office  Other County Department of

- Fiscal Year and Sub-Office Operations - Subsidy Total H.E.W, Total

o 1971 - 479.0 - 479.0 - . 479.0
- 1972 334.3 1,312,585 - 1,646, 8 - 1,646.8
) 1973 363.1 ' 1,512.9 - ] 1,876.0 203.4 2,079.4

o 1974 438 .2 1,704.6 2,173,0 4,315.8 2,589.7 6, 905.5

L

PR S 9
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: PROJECT PERFORMANCE

*\7“7

~ The decentralization of the PBPP, reflected by the establishment of

X

‘ Regional Offices, Sub-Offices and Community Parole Centers, is continuing

e with selected Board and Central Office functions being delegated to the field.

“ Decentralization policies, changed regulations governing parole and a

= change in treatment philosophy has resulted in a lower return to prison rate.

- The impact of each of the above on the return to prison rate is not separable
. nor identifiable, Together they constitute overall PBPP policy of recent years.,

h There may be a difference between Sub-Office parolee performance as
.,_ compared to District Offices. This performance is difficult to evaluate if

i substantial transfers have taken place,

4 ' Interviews conducted to date indicate that regionalization and Sub-Office
T operations are achieving Board project objectives, Regionalization is a decentral-
;_ ization of Central Office functions and an organizational siructure which continucs
A to develop. Earlier indications of organizational confusion over responsibilities

i and communications are not presently in evidence.

LAY

. The recidivism rates for the Commonwealth as a whole are declining and

gl can be atiributed to recent Board policy and program changes . This decline of rates
;w; is most apparent with technical violations which are linked to rules governing parole

o and nature of parole supervision,

et b e L e e
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APPENDIX D

Recommitment Rate from Appendix B of
Report for 1971-1872, Pennsylvania Board of Probation and Parole

Number of Board  Numb:+under Failure
Year Actions to recommit  Supervision  Rate

1970 766 8,913  10.3%
1971 685 10,492 6.6%
1972 755 12,194 6.7%*

This table shows a comparison of failure
rates for the calendar years 1970, 1971 and
1972, noting the actual change which has
occurred. It shows the success rate per year
has improved from 90% to more than 93% under
the Board’s new programs; although the total.
caseload has increased more than 4,000 since
1970 and the rate of parole has increcased from
53% to 73%. A recent study conducted by
the Board’s Research Unit revealed that
Pennsylvania’s recommitment rate of
6.6% per year ranked lowest in a comparison
with five other major industrial states for 1971.
These states, using similar methods of compu-
tation include: New Jersey—18.0%; Michigan—
17.0%; New York—15.6%; Texas—9.7% and
Ohin-—9.2%. In addition, the National Council
on Crime and Delinquency has been conducting
a five-year rescarch program regarding parole
and recently released a figure of 8.4% as the
violation rate for the first year.

The data have been compiled for the
recommits and revocations, by District Office,
for the calendar year 1972, For the ten District
Offices, the Recommit Rate was 7.8% of the
Pennsylvania parolees under supervision for all
or part of the year, and the Revocation Rate
(including all “terminations” for new offenses
was 4.1% for Special Probation and Parole
cases. The combined failure rate (Recommits
plus Revocations) was 6.4% in the District
Offices. When the Pennsylvania parolecs under
active supervision in other states (“Central
Office Cases”) which were returned to this
State for recommitment, 2.8% of all the 756
“active” parolees handled, are included, the
combined failure rate is 6.2% of all Pennsylvania
cases handled being recommitted or having
their state probations or special paroles
revoked.

.

For the previous year, calendar year 1971,
the corresponding figures were: Recommiits
in the ten District Offices, 8.0%; Revoca-
tions in the District Offices, 4.7%; Combiread
Failure Rate in the District Offices, 7.1%; with
Central Office recommits included (13 out of
822 active cases handled, or 1.6%), the 1971
combined failure rate was 6.6%.

With the exception of cases being supervised
in other states, the failure rates for 1972 were
somewhat fower than for 1971: District Office
state parolees, 7.8%, down from 8.0%; District
Office special probation and parole cases,
4.1% down from 4.7%; Combined Recommit-
Revocation Rate, 6.4% for District Office cases
and 6.2% for all Pennsylvania cases handled,
down from 7.1% and. 6.6% in 1971.

*Two additional types of “failure” have been
added o the 1972 figures. These are: {1) Cases
closed by Board Action (57 state parolees)
who have received new sentences in Pennsyl-
vania or other jurisdictions for new offerises,
and who would probably have otherwise been
recommitied by the Board due to various
circumstances.

(2) Clients who died as a result of committing
new offenses (7 parolees and 2 probationcers):
murder-suicide cases, clients shot during
robbery attempts, suicides by clients in prison
awaiting parole violation or revocation
hearings, etc., (drug and alcohol overdose
deaths were not included, nor were clients
who were murdered). :

When these two categorics were added, the
Grand Total Failure Rate for 1972 became 6.7%
of all Pennsylvania parolees and probationers
under supervision during all or part of 1972,
This is still only 0.1% higher than the 1971
figure where the “death” and “closed-case”
failures were not included.

In summary, the 1972 recommit (7.3%),
revocation (4.1%) and combined (6.2%) failure
rates are lower than in 1971 (6.6% combined).
Even when the special cases referred to above
(deaths and Bnard actions to close) are
included, the Grand Total Failure Rate is still

only 6.7% for 1972.
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