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LUDLOW COMMUNITY CENTER

The main objectivee of the Ludlow Community Center for the

. year 1974 - 1975 were:

(1) To provide an information and referral.service to
residents of the Ludlow Community ‘

(2) To provide a transportation ana commqnication eervice
between inmates at Graterford Prison and friends and
families ln the community.

(3) To establish:=an architectural design center to assist

persons in the Ludlow community to plan for community ’

development.

Indicators of progress toward the achievement of these

goals 1nclude~

Number of drop-ins . 1202
Average per month 100
Active case files : 90
Agencies receiving referrals 24
Inmates active (groun) 16

(1nd1v1duale) 14

Cost of referral/actlve case $250.00
Cost per drop in counselled - $25,00

Trips to Graterford average over one per week

Proportion of client population which is

Spanish-speaking T 70%
v Number 6f youths enrolled 1n recreatlonal
Over 400

programs

frollow-up on Refundlng Report Recommendatlons.

No. srgnlflcant progress on securlng addltlonal independent .

sources of funding for afflllated programs has been{made,

k3Continuing effort will be needed here to maintain the

‘level;of¥programfactivity for non-LEAA programming,
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Cost-effectivenss for drop~in counseling has improved
socmewhat as the number of drop-ins increased in the later
Spring and early summer, Awareness of the project within

the Ludlow community is high as evidenc2d by the cémmunity

'survey. the resutls of which is discussed fully below,

Implementation of the use of the flyers distributed locally
by the Concilio‘; Consumer Education project is urged as
a means of ¥eaching the Spanish-speaking population and
making effectime use of LEAA projectAfunds.

'The'tesign center activity‘remains at a low level
following an indication that the Association's plan for
housing which the center developed may be more actively

considered by the City administration. (We had previously

recommended a shift in planning emphasis when it appeared

that there was little or no interest in housing in this area).

With the ‘refunding of the projec£ at the 1974-1975 level,

we‘again note that the probable demands on the 'Director's
time are such that attention should be directed eoward
redistribution of work assignments eoAthat the Director
is not essential to each function and can continue in his

absence, if necessary.

No special arrangements to»establieh counseling groups

for ex-inmates or'other client groups have been concluded,

v'it ig possible to make such arrangements for the Fall, we
‘urge that a meeting w1th the evaluator be establlshed to’

' discuss evaluatlon of this spec1f1ca aspect ofthe program.
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Results of the Community Survey,

A survey of commuhity‘residgnts was conducted during
May 1975. A door~to—door_visitation was made for a sample
of community residents inbthe Ludldw area selected at random,
Completed responses were received from fifty four (54) |
residents.” This was adjudged to be an adequate number of
reéponses from the original group of ohe hundred selected
and no additional. residents were inﬁerviewed.' An analysis of

thé results follows.

2 Demographic Data.

The average age of‘the respondents Qas 32,7 years: somewhat
younger than has been observed in other project areas served
by LEAA pro}eets. The respondents were nearly équally divided
between males (52%) and femaleé (48%) . Fifty four‘percent
(54%) of the responding group reported being emploved
A lower proportion of persons (30%) réported recorded themselves
as homeowners, than has been the case for other LEAA project
areas surveyed, Thus, the lower a?erage age, a high dégree of
non-employed persons, and low ownership of homes, suggests
a liklihood of a transient population and the potential

as a high crime area. In our opinion, the presence of a project

forthe reduction of crime in this area, with sub-goals for the

‘improvement in the stock of sales housing is Jjustified.
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Project Recognition.

specifics of the project, there appears to be some confusion.

%

 The LuleWFCommunity Association enjoys a high degree of
community recégnition with 19% of respondents strongly
agreeing and 73% agreeing that they have all of the information

they want about this program. With respects to the

-

‘The majority of the persons surveyed are unaware of any

association between the Center and the City government, A

"majority of the persons reporting believe that the Center doss

not have .the support of the Philadelphia Police Departméﬁts in

its efforts at crime reduction. Of the persons surveyed,

their composite estimate is that over ninety percentof the

pepre in the Ludlow Community know about the program, The

staff members are judged effective by 90% of the respondents

and 54% of the people believe that the physical resources of

the Center are adequate, 17% don't know,

"Attitude about Community.

Of those surveyed, one person in four reports a desire

* s

to move to another community. The major reasons cited in

7
3

order of frequency are housing, crime and schools, One

_person in four reports being victimized by crime within the

last -three months. Crimes against propqrty’outnumber crimes

against persons by three to one, with more than one~third
of.thé crines gbing unreported,

Thefcomposite profile'of‘the "typical" criminal in

t:‘#hislcommdhityvis a'drugfinvolved male, gang member. He,
‘),,will:be a resident of the Ludlow Community is equally likely

.vto;be under age’ninetéen,or btween 19 -and 26. The perceétion
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" of community members is clearly for the criminal to be a

young person and while proabbly male, this survey indicates

an unusually high number of persons indicating the probably

involvement of females in crime. These fugures tend to suggest

the efforts of the Ludlow Community Association to develop
youth recreational programs for both men and women is well
advised.

Project Impact.

A clear pattern emergesrinythe responses to the five

questions on: project impact. The consistent responses indicate

that the project is viewed very favorably by members of the

community. Staff members are consistently reported as

being helpful, the project is believed to reduce crime, and

the materials and staff members are all judged useful and

- valuable. There were few if any contra-indications. -~ -n~uz

in this section of the questionnaire.

Evaluation.

AS noted previously, this program is clearly linked to the

’prevention of crime in the Ludlow area, ' Ninety eight percent

(98%) of the respondents said "The program reduces crime

in our area:"k87%'indicate that the program is needed; 40%

say there are no other such'pro§rams'énd 50% know of ho

LA

: oﬁhers.~ Desplte comments by the evaluators about potentlal
'problems in_ organlzataon (the Dlrector s role), 81% report that‘
| the program is well organlzed and 80% recognlze,that the

~program needs additional resources to Support its pfograms, :
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» Coneclusions and Recommendations.

Contlnulng attentlon to staff role ~and responsibilities

‘ w1th1n the context of the Dlrector s activities is needed in

order to av01d excessive dependence on the presence of the
Director to mainfain productivity., The increase in the number of
Spanish speaking clients should.be reflected in futufelstaffing
plans when and if changes are to be made.

' More complete records on cllent follow—ups after referral
to a social service agency are needed, At the present time it
is difficult or impossible.to track clients longitudinally from
projecﬁ records, A routine for follow-up and reporting would
make this easierﬁ |

-

We feel that a group counseling activity based at the

- center for one or more client groups, including ex-inmates

. would be a valuable adjunct. to.the Center's c¢urrent activities,

If possible, this should be done in association with an
organization which has the professional resources needed
such as the Philadelphia Adult Probation Department,
Overall. we feel that the project is meeting its goals
and that it could profit from some additional planning and

effort to consolidate its gains in a limited number of areas,

resisting presgures to become to diffuse in focus,
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