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SECTION I. - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF EVALUATION REPORT.

LUDLOW - 1

Project Objectives

The main objecctives of the Ludlow Community Association
arc threefold: '

(1) To provide an information and refcerral service
to residents of the Ludlow Community
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(2) To provide a transportation and communication
‘scrvice betweun inmates in Graterford Prison
ad friends and families in the community.
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. {(3) To establish an architcctural design center to
assist pecoplc in the Ludlow Community to plan
for community devclopment.

Major Activities

The Ludlow Community Association maintains an office
at 1437 North 7th Street, Philadeclphia, Pa., from which.
three staff mcmbers provide services funded by LEAA. In
addition, thcre arc three other part-time staff members
providced by other agencies and tweclve to fifteen volunteers
who assist in staffing the center. The center is open
daily for drop-in referrals and on evenings for gspceial
programs. During the period July 15, 1974 through
February 28, 1975, therc were 940 drop-ins. As of
February 28, 1975, therc were 90 active casc files on
which tht staff were working to provide referral
assistance. Staff members work regularly with twenty four
(24) agencies for referxal purposcs.

The Dircctor maintains a weckly visitation and éounscling
program with inmates at Gratcrford Prison. At the time of
the last visitation in March 1975, thcere were sixtecn
incarccrated person registocred with the program.

The design center activitics are hoﬁscd on th¢ sccond
floor of thu center and staffed by an architcct provided by
the ATA Workshop. The major activity of the design coenter

has beun the completion of a plan and proposal, "Ludlow : i

Village l: A Sitec Proposal for Housing Development in the
Ludlow Community of North Philadelphia."

Evaluation Activitics °

Evaluation activities have included six site visits,
indluding onc to Gratcrford Prison; intervicws with staff members
and clients; review of client files ‘and records of drop-ins;
and review of the plans and documentation preparcd by the
design center., B ' o
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Major Results and Findings

The office activitics appear to be operated cfficently.
The office staff positions arc all filled within the hbudget

-allowance. The proportion of Spanish~specaking clicnts has

increasced significantly durxing the grant period to over
70%. '

During the seven and a half month period covered by the
project reccords revicwed, therce were 940 drop-ins, an
averagc of over gix drop-ins per day. For the pcriod
since Labor Day, thce drop-in ratce increased to ncarly cight
pcer day.  Except for the month of December, during the
Christmas holidays, thc number of drop-ins has bec¢n increasing
stecadily.

The Director visits Gratcrford Prison wececkly and has becn
accompaniced by onc or more staff members two or three
timcs a month. There is an active group of sixtcen inmatces,
plus another 12 to 14 individuals who mcct with the
director. Of the group of sixtecn, six are Spanish-spcaking.

The major accomplishments of thce program have been the
cstablishment of a youth program of recrcational and
cultural activities, involving 50 to 1G0 youths. Activitics
includc sponsorcd tcams in bascball, football and baskctball,
and trips and outings. A swimming program for womcn is
being started at the Narcissa Cruz Recreation Sitc, 6th and
Mastcer Strects.

The main areas in which the program has not met its
own cxpectations are in the design coenter activity whoere
the City administration has indicatced that there is no
moncy available for subisidized salc housing. Thus, although

_therce is a plan awvailable, therc has been no actual housing

development, as yect. Also, a tutoring program for studaents

.from the Ludlow School which was startced early in the

ycar had to bc discontinucd because of a lack of funds
necded.

The cost per drop-in for the period ending Fcbruary
28, 1975 is $26.98 per pcrson. This cost scems exccssivgly
high; howcver, no goals were sct for the number of drop=-ins
to be scrviced. The cost of rcfcrrals per clicnts basced
on ninety active case filcs for the same period is $281, 83,
This lattex cost is somewhat lower than the cost per rcferral
for clients of the North Central Youth Acadcmy ($314.55).
If program costs are allocated by activity between the
thrce objectives, an estimated ninety percent of program
activity is relatcd to drop-in clicnt contact. Pro rating
costs rcduces thce cost per contact to $24.28 and the cost
per referral to $250.67.

.
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The project is too small to require an EEOC rceport;
however, the cvaluator obscrves that the projecct staff
includes two Black males, 2 Black chales,‘l Spanish=-
spcaking male and 1 Spanish-speaking femalec.

" Recommendations

The following commcnts and suggestions are provided
morc in the naturc of cncouragcment rather than as—spcc1f1c
recommendations for change, since the project staff is
alrcady active in cach area:

(1) Continue sccking additional sourccs of funding fgr
the scveral indcpendcent programs whlch'arc opcrating
out of the center, such as the recrcation program.

(2) Improve the cost-effectivencss of the drop-in
counsclling by making the scxrvices of the.centcr
morc widely known (specifically the drop-in
services) ) :

(3) Re~activate the design center scrvices and preparc
an alternative to the sales housing program Whl?n.
is in line with fcderal and local housing priorities.

(4) We again note that the Dircctor appecars to be
overloaded and projcct activity is occasionally
handicapned becausc of this. We recognizce that
the level of funding is not sufficient to support
an additional staff member; however, intcrnal
priorities should be revicwed and the work
di.stributed so activities can continuc in the
abscnce of the director, if nced be.
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SECTION II. PROJECT ACTIVITIES.

The overall project objectives are to reduce crime and
fecidivism in the Ludlow Community ( Germantown/Girard/Ninth/
Berks) of North Philadelphia through community services
in threec arcas:

(1) To provide an information and rcferral scrvice
to residents of the Ludlow Community.

(2) To provide a transportation and communication
secrvice between inmates and Gratexrford Prison
and friends and familics in the community.

(3) To c¢stablish an architectural design center to

assist people in the Ludlow community to plan for
community development.

The Ludlow Community Association maintains officcs and
referral scrvices at 1437 North 7th Strect in a building
leascd from the Philadcelphia Housing Authority. The building
was recccently renovated to the specifications of the

Association and provides cxceptionally good facilities at

a very modest cost. There is a substantial amount of
spacc available for expansion if thc projcct can sccurce
additicnal funding. ‘

There arc threcc -full-timc equivalent staff members whose
salaries arc paid from LEAA funds. Threc othcr part-time
staff members arc paid by the School District of Philadelphia,
the Philadelphia Urban Coalition, or the AIA Workshop. In
addition, twelve to fifteen members of thce community
regularly volunteer their scrvices.

The Director maintains a weckly visitation program to
Gratcerford Prison. Whilce there, he mcets with a group
of sixteen inmates and an additional twclve to fourtcecen
inviduals., Two to threcc times monthly he is accompanicd
by onc or more staff members from thc Association., While
meeting with the inmates, thcoy provide job counscling,
attempt to sct up work rclecasc situations, provide family
liaison, assist in making contact with lawycrs and social
service agencies, and help develop proposals for in-prison
programs. B

The design center activitics arc houscd on the sccond
floor of the Center and is staffed by an architect/planncr

provided by the AIA Workshop. At the time of the

evaluation, the¢ design center was inactive, while the plans
most rccently preparcd were being pursuced with the City
administration. Thc plan is for sales housing and has

not met with acceptance by the City becausce a lack of
funding. SRR : ‘
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LUDLOW —~ 5

The Ludlow Community Association sponsors a program of
youth rccreation and cultural activitics. Baschball, football,
and basketball tcams are entered in four age catcgories of the
Martin Tuther King League., A swimming program is being
set up for girls at the Narcigsa Cruz Recreation site, 6th
and Mastcer Strects., Approximately 200 youths participatc.
hn additional 50 to 100 youths particpate in trips, tours,
and other recrcational activities schedulcd periodically
as funds and/or fraéo tickets arce available.

SECTION III, EVALUATION ACTIVITIES,

Evaluation activitices have included six (6) visits on-
site, including onc full day trip to Gratcrford Prison. Project
records and clicent case files have buen roviewed, clients
intervicewed, and planning documcnts cxamined. The staff hag
been intcrvicwed and obscrved on-the~job.,

Evaluation toolk placc dufing the period December 13, 1974
and Fcbruary 28th,., Project rccords covered the period frem
July 15, 1974 to Fcbruary 28, 1975. '

Major shortcomings of the evaluation related to the lack
of availability of rcliable current information on criminal
activity., Ludlow Community is a rclatively small part of the
26th Police District. Impressionistic data was providod
by the Commanding Officcr, hut no specific facts for the

Ludlow arca making it difficult to asscess the impact of the
project, o

SECTION IV. PROJECT RESULTS AND ANALYSIS.

As statcd previously, the results achicved by this projcct
conform to those anticipated in the sub-grant application.
The drop-in center, design center, and prison visitation
are all underway in substantially the form proposed, The
program has not achieved somc of its internal cxpoectations for
program devclopment because of lack of funds., '

This program is so 'small that it is difficult to comment
on administrative structure, It was noted in the previous
yvear's evaluation that an additional professional level
position would be extremely uscful. This remains true;
however, in view of the absence of funds to support the
position, littlc morc can be said., We have recommended
below that consideration be given to a re-assessment and
re-assignment of activities so that the dircctor is not v
essential to virtually all of the program cfforts. As the
program is now organized, unavailability of the dircector

.

s obeam e g A S A S P

e,

R

s i

3

LUDLOW - 6

inhibits achievement of short term goals, when he 1s‘over;}oaded
or not readily available. This is a management CORSlera ion.

i i G t Much of the
The level of funding 1s extrcmulg modcst. )
potential benefits are yct to be qchleved, because of Fhe lack
of outside funding. This is particularly true 1in housing

| where City funds are needed to complete the implementation of

the plans developed under this project.

The cost per client for the pe;iod cndi?g ngruafg i?th,
is $26.98 per drop-in contact. This cost seems” £oo ltg ;
however, no guantitative goals were sat ln.thetprgaec
application either for the number oﬁ drop—xn% o] tu ¢ roferrals
scrviced or thc maximum cost per client. The cost © £ |
per client based on nincty active case fll;; ?or Fh? s;ig roerience
period in $281.83. This latter cost is more in linc zl eup
clsewherc. The cost per client referral for the North .
Central Youth Academy is $314.55; fqr examplc. .If it is .
estiamted that about 90% of the project staffqtlye lsdsiin
on drop-in services, then the costs drop to $24.28 an e
cost per rpferral to $250.67.

SECTION V. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS .

i ini jC i cratcd cfficiently
Tt is our opinion that the projcct 1s opcxa i )
within the consiraints of cost. All budgetcd gtaff postlopssarcei
filled. Subject to the note about the centrality qf the directors
postion, we find that thg project is well organized and
management is appropriate.

During the scven and a half months of the Qrpjcct,d?ratlon,
there have been 940 drop=-ins, an avceragce of sllgn?ly OVc; o
six per day. Over this time, the ngmber of’drop-%ns wach monii
has been increasing with thc exception of the Christmas
holiday period.

The project has met its najoxr objectives. Some a§t1v1§;gs
not included spccifically in the prOJCctzpropsal, such as
recreational program also appear succassiul.

The following recormmendations are made more on the )
spirit of encouragcment, rather than mgndatus for change,

since the project staff is alrcady actively working in
each area:

(1) Continuc sccking additional sources of fundln% igr
the several programs which are operating out o C
center, such as the recreation progyém, as a ?eans
of sprcading and increasing the projcct impact.
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LUDLOW - 7

(2) Improve the cost-effectiveness of the drop-in
service by making thesc specific services more
widely known in the conmunity. Consideration
should be given to a shift in center hours to
allow for more after work contact now that the
summer is approaching and it is staying light
in theevenings. i

(3) Rec-activatce the design center scrvices and
develop one or more altcrnatives to the salces
housing program which more closely conform
to fgderal and lscal housing funding priorities.

(4) The role of the Director is ccntral ﬁo the
success of this project. We are concernad that
it may becomc too much of a "onc man operation.”
We rccognize that the present level of | funding
is not sufficicnt to support an additional
staff member; however, internal priorities and
activitics should be re—-cvaluatced and distributed so
activities can continuc even in the absence of the
Dircector. - '
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