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SECTION I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF EVALUATION REPORT,

1, Project objectives and activities,

. a, The objectives of the project have been specified in
great detail 1n the subgrant application; generally, however,
they are directed toward two major goals (1) reduce scarcity
of resources with which the probation department can pursue
its goals, and (2) develop information on which departmental
programs can be built., The second goal is seen as impacting
on the first - in that better information will permit better
decisions as to allocation of scarce resources.

b. The major activities of the project are:

1) External, This includes grant management, pri-
marily with LEAA, and also a variety of community relations
and technical advisory activities which are primarily the
responsibility of the project director. Included here is
generation of data for and work with outside evaluators

on LEAA projects, a responsibility distributed among a number
of project staff.

2) Internal. The major activity is development of
the information base, primarily the responsibility of the
project associate director. In addition, project staff are
engaged in a variety of related activities; including develop-
ment of several manuals for department staff and for judges,
research activities, planning and improvement of communications
with line staff in the department.

2, FEvaluation Activities and Data sources.

a, Evaluation activities have included: (1) interviews
with project director and associate director and with the
research and planning supervisors, (2) interviews with the
chief probation officer and his five top administrators,

(3) Review of a variety of documents, both historical and
current, (4) administration of a mail questionnaire to a
sample of departmental administrators, supervisors and pro-
bation officers, (5) verification of a sample of client
records taken from the computer print-out, (6) sample of
internal mail to the project, (7? sample of daily time logs

of all project staff, (8) telephone interviews with LEAA
evaluators.

3

‘ b. Data sources have included: (1) interview responses,
(2) project documents - including subgrant applications past
and present, files of research project, procedural memos,etc
(3) responses to maili questionnaire (response rate of 64% at
?1m§ responses tabulated for this report:; further returns
indicate a response rate of 76%), (4) percentage of errors

among a random sample of 1800 data elements when verified with
robation officers, (5) incoming mail during a two week period,
(6) activities engaged in by project staff during a two week

per_i od,

3. Major Results.

a, The project's most clearly successful actiyit;es'were
in development of the information base and the varieties of
activities associated with service to the LEAA outside evalua-~
tors., '

b. A variety of other activities present a miged or un-
clear picture - some of this having to do with the fact that
projects are in process but not necessar}ly completed at_the
time this report is prepared. Examples include: the policy
and procedures manual and the judges manual & the predictive
study,

¢, Other activities indicate little or no results. The
intention to improve communications with line staff shows some
results where supervisors are co ncerned but es;enplally pro-
ject staff are still gearing up to deal with this lssue. One
of the most striking results is the variety of research acti-
vities projected but not completed. Additionally, there does

not appear to have been too much planning activity.

4, Major Findings.,

a, The project appears to place its ma jor resources 1in
development of the information base and LEAA grant management.
Research and planning activities, as a result, appear to have
a lower operational priority.

b. The project indicates a wide and varied list of pro-
jected activities - many of which appear not to have been
carried out. (The end of the subgrant year report can be
more specific on this). While the achievement of a few goals
may well be acceptable the evaluator 1is faced with the nece-
ssity of assessing the full range of goals.,

c. Certain organizational aspects of project gtrgcture
and function require focus in the evalua?or‘s continuing
work, Of particular interest is the split between research
and planning and the centralized unlt_strpcture (as dl;tlnct
from, for example, a decentralized unit with staff assigned
to service units ). :



d. Iack of access (eg: effective utilization) to the courts
computer appears to interrupt and slow work in several areas,

€. Most respondents, representing all levels of the depart-
ment indicated a desire for greater (research and planning) ser-
vice from the project. At the same time, as indicated above, the
project's major resources are elsewhere, This difference, which
1s not new, could provoke serious organizational strain, '

5. Major Recommendations,

a. That goals and activities in the subgrant application
be expressed in measureable terms amenable to evaluation. This
should include time-defined interim goals. '

b, That priority be given to building those contacts, acti-
vities and relationships which can provide input and feedbatck
to and from project staff throughout the department.

c. That organizational analysis focused on alternate struc-
tural arrangements be engaged in as a possible aid in resolving
the differences (or meliorating them) referred to above in the
findings section of this report.

d. Now that the LEAA grant period is over the project is
urged to move ahead and attempt to meet goals in a number of
areas specified in the subgrant application and referred to
under results (# 3.b.) above.

e. That activities progected for the next subgrant year
be somewhat more limited than is currently the case, and that
especially where research and planning activities are concerned
the resource strains within the project be carefully considered
in advancing objectives in those two areas.,




R & D Uni. Objectives
and Activitics

Alleviate tho scarcity of
tiesources with which thoe Dept.
2an pursue its objectivies by:

1)} Project director will continue
< attend monthly mectings of the
‘qiladelphia Regional Planning
“ouﬁuil, the Corrections Sub-
mmmittee and the GJIC, as roeguired.

Y R & D staff provide technical
viristance to Probation Dept.
wxff in preparation of proposals,
sucdget modifications.

Evaluation
From 1/7/75 To 2/21/75

Activity: Intecrview with
Project Director and
analysis of work logs.

Data: Ruported meetings,
correspondence, 1o0g
entries.

Limitations: Not all groups
met during evaluation.

Activity: Interviews with
administrative staff &
responses by unit heads,
supervisors and officers
to questionnaires.

Data: Responses to interviews

and to questionnaires
Limitations: Evaluator did

not review proposals for

adeguacy and coherence.,

Probable
Inpact

o
-

ndings

volumz of correspondence, evalua=
tor's own knowledge and data from
chief probation officer indicates
high level of activity. -

No data secured on director's
ceived effective eness., Continua-
tion of LEAA funds is indirect
indicator of effectiveness.

per-

?he consensus is that R&D is helpful
in securing LEAA funds. However, a
frequent response was that R&D's
currently limited technical and fiscal
advisory function made extra work for
project stafi, At the same time, 2
frequent response (often from the same
respondents) was that R&D spends too
much time in LEAA work at the expernse

.of research and planning activities.




3)Project Director reviews quart-
erly rcports for Chief Probation
Officer's signature and processes
on to appropriate LEAA and State
Board of Probation and Parole staff

4) Project Director scrves as
liason with State Board of
Parole for programmatic reviews
and proposal processing.

5) Project Director serves as
liason with LEAA recgional office
for selection of outside eval-
uators & response to evaluators
reports.

R & D staff works with outside
evaluator and departmental LEAA
program personnel '

6) R & D staff provide planning
assistance to Dept. Administration
in determination of LEAA proposal
opbjectives, staffing patterns and
resource allocation by identifying

- issues requiring administrative

" decisions and proposing alternatives

Activity: Review copics
. of quarterly reports
Data: Quarterly reports

"Limitations: None

Activity: Interview with
Project Director;
review correspondence

Data: Correspondence and-
meeting notes

Limitations:

Activity: Attend mectings
on evaluator selection
Z (3). .
Data: Project Director interview
Attendance and participation

" at mecetings on sclection.

Activity: On-site obrsexrvation
of R & D liason staff on
3 LEAA projects.
Interview outside cvaluators
Data: Staff attendance and part-
icipation. o
Evaluators' comments
Limitations: 5 out of 10
evaluators interviewed.

Activity: Interview Chief
Probation Officcr and Dept.
Heads. Mail survey of '
supcrvisory personnel &
Probation Officcrs.

Data: Interview responscs and
questionaires returned
Limitations: None on interviews,
6 out of 6 completed.
Questionnaire responscg

rate = ko

Reports were written,

Approval by Pennsylvania Board of
Probation and Parole as to fiscal
and match requirements, and pro-
gect accordance with state goals
;ndicates effective activity and
impact in terms of support for
securing LEAA funds,

‘Project director is actively in-

volved in liason and selection.
Responses to evaluator reports in-

dicates thorough, if not i
activity. gh, exhaustive

R&D staff maintain overview and are
1ntgrm1ttently present at evaluator-
project staff conferences. Evalua-
tors were essentially positive in
commenting on their contacts with
B&D staff; and staff helpfulness

in helping them to get data.

While consensus (noted above) exists

as to R&D role in securing LEAA funds
no respon@ent volunteered data which
would_lndlcate the adiministrative
giignlgg agd decision-making assis-

e lunction specifically alluded
to in this section. y allude




AR

B, R & D will provide technical Activity: Review committece " Project director indicates appointment

rescarch and planning assistance notes and proposals of a person to seek alternate funds

to the Dept. in securing additional when available . ‘No such funds have been identified |
- sources of funding. 1In the near Data: Nonc scen ‘ ‘ ’

future, it is expected that a Limitations: No sources of o

committee comprised of key admin- ‘ alternative funds

istrative persons in the Dept. will identifiecd.

be selected to approach alternative
funding sources for assistance.-

As viable sourccs are contacted

and a dectermination is made of the
program area of interest to thcse
sources, R & D staff will prepare
proposals for those program arcas
following the proposal format and
guidelines of the particular fund-
ing source.

C. The¢ development of an adequate
information basc to asscss outcome
for rescarch and planning purposcs
is a top priocrity of the R & D -

Unit for this project year. Acti-
vitics related to this are listed

below:
1) Identifying data requircments ' Activity: Intcrvicw with R&D  Fvaluators were positive in suggesting
for the cvaluation of LEAA propos- " staff and outsidc eval- ' that R&D staff were helpful in meeting

~als for 1974-75. : uators. ' . evaluators' data requirements.
Data: Intcecrview responses ' ,
Limitations: 5 out of 10 cval-
: A o uvators intcrviewed. Varying
* . data clement definitions,
" somc variations in procedures
used to sccure data.



2) The project director is also
currently negotiating with the
Data Processing Unit of the Court
of Common Plcas to provide
recidivism data on the probation/
parole population via .computer
summarics. '

3) R & D staff will review prescent
data items being collected in files
of diffcrent units of the Degpartment
and differcnt recording and report-
ing formats in use.

4y A preliminary proposal of data
requirements and recommendations
for rcecording and rectrieving these
data itcms will be made to the
hdministrative body of the Dept.
for review. Out of this will
come a Dept. commitment to provide
certain data items to the LEAA
evaluators in order to reduce

LEAA ¢valuation costs.

~

Activity: Reguest computer
summary of criminal hist-
orics and reccidivism.

Data: Summary rcports on
recidivism

Limitations: Results of
ncgotiation not
available.

Activity: Intervicw Associatc
Dircctor; inspect rcport
formats.

Data: Report data clements

Limitations: Prcliminary
findings only; evaluation
activity not completed.

Activity: Review precliminary:

proposal and Dept. policy -

with respect to providing
data to LEAA ¢valuatcers
Interview LEAA cvaluators

about their data needs and

access.,

Data: Proposal and policy state-

ment.
Interview responscs.
Limitations: Preliminary
' findings cnly based on
verbal responscs; cvalu-
ation activity not
completed.

RN g5 S T A AT 1 415 L

Data not availablie from courts in:
summary form; only as criminal his-
tories which each evaluator must
calculate estimates of recidivism.

or

The review has been completed under
the guidance of the Associate
Director. Interim forms were
developed for use while new
procedures were developed. The
data collection procudurcs

appcar to functioning well bascd on
increascd data file accuracy.

Data nceds by the evaluators have
generally bcen met for the current
period satisfactorily according

to the evaluators interviewed,

Most also indicated an improvement
in accessibility,

No written policy statement concern-
ing data access scen.
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5) Thc information specialist will

review the preliminary work of sieps
(1 -~ 4) and work in conjunction with
the rest of the R&D staff, the records

Activity: Intcrview information
spccialist {Assoc. Dircctor) M
and departmental staff.
Qucstionnaire survey of

division of the department and
administration to develop appro-

priate record kceping procedures and

reporting forms to generate comp-
arable data throughout the Dept.

6) The information spccialist will
serve as a consultant to the R&D
staff regarding available data for
rescarch and planning activities.

7) The information spccialist will
scrve. as a liason between R&D and
the computer section of the records
division of the Dept.

supervisory personnel &
Probation Officcers.

Data: Intecrvicw and qucstion-
naire responscs

Limitations: Qucstionnaire
regponse rate = 64%
Position of info
specialist vacant; work
heing donc by Assoc.
Director. Prcliminary
findings only;.additional
interviews required.

Activit¥y: ‘:Review R&D staff
work logs

Data: Self-reports of

~ consultation.

Limitations: Position of
info specialist is
vacant; work being
done by Assoc. Director.
Work period atypical
(grant preparation
occuppied most time)
Prceliminary findings
only.

Activity: Intcrview Info
Spccialist (Assoc. o
Dircctor) and review
work log.

Data: Interview response
and work log rccords.

Limitations: Position of
Info Spccialist vacant;
work bcecing done by Assoc.

" Director. Preliminary .
findings only; evaluvation
"activity incomplete.

The objectives and activities
enconmpassed under e, £, and

g are being carried out by
the Associate Dircctor while
the position of Information
Specialist is vacant. While
there is no apparent conflict
in function, the workload
appecars excessive for a single
person for efficient unit
ope¢rations.

Nevertheless, these functions
are wcll donc-and the impact
has been significant bascd
on the overall improvcment
in data proccssing procedurcs
and the increase in accuracy
of data as prcccived by Prob-
ation Officers and verified
by examination of computer
stored and retrieved client
information.
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8) The Projcct Director and Info
Specialist will work with staff of
CJAC toward the long term devel-
opment of the Philadelphia Criminal
Justice Information System.

Activity: Interview Projcct
Dircctor, Info Special-
ist, g Associate Dircctor

Data: Interview responscs.

Limitations: Position of Info
Specialist vacant. Inter-
views not complete. No
findings at this time.

None



D.By its very cxistence, the ReD
Unit helps to increase the amount
¢f resources allocatoed to rescarch
and planning in corrections, both
nationally and leocally. Activities
for the coming vear are claborated
helow:

1) R&D staff will augment standard- Activity: Intervicw R&D staff;

ized, information base with additional examinc R&D unit records; '
information as required for rescarch surveys, literature scarches; (1) two library survey found
and planning through: Questionaire sample survey
of Departmental staff about
(1) libraxy literaturce surveys R&D staff contact. (o ) one such activity noted
(2) survevs of agencics and Data: R&D rccords
programs in other jurisdictions Questionnaire rasponses.
(3) regular mectings with profess- Limitations: Questionnaire response
ionale involved in the Criminal rate = (64%. Tine period (3 ) An unspecified level of such
Justice Systom assesscd atypical for ycar's activity is noted through anec-
{4) formal mechanism for P.O. activity. Precliminary dotal reports. Nor firm informa-
input findings only. tion exists to confirm such
(5) regular group mectings with
cach functional arca of the (4 ) There are no formal mechanisms for
Department _ ; S P.0. input.*® ’ o
(g) intervicws with clients
(7) questionnaires . (5) There are no regular group meet~

ings,*

(6 ) There are no known interviews
with clients.

(7 ) There are no questionnaires,

The evaluator's conclusion is that
- _ , there has been little impact on the
’ objective of providing a highler
level of research and planning
activity,

*

Note: R&D staff indicate that their
current training with the director of
in-service training is to prepare them
for more effective activity re; #4),
5) and 6).




2) The staff will continuc to
refine and implement the planning

m0del for the Dept. which was adopted

by the Administrative Council last
rall.

3) Priority rescarch; study of the
preparation of Pre-sentences in
qu dgoartment. hAetivitics

will 1nclud;.

(a) literature review for
national standards. and rele-
vant criteria for inclusion’ ln
the Proe-sentence report.

(p)interviews with Judges of the
Court of Common Plcas and
Municipal Court to ascertain
their necds for information
content and format.

{(c) survey of other juris-
dictions for formats and
administrative structures.

(@) survey of corrections
personnel who utilize the
report to determine their
rniceds for information
content and format

(c) comparison of cfficiency
and c¢ffectiveness of two
altcernative pre-sentence
modecls prescntly in use
in this Dept.

(€) preparation of report &
recommendations

Activity: Review planning model

with R&D staff; trace applica-
tion of planning model through
case study of planning project

Data: Alcohol Scrvice Tcam project

file

Limitations: No findings; data

:chivc&.2/25/75

Activity: Intcrview with Project
Director

Data: Nonc available

Limitations: Research not under-
taken because no research
staff y*t hired

None

- None

T
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4) A major priority which will require

attention for a number cf ycars is the
development of a prcdictive scale to
assist Probation Officers in their
caseload supervision. Stecps to be
taken in this direction include:

a) Development of a departmental
data base

b) Review of -literature

c) Correlation of socio-psycho-
lcgal factors with recidivism
based on present cxperience

d) Development of a wéighted
mcasure to determine probability
of recidivism.

e) Assignment of levels of super-
vision bascd on probability of
outcome as well as experiments
with trecatment alternatives

f) assessment of validity of
scale andrrevision:.or
discarding of scale depending on
outcome

g) simultaneously with c), determine

validity of modified base
expectance scale

Activity: Interview with Research
Director; review of complete
projcct file as provided by
Rescarch Director

Data: Projcct file

Limitations: Actual conduct of
rescarch opcrations unknown.
Targctted date of recent
computer run for base data
not met due to SPSS program
problens _ :

This project, which hag been underway -
fpr several years and is a joint acti-
vity of R&D and a number of federally
funded service units, appears to be

- appropriately designed, based on what

is known of the"state of the art", )
and indicates a process of collabora-
tion between research and service
staff. The time which lapses from
one step to the next indicates two
problems noted in other contexts:

(1) the major focus of R&D staff in
other than research activities; and
(2) the problems with access 1o the
courts computer,

The potential impact on the problem

There appears to be considerable po-
tential impact on the problem but
until further substantive activity
occurs it is not possible to say more.




%) Another priority...is: comprchensive

~sgessment of cmployvment scrvices provided

v this Dept. and their relationship
20 recidivism. No detailed activities
are specified in the sub-grant.

fYadditional roscarch activitics as
necded.,

7) Another arca of activity...will
ba -the final stages of preparation
and publication of a policy and
nrocedurcs manual for the Dept.
Steps include:

(l)preparation of a final draft by
R&D staff bascd on input from a
Departmental ‘Committee chaired
by the R&D Associate Director

(2) printing & disscmination

(3) updating of the manual

8) One final project will be completed
...the prcparation of a manual for
usc by judges in sentencing.

Activity: Intcrview rescarcher;
Projecct Dircctor, and re-
view projcct filce.

Data: Interview responscs and
file.

Limitations: This project is
in a very preliminary
state.

Activity: Intcrvicw Associate
Director to identify
other rescarch.

Data: Intervicw response

Limitations: No-'timc to verify
rescarch activity; received
"information 2/22/75.

Activity:. Interview Associate

Director and project file
revicew (sight verification).
Data: Intervicew response and
project file
Limitations: Final draft not
yet complcted for revicw.

Activity: Intervicw Project
Director with respect to
project status.

Data: None available

The initial research design has not
been followed up on. Therefore,
no findings are advanced and no
statement possible about impact,

- Based on information provided by the

Associate Director it appears that
R&D was able to provide information
on which a policy change was based
on the administrative level of the
agency. It has not been possible to
verify or analyze this process.

The.eyaluator does not know of any
additional research activity,

At this state the poliey and procedures
manual is still in rough. The evaluator
has not read it in this form. Therefore,
no findings are presented.

No findings.



E. By virtuec of its position within
thc Probation Dept., the R&D unit is
in a unique position to scrve as a
bridge between professionals in
university and corporate settings
and practitioners.

Activity: Interview Project
Director and Assocliate
Director.

Data: Interview response

Limitations: The concept of

" a bridging function is
subjective. NO measurable
goals arc available.

R&D performs the liason function
with outside cvaluators described
elscwhere in  this report.

Members of the R&D staff, where
qualificd, supervise student
placements.

—in Ky

b R s
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SECTION 1V,

PROJECT RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

1. The "Results Anticipated” section of the subgrant
wi.ll be commented on sequentially.

"Results Anticipated”

A, "...continued success in se-

curing LEAA funds."”

b. "more effective utilization
of IEAA money within the probation
department.

c. "Preparation of proposals
for other funding sources...opti -
mistic expectation would be the
gxpansion of resources available
to the department.”

d. "development of a data
bage which ie¢ qualitatively and
gquantitatively enhanced over
what ig currently avallable in
the department.”

“which will greatly
enhance the ability of outside
evalunrtors to assess program
performance. .. " ’

"and allow the R&D unit
to conduet pore and better
research,”

£. ~“improved channels of
communication for both input and
Tendback from R&D to those areas
of the Department where these
channels were identified as
weakest in this year*s (1973-4)
evaluation."

£. "confmnued use of the
Dapﬁxtmentﬁ1 planning model...
regult in awareness...effective
wtilisation of resources...”

" . "Pre-Sentence study will
result in more efficient prepa-
ration of pre-sentences and.,."

Analysis
Result not known until LEAA

-makes funding decisions.,

This result not known to
the evaluator

No alternate funding sources
identified; no expansion of such
resources, Result not achieved,

While no comparitive quan-
titative data for 1973-74 exist
our data for this year indicates
a 93% accuracy rate. Most res-
pondents indicate qualitative
improvement as well., Result
achieved,

Result achieved,
The'issuevis'moot in that the
unit conducted little regearch.

The levels identified in the
1973-74 evaluation were:

Supervisors and Probation Officers

Where Supervisors are concerned
our findings indicate somewhat
improved communication. Where
Probation Officers are concerned
no improvement,

Result partially achieved,

Result not known to the
evaluator.

Result not achieved - no pre-
sentence research staff hired,

h., “Predictive study (will re-

sult in) increased capacity on the
part of the probation officer to
clas51fy his caseload and..,."

i. "major purpose of an
employment project willbe to ex-
pand employment services."”

Jj. “result of additional
research...provide additional in-
formation...for decision making."

k. "Dissemination of the
policy and procedures manual
would result in more informed
and effective operations on the
part of line officers...”

1. “The Judges manual
should provide assistance to the
judges."

m., "provide a bridge between
University based profe351onals
and practitioners...”

Result not achieved.,- study
still in process.

Result not achieved - study
inactive for several months.

Result partially achieved -
one such additional research
project done.

Result not achieved - manual
not yet ready for dissemination.

Result not achieved - manual
not yet ready for dissemination.

No mcasurable goals. Not
amcnable to cvaluation, Sce
. comments in Scction III.

Addendum: Although not explicitly listed in the subgrant
application it is apparent that the unit, through the activities
of its project director; has achieved certaln other results
These results, which are in the nature of latent functions in
the position of R & D director (and pgrhaps unique to the current
incumbent in that position), involve the. act1v1ty of the director

both currently, and over the past 6 years
~ciated with the Chief Probation Officer.

as one closely asso-
The latter credits

the project director with playing a key role in helping him to
professionalize the agency, in providing him with technical
assistance, and in effective representation of departmental
interests to a number of criminal justice committees and task

forces.

. Our finding is that the functions alluded to above: that
of assistance in administrative planning; of technical advisory
activity; and in community relations constitutes a species
of "achieved results" relevant “o the vproject objectives. As
will be noted below there are both positive and negative spin-
offs from these activities in terms of the subgrant section:

"Results Anticipated”.



2. VWhat factors led to results other than those anticipated?

a, Timing of the evaluation report., Given that the evalua-
tion activity hags been underway only since January 1 data was
simply not secured in several areas. In addition, the necessiky
of ubmitting a report in February does not permit any statement
about activities still in process and which might (or might not)
eventuate in a concrete result between this date and June, 1975.
(epr the Policy and procedures manual)

B, Problems in hiring staff, The failure to hire an in-
formation specialist had indirect negative effects in that
the Associate Director had less time in internal coordination
within the unit as he "covered" that job. The failure to hire
gtaff for the pre-sentence study clearly explains the lack of
activity.

¢, Problems in computer access and function. Apparently
althourh R & 1) has gained permission to the courts cocmputer and
its PSS program no staff in the project have been taught and/or
allowed to make direct use of that program. Therefore some
delays are noted, most directly in the predictive study.

, d. Decisions and Priorities set by Project: The decision
of the project to engage in a process of self-development with
the ald of the In-Service Training Director has precluded their
development of structured contacts with other staff in the
aprency. Whether this training results in eventually effective
contacts and two-way communication can nct be known at this time.

e, Structural stress point and Competing Demands: It is
clear that congensus exists in the department that the project
makes its preatest contribution to the development of an informa-
tion buage and in prant management. There is also considerable
congengug that more service internally is desired - in the form
of research and planning aid. The project staff themselves (or
at least the Director and Agsociate Director) concur in this.

Project staff feel that information base and LEAA
manarement demands pre-empt time that might be devoted to
providing greater service within the department.

The evaluator sumgests thHat in addition the major
funetion of the project director in her community relations
work and hack-up  pport to the Chief Probation Director impose
a Turther system strain., This is magnified when we realize
that the Associate Director, whose responsibility is that of
inteynal project supervision has had to devote much of his
time to activities for which the position of information
gpecialist had been created.

The possible impact of these multiple stressors and
demands on morale, productivity and objectives of R & D
staff merit study. This will be a focus for evaluation
in the next time period.

Be that as it may --- the continued projcction of

_planning and research activity which does not result in

achievement of such goals is not desireable, If the R & D
unit is truely not able to balance these demands in a way
which permits it to engage in research and planning then
perhaps it might be advised to redefine its functions.

3. Impact on the "Problem{

To the extent that the information base provides
more useful data there is impact on the problem. But,
to the extent that the project staff are not able to engage
in meaningful research and planning activity which makes
use of the information base the impact on the problem is
blunted, '

Because the majority of the cffort with respect to
the dcvelopment of the information basc has becen in the arca
of improvement of the existing files, the major opportunitics
for achicving impact have not bcen adequately tested. We
anticipatc that the greater and more dircct payoffs in terms of
impact will be achicved when, and if, the specific projects
cited in the sub-grant application arc completed and
implementced. Such projects include the rescarch in
client classification and cascload wmanagement, employment
services, the judge's manual, and the departmental policy
and procedurces manual.

Impact on the alleviation of the scarcity of resources
in the department is also difficult to asscss at this time.
Wwhile virtually all of the cnergy of staff members being
dirccted to this goal.satisfaction is toward the preparation
of project grant zpplications for rcefunding undcxr LIEMA. This
is in part due to the coincidence of the cvaluation falling
at the LEAA grant deadline period. We did not, howcver,
note any other grant sourccs identificd or being actively
pursued during the first six months of the current grant.
Rectrospectively, we note that all prior LEAA projects grants
were refunded for 1974-75. To the extent that refunding
of these projects is attributable to the cfforts of the
Rescarch and Development Unit, dircct impact has been
dcecmonstrated.



The Rescarch and Development Unit is embedded within the
larger Probation Department structure and forms and integral
part of thc supporting administrative scrvices. Intcrviews
with sc¢nior members of the Department administration and a
sample survey of supcervisory personncl and probation officers
indicate differing levels of impact within the different
functional strata. In gcneral, the higher the level within the
department, the grcatcer the cffort of the R&D Unit is
valued, This result is similar to that obscrved by the
previous cvaluator. We note some improvement in communication
and valuc of the unit as perceived by supcrvisory personnel,
hbut no significant differonce in the perceptions of Probation
Officers. The project director is aware of this situation
and has initiated action intendad to improve contacts at the
line level; however, implementation has not yet rcached the
stage of dircct contact with Probation Officers, so impact
at this level is not apparcnt.

4. Could thesc rasults have been obtained more efficiently by
a different allocation of resources or project activity:

The evaluators arc not preparcd to respond to. this question
at this timc. The cevaluation period has been to short and
the activities of the unit during the period obscrved too
focused on LEAA grant activity to make a valid generalization
about projcct management.

5. Based on evaluator's cxpcericnce and knowledge, how do
he results comparo w1th othors.

At this point in the evaluation, data on which %o basec
a responsc to this question is insufficicent to permlf a
responsc to the specific and dectailed clemonts of - th;s project
reforred to in the sub-grant application and SLCtanS II and
ITII of this report.

Wo are not awaré of any other unit sufficiently similar
is scopg and function to be called comparable in an accurate
cexperimental sensc. Other units performing similar gendeal
functions of grant duvelopment/management and institutional
raescarch frequently take other organizational forms and
cmploy different management stratcegies to good cffect. The
results vary from unit to unit; there is no statistically
reliable or valid cvidence to suggest that one approach
is "botter" than another. Situational factors, including
the personalitics of the individuals involved, appear to
_exert such an important influence in terms of the outcome,
that generalizations about approach or mcethodology at a
project-specific level are probably specious.

The cvaluators intend to devote attention to this issue
during the next evaluation period when unit activities are
more typical of the total grant period.



6. Findings other than projcct-spccific results.

'No comment at this time.

7. Cost-cffecctiveness of the projecct.

At this time, we have no valid basis for estimating cost
cffectiveness of this project.

The "products" of the project as callcd for in the sub-
grant application are not sufficicntly well developed to
assign a discrete cost to each. Based on our eppcriecnce
and knowledge, thc cost of this unit is not excessive.

At the time sub-grant goals arc achieved, wc will be able
to develop denominators for the cost-cffectiveness measurc.

e




Major Findings,

a, The project appears to place its major resources in
development of the information base and LEAA grant management..
Research and planning activities, as a result, appear to have
a lower operational priority. .

b. The project indicates a wide and varied list of pro-
jected activities - many of which appear not to have been
carried out. (The end of the subgrant year report can be
more specific on this). While the achievement of a few goals
may well be acceptable the evaluator is faced with the nece-
ssity of assessing the full range of goals.,

c. Certain organizational aspects of project structure
and function reguire focus in the evaluator's continuing
work. Of particular interest is the split between research
and planning and the centralized unit structure (as distinct
from, for example, a decentralized unit with staff assigned
to service units ).

Major Recommendations.,

a., That goals and activities in the subgrant application
be expressed in measureable terms amenable to evaluation. This
should include time-defined interim goals.

b, That priority be given to building those contacts, acti-
vities and relationships which can provide input and feedback
to and from project staff throughout the department.

¢. That organizational analysis focused on alternate struc-
tural arrangements be engaged in as a possible aid in resolving
the differences (or meliorating them) referred to above in the
findings section of this report.

d. Now that the LEAA grant period is over the project is
urzed to move ahead and attempt to meet goals in a number of
areas specified in the subgrant application and referred to
under results (# 3.b,) above. N

e. That activities projected for the next subgrant year
be somewhat more limited than is currently the case, and that
especially where research and planning activities are concerned
the resource strains within the project be carefully considered
in advancing objectives in those two areas,
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Name Unit

Position

This qguestionaire is part of the mandated evaluation activity of
the Probation Department R & D (Research and Development) Unit which
is funded by L.E.A.A.

In order to most accurately and fairly assess the R & D Unit,
we are asking persons from all levels and units of the Probation
Department to £ill out this questionnaire. Therefore, we ask for
your name to ensure that we secure a reprcecsentative sample of
responses. Individual responses will not be reported. We are
interested in the overall picturc provided by the several responses.

Please be assured that only the evaluators will sece your response
and that this material will be held in confidence.

Please do take the few minutes necessary to f£ill out this brief
questionnaire and mail it to us in the enclosed pre-paid envelope.
Thank you. .

Jack Sternbach
Frank Betts

1) WwWithin the last month, have you had a personal (tclephone or
face-to-face) contact with any R & D staff membcer?
___ None __ One or Two

__ Three or Four ___ Five or More

2) Please list the name(s) of the R & D gstaff involved.

3) Wwhat were the contact(s) about? Bricfly list topics discussed.

4) Number of contacts initiated . . . __ by me ___by R & D staffer

5) In the last month, have you received any documents, reports,
information, etc, from the R & D Unit? (Written material)

__ Three or Four __ Five or More

__ None __’One or Two

6) Please list briefly the nature of such written matcrial received.
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