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SECTION I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF EVALUATION REPORT. 

1. Project objectives and activities. 

~ T~e ?bjectives of the project have been specified in 
great deta~l ln the subgrant application; generally, however, 
they are dlrec~ed to~ard~two major,goals (1) reduce scarcity 
?f resources wlth WhlCh ~he probatlon department can pursue 
lts £oals. and (2),develop information on which departmental 
programs, can be,bullt. The second goal is seen as impacting 
on ~h~ flrst - ln that ~etter information will permit bet~e~ 
declslons as to allocatlon of scarce resources. 

~ The major activiti.es of the pro,iect are: 

, ,I) External. This includes grant management, pri-
marIly wl~h LEAA',and also a variety of community relations 
and tec~n~c~l advlsory ac~iviti~s which are primarily the 
respons~blllty of the proJect dlrector. Included here is 
generatl0n ~f data for and work with outside evaluators 
on LEAA, proJects, a responsibility distributed among a number 
of proJect staff. 

, 2) .!nternal. T~e ID';ljor activity is development of 
the,lnformatl?n bas~, prlmarlly the responsibility of the 
proJect ~ssoclat~ dIrector. In addition, project staff are 
engaged ln a varlety of related activities; including develop­
me~t of seve:a~_ J~anuals fo: depart~ent staff and for judges, 
r~sear?h actlvltles, plannlng and lmprovement of communications 
wIth line staff in the department. 

2. Evaluation Activities and Da.:.ta sourc~_s_. 

a'_,Evalu~tion activities have included: (1) interviews 
with proJect dIrector and associate director and with the 
re~earch and,planning supervisors, (2) interviews with the 
chlef p:obatlon off~cer and his five top administrators, 
(3) ReVlew of a varle~y of documents, both historical and 
current, (4) administration of a mail questionnaire to a 
sample of ~epartmental a~m~nistrators, supervisors and pro­
batIon offIcers, (5) verIflcation of a sample of client 
~ecords tak?n from the computer print-out, (6) sample of 
i~ternal m~ll to the project, (7) sample of daily time logs 
of all pr.oJect staff, (-8) telephone interviews with LEAA 
evaluators. 

(
2) ~ Data sources ha:re inc~uded: (1) interview responses, 

. project documents - lncludlng subgrant applications past _ 
and present, files ?f research-project, procedural memos,etc 
(~) responses to mall questionnaire (response rate of 64~ at 
tIme responses tabulated ~or this report; further return~ 
indicate a response rate of 76%), (4) percentage of errors 

, . 

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

3. -Major Results. 

a. The project's most clearly successful activities 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 mixed or un­
clearpicture - some Qf this having to do with the fact that 
projects are in process but not necessarily completed at the 
time this report is prepared. Examples include: the policy 
and procedures manual and the judges manual & the predictive 
study, 

c. Other activities indicate little or no results. The 
intention to improve communi ca ti ons wi th line staff sh.ows some 
results where supervisors are co ncerned but essentially pro­
ject staff are still gearing up to deal with this 5ssue. 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 Findin~s. 

§:...!. The project appears to place its major resources in 
development of the information base and LE..4A grant management. 
Research and planning activities, as a result, appear to have 
a lower operational priority. 

9-!.. 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 subrr,rant 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. 

£!.. Certain organizational aspects of: project s.tructure 
and function require 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 ). 

• 



d. Lack of access (~g: effective utilization) to the courts 
computer appears to interrupt and slow work in several areas. 

e'. 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 
is not new, could provoke serious organizational strain. 

5. Major Recommendations. 

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

h That priority be given to building those contacts, acti­
vi ties and relationships which can provide input and feedba'ck 
to and from project staff throughout the department. 

~ That or~anizational analysis focused on aJ.ternate 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~o 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. 

~ That activities projected for the next subgraDt 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 Activities 

c. Alleviate the scarcity of 
: ,_sources \<1i th whi ch the Dept. 
~an pursue its objcctivics by: 

1} P~ojoct dir8ctor will continu~ 
;0 attend monthly meetings of the 
""Ii In.d01phia Regional Planning 
au~cLlf the Corrections Sub-

',,;~;ni ttcc and the: GJC, as required. 

» P. & D staff provid~ technical 
.~:istancu to Probation Dept. 
~~[f in proparation of proposals, 

:UC!l]ct modifications. 

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

Activity: Intervi~w with 
Project Director and 
analysis of work logs. 

Data: R~ported m~ctings, 
corrcspond~nc8, log 
entriE..s. 

Limitations: Not all groups 
met during evaluation. 

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

Data: Responses to interviews' 
and to questionnaires 

Limitations: Evaluator did 
not review proposals for 
adequacy and coherence. 

Findings Probable 
Impact 

Volume of correspondence, ~valua~ 
tor's own knowledge and data from 
chief probation officer indicates 
high level of activity. 

No data secured on director's per­
ceived effectiveness. Continua­
tion of LEAA funds is indirect 
indicator of effectiveness. 

~he cons?nsus is that R&D is helpful 
1n secur1ng LE!.":l-\' funds. However, a 
frequent response was that R&D's 
currently limited technical and fiscal 
advisory function made extra work for 
project staff. At the same time, a 
frequent response (often from the same 
respondents) was that R&D snends too 
much time in LEAA work at the expense 

.of research and planning activities. 



3)Project Diroctor rcvic\1's quart­
erly reports for Chief Probatio~ 
Officer's signature and processes 
on to appropriate LEAA and State 
Board of Probation and Parole staff 

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

5) Project Director serves as 
liason with LEAA regional 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 
objectives, staffing patterns and 
resource allocation by identif~ling 
issues requiring admi~istrative 

'" decisions and proposing alternatives 

Activity: Review cor,ies 
• of quarterly reports 

Data: Quarterly reports 
Limitations: None ' 

Activity: Interview with 
Project Director; 
review correspondence 

Data: Correspondence and­
meeting notes 

Limitations: 

Activity: Attend meetings 
on evaluator selection 

. ( 3) • _ 
Data: Project Director interview 

Attendance and participation 
at meetings on sclucti,on. 

Activity: On-site observation 
of R&D liason staff on 
3 LEAA projects. 
Interview outside evaluators 

Data: Staff attendance and part­
icipation. 
Evaluators' comments 

Limitations: 5 out of 10 
evaluators interviewed. 

Activity: Interview Chief 
Probation Officer and Dept. 
Heads. Mail survey of 
supervisory personnel & 
Probation Officers. 

Data: Interview responses and 
questionaires returned 

Limitations: None on interviews, 
6 out of 6 completed. 
Questionnaire rosponso 
rate == /':)+"/" 

Reports were written. 

Approval by Pennsylvania Board of 
Probation and Parole as to fiscal 
and match requirements, and pro­
ject accordance with state goals 
indicates effective 'activity and 
impact in terms of support for 
securing LEAA funds. 

Project director is actively in­
volved in liason and selectivn. 
R~sponses to evaluator reports in­
dlc~t~s thorough, if not exhaustive 
actlvlty. 

R&D staff maintain overview and are 
'intermittently present at evaluator­
project staff conferences. Evalua­
tors were essentially positive in 
commenting on their contacts with 
~&D staff, and staff helpfulness 
ln helping them to get data. 

While consensus (noted above) exists 
as to R&D role in securing LEAA funds 
no respondent Volunteered-data which 
would,indicate the adiministratlve 
plannlng an~ decisi?n-making assis­
tance fu~ctlon speclfically alluded 
to in thlS section. 
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B. R&D will provide technical 
research and planning assistance 
to the Dupt. in securing additional 
sources of funding. In the near 
future, it is expected that a 
committee comprised of key admin­
istrative persons in the Dept. will 
be selected to approach alternative 
funding sources for assistance. 
As viable sources are contacted 
and a determination is made of the 
program area of interest to these 
sources, R&D staff will prepare 
proposals for those program areas 
following the proposal format and 
guidelines of the particular fund­
ing source. 

C. The developm~nt of an adequate 
information base to assess outcome 
for research and planning purposes 
is a top priority of the R&D. 
unit for this project year. Acti­
vities related to this are listed 
belm" : 

1) Identifying data requirements 
for the evaluation of LEAA propos­

. als for 1974-75. 

Activity: Review committee 
notes and proposals 
When available 

Data: None seen 
Limitations: No sources of 

alternative funds 
identified. 

• 

Activity: Interview with R&D 
. staff and outside eval­

uators • 
Data: Interview responses 
Limitations: 5 out of 10 eval­

uators interviewed. Va.ry ing 
data clement definitions, 
some variations in procedures 
used to secure data. 

"Project director indicates appointment 
of a person to seek alternate funds. 
No such funds hav'e be,en identified. 

Evaluators were positive in suggesting 
that R&D staff were helpful in rneeting 
evaluators' data requirements. 



2) The project director is also 
currently negotiating with the 
Data Processing Unit of thu Court 
of Common PIcas to provide 
r~cidivi5m data on the probation/ 
parole population via .computer 
summaries. 

3) R&D staff will review present 
data items being collected in files 
of different units of the Dopartment 
and different recording and report­
ing formats in usc. 

4) A preliminary proposal of data 
re1uircmcntg and recommendations 
for recording and retrieving these 
data items will be made to the 
}\.dministra ti ve body of the Dept. ' 
for revie~,'1. Out of this will 
come a Dept. 'commi tment to provide 
certain data items to the LEAh 
evaluators in order to reduce 
LEAA evaluation costs. 

Activity: Request computer 
summary of criminal ,hist­
ories and recidivism. 

Data: Summa~y reports on 
recidivism 

Limitations: Results of 
negotiation not 

. available. 

Activity: Interview Associate 
Director; inspect report 
formats. 

Data: Report data clements 
Limitations: Pre~iminary 

findings only; evaluation 
activity not completed. 

• 

Activity: Review preliminary­
proposal and Dept. policy­
with respect to providing 
data to LE]\~ evaluators 
Interview LEAA evaluators 
about their data needs and 
aC·CDSS. 

Data: proposal and policy state­
ment. 

Interview responses. 
Limitations: Preliminary 

findings only based on 
verbal responses; evalu­
ation activity not 
completed. 

Data not available from courts in' 
summary form; only as criminal his­
torieswhich each evaluator must 
calculate estimates of recidivism. 

The review has been completed un4er 
the guidance of i:~c Associate 
Director" Intorim forms were 
developed for usc while new 
proc~dures \-l-.;!rc developed. Tho 
data collection procedures 
appear to fUnctioning well based on 
increased data file accuracy. 

Data needs by the evaluators have 
generally been mQt for the current 
p~riod satisfactorily according 
to the evaluators interviewed. 
Most also indicated an improvem~nt 
in accessibility, 

No rf/ri tten policy statement concern­
ing data access seen. 



, j , 

, 
...... 

5) Tho information specialist will 
review the preliminary work of steps 
(1 - 4) a nd work in conj unction with 
the rest of the R&D staff, tho records 
division of the department and 
administration to develop appro­
priate record keeping procedures and 
reporting forms to generate comp­
arable data throughout the Dept. 

6) The information specialist will 
serve as a consultant to the R&D 
~taff regarding available data fo'r 
research and planning activities. 

~) The ~nform~tioi specialist will 
scrv .. ,as a liason beblccn R&D and 
the computer section of the records 
division of the Dept. 

Activity: Interview informatio~ 
specialist (hssoc. Director) 
and dopartm~ntal staff. 
Questionnaire survey of 
supervisory personnel & 
Probation Officers. 

Data: Interview and question­
naire responses 

Limitations: Questionnaire 
response rate = 64% 
position of info 
specialist vacanti work 
being done by Assoc. 
Director. Prclimina~ 
findings only; . additional 
intcrvicT,-ls required. 

Activity: :Revicw R&D staff 
work logs 

Data: Self-reports of 
consultation. 

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

Activity: Interview Info 
Specialist (Assoc. 
Director) and review 
work log. 

Data: Intervic~'" response 
and work log records. 

Limitations: position of 
Info Specialist vacant; 
work being done by Assoc. 
Director. Preliminary. 
findings only; evaluation 
activity incomplete. 

l 

.J 

The objectives and activities 
encompassed under e, f, and 
g are being carried out by 
the Associate Dir0ctor while 
th~ position of Information 
Specialist is vacant. While 
there is no apparent conflict 
in function, the workload 
appears excessive for a single 
person for efficient unit 
operations. 

Neverthcl~ss, the~6 functions 
are well dono·and the impact 
has been significant based 
on the overall improvement 
in data proc~ssing procedures 
and the increas.;.! in accuracy 
of data as prcccived by Prob­
ation Officers ana verified 
by eX'a~ina tion of compu tor 
stored and retrieved client 
information. . ~ . 

1 

i 
!" 
i . 



8) The Project Director and Info 
Sp0cialist will work with staff of 
CJF.C toward the long term devel­
opment of the Philadelphia Criminal 
Justice Information System. 

J 

Activity: Interview Project 
Director, Info Spccial~ 
ist, & Associate Director 

Data: Interview responses. 
Limitations: Position of Info 

Specialist vacant. Inter-
views not complete. No 
findings at this time. 

None 
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D. By its very existence I tho P,&D 
Unit helps to increase the amount 
of rosourcc~ allocated to research 
nnd Dlanning in corrections, both 
nationally and locally. Activities 
for the coming yoar arc elaborated 
;-,.;:;lo'd: 

1) R&D staff will augment standard- Activity: Interview R&D staff; 
izc( information base with additional examine R&D unit recorQs; 
in[0r~ation as required for r~scarch surveys, literature searches; 
and planning through: Qucstionaire: sample survey 

(2) lihrary lit0raturo surveys 
(2) surveys of agencies and 

oroorams in other jurisdictions 
(3)'rc~ular meetings w~th profess­

ionals involv~d in the Criminal 
Ju"ticc,! System 

(4) formal mechanism for P.O. 
input 

(5) regular group meetings with 
each functional area of th~ 
D-.;~)a rtment 

(6) intervic\-7s ';<11 th clients 
(7) questionnaires 

of Departmental staff about 
R&D staff contact. 

Data: R&D records 
Questionnaire responses. 

Limitations: Questionnaire response 
rate = 64%. Time period 
assessed atypical for year's 
activity. Preliminary 
findings only. 

(1) two library survey found 

(2) one such activity noted 

(3 ) An unspecified level of such 
activity is noted through anec­
dotal reports. Nor firm informa­
tion exists to confirm such 

(4 ) There are no formal mechanisms for: 
P.O. input.* Q 

(5 ) There are no regular group meet­
ings.* 

(6 ) There are no known interviews 
with clients.* 

o ) There are no questi6nnaires. 

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 continue to 
r0fin.:: and iraplcment the planning 
~bdal for the Dept. which was adopted 
by the Administrative Council last 
Fall. 

3) Priority research; study of the 
preparation of Pre-sentences in 
thiR department. Activities 
~Jill includ8; 

(a) literature review for 
nntional standards· and rele­
vant criteria for inclusion in· 
the Pre-sentence report. 

(b) intervimV's \·li th Judges of the 
Court of Common Pleas and 
Municipal Court to ascertain 
their needs for information 
content and format. 

<c) survey of other juris­
dictions for formats and 
administrative structures. 

(d) survey of corte6tions 
personnel who utilize the 
report to determine their 
needs for information 
content and format 

(e) comr)arison of efficiency 
and effectiveness of two 
~ltcrnative pre-sentence 
models presently in usc 
in this Dept. 

-(:) preparation of report & 

recommendations 

Acti vi ty: Revie\'l planning model 
with R&D staff; trace applica­
tion of planning model through 
case study of planning project 

Data: Alcohol Service Team project 
file 

Limitations: No findings; data 
received 2/25/75 

Activity: Intervic\'l with Project 
Director 

Data: None available 
Limitations: Research not under­

taken because no research 
staff ~I'~t hired 

None 

. None 
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4) A major priority which will require 
attention for a number of years is the 
development of a predictive scale to 
assist Probation Officers in their 
caseload supervision. Steps to be 
taken in this direction include: 

a) Development of a departmental 
data base 

b) Review of ,literature 

c) Correlation of socio-psycho­
legal factors,with recidivism 
based on present experience 

d) Development of a weighted 
measure to determine proba~ility 
of recidivism. 

e) As~ignment of levels of super­
vision based on probability of 
outcome as well a~ experiments 
with treatment alternatives 

f) asses~ment of validity of 
scale andrrevisio~,or 
discarding of scale depending on 
outcome 

g) simultaneously with c), determine 
validity of modified base 
expectance scale 

Activity: Interview with Research 
Di:ccctori review of complete 
project file as provided by 
Research Director 

Data: Project filG 
Limitations: Actual conduct of 

research opora,tions unknown. 
Targetted date of r6ceht 
computer run for base data 
not met due to SPSS program 
problems 

..... 

This'project, which has been underway: 
for 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 proce3s 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 to 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. 



~) Anothor priority ..• is~ comprehensive 
~s~cssmont of employment survices provided 
\;'1 this Dupt. and their rela tionship to recidivism. No detailed activities 
are specified in the sub-grant. 

6)Additional r~search activities as 
needed. 

7) Anoth0r area of activity ..• will 
be ·the final stages of preparation 
~nd publication of a policy and 
oroc~dures manual for the Dept. 
stepe; include: 

(1) preparation of a final draft by 
R&D staff basea. on input from a 
D..:martmcntal 'Comr:1i ttee chaired 
bv~the R&D Associate Director 

(2) ~rinting & dissemination 
(3) updating of the manual 

8) One final project will be completed 
i ••• the preparation of a manudl for 
use by judges in sentencing. 

Activity: Interview researcher; 
Project Director, and re­
viQ\'l project file. 

Data: Interview responses and 
file. 

Limitations: This project is 
in a very preliminary 
state.; . 

Activity: Interview Associat~ 
Director to identify 
other research. 

Data: Interview response 
Limitations: No'time to verify 

research activity; received 
. information 2/22/75. . 

Activity:.Intcrview Associate 
Director and p'roject file 
review (sight verification) • 

Data: Interview response and 
project file 

Limitations: Final draft not 
yet completed for review. 

Activity: Interview Project 
Directo:r \171 th 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 an~lyze this process. 

The evaluator does not know of any 
additional research activity. 

At this state the policy 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 virtue of its position within 
the Probation Dept., the R&D unit is 
in a unique position to serve as a 
bridge between professionals in 
university and corporate settings 
and practitioners. 

Activity: Interview Project 
Director and Associate 
Director. 

Data: Int~rview response 
Limitations: The concept of 

a bridging function is 
subjective. Nb muasurable 
goals are available. 

R&D performs thcliason function 
with outside evaluators described 
elsuwhcre in- this report. 

Members of th~ R&D staff, where 
qualified, supervise student 
placements. I. 



SECTION TV. PHO;JBCT RESUI1I1S AND ANALYSIS 

1. The "Resul tf.;i Anticipated" section of the subgrant 
will bo commented on sequentially. 

::R e,eul ts Anti ci va-ted " Analysis 

a ...... continued success in se- Result not known until LEA A 
cu.:r1ii7r, T;EAA funds." -makes funding decisions. 

b. "more effective utilization 
of rJ!!;A money within the probation 
der)}l):'tment. Ii 

c. if Preparation of proposals 
for ejther funding sources ••• opti­
miotic BXpectation would be the 
exprU1nion of. resou:cces available 
to '~he department." 

d. "development of a data 
baf.jewh1.ch los qUAJJ:tatively and 
quantitatively enhanced over 
what io ourrently available in 
tho dcr>artrnent." 

I'whlch will {trea tly 
enhnnoe the abiJ.ity of outside 
ovnlun:corn to assess program 
pel.~formance .•. " 

"and allow the R&D tinit 
to conduot more and better 
rener1rch. II .. 

. 
o. !'improved channels of 

o.ornmunicntioh for both input and 
fcndbo.ck from H&D to those areas 
of tho ))err::u.'"tmeni~ whex'ethese 
channols were identified as 
wenkest in this yoar·s (1973-4) 
a vnJ, un:ti an. " 

f. "oontinued use of the 
DopaFtmontnJ. l))'n..nning model ••• 
rctrult itl t1WL\)~eness ••• effective 
\~ti1.:t z.n:t,i on. of resources ••• 01 

'l!.!. "Pre-Sen'telice study will 
reBUt1: in· mo};'c ei'f'ioientprepa­
ration of' 'p),'c-sentences and. 0 • If 

This result not known to 
the evaluator 

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

While no comnaritive quan­
titative data for 1973-74 exist 
our data for this year indicates 
a 93% accura,cy rate. Most'res­
pondents indicate qualitative 
imp~ovement as well. Result 
achieved. 

Result achieved. 

The issue is moot in that the 
unit conducted little research. 

The levels identified in the 
1973-74 evaluation werel 

Sunervisors and Probation Officers 
Wh~re 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 studi (will re­
su1t-rn) increased capacity on the 
part of the probation officer to 
classify his caseload and ••• " 

i. "major purpose of an 
employment project w~llbe"to ex­
pand employment serV1ces. 

h ":result of additional 
research ••• provide additional in~ 
formation ••• for deci sion ma](ing." 

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

1. "'rhe Judges manual 
should provide assistance to the 
judges." 

m. "provide a bridge between 
University based professionals 
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. 

Hesult not achieved - manual 
not yet ready for dissemination. 

No'measurable goals. Not 
amonable to evaluation. Soc 

. comments in Section III. 

Addendum: Although not explicitly listed in the subgrant 
application-it is apparent that the unit, t>:rough the activities 
of its project director, has achieved certaln other r~~ults: 
These results, which are in the nature of latet:t func1;10ns 1n 
the nosition of R&D director (and p~rhaps un1que to the current 
incumbent in that position), involve the activity of the director 
both currently, and over the past 6 years, as one closely ~sso­
eiated with the Chief Probation Officer. The latter cred1ts 
the project director with pl~ying a.k~y ro~e' it: helping,him to 
professionalize the agency, 1n prov1d1ng hlm wlth techn1cal 
assistance, and in effective representation of,departmental 
interests to a number of criminal justice commlttees and task 
forces. 

. Our finding is that the functions all~ded to,abovel ~hat 
of assistance in administrative :planning; ?f technlcal ~dvlsory 
activity' and in community relations const1tutes a SPeC1es 
of Ifachi~ved results" relevant ~o the nro;iect objectives.~s 
will be noted below there are both positive and negative,sp1n­
offs from these activities in terms of the subgrant sectlon: 
"Results Anticipated". 



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

a. TiminF of the evaluation report. Given that the evalua­
t1, 011 ('!.otivi ty han been urloerway only since January 1 data was 
simply hot secured. in several areas. In additio~, the necessity 
of ubmittin~ a report in February does not permlt any statement 
a.bout 8.ct1 vities still in process and which might (or might not) 
eventuate ~n a concrete result between this date and June, 1975. 
(e~1 the Policy and procedures manual) 

b. Problems in hirin~ staff. The failure to hire an in-
l.'orl'nr'1tIOn opecialist ha.d indirect negative effects in that 
the AOGocia.te D~vector had less time in internal coordination 
w1.thin ·the unit a.s he '''covered'' that job. The failure to hire 
staff for the pre-sentence study clearly explains the lack of 
aotivity. 

c. Problema in comp-uter acceSR and function. Apparently 
aJ:Lhc::n.I[rT1 H' '&-r/ has gained. permission to the courts ccmputer and 
its SfSS pro~ram no staff in the project have been taught and/or 
allowod to make direct use of that program. Therefor~ some 
d(~lays are noted, most directly in the predictive study. 

d. Decisions and Priorities set by Project: The decision 
of theproject to engage in a process of self-development with 
tho aid of the In-Service 'rraining Director has precluded their 
dovclo~nent of structured contacts with other staff in the 
B~oncy. Whether this training results in eventual IF effective 
contact::i and two-way communication can not be ltnown at this time. 

s. Structural stress point and Competing Demands: It is 
claar tFio:t consonsus exists in the· department that the project 
mnkoo its ~rcatest contribution to the development of an informa­
tion bUDO and in rrant management. There is also considerable 
conaunOUG that more service internally is desired - in the form 
of rcncarch and planning aid. The project staff themselves (or 
nt loast the Director and Associate Director) concur in this. 

Projec't staff feel that information base and LEAA 
mnna~ament demands pre-empt time that might be devoted to 
providin~ rreater service within the department. 

l1'ho evaluator sun:p;ests tnat in addition the major 
fUtlotiOl"l of the project director in her community relations 
work und back-up pPort to the Chief Probation Director impose 
El i\u.""thcr systom strain. t.J.1his is magnified when we reali ze 
thRt tho Aasociate Director, whose responsibility is that of 
internal project supervision has had to devote much of his 
time to nctivities for which the position of information 
speoialist 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 proj t.:ction 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. 

.l.!. 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 acti vi ty which ma]~es 
use of the information base the impact ?n the problem is 
blunted. 

Bccaus~ the majority of the effort with rcs~cct to 
the dt.:vclopment of the information base.: has be~n 1.n the ~r~a 
of improvement of the existing files, the major opportUlutl.eS 
for achieving impact have not bct.:n ac1usruately testud.. \vc 
anticipate that the greater and more dlruct pa~o~fs In. terms of 
impac t \vill be achieved when, and if, the spoCJ.f lC pro] ccts 
cited in the sub-grant application arL! complt.:too ~no 
implementc..c1. Such projects include.: the rusc..arch 1.n 
client classification and casoload ll1anagumcnt, employmont 
services, the judge's manual, and the departmental policy 
and procedures manual. 

Im~act on the alleviation of the scarcity of resources 
L h' t' in the department is also difficult to assess at t lS. lme. 

While virtually all of th0 energy of staff members bUlng . 
dirc.:ctcd to this goal. satisfaction is tmvard the..: pr(;poratlOl: 
of proj8ct grant ~pplications for refunding undL~ LBAA. ,ThlS 
is in part due to the coincidonce of the,cvaluatlon faillng 
at the LEAA grant deadline period. We dld not, howovcr, 
note any other grant sources identified or being actively 
pursued during the first six months ,?f thL! cllrrU}:t. grant. 
Retrospectively, we note that all prlor LEAA pro]L!cts,grants 
were rcfundt.:d for 1974-75. To the extent that rcfllndlng 
of these nrojacts is attributable to the offorts of the 
Research ~nd Development unit, dirc..ct impact ~as been 
demonstrated. 

• 



The Research and Developmu~t Unit is cmb~ddcd within the 
larger Probation Dopartment structure and forms and integral 
part of the supporting administrative services. Interviews 
with senior mC~Jcrs of the Department administration and a 
sample survey of supervisory personnel and probation officers 
indicate differing levels of impact within the different 
functional strata. In general, the higher the level within the 
department, the greater the effort of the R&D Unit is 
valued. This result is similar to that observed by the 
previous evaluator. We note some improvement in communication 
and value of the unit as perceivud by supervisory personnel, 
but no significant diffuruncu in the p0rc~ptions of Probation 
Officers. The project director is aware of this situation 
and has initiatud action intended to improve contacts at the 
line level; however, implementation has not yet reached the 
staoc of direct contact with Probation Officers, so impact 
at this levul is not apparent. 

~ Cou1!d these results have been obta.ined more efficiently by 
a diffcrunt allocation of resources or project activitX: 

The evaluators arc not prepared to respond to. this question 
at this time. The evaluation period has been to short and 
the activities of the unit during the period observed too 
focused on LEAA grant activity to make a valid guneralization 
about project management. 

5. Based on cvalur.ttor's experience and knowledge, hOH do 
the res_ults compare Hi tIl othcrs. 

At this point in the evaluation, data on which to base 
a response to this question is insufficient to permit a 
response to the specific and detailed clo~onts of·thl~ project 
refeired to in the sub-grant application and Sections ~I and 
III of this report. 

Wb are not awarb of any other unit sufficiently similar 
is scoP9 and function to be called comparable in an accurate 
experimental sense. Other uni ts p~rforming similar gemJ:c:al 
functions of grant duvelopment/managcmont and institutional 
rosearch frequently take other organizational forms and 
employ different management strategies to good effect. The 
rosults vary from unit to unit; there is no statistically 
reliable or valid evidence to suggest that one approach 
is "better" than another. Situational factors, including 
the personalities of the individuals involved, appear to 
exert SUcil an important infl6cnce in terms of the outcome, 

'that generalizations about approach or methodology at a 
projoct-sp~cific level arc prbbably specious. 

The ~valuators intend to devote attcnti6n to this issue 
during the next evaluation puriod when unit activities arc 
more typical of the total grant period. 

• 
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~ Findings other than project-specific results. 

No comment at this time. 

7. Cost-effectiveness of the project. 

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

The "products" of the project as called for in the sub­
grant application arc not sufficiently well developed to 
assign a discrete cost to each. Based on our c¥Pcricncc 
and knmvlGdge, the cost of tl:is unit is not excessive. 
At the time sub-grant goals arc achieved, 've Hill be able 
to develop denominators for the cost-effectiveness measure. 



Major Fjndinp."s. 

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 v~ried list of pro­
jectedactivities - many'of which appear not to have been 
carried out. (The end of the sub«rant 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 assessin~ the full range of goalie . 

h Certain orv,anizational aspects of project ·structure 
and function require focus in the evaluator's continuing 
work. or particular interest is the split between re~earch 
and plannina 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. 

~ 'Phat 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 or~anizational analysis forused on alternate struc­
tural arranffements be en~aged in as a poss~ble aid in resolving 
the differences (or meliorating them) referred to above in the 
findings section of this report. 

d. Now that the JJEAA grant period is over the project is 
urr;ed"to move ahead an'::l attempt to meet goals in a number of 
areas specified in the subgrant applica~ion and referred to 
under results (# 3.b.) above. 

~ 'l'hat activities projected for the next subgrant year 
be somewhat mo~e 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 Ddvancing objectives in those two areas. 
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Name Unit 

Position 

This questionaire is part of the mandated evaluation activity of 
the Probation Department R&D (ReSearch and D~velopment) 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 fill out this questionnaire. Therefor~, w~ ask for 
your name to ensure that we secure a representative sample of 
responses. Individual responses will not be reported. We are 
interested in the overall picture provided by the several responses. 

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

Please do take the few minutes necessary to fill out this brief 
questionnaire and mail it to us in the enclosed pre-paid envelop~. 
Thank you. 

Jack Sternbach 
Frank Betts 

1) Within the last month, have you had a personal (telephone or 
face-to-face) contact with any R&D staff member? 

None One or Two Three or Four Five or More 

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

3) What were the contact(s) about? Briefly list topics discussed. 

4) Number of contacts initiated • • . ___ by me ___ by R&D staffer 

5) 

6) 

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

None One or Two Three or .Four Five or More 

Please list briefly the nature of such written material received. 

c.,=",", ...... ________________ _ 
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